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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

WUD'EDAY, MARCE 2, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITT, oN THE JuDICIAr,

Wa8hington, D..
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 6226,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Strom Thurmond (acting chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Thurmond and Bayh.
Also present: Mary K. Jolly, staff director and counsel, Subcom-

mittee on the Constitution,- Barbara Dobynes, staff assistant; Brian
Fitzgerald, and Daun De Vore, law clerks; Jesse Sydnor, counsel;
Senator Metzenbaum; Luther Washington, legal assistant, Senator
Metzenbaum; Arthur Briskman, counsel, Senator Heflin; Beth Ed-
wards, minority counsel, Senator Cochran; Renn Patch, minority coun-
sel. Sentaor Hatch; Yolanda McClain Branche, minority counsel,
Senator Dole; Richard W. Velde, minority counsel, Senator Dole;
Eric Hultman, minority counsel, Senator Thurmond; Liz McNichols,
legal assistant, Senator Mathias.

Senator THuRnoiy [acting chairman, presiding]. The committee
will come to order.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STROM THURMOND, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Senator TivrmoND. This morning the committee begins hearings on
several bills to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974.

Before the committee is a proposal introduced by Senator Birch
Bayh, S. 2441, one by Senator Dole, S. 2434, and the administration's
proposal, S. 2442, which was introduced by Senator Bayh, by request.
These various measures will be the subject of the hearings today and
tomorrow.

The original legislation, the Juvenile Justice and Prevention Act
of 1974, was the first comprehensive Federal response to the problem
of juvenile crime. I supported that legislation because I was deeply
concerned about the rise in juvenile crime and the number of youths
who were running away from their homes.

(1)
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We have now had 6 years of experience with this legislation. It has
been, I think, a rocky road. There are conflicting views throughout the
country on how to respond to juvenile crime; how to separate status
offenders from nonstatus offenders; and how much of the overall crim-
inal justice resources should be devoted to this problem.

Many more issues will be raised, I am sure, by the witnesses that
have been invited to testify before the committee.

We will listen carefully to their testimony and the expertise they
bring to us. The committee will then be in a position to make a judg-
ment on the future of this program.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BIRCH BAYH, A US. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF INDIANA

Today, we begin our first of 2 days of hearings on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

Most of you are here today because you have in some major way
affected the lives of children, adults, and Congress in helping to pro-
vide a juvenile justice system that is more just.

We are considering, today and tomorrow, three Senate bills: (1)
S. 2434, introduced by Senator Dole to extend the Juvenile Justice Act
and Runaway Youth Act for 4 years; (2) S. 2441, introduced bythe
senior Senator from Indiana to extend the Juvenile Justice and Run-
away Youth Act for 5 years; and, (3) S. 2442, introduced by the senior
Senator from Indiana, by request for the President, to extend the
Juvenile Justice Act for 4 years.

The Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act reauthorizes the Juvenile
Justice Act providing $200 million for each of 3 years and $225 million
for each of 2 years through 1985.

S. 2441 also would do the following:
(1) Delegate the final authority for the Office of Juvenile Justice to

the Administrator of the Office, but retain it in LEAA. Both the Dole
bill and the administration bill do likewise.

(2) Require the Administrator of the Office to develop a detailed
evaluation of sacred straighttype programs.

(3) Require the Administrator of the Office to appoint two deputies
and one legal advisor.

(4) Increase citizen participation in the operation of the program.
(5) Retain the 19.15-percent maintenance of effort provision, but

mandate that it be spent for programs aimed at curbing violent crimes
committed by juveniles; namely, murder, forcible rape, aggravated as-
sault, robbery, and arson involving bodily harm, with particular em-
phasis on identification, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentenc-
ing and rehabilitation.

(6) Require the Administrator of the Office to implement the main-
tenance of effort, formula grant, discretionary grant, and other initia-
tives in the Office.

(7) Provide adequate administrative support for the Office.
(8) Extend the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act for 5 years in

HHS at $25 million for each of 3 years and $30 million for each of
2 years through 1985.
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(9) Provide the Secretary of HHS with the authority to fund na-
tional hotlines to link runaway, homeless, neglected, and abused youth
with their families and with service providers.

(10) Mandate that any carryover funds from the Office of Juvenile
Justice be automatically transferred to the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act by January 1 of each subsequent fiscal year.

This legislation is designed for accountability, efficiency, and a
new initiative focusing on violent crimes committed by juveniles. It
is an extension of the 1974 Juvenile Justice Act which will strengthen
and stabilize our 6-year congressional commitment to the Act, while at
the same time mandating that the Administrator of the Juvenile Jus-
tice Office has final responsibility for implementing the act's provisions.

During the 1970's our hearings and investigations in Washington
and throughout the country led me to two important conclusions:

First, that our past system of juvenile justice was geared primarily
to react to youthful offenders rather than to prevent the youthful
offense.

Second, the evidence was overwhelming that the system failed et the
crucial point when a youngster first got into trouble. The juvenile wbo
took a car for a joy ride, or vandalized school property, or viewed shop-
lifting as a lark, was confronted by a system of justice often com-
pletely incapable of responding in a constructive manner.

However, during the late seventies and this new decade of the
eighties, we have begun to build on our past experiences with the
Juvenile Justice Act, making substantial progress not only at the Fed-
eral level, but also especially at the State, local, and private nonprofit
level. We have the vital support of hundreds of private nonprofit
groups who are doing a tremendous amount of advocacy work on be-
half of youth.

We intend that the Juvenile Justice Office be an advocate for families
and youth also. While at the same time protect the human, constitu-
tional, and legal rights of our children.

I must admit, that some youngsters must be incarcerated in secure
facilities not only for their own sake, but also for the protection of
society. However, those young people are few. Secure incarceration
should be reserved for those youth who commit serious, violent offenses
and those who cannot be handled by any other alternatives.

But, it is still shocking to me that we incarcerate, in secure facilities,
status and nonoffenders, those who are nonviolent and noncriminal, as
well as our neglected and abused children, more often that those who
are charged with or convicted of criminal offenses, including violent
offenses. Status and nonoffenders are more likely to be institutionalized,
and once incarcerated, more likely to be held in confinement for longer
periods of time than those who are charged with or convicted of
criminal offenses.

Yet, the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974, mandated that 75 percent of
the status and nonoffenders be released from secure facilities within 8
years and 100 percent within 5 years. Yes, we have come a long way,
but we must step up our monitoring capabilities at the Juvenile Justice
Office if we are to succeed in our joint efforts.

Further, an important provision in the 1974 act required the separa-
tion of children and adults in any institution. I am very concerned
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to ledrn that the Office of Juvenile Justice, in responding to questions
earlier submitted, related that only 10 States out of 50 have "reported
compliance" with this provision of the act. I thought we had made
more progress in these past 6 years since this provision has been in the
act.

How many of these 10 States have actually been monitored to de-
termine if they are "complying" with the act and not just "reporting
compliance" I

This is an important question and one that I would like the Depart-
ment of Justice to address this morning, in addition to other questions.

The cornerstone of the Juvenile Justice Act is delinquency pre-
vention.

The Federal Government can play an important role in delinquency
prevention, but not in isolation. Solutions to youth crime cannot be
provided exclusively by the Federal Government. These problems will
not be solved by simply passing a bill, issuing a report, holding a hear-
ing,or signing a law in Washington.

The most valuable assets in our efforts to prevent juvenile crime are
the family, the church, and our schools. Any successful preventive
Federal juvenile justice effort must rely heavily on the commitment of
interested citizens, community groups, State and local leaders, juvenile
court judges, social workers, school personnel, religious leaders, and
most importantly on the family.

It is imperative to keep the legislative process in this perspective.
Legislation is never a solution or cure-all in itself; it is a framework
within which a problem can be attacked. The better the legislation, the
better the chance the system will meet and respond appropriately.

These amendments are one stop in attacking the problem of juvenile
crime in a prudent manner. Equitable resources, in relation to our cur-
rent juvenile population, potential creativity, and expertise must becommitted to our juvenile offenders and nonofenders, i we are make
any gains in addressing these problems in the eighties.

Our leadoff witnesses this morning will be representatives from the
Department of Justice. Gentlemen please proceed with your state-
ments and comments.

[The text of S. 2434, S. 2441, and S. 2442 fti" low:]
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96TH CONGRESS AE A
2D SESSION *

To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and for
other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MARC 18 (legislative day, JAkmuAY 8), 1980
Mr. Dora introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the

Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974, and for* other purposes.

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

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

3 SHORT TITLE

4 SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Juvenile

5 Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Amendments of

6 1980".

7 AMENDMENT TO AUTHORIZATIONS

8. SEC. 2. (a) Section 261(a) of the Juvenile Justice and

9 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5671(a)) is
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2

1 amended by striking out the period at the end of the first

2 sentence and inserting a comma and the following:

3 "$100,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending September

4 30, 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984.".

5 (b) Section 341(a) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 5751(a)) is

6 amended by striking out the period at the end thereof and

7 inserting a comma and the following: "the sum of

8 $25,000,000 for each of tfie fiscal years ending September

9 30, 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984.".

10 AUTHORITY OF THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE

11 OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY

12 PREVENTION

13 SEC. 3. (a) Section 201(a) of the Juvenile Justice and

14 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611(a)) is

15 amended by inserting immediately before the period at the

16 end of the second sentence the following: ", under the policy

17 direction and control of the Administrator".

18 (b) Section 201(d) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 5611(d)) is

19 amended by striking out "subject to the direction of the Ad-

20 ministrator" and inserting in lieu thereof "under the policy

21 direction and control of the Administrator".
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3

1 PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDED FOB

2 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS

3 SEc. 4. (a) Section 261(b) of the Juvenile Justice and

4 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C 5671) is

5 amended to read as follows:

6 "(b)(1) In addition to the funds appropriated under sub-

7 section (a) of this section, there shall be maintained from ap-

8 propriations for each fiscal year allotted to each State under

9 title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of

10 1968, at least that percentage of the total expenditures made

11 for criminal justice programs by State and local governments

12 which is expended for juvenile delinquency programs by such

13 State and local governments, determined in accordance with

14 paragraph (2).

15 "(2) The percentage under paragraph (1) shall be the

16 average percentage of the three most recent fiscal years for

17- which figures are available.".

18 (b) Section 1002 of the Omnibus Crime Control and

19 Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3793a) is amended to

20 Tead as follows:

21 "MAINTENANCB OF EFFORT

22 "SEc. 1002. (a) In addition to the funds appropriated

23 under section 261(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

24 Prevention Act of 1974, there shall be maintained from ap-

25 propriations under this title for each fiscal year, at least that
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percentage of the total expenditures made for criminal justice

2 programs by State and local governments which is expended

3 for juvenile delinquency programs by such State and local

4 governments, determined in accordance with subsection (b).

5 "(b) The percentage under paragraph (1) shall be the

6 average percentage of the three most recent fiscal years for

7 which figures are available.".
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96TH CONGRESS- g~ 2441
2D SRssIoN S *244 1

To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and for
other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
MARH 19 (legislative day, JANuARY 8), 1980

Mr. BATH introduced the following bill; which wa read twice and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary

A BILL
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act

of 1974, and for other purposes.

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

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

3 SHIOET TITLt

4 SB'rIom 1. This Act shall be cited as the "Violent

5 Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980".

6 TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I OF THE JU.

7 VENIE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-

8 VENTION ACT OF 1974

9 SEo. 101. Section 101(a) of the Juvenile Justice and

10 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amende-

70-796 0 - 81 - 2
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1 (1) by striking out "and" immediately after the

2 semicolon in paragraph (6);

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

4 graph (7) and inserting a semicolon and "and"; and

5 (3) by adding at the end thereof the following:

6 "(8) the justice system should give additional at-

7 tention to violent crimes committed by juveniles, par-

8 ticularly to the areas of identification, apprehension,

9 speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation.".

10 SEC. 102. (a) Paragraphs (4) and (5) of section 102 of

11 that Act are repealed.

12 (b) Section 103(7) of that Act is amended by inserting

13 after "Pacific Islands" the following: "the Virgin Islands,

14 Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern

15 Mariana Islands,".

16 (c) Section 103(9) of that Act is amended by striking out

17 "law enforcement" and inserting "juvenile justice".

18 TITLE 11-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II OF THE JU-

19 VENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-

20 VENTION ACT OF 1974

21 Sc. 201. (a) Section 201 of the Juvenile Justice and

22 -Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended to read as

23 follows:

24 "Sic. 201. (a) There is hereby established within the

25 Department of Justice under tho general authority of the Ad-
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1 ministrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-

2 tion, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

8 tion (referred to in this Act as the 'Office'). The Office shall

4 be under the direction of an Administrator, who shall be

5 nominated by the President by and with the advice and con-

6 sent of the Senate. The Administrator shall administer the

7 provisions of this Act through the Office. The Administrator

8 shall have final authority to award, administer, modify,

9 extend, terminate, monitor, evaluate, reject, or deny all

10 grants, cooperative agreements and contracts from, and ap-

11 plications for, funds made available under this title.

12 "(b) The Administrator may prescribe, in accordance

13 with section 553 of title 5, United States -Code, such rules

14 and regulations as are necessary or appropriate to carry out

15 the purposes of this title.".

16 (b) Section "201(e)" of that Act is renumbered "201(c)"

17 and amended by striking out "of the Law Enforcement As-

18 sistance Administration".

19 (c) Section "201(f)" of that Act is renumbered "201(d)".

20 (d) A new subsection "(e)" is added to read as follows:

21 "(e) There shall be established in the Office a Legal

22 Advisor who shall be appointed by the Administrator whose

23 function shall be to supervise and direct the Legal Advisor

24 Unit whose responsibilities shall include legal policy develop-

25 ment, implementation, and dissemination and the coordina-
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1 tion of such matters with all relevant departmental units. The

2 Legal Advisor, when appropriate, shall consult with the Law

3 Enforcement Assistance Administration and the Office of

4 Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics on legal nonpol-

5 icy matters relating to the provisions of this Act.".

6 (e) Section "201(g)" of that Act is renumbered "201(f)"

7 and amended by striking out "-five" and inserting "-six".

8 (f) A new subsection "(g)" is added to read as follows:

9 "(g) The Administrator shall provide the United States

10 Senate Committee on the Judiciary and the United States

11 House of Representatives Committee on Education and

12 Labor with a detailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile

13 Awareness Project, the so-called 'Scared-Straight' program

14 or other similar programs, no later than December 31,

15 1980.".

16 Sno. 202. (a) Section 204(b) of that Act is amended by

17 striking out ", with the assistance of Associate Adminis-

18 trator,".

19 (b) Section 204(g) of that Act is amended by striking out

20 "Administration" and inserting "Office".

21 SEc. 203. Section 208(d) of that Act is amended by

22 striking out "Corrections" and inserting "Justice".

28 Sic. 204. (a) Section 222(a) of that Act is amended by

24 striking the last "and" and inserting immediately after

25 "Pacific Islands" the following: ", the Commonwealth of the
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1 Northern Mariana Islands, and any territory or possession of

2 the United States,".

3 (b) Section 222(b) of that Act is amended by striking out

4 "the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the Trust

5 Territory of the Pacific Islands" and inserting "as defined in

6 section 103(7),".

7 SEc. 205. (a) Section 223(a) of that Act is amended to

8 read as follows:

9 "(a) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a

10 State shall submit a plan for carrying out its purposes in

11 accordance with regulations established under this title, such

12 plan must-".

18 (b) Section 228(a)(SXiii) of that Act is amended by strik-

14 ing out "established pursuant to section 203(c) of the Omni-

15 bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as

16 amended".

17 (c) Section 223(a)(3Xiv) of that Act is amended by strik-

18 ing out "section 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and

19 Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended," and inserting "sec-

20 tion 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979,".

21 (d) Section 228(a) of that Act is amended by striking out

22 the last sentence.

23 (e) Section 223(c) of that Act is amended by striking out

24 ", with the concurrence of the Associate Administrator,".
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1 (0 Section 223(d) of that Act is amended by striking out

2 ", in accordance with sections 509, 510, and 511 of title I of

3 the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,".

4 Sic. 206. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

5 vention Act of 1974 is amended by substituting "Priority

6 Juvenile" for "Special Emphasis" each time it appears.

7 SC. 207. Section 225(b) (5) and (6) of that Act is

8 amended by striking out "planning agency" and inserting

9 "advisory group".

10 Sc. 208. Section 225(b)(8) of that Act is amended by

11 striking out "agency" the first time it appears and inserting

12 "advisory group".

13 Sic. 209. (a) Section 228(b) of that Act is amended by

14 striking out "not funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance

15 Administration,".

16 (b) Section 228(g) of that Act is amended-

17 (1) by striking out "part" and inserting "title";

18 and

19 (2) by striking out "or will become available by

20 virtue of the application of the provisions of section

21 509 of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets

22 Act of 1968, as amended".

23 SEc. 210. Section 241(c) of that Act is amended by

24 striking out "Law Enforcement and Criminal".
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1 Sc. 211. (a) Section 261(a) of that Act is amended to

2 read as follows:

3 "(a) To carry out the purposes of this title there is au-

4 thorized to be appropriated $200,000,000 for each of the

5 fiscal years ending September 30, 1981, 1982, and 1983,

6 and $225,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending Sep-

7 tember 30, 1984, and 1985. Appropriated funds not obligat-

8 ed by the end of each fiscal year, shall revert to the Secre-

9 tary for the purposes of Title II, no later than January 1, of

10 the subsequent fiscal year.".

11 (b) Section 261(b) of that Act as amended by section

12 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 is

13 amended by striking all after the last "appropriations" and

14 inserting, "under the Justice System Improvement Act of

15 1979, for programs aimed to curb violent crimes committed

16 by juveniles, namely, murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggra-

17 vated assault, and arson involving bodily harm, particularly

18 to the areas of identification, apprehension, speedy adjudica-

19 tion, sentencing, and rehabilitation. Implementation, includ-

20 ing guidelines, of this subsection shall be the responsibility of

21 the Administrator of the Office.".

22 Sc. 212. Section 262 of that Act is amended to read

28 as follows:

24 "Sc. 262. Of the appropriation for the Office under

25 this Act, there shall be allocated an adequate amount for
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1 administrative expenses other than those support services

2 performed for the Office by the Office of Justice Assistance,

3 Research, and Statistics.".

4 SEC. 213. Section 263 (a), (b), and (c) of that Act are

5 amended to read as follows:

6 "SEc. 263. The amendments made by the Violent Ju-

7 venile Crime Control Act of 1980 shall take effect upon

8 enactment.".

9 TITLE rI-AMENDMENTS TO THE RUNAWAY

10 YOUTH ACT

11 SEC. 301. Amend the caption "TITLE rn-

12 RUNAWAY YOUTH" by inserting "AND HOMELESS"

13 immediately after "RUNAWAY".

14 SEC. 302. (a) Section 301 of the Juvenile Justice and

15 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by inserting

16 "and Homeless" immediately after "Runaway,".

17 SEC. 303. (a) Section 302(1) of that Act is amended by

18 adding "or who are otherwise homeless" after "permission".

19 (b) Section 302(2) of that Act is amended by adding

20 "and homeless" after "runaway".

21 SEC. 304. (a) Section 311 of that Act is amended by

22 inserting "(a)" immediately after "SEc. 311.".

23 (b) Section 311 of that Act is amended by adding at the

24 end thereof the following:
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1 "(b) The Secretary is authorized to make grants for the

2 purposes of providing a national telephone communications

3 system to link runaway and homeless youths with their fami-

4 lies and with service providers.".

5 SEC. 305. (a) Section 312(a) of that Act is amended by

6 striking the period and inserting "or who are otherwise

7 homeless.".

8 (b) Section 312(b)(5) of that Act is amended by inserting

9 "and homeless" after "runaway" the first time it appears.

10 SEC. 306. Section 315(1) of that Act is amended by

11 adding "and homeless" after "runaway".

12 SEc. 307. (a) Section 341(a) of that Act is amended to

13 read as follows:

14 "(a) To carry out the purposes of part A of this title

15 there is authorized to be appropriated $25,000,000 for each

16 of the fiscal years ending September 30, 1981, 1982, and

17 1983, and $30,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending

18 September 30, 1984 and 1985.".

19 (b) Section 341(b) is amended by striking "Omnibus

20 Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended."

21 and inserting "Justice System Improvement Act of 1979.".

22 TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS CONFORMING

23 AMENDMENTS

24 SEc. 401. Section 5316 of title 5, United States Code,

25 is amended by striking out "Associate Administrator, Office
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1 of Juvenile Justice and Delhtquency Prevention" and insert-

2 ing "Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

3 quency Prevention,".

4 SEc. 402. Section 4351(b) of title 18, United States

5 Code, is amended by striking out "Associate".

6 Ssc. 403. Section 1002 of the Justice System Improve-

7 ment Act of 1979 is amended by striking out all that appears

8 after "title" and inserting the following: "for programs aimed

9 to curb violent crimes committed by juveniles, namely,

10 murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and arson

11 involving bodily harm, particularly to the areas of identifica-

12 tion, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing and

13 rehabilitation.".

14 SEc. 404. (a) The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

15 Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by striking out "Asso-

16 ciate" each time it appears.
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96TH CONGRESS
2D SESSION

To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and for
other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

MARCH 19 (legislative day, JANUARY 3), 1980
Mr. BAYH (by request) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and

referred to the Committee on the Judiciary

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 tives of the United States of America in Congres asembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Juvenile Justice Amend-

4 ments of 1980".

5 SEC. 2. Title I of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

6 Prevention Act of 1974 is amended as follows:

7 (1) Section 101(a)(4) is amended by inserting the

8 words "alcohol and" after the word "abuse" and

9 before the word "drugs".
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1 (2) Section 101(a) is further amended by striking

2 out the word "and" at the end of paragraph (6), by

3 striking out the period at the end of paragraph (7) and

4 inserting "; and" in lieu thereof, and by adding at the

5 end thereof the following new paragraph:

6 "(8) the juvenile justice system should give addi-

7 tional attention to the problem of the serious juvenile

8 offender, particularly in the areas of apprehension,

9 identification, speedy adjudication, sentencing and re-

10 habilitation.".

11 (3) Section 103(7) is amended to read as follows:

12 "(7) the term "State" means any State of the

13 United States, the District of Columbia, the Common-

14 wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,

15 American Samoa, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-

16 lands, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana

17 Islands;".

18 (4) Section 103(12) is amended to read as follows:

19 "(12) the term "juvenile detention or correctional

20 facilities" means any secure public or private facility

21 used for the lawful custody of accused or adjudicated

22 juvenile offenders or nonoffenders or any public or pri-

23 vate facility, secure or nonsecure, which is also used

24 for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult

25 criminal offenders; and".



21

3

1 PART A-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY

2 PREVENTION OFFICE

3 SEC. 3. Title 1I, part A of such Act is amended as

4 follows:

5 (1) Section 206(c) is amended by inserting at the

6 end thereof the following new sentence: "The Council

7 shall review and make recommendations on all joint

8 funding efforts undertaken by the Office of Juvenile

9 Justice and Delinquency Prevention with member

10 agencies of the Council.".

11 (2) Section 206(e) is amended to read as follows:

12 "(e) The Chairman of the Council shall, with the ap-

13 proval of the Council, appoint a staff director, an assistant

14 staff director, and such additional staff support as the Chair-

15 man considers necessary to carry out the functions of the

16 Council.".

17 (3) Section 207(d) is amended by inserting after

18 the second sentence thereof the following new sen-

19 tence: "Each group of appointments for four-year

20 terms shall include at least two appointees who are

21 members of a State advisory group established pursu-

22 ant to section 228(aX3) of this Act.".
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1 PART B-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL

2 PROGRAMS

3 SEC. 4. Title II, part B of such Act is amended as

4 follows:

5 (1) Section 223(a)(10) is amended by striking the

6 word "and" before the words "to establish and adopt",

7 and by inserting after "juvenile justice standards" the

8 following words: ", and to identify, adjudicate, and

9 provide effective institutional and community-based

10 treatment alternatives for the serious, violent, or

11 chronic repeat juvenile offender".

12 (2) Section 223(a)(10)(A) is amended by inserting

13 after "rehabilitative service" the following: "including

14 programs and services targeted to the treatment and

15 rehabilitation of serious, violent, or chronic repeat ju-

16 venile offenders.".

17 (3) Section 223(a)(10) is further amended by

18 adding at the end thereof the following new subpara-

19 graphs:

20 "(J) projects designed to identify and work

21 with criminally involved juvenile gangs in order to

22 channel their energy to constructive and lawful

23 outlets;
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1 "(K) programs designed to identify and focus

2 resources upon the serious violent, or chronic

3 repeat juvenile offender;

4 "(L) special institutional units or programs to

5 provide intensive supervision and treatment for

6 violent juvenile delinquent offenders;".

7 (4) Section 224(aX10) is amended by striking the

8 word "and" at the end thereof.

9 (5) Section 224(aX11) is amended by striking the

10 period at the end and inserting "; and" in lieu thereof.

11 (6) Section 224(a) is further amended by adding at

12 the end thereof the following new paragraph:

13 "(12) develop and implement programs designed

14 to increase the ability of the juvenile justice system to

15 gather information on violent or serious juvenile crime,

16 to assure due process in adjudication, and to provide

17 resources necessary for informed dispositions of juve-

18 nile offenders.".

19 PART 0-NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

20 AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

21 SEC. 5. Title II, part C of such Act is amended as fol-

22 lows:

23 (1) Section 243(1) is amended by inserting the

24 word "applied" after the word "coordinate".
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1 (2) Section 243(5) is amended by inserting the

2 word "applied" after the words "private agencies,

3 such".

4 (3) Section 245 is amended by striking the words

5 "Associate Administrator" and inserting the words

6 "Deputy Associate Administrator for the National In-

7 stitute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

8 tion" in lieu thereof.

9 PART D-ADMINISTBATIVE PROVIsioNs

10 SEc. 6. Title II, part D of such Act is amended as

11 follow:

12 (1) The first sentence of section 261(a) is amended

13 to read as follows: "To carry out the purposes of this

14 title there is authorized to be appropriated such sums

15 as are necessary for each of the fiscal years ending

16 September 30, 1981, September 30, 1982, September

17 30, 1983, and September 30, 1984.".

18 (2) Section 261(b) is amended to read as follows:

19 "(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section

20 261(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

21 Act of 1974, the Administration shall'maintain from the ap-

22 propriation for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-

23 tion, other than funds earmarked for research, evaluation,

24 and statistics activities, each fiscal year, at least 20 per

25 centum of the total appropriations for the Administration, for
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1 juvenile delinquency programs. The Administration shall pro-

2 vide an adequate share of research, evaluation, and statistics

3 funding for juvenile delinquency programs and activities and

4 is encouraged to provide funding for juvenile delinquency pro-

5 grams over and above the 20 per centum maintenance of

6 effort minimum. The Associate Administrator of the Office of

7 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, subject to the

8 review and approval of the Administration, shall publish

9 guidelines for the implementation of this subsection.".

10 (3) Section 261 is further amended by adding at

11 the end thereof the following new subsection:

12 "(c) A reasonable amount of the total annual appropri-

13 ation under this title shall be allocated and expended by the

14 Administration for the purpose of planning and implementing

15 joint interagency programs and projects authorized under

16 part A.".

70-796 0 - 81 - 3



Senator TmR~xoi. We welcome our first witnesses here this morn-
ing. We will now be pleased to call upon them.

We have a panel at the beginning here. Charles B. Renfrew, Deputy
Attorney General, U.S. Department of Justice; Homer F. Broome,
Administrator-Designate, Law Enforcement Assistant Administra-
tion; and Ira M. Schwartz, Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, Washington, D.C.

I believe you have statements that you wish to present at this time.
We will be glad to hear from you.

PANEL OF: HON. CHARLES B. RENFREW, DEPUTY ATTORNEY
GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE; HOMER F. BROOME,
ADMINISTRATOR-DESIGNATE, LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION; AND IRA M. SCHWARTZ, ADMINISTRATOR,
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION

Mr. RENFREW. This is the first appearance that I am making as
Deputy Attorney General before a Senate committee. I cannot think
of a more important topic or one that is of more interest or concern to
me than the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

As you may know, I spent over 8 years as a Federal district court
judge. I have had an intimate, and too often painfully personal, ac-
quaintance with the juvenile justice system in this country.

I can think of no greater area of greater priority or need than bring-
ing attention to the juvenile justice system and the concerns that this
legislation seeks to address.

You are looking today-
Senator THiURMOND. We are glad to have you here. I want to com-

mend you for being willing to give up a Federal judgeship to become
the Deputy Attorney General. There aren't very many people who
would give up a lifetime job like that to come and serve the country
as you are doing.

Mr. RENFREW. Well, I hope that doesn't impair my credibility.
[Laughter.]

Senator, I do speak with great feeling about this topic. The topic
here, of course, is the reauthorization of legislation of great significance
to our Nation's youth, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency preven-
tion Act.

On behalf of the administration and the Department of Justice, I
strongly urge that this important program be continued.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is change
oriented and has had an impact far greater than many other Govern-
ment programs of comparable size.

Since 1974, great progress has been made in removing status offend-
ers and nonoifenders such as dependent and neglected youth from
juvenile detention and correction facilities.

Most States have pledged to separate juveniles in institutions from
regular contact with accused or adjudicated adult offenders. New alter-
natives to traditional juvenile justice system processing of children
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have been demonstrated. Government agencies and private, nonprofit
organizations are joining together in cooperative programing to help
young people.

Perhaps most importantly, we are moving away from merely re-
acting to youthful offenders. To a greater extent than ever before, we
are working to prevent delinquency before it occurs. Prevention pro-
grams are being supported which focus on the schools and the educa-
tional process, which target the employment problems of young per-
sons, and which deal with entire families as well as individuals.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has caused
officials at all levels of Government to rethink the ways they have been
doing business, including those of us at the Federal level.

One place where an improvement must be made is in the area of
coordination. It has been difficult to interrelate the varied missions
and responsibilities of separate Federal units to reflect a national
youth strategy.

The Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention presents a unique opportunity for Federal agencies ad-
ministering programs which impact on youth to marshal their forces
and act in a unified manner.

I am very pleased to note that, with the strong support of the
Attorney General, the groundwork has been laid by the Coordinating
Council for more effective action.

This mechanism for promoting consistency among Federal agencies
is being better utilized than in the past. It is receiving the personal
attention of policymakers and has set out to accomplish some very
realistic objectives that have far-reaching implications.

As you know, last May, the administration submitted to Congress
its proposal to continue the authorization of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act beyond fiscal 1980. I will not go into all
the details of that proposal now, but I would like to address one issue
of particular importance.

It has long been recognized that children require special protections
when they come into contact with the criminal justice system.

An initial reason for the development of juvenile courts was to pro-
vide such protections and separate children from the adult criminal
justice system. One area where we have failed to provide the necessary
protection, however, is the placement of juveniles in adult jails andlokps.

The detention of juveniles in adult jails and lockups has long been
a moral issue in this country which has been characterized by sporadic
public concern and minimal action toward its resolution.

Perhaps the general lack of public awareness and low level of official
action is due to a low level of visibility of juveniles in jails-but they
are there.

Not until 1971, with the completion of the National Jail Census, did
a clear and comprehensive picture of the jailing of juveniles surface.

On one day in 1970, the census revealed 7,800 juveniles living in 4,037
jails. A comparable census in 1974 estimated that the number of chil-
dren held had grown to 12,744.

Significantly, these surveys excluded facilities holding persons less
than 48 hours. This is critical with respect to juveniles because it is the



police lockup and drunk tank to which alleged juvenile offenders are
often relegated awaiting court appearance.

It has been conservatively estimated that 500,000 juveniles are ad-
mitted to adult jailf- and lockups each year. Who these children are is
also significant. A recent nine-State survey by the Children's Defense
Fund indicated that 18 percent of the juveniles in jails had not even
been charged with an act which would be a crime if committed by an
adult.

Four percent had committed no offense at all. Of those jailed on
criminal-type offenses, 88 percent were there on property and minor
charges.

The jailing of children is harmful to them in several ways. The most
widely known harm is that of physical and sexual abuse "by adults in
the same facility. Even short-term pretrial or relocation detention ex-
poses juveniles to assault, exploitation, and injury.

Sometimes, in an attempt to protect a child, local officials will isolate
the child from contact with others. Because juveniles are highly vul-
nerable to emotional pressure, isolation of the type provided in adult
facilities can have a long-term negative impact on an individual child's
mental health.

Having been built for adults who have committed criminal acts,
jails do not provide an environment suitable for the care and mainte-
nance of delinquent juveniles or status offenders.

In addition, being treated like a prisoner reinforces a child's nega-
tive self-image. Even after release, a juvenile may be labeled as a
criminal in his community as a result of his jailing, a stigma which
can continue for a long period.

The impact of jail on children is reflected by another grim statistic-
the suicide rate for juveniles incarcerated in adult jails during 1978
was approximately seven times the rate among children held in-secure
juvenile detention facilities.

Mr. Chairman, I could give other reasons why it is bad policy to
place children in adult jails and lockups, both in social and economic
terms. I am pleased to note a growing number of court decisions which
concur in this view.

Placing children in jails has been found to violate their rights to
treatment, to constitute a denial of due process, and to be cruel and
unusual punishment.

Leading national organizations have been working together to ad-
dress the jailing of juveniles, as well.

On April 25, 1979, the National Coalition for Jail Reform adopted,
by consensus, the position that no person under age 18 should be held
in an adult jail.

Members of the coalition include the American Correctional Asso-
ciation, the National Sheriff's Association, the National Association of
Counties, the National League of Cities, the National Association of
Blacks in Criminal Justice and the American Civil Liberties Union.

Despite this important attention, Mr. Chairman, the jailing of chil-
dren remains a national catastrophe--one which this committee has an
opportunity to address.

Great strides have been made under the Juvenile Justice Act in
deinstitutionalizing status offenders and nonoffenders.



29-

Pursuant to section 223(a) (13), of the act, fewer juveniles are de-
tained in all types of institutional settings where they have regular
contact with adults. But more can be done through the act to assure
that juveniles are completely removed from adult jails and lockups, the
most inappropriate of these institutional settings.

The current position of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is that section 223 (a) (13), requires at a minimum
"sight and sound" separation of juveniles and adults in all institutions,
including jails and lockups.

Such separation has been particularly difficult to accomplish in
county jails and municipal lockups because adequate separation, as
intended by the act, is virtually impossible within most of these
institutions.

As a result, juveniles are often isolated in what are the most undesir-
able areas of the facilities, such as solitary cells and drunk tanks.

Also, there is no guarantee that children held in jails, though sepa-
rated from adults, will receive even minimal services required to meet
their special needs.

I propose to you that in reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act, Congress absolutely prohibit the detention
or confinement of juveniles in any institution to which adults, whether
convicted or awaiting trial are confined. Incentives should be provided
to encourage the complete removal of children from adult jails and
lockups as soon as possible.

I realize that it would be impossible to expect that the practices of
prior decades can be changed overnight. It would also be unreasonable
to suddenly demand that States which are making a good-faith effort
to comply with current provisions of the act be immediately given an
additional burden.

The requirement of the act that juveniles and adults be separated
in all institutions is laudatory, but with respect to jails and lockups
we must go further than separation.

I suggest that a requirement .be included that within an additional
5 years, participating jurisdictions remove all juveniles from adult
jails and lockups. This will enable the thorough planning and prepa-
ration which will be needed to initiate such major changes, particu-
larly on the part of State juvenile justice advisory groups. Further
incentives could be placed in the statute to encourage effective action.

Please note, I am not advocating the release from detention facili-
ties of all youth. Juveniles alleged to have committee serious crimes
against persons may need to be detained, but just not in adult jails
and lockups.

I might add, we have made an initial analysis of the cost that might
be incurred in such a program. This analysis suggests that there will
be a net savings in the long run for the proposal which I have sug-
gested to be adopted compared with continuing to place juveniles in
adult jails and lockups.

A more detailed cost analysis is being prepared and will be sub-
mitted to this committee upon its completion.

The Office of Juvenile Justice stands ready to provide appropriate
technical assistance in the planning and implementation of efforts to
remove children from jails. Special programs are now being developed
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to demonstrate the efficacy of this course of action. Many jurisdictions
may be surprised to find that the benefits of removal go beyond assur-
ing the basic rights of juveniles, but that there are also economic
considerations.

Ira Schwartz, the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, as well as Mr. Henry Dogin of OJARS
and Homer Broome of LEAA, who is here on my right, share my
concern regarding this matter.

Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Broome are accompanying me. Mr. Schwartz
has a statement for submission to the committee.

Thank you for inviting us and for your consideration of our views.
There is one thing I would like to add. That is an area that with

which both the Attorney General and I are concerned to which we have
given attention to. That is the indication that our juvenile justice
system may have placed undue burdens upon minority children. This
is a matter of concern which we are examining in some detail. Mr.
Schwartz is more familiar with the details of this study and analysis.
I want you to know it is a particular aspect of the juvenile justice
system which we are examining at this time.

I thank you kindly for permitting me to testify here on this topic
which means a great deal to me and to the Department of Justice.

Senator THURMOND. Judge, we are glad to have you with us. I might
say for your first appearance, you did quite well.

Mr. R.NFRUW. Thank you Senator.
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Broome, do you have a written statementI
Mr. BROOME. I don't have any prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to state that I am very pleased to have the opportunity
to appear before this committee during its deliberation on this impor-
tant legislation.

On behalf of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, I
strongly urge the continuation of this extremely important program.

As the Acting Administrator of LEAA, I promise my continued
support and the high priority of this program.

Senator THUIMOND. Thank you.
Mr. Schwartz, I believe you have a statement.
Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Senator THURmOND. Now, I believe you have a long statement.
[Laughter.]
We have only limited time here. We would like to hear all these

witnesses. I believe you have a pretty thick statement here. I wonder
if you could summarize in about 5 minutes, and we will put your whole
statement in the record.

So, without objection, Mr. Schwartz' entire statement will go in
the record at the conclusion of his oral testimony.

You may summarize for us in about 5 minutes.

TESTIMONY OF IRA M. SCHWARTZ

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do not plan
to read my testimony in full.

I first would like to extend my appreciation at appearing before
this committee for the first time, particularly on the reauthorization
of the Juvenile Justice Act. I am quite aware of the leadership which
the chairman and other members of the committee have provided with
respect to this important piece of legislation.
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I am also particularly pleased and proud to be here with my two
istinguished colleagues who represent both the Department of Jus-

tice and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
I would like to briefly summarize some of the items covered in de-

tail in my testimony and also elaborate on several of the items to
which Judge Renfrew referred earlier.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had an
impact far beyond the very limited resources that are available to it.

From 1970 to 1975, the number of cases that have been referred to
juvenile courts in this country increased by nearly 29 percent.

In the first 3 years after passage of the act the number of cases that
were referred to the juvenile courts in this country actually leveled off
and in fact, decreased.

You indicated earlier, Mr. Chairman, that we are concerned about,
and the legislation addresses, the number of status offenders referred
to juvenile court. This number decreased by 21 percent during that
same period of time after the passage of the act. The rate of detention
of status offenders also decreased by nearly 50 percent during this
same period of time.

We are encouraged by the number of States that are obviously mak-
ing clear progress toward the objectives set forth in-the legislation,
including the deinstitutionalization provisions.

As Judge Renfrew indicated, there are a number of issues with re-
spect to minorities and women as they affect the juvenile justice
system.

The Attorney General addressed his concerns in this area in a
speech at the Peter Rodino Institute indicating he was concerned
about possible discriminatory practices in the juvenile justice system.

Judge Renfrew has also shared his concerns. These issues were
highlighted at my Senate confirmation hearing by a number of peo-
ple who raised questions regarding the-record of the Office of Juvenile
Justice in funding minority programs and its impact on minority
youth.

Senator Bayh asked if I would look into those issues and present
the findings to this committee.

I have asked for an independent study of the Office and its record
with respect to the funding of minority programs and its impact on
minority youth.

This study is headed by two persons, Judge William S. White, who
is from Chicago, and Orlando Martinez, who is the head of the Divi-
sion of Youth Services for the State of Colorado.

I have seen a preliminary draft of some of their findings. I have had
a chance to discuss some of the issues with Judge White and Mr.
Martinez. Some of the concerns that were shared with this committee
during my confirmation hearing appear to be valid.

We are particularly focusing in on programmatic and administra-
tive considerations as they affect minority youth.

When this study is in -final form and submitted to me, I will make
it available to the committee, along with an indication of some spe-
cific corrective steps that we hope to take.

One of the most useful pieces of data on this particular topic that
has been used by Judge White and Mr. Martinez, is a recent study
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ustice conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice, in Pitts-

burgh, Pa.
Some of the highlights of this particular study indicate that mem-

bers of racial minorities are processed differently by juvenile courts
throughout the country, ev3n when holding the reason for referral
constant.

Members of racial minorities are more likely to be detained, more
likely to be institutionalized, more likely to be formally processed at
an earlier age, and spend more time in the juvenile justice system.

They are also more likely to be referred by police, again, when
reasons for referral are held constant.

These factors and the results of the study that Judge White and
Mr. Martinez will be submitting to me will be taken into account in
developing the fiscal 1981 program plan for the Office.

With respect to the particular issues surrounding the reauthoriza-
tion, I am pleased that there is unanimous agreement among the ad-
ministration, Senator Bayh, Senator Dole, Congressman Andrews, and
others, that the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
should be reauthoried.

The only questions that we have are with respect to form.
The various bills take different approaches to organization place-

ment of the Office within the Department of Justice. This shows a
need to carefullyexamine the impact of the Justice System Improve-
ment Act on JEAA and the Office of Juvenile Justice before any
determination is made whether the role and position of the Office can
and should be changed.

With respect toF S. 2441, we have a disav-eement with respect to
the provision of a legal adviser position. Generally speaking, the
Office of General Counsel, formerly in LEAAt and now probably in
OJARS, serves this purpose.

The Administrator of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
must have the ability to work cooperatively within the law enfoi ce-
ment assistance structure. We feel we have been provided adequate
legal assistance to this point.

With respect to having unspent funds revert to the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare at the end of the year, we find that
this particular provision is particularly troublesome.

It is sometimes difficult to anticipate or to control reasons for funds
not being completely spent in one year. This could possibly result
from new priorities, different appropriation levels, late appropriation
action or other kinds of delays. It is unprecedented for one agency's
funds to revert to another department and bypass the normal appro-
priation process.

We expect that fiscal year 1980 funds will be obligated in 1980.
We recognize that the Office in the past has had significant carry-

over problems. These were resolved by the previous Administrator of
the Office, John Rector, I am carrying'through on those particular
corrective actions instituted earlier.

We are particularly disturbed over the possibility that maintenance
of effort funds would be limited solely to violent juvenile offenders.
Based upon the national studies conducted by the office as well as other

6k
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groups and organizations, we find that the incidence of violent juve-
nile crine has actually been decreasing. Certainly the number of juve-
niles involved in these particular offenses is very small.

Focusing a large volume of resources on a very small number of
juvenile.s would be disproportionate and would remove the flexibility
that the Ollice has to provide resources to 6Lat.es to assist, Ulos juve-
niles who may be involved with the juvenile justice system.

We also oppose the maintenance of effort level being the same per-
cent as the States spend of its own criminal justice funds. This would
perpetuate existing practices and would not help to assure that Juve-
nile J justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds supplement
IEAA existing efforts.

In preparation for this particular hearing, we submitted through
Mr. Brooluo's office, detailed responses to a number of questions prior
to the hearing. I appreciate the opportunity to work with this com-
mittee and would like to point out that the responses were prepared
under severe time constraints. I apologize if there are any inconsist-
encies in the material that we submitted.

We would be more than happy to work with the committee staff to
resolve any of the dillferences tliat may be found.

I would be more than happy now to answer any questions Senator
that you and others may have.

Thank you.
Senator TniURMOND. Thank you very much. I am glad to have you

with us, Mr. Schwartz.
Incidentally, the Legislature of South Carolina last week elected

Mr. Raymond Schwartz as the new speaker of the house beginning
next year. It is the same name as yours. I just wondered if you are any
relation to him. If so, you are a pretty good fellow. [Laughter.]

Mr. SCILWAITz. No relation, Senator, but we are both good fellows.
[Laughter.]

Senator TiURMOND. I have a few questions here. Judge Renfrew, I
will propound them to you, but if you prefer for one of the other
gentlemen to answer them it will be all right.

Does the administration's fiscal year 1981 budget request contain
funds for a juvenile justice program?

Mr. RF.NFREw. Yes, it does.
Senator TitURMOND. Ilow much Federal money has been spent on the

juvenile justice program since 1974?
Mf r. REN'ItEW. I will Idefer to Mr. Schwartz on that one, Senator.
Mr. ScHWAIrz. Senator, the total amount of funds spent was in-

cluded in the material that was forwarded to the committee. I don't
have the exact figure right on the top of my head, but I believe it was
included in that material. If not., we certainly could provide it.,

Senator TIItRMONTD. Will you provide that for the record?
Mr. SCH1WARTZ. Yes.
Senator TIIUnMOND. The first question I asked Judge Renfrew, if

the administration's fiscal year 1981 budget request contain funds for
a juvenile justice program: Can you tell us how much that was?

Mr. SCIIWATZ. The request was for $100 million, Senator.

See appendix, pages 268, 339.
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Senator THu1moIND. Now in your opinion, has this money been spent
effectively?

Judge, you haven't been there so you would not know. Mr. Schwartz,
how about you,

You haven't been there long either, have you I [Laughter.]
Mr. Broome, how long have you been tWere?
Mr. BRooME. I haven't been there very long either. [Laughter.]
I have been the Acting Administrator for 2 months. I was Deputy

Administrator for a year.
Senator THURMOND. We might let you express an opinion then.
Mr. BROOME. Are we talking about a particular year?
Senator TnURMOND. I was speaking about since 1974, since it was

started. We would like to know the amount spent since then. We would
like to have the opinion as to whether or not it has been spent
effectively.

In other words, has the money spent been effective? Has it accom-
plished the goal? Has it met its mission?

Those are the questions. If you want to answer them for the record
it would be all right.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, I would like to respond to that question, if
I could.

In the formal testimony I submitted, I indicated that 51 States and
territories are now participating in the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act formula grant program.

Thus far this year, 41 jurisdictions have received approval for the
fiscal 1980 plans.

The monitoring reports that we have received indicate that 33 States
and territories have demonstrated substantial compliance. with the
deinstitutionalization mandate of section 223 (a) (12). An additional
13 States have shown significant progress toward compliance.

There are 15 States in full compliance with the separation require-
ment of the act, and another 21 States have shown significant progress.

That is a very significant and admirable record.
Senator THURmOND. I understand there are 15 which report com-

pliance. Do you actually know how many did comply?
Mr. SCHWARTZ. While in the main, Senator, we are dependent upon

self-reported data from the States, we also fund independent monitor-
ing of compliance with onsite verification.

We feel fairly comfortable with the figures that have been presented
to us by the States.

Senator THURMOND. Does the administration have any plans to re-
program unused LEAA funds into the juvenile justice area?

Mr. RENFREW. I again will defer to Mr. Schwartz on this one,
Senator.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Regarding LEAA funds, I would have to defer to
Mr. Broome.

Mr. BRoo~M. There was no 1979 carryover which was used for
juvenile justice. There was substantial carryover in the juvenile justice
budget, and the LEAA budget had been reduced.

We utilized most of that money in trying to adhere to our national
priorities and discretionary grant efforts.

There was no reappropriation of any carryover to juvenile justice.
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Senator THURMOND. Well, if you have any funds over this year, do
you plan to use them to reprogram them into the juvenile justice area ?

Mr. BRoomn We would definitely consider that. It might be noted,
Mr. Chairman, that thus far this year we have had to supplement the
small States formula grant effort because our budget was so small.

Thus, the possibility of having much carryover is very limited.
In addition, we have a very strong mandate to adhere to the Biden

Amendment, section 816 of our new legislation which calls for us to
report on the funding of national priority and discretionary grant
programs likely to be effective. Forty-seven such programs have been
so designated.

After those considerations, if there is an indication of there being a
real need within JJ, we will give that special attention.

Senator THURMOND. Now, can any of you answer this question?
To what extent can the increase in violent crimes be attributed to
youthful offenders?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, if you are referring to juveniles under the
age of 18, we have quite a bit of information on that particular topic.

Our data shows that the incidence of violent juvenile crime has
actually been decreasing.

This is one of the reasons why we feel that it would be inappropriate
to reserve all of the maintenance of effort funds for this particular

p opulation.
It is a serious problem. It is a problem that is being addressed by the

office. I
Later this year, we will be obligating funds for an initiative to

demonstrate the kinds of things that can be done for the serious vio-
lent offender. We feel that the resources that we are already allocating
are appropriate for that particular problem.

Senator THUR31OND. Staff just spoke to me and said that the number
of young people has lessened, there has been a decrease in the number
of children; is that correct?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That is correct.
Senator THURMOND. Of course, you can't blame me for that. I have

four little ones. [Laughter.]
What do you think has caused this increase in violent crimes rather

than the usual amount of property crimes and vandalism?
Mr. SCHWARTZ. I hope in part the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act has been responsible for the decrease. Since the passage
of the act, the incidence of violent juvenile crime has decreased along
with the overall number of arrests of juveniles.

Senator THURMOND. There has been an increase in violent crimes,
there may not have been in juveniles, but there has been an increase.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That is correct, Senator.
Senator THURMOND. What would you attribute that to ? For instance,

to drugs or just what do you think has caused this increase?
Mr. SCHWARTZ. Referring to adults, the increase may have resulted

in part from unemployment and other kinds of social problems asso-
ciated with that.

I am not an expert in the adult area. I really can't speak to that issue.
Perhaps Mr. Broome, who is my colleague on the adult side of LEAA
can-
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Senator THuRmoxD. I would be glad to hear from all of you on that,
Judge, you and Mr. Broome both.

Mr. BROOME. Mr. Chairman, there have been many theories that have
been presented regarding the increase in violent crime. It is a multi-
faceted problem.

I feel very strongly that there are both social and economic ties that
range from unemployment, which has to be a definite factor, to the
high density housing problem, and include fatherless homes, as well as
the deteriorating situation in many of our schools.

There are a number of factors that may contribute to violent crime.
It is very difficult to put your finger on any one, two, or three. Without
a doubt they basically lie within socio-economic factors that exist today.

Senator THURMOND. Well, you know, there are a lot of countries in
the World that have much more poverty than we do here in the United
States. Their crime rate is less than half ours. How do you reconcile
that?

Mr. BRooME. I haven't studied those countries. I do know one thing.
We have a very strong reporting system in America, largely because
of the cooperation between law enforcement officials and the FBI with
its uniform crime re orting system.

I don't know if other countries have that type of index for determin-
hi what the crime situation is. I wouldn't be able to compare them.

enator THURMOND. Well, the crime situation in the United States
is just astonishing, and I think it is disgraceful, to be frank with you.

Mr. BROOME. I agree with you.
Senator THURMOND. I just wondered what you attribute it to.
Judge, do you have any suggestions?
Mr. RENFREW. Well, I think that Mr. Broome has put his finger on

a number of the factors. Crime is a matter of concern. It indeed is one
that needs to be addressed and addressed effectively.

For all of these factors, the unemployment, the fatherless home,
the high density, the deteriorating schools, we shouldn't lose sight of
the fact the overwhelming majority of children that suffer these experi-
ences and live in these type of environments are not criminals.

What we have to do is be more precise and isolate the combination of
particular factors which lead a particular child under these circum-
stances to criminal activity and another not.

It is a question we must deal with, but we cannot be mesmerized by
the end results of crime without taking a look at some of the factors
which have led to it and contributed to it.

We have to address on a wide range of fronts.
Senator THURMOND. In talking with educators and law enforcement

people too, I have just been amazed at the prevalence of drugs in the
schools, in the colleges, and out among the population.

Mr. RENFREW. Yes; it is a problem. It is not, however, a problem
which is restricted or isolated to this country.

Let me just give you one example. It may well be in an affluent, in-
dustrialized, highly urbanized society that drugs may be just a factor
that such a society must deal with.

In West Germany, in 1969, they had either eight or nine deaths
from overdoses of drugs.

In just 10 years that number went up to well over 600.
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times higher than anywhere experienced in this country, including
New York City.

Su, the drug usage and the drug problem is not restricted to the
United States.

Senator THURMOND. There have been some studies made recently
on marihuana showing how it affects the brain. I believe Senator
Mathias plans to offer an amendment to the provision of the Code
on that to take it back to the present level, to make it illegal.

At any rate, it is just surprising to see the harmful effects of mari-
huana on the brain as well as on other parts of the body. There are so
many factors that enter into this but I just wondered if you had any
opinion about the drug use?

Mr. RENFREW. I do not have an opinion. I am not familiar with that
study, Senator.

Senator THURMOND. I just have two more questions. Senator Bayh
has come in and I will turn it over to him. -

What do you think has caused this increase in violent crimes rather
than the usual amount of property crimes and vandalism?

Mr. RENFREW. It is my understanding that the increase in violent
crime is associated with the adult offender rather than the juvenile
offender. There has been an actual decrease in the amount of violent
crime by juvenile offenders.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, building on what Judge Renfrew said, in
a recent working group session where the Office of Juvenile Justice
called together a number of experts, concerned citizens, and agency
personnel concerned with juvenile justice to talk about the incidence
of violent Juvenile crime and to help us formulate our posture. It was
indicated that not only is it going down, it involved a small number of
juveniles. Some longitudinal studies show that 10 to 15 or perhaps 20
percent of the juveniles who commit those crimes commit the majority
of the violent crimes.

Not only are we talking about a very small number, 'but even within
that, a very small number of those who commit those kinds of crimes
app ear to commit the majority of them.

Senator THURMOND. Would a strong Federal program of illegal
drug enforcement lead to a reduction in violent crimes among
juveniles?

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, I would hope that that is a possibility, al-
though I don't know. I would have to consult what the research and
information tells us in terms of what the possibilities might be with
respect to that particular question.

Senator THURMOND. I want to thank you gentlemen for your ap-
pearance here. Senator Bayh has come in now, and I will turn this
chair over to him. I have another engagement.

Senator Bayh, if you will take charge.
Senator BAYH [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Thurmond.
Senator THURMOND. I will take down my name and put up yours.
Senator BAYH. You are a hard act to follow.
Senator THURMOND. Thank you.
Senator BAYH. I appreciate Senator Thurmond starting the hearing

and running them here this morning. I apologize to or leadoff wit-
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nesses here for being obligated elsewhere, but I appreciate your
presence.

Let me just ask one general question. I think we will have a chance
to address ourselves to specifics in writing, if we might.

From the inception of this effort to deal with the problem of youth
crime as it relates to the overall criminal activity picture we have
tried to do two things.

One to point out that youth crime itself is a significant part of the
overall crime picture.

Two, to recognize that society has tended to deal with it too late and
in a manner that tends to compound the problem rather than solve it.
Taking a young status offender and putting him or her in a confined
situation with those young and or old who iav e participated in much
more sophisticated and dangerous crimes to society, for example.

We really, in many of our institutions, well intentioned as they
might be, instead of rehabilitating, we were providing a sort of on-the-
job training course as to how to be more effective as a criminal in your
efforts against society.

We are emphasizing in this second point, prevention. There is a lot
of talk about prevention being worth more than a pound of cure. In
this area, it seemed to me, we were doing very little in preventing. We
had some programs that were designed to try to create alternatives in
the youth service bureaus and other efforts at the local level to try to
create alternatives to the present environment, which was not good.

We were equally interested in trying to deal with the structural
problem as far as too many young people were being institutionalized
who did not commit crimes.

Could you gentlemen tell me, are we headed in the right direction?
We didn't expect for one law, the Juvenile Justice Act, in & relatively
short period of time, to turn this thing around.

Can you give us basically a judgment as to whether there is a con-
cept at the Department of Justice of trying to deal with the children's
problems before they become adolescent problems, before they become
young adult problems, before they become three-time losers and end
up in a lifetime of crime.

Is that approach worthy of continuing and has the general thrust
of the Juvenile Justice Act and the Runaway Youth Act, been salutary
as far as trying to get things turned around?

Mr. RENFPw. Let me speak, Senator, not in my present position,
which I have onlyy held for a couple of weeks, but as a trial judge
who had a responsibility of imposing sentence on people who have
violated the laws and been found guilty of doing so or plead guilty.
We are absolutely on the right track.

The pattern that you have described is one that I saw constantly
and is one that has to be addressed and remedied.

The specifics of how we are doing it I have to leave to Mr. Schwartz,
but I am absolutely persuaded, based upon over 8 years in the criminal
justice system as an active participant, that the approach that is con-
tained in this legislation is absolutely vital, if anything is going to be
done about dealing with the problems of crime.

The people that came before me as adults had records that went
back into their juvenile days. It was just a record that you saw re-
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in those very early days in trying to address the needs and concerns
of the juvenile besides simply put them into some type of lockup, some
type of correction center. As you suggested, they were incarcerated
with people who assisted them and taught them more sophisticated,
dangerous criminal methods.

I am absolutely persuaded you are on the right road. I will let Mr.
Schwartz answer in detail.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I would like to make a couple of comments in that
area.

I too, am not only convinced, but also feel that the evidence shows
that we even need to do a lc more. That is one of the reasons why the
Department is suggesting that an amendment be added to our legisla-
tion calling for the prohibition of the jailing of juveniles.

There is a wealth of data now to show that the decision to detain,
whether it be in a jail or a detention center, has enormously severe
consequences for juveniles.

Programs should be designed to keep juveniles out of institutions
who don't need that kind of care, to help them stay together, to learn
how to live together cooperatively, to provide opportunities for ju-
veniles to attain an education. These are much more successful than
shunting them off to institutions, as has been the practice in the past.

The Juvenile Justice Act certainly has not by its meager resources
been able to fund all of the programs that have been successful. If any-
thing, the Office, through the legislation and the limited resources it
has, has supported a policy direction that has resulted in the changes
in a lot of practices on the parts of States and counties across the
country. -

There is substantial evidence that the act is working, particularly
with respect to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Enor-
mous progress has been made there.

The record is quite good. Now is the time to do more.
Mr. BROOME. I would like to just make one very brief comment ad-

dressed to that issue. Despite my brief association with LEAA, I feel
strongly that the philosophy behind the act is a very good one. In the
14 or 15 months I have been with LEAA, I have seen the administra-
tion of the program moving forward.

We have a good act that got off to a slow start. Now, after some
turnabout, it is moving forward. It should bear even more fruit than
it has in the past.

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, I would just like to add one thing that I
mentioned earlier. There are some trouble spots. One has to do with
the handling of minorities with respect to the Juvenile Justice System.

I would like to submit a report for the record, prepared for our
office by the National Center for Juvenile Justice.

It indicates that members of racial minorities are processed differ-
ently by the courts, even holding reasons for referral constant.

Members of minorities are more likely to be detained and particu-
larly at an earlier age, more likely to be institutionalized and more
likely to be formally processed through the courts. These are some
very troubling pieces of information. These are issues that the Office
must address in the future, particularly as we enter 1981.
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As you will recall, during my Senate confirmation hearings, there
were a number of questions raised with respect to the Office and its
track record regarding minority issues.

We are having an independent assessment of the Office's role and
responsibilities in that area prepared. We will be submitting a report
to this committee, along with my recommendations for corrective
action.

There is no question there are some very troubling areas with re-
spect to minorities that must be addressed by the Office.

Senator BAYH. I thank you.
I am really looking forward to working with this new team. We

have had good folks working with us in the past and some that were
not so sensitive earlier.

Mr. Schwartz, you are exceptionally well qualified to fill that post.
You know it is sort of close to friendly advocacy within LEAA, that
I trust, Mr. Broome, when we get around to getting a quorum, we are
going to put that title on you permanently.

Mr. BRooXE. I would appreciate it, sir. [Laughter.]
Senator BAYH. I hope you have been on the payroll in the interim.

[Laughter.]
Judge Renfrew, I think we all owe you a debt. There are not many

folks that would leave the prestige and the security of a Federal
judgeship to serve in the very important role that you are serving.

think it shows your dedication to public service.
I hope that as we are looking at this program, it is one thing to say

we are not going to institutionalize. It is another thing to say we are
not going to institutionalize and we are going to provide alternatives.

We have some young people, but very few, that are real trouble-
makers and if we are not able to deal with them the way society expects
and their acts deserve, then we are going to bring discredit on the
whole program.

I think the very fact that we have status offenders that won't go to
school and run away from home is indicative of children who have
trouble, children that in the present setting, in their own environment
are not able to cope.

I would hope we would understand we just have to go hand-in-hand
with saying you cannot-put a child in jail. We do not ignore the fact
that that child still needs help and that child still has trouble. If we
aren't coping with that just keeping the child out of the institution-
alized structure is not the response.

Now, are we really going to emphasize that? I am concerned par-
ticularly this year with the budgetary crunch that we are all feeling,
that we recognize the need to really stand in there and hang tough. I
hope you will let me do whatever I might, what little influence I might
have to see that if there is ever a program where the expenditure of a
few dollars prohibits society from having to pay a lot bigger bill, it is
this one.

Are we going to be able to proceed here to really explore and expand
alternatives? 'hat is the idea, alternatives to institutionalization. Not
no institutionalization, but alternatives to institutionalization.

Mr. RExNFRW. Absolutely, Senator. It would be the most ironic thing
in the world to take a juvenile who is having the difficulties that you
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mentioned that constitute a status offense, and tell that juvenile, "Now,
if you go out and assault somebody or rob a bank, we would put you in
an institution and give you vocational training, educational training,
psychological counseling, assist you in a halfway house when you met
out and try to help you with the Parole Commission to obtain a ]ob
and assist your reentry into life. But until you commit a crime, we are
going to afford you no assistance at all."

No; we have the concerns that you have addressed well in mind and
are oriented toward finding alternatives to the institutionalizing of
people.

Absolutely.
Senator BAYH. I am sure you as a judge have been in this position

before. I will always recall at the very embrionic stage when we were
trying to get this measure passed going to a halfway house in Boston.
The neighborhood and the community was very much in arms and
there was a real threat that that institution might be closed.

The reason was that a judge, either not having proper knowledge or
being insensitive or perhaps having alternatives, nevertheless, he sen-
tenced someone to that kind of an institution that had committed a
rape.

While that person was in a nonsecure facility, he did commit an-
other rape. It is that ability to distinguish between people who really
need custodial care and the great number that need alternative kinds
of services that I just think we have to emphasize.

Mr. Schwartz, if you could give us a report as to what we are doing
to try to make it possible-and we have done a lot of talking about this.
In some communities they are doing this-and unfortunately, large
numbers are not-to assit those communities, those school corporations
who have an inclination to bring a more sophisticated kind of counsel-
ing service into the grade schools. Not the kind we are talking about of
professional and educational counseling for, say, juniors and seniors in
high school, but the kind of attention that can really help solve chil-
dren's problems that are manifest to almost every grade school teacher
in America today.

They see that Johnny and Suzy have trouble. We ignore that trou-
ble. 1e ignore the family situation which may be nonexistent, then we
wonder why Johnny and Suzy get into deep trouble later on.

Could you let us know what is being done in this regard or what
we might do to help create additional incentives in this area?

We just have to get to the solving of these problems. I don't believe
any kid is born a three-time loser. Yet, we have a lot of youngsters
who are born in environments none of them have any control over
what family they are born in.

I am not trying to excuse some of the misdeeds of young people, but
we are trying to explain and understand how that happens and see
what we can do 5 or 6 years ahead of time to keep it from happening.

Will you let us have your assessment of that, please?
Mr. SCHWARTZ. I wish I could take credit for this, but people who

are more thoughful than I started this earlier with respect to the
office.

There are several things that the office is providing support for.
One is the national school resource network project which accumulates

70-796 0 - 81 - 4
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some of the best information available on all the good things that are
going on around the country and makes them available to schools,
parents, PTA groups, and others.

There are a lot of good programs that are going on that people are
not aware of. They are providing information regarding ideas as to
how programs can be implemented in local school districts.

In addition, the office is moving ahead this year with some of our own
funds, as well as with some funds from the Department of Labor, on
an alternative education initiative.

We are already receiving applications for that.
The office recognizes the important role of schools and the need to do

something in that area. It is something that has been a longstanding
priority and will continue to be.

Through the coordinating council, particularly with the leadership
that the Attorney General has shown we hope to involve other Fed-
eral agencies in more joint efforts with our office. There is a need to
get other Federal agencies to participate more in that kind of a
process.

You are going to see a lot more in that particular area.
Senator BAYH. Thank you. As you may know I was the leading

force in getting the Department to establish the national school re-
source network project. You gentlemen have been very patient here.
I am sorry I was not here at the beginning. I appreciate Senator
Thurmond commencing the hearing.

We may have some other questions we would like to submit for
the record, if we could. We look forward to working with you.

Mr. RENFREW. Thank you Senator.
Mr. SCHWARTZ. We do too, Senator Bayh.
Mr. BROOME. Thank you.
[Mr. Schwartz's prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF IRA M. SCHWARTZ

It is a pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to appear before this Committee today on
behalf of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to discuss
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

As you know, I have been Administrator of the Office for only a few months.
I came to the position with a sincere appreciation of the importance of this
legislation. I am strongly committed to the goals which the Act seeks to acom-
pUsh and urge that you support reauthorization so that this vital work can
continue.

Since enactment of the Juvenile Justice Act, this Committee has held a num-
ber of hearings to examine the operations of the Office. Our personnel have
also made an extra effort to work with the Committee staff to assure that you
are aware of significant developments relating to implementation of the Act.
Your active interest in the program is appreciated.

In my statement today, Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly discuss the status
of operations of the Office. I also have some comments on aspects of S. 2441;
the proposed "Violent Juvenile t.-lime Control Act of 1980," introduced by Sen.
ator Bayh, and S. 2434, the proposed "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act Amendments of 1980," introduced by Senator Dole. These measures
will be discussed as they relate to S. 2442, the Administration's proposal which
has been introduced by request.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had an impact far
beyond its resources. Passage of the legislation caused persons both within and
without the Juvenile and criminal Justice systems to question old ways of doing
business and, in many instances, change their procedures.
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A special report recently prepared for the Office by the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention provides evidence of the extent of
this impact:

Since 1957 there has been a gradual increase in the number of cases re-
ferred to Juvenile courts. Between 1970-1975 the total number of cases re-
ferred to Juvenile courts increased by 28.8 percent.

In the first 3 years following passage of the JJDP Act (1975-1977) the
total number of cases referred to Juvenile courts decreased by 3.6 percent.

This decrease is largely accounted for by a 21.3 percent decrease in the
number of status offenders referred to juvenile courts during 1975-1977.

During the period 1975-1977 the percentage of youth detained among all
youth referred to Juvenile courts remained fairly constant at about 16
percent.

Between 1975 and 1977 the percentage of status offenders referred to
Juvenile courts decreased from 32.6 to 21.1 percent. During this period the
rate of detention of status offenders decreased by nearly 50 percent.

Certainly many factors have influenced these remarkable changes. I sincerely
believe, though, that a major influence in accomplishing these reductions was the
clear policy of the Act in support of these developments.

FORMULA GRANTS

Fifty-one states and territories are now participating in the JJDP Act formula
grant program. Thus far this year, 41 Jurisdictions have received OJJDP approval
of their fiscal year 1980 formula grant plans. All participating states have estab-
lished a monitoring system in compliance with section 223(a) (14) of the Act.

Monitoring reports for fiscal year 1979 indicate that 33 states and territories
have demonstrated substantial compliance with the deinstitutionalization man-
date of section 223(a) (12). An additional 13 states have shown significant prog-
ress toward substantial compliance.

There are 15 states in full compliance with the separation requirement of sec-
tion 223(a) (13) of the Act. Another 21 have shown significant progress toward
compliance.

Our records indicate, Mr. Chairman, that of a total of $61,631,000 in formula
grants awarded in 1979, $36,406,569 or 59 percent was allocated to programs
which had deinstitutionalization of status offenders and non-offenders as their
objective. Every state participating in the formula grant program except three-
New Jersey, the District of Columbia, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands-allocated a portion of their formula grant to deinstitutionalization. New
York, Florida, California, Georgia, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania and
Texas allocated particularly large sums of their formula grant award for this
specific purpose.

OJJDP also examined state plans to ensure that funds were being equitably
allocated towards separation and monitoring. Twelve states allocated $3,658,986
of their total formula grant allocation for separation programs. The remaining
39 states participating in the Act either did not have a problem with the separa-
tion of Juveniles and adults or used other funds such as Crime Control Act or
state levy monies to address the problem.

Eighteen states surveyed allocated $812,075 of their JJDP awards for monitor-
ing purposes. This figure does not include sums from administrative funds which
many state criminal Justice councils use for monitoring. We have also assured,
Mr. Chairman, that all states participating in the Act are awarding at least 75
percent of their funds for programs utilizing advanced techniques, as required
by section 223(a) (10).

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
Over 800 instances of technical assistance were provided in fiscal year 1979.

This assistance was primarily in the following areas: Alternatives to secure con-
finement; Removal of juveniles from adult jails; Maximum utilization of exist-
Ing resources; Deinstitutionalization of status offenders and non-offenders;
Legislative reform; Monitoring compliance with sections 223(a) (12) and (13)
of the Act ; Building community support for positive system change; Increased
management capability; and, Delinquency prevention. A number of major pub-
lications have bee-& developed to provide additional assistance.
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SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAMS

Of the $189,120,000 allocated for Special Emphasis programs since fiscal year
1975, $139,258,672 had been obligated as of March 15, 1980. This includes $89,353,-
000 of JJDP Act funds and $49,905,672 in LEAA Crime Control Act funds. Appli-
cations for a Youth Advocacy Initiative are now being processed and awards are
expected to be made by the end of April. Guidelines have been issued for an
Alternative Education Initiative and applications are due by April 30. This
Initiative is of particular note because $3 million of the $11 million to be awarded
are funds contributed by the Department of Labor. Guidelines were recently
published in draft form for a Prevention Research and Development Program.
Additional programs will be announced in the areas of Removal of Youth from
Jails, Treatment of Juveniles Adjudicated for Violent Offenses, and Capacity
Building. We expect that awards under all of these initiatives except Capacity
Buildings, which is scheduled for next fiscal year, will be made by the end of
fiscal year 1980. The total projected obligation for fiscal year 1980 is $52,189,000,
which includes $37,045,000 in JJDP Act funds and $15,144,000 of Crime Control
Act funds.

To date, Special Emphasis programs have served nearly 60,000 young people
through 267 grants operating in 544 sites. Approximately 70 percent of the Special
Emphasis funds have gone to private nonprofit organizations, a sum far in excess
of the thirty percent required by law.

Our strategy for development and implementation of Special Emphasis pro-
grams has been based very specifically on the requirements of the Act. Programs
have been structured and funded in ways which call national attention to distinct
categories of youth. Specific performance standards are set for delivery of serv-
ices. Each initiative has been funded as a group of projects, with emphasis on
overall program goals as opposed to specific project objectives. Sizeable grants
have been made to permit comprehensive planning, as opposed to planning for
limited project objectives. Project periods have been specified and measurable
objectives prescribed for those periods. Assurance of funding, within the limits
of availability of funds, has been provided in advance.

Projects are monitored by OJJDP staff and groups of grantees meet two or
more times a year for monitoring and to receive technical assistance. This helps
grantees under each Special Emphasis Initiative see themselves as part of a
national program.

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is
built into Special Emphasis program funding in several respects. Before an
Initiative is even announced, the Institute supports intensive research which is
applied to design of the program. During and after the project period, the Insti-
tute may have a role in the evaluation of program effectiveness. Such evaluations
make possible the identification of successful approaches and models suitable for
replication.

Special Emphasis programs are designed to direct attention to problems with
the Juvenile justice system and the human services delivery system. When sev-
eral agencies participate in a program, written agreements among them are re-
quired. In addition, requirements such as coordination of services, involvement
of youth, parents and community residents in projects, and consortium program
implementation have all assisted in addressing the broad objective of systemic
change.

RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Consistent with the mandate of the Act, the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) has supported research to develop
baseline data regarding the extent, nature and characteristics of delinquency and
delinquents. Data has been collected pertaining to Juvenile justice system process-
ing of young people, and information is disseminated with respect to prevention
programs and alternatives to traditional means which official agencies utilize to
deal with children.

Among the accomplishments of NIJJDP is an improved and expanded national
Juvenile Justice statistical reporting system. In addition to Juvenile court statis-
tics, the system also yields national offender-based ssytems flow data, beginning
with police handling of young suspects. To amplify current data, the Institute is
supporting a national survey of self-reported delinquency which will include the
incidence and characteristics of drug use among a sample of Juveniles. Such
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data is of vital significance for the development and maintenance of cost-effective
delinquency programs.

Through the Assessment Center for Delinquent Behavior and Prevention at
the University of Washington, NIJJDP can inform state and local prevention
organizations what other agencies across the nation are doing. Evaluations are
being supported to determine what types of programs work in addressing different
Juvenile problems. A number of conclusions have been reached as a result of this
activity regarding which delinquency prevention strategies are most promising.

Among the topics on which the Institute has or will soon have research or
evaluation results are the following: Deinstitutionalization of status offenders;
Alternatives to secure detention; Diversion of delinquents from the Juvenile Jus-
tice system; Restitution; Learning disabilities and Juvenile delinquency; Reduc-
tion of school crime and educational disruption; Serious Juvenile offenders; and,
Handling offenders outside the official system.

Beyond national assessments, evaluations and data base development, NIJJDP
also supports an unsolicited research program. The essence of this program has
been the development of new knowledge pertaining to the causes, correlates and
remedial properties of delinquency. Research has focused on significant variables
pertaining to delinquency and to possible intervention strategies Involving the
family, peer and community relationships, and the economic and social service
systems.

A further component of the NIJJDP research effort is a newly formed minority.
based research initiative. A deliberate effort Is being made to encourage minority-
based grant applications. Although no final decision has been made, we are also
considering research next year specifie.,ally into the issue of disproportionate repre-
sentation of minorities In the Juvenile Justice system.

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT

Billions of Federal dollars impact on youth every year. The Department of
Justice, through OJJDP, has been given responsibility in the JJDP Act for setting
objectives and priorities for Federal juvenile delinquency programs. The Co-
ordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, chaired by
the Attorney General, is an important part of the effort to assure that there is
consistency among the member Departments and agencies.

Today, the Coordinating Council is in a better position than in prior years to
fulfill Its legislative mandate and combat the fragmentation which has char-
acterized the Government's response to youth crime. The Council has under-
taken to assure that Its efforts are not spread among too many areas and has
focused on eight specific tasks. These range from making recommendations re-
garding juvenile delinquency policy to reviewing Joint funding efforts among
member agencies. The Council Is also undertaking to determine the degree to
which the practices of various agencies are consistent with the deinstitutional-
ization and separation mandates of the JJDP Act.

In the past, the Council has not had clearly articulated goals and objectives,
nor have the tasks before it been delineated. Staff support for the Council has
not been adequate and the work of the Council has not been organized so as to
allow for the most advantageous use of the relatively small amount of time that
members can devote to these activities. These problems are all being addressed.
Of particular help will be the contract support for the work of the Council which
Is being provided by OJJDP. A workplan has been developed and will be fol-
lowed. We are also endeavoring to assure that the Annual Analysis and Evalua-
tion of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs is a useful document for policy-
makers in both Congress and the Executive Branch.

LEGISLATION PENDING BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

I now turn my attention, Mr. Chairman, to the bills pending before the Com-
mittee which would reauthorize the Juvenile Justice. and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974. S. 2441, the proposed "Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of
1980," was Introduced by Senator Bayh on March 19, 1980. At that time, Senator
Bayh also introduced by request S. 2442, the Administration's proposal to extend
the program which was submitted to Congress in accordance with the Budget
Act on May 15, 1979. S. 2434, the proposed "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act Amendments of 1980," was introduced by Senator Dole on
March 1A 1980.
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I am pleased that there is unanimous agreement by the Administration and

those whose proposals are being considered today, as well as by those who are
involved in development of similar legislation in the House of Representatives,
that the JJDP Act should be continued. 'he only issues we are dealing with
relate to the precise form of reauthorization. To assist the Committee in its
deliberations, I would like to offer some detailed comments and suggestions
regarding provisions of the pending bills which are of concern.

As you know, the LEAA program was reorganized and restructured last year
by the Justice System Improvement Act. A National Institute of Justice (NIJ)
and Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) were established as separate entities
under the general authority of the Attorney General on a parallel footing with
LEAA. The activities of LEAA, NIJ, and BJS are coordinated by the Office of
Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics (OJARS). The grant programs of
LEAA and the formula for distribution of funds have been revised.

S. 2441, S. 2442, and S. 2434 would each retain the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention as part of LEAA. The approach taken by each bill,
however, is different. S. 2442 would maintain the relationship between LEAA and
OJJDP of current law, with the Administrator of LEAA administering the pro-
visions of the Act through OJJDP. The Administrator of OJJDP exercises all
necessary powers subject-to the direction of the Administrator of LEAA.

S. 2441 would establish OJJDP under the general authority of the LEAA Ad-
ministrator. The Administrator of OJJDP would be statutorily given "final
authority to award, administer, modify, extend, terminate, monitor, evaluate,
reject or deny all grants, cooperative agreements and contracts from, and appli-
cations for, funds." The OJJDP program would, in effect, be autonomous within
LEAA.

S. 2434, on the other hand, -would specifically place the OJJDP Administrator
"under the policy direction and control" of the Administrator of LEAA. This is
limiting language as compared to current law.

The fact that three different management structures are proposed by the three
bills highlights the need ior careful attention to the impact of the Justice System
Improvement .ct on the OJJDP program. The Justice System Improvement Act
changed organizational relationships and responsibilities. None of the bills pend-
ing before the Committee address these changes to any substantial degree.

I would urge this Committee to carefully examine the various relationships as
they now exist and how they might impact on the role intended for OJJDP. At
a minimum, JJDP Act references to outdated terms and provisions of the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act need to be changed. Other confornaing
modifications may be determined to be appropriate upon further review. We
would be happy to work with the Committee staff to identify areas where revi.
sions are necessary.

The need for conforming amendments is highlighted by some drafting diffi-
culties with S. 2441. Section 102 of S. 2441 indicates repeal of sections 102(4)
and (5) of the JJDP Act. I believe this is a typographical error and the sections
intended to be repealed are 103(4) and (5) of the Act. These are definitions of
"Law Enforcement Assistance Administration" and "Administrator." However,
no replacement definition of "Administrator" is included. Within section 201, both
the "Administrator of LEAA" and "Administrator of OJJDP" are referred to,
but elsewhere in the section and other provisions of the Act, the word "Admin-
istrator" alone is used without delineation. This should be clarified.

With respect to section 201 of the JJDP Act, Mr. Chairman, you should also
note that section 201 (a) of S. 2441 indicates amendment of the entire section.
I believe only subsections (a) through (d) are meant to be amended, since sec-
tions 201 (b) and (c) of S. 2441 would amend sections 201 (e) and (f) of current
law, sections which appear to have been deleted by section 201 (a) of the bill.
(The same thing appears to be the case regarding section 223(a) of the Act.
Section 205 of the JJDP Act is being amended, when all that actually appears
to be intended to be changed is the language of section 228(a) before subsec-
tion (1).)

Currently the two Deputy Administrators of OJJDP are appointed by the
Administrator of LEAA. S. 2441 would revise this to have the Deputies ap-
pointed by the Administrator of OJJDP. The OJJDP Administrator would also
appoint a "Legal Advisor" to supervise and direct a new "Legal Advisory Unit."
That Unit would be responsible for "legal policy development, implementation
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and dissemination and the coordination of such matters with all relevant de-
partmental units." "When appropriate," the Legal Advisor is to consult with
LEAA and OJARS on "legal nonpolicy matters."

The need for and exact meaning of this provision are unclear. The individuals
ultimately responsible for policy development and implementation under the
JJDP Act as currently in effect are the Administrators of OJJDP and LEAA. To
advise them regarding the legal implications of policy options, there has been
a General Counsel in LDAA. The General Counsel function may be organiza-
tionally located in OJARS when the Justice System Improvement Act is fully
impileentea, uut the same purposes would be served. further legal guidance
can be provided by the Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice.

S. 2441 appears to either be removing policy responsibility from the Presi-
dentially-appointed administrators of OJJDP or setting up an independent legal
unit for the Office which consults with OJARS and LEAA only on "legal non-
policy matters." This is inconsistent with OJJDP's organizational placement as
a part of LEAA and gives the Office a special Legal Advisor not available to
LIEAA, NIJ, or BJS.

When considering matters relating to implementation of the Justice System
Improvement Act, the Department of Justice rejected fragmentation of legal
assistance within different components of OJARS. You should also note that
the previous Administrator of OJJDP did have an Attorney-Advisor position
on his staff to assist him. This was created under general agency authority, not
by specific legislative mandate. For all of these reasons, section 201(d) of
S. 2441 is opposed.

Section 201(f) of S. 2441 would require the Administrator of OJJDP to pro-
vide Congress with a detailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile Awareness
Project, the so-called "Scared-Straight" program, or other similar programs, by
December 31, 1980. I am not opposed to providing the requested evaluation, but
suggest that the December 31, 1980 deadline is not realistic. The National In-
stitute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention has done an assessment
of "Scared-Straight" type programs. Design and completion of a more detailed
evaluation, however, could take considerably longer than the period provided.

Although part of LEAA and tied Into the LEAA program, S. 2441 repeals the
provision of current law permitting the plan submitted under the JJDP Act to
be incorporated into the LE)AA application under the Justice System Improve-
ment Act. Because the same state criminal justice councils administer both for-
mula grant programs, the provisions of the JJDP plan and LEAA application
are similar. There is a maintenance of effort requirement under the Justice
System Improvement Act and Juvenile components of LEAA applications. We
prefer to retain the flexibility of this provision. We would also suggest that
there be a provision for a three-year JJDP plan with annual updates, consistent
with the Justice System Improvement Act. This i. proposed by S. 2442.

Section 205(f) of S. 2441 deletes that part of section 223(d) of the JJDP Act
referencing the LEAA hearing and appeal procedures for use In cases when a
state does not submit a JJDP plan or is found in noncompliance with other parts
of section 223. The deleted sections provide important protections and we recom-
mend they be retrained. S. 2441 also deletes the incorporation by reference of
other LEAA administrative provisions through section 262 of the JJDP Act.
All of these would be useful for implementation of the Act and consistency with
practices of LEAA. They deal with such items as civil rights compliance, delega-
tion of functions, subpoena power, employment of hearing officers, use of experts
and consultants, record-keeping, and the confidentiality of information regarding
individual juveniles.

S. 2441 would change "Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs"
under Title II, Part B, Subpart II of the JJDP Act to "Priority Juvenile Preven-
tion and Treatment Programs." I see no need to change the name for OJJDP
discretionary grants which has been used since 1974. Individuals and organiza-
tions have gotten used to this term and a change could be confusing. The term
"Special Emphasis" is appropriate because It relates to the nature of the discre-
tionary program, which is provision of a specific focus, or special emphasis, or
statutorily enumerated programs and approaches to help young people.

Section 207 of S. 2441 would substitute state Juvenile justice advisory groups
as the reviewing entity for Special Emphasis applications rather than state plan-
ning agencies. While the name of state planning agencies has been changed to
state criminal Justice councils by the Justice System Improvement Act, we feel
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they should still be involved in the review and comment on Special Emphasis
applications along with the advisory groups. The criminal justice councils will
be responsible for administering both the OJJDP and LEAA formula grants and
will be in a position to provide useful comments regarding the impact of proposed
Special Emphasis programs on other activities.

Particularly troublesome, Mr. Chairman, is that part of section 211(a) of
S. 2441 which specifies that funds not obligated by the end of a fiscal year revert
to the Secretary of HEW for the purposes of the Runaway Youth Act. This is not
a wise provision. JJDP and LEAA funds have traditionally been available until
expended. In some instances, for reasons difficult to anticipate or control, funds
may not all be used in the year appropriated, even though a definite need exists.
A new agency head may change priorities, the appropriation level may not be
what was expected, the actual appropriation may not be received until after the
fiscal year begins, or other governmental policies could impact on obligation rates.
Enactment of this provision could mean that there may be a rush to spend funds
at the end of a year without careful program planning. Dollars appropriated for
the specific purposes of Title II of the JJDP Act could be lost forever. It is also
unprecedented for one agency's funds to revert to other Departments if unused,
in effect bypassing the normal appropriations process.

The apparent basis for this amendment is indicated in Senator Bayh's re-
marks on introduction of S. 2441 that within the past year, the obligation rate
for OJJDP has diminished substantially "with the prospect of a significant carry-
over." It is true that early in the program there was a serious problem with
OJJDP fund flow, for reasons with which this Committee is thoroughly ac-
quainted. The Committee is also aware that my predecessor did an excellent Job
in eliminating the backlog. Most of the reasons for that former slowness in obli-
gating funds have either been eliminated or are problems that we have recog-
nized and addressed, and can therefore work around. As I indicated earlier in my
statement, I expect that the bulk of fiscal year 1980 funds will be obligated in
fiscal year 1980. I strongly object to the loss of flexibility and possible harm to the
OJJDP program which could result from reversion of funds to HEW as proposed
by S. 2441.

Under current law, at least 19.15 percent of Justice System Improvement Act
funds must be used for juvenile deliquency programs. This is consistent with
the earlier requirement imposed on LEAA. The Justice System Improvement Act
added a provision that the primary emphasis for these "maintenance of effort"
funds should be on programs "for 'juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or
adjudicated deliquent on the basis of an act which would be a criminal offense
If committed by an adult." S. 2442 would keep the maintenance of effort require-
ment for LEAA, but would raise it to 20 percent for clarity. S. 2441 would revise
the maintenance of effort provision to require that it all be used "for programs
aimed to curb violent crimes committed by juveniles, namely murder, forcible
rape, robbery, aggravated assault and arson involving bodily harm . . ."

Data from several studies indicate that a very small proportion of juvenile
offenders account for an extremely large volume of serious and violent crime.
Identification and effective treatment of this small group present both policy and
programmatic difficulties. While serious and violent youth crime must be dealt
with, it must be done in such a way that does not include other youths who are
not in need of the same degree of attention as the most serious offenders.

I believe that the current language of the Justice System Improvement Act,
requiring primary emphasis on programs for juvenile offenders, is appropriate.
The language does not say that all maintenance of effort funds have to be spent
for these purposes or spent exclusively for serious violent offenders. The main-
tenance of effort provision is highly significant to the overall scheme of the JJDP
program, for it assures that juvenile justice funds supplement those under the
Justice System Improvement Act. Without the requirement, there would be no
guarantee that any LEAA Justice System Improvement Act funds would be spent
in the juvenile area. Not only does maintenance of effort assure that LEAA
funds aren't diverted to other criminal justice purposes, but it means that juvenile
Justice will remain a national LEAA priority. I do not feel any change as sug-
gested is necessary.

S. 2434 takes another approach -to the maintenance of effort requirement. In-
stead of 19.15 percent, each state would be required to maintain of the LFAA
funds (presumably for juvenile deliquency programs, although not specified) "at
least that percentage of the total expenditures made for criminal justice programs
by state and local governments which is expended for Juvenile deliquency pro-



grams -by such state and local governments." In other words, the same share of
LEAA funds would have to go for juvenile deliquency as a state or locality spends
of its own funds for this purpose.

I oppose this approach as contrary to the purpose of the maintenance of effort
provision. The requirement traces back to enactment of the JJDP Act. It was
included to assure that LEAA Crime Control Act funds going for juvenile delin-
quency programs were not supplanted by JJDP Act funds. A specific level of
effort was required which was tied to an earlier year's expenditures. Each state
must keep Juvenile justice programming a priority focus for LEAA funds. Under
S. 2484, where Juvenile justice is a local priority, it would get more funds, and
where it is not a local priority, it would get fewer funds. In addition, the section
only applies to states, not the entire LEAA effort. Finally, it should be pointed
out that the percentage of criminal justice funds going for juvenile delinquency
programming may not be an appropriate gauge of the level of effort needed.

Mr. Chairman, I have provided the Committee staff with a copy of my recent
testimony before the House Education and Labor Committee regarding H.R. 6704,
which would also reauthorize the JJDP Act. I call your attention to several
serious concerns I have regarding that measure, including the recommended
abolition of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, revisions to the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and state juvenile justice advisory groups, possible
weakening of the compliance standard and monitoring requirements regarding
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and repeal of the authority to use
JJDP Act funds as match for other Federal program grants. I strongly urge that
my objections be taken Into consideration with respect to the reauthorization
measure ultimately agreed upon by both the Senate and House of Representatives.
On the other hand, S. 2442 has some important features which I hope will be
incorporated into your final bid.

That concludes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to continuing
to work with the Committee.

Senator BAY1I. We now have a panel, Judge Carl E. Guernsey,
president, National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges;
Mrs. Jane Freeman, National Collaboration for Youth; Mrs. Barbara
D. McGarry, Coalition for Children and Youth and American
Foundation for the Blind; Mrs. Lynn Lyss, chairwoman, Children and
Youth Task Force, National Council of Jewish Women; and Ms.
Regene Schroeder, Child Welfare League of America.

It is good to have you here. I appreciate having all of you here to
testify this morning. Why don't we start in the way I introduced you.

PANEL OF: JUDGE CARL E. GUERNSEY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES; ZANE C.
FREEMAN, NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH; BARBARA
D. McGARRY, COALITION FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH AND
AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND; LYNN LYSS, CHAIR-
WOMAN, CHILDREN AND YOUTH TASK FORCE, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN; AND REGENE SCHROEDER,
CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Judge GUERNSEY. Thank you, Senator Bayh.
Let me express on behalf of the National Council of Juvenile and

Family Court Judges our appreciation for the opportunity to testify
today.

I have a prepared text of my testimony. With the leave of the Chair,
I would like to submit that and go over it briefly from notes.

Senator BAYH. Fine. I appreciate that. All of you may do that. I
must confess I think that perhaps the rule should be to the extent
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possible, "blessed are the brief," because they may be invited back to
testify again. [Laughter.]

Judge GUERNSEY. Let me begin by saying first of all that the Na-
tional Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges is a membership
organization of some 2,500 judges and other juvenie justice personnel.
It is the oldest and largest judges' association in the country, and was
the first to recognize that by the mere process of appointment to the
bench or election to the bench, a man does not know all that he needs
to know, or a woman, to be an effective juvenile court judge.

We instituted the concept of judicial training. We are now benefiting
from judicial training through grants from the Office of Juvenile
Justice.

I would like to note, Mr. Chairman, that in a recent austerity mes-
sage, the President of the United States indicated that there was a
need for austerity in every phase of our national budget, and for
trimming in every area except in the area of national defense.

I would submit, Mr. Chairman, that there has not been an American
home invaded from the outside since the year 1812, but every day
thousands of American homes are being invaded by adults and
juvenile law violators.

This is, I submit to you, an area of national defense which requires
the attention of our Congress.

I mention to you that the National Council of Juvenile and Family
Court Judges is involved in the training of judges and leading court
personnel.

During the year 1979, we provided training for some 3,346 judges
and other juvenile justice personnel in part through the funding of
the Office of Juvenile Justice.

This training we believe we can demonstrate has had an impact on
the manner in which juvenile justice is administered throughout the
United States.

Further, we have received a grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice
for a computerized information system, an information system which
provides instant data on the individual juvenile offender. which
prevents loss of cases or delay of cases within the system, which im-
proves the management efficiency.

This systerr has now been installed in the State of Rhode Island, and
very recently, in just, 12 hours time, was transferred from the State of
Rhode Island to become an operational system in Washington, D.C.

Another project which we have had funded through the Office of
Juvenile Justice has been a bridge-building symposium with leaders in
the field of education and in the field of community service, which
hopefully will establish a coalition of education organizations, com-
munity organizations and the organized juvenile justice system for the
purpose of early identification and early treatment of the problems of
]uvenile delinquency.

All too many times, Mr. Chairman, I have been faced with this
problem. I have had teachers who have taught young people in early
elementary grades come to me some years later and say, "Well, I
understand you had Johnny Jones in your court last week. I could have
told you 5 years ago he was going to be there."

This is the time for prevention, rather than for treatment.
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Further. through the Office of Juvenile Justice, our National Center
for Juvenile Justice, in Pittsburgh, the research division of the Na-
tional Council, has been funded to make the first statistical study of
what is really going on in the area of juvenile delinquency in the
United States.

It was through this grant and through the statistics collected, that
Mr. Schwartz was able to testify earlier concerning what has been
going on in he field of juvenile justice since the passage of the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1974.

That study indicates that delinquency was on the rise 15.2 percent,
per capita, in the 5 years prior to 1975. Yet, up only 0.2 percent from
1975 to 1977.

In the years 1975 to 1977, this 3-year period, the incidence per capita
of delinquency rose only 0.2 percent.

Senator BAYH. That is incredible. When was that study completed.
Judge GUERNSEY. That has just been completed, Senator. I would

be happy to furnish a number of copies to you for your perusal.
Senator BAYH. Thank you. That is remarkable.
Judge GUFRNSEY. The study goes on. Detention has been down 14

percent per hundred children during the years from 1975 to 1977.
You, Senator, have been very much concerned about the plight of

status offenders and very rightfully so.
In 1975, there were 355,600 status offenders referred to the juvenile

justice system.
In 1976, it was down to 320,500.
In 1977, it was down to 280,000.
That is a total decrease of 21 percent.
Senator BAYI. Judge, I am sorry to interrupt your testimony here.

That report, is it an assessment, the numbers you used, the percentages
that you used, is that of the total kinds of juvenile delenquincy and
status offender activities?

Judge GUERNSEY. Yes, sir.
Senator BAYH. I would hate to say that we have accomplished these

results because we decreased the number of status offenders but we
have increased the numbers of felons.

Judge GUERNS EY. There is one category which has increased un-
fortunately and that is major crimes against property.

The other figures, however, show a remarkable decline.
Senator BAYH. Thank you.
Judge GUERNssY. Let me add just one more figure, because I know

that statistics are hard to listen to.
Status offender detention has declined during this 3-year period

from 116,000 detained in 1975, to 103,000 in 1976, to 59,000 in 1977, a
decline of 49.4 percent.

Senator, if I may be permitted a lighter moment, I would suggest
to you that if we want to solve one of the perplexing national problems
today, that maybe we ought to submit the inflation problem to the
Office of Juvenile Justice. [Laughter.]

Senator BAYH. We won't be able to afford enough money in the
budget to do that this year because we are cutting back. [Laughter.]

Judge GUEmNsEY. Let me speak now to the restructuring of prior-
ities in the area of the Juvenile Delinquency and Control-Prevention
and Control Act.
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. I share the concern of many who have already spoken here that the

first priority ought to be to get children out of jail.
It worries me tremendously that minor juvenile law violators by

the thousands are now being detained in county jails which have been
ruled by the Federal Bureau of Prisons to be too inhumane and too
dirty for the housing of Federal bank robbers, and we are still keep-
ing children in those same jails.

I submit that this is something that Congress needs to address
itself to.

Still a second priority-
Senator BAYYT. That is a Federal institution, right?
Judge GUERNSEY. County jails that have held Federal prisoners are

precluded, many of them, from housing Federal adult prisoners, but
those same jails are used for housing juveniles.

Let me submit further that there is a second priority that is badly
needed and that is to address the specific problems of the violent and
the habitual juvenile offender. I would suggest and this is an individ-
ual opinion and not. a police statement of the National Council of
Juvenile and Family Court Judges, that once we have developed truly
effective and truly humane institutions for the hard-to-deal-with
juvenile offender, we might take a look at the fact that our institu-
tional period of care today is perhaps too short to be effective.

Certainly, we. need better institutions for the hard-to-handle juve-
nile offender. But we know that they can absorb rehabilitation only
flrough a longer period of stay than the 5 or 6 months average stay
in today's institutions. I don't suggest it until we have more humane
and more effective institutions however.

There is a premise that. I would like to submit as the basis for our
position on the third reorganizational priority and that is that any
time, any time, juvenile programs are mingled into adult programs,
inevitably the juvenile programs get, lost.

In the reestablishment of OJARS, it has been submitted that the
Office of Juvenile Justice be a subordinate office under the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration.

Further, it has been suggested that the Institute for Juvenile Jus-
tice be absorbed into the National Institute of Justice'and that the re-
tention of statistics, juvenile statistics be absorbed within the overall
statistical field. -

This makes neat boxes, Mr. Chairman, but it doesn't make for the
effective handling of the problems of juvenile justice which are unique
unto themselves,

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the privilege of making this
presentation.

Senator BAYIT. Judge, you say that the Office of Juvenile Justice
and the programs of the Jfuvenile Justice Act have accomplished in-
credible results in these past 6 years. But it is you who dedicated your
lives to helping young people and your organizations working to-
gether. who have, made .a significant, almost unbelievable impact on
the incidence of juvenile crime.

Judge GuFRnss.Y. This, along with. other factors. has, been a major
-development in -beginning to turn things around' in the area 6f
delinquency.
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Senator BATn. Yes.. I want to look at that report. I don't want to
jump to conclusions here, but as I recall some of the other evidences,
ingredients of the environment in which those youngsters have been
living, the economic picture has not been particularly bright as far as
young people are concerned. You still had significantly high unemploy-
ment among young.

The thought that you expressed that when you have a youth pro-
gram commingled with an adult program, the adult program begins to
dominate and the youth program suffers is unfortunate.

Judge GUmxsEY. It overshadows it invariably.
Senator BAYH. And that you feel to commingle statistics and to lose

the identifying statistics that identify the problem early on, thatyou
feel, in your judgment, as a juvenile court judge, that that wouldbetragic. ajudge GuzixmsEy. The statistical data for juveniles and the statisti-

cal data for adult criminal justice purposes are like apples and oranges.
Senator BAYH. To put them all together then is to say we are going

to treat all individuals the same, the young first-time offender, the
status offender, the three-time loser; we would treat the athering of
statistics and thus, I assume society s response, similar. Cou feel that
would not be wise?

Judge GUxRNSEY. Not just that, but the relative statistical data on
juveniles relates to education, to school situations, to family matters
more closely than do adults.

The applicable adult figures might relate to employment, certainly
to educational background, but not to current educational status. Less
to the original f amily.

I would suggest to you that these are two different ball games.
Senator BAYH. Well, thank you very much, Judge.
Mrs. Freeman, it is good to have you here as a long-time friend and

leader in the Girl Scout movement. I don't know a family that has
given more to serve America than the Freemans. It is good to have
you here now representing the National Collaboration for Youth.

I should note that the uniform or the dress, the attire which you
bring before us is that of a top officer in the Girl Scouts. I do know
that is another role that you play.

TESTIMONY OF JANE C. FREEMAN

Mrs. FREHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. It is a tre-
mendous pleasure for me to be here with you today. I do represent
the National Collaboration for Youth.

The National Collaboration strongly supports the reauthorization
and the extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974.

I am now president of the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. which is a
member organization of the National Collaboration for Youth. I do
speak today on behalf of all 13 national voluntary youth organi-
zations.

I won't list the names. They will be in the written testimony. I will
not read the written testimony. We will submit it to you.

I would like to highlight several of the points in it, if I may.
These national youth serving agencies reach over 30 million young

Americans with a professional staff of 40,000 and the services of over



6 million volunteers, including hundreds of thousands of concerned
business, professional and community leaders.

Our organizations collectively serve a diverse cross section of this
country. They represent valuable resources that can be tapped in
cooperative ventures with Federal leadership and funding.

We have the experience in working with children and youth. We
work with the people the judge has just been describing to you.

Mr. Chairman, your dedicated leadership was absolutely crucial
to the success of the 4-year bipartisan effort which led to the passage
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

You realize that the prevention of delinquency must be a major goal
of any overall Federal program. Your commitment to the prevention
priority was crucial to the emphasis on prevention in the 1974 act,
and in the 1977 amendments.

Your continued leadership for this prevention focus is no less crucial
today.

This is where we would like to join with you and to help in every
way that we can, because our organizations cope every day with delin-
quent and potentially delinquent youth. We are all too familiar with
the gaps in the way our society handles the troublesome young people,
the vandalism, the dropping out of school, the teenage pregnancy, the
alcohol and drug abuse and the rising delinquency rates are symptoms
of the critical needs and lack of opportunities of our most alienated
youth.

The collaboration came together to express its concern that these
troubled young people are frequently rejected by recreation, education,
and social systems and are left then to the streets, to the courts, and
finally to detention and correctional systems.

We committed ourselves to finding methods of preventing delin-
quency and of handling youthful offenders and accepted the responsi-
bility of providing a voice at the Federal level for the experienced
youth-serving organizations and their constituents, the youth them-
selves, who are so often ignored by all levels of Government.

The Collaboration played a significant role, we believe, in bringing
together the support for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974, and the 1977 extensions and now again, we are here
to support the efforts for the further extension.

We believe in Federal leadership, in adequate funding, in a National
Institute and in national standards and community-based prevention
and diversion and treatment programs.

We believe in private voluntary agency participation and
cooperation.

We recognize the importance of private and public cooperation to
help youth at risk. We are committed to the effective implementation
of this landmark legislation. We continue to work with the Office of
Juvenile Justice.

The collaboration has had successful experience in increasing the
capacity of the national youth serving organizations at the national,
State and local levels to deliver the services for so-called status
offenders.

LEAA funding has enabled 10 member agencies of the collaboration
and 6 other major national private, non-profit organizations to under-
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take jointly with their respective local affiliates, actions to increase
the capacity of private agencies in partnership with governmental de-
partments, to provide community-based alternatives to status offenders
in many, many States.

Out of the 115 separate program elements contained in our demon-
stration sites, 20 were selected as models and published for replication
as the most effective ways we have found to help the status offenders.

I am attaching this pamphlet entitled "A Different Game-Program
Models, National Juvenile Justice Program Collaboration."

This contains a complete explanation of the successful functioning
of this program at local levels. We have numerous copies and we will
be happy to supply whatever you need.

Mrs. FREEMAN. Our experiences have emphasized what can be ac-
complished by Federal Government leadership to create public-private
cooperation to help children in trouble.

Now we want to underline the importance of section 224(c), of the
Juvenile Justice and Deliquency Prevention Act which provides that
30 percent of the funds available for the special emphasis programs
shall be available for private nonprofit agency grants.

We are pleased to hear that approximately 70 percent of these funds
to date have gone to the private voluntary organizations. This section
recognizes our capability to create a trust relationship with young
people and the need to make Government funds available to use that
crucial relationship to reach those hard to reach youths.

The Government funds which have gone to member organizations
have been a catalyst to increase our efforts and the dedication of our
own resources to the needs of youth at risk.

We have been able to obtain increased private and foundation fund-
ing for our programs for alienated youth, and due to the legislation and
the work of the collaboration itself, our memberships are becoming
much more aware of the deliquency problems and are mobilizing to
try to serve those hard to reach youths more than we have ever been
able to do before.

We have worked closely with the Offices of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention ever since the beginning, and now the National
Collaboration for Youth strongly supports the central purpose behind
the creation of the OJJDP which is to provide a clear and consistent
national policy for juvenile justice act programs.

Also, we supply all of the juvenile justice programs administered by
the LEAA. For this purpose, the OJJDP must have, we believe, an
independent status.

We are so pleased to support the amendments contained in S. 2441,
which give the administrator of the OJJDP final authority to award
grants and allocate funds under the Juvenile Justice Act.

We are pleased also to support the creation of a legal adviser to the
administrator of OJJDP.

We think that the chances for strong administration of the act are
greatly enhanced by giving the OJJDP independent status and creat-
ing an independent legal adviser.

In the section-by-section analysis of S. 2441, it is stated that the
amendment to section 201, delegates "All final authority to the
Administrator to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliquenoy
Prevention."
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We wonder if the language of the amendment clearly achieves this
objective. For instance, is the administrator of OJJDP then under the
policy direction and control of the administrator of LEAAI

The independence of the OJJDP would be further strengthened by
the funding of the Juvenile Justice Act as a separate line item in the
Federal budget. We hope that this possibility will be actively pursued.

While the collaboration believes that the limited resources of the
Juvenile Justice Act should continue to be focused on the currently
mandated prevention and diversion programs, it doesn't mean that we
don't recognize as you certainly do, the gravity of the problem of the
violent and serious offender.

But as provided in your bill, the programs devoted toward these
dangerous juveniles should be funded out of the "Maintenance of
Effort provisions" of the Safe Streets Act, the original rationale for
establishing the level of maintenance of effort seems to have faded
from view somewhat but we urge that this rate be set at a flat "20 per-
cent rather than the present 19.15 percent.

Even though we support the use of maintenance of effort funds for
the violent offender, we urge you to change the title of the act from
its present title of the Vio ent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980.
A very small proportion of juveniles commit violent crimes, and
those who do are not helped toward rehabilitation by such labeling.

With your leadership, the prevention goal of this legislation should
not be called by this unnecessary title. Such labeling hurts the efforts
of all of us, and is deeply resented by the young people of our country.

We urge the continued use of the Juvenile Justice Act resources for
the long underserved status offenders. We are committed to the goal
of deinstitutionalization of noncriminal juveniles.

We recognize the progress made in many States toward deinstitu-
tionalization would not have occurred absent the act's requirements.

We are delighted to support the extension of the authorization for
5 years until 1985.

We think that your 5-year authorization, with the $200 million for
the first 3 years, rising to $225 million annually in the last 2 years,
demonstrates the additional commitment of the Congress to the im-
portance of this program.

We all need time if we are to be effective with our prevention and
assistance programs.

We also want to express our support for the 5-year extension of
the program for runaway and homeless youths. This program has
proven that it can provide worthwhile services for the extraordinar-
ily vulnerable runaway population.

We approve the change in the title and amendments in the act to
provide programs for homeless youths because we have long known
that the real problems are youth'who have no adequate homes.

Now all of our organizations do a great variety of programs, but
just to give you a few samples, I of course, would like to quote some
of the things which the Girl Scouts are doing. Those are the things
that I know and understand the best.

As an example, in Sarasota, Fla., the Girl Scouts had a small grant
from the OJJDP. We hired a woman to work especially with the
younger sisters of teenage girls who were already in custody as juve-
nile offenders.



Younger sister% as studies have shown, often follow in the foot
steps of the older ones and get into similar trouble.

We are working with the younger ones to bring them into the Girl
Scout programs so as to have a peer group of girls to have as friends,
to give them support and challenges and opportunities and creative
things to do so that they will not feel ostracized or marked by their
older sister's problems, and that they will have opportunities to avoid
falling into the same trap.

Senator BAYH. Excuse me. I think that is a very commendable
kind of program. I would hope you could work with us to show what
we can do to get other youth organizations perhaps to zero in on that
if they are not now doing it.

In society, we respond quickly, usually, when you have a visible
manifestation of a problem and so, you respond to a violent offender
or someone who commits a felony. I think when you have the kind of
clear signal that you have trouble, with other siblings there to respond
then not necessarily to put the same mark on subsequent children that
come along or younger children, but I think you have problems. You
know there is something wrong when you have one child that does
that.

I think in a very positive way to give special attention to other
children in the same family, I think that does not bear the mark of
Cain on them, it is really the breath of hope.

Mrs. FREEMAN. Thank you, sir. We certainly will. It has been a very
exciting program. We will do our best to spread the good word, not
only nationwide in our own organization, but with many other youth-
serving organizations.

Another example was in Tucson, Ariz., where the Girl Scouts and
the local youth employment agency worked together on programs to
train and to employ young women who were status offenders as sum-
mer day camp leaders.

Now these day camps work with a wide variety of children and this
program provided them with training, with occupations, and with new
opportunities for the improvement of the self-image and the direction
of the status offenders.

At the same time, it provided much needed extra leadership for
crowded summer day camps, and it provided education for the Girl
Scout people and others in the community about the kinds of people
who are status offenders. They turned out to be just like regular kids
who needed an extra break. We provided that extra break.

We think it is an excellent program and we hope we will be able to
extend it further.

Again, Girl Scouts use the OJJDP money to work with other groups
in educating the community as in places like New York State where
where we are working with the State office of crime prevention and
with the Boy Scouts and with the older American group and with the
police in trying to alert the public on how to protect oneself and one's
property, such as the use of identification on personal property or in
accompanying senior citizens to the bank to cash social security checks,
or to understand insurance or other frauds, and to help people under-
stand those frauds, to work in patrol groups to prevent muggings and
assaults.

70-796 0 - 81 - 5
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Other Girl Scouts in places like Philadelphia have worked on proj-
ects in schools to explain to younger children the perils of shoplifting
and how all consumers costs including those of the youngest con-
sumers are up because of shoplifting and how this practice leads to
many more serious problems.

Or, in Tennessee, where we had a very special rape prevention pro-
gram which became so popular in the community tiat we were asked
to bring it into the schools.

Girl Scouts have gone into the schools to explain this rape preven-
tion program.

Since many runaways have been found to come from homes where
there are alcoholic parents or alcoholic problems of the young people
themselves, we are working in communities to educate people on the
availability of assistance to such children and their families and to
reach out to help those young people to find other sources of support,
instead of feeling the necessity to run away from their homes and
perhaps get into other kinds of problems.

All of these, Mr. Chairnmian, take time. That is why the 5-year.ex-
tension is so important. This kind of program planning, training,
and cooperation in carrying on simply does not happen overnight.

We believe in that old adage, as do you, I know, "An ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure." We think it has been proven in
these programs.

We are getting good starts in many communities. We are trying to
reach out to many more. We think we can help to provide the alterna-
tives to a life of continuing crime to young people who may have had
some problems.

We do need the extra assistance in money, in Government co-
operation, and in support to help get these programs started, to get
other grants and community support to carry out our efforts.

We believe that young people, girls especially, usually are left out
when public dollars are spent. Yet, in girls in even larger numbers
than in boys at present, the juvenile crime rate is going up. It is in-
creasing for the girls in many different types, and we believe in many
areas more rapidly than ever before in our history. We believe that
the public is ready to give full support to crime prevention programs
for our young people.

We, the Girl Scouts and our other National Collaboration for Youth
organizations can do so much with the small amount of money.

We can supply the volunteers and train them. We can help get the
local community support. We work with the schools and the courts
and the parents and the teenagers on the local, 1-to-1 basis.

We think we can help multiply the effect of the Federal dollar so
much.

We appreciate, Mr. Chairman, very much, your understanding that
youth are our greatest resource. We are confident that you will succeed
in extending the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to
provide for a strong Federal role in the prevention of delinquencies.

We all remain committed to joining with you in that fight for justice
for juveniles this year and next year and for many years to come.

Thank you Senator Bayh.
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Senator BAYH. Thank you. My special thanks to the Girl Scouts for
the early key support that you have given and are continuing to give
in this effort.

Mrs. McGarry.

TESTIMONY OF BARBARA D. McGARRY

Mrs. McGARRY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
My name is Barbara McGarry. I am wearing three hats this morn-

ing, all of which are invisible. Because of some past efforts as former
executive director of the American Parents Committee in my previous
incarnation, I have been asked by Congressman Tom Railsback to
present his letter of particular support on certain segments of the
pending legislation.

I have also consented to appear as a board member of the Coalition
for Children and Youth, an umbrella organization of over 55 national
organizations, representing all areas concerning children and youth,
health, education, justice, youth employment, foster care, adoption,
child care, teenage pregnancy and family problems.

I would like to enclose for the record, the Coalition for Children and
Youth statement of budgetary support for programs which perhaps
isn't precisely germane to this morning's hearings, but if I may, ask
it be included in the record.

Ms. JOLLY. It will be included in the record.
Mrs. MCGARRY. My last invisible hat is that of a specialist in Gov-

ernmental relations for the American Foundation for the Blind, a
professional occupation that I have held for the last 6 years, before
that, another 10 years in juvenile delinquency work.

At present, my professional specialization is that of not only visually
handicapped conditions in children and adults, but other conditions
such as mental, emotional, financial handicaps.

My own chosen preference, of course, is the population of handi-
capped children.

Senator BAYTI. We will put the :Railsback letter in the record, if we
might.

I certainly concur in the assessment of Congressman Railsback.
Ms. MCGARR"Y. Since it is such a very brief letter, and so precisely

to one certain point-
Senator BAYHr If you want to read it, that is fine.
Ms. McGARRY [reading]:
DKAR SENATOa BAYH: I am writing to you in anticipation of the Senate

Judiciary Committee's hearing on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

There is currently a provision in H.R. 6704, which would have the effect of
abolishing the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion about which I have strong reservations.

I think it is important to note that none of the three bills, Mr. Dole's bill, Mr.
Bayh's bill or the Administration bill pending before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee have a similar provision.

As you will recall, it was as far back as 1969, that Senator Percy and I first
introduced legislation to create an Institute for the Continuing Study of the
Prevention of Delinquency.

After a long struggle in which you played a major role, the essence of that
proposal was contained in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974
which passed the Senate by a vote of 88 to 1; at the House, by a vote of 329 to 20.

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice was created with the realization
that Juveniles represent unique problems, and that, accordingly, there should be a
separate, specialized entity to focus on their problems.
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I believe that the Institute in its six-year history has had an impact far beyond
its limited resources, while enjoying wide-spread support from numerous groups.

I hope that you will continue to support the Institute in its present form.
With every best wish, I remain sincerely,

TOM RAILSBACK,
Member of (ongrees.

Senator BAYH. Thank you.
Ms. MCGARRY. That reflects very precisely, I think, previous sup-

port heard this morning with the possible exception of the administra-
tion.

Further buttressing the argument for an independent institute is
House Budget Committee action on LEAA last week and the pending
committee action in the Senate this week, arguing for the support of a
Juvenile Justice Institute that is independent of the political policies
of a parent agency.

In that way it can best function. In that way it can best monitor the
constitutional safeguards that have been guaranteed in the Supreme
Court ruling in the landmark Gau/e case, about which I haven't-heard
much mention by the administration witnesses this morning. But I do
hope there would be adequate monitoring of those safeguards

Because of the pressure of time, Mr. Chairman, I will be happy to
answer any questions you might have.

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Mrs. McGarry. I appreciate
not only your presence here, but the kind of role that you and others
in the coalition have played from the early stage. Without the help
of folks like you have at the witness table right now, we wouldn't have
been successful. We were attacking the establishment way of doing
things, and hoping we could make the establishment-the understood
and accepted way of doing things, the way we now have in the act.

I appreciate your being here. Of course, I concur in the facts and
thrust of the thoughts contained in Congressman Railsback's letter.

Ms. McGARRY. He appreciates that.
Senator BA&YH. He has been one of our strong supporters in the

House. I appreciate that.
Now let s have Ms. Lyss, if you would. I will go down the list here.
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you.
Senator BAYH. I should say one of the early supporters is the Na-

tional Council of Jewish Women.
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you Senator Bayh.
Senator BAYH. They were out there very early, and of course, a

strong influence in the communities. I appreciate your representing
them today.

TESTIMONY OF LYNN LYSS

Mrs. Lyss. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you.
I presently chair the Children and Youth Task Force of the National
Council of Jewish Women. I am a national board member.

Since 1970, the National Council of Jewish Women has been deeply
involved in juvenile justice issues. We were part of the widespread
citizen efforts to secure passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974.

We were also active participants in-the reauthorization process in
1977.

Due to this involvement our sections have initiated over 120 com-
munity service projects across the country dealing with juvenile
justice
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Thus, we share with you and the Senate the desire to see the act
fully implemented throughout the country.

In keeping with this desire, we comnmnd the framers of S. 2441 for
leaving the act substantially intact and especially for not making any
major changes in the States' compliance provisions under section 223,
or in the defiintion under section 103.

Many of our members report to us that their States have been slow
and/or reluctant to carry out the principal mandates of the act.

Only now are many states beginning to make real headway in their
compliance efforts. Any change or redefinition of key provisions is
likely to disrupt State compliance efforts rather than support them.

We urge tile Senate to maintain a strong position on this issue
throughout the reauthorization process.

We also support the 5-year reauthorization of the act and the appro-
priations levels proposed in S. 2441.

There are a number of proposed amendments which we do have ques-
tions and comments about. We are deeply concerned about the title of
S. 2441, and the program direction that S. 2442 take.

They take too--tley place too much an emphasis on a tiny propor-
tion of youth who become involved in the juvenile justice system.

Available statistics indicate that the number of violent crimes com-
mitted by juveniles has been decreasing in recent years. Only approxi.
mately 5 percent of all juvenile arrests are for violent crimes and juve-
nile arrests for such crimes account for less than 1 percent of all
arrests.

We understand, however, the current political realities and the pres-
sures on this body to include such an emphasis.

The Senate and you in particular, Mr. Chairman, have been both in
1974 and 1977, shown foresight and leadership in resisting these efforts
and pressures and maintaining a focus in the act that emphasizes those
problems and issues which affect the greatest number of youth involved
in the juvenile justice system.

If, however, the new emphasis is added, and we compliment you on
restricting the emphasis to concentrate on juveniles that commit violent
acts.

We would urge that the additional attention to this population be
given only in the areas of sentencing, providing resources necessary
for informed dispositions and rehabilitation.

We are in agreement that the funds to support these areas of addi-
tional attention should come only out of the funding available under
the maintenance of efforts provision of the act.

However, it should not involve all of the section 261 (b) funds.
The funds drawn from this source should be obligated in a manner

that is consistent with the actual incidence of such crime.
Senator BAYJI. If you will excuse me for interrupting, I think be-

cause you and Mrs. Freeman mentioned this, it is important to under-
stand that this special emphasis in this amendment in no way is
intended to undercut the much more comprehensive broad range posi-
tive approach across the board.

If titling that amendment has caused folks to be concerned, I appre-
ciate your bringing this to our attention. We do have a problem with
violent offenders. It is a real problem. But, the whole thrust of the
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Juvenile Justice Act was to try to deal with the problems of children
in a way so that they might not become a violent, offending
adolescents.

So, I think it would be wrong if we changed the thrust. I appreciate
your calling this concern to our attention.

Mrs. Lyss. Thank you Senator Bayh.
Our concern is that attention not be diverted away from the initial

impact.
Senator BAY11. I think that is well taken.
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you.
The proposed amendments in S. 2441, to section 201, would invest

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention with more
independence, but would retain it under the general authority of
LEAA.

We feel that independence would be better attained if the Office
were a separate administrative unit under the direct authority of the
Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics.

The recent House Budget Committee's resolution dramatically
underscores the need for establishing the office as a separate adminis-
trative unit with its own budget line.

The proposed amendment in S. 2441, to section 261, also raises some
serious questions for us. We are aware that the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention has been the object of much criticism
regarding the rate at which it has been able to obligate appropriated
funds.

We appreciate and agree with the desire to have the funds obligated
more expeditiously. But before provisions such as this, is included in
the act, we feel that more review of the problems involved is necessary.

In the past, there has been some difficulty in obligating funds during
the fiscal year, due to delay in the Federal appropriations process.

Since its inception, the Office had been understaffed. It has not had
the necessary administrative independence to act more quickly.

Putting the kind of pressure, proposed in this amendment, on the
Office to obligate its funds quickly may be counter-productive if the
basic problems are not dealt with. We recommend that this committee,
through its oversight function should keep a close watch on the Office's
performance in this area to ascertain what the difficulties are and to
make recommendations or take appropriate action if and when neces-
sary to alleviate any problems.

We are in complete support of the retitling of title III of its re-
authorization for 5 years and of the appropriation levels proposed in
S. 2441.

The addition of the word "homeless" to the title reflects what the
real situation is.

According to reports from our members who are involved in pro-
grams for runaways and homeless youths, and current research, many
children are pushed out of their home or are fleeing from an unhealthy
and dangerous home situation which may involve the alcoholism and
or drug addiction of their parents, physical abuse and neglect and
sexual abuse.

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation for the oppor-
tunity to express these views. I commend you on your involvement.

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much. I appreciate the positive
comments you have made. That is one of the things I think that can
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come from hearings. We don't just go through the motions to make a
record and pass out a press release but to let some of you whose
organizations have been involved in this whole effort to reform our
response to juvenile delinquency and to try to prevent it in the
beginning an opportunity to assess changes that need to be made and
to make a contribution as we look forward to next year and the year
after that and 5 years in the future.

So, thank you very much.
Ms. Schroeder, we appreciate your being here. The Child Welfare

League of America, or course, has played a major role in this. We
appreciate your representing them here today.

TESTIMONY OF REGENE SCHROEDER

MS. SCHROEDER. Senator Bayh, the Child Welfare League wishes to
thank the Committee on the Judiciary for inviting us to testify on the
Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act and to discuss the amendments to this important piece of legisla-
tion which are outlined in S. 2343, S. 2441, and S. 2442.

My name is Regene Schroeder. I am executive director of the
Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc., a private agency provid-
ing (are to the youths of Arizona, including both status offenders and
juvenile delinquents, through contractual arrangements with the
State.

In addition, I am a member of the Justice Planning Supervisory
Board, and am serving the second year as the State chairperson of the
Juvenile Justice Advisory Council.

I appear today on behalf of the Child Welfare League and its
divisions, the American Parents Committee and the Office of Regional,
Provincial and State Child Care Associations, serving over 1,000 child
and family agencies in North America.

The Child Welfare League was active in the passage of the Juvenile
Justice Act when it originally passed in 1974. We would like to thank
this committee for its efforts toward reauthorization of this important
piece of legislation.

The Child Welfare League Board has a position supporting the
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act, giving top priority to the
placement of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion within the Department which will give the program needed
visibility and importance.

While there is admittedly a problem with violent juvenile crime, we
believe that to title the reauthorization the Violent Juvenile Crime
Control Act of 1980, is to divert Congress and the States from the
needs of the Juvenile Justice System at this time.

While we support the inclusion of the funding for programs for
violent juvenile offenders in the areas of identification, apprehension,
speedy adjudication, sentencing and rehabilitation, we do not believe
that an earmark of the maintenance of effort money is necessary at this
time.

We would recommend that programs for violent juvenile offenders,
using the definition of S. 2441, be included in the findings, purpose,
State plans, and special emphasis portions of the act.

There are areas of service to juveniles which could use continued or
new emphasis. All these impact violent juvenile crime. More funding
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for minorities, juvenile gangs, research into the casualty of learning
disability to delinquency, and more importantly, the inclusion of
mental health services into the juvenile justice service delivery system.

In most States the juvenile justice system, the mental health system
and the social service system exist independently of one another and
certainly do not undertake joint planning in the area of service
delivery.

We believe the time has come to encourage this kind of planning.
We support the inclusion of the definition of the juvenile detention

or correctional facility as outlined in S. 2442.
In addition, we would recommend to the committee that the separa-

tion mandate of 223 (a) (13) be changed to require the removal of
juveniles from adult jails with Federal-financial support and a phased-
in period for compliance.

We believe the proposal issued by OJJDP on March 25 is an excel-
lent start in this direction.

While we share the concerns of the committee for the "scared
straight" type of program, we would like to point out that the volun-
tary sector has addressed the proliferation of such programs. We urge
that a report draw upon these original studies.

We support the continuation of title III, the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act and believe the additional emphasis on homeless youth
underscores the needs of the population seeking service from this
progr am.

'We do not support the carryover of unobligated funds to the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act. We believe that States should be en-
couraged to submit their plans and to move toward compliance and
that there are a number of factors which have delayed obligation in
the past. These factors will not be corrected by the threat of this
carryover.

We support the authorization levels for the act as outlined in S. 2441,
as well as the 5-year extension, but we urge the committee to begin to
be cognizant of the threatened loss of LEAA funds and the impact
which this would have on the implementation of the Juvenile Justice
Act.

We would like to recommend that the Commissioner of the Admin-
istration for Children, Youth and Family, the Secretary of Education
and the Administrator of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health
Administration be added to the Federal Coordinating Council to
mirror on the Federal level, the kind of joint planning effort which we
recommend.

Finally, we urge the committee to reconsider the use of the term
priority juvenile in the place of "special emphasis."
History has taught us that there is tendency to define such a term so

that any 'list of priority juveniles relegates those to the end of the list
to minimal attention.

We are optimistic about the future of youth in this country. With
relatively minimal funds and in comparison to other Federal pro-
grams, the States have managed a laudable task.

We believe that 1980 should be a year for all of us to review what
has been done up to this point; to be especially vigilant in the areas in
which we have not made progress, and finally, to become a model for
the kind of unified effort among the service delivery community which
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of which system they enter.

We can remove status offenders from secure facilities. We can care-
fully define the term "violent juvenile." However, neither of these ac-
tions eliminates the continued need for service and treatment for these
troubled members of our society.

Federal participation can and it should encourage this effort.
Thank you very much.
Senator BAYH. Thank you very much.
You touched on the mental health portion of our service delivery

and that, of course, is included in the bill that I have introduced with
the amendments to permit a broader approach to servicing the prob-
lems of juveniles.

I just want to make an appeal to those of you who are here and your
organizations to recognize the critical nature of the fiscal problem con-
fronting us right now.

We have been fighting for a long, long time and it took us a long
time to get that bill passed in 1974. We have the amendments in 1977.

Now we are going to come back and I think we will strengthen it and
we will learn by our experience--the committee's experience and the
experience of those of you who are. working with the program in the
field.

When I see the House Budget Committee cut the Department of
Justice function from $600 million to $100 million, that leaves only
$100 million for all of the Justice function, including Juvenile Justice.

We spent $100 million last year on the Office of Juvenile Justice
alone. As the judge points out, we have something that has been work-
ing and we are liable to wipe out the program by just not keeping it
functioning.

So you come back here in 3 years and you say, well, Senator, the
program worked pretty well. It looks pretty good on paper, but we
haven't been able to send any money out there to those folks. So now
instead of going from 17 to 1 percent delinquency reduction, it is going
back from 1 to 17 percent.

I find this the ultimate foolishness as far as so-called fiscal re-
sponsibility is concerned. I have not had anything that is as dramatic
to show results as what you point out in the report.

I might say to Mr. Schwartz who is still in the room here, I would
hope that you could do everything possible to get those unobligated
funds out there to the folks that can use them, not only because that,
is solving a problem, but I know exactly what the President told us
last year when we tried to increase the program and he cut the program
in half last year. The reason for that was, "Wll, there is money in
the pipeline."

The fact of the matter is there was not money in the pipeline, but
when you have unobligated funds there about the time the Budget
Committee is looking at next year's hkvel, and in particular, when we
get into the appropriations process, if we continue to have significant
amounts of unobligated funds, that is going to be even more difficult
for us to get the resources we need.

So, I would just like to urge you not to in a reckless and imprudent
manner to just spend because It is there, but get those contracts let,
get that money out there so it can be working for us on the one hand,



66

and so that we are not hit on the other by those who want to find ways
to cut money out of this budget. We give them an excuse for cutting out
the juvenile justice program because we have unobligated funds I
just hope you will make an extra effort for that.

The frustrating fact is, you point out and our amendment points
out, Ms. Schroeder, that there are other related services that have not
been technically considered as part of serving young people. You and
the Child Welfare League, of course, have recognized this for a long
period of time.

But as we expand the kind of service delivery mechanism that is
served by the Office of Juvenile Justice, it costs more money rather
than less.

Yet., if we look at the impact on society the ability to cut the billions
of dollars spent on crime, it seems to me society is getting a pretty
good return on the investments here.

Well, thank you all. I appreciate it very much. I will look forward
to working wit liyou and hope that we can keep the close kind of coop-
eration we have had in the past on into the future.

Ms. SCHROEDER. Thank you.
Judge GUERNSEY. Thank you, Senator Bayh.
Mrs. FREEMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Mrs. MCGARRY. Thank you.
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you Senator Bayh.
[The prepared statements of Judge Guernsey, Mrs. Freeman, the

Coalition for Children and Youth submitted by Mrs. McGarry, and
Mrs. Lyss follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDGE CARL E. GUERNSEY ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL
COUNcIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES

Chairman Bayh and Senators: On behalf of the National Council of Juvenile
and Family Court Judges, I want to thank you for this opportunity to appear
before this committee in support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974. Our National Council, an organization of 2,500
grassroots leaders in the field of Juvenile Justice, is deeply concerned with the
outcome of these hearings. Ours is the largest and oldest judicial organization
in the Nation and is vitally concerned on a day-to-day basis with the problems
of juvenile delinquency. The Council pioneered in the concept of specialized
training for Judges and is presently operating a college of juvenile justice for
new judges under a grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Last year our training program provided in-service training for
3,346 judges and other juvenile court personnel. In addition, our research center,
the National Center for Juvenile Justice, is collecting the first hard data ever
assembled with specific reference to frequency of acts of delinquency and other
facts specifically relevant to juvenile law violation so that now planners may
have an accurate handle on the scope and nature of delinquency on a national
basis and on a community by community basis. This program too is under a
grant from OJJDP. We have developed through still another grant a model
computerized information system which was piloted in the state of Rhode
Island and recently transferred to the Juvenile Court of Washington, D.C.
These grants and others illustrate our reliance upon and our need for federal
funding in the field of juvenile justice.

In a recent austerity message President Carter spoke of the need to reduce
federal spending in every area except national defense. I would suggest to you
that though defense spending Is urgent, no American home on this continent
has ever been invaded by an alien force, but we are being attacked in growing
numbers by juvenile and adult law violators who invade hundreds of American
homes daily. It is to this line of defense that I address myself concerning the
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urgency of funding juvenile justice at a level which is at least as high as our
previous expenditures. It is the position of the National Council and of our
Judges working at a grassroots level throughout the Nation that much has been
accomplished through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
and that even more can be accomplished in the future.

We do not know and cannot say to what degree the programs sponsored by
the Office of Juvenile Justice have been responsible for these developments in
trends in juvenile justice. We can say that in the five years prior to 1975, rates
for delinquency cases disposed of by Juvenile courts increased by 15.2 percent.
From 1975, the year after the Delinquency Prevention and Control Act was im-
plemented, to 1977, delinquency cases disposed of by juvenile courts increased by
only 0.2 percent. Between 1975 and 1977 the number of actual cases processed by
the courts decreased by 3.6 percent from 1,406,100 in 1975 to 1,355,500 in 1977.
Although this appears to represent a decline in delinquency the youth popula-
tion at risk decreased by 3.8 percent, reflecting the slight rate increase of 0.2
percent during this two-year period. Detention rates declined in our courts by
6.8 percent from 1975 to 1976 and by 7.8 percent from 1976 to 1977. There was an
overall rate decrease of 14 percent from 1975 to 1977.

The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges does not neces-
sarily endorse the extent to which the Office of Juvenile Justice stressed alloca-
tion of a high percentage of its fuads to the de-institutionalization of status
offenders, but we do note that the office was effective, in that status offense
referrals declined from 355,600 cases in 1975 to 320,500 cases in 1976, to 280,000
in 1977 for a total decrease of 21.3 percent. During that same period, detention
of status offenders dropped from 116,000 cases in 1975 to 103,000 in 1976, to
59,000 in 1977. From this it is apparent that when the Office of Juvenile Justice
has been given a goal to attain or has set its own goal to attain, statistics indi-
cate a striking attainment in that direction.

We would submit to you, however, that this is a time for new priorities, a time
to deal on the one hand with the problems of juveniles in adult jails because
there are no adequate juvenile facilities and, on the other hand, to provide new
and more effective programs for the custodial care and correction of serious and
violent juvenile offenders. Although the violent and habitual offender represent
only a small portion of the adolescents coming through our juvenile Justice sys-
tem, there is a vital need for more eeffctive correctional programs to deal with
such young people.

I would depart for a mometit from the Council's official position to express a
personal view that where we have humane and effective correctional facilities
for this type offender, It might well be that present periods of custody are too
short to be effective.

This then is the position of the National Council with reference to the re-
authorization of the Office of Juvenile Justice. The juvenile justice system vitally
needs federal funding of programs. Priorities should be given to the pre-hearing
removal of juvenile offenders from adult Jails and great emphasis should be
placed upon more effective, humane institutions for the correction of violent
and habitual Juvenile offenders.

May we say Just a few words about the proposed placement of the Office of
Juvenile Justice within the broader framework of OJARS. In the restructuring
of what had been Law Enforcement Assistance Administration into OJARS, it
makes no sense to place intermediaries between juvenile justice and the top
administrator at the very time when juvenile justice should be at the forefront
of federal concern. This represents, in our view, little more than a demotion in
terms of public priority. Further, we are of the opinion that it is vital to retain
Juvenile justice statistical and research services within the Office of Juvenile
Justice rather than to dissect the office in the name of having a neat structural
chart and placing Juvenile services under other components of the overall
OJARS. The fact is that all issues relating to juvenile Justice have much more
of a common thread than the common threads of adult statistics and Juvenile
statistics or adult research and Juvenile research. Further, we have had all too
sad an experience through many years with combined programs of adult and
juvenile services wherein the juvenile component was sacrificed in the name of
service to the adult programs.

It is the sincere hope of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges that the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act will be re-
authorized, that It will be funded on a level of at least $100 million, that new
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attention will be given to the pre-hearing removal of Juveniles from the adult
jails and to better programs for the habitual and violent offenders, and that
structurally the Office of Juvenile will be kept intact and immediately responsive
to the Director of OJARS. It is our sincere hope that this committee will submit
legislation whica will remove unnecessary impediments to the receipt and
utilization of Juvenile Justice funds by our fifty states. Thank you for this
privilege.

PWWAED STATEMENT OF JANE FREEMAN

Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure for me to accept your invitation to testify
here today on behalf of the National Collaboration for Youth. We strongly sup-
port the reauthorization and extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974.

My name is Jane Freeman. I am President of the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.,
a member organization of the National Collaboration for Youth. I am par-
ticularly pleased to speak on behalf of the Collaboration which is composed of
13 national voluntary youth-serving organizations.

These organizations are: Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America; Boys' Clubs of
America; Boy Scouts of America; Camp Fire, Inc.; 4-H Youth Programs;
Future Homemakers of America, Inc.; Girls Clubs of America, Inc.; Girls
Scouts of the U.S.A.; National Board of YMCAs; National Board, YWCA of the
U.S.A.; the National Network, Services to Runaway Youth and Families; Amer-
ican Red Cross Youth Services; and United Neighborhood Centers of America,
Inc. The National Collaboration for Youth is an affinity group of the National
Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Organizations, a
non-profit organization composed of 36 voluntary agencies.

These national youth-serving agencies reach over 30 million young Americans,
with professional staff of 40,000 and the services of over 6 million volunteers
including hundreds of thousands of concerned business, professional and com-
munity leaders. Our organizations collectively serve a diverse cross section
of this nation's young people from rural and urban areas, from all income levels
and from all ethnic, racial, religious, economic and social backgrounds. Our
organizations represent valuable resources that can be tapped in cooperative
ventures with federal leadership and funding. We have the experience in work-
ing with children and youth, many of whom are poor-poor in economic re-
sources, poor in spirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienated, children
who are troubled, and children who get into trouble, very real trouble.

Mr. Chairman, your dedicated leadership was crucial to the success of the
four year bipartisan effort which led to the passage of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act in 1974. You recognized from the beginning that
there was a need for a new comprehensive, coordinated Federal response to the
crisis of escalating Juvenile delinquency. Even more significant to the lives of
our young people, you realized that the prevention of delinquency must be a
major goal of any overhauled Federal program. Your commitment to the pre-
vention priority was crucial to the emphasis on prevention in the 1974 Act and
the 1977 amendments. Your continued leadership for the prevention focus is no
less crucial today.

The national voluntary youth serving agencies which formed the Collaboration
in 1973 felt as you did-the urgent need to prevent Juvenile crime rather than
to react to youthful offenders. We wanted to speak out collectively on the quality
of our Juvenile Justice system and to have a voice on this issue for the youth
serving organizations that have the greatest first-hand experience in working
with young Americans. Our National Executives and organization volunteer
boards, and staff in local communities cope every day with delinquent and
potentially delinquent youth and are all too familiar with the gaps in the way
our society handles troublesome youngsters. School vandalism, dropping out of
school, teen-age pregnancy, alcohol and drug abuse and rising delinquency rates
are symptoms of the critical needs and lack of opportunities for our most
alienated youth.

The Collaboration came together to express its concern that these troubled
young people are frequently rejected by recreation, education and social systems
and left to the streets, courts and finally detention and correctional systems. The
national voluntary youth-serving organizations committed themselves as a first
initiative to finding methods of preventing delinquency and handling youthful
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offenders and accepted the responsibility of providing a voice at the Federal
level for experienced youth-serving organizations and their constituents, the
youth themselves.

The Collaboration played a significant role in bringing together support for
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 which contained the
principles we felt were essential: (1) Federal leadership, (2) adequate fund-
ing, (3) a National Institute, (4) national standards, (5) community-based pre-
vention, diversion and treatment programs, and (6) private voluntary agency
participation.

Recognizing the Importance of private/public cooperation to help youth at
risk, the members of the Collaboration today continue their commitment to the
effective implementation of this landmark legislation, which provides Federal
leadership for a comprehensive approach to the delinquency problem through a
coordinated prevention, diversion and community-based alternative program. We
continue to work with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJJDP) on a day-to-day basis to assure effective administration of this
program.

In this connection, we would like to draw your attention to the Collaboration's
successful experience in increasing the capacity of the national youth-serving
organizations at the national, state and local levels, to deliver services for so-
called status offenders-juveniles who have engaged in conduct which would not
constitute a crime if committed by an adult. LEAA funding has enabled ten
member agencies of the Collaboration and six other major national private non-
profit organizations to undertake jointly, with their respective local affiliates,
actions to increase the capacity of private agencies, in partnership with govern-
mental departments, to provide community-based alternatives to status offenders
in Tucson, Arizona; Oakland, California; Spokane, Washington; Spartanburg,
South Carolina; and Connecticut.

This National Juvenile Justice Program Collaboration, a task force of the
National Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Organiza-
tions, built the capacity of these voluntary agencies to include status offenders
in their service populations and also established demonstration collaborations in
five of the ten local communities where deinstitutionalization projects for status
offenders were being funded in juvenile courts, probation departments and
youth bureaus. Out of the 115 separate program elements contained at the demon-
stration sites, 20 were selected as models and published for replication as the
most effective ways to help status offenders. I am attaching the pamphlet en-
titled "A Different Game-Program Models National Juvenile Justice Program
Collaboration" for a complete explanation of the successful functioning ,)f this
program at the local level.

The experience of the members of the national youth-serving organizations has
emphasized what can be accomplished by Federal government leadership to
create public/private cooperation to help children in trouble. We want to under-
line the importance of Section 224(c)'of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act which provides that 30 ercent of the funds available for Spe-
cial Emphasis programs shall be available for private non-profit agency grants.
We are pleased t0. hear that approximately 70 percent of these funds to date
have gone to private voluntary organizations. This section recognizes our ca.
pacity to create a trust relationship with young people and the need to make
government funds available to use that crucial relationship to reach the hard-
to-reach youth. It should be explained that the government funds which have
gone to member organizations have been a catalyst to increase our effort and the
dedication of our own resources to the needs of youth at risk. We have been
able to obtain increased private and foundation funding for our programs for
alienated youth. Due to the legislation and the work of the Collaboration itself,
our membership is thoroughly aware of the delinquency problem and is mobilized
to try to serve the hard-to-reach youth.

The member organization of the Collaboration have worked closely with the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention since its establishment
under the 1974 legislation. We have followed the many difficulties of the Office
including the lack of adequate appropriations, the delay in appointments of
senior staff and management, the lack of staff, a needlessly complex grant ap-
plication process, and a lack of commitment to delinquency prevention programs
and the utilization of multi-service private voluntary agencies, particularly at
the state and local levels. An additional problem for the effective implementation
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of the Juvenile Justice Act has been that the OJJDP has been dominated by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and its frequently In-
appropriate procedures and policies established for the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act. We welcome the new leadership for the OJJDP and hope
that the Offce will move forward vigorously to implement the original legisla-
tive concept and provide a strong focus for Federal leadership to prevent
delinquency.

The National Collaboration for Youth strongly supports the central purpose
behind the creation of the OJJDP, which was to provide a consistent clear
policy direction, not only for Juvenile Justice Act programs, but also for all of
the Juvenile justice programs administered by LEAA. For this purpose, the
OJJDP must have independent status.

,We are pleased to support the amendments contained in S. 2441 which give
the Administrator of the OJJDP "final authority" to award grants and allocate
funds under the Juvenile Justire Act. We are pleased also to support tht creation
of a Legal Advisor appointed by and responsible to the Administrator of the
OJJDP. We think that the chances for strong administration of the Act are
greatly enhanced by giving the OJJDP independent status and creating an inde-
pendent Legal Advisor. In the section-by-section analysis of 8. 2441, it is stated
that the amendment to Section 201 delegates all "final authority to the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJJi))."
We wonder if the language of the amendment clearly achieves this objective. For
instance, is the Administrator of OJJDP under the policy direction ard control
of the Administrator of LEAA?

The independence of the OJJDP would be further strengthened by funding
the Juvenile Justice Act as a separate line item in the Federal budget and we
hope that this possibility will be actively pursued. Nevertheless, the new status
of the OJJDP increases the likelihood of it becoming the focal point of i,'ederal
leadership to all levels of government as envisaged in the original legislat on.

While the Collaboration believes that the limited resources of the Juvenile
Justice Act should continue to be focused on the currently mandated prevention
and diversion programs, it does not mean that we do not recognize the gravity of
the problem of the violent and serious offender. As provided in your bill, pro-
grams directed towards these dangerous juveniles should be funded out of the
"maintenance of effort" provision of th." Sale Streets A t.

LEAA's rehabilitative programs for adult criminals and their delinquency
programs may well provide example of possible treatment programs for such
juveniles. Since the original rationale tor establishing the level of maintenance
of effort has long since faded from view, N 'e urge that this rate be set at a flat
20% rather than the present 19.15%.

Even though we support the use of maintenance of effort funds for the violent
offender, we urge you to change the title of the Act from its present title of the
"Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980." A very small proportion of juveniles
commit violent crimes and those that do are not helped towards rehabilitation
by such labelling. Your leadership for the prevention goal of this legislation
should not be clouded by this unnecessary title.

The utilization of Safe Streets Act maintenance of effort funds for the serious
offender will allow continued use of Juvenile Justice Act resources for the long
under-served status offenders. The Collaboration remains committed to the goal
of deinstitutionalization of non-criminal Juveniles. We recognize the prog-ess
made in many states towards deinstitutionalization would not have occurred
absent the Act's requirement. Retention of this requirement and adequate re-
sources, as provided in S. 2441, are essential to the continued development of
supportive services needed to keep the status offender out of Institutions.

We are delighted to support the extension of the authorization for the Juven-
ile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for five years until 1985. We think
that your five-year authorization-$200,000,000 for the first three years, rising
to $225,000,000 annually in the last two years--demonstrates the additional com-
mitment of the Congress to the importance of this program. We are pleased at
the recognition inherent In the proposed level of funding for the next five years.

We also want to express our support for the five year extension of the program
for Runaway and Homeless Youth. We favor the continued placement of this
program in the Department of Health and Human Services. This program has
proven that it can provide worthwhile services for the extraordinarily vulnerable
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runaway population. We approve the change in the title and amendments to the
Act to provide programs for homeless youth because we have long known that
the real problem are youth who have no adequate home.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate your understanding that youth are our greatest
resource and that this places a special responsibility on you to continue your
leadership in the protection of young people who are without a voice I'f public
policy deliberations. The Collaboration would welcome the opportunity to be of
service to you in working out any aspect of the proposed legislation which will
help assure that Juveniles are given the opportunity to achieve their fullest
potential.

We are also committed to work at the neighborhood level with hard-to-reach
young people-in poor neighborhoods where youth are at hazard. For many of
them, delinquency prevention programs are crucial to their becoming productive
adults. As you know so well, such programs, providing positive developmental
experiences to vulnerable young people, are the essence of the Juvenile Justice
Act.

At this time, we are confident that you will succeed In extending the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to provide for a strong Federal role in
the prevention of delinquency. We remain committed to joining with you in the
fight for justice for juveniles this year, next year and for years to cnme.

APRIL 1, 1980.
Mrs. BARBARA D. MCGARHY,
Coalition for Children and Youth,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MRS. 'cGARRY: The Child Welfare League of America, along with its
division, the American Parents Committee, testified before the Committee on
the Judiciary of the U.S. Senate on March 26, 1980. Ms. Regene Schroeder
appeared on a panel with you, on behalf of the Child Welfare League and the
American Parents Committee.

Since you are no longer associated with the American Parents Committee,
we request that you withdraw from your statement, all references to the Ameri-
can Parents Committee. The positions taken before the Committee on behalf of
the American Parents Committee should be those of its witness, Ms. Schroeder.

We appreciate your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

WILLIAM L. PIERCE,
Director, Center for Governmental Affairs.

AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND, INC.,
Washington, D.C., April 7, 1980.M r. WILLIAM L. PIERCE

Director, Center for Governmental Affairs,
Child Welfare League of America, Inc.,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR BILL: I am in receipt of your letter of April 1, forwarded to me as a
board member of the Coalition for Children and Youth, on whose behalf I
presented oral testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee on March 26,
1980.

Since my testimony was obviously reported to you inaccurately, I would like
to correct your mistaken impression that I presented any views on behalf of
the American Parents Committee, whose activities have been apparently sub-
sumed by the Child Welfare League of America, with evidently divergent
priorities.

Since my March 26 appearance was personally requested by both Senator
Bayh and Congressman Railsback because of my successful efforts on behalf
of original Juvenile justice legislation as the former executive director of APC,
I am sending each of them copies of your letter and my reply.

Sincerely,
BARBARA D. MCOARRY,

Specialist in Governmental Relation,.
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CHUL~MN AND THE P0o TO aE Vzo'rzMs or PoLrricAL EXPDrexCy

The Coalition for Children and Youth is an umbrella organization of 55
national organizations representing all areas concerning children and youth-
health, education, Justice, youth employment, foster care, adoption, child care,
teenage pregnancy, family. On March 21 the Board of Directors met to issue
a statement in response to Administration and Congressional budgetary pro-
posals. They shared the following concerns:

The constituency for whom the Coalition speaks are already society's vic-
tims. Fiscal actions keyed to an election year and international crisses will
assure that they are further victimized. The proposed cutbacks will impact most
severely on those citizens, children of the poor, who are least able to speak out
on their own behalf. They don't vote, they have no political power, they make
no campaign contributions.

The price that society will pay both in human and economic terms far exceeds
any potential benefits. The minuscule effect of these proposals on inflation does
not warrant the massive costs which will come about as a result of program
cutbacks. Millions of eildren with untreated chronic health problems will
become crippled adults. Thousands of children, lost in the morass of the foster
care system, will suffer such deprivation that it will impede their ability to
function in society as adults. Poor children already deficient in basic skills willbe further penalized in our increasingly technological society. Poor youth, denied
any employment training, will become fixtures in the ranks of the permanentlyunemployed, and the nation will lose forever people who could have been
productive workers.

There will be immediate impacts as well. The budget cutbacks are planned
to throw the nation into a recession. Thousands of working families are nowbarely making it. If the cutbacks are instituted, they will have no jobs. Theneed for those services now being cut back will be greater than ever. Thiscountry could well see more violence when the youth dependent on summeremployment programs are cut off from salaries as well as productive activities.The American people are being sold the budget cutbacks on the grounds of
fiscal responsibility. They believe, on the basis of what they've been told, thatthe cutbacks will mean lower inflation rates and reduced taxes. In reality, ac-cording to the plans, inflation will rise even higher this summer. There will beno tax reductions. In fact, the cutbacks will result in tremendous strain onessential local services and on local taxes with no decrease in federal tax.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LYNN LYss

The National Council of Jewish Women is a non-profit voluntary organization
composed of 180 Sections nationwide, with 100,000 members. Individual Sectionsinitiate volunteer community services and function as social advocacy groups,
both on their own and through Coalitions, to improve the welfare of Individualsin their communities who have traditionally had difficulty representing them-
selves.

Since Its inception 87 years ago, NCJW has been concerned with the welfare
of children and youth. In 1974, the members of NCJW conducted a national
survey of Juvenile Justice which resulted in the publication of a report, "ChildrenWithout Justice." This was followed in 1976 by a NCJW-sponsored, LEAA funded,National Symposium on -Status Offenders. The symposium brought together NCJWmembers and other child advocates, Juvenile justice and law enforcement per-sonnel, and researchers in the field. As an outgrowth of the symposium, a "Manual
for Action,"-a guide to community involvement in the Juvenile justice system-
was prepared and widely distributed ,to our Sections.

At our 1979 biennial National Convention, delegates reaffirmed the following
National Resolutions:

To work for Justice for Children by: (a) Working to remove status offendersfrom the Jurisdiction of -the courts; (b) supporting the establishment of juvenile
courts with Justices trained to deal with Juvenile offenders; (c) ensuring thatthe sentences of Juveniles shall not exceed those meted out to adults for the samecrime; and (d) supporting a system of sentencing for Juveniles convicted of vio-lent crimes which takes Into account their records and the severity of their
crimes.
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To promote the welfare and rehabilitation of children under court jurisdiction
by'working for: (a) Special services for them and their families; and (b) an
adequate number of community based treatment facilities as an alternative to
Incarceration.

Thank you for this opportm*0"o appear before you. I am Lynn Lyss, Chair-
women of the Children and Youth Task Force of the National Council of Jewish
Women and a National Board member.

Since 1970. the National Council of Jewish Women has been deeply involved
in juvenile justice issues. We were part of the widespread citizen effort to secure
passage of the Juvenile Justice and JDeliquency Prevention Act of 1974. We were
also active participants in the reauthorization process in 1977. In the early 1070's
165 of our local Sections surveyed the juvenile Justice systems in their coin-
munitles-the results of which were published in. "Children Without Justice."
Based on their study, these Sections have initiated over 120 community-service
projects to benefit children, youth, and their families. Our members, who have
learned about the systeii by working within it. have gone on to be appointed to
State Advisory Groups. local and state commissions, or have participated in youth
advocacy coalitions in over 20 states.

Thus we share with you in the Senate the desire to see the Act fully imple-
mented throughout the country. Ti keeping with this desire, we commend the
framers of S. 2441 for leaving the act substantially intact and especially for not
making any changes in the state-compliance provisions under Section 223.

Our members report to us that many of their states have been slow and/orreluctant to carry out the principal mandates of the Act; to divert youths from,
and to deinstitutionalize, their Juvenile-justice systems; to provide adequate
community-based services to juveniles and their families as an alternative to
incarceration; and to reduce the use of secure detention and incarceration. Only
now are many states beginning to make real headway in their compliance efforts.
Any change or redefinition of key provisions is likely to disrupt state compliance
efforts rather than support them. We urge the Senate to maintain a strong posi-
tion on this Issue throughout the reauthorization process.

We also support the five year reauthorization of the Act, and the proposed
appropriations levels.

We are concerned, however, about the ramifications of the House Budget Com-
.mittee's decision not to include any funding for LPAA in its budget resolution.
As there is no separate budget line for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, this action imperils its existence.

There are. a number of proposed amendment,, which we do have questions and
comments about.

We are deeply concerned about the title of S. 2441. We appreciate that it
reflects a current concern of both the media and much of the general public but
we feel that the title, and the program direction it iidicates, places too great an
emphasis oi a tiny proportion of youths who became involved in the juvenile
justice system. Available statistics indicate that the number of violent crimes
committed by juveniles has bcen decreasing in recent years. Only approximately
five percent of all juvenile arrests are for violent crins, and juvenile arrests for
such crimes account for less thaln ne ler ce t of uil arrests. Therefore we feel
that the facts do not bear out the weight given to the proposed new emphasis.

We understand, however, the current political realities and the pressures on
this body to include such an emphasis. The Senate and you, in particular, Mr.
Chairman, have, in both 1974 and 1977, shown foresight and leadership in resisting
these pressures and maintaining a focus in the Act. that emphasizes those prob-
lems and issues which affect the greatest number of youth involved in the
juvenile justice system.

If. however, the new emphasis is added-and we compliment you on restricting
the emphasis to concentrate on juveniles who commit violent acts, such as
murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault and arson involving bodily
harm-we would urge that the additional attention to this population be given
only in the areas of sentencing, providing resourceN necessary for Informed dis-
position. and rehabilitation. Providing additional attention in these areas would
at least be consistent with the spirit of the Act, which seeks to develop innovative
approaches to the problems of juvenile justice.

We are in agreement that the funds to support these areas of additional atten-
tion should come only out of the funding available under Maintenance of Effort
provision of the Act. However, it should not involve all of the Section 261 (b)

70-796 0 - 81 - 6
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funds. The funds drawn from this source should be obligated in a manner that is
consistent with the actual incidence of such crimes.

The proposed amendments to Section 201 would invest the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention with more independence, but would retain it
under the general authority of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
We agree with the proposal that the most important thing Is the Office's independ-
ence, but we feel that it would be better accomplished If the Office were a separate
administrative unit under the direct authority of the newly established Office of
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics. Here again, the recent House Budget
Committee's Resolution dramatically underscores the need for establishing the
Office as a separate Administrative unit with its own budget-line.

Unoer new Section 201 (g) the Administrator of the Office is required to supply
this committee and its House counterpart with a detailed evaluation of so-called
"Scared-Straight"-type programs. While we agree that they merit closer exami-
nation, we question the inclusions of this specific and time-limited a provision, and
we wonder whether the respective committees could simply not request such a
report from the Administrator.

As a national voluntary organization that believes very deeply in the importance
of citizen involvement in government policy development and administration, we
appreciate the added responsibility and authority that the amendments to See-
tins 223(b), (6i), and (?3) woulu give to the State Advisory Groups. We would
urge, however, that the vesting of greater responsibility with the State Advisory
Groups would require that closer attention be given to such matters as: timeliness
of appointments; adherence to Congressional intent with regard to the distribu-
tion of representation among community groups, and government agencies; con-
straints on travel budgets; demands on the time of these volunteer board mem-
bers; and adequate staff support. If these new responsibilities are to be met In a
satisfactory anid prompt manner auequate provisions or all of these will have to
be made.

It should be noted that Juvenile justice planners In state planning agencies can
draw on such general agency resources as research and evaluation staffs. They
are important components of responsible state-level oversight, whether by plan-
ners or SAG's. If LEAA cuts imperil such resources, every attempt should be
made to assure their availability to those given authority over state juvenile
Justice efforts.

The proposed amendment to Section 261 also raises some serious questions for
us. We are aware that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
has been the object of much criticism regarding the rate in which it has been able
to obligate appropriated funds. And, we appreciate and agree with the desire to
have the funds obligated more expeditiously. But, before a provision such as this
1C "- '-"ad in the Act, we feel that more review of the problems involved is
necessary.

.: .Lst, there has been some difficulty in obligating funds during the fiscal
year uue to delay in the federal appropriations process. Since its inception, the
Office has been understaffed and has not had the necessary administrative inde-
pendence to act more quickly. Putting the kind of pressure, proposed in this
amendment, on the Office to obligate its funds quickly may be counterproductive
if the basic problems are not dealt with.

We recommend that this committee, through its oversight functions, should
keep a close watch on the Office's performance in this area to ascertain what the
difficulties are and to make recommendations, or take appropriate act'.on, if and
when necessary to alleviate any problems.

We are in complete support of the retitling of Title III; of its reauthorization
for five years; and of the proposed appropriations levels.

The addition of the word "Homeless" to the title reflects what the real situation
is. According to reports from our members who are involved in programs for run-
aways and homeless youth, and current research, many children are "pushed out"
of their homes, or are fleeing from an unhealthy and dangerous home situation,
which may involve the alcoholism and drug addition of their parents, physical
abuse and neglect, and sexual abuse. The plight of young women who are sexually
abused is of particular concern to us. Homeless, they become further victimized
by criminals as well e by inequitable and unresponsive handling by official
agencies.

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity to
express these views.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REGENE SCHROEDER ON BEHALF OF THE CHILD WELFARE

LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.
The Child Welfare League wishes to thank the Committee on the Judiciary forinviting us to testify on the Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-quency Prevention Act, and to discuss the amendments to this important piece oflegislation which are outlined in S. 2434, S. 2441, and S. 2442.My name is Regene Schroeder and I am Executive Director of the FlorenceCrittenton Services of Arizona, Inc., providing care to the youths of Arizona, in-cluding both status offenders and Juvenile delinquents. In addition, I am a memberof the Justice Planning Supervisory Board, and am serving a second year as theState Chairperson of the Juvenile Justice Advisory Council. I have testified inArizona on a number of issues pertaining to services to youths and their families,most recently before the Senate Judiciary concernhig a bill which would havewaived juveniles between the ages of sixteen and eighteen who have committedsrious crimes, to adult court. I have had considerable experience with the issuesbefore this Committee, and welcome this opportunity to address these issues.I appear today on behalf of the Child Welfare League of America, Inc., and itsdivisions, the American Parents Committee and the Office of Regional, Provincialand State Child Care Associations. The Child Welfare League was established in1920, and is a national voluntary organization for child welfare agencies in NorthAmerica, serving children and their families. There are approximately 400 childwelfare agencies like the Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, directly affili-ated with the League, including representatives from all religious groups as wellas non-sectarian public and private non-profit agencies.

The League's activities are diverse. They include the North American Centeron Adoption; a specialized foster care training program; a research division; theAmerican Parents Committee which lobbies for children's interests; and theHecht Institute for State Child Welfare Planning, which provides information,analysis, and technical assistance to child welfare agencies on Title XX andother Federal funding sources for children's services; and the Office of RegionalProvincial and State Child Care Associations, which serves as a national officefor over a thousand child welfare agencies, represented by 24 state child careassociations, predominately serving children in group care settings.The Child Welfare League was active in the passage of the Juvenile JusticeAct in 1974. Since then, we have carefully followed the implementation of theAct, most recently participating in the House Oversight Hearings on the JuvenileJustice Act held by the Subcommittee on Human Resources. We also participatedin the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's Monitoring Work-shops, facilitating the relationship between the monitoring process as carriedout by the State Criminal Justice Planners and the voluntary sector.We would like to thank the Committee for its efforts towards the Reauthoriza-tion of the Juvenile Justice Act. We supported the original Act which was passedin 1974, as well as the amendments of 1977. While there is admittedly a problemwith violent Juvenile crime, we believe that to title the reauthorization the"Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980" is to divert Congress and the statesfrom the needs of the Juvenile justice system at this time. Such an emphasisobscures the need for attention to be given to the completion of the mandates ofthe Juvenile Justice Act, to the examination of services to Juveniles who are in-carcerated in secure detention, to the removal of Juveniles from adult Jails, andto the need for continued delinquency prevention servicesOn November 29, 1979, the Child Welfare League Board passed a motion forthe reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act:Support the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-tion Act, and that staff proceed with the reathorization process by giving toppriority to the placement of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-vention within the Department which will give the program needed visibility and
importance.

The League traditionally has endorsed continuation of the specific programcontent within more global programs approved by Congress. We have not endorsedspecific administrative authority over these programs, however. The reason isthat we believe both Congress and the Administration must have the flexibilityto reorganize governmental structures, departments, bureaus, and offices toachieve maximum effectiveness in carrying out these programs. It should benoted, however, that our policy in respect to programs for "Juvenile delinquents"



has been consistent-generally we believe these to be "human services programs"
rather than "criminal justice programs."

While we support the inclusion of the funding for programs for violent Juvenile
offenders in the areas of identification, apprehension, -peedy adjuaication, sen-
tencing and rehabilitation, we do not believe that an earmark of juvenile justice
funds is necessary at this time for these programs. We would recommend that
programs for violent juvenile offenders, using the definition of S. 2441, "namely,
murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and arson involving bodily
harm," be included in Section 101 of the Act (Finaings of Purpose), Section 223
(State Plans) and Section 224 (Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment
Programs).

It should be noted that the "building blocks" for juvenile violence outlined in
Paul Strasburg's study of juvenile violence, "Violent Delinquents," bring to our
attention a number of service and treatment areas which need to be emphasized
for juveniles, be they violent or not:

1. Violent acts appear, for the most part, to be occasional occurrences within a
random pattern of delinquent behavior, rather than a "specialty" of juveniles.

2. When committing a violent act, a delinquent is more likely to do so in com-
pany with at least one other juvenile than alone.

3. Boys are more delinquent than girls, but female delinquents are as likely to
commit a violence act as male delinquents.

4. Older Juveniles tend to be more seriously violent than younger juveniles, but
there is growing evidence, including data in the Vera study, that the younger age
groups (13 to 15) are catching up.

5. Minority youths (and especially black youths) tend to be both more delin-
quent and more violent than white youths.

6. The great majority of violent delinquents are not psychotic or otherwise
seriously disturbed emotionally, although many are neurotic and characterized
by poor impulse controls. . . . Rage, low self-esteem, lack of empathy, and limited
frustration tolerance are typical of violent youths. Environmental factors play
an important role both in developing these traits and in facilitating their expres-
sion through violence.

7. Many if not most delinquents have learning problems, but the causes of those
problems and their relationship to delinquency and violence are not easy to
establish. Specific learning disabilities way be an important factor, although
existing research is inadequate to prove a casual connection.

8. A two-parent family seems to offer some protection against delinquent be-
havior, but the presence of both parents has little to do with whether a delinquent
becomes violent. Other factors, probably including the quality instead of the
quantity of familial relationships, seem to be more influential In this regard.

9. Within community boundaries, differences in socioeconomic status appear to
be weakly correlated with juvenile violence, although children from poor com-
munities (particularly from ghettos in large metropolitan centers) are more
likely to become delinquent and violent than children living in more affluent
communties. Whether a child comes from a welfare family or not appears to bear
little relationship to his or her chances of becoming violent.'

These "building blocks" point up some of the areas which could certainly use
continued or new emphasis, and therefore added funds: attention to juvenile
gangs, more funding for minorities, more research into the causality of learning
disability to delinquency, and most importantly, the inclusion of mental health
services in the juvenile justice, arena. We would submit that many of these areas
could be enhanced by a new kind of state planning. In most states, the juvenile
Justice system, the mental health system, and the social service system exist
independently of one another-and certainly do not undertake joint planning in
the area of service delivery.

The Child Welfare League would urge the Committee on the Judiciary to go
beyond the areas of identification, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing,
and rehabilitation, and to begin focusing attention on the causes of violent
Juvenile crime and the treatment and service needs of these juveniles. The 1978
"Report and Recommendations of the Governor's Task Force on the Mental
Health of Juvenile Offenders" for the state of Pennsylvania (see page 5) points

' Paul Strasburg, Violent Delinquents, A Report to tbe Ford Foundation From the Vera
Institute (New York: Monarch, 1978), pp. 78-79.
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out some of the needs which Mr. Strasburg outlines in his work, and which
should be examined as factors impacting the "qvention of Juvenile violence and
serious crime.

In addition, we would suggest that there are certain other factors which bear
attention: television and media violence; diet, hyperactivity and "violence";
AFDC and family income policy; assessment and diagnosis; and preventive work
with families.

C. ANOTHER MlICROSCOPIC VIEW OF THE JUVENILE POPULATION UNIVERSE OF
CONCERN TO THE TASK FORCE

Based on the comprehensive neuropsychiatric assessment of 25 juveniles,
referred by the Allegheny County Juvenile Court, who were In residence at the
Shuman Center Detention Program, the below profile of the following emerges.

I60 P
Offense charge

40"% Other

84% m31e, 16% female

24% under age 14, 52% 15-16, 24% 17+

56% black, 44% white

16% with I.Q. above 100, 56% %ith I.Q. 82-100, 28% 81 or below 10

52% normal EEG. 48% abnormal EEG

84%. previous contact with court

92% non-intact family

- of 25 - prior to contact 4% lived with both parents, 20 % with one parent, 12% with
juveniles relative, 8% foster parents, 56% lived In institutions
(current)

48% previous psydiiatric hospitalization history

60- , demonstrated learning difficulty

developmental history, 20,, prenatal and birth problems, 36% child abuse or
neglect, 56% parential divorce, 247 parental death

Schizuphrenla I

Inadequate Personality I

15 j-aeniles with aggressive Unsocial a2Wesiv
and violent - DSM 11 reaction 10

Crcup delinquency I

Personality disorder 1

Social maladjustment I

"Report and Recommendations of the Governor's Task Force on the Mental
Health of Juvenile Offenders," December 1978.

On March 20, 1979, the Child Welfare League of America testified before the
House Subcommittee on Human Resources during its Oversight Hearings on the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The subject of that testimony
was the definition of a secure detention and correctional facility in the "Formula
Grant Provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, of
1974, as Amended: Final Guideline Revision for Implementation." At that time
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we urged the adoption of a definition which is now incorporated into the most
recently issued Guidelines:

52n(2) (a) For the purpose of monitoring, a juvenile detention or correctional
facility is: (i) Any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody
of accused or adjudiated juvenile offenders or non-offenders; or (ii) Any secure
public or private facility which is also used for the lawful custody of accused or
convicted criminal offenders.

We support the inclusion of this definition within Section 103(12) of the
Juvenile Justice Act as contained in the Administration's bill.

In addition, we would recommend to the Committee that the separation man-
date of 223(a) (13) be change to require the removal of Juveniles from adult
Jails. There has been a reaction to serious delinquents within the states which
has resulted in the "Scared Straight" type of program which Senate bill S. 2441
addresses. Jails are now being used not only for the detention of juveniles, but to
"teach them a lesson" for an undetermined period of time. Maryland bill H.D.
1263, which went into effect on July 1, 1979, permits the incarceration of juveniles
in adult Jails who have been adjudicated and found guilty of serious crime. Al-
though this bill has a sunset provision, and is experimental in nature since it
applies only to Prince George's County, it is important to note that one of the
only deterrents for this practice is the fact that the bill is automatically voided
in the event that it jeopardizes federal funding of Juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention programs.

While the Child Welfare League shares the concerns of the Committee with the
"Scared Straight" type of program which was originally instituted at Rahway
Prison in New Jersey, we would like to point out that the voluntary sector has
addressed the proliferation of such programs, including the activities carried out
by the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives. Therefore, we would
urge that a report on such programs draw upon studies which have already been
funded, before expending further funds from the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

The Child Welfare League supports the continuation of Title III, the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act, and believes that the additional emphasis on
homeless youth within this program underscores the needs of the population of
youths which are seeking services from the programs created by the Runaway
Youth Act. We also commend Senator Bayh for the inclusion of an amendment to
link runaway and homeless youth with their families and service providers
through the use of a National hot-line telephone network. The D.C. Hotline, for
example, served 14,630 people during 1978 and 1979. A number of these calls were
from runaways. Such state hotline efforts could and should be coordinated with
the proposed national hotline.

We realize, as the Committee does, that there are some states which are not in
compliance with the Juvenile Justice mandates under Section 223(a) (12) and
(13). For Fiscal Year 1980, Formula Grant monies are being withheld from some
states. Some are in non-compliance, and are making efforts to move towards
compliance. Some of the states need to make revisions in their plans as required
under Section 223 of the Act. We believe that the states need to be encouraged to
submit their plans in a timely fashion and to reach compliance with the mandates
of the Act. However, we do not believe that the carry-over of unobligated funds to
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act will serve to accomplish the aims of the
Juvenile Justice Act. There are a number of initiatives developed within OJJDP
which could and have in the past, benefitted from the carry-over of the formula
grant funds to the discretionary funds which are dispensed under the special em-
phasis initiatives. The initiatives which have been and are being developed for
1980, Capacity Building, Youth Advocacy, Rural Separation, and Alternative
Education, could benefit from increased funding levels. In addition, as we will
outline for the committee, there are other problems experienced by the status
offender and the juvenile offender which are not now included in the Juvenile
Justice Act, and which could be addressed with discretionary funds. It should
not be forgotten that in these times of limited fiscal resources, juvenile justice
funds can be used to draw down other federal funds, thereby extending the
availability of appropriate levels of funding for programs. Further, there are a
number of variables, including staffing patterns within OJJDP, and the timeliness
of state plans which ultimately affect the obligation of funds. The carry-over
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provision to Title III will not correct some of these problems which has plagued
the funding cycle in the past.

The Child Welfare League of America supports the authorization level for the
Juvenile Justice Act as set forth in S. 2441, as well as the live year extension of
the Act. However, in light of the recent budget cuts in the House of Representa-
tives' third concurrent budget resolution, which cut the parent organization of
OJJDP-the Law I/uforcement Assistance Administration and the Office of
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics-and therefore the Juvenile Justice
program, we urge the Committee to reserve deliberation on this authorization
level. In the event that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is cut,
we would recommend that the maintenance-of-effort monies be included in the
(JJDP appropriation, possibly necessitating the need tor a higher autnorizdtAion
level. Further, we would urge the Committee to Join with us in ensuring the con-
tinuation of the Juvenile justice program which tuis Act created.

Because of these budget developments, the proposal outlined by Senator Dole
in S. 2343, is difficult to assess realistically, although we are aware tmat in
the past years, the juvenile crime rate has exceeded 19.15%, the rate at the time
of passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. In fact, in
1978, according to the Uniform Crime Report of the FBI, it was 23.3 percent
using all 30 categories.

We would like to commend the Administration on the inclusion of alcohol as a
substance abuse in Section 101(a) (4). There are too few programs for teenage
alcoholics, and too little understanding of the kinds of treatment which are neces-
sary. Early studies, however, show that the teenage alcoholic can not be treated
exactly like adult alcoholics, and that they do benefit from a peer group treat-
ment model.

We would also like to recommend that the Federal Coordinating Council should
mirror the kind of broad planning which we discussed in regards to the three
track system which now exists-Juvenile Justice, mental health, and social serv-
ices. Therefore, the Commissioner o fthe Administration for Children, Youth
and Families in the Department of Health and Human Services, as well as the
Administrator of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Administration
should be included on the Coordinating Council.

Finally, we would urge the Committee to reconsider the use of the term "Pri-
ority Juvenile" in the place of "Special Emphasis." Our experience with other
pieces of legislation, especially the proposed Mental. Health Systems Act has
shown us that there is a tendency to define such a term in a way that any list
of "priority Juveniles" tends by its consecutive order, to relegate those on the end
of the list to minimal attention. History has shown us that children are always on
the end of such lists, and the Juve,ile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act-
one of the first and onl.k pieces ,if legislation for children and their families-
should not replicate this practice.

We would like to thank the Committee for its work on these bills, and stand
ready to assist the Committee in its deliberations, as well as the implementation
of this Act. We are optimistic about the future of youths in this country. With
relatively minimal funds in comparison to other federal programs, the states
have managed a laudable task-the removal of status offenders from detention
facilities and the separation of Juveniles from adults. The federal mandate and
financial participation has encouraged and enhanced this effort. We have learned
from this effort. We believe that 1980 should be a year for all of us to review
what has been done up to this point, to be especially vigilant in the areas in
which we have not made progress, and finally, to become a model for the kind
of unified effort among the service delivery community which ultimately leads
to support for youths and their families, regardless of which system they enter.
We can remove the term "status offender" from our statutes, and from our se-
cure facilities. We can carefully define "violent delinquents." However, neither
of these actions eliminates the continued need for services and treatment for
these troubled members of our society.

Senator BAYH. We now have a panel of Thomas Cooke, of the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, Mr. Thomas L. Werth, National League of
Cities and Carolyn Lathrop of the National Association of Counties.

We appreciate all you being here with us.
Mr. Cooke, why don't you begin here please.
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PANEL OF: THOMAS H. COOKE, JR., U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS;
THOMAS L. WERTH, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES; AND
JUDGE CAROLYN LATHROP, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OP
COUNTIES

Mr. CooKE. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to

lend my support and the support of the U.S. Conference of Mayors
for the extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act through 1985.

I know you are aware that juvenile violence is a complex issue which
impacts on all aspects of urban life. Low income, poor housing, under
education and unemployment are all contributing factors to youth
crime in the United States.

The present threat of severe budgetary cutbacks at the Federal level
which impacts at the local level will only serve to exacerbate the cir-
cumstances which are directing some of the youth of our Nation to
crime.

It is more important now than at any other time in recent history
that our Nation's cities receive support and assistance to combat and
precent crimes of violence by youthful offenders.

The reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act is a necessity not only for the increased safety of our
Nation's citizens, but also for the youthful offender who with guidance
in times of trouble could be steered to a future life of productivity.

Youth crime in our Nation's cities is reaching epidemic propor-
tions. In 1978, youths under the age of 18 were arrested for 52 percent
of the arson incidents; 43 percent of the larceny thefts; 53 percent of
the burglaries; 52 percent of the motor vehicle thefts; 17 percent of
the rapes and 10 percent of the murders which were committed in
American cities.

These statistics, while shocking themselves, are frightening when
one considers that it is our Nation's youth who hold the future of our
country in their hands.

It is a sad fact that today urban criminals are mostly young, mostly
male, mostly poor, and come mostly from economically impacted sec-
tions of our Nation's cities.

It is a sad commentary of lost futures and hopes-of lives that are
ruined because society could not or would not respond to the needs of
the youth. Since the present state of our economy dictates that cities
must make do with less, the deeply rooted societal and economic fac-
tors which contribute to the formation of the youthful criminal will
not be eradicated in the near future.

Cities which currently present enormous opportunities for crime
will, under the weight of severe budget cutbacks, continue to be a
breeding ground for younger and more experienced merchants of
crime.

Although the solutions to urban youth crime are complex I believe
most experts now agree that institutional confinement is not the an-
swer. Our prisons today are schools for crime. Sentencing youths to
serve in these institutions will only complete the criminal education
which was begun in the street.



We as elected officials, must create a climate where innovative ap-
proaches can be utilized to address the juveniel crime problem.

In our society today, over $16 billion a year is spent on juvenile
justice efforts. It must be pointed out in dramatic terms that the bil-
lions of dollars now. spent on juvenile justice are spent after the fact.
We must reorient the system to expend funds on prevention of juve-
nile crimes and will in the long run save both money and lives in the
process.

My recommendations, Mr. Chairman? at this time I would like to
support the concepts contained in the Violent Juvenile Crime Control
Act of 1980. In supporting this legislation, I would like to make two
recommendations to the committee.

The Justice Systems Improvement Act of 1979 established a mech-
anism whereby the Office of Justice Assistance Research and Sta-
tistics would coordinate three independent departments reporting to
the Attorney General.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention remains
within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under the
act.

We agree with the provision which delegates all final authority for
juvenile justice programs to the Administrator of the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

However, we feel that the office is so essential it deserves to be an
independent office co-equal with the National Institute of Justice, the
Bureau of Justice statistics and the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

By taking this action, juvenile justice would be viewed as a top
Federal priority.

In addition, programs under OJJDP could be evaluated independ-
ently and the Office could be held accountable for these programs.

Second, we agree that more attention must be given to violent
offenders. However, we feel that earmarking the 19.15 percent main-
tenance effort funds to violent crime committed by juveniles in the
categories of murder. forcible rape. robbery, aggravated assaults, and
arson involving bodily harm would prohibit those communities whose
major juvenile problems are not among those categories from utilizing
this money in other juvenile justice areas.

I must stress that we agree with the concept that violent crime is
on the rise and must be controlled. However. we hope that this legis-
lation will allow local governments the flexibility to determine the
priorities in their communities and to allocate funds to address these
needs.

An area not contained in the proposed legislation bit an essential
element of the escalatin, rate of violent crime in the United States is
the issue of handmin violence and youth.

The, nroblem-handgun abuse ond youth.
During the past 4 years, the P.S. Conference of Mavors staff has

become increasingly ware of the escalating incidents of juvenile
handaun violence. Altboupih only preliminary statistics have been
gathered on this problem the initial evidence uncovered on this-subject
is asarming.

The tragic fact about firearm deaths is that. many victims are young.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation's Uniforni Crime Report for



1977 shows that of all murder victims between the ages of 10 and 19,
61 percent were killed with firearms.

While murder has been described as a young man's crine and sui-
cide rates have traditionally increased as a person got older, these
trends seem to be reversing.

Rates of firearm suicide among the young are at an all-time high
and increasing. The rate for 10-to-19-year-olds rose by 22.7 percent
between 1976 and 1977, and by an incredible 56 percent since 1968.

Suicide is presently the third major cause of death among the
young, with firearms used in 6 out of every 10 youth suicides.

Some will say, of course, that if someone wants to commit suicide,
he or she will succeed with or without a gun.

However, when the attempt is made with a handgun or firearm, it
becomes five times more lethal.

When viewed with homicide and suicide, firearms account for a
comparatively small amount of accidental deaths each year.

However, in 1977, children and young people under the age of 20
accounted for 39 percent of all firearm fatalities due to accidents. The
percentage of accidental deaths in the 10-to-20-age-group was 8 per-
cent more than the 20-to-30-age-group and 2 to 4 times greater than
older groups.

A Detroit study concluded that children are for the most part the
innocent victims of availability. The study found that victims, shoot-
ers, and parents were most often unfamiliar with guns and that it
was likely that the owner was a parent, who kept the gun loaded and
accessible for self-protection.

When the circumstances were known, most children were injured
while playing with guns acquired for the purpose of self-protection.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors supports controls on the sale and
possession of handguns, and I believe that any strategy directed toward
violent crime especially among youth must have a handgun control
component.

Knowing of your earlier interest in handgun legislation, Mr. Chair-
man, this is why this was made a part of this report.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, I
would like to offer my support and the support of the U.S. Conference
of Mayors to your efforts in establishing programs to address juvenile
justice issues.

The conference supported the 1974 reauthorization of the Juvenile
Justice Act and we are pleased to do so again. It is my hope that we
can all work together over the coming years to improve the plight of
our Nation's youth and create an environment where all Americans,
young and old, can reach their full potential in life.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooke. We appreciate

the Conference of Mayors perceptive analysis of where we are headed
and look forward to working with them.

Mr. Werth?
Mr. WERTI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to start with a couple of corrections. On page 2 of my

statement, due to the fact that some of this statement was done by
telephone and through tape recording. There have been some inac-
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curacies. I will change some statements during the course of my presen-
tation this morning.

Mr. Chairman, 1 am Thomas Werth.
Senator BAYH. Feel free to change or leave out any that you want.

We will see that the reporter will put it all in the record at the conclu-
sion of your oral testimony.

Mr. WERTH. Yes.
Senator BAYH. I would appreciate your summarization be kept to 10

minutes since we have four more witnesses today.
Mr. WERTH. It will be very short.
Senator BAYH. Unfortunately, I will have to leave in about one-half

hour.
TESTIMONY OF THOMAS L. WERTH

Mr. WERTH. Thank you.
I am mayor of Rochester, Mich., and referee of the Juvenile Court

in Mount Clemens, Mich.
I speak to you today as a representative of the National League of

Cities and as a concerned professional in the field of juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention.

As you know, the National League of Cities has long supported the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

In November 1979, delegates to the League's annual Congress of
Cities adopted policy to assure continuing support of juvenile justice
programs at all levels of government.

This policy included a statement in favor of greater emphasis on
programs aimed at serious and violent offenders. We recognize that
these offenders are a very small percentage of the youthful population.

However small a group of offenders they may be, it is a problem of
particular concern to the urban areas of our country. Violent youth are
usually city youth. Frequently they are deprived, emotionally and
physically, of the support and structure of a strong family unit.

We especially applaud the language in your bill, Mr. Chairman
that adds congressional declaration of purpose to the problem oi
violent juvenile offenders with emphasis on rehabilitation as well as
on adjudication and sentencing.

As a juvenile justice professional and as a representative of the Na-
tional League of Cities, I am grateful for your support and attention
to the needs of local governmental units.

We support efforts to remove juvenile offenders from large institu-
tions. Community based facilities, alternative programs and a wide
range of social services for the offender and the family of the offender
offer far more promise than the impersonal warehousing approach of
institutionalization.

By no means, Mr. Chairman, would I say that there is no need
for secure detention facilities. Unhappily, there sometimes is such a
need. However, the emphasis should be on alternative rehabilitation
where possible. As a juvenile court referee, I can personally attest to
the many benefits derived from alternative programs for juvenile
offenders.

Since 1974, the Macomb Juvenile Court in Mt. Clemens, Mich.,
has instituted two alternative programs with the assistance of Federal
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention funds.
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The suces of these programs has convinced local officials to fund
the continual operation of these programs and provide out-of-court
services to families in need of assistance.

The impact of our alternative to secure detention programs can be
seen in the fact that there was a 66-percent decrease in the number of
petitions filed for status offenders, with the court, that is, home and
school truancy and encorrigibility, and an 81-percent decrease in
the number of youngsters placed in a secure detention facility for the
final quarter of 1979 as compared to the final quarter of 1975.

In addition to the status offender program the Macomb County
Juvenile Court has an adjudication diversion program which has
helped divert hundreds of youngsters out of the juvenile justice system.

These offenders are youngsters who are involved in minor drug
law violations, simple larceny, minor property crime and other mis-
demeanant violations.

One of the major benefits of diversionary programs is that they
make available both additional professional staff and detention beds
to deal with the violent and serious offenders-those youngsters who
are the most serious threat to public safety and welfare.

We urge you, Mr. Chairman, to continue your support of delin-
quency prevention efforts. As you have often said, "the best method
of controlling violent crime is to prevent it in the first place."

Admittedly delinquency prevention is a complicated concept. How
do we know a program prevents a juvenile from running afoul of the
law and the accepted standards of our society?

What tools measure a successful structure to help youth?
Perhaps the beginning of an answer is to think of the very basic

needs of children. The experiences of our young people in a Nation
of plenty should be positive ones.

Strong families with adequate incomes and a secure future usually
produce emotionally healthy, secure individuals.

With very rare exceptions these young people go on to jobs and
a family of their own with no brushes with the juvenile justice system.

Sadly, every family in this Nation is not strong and too many
incomes and futures are severely limited. Too many young people,
especially in cities, and especially minorities in cities are deprived
of the base tools that could change their futures and their children's
futures.

Inflation has cut into already inadequate funds for education and
job training. We have known for a long time that the poorly edu-
cated, often learning disabled, and those who become dropouts are
in real danger of turning to delinquent behavior.

A shrinking city job market doesn't have much room for a poorly
educated, unskilled teenager.

As local elected officials, we experience a terrible frustration when
we cannot provide the services so desperately needed by the most
deprived percentage of our children.

aWe urge you to continue to support local efforts to develop the
capacity for providing delinquency Prevention programs that pro-
vide the services and training that will help young people to become
strong, contributing members of society.

V .



We would further ask that you consider a means to increase local
input into State policy level decisions. One suggestion would be to
insert in your bill a statement that would add local elected officials
as a category to be included in the makeup of State advisory groups.

These are the groups that report on juvenile programs to the
Governor and State legislature.

It is important to us in the National League of Cities to insure that
local priorities are considered in the development of juvenile policy
on the State level.

We also strongly support coordination of youth programs at all
levels of Government-Federal, State, and local. We recognize that
we seen to be entering a period of lean budgeting. This makes it
even more imperative to develop systems of coordination between
Federal agencies and between service deliverers. The dollars we have
will go further when we reduce duplication of effort and when we
refine our system of identifying what and where services exist and
who can best deliver them.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we thank you for this opportunity to share
our ideas on juvenile justice problems in cities. We applaud your
efforts over the years to develop a strong national juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention program and we pledge to continue our sup-
port of positive programs for American young people.

Senator BAYI. Thank you very much.
Having the support ofthe National League of Cities for this legis-

lation is very important.
Judge Lathrop, we are glad to have you here with us.

TESTIMONY OF JUDGE CAROLYN LATHROP
Judge LATHROP. Mr. Chairman, I am Carolyn Lathrop, Associate

Judge of Boone County, Mo. For the past 2 years, I have been chair-
woman for Juvenile Justice of the National Association of Counties,
Criminal Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee. I appearhere today to present the steering committee's views on S. 2441,
S. 2442 and S. 2434.

The Congress and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in the face of much adversity, have made great strides
in the past 6 years with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974.

Thirty-four of the thirty-seven States which have had to meet the
requirement of 75-percent deinstitutionalization of status offenders
this year have done so.

Over 30 States have revised their juvenile codes to reflect-the act's
philosophy of nonpunitive efforts to assist troubled youth and to pro-
vide community-based programs and services for youth.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, after
a difficult beginning, now appears prepared to assume the leadership
role you intended for it in 1974. NACO believes that the leadership
Ira Schwartz brings to the office will be responsible for future gains.

However, all the reforms envisioned in the act have not yet been
realized.

Moreover, we are discussing the reauthorization of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act at a time when there are
attempts to "scare kids straight," to lock up more young people who
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commit both serious and minor crimes, and when there is a declining
emphasis placed on the value of young people in our society.

T1he difference between perception and reality about serious juvenile
crime has produced a reaction out of proportion to the problem posed
by serious and violent youth crime.

At the same time, one part of the act is being largely overlooked.
That is, its focus on prevention efforts. I recognize that prevention is
difficult. It is, by definition, attempting to cause something not to
happen. But we can prevent most delinquency if we try. Prevention
must be the central focus of our efforts, and one of the highest priori-
ties of OJJDP.

All of our discussion here today, all of our noble sentiments will
amount to nothing, however, if we do not fund the Justice System
Improvement Act of 1979 and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

The proposal of the House Budget Committee last week, combined
with reports that the administration is willing to eliminate LEAA
formula, discretionary and national priority grants, leads us to be-
lieve, and, I suspect, much of the country to believe, that Congress is
not serious about improvements to our criminal justice system and,
more importantly, for this discussion, that Congress is not serious
about the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Juve-
nile Justice Act.

About 40 percent of the personnel affected by the elimination of
LEAA and OJJDP are youth workers. The immediate impacts would
be to end prevention programs and to remove children out of com-
niunity-based facilities, onto the streets and into jails. This, of course,
would be a giant step backward in our efforts to treat young people in
a humane manner.

Even if only LEAA is eliminated, there would be about $74 million
less in maintenance of effort funds available for these programs.

Second, the Juvenile Justice Act formula grant program is admin-
istered by the State criminal justice councils-formerly State plan-
ning agencies-most of which could not function without LEAA
funds, while States may use up to 7.5 percent of their juvenile justice
specialists depend upon the State criminal justice council apparatus
to assist them in their work, and, third, OJJDP's administrative
budget is not a part of its appropriation, rather, it comes from the
administrative budget of LEAA. If LEAA receives no money, there
would be no funds to administer the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Deliquency Prevention.

NACO is also concerned about these reported cuts for reasons not
directly related to the juvenile justice program.

During the past 10 years LEAA has been a state run program.
After years of arguing our position, public interest groups represent-
ing localities, and NACO in particular, have finally succeeded in per-
suading the administration and Congress to alter the LEAA program
to give larger local government in combination of counties and cities,
a status almost eoual to States.

It is disheartening to see such hard work and accomplishments
threatened by the budget process. To assure that OJJDP can most
effectively carry out its mandates under the Juvenile Justice Act and



Juvenile System Improvement Act, the National Association of Coun-
ties recommends that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention be established as an independent agency under the au-
thority of the Attorney General.

I would urge the Senate to examine these provisions of H.R. 6704.
Congressman Andrews proposal for reauthorization which makes
OJJDP a fourth agency under the Office of Justice Assistance, Re-
search and Statistics.

NACO believes that only through co-equal status with the LEAA,
the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics
can OJJDP fully assume the leadership role that Congress has in-
tended for the past 6 years.

As a separate agency OJJDP would have more authority to assume
the role as the lead Federal agency in promoting effective and con-
sistent Federal youth service activities and policies among the depart-
ments and agencies which have youth related programs.

As I indicated in the opening of our statement, NACO thinks the
problems of serious juvenile crime is often overstated, but in many
counties and cities the problem is all too real.

We feel it is appropriate to use the resources appropriated under
section 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act to focus op se-
rious juvenile crime.

We also think the provisions in S. 2441 which define violent juve-
nile crime by narrowing the scope of such crime to violent acts which
result in bodily harm to or death of people is a realistic approach and
a wise use of scarce Federal resources.

NACO is concerned, however, that targeting all of the funds avail-
able under section 1002 will present many States and local governments
which do not have extensive violent crime problems from using these
funds for other improvements in the juvenile justice system.

Violent juvenile crime as a phenomenon is particularly an urban,
county and city problem. Rural and many suburban areas do not
have nearly the problems with violent crime and gang activity as do
our major urban areas.

As an example, Boone County has approximately 90,000 people.
We have a budget of approximately $3 million and we utilize one-
half million dollars in our juvenile justice system. We have only had
two violent offenders in 2 years. These two violent offenders committed
the same act together.

To require jurisdictions outside of urban areas to use all mainte-
nance of effort funds for serious and violent juvenile crime could lead
to the using of resources toward a small, if nonexistent population.

As the members of the committee are well aware, NAOC has long
favored amendments to that which would create incentives for States
to develop and implement financial incentive programs for units of
local government to meet the goals of the act.

A program of State subsidies, we believe, as a part of the Juvenile
Justice Act would assist States and their local governments both finan-
cially, programmatically and taking concrete steps to reduce institu-
tional commitments and to develop alternative programs.

This program has also been supported by the administration in its
testimony.



The current act recognizes subsidies as an advance practice in sec-
tion 223 (a) (1) (H). Congressman Anders' bill adds the use of subsidies
for special emphasis prevention and treatment programs and author-
izes the uwe of reverted funds to implement the subsidy program.

We have commended him for this approach and basically we support
it, if it is notpossible to create a new title for subsidy programs which
we would prefer.

I have had the opportunity to participate as an advisory committee
member for the Academy for Contemporary Problem Studies which
has looked at, among other issues, the extent to which juvenile jus-
tice and delinquency prevention subsidies are effective today.

Before the academy undertook its research effort, NAOC believed
that such subsidies were limited in number and in scope.

However, the academy's thorough research indicated a different sit-
uation. According to data which has not been published in final form,
as of 1978, there were 57 juvenile justice subsidies in 30 States.

Those subsidy programs had appropriations of about $166 million.
Incidentally, these programs do not cover new subsidy programs in

Wisconsin, Virginia, and Oregon.
Half of the subsidy programs have come into existence since the pas-

sage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act in 1974.
Some important findings of the academy study are:
Most juvenile justice subsidies initiated during the last 15 years,

and still in existence, have been directed toward community services
development and alternative, noninstitutional placements.

The development of the State subsidies coincides closely with the
initiation of Federal grant-in-aid programs.

A growing number of subsidies are requiring that comprehensive
community plans and local advisory councils be developed.

A large number of diverse, community-based services for local
juvenile delinquency prevention and control have come into existence
with support from State subsidies.

Most services funded through subsidies are directed toward preven-
tion and rehabilitative efforts.

Virtually all State subsidies are authorized through statutes.
Mr. Chairman, last week before the Subcommittee on Human Re-

sources, Deputy Attorney General Charles Renfrew made one of the
most important and, we believe, most enlightened proposals to emerge
from the administration.

He proposed the current requirement of separation of juveniles
from adults in adult correctional and detention facilities be amended
to require the removal of juveniles from adult jails.

He proposed a 5-year time frame to accomplish the removal of
juveniles.

Unfortunately, what the administration has not carefully spelled
out is a financial commitment by the Federal Government to assist
State and local governments to accomplish the necessary and worth-
while goal.

Even while I speak here this morning, a major national conference
aimed at removing children from jail is completing its work in Denver.
The goal of that symposium is to establish State coalitions to remove
children from jail.



This is also one of the goals of the National Coalition for Jail Re-
form, of which NACO is a member and cofounder.

ThIs year, Mr. Chairman, NACO believes, is the moment to act on
this critical national problem.

According to unpublished data from the National Institute of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's National Center ap-
proximately 120,000 young people were held in our Nation's jails in
the midseventies.

That figure gathered from State planning agency monitoring re-
ports on the separation requirement, section 223(a) (13), probably
understates the true figure.

A children's defense fund study indicates as many as 500,000 juven-
iles may be held annually in jails and lockups.

There appears to be a direct relationship between the jailing of chil-
dren and the rural nature of a State.

In addition, and perhaps most importantly, there appears to be a
direct relationship between arrest rates for status offenders and the
jailing of juveniles.

Mr. Chairman, America's counties are prepared to embark on this
effort with the cooperative assistance of the Federal and State govern-
ments. This effort increases the necessity, we believe, for a State sub-
sidy provision of the acL Given that subsidies have a proven track
record to assist State and local governments reduce institutional popu-
lations, they could be an effective mechanism to assist the Federal Gov-
ernment in the removal of juveniles from jail.

Beyond these specifics, however, we must ask, what is our national
policy toward youth?

What do we hope to accomplish with and for them? What rights
do they have? What are their privileges and immunities which we in
the adult world take for granted?

Until we answer these questions, and I know they cannot be answered
today, and until we make the commitment to implement realistic so-
lutions when we find answers, all the Federal coordinating councils
and Offices of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, all the
national advisory committees and State advisory groups which we
can create to assist troubled youth will not answer the problems of
youth in our society.

I pose these problems to you in the hope that Congress through this
and other committees concerned with the problems of our young people
will help us answer these problems.

As the policy of the National Association of Counties states:
The primary responsibility for ensuring the comprehensive delivery of services

to control and prevent juvenile delinquency resides with local government.

We recognize that it is our responsibility. However, we need to create
partnerships for change, partnerships in which the Federal Govern-
ment, State governments, and local governments along with private
agencies and lay citizens create first the climate where better programs
for youth can be developed and second, those programs and services
which will assist the Nation's young people to develop as full, creative,
and productive members of this society, that is my hope in being here
today.

70-796 0 - 81 - 7
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We have attached to our written statement examples of county pro-
grains, many of which were started with the heip and continue to
receive LEAA and OJJDP funds.

These programs have significantly decreased the number of youths
who came in contact with the juvenile justice system which increased
the delivery, coordination, and cost effectiveness of the service.

Thank you.
Senator BAYJI. Thank you very much, Ms. Lathrop. We appreciate

your being here, and bringing the Boone County experience to our
record. We look forward to working with you. I would like to have
someone like you on the bench down there and sensitive to it.

Thank you all very much. I apologize for the shortness of time.
[Judge Lathrop's prepared statement with attaclunentsfollows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDGE CAROLYN LATHROP

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Carolyn Lathrop, associate
Judge of Boone County, Missouri. For the past two years I have been chairwoman
for Juvenile Justice of the National Association of Counties' Criminal Justice and
Public Safety Steering Committee. I appear here today to present the steering
committee's views on S. 2441, S. 2412, and S. 2434.

The Congress and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in
the face of much auversity, have made great strides in the past six years with
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Thirty-four of the
37 States which have had to meet the requirement of 75 percent deinstitutional-
ization of status offenders this year have done so. Over 30 States have revised
their Juvenile codes to reflect the act's philosophy of non-punitive efforts to assist
troubled youth and to provide community based programs and services for youth.
The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, after a difficult be-
ginning, now appears prepared to assume the leadership roleyou intended for it
in 1974. Naco believes that the leadership Ira Schwatz brings to the office will be
responsible for future gains.

However, all the reforms envisioned in the act have not yet been realized. We
still imprison youngsters for status offenses, not for crimes but for being unable
to get along with their parents, and for running away from intolerable home
conditions, in other words, 'for doing those things which the adult'world defines
as deviant behavior. Statutes which 'provide criminal penalties for these so-called
crimes ignore the needs of young people and hinder the development of inexpen-
sive and effective mechanisms for assisting our nation's youth reach their full
potential.

Moreover, we are discussing the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act at a time when there are attempts to "scare kids
straight," to lock up more young people who commit both serious and minor
crimes, and when there is a declining emphasis placed on the value of young
people in our society. The difference between perception and reality about serious
Juvenile crime has produced a reaction out of proportion to the problem posed by
serious and violent youth crime.

At the same time, one part of the act Is being largely overlooked. That is, its
focus on prevention. Many interest groups this year have emphasized the issues
of serious and violent juvenile crimes and the monitoring of deinstitutionaliza-
tion efforts. Very little attention has been devoted to prevention efforts. I
recognize that prevention is difficult. It is, by definition, attempting to cause
something not to happen. But we can prevent most delinquency if we try. Preven-
tion must be the central focus of our efforts, and one of the highest priorities of
OJJDP.

I 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 governments. The goals
of the organization are : To improve county government; to serve as the national spokesman
for county governments; to act as a liaison between the Nation's counties and other levels
of government; and to achieve public understanding of the role of counties in the Federal
system.
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NACO has several recommendations for changes in the Juvenile Justice Act-
all geared toward enhancing the act's dual goals to improve the Juvenile Justice
system and prevent Juvenile delinquency.

FISCAL YEAR 1981 APPROPRIATIONS

All of our discussion here today, all of our noble sentiments will amount to
nothing, however, if we do not fund the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979
and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The proposal of the
House Budget Committee last week, combined with reports that the administra-
tion is wilhng to eliminate LEAA formula, discretionary and national priority
grants, leads us to believe, and, I suspect, much of the country to believe, that
Congress is not serious about improvements to our criminal justice system and,
more importantly, for this discussion, that Congress is not serious about the
deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Juvenile Justice Act. About
40 percent of the personnel affected by the elimination of LEAA and OJJDP are
youth workers. The immediate impacts would be to end prevention programs and
to move children out of community-based facilities, onto the streets and into
jails. This, of course, would be a giant step backward in our efforts to treat young
people in a humane manner.

Even if only LEAA is eliminated, there would be about $74 million less in
maintenance of effort funds available for these programs. Second, the Juvenile
Justice Act formula grant program is administered by the State criminal justice
councils (formerly State planning agencies) most of which could not function
without LEAA funds. While States may use up to 7.5 percent of their Juvenile
Justice Act funds for planning, monitoring and administration, most Juvenile
Justice specialists depend upon the State criminal justice council apparatus to
assist them in their work. And, third, OJJDP's administrative budget is not a
part of its appropriation, rather, it comes from the administrative budget of
LEAA. If LEAA receives no money, there would be no funds to administer the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

NACO is also concerned about these reported cuts for reasons not directly
related to the Juvenile justice program. During the two-year process of reauthor-
izing the LEAA program, in the legislation, and in guidelines for running the
new program local concerns and interests were given much more emphasis than
in the past. The result is a program in which local governments have more
authority and autonomy in dealing with their criminal justice problems. During
the past ten years. LEAA has been a State-run program. After years of -arguing
our position, public interest groups representing localities, and NACO In par-
ticular, have finally succeeded in persuadiug the administration and Congress to
alter the LEAA program to give larger local governments and combinations of
counties and cities a status almost equal to States. It is disheartening to see such
hard work and accomplishments threatened by the budget process.

OJJDP AS AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY

To assure that OJJDP can most effectively carry out its mandates under the
Juvenile Justice Act and Justice System Improvement Act, the National Associa-
tion of Counties recommends the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention be established as an independent agency under the authority of the
Attorney General. I would urge the Senate to examine the provisions of H.R.
6704, Congressman Andrews' proposal for reauthorization, which make OJJDP
a fourth agency under the Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics.
NACO believes that only through co-equal status with the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, can OJJDP fully assume the leadership role Congress has
intended for the past six years.

An amendment to section 820(b) of the Justice System Improvement Act
(Public Law 96-157) will be required to insert the Administrator of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration along with the Directors of the Na-
tional Institute of Justice and Bureau of Justice Statistics as persons who must
consult with the OJJDP Administrator on the use of maintenance of effort funds.
Such an amendment would insure that those funds would be used in a manner
consistent with the pIfio-ses of the Juvenile Justice Act.

Mr. Chairman, NACO believes that as a separate agency, OJJDP would have
more authority to assume the role as the lead Federal agency in promoting effec-
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tive and consistent Federal youth service activities and policies among the
departments and agencies which have youth-related programs. NACO has been
concerned for the past decade about programs and policies affecting young people
who come in contact with the Juvenile justice system. Thes-e youth service activi-
ties, when designed by different human and social service agencies, often either
conflict with each other or disregard the real problems of the youths they are
supposed to serve. It will take a strong, iiideliedent agency with a Presidentially-
appointed administrator, to fulfill the mandate to coordinate the varied Federal
youth-oriented activities.

FEDERAL COORDINATING COUNCIL

The dismal record of the Federal Coordinating Council, established by the
Juvenile Justice and Deliquency Prevention Act, supports the need for a strong,
independent-led Federal youth agency. OJJDP, as part of LEAA, was to co-
ordinate the activities of other Federal agencies with respect to Federal Juvenile
Justice and deliquency prevention activities. An interagency coordinating council
was established and given the power to waive regulations and guidelines to fa-
cilitate Interagency projects. All of these provisions are solid and sensible. But
what happened?

After three years of dormancy, the coordinating council began to nleet r*ularly
only in the past year and a half. For the first time ever, the council ha work
plan and is seeking a staff contract to assure that the council has the co Rtqy to
chart its own mission. However, six years have gone by and the council ca not
yet claim that it has had an impact upon any Federal effort relating to juveile
justice or delinquency prevention.

An example of the failure to coordinate policy development are the regulations
.which govern youth employment programs under the comprehensive employment
and training act. According to a definition adoptedd in the April 3, 1979 Federal
Register (20 CFR 675.4), youth who are under the jurisdiction of the Juvenile
justice system can only be served if they are confined within an institution or if
their families are income eligible. With no effective mechanism to review guide-
lines, the Juvenile Justice Act mandates of diversion and deinstitutionalization
were contravened by a regulation which controls a program 40 times as large as
the Juvenile Justice Act.

We support the provisions of S. 2442. the administration's reauthorization pro-
posal which would give staff to the coordinating council and require it to approve
all Interagency funding projects undertaken by OIJI)P with council memer
agencies. In addition, we hope you will add the Secretary of, Education, the
Director of the Bureau of Prisons, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the Director of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Serv-
ices, the Commissioner for the Administration for Children, Youth and Families
and the Director of the Youth Development Bureau to the coordinating council.

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS/NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, NACO supports efforts to strengthen the National Advisory Com-
mittee and the State advisory groups. We have long sought an amendment to
section 223 (a) (3 (B) of the act to include lotnl elected officials on State advisory
groups. NACO recommends the act be amended to include representation by
State, and local elected oficials on the national advisory committee in action,
207(a) (2) of the act.

I remind you that it is local elected officials and their counterparts at the State
level, who allocate the resources to continue the programs and services this act
funds initially. Without their input at the front end of program planning; without
their concerns as to what the real problems of youth are and without the ca-
pacity to have an ongoing dialogue between elected officials and the youth serving
community, there will be no long term change in the system to benefit young
people. Sustaining the alternatives to the Juvenile justice system requires not
only the cooperation of elected officials but their active participation in efforts
designed to produce change.

NACO believes broadly based State advisory groups, including elected officials,
should have the stronger role in the planning and granting authority of -the act
your bill proposes We would suggest amendments which would permit State
s~dvisory groups to draft plans for submission to OJJDP which would reniain
intact unless plt Ian conflicted with the' State's crlmipnal justice plan or the

I
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goals of the act. The burden of proof for demonstrating such a conflict should
rest upon the State criminal justice council. The same pattern should be set for
grant making authority. If Congress intends tor the btate advisory groups to
become an integral part of the reform effort at the State level, then it must give
to State advisory groups the authority to Implement the State's juvenile justice
plan.

SERIOUS ANO VIOLENT JUVENILE CRIME

Our membership supports language in the act which deals with the problems
of serious and violent youth crime. As I indicated in the opening of our state-
ment, we think the problem of serious juvenile crime is often overstated but,
in many counties and cities, the problem is all too real.

We feel it is appropriate to use the resources appropriated under section 1002
of the Justice System Improvement Act to focus on serious juvenile crime. We
think the provisions in S. 2441, which define violent Juvenile crime by narrow-
ing the scope of such crime to violent acts which result in bodily harm to or
death of people is a realistic approach and a wise use of scarce Federal resources.

NACO is concerned, however, that targeting all of the funds available under
section 1002 will prevent many States and local governments, which do not have
extensive violent crime problems, from using these funds for other improvements
in the Juvenile justice system. Violent juvenile crime, as a phenomenon, is par-
ticularly an urban county and city problem. Rural and many suburban areas do
not have nearly the problems with violent crime and gang activity as do our
major urban areas. To require jurisdictions outside of urban areas to use all
maintenance of effort funds for serious and violent juvenile crime could lead
to the skewing of resources toward a small, if not non-existent, population.

NACO proposes that States should be required to identify the extent of the
violent crime problem, as it relates to the total delinquency problem in their
State, and then to devote all adequate share of maintenance of effort funds to
violent crime problems. This approach would address the problem, while per-
mitting the flexibility in the State and local priority-setting processes that both
the Juvenile Justice Act and the Justice System Improvement Act support.

STATE SUBSIDIES

As the members -of the committee are well aware, NACO has long favored
amendments to the act which would create incentives for States to develop and
implement financial incentive programs for units of local government to meet the
goals of the act. A program of State subsidies, we believe, as a part of the
Juvenile Justice Act would assist States and their local governments both finan-
cially and programmatically in taking concrete steps to reduce institutional
commitments and to develop alternative programs. This program has also been
supported by the administration in its testimony.

The current act recognizes subsidies as an advanced practice in section 223
(a) (10) (H). Congressman Andrew's bill adds the use of subsidy in the use of
special emphasis prevention and treatment programs and authorizes the use of
reverted funds to implement the subsidy program. We have commended him for
this approach and basically we support it, if it is not possible to create a new
title for subsidy programs which we would prefer.

I have had the opportunity to participate as an advisory committee member
for the Academy for contemporary problems study which has looked at, among
other issues, the extent to which juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
subsidies are in effect today. Before the Academy undertook its research effort,
NACO believed that such subsidies were limited in number and in scope; how-
ever, the Academy's thorough research indicates that we were wrong. According
to data which has not been published in final form, as of 1978, there were 57
juvenile justice subsidies in 30 States. Those subsidy programs had appropriations
of $166 million. Incidentally, these programs do not cover new subsidy programs
in Wisconsin, Virginia and Oregon. Half of the subsidy programs have come Into
existence since the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act in 1974.

Some important findings of the Academy's study are:
Most Juvenile justice subsidies initiated during the last 15 years (and still in

existence) have been directed toward community services development and
alternative, noninstitutional placements.
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The development of the State subsidies coincides closely with the initiation of
Federal grant-in-aid programs.

A growing number of subsidies are requiring that comprehensive community
plans and local advisory councils be developed.

A large number of diverse, community-based services for local Juvenile de-
linquency prevention and control have come into existence with support from
State subsidies.

Most services funded through subsidies are directed toward preventive and
habilitatlve efforts.

Virtually all State subsidies are authorized through statutes.
An example of the kind of program which a subsidy component to the act

could seek to fund is the New York Youth Aid Bill. Adopted in 1974, the subsidy
program receives $23 million in State funds which is matched by at least a similar
amount from New York's counties. All but several of the smallest counties
participate in the program.

Another pro[:rain worthy of note is the Minnesota Community Corrections Act
which provides funds for both adult and juvenile community services. It uses a
four-part formula including per capita income, per capita taxable value (of prop-
erty), per capita expenditures for corrections purposes and percent of county
population between ages 6 and 30. The 'MCCA provides funds to county or multi-
county units after they have established a community corrections advisory board
and developed a comprehensive plan to reduce commitments to State facilities.
If a county exceeds its baseline commitment rate, it is charged on a per diem
basis for commitments to State institutions, in cases where the sentence is under
five years. Clearly, the incentive is there for the county to keep offenders In the
community.

Programs like those in Minnesota and New York have proven records of suc-
cess. We believe that with further impetus from the Juvenile Justice Act, sub-
sidies could become a more effective mechanism to attain the goals of diversion
and deinstitutionalization the act promotes. We urge you to consider carefully
our proposal and the approach of II.R. 6704 to expand the range of subsidies. We
hope, however, that you would maintain the current language of section 223
(a) (10) (H) as purposes of the subsidy program, perhaps adding the purposes
Congressman Andrews seeks in his legislation and ani additional purpose: "pre-
vent delinquency through a broad range of community based youth development
and diversion activities." This approach to subsidy, we believe, would strengthen
the act considerably.

JUVENILES IN ADULT JAILS

Mr. Chairman, last week before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Deputy
Attorney General Charles Renfrew made one of the most important and, we
believe, most enlightened proposals to emerge from the administration. He pro-
posed the current requirement of separation of juveniles from adults in adult
correctional and detention facilities be amended to require the removal of
Juveniles from adult Jails. He proposed a five year timeframe to accomplish the
removal of juveniles. Unfortunately, what the administration hrs not carefully
spelled out is a financial commitment by the Federal Governme.-t to assist State
and local governments to accomplish this necessary and worthwhile goal.

Even while I speak here this morning, a major national conference aimed at
removing children from jail is completing its work in Denver. The goal of that
symposium is to establish State coalitions to remove children from Jail. This is
also one of the goals of the National Coalition for Jail Reform, of which NACO is
a member and cofounder. This year, Mr. Chairman, NACO believes, is the moment
to act on this critical national problem.

According to unpublished data from the National Institute of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention's national center for the assessment of alternatives
to juveniles justice procesing approximately 120,000 young people were held in
our Nation's jails in the mid 1970"s. That figure gathered from State planning
agency monitoring reports on the separation requirement (section 223(a) (13))
probably understates the true figure. A children's defense fund study indicates
as many as 500,000 juveniles may be held annually in Jails and lockups. There
appears to be a relationship between the jailing of children and the rural nature
of a State. In addition, and perhaps most important, there appears to be a rela-
tionsbip between arrest rates for. status offenders and the jailing of juveniles.

The study by the Academy for Contemporary Problems, that I referred to in
my subsidy testimony, has data which indicate that in some States more juveniles
waived to adult court are being sentenced to local adult correction and deten-
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tion facilities than to State penitentiaries. If verified, this data would suggest
we have a multifactor program that will be difficult, but not impossible, to solve.

The assessment center study, which I urge the committee to read, indicates that
10 States confine over half of all children incarcerated in the Nation. If these data
are true, then we can solve the problem. It will, however, require the infusion
of resources by the Federal Government, along with proper leadtime to develop
plans and implement effective programs to remove juveniles from Jail. At our
annual conference in Kansas City last July, NACO adopted a new section to our
policies which states: "Counties are urged to remove juveniles from correctional
facilities which detain accused or adjudicated adults."

Mr. Chairman, America's counties are prepared to embark on this effort with
the cooperative assistance of the Federal and State Governments. This effort
increases the necessity, we believe, for a State subsidy provision of the act. Given
that subsidies have a proven track record to assist State and local governments
reduce institutional populations, they could be an effective mechanism to assist
the Federal Government in tile removal of juveniles from jail.

UNOBLIGATED FUNDS

Mr. Chairman, we oppose the provisions in S. 2441, which would transfer all
unobligated funds from OJJDP to the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act at the
end of each fiscal year. Like you, we have been troubled by the inability of
OJJDP to expend funds In a timely manner. However, that problem can be
solved by giving the independent status to OJJDP we have called for and by
providing it with its own administrative budget to insure adequate staff levels
within the office. This approach, rather than the implicit threat of fund transfer,
is a better way to meet the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.We are pleased to see that, even with its small number of staff, OJJDP Is
undertaking seven grant initiatives this year as opposed to the customary one
or two in prior years. This activity we feel reflects the maturation of the office
and its staff. NACO is confident that the efforts the office is undertaking now will
be the kind of effort we can expect iii the future, so we urge patience upon you.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

NACO supports amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act which would conform
to administrative features of the Justice System Improvement Act. The most
important of these is a three-year planning process with annual updates by
States instead of the current annual plan. This process would permit State
juvenile justice staff more time to monitor projects funded under the act and
to provide technical and other assistance to improve those projects.

We support assumption of cost criteria which require State and local govern-
ments to pick up programs funded under the act after a reasonable period of
time. In addition, OJJDP should be required to act on State juvenile justice plans
within a specified time frame. The civil rights provisions of the JSIA should
become a part of the Juvenile Justice Act.
, We recommend that the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act regarding local

input into the planning process will be carefully monitored, particularly in light
of the creation of entitlement jurisdictions under the JSIA. While we recom-
mend no changes in the provision of the Juvenile Justice Act requiring this
input, we do not propose extending entitlement requirements to the Juvenile
Justice Act simply because the amount of monies available under formula grant
provisions is too small, we do urge OJJDP to be vigilant in the enforcement of
this provision.

CONCLUSION

Beyond these specifics however, we must ask, what is our national policy to-
ward youth? What do we hope to accomplish with and for them? What rights
do they have? What are their privileges and immunities which we in the adult
world take for granted? Until we answer these questions, and I know they can-
not be answered today, and until we make the commitment to implement realistic
solutions when we find answers, all the Federal coordinating councils and offices
of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, all the national advisory com-
mittees and State advisory groups which we can create to assist troubled youth
will not answer the problems of youth in our society. I pose these problems to
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you in the hope that Congress tlf-ough this and other committees concerned with
the problems of our young people will help us answer these problems.

As.the policy of the Nation Association of Counties states: -The primary re-
sponsibility for ensuring the comprehensive delivery of services to control and
prevent juvenile delinquency resides with local government." We recognize it is
our responsibility. However, we need to create partnerships for change, partner-
ships in which the Federal Government, State governments, and local govern-
ments along with private agencies and lay citizens create first the climate where
better programs for youth can be developed and secondly those programs and
services which will assist the Nation's young people to develop as full, creative
and productive members of this society. That is my hope in being here today. I
thank you.

RESOLUTION ON REAUTHORIZATION OF TILE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

Whereas, The incidence of criminal offenses committed by Juveniles remains
alarmingly high and disproportionate to the numbers of youths in the general
populations; and

Whereas, Congress in 1974 recognized this crisis in the passage of the Juvenile
Justice and- Delinquency Prevention Act to prevent and to control juvenile de-
linquency by providing for the diversion of juveniles from the traditional juve-
nile justice system and for the deinstitutionalization of young people who find
themselves enmeshed in the system through a program of financial assistance to
State and local governments; and

Whereas, Research has indicated that early identification and assessment of
problems of youth and diversion of juveniles from the traditional Juveniles
Justice system reduces significantly the probability of future criminal behavior;
and

Whereas, Counties and their Juvenile courts and executive agencies bear re-
sponsibility for the Juvenile justice system as well as have responsibility for a
wide range of social, health, educational and rehabilitation services designed to
assist youth; and

Whereas, NACO has consistently supported the goals and mandates of the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and has supported increased ap-
propriations to assist state and local governments to meet the objectives of the
Act; and therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Association of Counties supports at least a three-
year reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as
a distinct provision of any program of Federal criminal justice financial assis-
tance to State and local governments with- a separate and identifiable office to
administer the Act; and be it further

Resolved, That any reauthorization maintain the basic goals of the Act as
originally adopted and provide sufficient authorizations to implement the Act
effectively; and be it further

Resolved, That the Act should define juvenile detention and correctional
facilities as any public or private facility used for the detention of accused or
adjudicated juvenile criminal or status offenders and any public or private fa-
cility used for the custody of accused or adjudicated adults for the purposes of
monitoring the deinstitutionalization requirements of the Act. Congress should
extend the time limit for compliance to permit non-participating and non-comply-
ing states a reasonable opportunity to meet the mandates of the Act; and be it
further

Resolved, That the Act be amended to include the creation of programs and
services which assist counties in the control of serious and violent juvenile de-
linquents; and be it further

Resolved, That Congress adopt a new section of the Act with a separate au-
thorization and appropriation which would provide financial incentives to States
for the establishment of subsidy programs to units of general purpose local
governments to carry out the purposes of the Act, and particularly to promote
deinstitutionalization and the development of a broad range of community based
youth development and delinquency prevention programs; and

Be it further Resolved, That representation for state and local general elected
officials be provided for on all advisory committees created by the Act.
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Adopted by the National Association of Counties' Criminal Justice and Public
Safety -Steering Committee, July 1979.

LANGUAGE FOR A NEW TITLE TO THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY

PREVENTION ACT OF 1974, AS AMENDED

TITLE IV-STATE SUBSIDIES

PURPOSES

This Title shall provide assistance to states for the establishment of pro-
grams designed to assist units of general purpose local government through the
use of State subsidies as defined in Section 103 (14) of the Act. These subsidies
shall be available to such governments to:

(a) reduce the number and percentage of the State's Juvenile population com-
mitted to any type of juvenile facility;

(b) increase the use of non-secure, community-based facilities as a ratio of
total commitments to Juvenile facilities;

(c) reduce the use of secure incarceration and detention of Juveniles;
(d) encourage the development of organizational, planning, training, monitor-

Ing and evaluative capacities to coordinate youth development, delinquency pre-
vention and delinquency control services and to ensure service delivery account-
ability.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

The Administrator is authorized to make grants to states, upon approval of a
submitted plan, to accomplish the purposes of this Title. Funds shall be allocated
annually in an amount up to 50 percentum of a state's allocation under Section
221 of this Act. Funds for part (d) will be provided only when thQ Administrator
is satisfied that states are in substantial compliance with one or more of parts
(a), (b) or (c) above; or if the Administrator is satisfied that current programs
will achieve the goals of (a), (b) or (c).

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, to be expended as follows:

(a) 50 percentum of such funds shall be available for reallocation to states par-
ticipating in this Title in a manner consistent with and in proportion to the origi-
nal grants to those states;

(b) 50 percentum of such funds shall be available, upon application as provided
by regulations promulgated under this Title, to fund programs sponsored by units
of general purpose local government in states not participating in this Title. Funds
available for this purpose must be used in non-participating states, but not neces-
sarily in the proportion mandated by the original allocation formula. The Ad-
ministrator shall be responsible, however, for ensuring that funds from the dis-
cretionary fund established by this Title, are distributed equitably among the
states and that their use is consistent with the purposes and standards of this
Title.

Financial assistance extended to the states under this Title shall not exceed
50 percentum of the approved costs of any assisted programs or activities. The
non-Federal share shall be provided in cash.

States may expend up to 10 percentum to total Federal and State funds for
planning and administration of this Title.

In accordance with regulations promulgated under this Section, states which
provide assurances that provision of either juvenile justice or social services to
juveniles is primarily a state responsibility, may receive grants under this Title;
providing proper application is made.

PARTICIPATION BY STATES

Within 120 days after enactment of this Title, the Administrator shall publish
regulations to carry out the purposes of this Title.

States shall have 90 days after publication of regulations to give notice of
intent to participate in this Title. States shall provide copies of statutes and regu-
lations which establish or fund the state subsidy program.
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In -states where the State legislature is not in session, states which desire to
participate shall notify the Administrator of the date of the next regularly sched.
uled session of the State legislature. The Administrator shall hold funds in trust
until 90 days after the convening of a legislature to ensure the opportunity for
participation.

DEVELOPMENT OF STATE PLAN

Following the receipt of notification by the Administrator of intent to partici-
pate in this Title by a State, each State shall have 120 days to submit an accept-
able plan to the Administrator for the establishment of a state subsidy program
consistent with the purposes of this Title. The Administrator may, at his dis-
cretion, extend the 120-day planning period when it is in the best interest either
of the State or Federal government.

An acceptable plan shall Include programs that promote the purposes of this
Title; use the services of private non-profit youth serving agencies where feasible;
assure the development and iMplelnentation of adequate monitoring, reporting and
auditing systems; and comply with regulations promulgated under this Title.

The State subsidy plan submitted to the Administrator shall be a joint, coopera-
tive effort among officials of state government, representatives of general purpose
units of local government and representatives of private non-profit youth serving
agencies within the state.

States where the state legislature shall designate an agency other than the
criminal justice council to administer the state subsidy program shall provide that
the criminal justice council will be responsible for the expenditure of federal
funds received under this Title, in accordance with the provisions of this Title.
Representatives of the Criminal Justice Council shall participate in the drafting
of a state plan for submission to the Administrator under this part and shall
approve the plan before its submission to the Administrator.

The state subsidy plan shall be submitted as part of the State's plan under
Section 223 of this Act and shall not conflict with that plan. If the state's subsidy
plan is rejected, amended or modified by the criminal justice council, the Adminis-
trator of the state subsidy program shall have the right of appeal as prescribed
by the chief executive of the state or state law.

The Administrator shall notify states of the acceptability of their plans, based
on the requirements of this Title, within 90 days of their receipt. Plans which are
not acceptable will be given comment by the Administrator as to the reasons for
unacceptability and the states shall be given opportunity to resubmit or to Justify
their original plan.

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS

Local government programs receiving funds through state subsidy programs
must be consistent with the purposes of this Title. States which require local
match from participating units of local general purpose governments may not
require that those matches exceed fifty percentum of the state's share under this
Title.

Experimentation among the states in program design and development, con-
sistent with the goals of this Title, is encouraged with various models of subsidy
programs.

States with existing subsidy programs may participate fully in the program
established by this Title. Funds from this Title may be used to expand existing
programs in states already having programs or they may be used to start new
programs, so long as all programs using funds from this Title are consistent with
the purposes of the Title.

Federal funds made available under this Title will be used to supplement and
increase but not to supplant the level of state, local or other non-Federal funds
that would in the absence of such Fede:al funds be made available for the pro-
grams funded in this Title and will in no event replace such State, local and
other non-Federal funds.

This Title recognizes the unique and important role of private non-profit youth
service agencies In resolving delinquency related community problems. Units of
general purpose local governments receiving funds under this program are
encouraged to make grants or execute contracts with private non-profit youth
service agencies to accomplish the purposes of this Title whenever feasible. Noth-
ing in this Title shall give the federal government control over the staffing and
personnel decisions of private facilities receiving funds under this program.
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

To carry out the purposes of this Title there Is authorized to be appropriated
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 19S1 the sum of $50,000,000; for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982 the sum of $75,000,000; and for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1983 the sum of $100,000,000.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Section 223 10 (H) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 is hereby repealed. Section (I) is renumbered to read Section (H).

Amend Section 103 of the Act by inserting after subparagraph 13 the following
new paragraph (14) as follows:

(14) the term "state subsidy" means a transfer of funds from state to units
of general purpose local government to fund or to supplement services and pro-
grains for juvenile delinquency prevention as well as Juvenile justice systen.-'
programs.

COUNTIES AND THE JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT: SOME EXAMPLES

Since 1977, more than fifty achievement awards have been given to counties
which have shown progressive developments In services to youth, especially in
the area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. Programs in family and
youth counseling, supervised release, centralization Qf youth services, non-secure
detention, community alternatives, school-based programs and diversion services,
to name a few, demonstrate the leadership role local governments have assumed
to control and prevent delinquency. These programs, many of which were started
with the help of, and continue to receive, LEAA funds, have significantly
decreased the number of youth who come in contact with the juvenile Justice
system while Increasing the delivery, coordination and cost effectiveness of
services.

The following are but a few examples of successful programs:
San Mateo County, California, has established a network of youth service

bureaus which provide 24-hour, seven-day a week response capability, individual
and family counseling, tutoring, and recreational and youth employment activi-
ties. The bureaus receive funding and participation from the local cities and
police departments, schols, private agencies, and the county probation department.

In fiscal year 1979-80, of the over $600,000 spent for six programs in the
county, over 60 percent of those funds were from the county, with about 20 per-
cent from LEAA, via the San Mateo Criminal Justice Council, and the other 20
percent from schools, cities, private agencies, and the United Way.

In 1977, 1979 cases were referred to Youth Service Bureaus. In 1979, 2,946
cases were referred. Of those, 1,452 had been referred by police and/or probation
officers, had had arrest reports filed, and were formally diverted. Approximately
1,500 were cases from schools, parents, self-referrals, and police and probation
officers who had not filed an arrest report.

The total new referrals to the probation department, as compared to the base
mean from the year 1972-74, showed a reduction of 652 cases, thus saving over
$403,000, which was reimbursed to the programs.

The Montgomery County, Maryland, Health Department administers a pro-
gram for status offenders and their families outside the juvenile justice system.
The project, called PACT: Parents and Children Together, features a specialized
intake, screening and referral unit to process all status offender complaints, and
contracts, with careful follow-up, for services with private non-profit community
agencies.

In 1979, the average cost for disposition of a case was $383 for PACT vs.
$669 for the traditional system. These figures do not even include the cost of
treatment after disposition. Seeing 550 youth, the county saved $157,300 in
1979.

For the past three years, the program has received 90 percent of its funds from
an LEAA grant, 6Y2 percent from the county, and 3% percent from the state.
As of July 1, 1980, the county will assume 100 percent funding of the program.

In St. Louis County, Missouri, the Community Alternative Project for Pre-
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delinquent youth (CAPPY) served 863 high risk students In FY 1979 in targeted
junior and senior high schools throughout the county. Through structured class-
room workshops, outdoor adventure activities, counseling and career exploration
seminars, 72 percent of the participants had a decrease in anti-social and other
behaviors which caused them to be labelled "pre-delinquent." This 72 percent
was 12 percent aoove the goal for the year. 81 percent of the participants got
into no further trouble that year.

The development oi a strong partnership between the county and the public
school system Is evidenced by a 73 percent return rate on a survey of all sec-
ondary schols on drug and alcohol policies. In its third year or au LEAA grant,
the county had shown its commitment to the program by providing a 32 percent
match, with a 50 percent match expected next year.

In Camden County, New Jersey, the Juvenile Resource Center was set up to
provide comprehensive services under one roof. A.youngster must be referred
by the courts or another agency dealing with the case. Alter he or she is ad-
mitted and evaluated for educational, vocational and social skills and needs, a
personalized program is developed.

The 160 young people enrolled during the first year had committed 518 crimes
in the year prior to their enrollment. The cost to taxpayers for court, process-
ing, probation, residential and nonresidential treatment and facilities was Just
under $1 million, not including the cost of property damaged or destroyed or
increased insurance rates.

After one 3ear in the program, the same group of 160 had committed only 18
minor offenses, as compared to the 518 major and minor crimes in the previous
year. They had obtained 20 Graduate Equivalent Degrees (GEDs) (10 more
were completed one month later), and had obtained 70 jobs, earning and paying
taxes on $135,000.

The program is funded by the Camden County Employment and Training
Center, the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, and State Manpower
Services Council. The total cost of the program for the pilot year was $304,628,
a savings of almost $700,000.

The Community Arbitration Project in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which
has been deemed an exemplary project by LEAA, alleviates the burdens on the
juvenile court through timely informal hearings. In the first 2 years of the
program, 4,233 youths went through the program. Nearly half of their cases
were adjudicated informally; only 8 percent were referred to the State's At-
torney. The recidivism rate for clients of the program was 4.5 percent lower
than that for clients of the traditional system.

In Bucks County, Pennsylvania, only 6 percent of the 982 intake cases pene-
trated the Juvenile justice system. 1,122 referrals to more than 100 youth serving
agencies in the county were made on these 982 intakes. 20,000 phone calls, to
Insure that the services were suitable and being provided, followed the referrals.

It costs $2 a day to treat a youth in the Youth Diversion Program. Treatment
in non-secure residential facilities averages $35 a day. Treatment in secure facili-
ties averages over $100 a day. Without ,court, processing, and probation costs,
the program saves $33 to more than $98 a day for each youth. Many cases are
referred to private agencies, so in these cases, the savings are even greater to
the local taxpayer.

In its third year of funding from the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and
Delinquency, the program receives 10 percent of its funds from the county, and

expects to have that percentage increased next year.
These programs and many others, run by private and public agencies and

organizations, demonstrate the efforts and commitment of local governments to

advance the spirit of the act; to deinstitutionalize status offenders, to keep

offenders in the community and families intact; to involve the school, as the major

youth serving agency outside of the family; to limit involvement with the

juvenile justice system; to coordinate with other agencies and units of gov-
ernment; to develop cost effective and viable alternatives to traditional systems.Lt-.
and to prevent delinquency. Local communities view these programs as their

own, In that they have direct involvement and participation in the operation,
services, and objectives of them.

Senator BAYH. Our last panel will be Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Williams,

and Ms. Maxton.
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PANEL OF: RODOLFO B. SANCHEZ, NATIONAL EXECUTIVE DI_
RECTOR, NATIONAL COALITION OF HISPANIC MENTAL HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES ORGANIZATIONS; HALLEM H. WIL-
LIAMS, JR., EXECUTIVE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF BLACKS IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE; AND SALLY MAXTON,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OHIO YOUTH NETWORK

Mr. SANCHEZ. Thank you, Senator.
For the sake of time, I would like to have our testimony included in

its entirety in the record.
Senator BAYHI. It will be included at the conclusion of the oral

testimony.
Mr. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee and

staff. I am Rodolfo Sanchez, the national executive director of
COSSMHO which is the National Coalition of Hispanic Mental
Health and Human Services Organizations. I have been its director
for the past 6 years.

I am also the newly elected chairman of the National Forum of
Hispanic Organizations which represents 64 national organizations
in a wide spectrum of fields.

Before 1 start sharing our concerns, I would like to note that we
are very pleased and encouraged to hear that the Deputy Attorney
General, Mr. Renfrew, and the OJJDP Administrator, Mr. Schwartzi,
are looking into the special needs and concerns of minorities.

We are also pleased to be here in support of the reauthorization of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

I also want to note at this time that we favor very much the establish-
ment of OJJDP as an independent agency that can report directly to
those individuals who can help us facilitate the process with youth for
a better community.

Senator BAY1I. I might just interject here to emphasize in our rec-
ord, as we try to tailor Government response to critical problems that
are present in a higher degree if not uniquely present in certain areas
and with certain groups of folks, I just think it is imperative that we
emphasize the statistics that you bring to our record, to point out that
about 42 percent of Hispanic Americans are 18 or younger which means
that there is a large population of young folks there.

And, when you point out that 40 percent high school drop out rate,
and 33 percent unemployment rate, those are three figures that just
cry out for understanding and attention.

I appreciate the fact you mention that.
Mr. SANCHEz. These figures emphasize that the situation is ripe for

problems. Things won't go right if we don't look at these figures in rela-
tion to juvenile delinquency.

Youth living in urban areas, in poverty are often surrounded by
drugs and alcohol, often their parents are separated, they lack a posi-
tive image for themselves, they feel rejection and discrimination, and
they see their families affected by institutional racism.

These are the major things I see that are affecting youths in the
minority communities. I feel very comfortable that I can speak on this
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issue facing not only the Hispanic community, but also the black youths
in the ghettoes and Native American and Asian-Pacific youth.

I wish that the Native Americans and the Asian-Pacifics were on
this panel. If they don't come tomorrow, I will talk to them.

Senator BAYJI. Fine. We will be glad to have their thoughts. They
have been invited. I think they are going to provide a statement for our
record.

In the comprehensive nationwide study that was conducted by this
committee some time. back looking at the l)roblem of school vanualism
and violence, all of the criteria that you just mentioned, plus one
other, the high degree of transient population or in a given family a
good deal of moving around, which of course, is present, unfortu-
nately, in large numbers of Hispanic families, those are the things that
really cause trouble.

Well, I just wanted to compliment you for it.
Mr. SANCHEZ. I noted that a previous witness, Ms. Schroeder, from

the Child Velfare League of America, made a very important l)ont
concerning linkages. She was speaking, I believe, about necessary link-
ages'that have to be made between OJ,JDI. the Natio, ni Inst;We of
Mental tfealth, NIAALA, NIDA and also with John Calhoun, the new
Commissioner for the Administration on Children, Youth, and Fam-
ilies. If we cannot get them working together with OJJDP, I don't
think we will be -able to benefit from the dollars that are being invested
on interrelated youth issues.

This notion of linkage is part of what we are working on.
COSSMHO has over 200 member agencies in 30 States and 175 cities.
We are pushing our members to incorporate the concerns and the needs
of youth. We say if you have a mental health center, see wtiat can ue
done with the youth. If you have a drug program, see what can be done
for the youth. Put them on your board of directors. Let's hear what
they have to say.

In 1978, we had a national symposium on youth-Hispanic Youth-
the first one in the country. We hope to have another September 17-21
of this year.

For the 1978 symposium we brought young Hispanics from around
the country. Senator, I urge that, in future reauthorization hearings,
next year you definitely bring in some youth. You would be surprised
how much you hear from them. I think they really know the core of
the problem and can make very specific recommendations.

Senator BAY1I. I would like to note for our record that the program
report of the National Hispanics Symposium is on file. That sym-
posium was funded by moneys that came from this act under OJJDP
Administrator John Rector. We are all here trying to continue this
project also.

So, I am glad to see your assessment that this was a positive
symposium.

Mr. SANCHEZ. Believe me, I would not be here and our organization
would not be supporting this legislation and OJJDP if we didn't
think it was doing a good job. Of course, it is like in a marriage. We
are not happy every day, we argue sometimes, and we disagree, but
hopefully it is going to be something that we can continue to work on
and make positive recommendations. I am convinced that OJJDP



108

must be given the support and the opportunity under its new leader-
ship so that minority communities can benefit.

I want to note very quickly, about $600 million has gone into
OJJDP. I would like to see a study, a thorough study of how much
of that money really went into the community, into the Hispanic and
into the black and Native American and Asian-Pacific community. I
personally believe that very little of that money really went there. We
have to start looking at where the problem lies and not just look at
youth who belong to middle class families. We must start looking
where the problem really is. This can also mean poor white kids, poor
white kids who don't have any information and referral services, who
don't have any padrinos, that is, someone who looks over you in the
community and protects you and gives you guidance and gives you
support.

I won't repeat from our statement the statistics or dropout rates for
Hispanic youth. I can see that your staff has done a good job and
brought such to your attention.

Senator BAYH. They have read your statement and brought that to
my attention.

Mr. SANCHiZ. The major points that I want to summarize in rela-
tion to the act include the following:

We are concerned that alternatives to incarceration are needed
to serve high risk offenders who are primarily urban, poor, and
minorities;

Diversion of status offenders from adult detention facilities must
receive increasing attention in terms of policy and funding;

A greater amount of funds should be allocated to communities with
disproportionately high levels of juvenile crime, school dropout, and
suspensions in order to provide services in appropriate language and
cultural contexts;

OJJDP should increase support for projects aimed at prevention
and improving ethnic youth service agencies. Technical assistance
should be provided in the area of planning, development, implementa-
tion, and evaluation of programs aimed at controlling crime and
delinquency;

OJtJDP should increase the number of minorities in its employ-
ment and particularly in the administration and policy positions.
Also, it should better monitor the States receiving formula grants to
insure that minorities are participating not only in the State advi-
sory planning committees, but in actual administration and policy
development;

Further, we need to increase the knowledge base-through research
and state of the art reports-on the needs and status of Hispanic
youths and to improve the collection and dissemination of informa-
tion on model programs;

Also, States receiving OJJDP funds should be required to imple-
ment Public Law 94-311, which went into effect in 1976 and mandates
HEW, Commerce, Labor Departments to improve collection and dis-
semination of social and economic statistics on Hispanics.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot tell you right now how many Hispanics
are being incarcerated, how many are in foster homes. Some States-
and I would like to be challenged on this-still think we are back in
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the 1600's and discriminate against people of color. They do not find
it advantageous to gather statistics on minorities.

We must begin to gather the kind of statistics that enable us to
come here and say, Mr. Chairman, we have 100,000 youths who are
incarcerated or we have 50,000 who are placed in foster homes and
20,000 of those have now been adopted or have good homes. We have
little or none of that recorded. If someone has it, I welcome it.

Mr. Schwartz noted in his report that racial minorities are proc-
essed differently by courts. They are more likely to be institutional-
ized and processed--at an earlier age. Racial minorities are also more
likely to be processed by police.

The gentleman who preceded me referred to firearms. We have an
increase-although others who preceded here earlier said there is a
decrease-in violent crime. Perhaps that is a decrease for the overall
population, but in my personal opinion, based on talking to a lot ofminorities, Indians, Asians, and blacks, in preparation for this testi-mony, there is an increase in violent crime among youth against eachother. I know, for a fact, in Los Angeles there has been a tremendous
battle among the gangs. In San Antonio there has been a rise in
gangs, and in Chicago and in Miami.

I could go on and on but I promised I would keep this to 7 minutes.
Thank you very, much, sir.

Senator BAYJi. Thank you very much, Mr. Sanchez. I appreciatetour testimony. I feel frustrated having to speed this hearing along,
rut I wanted as many groups as possible to testify who have been

instrumental in this legislation.
Mr. SANU eFZWCll, they say he who is last gives the most.
[Laughter.]
Senator BAYH. You get the most because it is unlimited what youcan say. I have to return to the Senate for floor action shortly.
Mr. SANCHEZ. Well, I heard about that $50 million still not allo-cated. I hope that in this regard, special emphasis will be given to

minorities.
It would be ideal if OJJDP would sponsor a series of nationalyouth symposiums for Native Amei'icans, Asian-Pacifics, blacks, andHispanics individually, and then one all together so we can shareinformation. By "all together" I mean minority and nonminority, sowe can learn from each other about what are the positive things thatwork and what are the things that really don't work.

Senator BAYx. These symposiums have 'a role. Whenever we canconduct the6m--an-d they certainly provide educational benefits then
that is fine. We should encourage more of these programs.

I want to seesme of that money get out there on the street and
in the barrios and in the inner cities.

The one category of funding that I am familiar with, the majorityof the money that was returned to the communities went to black,
Hispanics, and Native Americans.

ow I would like to ask Mr. Schwartz if he can give us an updateon how the resources of the program across the board have been
distributed.

Mr. Williams, I am anxious to hear what you have to say. I willread it carefully in the record. And, Ms. Maxton, forgive me if I have
to return to another committee to call it to order.
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As I say, it will be just as if I had been here. I will ask the reporter
to note my absence. We will ask Ms. Jolly, staff director and counsel,
who has spent so much time here and Mr. Faley, the chief counsel, if
they can keep things moving.

Why don't you proceed and then we will let Ms. Maxton be the
cleanup hitter here.

TESTIMONY OF HALLEM H. WILLIAA JR.
Mr. WILLIAAls. Thank you, Senator.
It is also a pleasure for me to appear before this committee once

again on behalf of the National Association of Blacks in Criminal
Justice.

Let me say at the outset that the association supports the notion of
reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

We are heartened by the statements this morning, particularly from
Mr. Schwartz, relative to some followup which took place, I trust in
part in response to some testimony which I and others gave at his
confirmation hearing.

What that says to me is that both from an intuitive and an empiri-
cal standpoint, some of those things we knew. Some of those things
with respect to inequities in the treatment of certain classes of juve-
niles, are things about which the administration at the Federal Gov-
ernment level can do much.

It seems to me, in addition, however, that the legislation itself can
and should include some provisions which would go a long way to
dealing with how some of these inequities come into being.

Specifically, and let me preface this by saying that I understand the
relationship between the Federal Government and with the State and
local governments. I understand the notion of prerogatives on the part
of the Government and I understand the conceptual basis for the legis-
lation and its amendments.

Having said that, however, I understand from experience that with-
out very strong and prudent Federal leadership, a great deal of slip-
page takes place at the State and local level.

For that reason, the National Association of Blacks in Criminal
Justice would advocate the inclusion of provisions in the legislation
which would specify minority representation on state advisory coun-
cils, would make provisions for consultation between the State officials
and minority organizations and agencies in the preparation of State
and local plans.

Would support the notion of allocating the resources, the grant dol-
lars to those areas of greatest need.

Our feeling with respect to the issue of violent or serious juvenile
offenders is that while when you look at the total population of ju-
venile offenders or juvenile delinquents nation-wide, it may represent a
small percentage.

Nonetheless, when you ask people about what it is that most con-
cerns them about crime, or what types of crimes do they fear most, or
who is perpetrating these crimes, by and large you find that minority
urban youth are those persons With closest association to serious
offenses.

I would think that this ought to be an important focus of the ad-
ministration of the legislation.

I think that however, to treat this class of offenders with the business-
as-usual attitude would be to do a disservice.

70-796 0 - 81 - 8
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In other words, I think that the Senator's emphasis on violent ju-
venile crime should and could go a little further to mandating innova-
tive, rehabilitative and treatment programs such that we break this
vicious cycle of involvement in the criminal justice system.

We have to be very careful about warehousing these individuals,
just as we have to be very careful of our treatment of the status of-
fenders such that we break into the vicious cycle.

I think that we have to be mindful of the relationship between the
social setting, economic disadvantage and educational system when we
talk about building strategies for ameliorating the delinquency crime
problem in America.

I think also, and I will end here, I think that we have to mandate
that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should
do a better job of involving minorities and minority institutions in the
conduct of research which after all is the basis for the formulation of
program strategy.

I just think that this is a partnership which should be recognized
and that the partnership between the community and the Government
not only should be recognized, but operationalized.

Thank you.
Ms. JoLLY. Thank you very much.
If you didn't receive a copy of Mr. Schwartz' answer to your ques-

tions at his nomination hearing, when we have them together we will
make sure that you do receive them.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Sure.
Ms. JOLLY. Also, I think that, with regard to-the research area that

you discuss having more funds for blacks and other minorities, that
the research part of the National Institute is very miniscule compared
to all the other discretionary funds that we have available in the
Juvenile Justice office.

It is the intent of the act that the Special Emphasis Area, the Con-
centration of Federal Effort Area, the Technical Assistance Area, and
the other areas that are involved with discretionary funding that they
look at the programs in order to assure that minorities are given ade-
quate funding.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Right.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you.
Sally Maxton.

TESTIMONY OF SALLY MAXTON

Ms. MAXTON. I am glad to be here today. If there is one point that
I could emphasize today it would be that we would like to see the Office
of Juvenile Justice come on like a lion.

We would like to see the Juvenile Justice Act with as many teeth
as possible.

Ohio is probably one of the most Neanderthal States in terms of
juvenile justice and education in the country. We lock up more kids
than any other State other than California.

As of March, we had about 1,900 in the youth commission-10 secure
institutions.

A recent publication OYC stated that only 18 percent of the kids
they are locking up there need to be there. they are doing that at a
cost of about $27,000 per child, per year.
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Ohio held about 30,000 kids in detention last year, and 6,800 of those
were status offenders.

There are 34,000 kids pushed out of school prematurely, dropouts,
pushouts, behind expulsion and suspension, which often relates to their
detention.

Again, a large percentage, extensively large percentages of those
were minority youth, many of whom were institutionalized for minor
offenses far more than their white counterparts.

We have large numbers of minority youth being bound over to the
adult system, particularly with the new placement model that has been
developed to keep minor offenders out of the system. The judges have
reacted to OYC's deinstitutionalization efforts by binding more youth
over to the adult system, and most of the bindovers are minority youth.

We would like to strongly support the recommendation that the act
mandate that no youth beheld in jail with adults, and to emphasize the
appalling fact that Ohio held about 2,000 youths in jail with adults
last year.

The suicide rates have been high. The abuse rates have been high,
but they get back page coverage. The media does not feel institutional-
ized abuse sells papers like "Scared Straight." Although with youth
held in adult jails it is a much worse kind of scared straight because
the controls of media observation are lacking and sexual and physical
abuse go uncontrolled.

So, that provision we would support wholeheartedly.
Another provision that we would support is the separation of the

Office of Juvenile Justice as an independent entity under OJJARS,
equal to LEAA, at a funding of $250 million.

I believe Judge Guernsey and others have spoken of the importance
of separating juvenile issues and adult issues, otherwise juvenile is-
sues tend to get a much lower priority.

Ms. JOLLY. That is a good point. However, in Senator Bayh's reau-
thorization legislation we do give the Administrator of the Office com-
plete and final authority for the program.

What we are really talking about here is a shell game. As you know
right now, LEAA, OJARS, NIJ, and BJS are having some problems.

hat has been portrayed is that these branches are coequal. How-
ever, they are not, because we know that LEAA receives most of the
funds. Right now the Juvenile Justice Office is second highest in receiv-
ing funds.

What Senator Bayh's bill will do is retain the Juvenile Justice
Office under LEAA, however, the Office will have complete control of
not only the $100 million that they receive for fiscal year 1980, but also
the $10 million that they receive, for maintenance of effort which is
Crime Control Act moneys and. also, the control of all the discretionary
moneys. Prior to this the LEAA had final signoff of discretionary
mnneys.

The LEAA Administrator no longer would tell the OJJDP Ad-
ministrator who to hire for the deputy, who to hire for the head of
the Institute, and who to hire for the new legal counsel position that
we set up. No control whatsoever.

The OJJDP Administrator would have complete administrative
control according to Senator Bayh's bill.

What happens if you have a fourth box, when another administra-
tor has final authority over the Juvenile Justice Office?
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As Senator Bayh's legislation is written at this point, the Admin-
istrator of OJJDP has complete and final authority for all grants,
contracts, regulations, and administrative procedure.

MS. MAXTON. Another related issue is that we would like to see the
National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
maintained under the Office of Juvenile Justice.

Ms. JoLLy. So does Senator Bayh. His legislation does not change
that status.

MS. MAXTON. That again has to do with the aggressive role we would
like to see the Office take in terms of training and technical assistance.

There is a great deal of consciousness raising needed in Ohio among
juvenile judges, legislators, and others.

I can give you a couple examples of that. We have a bill in the hopper
presently in the Ohio Legislature, Senate bill 170, which would make it
possible to bind over a young person ages 13 and over, for threatening
a schoolteacher verbally, offending the sensibilities of the group in
presence and some other crazy language, if the youths are over 125
pounds or 5 feet 6.inches.

We have a lot of school bind-over bills, school expulsion bills. A lot
of bills that don't make sense. The cry is still to lock the kids up in the
youth commission.

We function under an advocacy grant through OJJDP and the
National Youth Work Alliance andbecause of the advocacy grant and
the coalition of groups, we were able to close Ohio's largest training
school this year, 124-year-old school, Fairfield School for Boys which
was very archaic in its philosophy and its operation.

The kinds of work that has been allowed under OJJDP in terms of
advocacy have been extremely important. We had a large group of
labor people. UAW, representing one-quarter of a million auto work-
ers, Comnunication Workers of America, AFL-CIO, Council of
Churches, League of Women Voters beginning to work on community
education in juvenile justice.

We would like to see the Office of Juvenile Justice funded well
enough with the training component and with the data base developed
by the Institute so that Ohio can learn from what has happened in
other States.

Right now we are learning through trial and error and what the
media tells us in terms of kids being all bad-you know, lock them up
and throw away the key. That philosophy is reflected in what is hap-
pening in the State.

We have made some progress under the act, nothing to wave a flag
about. We are 57-percent compliance. Since 1975, when we started
participating we removed about 9,000 status offenders from detention.

Ms. JOLLY. In your State will you be in compliance 75 percent within
the next few months so you can get your fiscal year 1980 funds that are
being held in escrow?

Ms. MAXTON. No; we will not be in compliance. We still have some
hope that our Juvenile Code is being supported by the group that I
mentioned, the code revision, which makes it illegal to hold kids in jail
with adults and status offenders in detention-there is an hour differ-
ence. Ours is 72 hours.
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We will not be able to juggle the statistics to come into compliance.
And yet, we may find that by using the compliance issue we may be
able to impact the passage of the Juvenile Code.

So, we do support the teeth of the act. It is unfortunate as a contra-
diction, because we have 90 alternative programs funded through
OJJDP keeping 16,000 young people out of the system.

Ms. JOLLY. Are your State criminal justice planners keeping in close
touch with Senator Metzenbaum's office and his staff with regard to
this issue? I think it is very important to all of us, having our moneys
held in escrow if we don't comply with that provision of the act to
make sure that we are talking to our Senators.

Ms. MAXTON. They have been in touch. We are in limbo right now
as to that issue. They have corresponded with Senator Metzenbaum in
regard to that.

That relates to another point in terms of technical assistance and
the strengthening of the State advisory groups in order to include
mandates where the State advisory group shall advise the legislature.

Our State advisory group presently in Ohio has not been very effect.
tive. It has been dominated by the juvenile judges and they have not
been aggressive in dealing with the noncompliance issue.

Again, if energy from the Federal office could be devoted to helping
all of the States struggling in a Neanderthal period, to see what has
worked, why deinstitutionalization works. Education must be a prior-
ity. States need to know why deinstitutionalization is important. What
has happened to kids held in adult jails, and what code revisions can
work with the legislature. Onsite visits from OJJDP are crucial to
effectively impact compliance and progress in all States.

We find that just sharing memos and information has some impact,
but the actual impact of Federal involvement is really important.

One other statistic reflects the fact that our juvenile justice system
is not working. A recent study showed 92 percent of the Ohio-born
offenders locked up in the adult institutions in Ohio were graduates
of our youth commission.

So, we know the system is not working, yet we are pouring money
into it.

That brings me to the point of the maintenance of effort, earmarking
all of that for violence offenders. We would like to see, as others have
mentioned, a special initiative which would provide incentives to States
to provide alternative programs, sirailar to the new PRIDE model,
something that deals with treatment, remedial education, a really
beefed up program.

If all of the $60 million is earmarked for serious offenders, we feel
it could easily be misused by States. We estimate maybe 10 to 18 percent
of the kids in Ohio are serious offenders and in some counties it is
much much less.

Half of a percent of the youth in my county, Franklin County, have
been involved in some serious offenses.

So, we feel it would be a mistake to earmark all of the maintenance
of effort money, but that a special emphasis, incentive programs would
help the States ot utilize their funds and to change from institutional
frameworks, using their resources in an institutional way to provide
alternative programs and making better use of their resources.
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Ms. JOLLY. From your perspective in Ohio though, if you were to
go from a zero to 100 percent scale for maintenance of effort, you would
face something like 10, 15 or 20 percent being spent for the most seri-
ous, violent offenders.

Ms. MAXTON. Yes; maybe 20 percent. Again, there should be specific
language so it isn't used to supplement institutional programs and
lockups which could very easily be done unless there is special wording
that mandates an alternative nature and emphasis on education, health
treatment, counseling, and vocational education.

Another area that we are very concerned about is the Runaway
Youth Act. We would like to see it funded at $17 million. We would
like to see the phase out eliminated.

Particularly with the President's budget cuts, we are extremely
concerned.

Ms. JOLLY. What is phase out?
Ms. MAXTON. We understand there is a recommendation that local

match be increased from year to year and after 3 years existing pro-
grams would not be funded-

Ms. JoLL Y. Our understanding is that nothing like that has cleared
HEW.

Ms. MAXTON. OK.
Ms. JOLLY. Or OMB.
Ms. MAXTON. That is good news.
We would support a continuation of present effective programs and

an increased funding level in order to provide services to additional
runaway youths.

It is estimated-Ohio State did a study-that there are 55,000 run-
away youths a year in Ohio. We are not beginning to meet those needs.

Again, local communities and the State particularly, with the budget
cuts nationally, are not going to be taking up the bill for what they
consider a low priority.

So, we would like to see the Runaway Youth Act maintained and
beefed up financially.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
On behalf of Senator Bayh, thank you all for coming and testify-

ing today.
We will recess until tomorrow morning, at 9:30 a.m.
[Whereupon, at 1:26 p.m., the hearing was adjourned to reconvene

at 9:30 a.m., the next day.j
[The prepared statements of Mr. Sanchez and Ms. Maxton follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RODOLFO B. SANOHEZ

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: I am Rodolfo Sanchez, Na-
tional Executive Director of COSSMHO-the National Coalition of Hispanic
Mental Health and Human Services Organization. The COSSMHO network in-
cludes community-based agencies, national organizations, and profer-, -nals
working to meet the health, mental health, social service, and youth servit. and
advocacy needs of Cuban, Latino, Mexican American, and Puerto Rican com-
munities throughout the country. COSSMHO affiliates are located in over 175
cities in 30 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. I also come before
you today as Chairman of the National Forum of Hispanic Organizations, a
coalition of 64 national Hispanic groups in a wide spectrum of fields, including
youth services and related education and employment needs.

As you know, Hispanics are the country's most youthful population, with a
median age of 22 years. Forty-two percent of all Hispanics are age 18 or younger.
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Yet for many of them the opportunity outlook continues to be bleak and the risk
of delinquency or crime, high. Over 80 percent of our families and youth live in
urban areas, most of them in inner-city areas characterized by chronic unemploy-
ment and unaeremployment, undereducation, lack of sufficient adequate housing,
environments hazardous to health and safety, ard inadequate services address-
ing basic social and human needs. Further, these conditions often afflict our
families and youth in rural areas where resources are scarce or unavailable.
Among our youth today the high school dropout rate runs at roughly 40 percent
nationally, and the unemployment rate is well over 33 percent-both the school
dropout rate and the unemployment rate are even more severe in cities and areas
with major concentrations of Hispanics, such as Los Angeles, San Antonio,
Miami-Dade County, Detroit, Chicago, New York City, and Boston. These con-
ditions, together with increasing indications of drug and alcohol abuse, are
closely associated with the serious incidence of juvenile delinquency and crime
among Hispanic youth. Our communities continue to grapple with these problems
but progress has been limited as the bulk of resources continue to flow else-
where. Despite Hispanic innovations in the field, they are scattered and too few
In relation to the scope of our national need.

In preparation for my remarks today, COSSMHO consulted with a wide range
of youth serving agencies and experts among our membership. The comments that
follow are based on these findings and our experience. The comments are directed
toward ways in which the Act should be strengthened in order to target policy
and programs more effectively on the pressing unmet needs of Hispanic youth,
especially those at risk. Our concerns are also shared by other minorities and
disadvantaged groups.

Briefly, these concerns relate to the following issues:
Targeting funds on special youth populations at risk and on communities and

neighborhoods most in need,
Strengthening the capacity of ethnic, racial, and disadvantaged youth serving

agencies and organizations in addressing these needs.
Increasing minority impact on state planning processes,
Expanding the knowledge base on minority and disadvantaged youth in the

Justice system, while at the same time increasing the availability and application
of successful model programs and approaches reaching and serving these youth.

Specifically, we recommend that the bill, as reported out address these issues
as follows: I

(1) Disproportionate attention is being given to non-chronic, low-risk and status
offenders to the detriment of urgently needed programs for "high risk" offenders,
defined as youth not usually reached through counseling, job programs, halfway
homes, retaining or other forms of professional supervision, youth who are-for
the most part-urban poor, and minority. For too many of these, incarceration is
still regarcled as the appropriate institutional response.

(2) Increased efforts are needed to divert status offenders (defined as those
whose conduct would not constitute a crime if committed by an adult) from
adult detention facilities. These facilities continue to be filled with minority
youth adjudicated as delinquent. Community-based organizations which have
the capacity to best serve these youth in terms of providing social and community
supports should receive priority attention in policy and funding.

(3) Improved distribution of funds under the Act should be achieved by includ-
ing criteria which would target these resources on communities and neighbor-
hoods that have disproportionately high levels of juvenile crime and delinquency,
school dropouts and suspensions. For this purpose, We urge a significant set-aside
of formula grant and special emphasis funds. In the allocation of these set-asides,
priority should be given to community-based programs and services concerned
with the needs and interests of minority and disadvantaged youth and having the
demonstrated capacity to provide services in appropriate language and cultural
contexts.

(4) As a complementary thrust, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention should increase support for projects aimed at improving the capacity
of ethnic and racial minority youth serving agencies and organizatlons-at na-
tional, regional, and local levels--to plan, develop. implement, and evaluate pro-
grams that prevent and control crime and delinquency in the above communities.
Technical assistance should also be an integral part of this effort.

(5) Increased minority representation and participation in decisionmaking
processes under the Act be assured by requiring that:

State advisory groups include substantial representation of youth serving agen-
cies, organizations, and groups working in communities and neighborhoods having
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disproportionately high levels of crime and deliquency, school dropouts and
suspensions in the state.

In the development and implementation of the state plan, ethnic and racial mi-
nority agencies, organizations, and groups representative of the needs and in-
terests of youth in the above areas be consulted.

(6) In order to refine the knowledge base on minority and disadvantaged
youth and to promote the exchange of information on successful and innovative
programs and approaches serving them, the mandate for the National Institute
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should be expanded to Include:

Research and state-of-the-art reports on the needs and status of these youth in
the justice system.

The collection and dissemination of information of model approaches and inno-
vations developed and utilized by youth serving agencies, organizations, and
groups having extensive experience in reaching and serving these youth.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SALLY MAXTON

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: The Ohio Youth Services Network
is a statewide association of youth service bureaus, runaway shelters and other
alternative programs, which advocate for Juvenile Justice reform in Ohio with
the support of numerous labor and citizen groups, the League of Women Voters,
UAW, AFL-CIO, the Council of Churches, Communication Workers of America,
the ACLU, American Friends Service Committee, etc. Ohio Is notorious for lock-
ing up more young people than any state other than California.

The full implementation of the JJDPA, as well as future reforms of the justice
system in Ohio and other states, is largely dependent on the successful (creation
of alternatives to incarceration. Ohio is, therefore, dependent on OJJDP and
LEAA, Part C, funding which presently support 90 alternative treatment pro-
grams serving over 16,000 young people outside of the Ohio Institutional and
detention system where recidivism rates tend to be far higher than in alternative
programs. Ohio, although presently July 57 percent compliant with the Act has
progressed substantially from where its' justice system stood in 1975 when it first
came under the JJDPA.

The following chart reflects that progress, which, although nothing to wave
a flag about, does show that since Ohio began par ticipating in the Juvenile Justice
Act in 1975, 9,021 less status offenders were held in detention over 24 hours and
4,832 less young people were held in jail with adults according to Ohio's 1979
Monitoring Report.

DATA ON OHIO'S NONCOMPLIANCE WITH JJOPA

1975 1977 1979

Detention:
1. Juvenile offenders and nonoffenders held ...................... 52, 394 35, 388 30,255
2. Accused and status and nonoffenders held more than 24 hr ...... 8, 386 3,860 4,647
3. Adjudicated status and nonoffenders held more than 24 hr ...... 7, 482 3,461 2,200

Total. 2 and 3 ............................................ 15,868 7,321 6,847
Youth in jail with adult offenders:

1. Facilities that held juvenile offenders and adult criminal offenders. 103 54 44
2. Juvenile offenders and nonoffenders not separated .............. 5, 751 3, 567 1,919

It is important to note that the present Ohio Revised Code also permits an
unruly child to be defined as a delinquent if the unruly offender violates a court
order pursuant to an "unruly" adjudication while on probation. Because of this
feature in the law, many actual status offenders are being Institutionalized In
state and local facilities under a delinquency label. Ten percent of the 1,900
.youth incarcerated in the Ohio Youth Commission lest year were status offenders
held for violation of a court order.

Those of us advocating for deinstitutionalizatlon of Juvenile offenders in Ohio
do so with the knowledge of research documenting the harmful effects of incar-
ceration of youth and the fact that our Justice saytem as it has been is not work-
ing. The most alarming statistic in Ohio reflecting this is the fact that 92 percent
of the Ohio born adult offenders incarcerated in Ohio in 1978 were graduates of
the Ohio Youth Commission.

A recent study by Ohio's Academy for Contemporary Problems documented
that incarceration seemed to speed up, rather than retard recidivism (return to
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the justice system) of the "violent few" among juvenile offenders. With all else
controlled, institutionalization tended to speed up the time at which new arrests
occurred after a release.

With this knowledge, we fully support the mandates of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act. We are aware that without this Act, Ohio's
neanderthal juvenile Justice system would be even more archaic.

We are deeply disturbed by the projected budget cuts of LEAA and with it,
the Office of Juvenile Justice. OJJDP has bcen extremely effective and states
participating in the Act have made substantial progress in initiating reforms.

Our first and foremqst recommendation to you today, therefore, is to create a
separate authorization and separate box for OJJDP totally apart from LEAA
under OJARS to be funded for $250 million with an authorization cycle of five
years. OJJDP needs the autonomy and separate identity to provide the leadership
in Juvenile Justice policy so essential to effective Juvenile Justice reform in the
individual states. Without a Juvenile Justice office and the vital funding provided
to Ohio's 90 currently funded programs through OJJDP and LEAA Maintenance
of Effort Funds, most alternative programs would go out of existence and 16,000
young people presently served more effectively in alternatives would end up in
institutions, detention and adult Jails.

Second, theWAct must) be strengthened to mandate that no youth in this country
be helt in Jail with auutlts. 1outli held in Jail with adults face a "Scared Straight"
situation every day without the controls of a monitoring media. Instances of
rape, sexual and physical abuses and young suicides as a result of thiu practice
are seldom reported, but must be recognized as unconscionable.

Third, the Runaway ioutti Act should be maintained at $17 million without a
scheme for phase-out or local match. Match requirements decrease the possibility
of small, new or minority group organizations effectively bidding for OJJDP
money which would in turn, cause a lot of innovative and non-traditional pro-
grams to go out of business. Although some maintain that the existence of runa-
way shelters encourages runaways to flee, shelter staff will attest to the fact
that runaways are youth in crisis, not youth looking for a lark. Shelter staff
work round the clock to provide vital services to strengthen families. Without
these services, the 55,000 youth in Ohio who experience a runaway event each
year are left to fend for themselves in the streets. We all hear the horror stories
of runaways who are preyed upon by hitchhikers, pimps and the like, but it is
essential to recognize how many young people have avoided this fate because
RYA exists to fund shelters federally to provide staff who care about kids and
whose main goal is to help resolve crises and reunite families. RYA funding
should be increased to allow expansion of these vital services. Ohio's 10 RYA
shelters cannot begin to meet the needs of our 88 counties. Currently funded
effective runaway shelters should continue to be funded under RYA.

The recommendation to earmark 19.5 percent of the maintenance of effort
funds ($0 million) for serious or violent offenders is an over-reaction to public
outcry for law and order. Ohio spends $130 million each year to fund the Youth
Commission to provide 10 secure institutions for approximately 200 youth each.
The Ohio Youth Commission recently agreed that only 18 percent of the youth
incarcerated in its' institutions are appropriately placed there. Unfortunately,
these institutions are ineffective in reducing recidivism and are often, as is said,
"schools for crime". Rather than earmark all of the maintenance of effort funds
for serious offender initiatives, when this is where Ohio and other states are most
willing to use state funds, OJJDP should consider providing a special incentive
initiative to assist states in converting archaic institutions to more effective alter-
native models, secure if necessary, such as New Pride. Training should be pro-
vided along with the initiative to assist states in converting institutions to em-
phasize intensive treatment, remedial education, effective Job and vocational
counseling, to insure that serious offenders are offered something which will help
to change their behavior rather than doing time in a tinder box where they
either become victimizers or victimized by their peers. Since only 10 percent to
18 percent of Ohio offenders could be labelled serious, earmarking all main-
tenance of effort funds for serious offenders is not necessary.

This above point emphasizes the need to maintain the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention under OJJDP. States like Ohio,
striving to deinstitutionalize, often could avoid many pitfalls and experience
more successes if provided with the research which reflects what strategies and
program models have worked and have not worked in other states, which can
be provided by an effectively organized institute. Training can and must be
provided to state SAGS, alternative programs and youth authorities to assist them
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in emulating what has proved effective In other states rather than implementing
projects and models which have proved dismal failures elsewhere. Juvenile
Justice differs greatly with adult criminal Justice in the same way that Head
Start preschool models differ with secondary education programs. Training and
TA, evaluation, standard setting and applied juvenile justice research should be
kept in NIJJDP to Insure that juvenile justice be maintained as a high and
well-focused priority.

Even Ohio juvenile judges wrote In their report "Let's Get Kids Out of Adult
Jails" regarding the need to give juvenile justice concerns a high priority,

"Most juvenile authorities would agree that rather than a 19 percent main-
tenance of effort in juvenile justice (as against LEAA appropriations for the
adult system) the figures should be reversed. With the legitimate community
concerns about youth problems and juvenile delinquency, and the enormous cost
economically and in spoiled lives, wouldn't It make more sense to spend 81 percent
on juvenile justice and 19 percent on adult criminal justice?"

We wish to stress that OJJDP's monitoring requirements have been effective
and should be maintained. Monitoring must continue to Insure compliance and
prevent backsliding. As an advocacy organization, the Ohio Youth Services Net-
work has found monitoring report statistics in Ohio have been eyeopening to
Ohio legislators and citizens, as well as some juvenile judges. We hope to see
OJJDP strengthened in its mandate to implement the goals of the Act.

Although Ohio. faces the loss of OJ.JDP funds due to non-compliance, we sup-
port the Act. To exempt states with youth authorities from the mandate to
remove youth from adult jails would be a tremendous mistake and would turn
the tide of the progress Ohio has made in this area thus far.

We suggest a special model programs-Advanced Techniques Initiative in the
area of prevention to fund states to develop effective prevention-iiodls which
can be emulated by other states. This area is one of the least well defined and
most badly needed, but targeted model programs should first be developed to
ascertain which approaches to delinquency prevention are most effective.

We support the continued creation of alternatives to incarceration, specifically
a new title modeled after current deinstitutionalization provisions to offer finan-
cial incentives for voluntary state participation to remove either certain types
of youthful offenders or for the reduction of numbers of youthful offenders in-
carcerated in secure facilities with a subsidy approach to provide financial
incentives for states participation.

A recent Illinois study on detention practices found that one half or more of
the one million juvenile offenders detained annually in the United States could be
released to supervised non-secure settings without endangering public safety.
When one looks at Ohio, where over 30,000 youth were held in detention last year
with a construction cost of $30,000 per bed per youth and an operational cost of
$30 per day, the high cost of over-institutionalizat ion becomes clear.

We also recommend minimum standards for alternatives to placement Institu-
tions, an emphasis on community based facilities with a bed limit of 50 to estab-
lish standards to prevent the widening of the present net of privately operated
children's warehouses, which are already supported by powerful economic inter-
ests. Too often these systems catch predominantly dependent, neglected and
abused children whose only crime is the lack of a strong family base.

We support the strengthening of wording of the JJDP regarding state advisory
groups from may to shall, that is, the SAG's:

(a) Shall advise the governor and the legislature on matters relating to its
function, and;

(b) Shall be given a role in monitoring state compliance.
SAG's should be allowed to use up to 5 percent of state formula grants rather

than 5 percent of the base for training and Incentive purposes. It Is difficult to
explain to those states with functioning SAG's the ineffectiveness of Ohio's
present SAG. With effective financial support and technical assistance, the SAG
in Ohio could conceivably become a leading force to assist in ahieving the man-
dates of the Act.

The Ohio Youth Services Network is supportive of a strong Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act, which can only be accomplished by providing
substantial funding at $250 million and by demonstrating the priority given to
Juvenile justice by establishing a separate office for OJJDP under O.JARS. Those
of us advocating for reform In Ohio's luvenile justice system cannot stress enough
to you the importance of OJJDP, which has been a tremendously significant
catalyst in reforms accomplished thus far.



REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Wa8hington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:50 a.m., in room

6226, Dirksen Senate Office Building, ion. Birch Bayh (acting chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Bayh and Thurmond.
Also present: Kevin 0. Faley, chief counsel and executive director,

Subcommittee on the Constitution; Mary K. Jolly, staff director and
counsel, Subcommittee oi, the Constitution; Christie F. Johnson, staff
assistant, Subcommittee on the Constitution; Brian Fitzgerald, law
clerk, Subcommittee on the Constitution; Luther Washington, legal
assistant, Senator Metzenbaum; Jessie Sydnor, counsel, Senator Met-
zenbaum; Renn Patch, minority counsel, Senator Hatch; Yolanda
McClain, counsel, Senator Dole; Liz McNichols, legal assistant to
Senator Mathias; Beth Edwards, minority counsel to Senator Coch-
ron; and Michael Klipper, minority counsel, Senator Mathias.

Senator BAy1 e. W will 'reconvene our hearlmin this morning.
I would like to have our distinguished ranking minority member

make a comment before we proceed this morning.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STROM THURMOND, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I just want to take this opportunity to express my

interest in the testimony that is to be presented here. I have four meet-
ings going on this morning, but I especially have to get to a meeting
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. All of the members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff are to be there on an extremely important meeting. I just have
to go.

I want to say a word before I go. We have here today with us, Ms.
Barbara Sylvester, of Florence, S.C. She is a vice chairman of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

Ms. Sylvester is a member of the board of youth services in South
Carolina. No one in my State, and I doubt in the Nation, has taken a
greater interest in our youth and in juvenile delinquency than Ms.
Sylvester.

(115)
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She is a very capable, outstanding woman. She has dedicated her
life to serving the youth of this country. I just want to tell you follk
that when she testifies this morning, that she will he worth listening
to. I will take pleasure in reading her testimony later.

We also have from my State this morning, Mr. Joseph Bentofi, the
director of the South Carolina Youth Services. He has done a fine
service too, in our State. We are very proud of him.

He has with him Ms. Kelly Hyatt, a youth member. She will tell
her story.

I think you folks will receive great benefit from the testimony of
these three people today. I just want to commend them to you as worthy
and outstanding people who are worth hearing.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for your kindness in
letting me make this statement prior to leaving to go to this other
meeting.

Senator BAYIT. Well, we appreciate your taking the time to be with
is. I know how busy you are. We appreciate your interest in this very
iinl)ortant matter. I know you are, concerned about. the children of your
(onsfit1iency, crime and delinquency, not. only there, but all over the
country.

We look forward to having the opportunity to work together to con-
t inte. the progress that has been made.

After you left yesterday, we. had the president of the National Juve-
nile Court Judges testify. Sometimes we wonder-you have been here
a lot longer than I, and maybe you have all the wonder out of your
bones, but I don't think so, about, whether we really do any good.

Ite testified at the time we started working, the year we passed this
legislation in 1974, the increase in juvenile delinquency was about 17
I)ercent.

This last year it was less than 1 percent.
So, apparently some of these things we have been doing in trying

to deal with prevention are beginning to be felt. I am sure we can do
it better. That. is why we are having these hearings.

But I appreciate your being here. I know how very busy you are,
Senator Thiriond.

Senator TTmuw.roxi). Thank you.
Senator BAYII. Could I ask the first, panel here, Mr. Cesar A. Perales,

I)r. Larry Ij. Dye, Mr. John A. Calhoun and Ms. Caroline Croft to
come to the witness table.

STATEMENTS OF CESAR A. PERALES, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF
HEW; LARRY L. DYE, DIRECTOR, YOUTH DEVELOPMENT BU-
REAU; JOHN A. CALHOUN, COMMISSIONER, ADMINISTRATION
FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES; AND CAROLINE CROFT,
DIRECTOR, RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH DIVISION

Mr. PERALES. Thank von, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BAYiL. I was just expressing my concern over the fact that

we have 29 very important people who are capable of testifying all
morning, to share their expertise with us, and we have those folks, you
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and others scheduled in an unacceptably short period of time, the
period of time that is available to us.

I am particularly perplexed because I will have to leave after a while.
But, at the risk of offending those of you who have made a special
effort to be here, let, me from the standpoint of time, urge you to hit
the significant parts and we will put your entire statements in the
record as if they had been given in total.

It is very frustrating because I don't like to operate here by capsule,
particularly when there is some very deep problems that need to be
analyzed yet, as we go ahead to try to improve what we are doing.

Well, Mr. Secretary, why don't you start out and then we will go
down the list here and move as quickly as we can.

Mr. PERAIES. Mr. ChairmanI am the Acting Assistant Secretary
for Human Development Services in HIEW. I am presently awaiting
confirmation by this body. For that reason, I have with me the people
who are best acquainted with the program. On my right, is Mr. Jack
Calhoun, who is the Commtissioner for the Administration for Chil-
dren, Youth and Families. On my left, Dr. Larry Dye, Director,
Youth Development Bureau. To Ir. Calhoun's right, Ms. Caroline
Croft, the Director, Runaway and Homeless Youth Division.

Senator BAYII. I think you have here a heartthrob of this whole
process in the Government. I want to compliment you all. We will not
disqualify Ms. Croft, because she comes from this committee, as a back-
ground. That lends her to others, in my judgment..

Please proceed.
Mr. PERALES. I will just read some of the highlights of my testimony

and I will submit it. for the record.
Senator BAYn. Your complete statements will be included in this

record at the conclusion of your oral presentation here today.
Mr. PERALES. Thank you, Senator Bayh. I would like for you to

know that I have had many occasions to see firsthand the needs of
runaway and homeless youth, especially in my early years as a neigh-
borhood legal services 'lawyer and later as the director of the New
York City agency, which among other things, administer the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

I also want, you to know that this administration looks forward to
working with you in developing the most effective legislation.

With this in mind, I will Lighlight, very briefly, the following points
from my written testimony the background, current needs, and some
basic principles that we think ought to be included in any new
legislation.

The Runaway Youth Act was passed originally in response to con-
cern over the growing numbers of youth who leave home without their
parents' consent..

According to a 1975 national survey, this number was more than
733,000 annually. Our experience leads iis to believe that the number
has remained constant over the years. What has increased since 1975,
however, is the number of homeless youth, especially in the 16- and
18-year range, who have been pushed out by their own families. Our
data show that nearly one-third of the youth served by our programs
are in this category. -
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The original legislation provided for assisting States and local gov-
ernments in setting up emergency shelters and in offering counseling
which would, among other things, help these runaway youth return
home or find another appropriate place to live.

In 1977. Congress passed amendments which expanded the scope
of the legislation to include homeless youth and broadened agency
eligibility for funds to coordinate networks of public and private
service providers.

In fiscal year 1979, the Youth Development Bureau funded 165
projects inAS States, as well as the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
and Guam. Since 1977, these centers have, served 116,000 young peo-
ple and their families.

Further, in this same period, the national toll-free hotline, set up
to provide a neutral channel of communication between youth and
their families, served 240.000.

According to a national evaluation completed for the Department
in March 1979, by Berkeley Planning Associates, our program, as
shown through 20 representative projects stu idied, has l)roved effective
and is meeting the program's legislative goals. According to the
Berkeley study, the counseling provided to the youth and the family
has had a lasting effect in alleviating the problems that led to the
youth's leaving home.

Under current law, these projects work not only to strengthen and
reunite families, when that is possible, but also to assist young people
who may be involved in a wide range of interrelated problems-prob-
lems like unemployment, delinquency and st atis offenses, teenage
pregnancy, prostitution, drug and alcohol abuse, and child albuse and
neglect.

To help respond to these problems, the projects have developed close
ties and cooperative arrangements with a broad range of local public
and private agencies. incililing law enforcement, juvenile justice, ed-
ucation, health, welfare, social service, and employment agencies. We
have strengthened this kind of coordination by requiring our grantees
to show, on applying for funds, that they are able to develop workable
agreements with public and private agencies in their communities. The
projects studied in the Berkeley evaluation have been successful in
attracting local support, including volunteer staff and public and
private contribution.

The Youth Development Bureau has also awarded grants in seven
States to demonstrate services for tee, age prostitutes, pregnant
adolescents, adolescent parents, youth from divorced or relocated
families, and deinstitutionalized status offenders. The funds come
from section 426 of the Social Security Act, which is also administered
by HEW.

Details about these demonstration grants are included in my writ-
ten statement.

The Bureau is also working to better coordinate its activities with
those of other Federal agencies with complementary programs and
responsibilities. One example is a cooperative agreement with the
Department of Labor and Justice for a jointly funded program under
which 26 runaway projects will receive youth employment demon-
stration grants.
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We expect during the next. 3 years to bring new insight into how
the runaway youth program might better be integrated into the ex-
isting network of Federal and other programs now helping this group
of young people and their families in crisis. This information will
include the results of the demonstration projects and our experience
in the cooperative arrangements noted above.

It will also include what. we would anticipate learning from imple-
mnentation of the amendments to the child welfare services program,
contained in I-I.R. 3434, which was just recently agreed to by a con-
ference committee.

Shortly we will send our 3-year reauthorization proposal for the
Runaway Youth Act to the Congress. We will offer these basic
principles:

Encouraging the development of new projects, rather than on con-
tinued funding under the Runaway Youth Act, for existing ones;

Promoting reliance on local resources for continued support; and
Using the funds freed as a result of these efforts to insure broader

geographic coverage.
Among other things, ouir proposed bill will require that 10 percent

of the funds for fiscal year 1981 and 1982 go to new projects, and 20
percent, in fiscal year 1983, go to new projects. Our legislation would
continue the limit of $100,000 for the Federal share of any one
project.

We also will recommend continuing discretionary grant funding,
in part to be able to respond to areas of greatest need.

Thank you very much.
Senator BAY1I. Thank you. Mr. Perales. Let. me ask one basic ques-

tion here. You make the case that the program has reached out and
served a lot of folks.

Have we kept a record, and if so, what is the record of recidivism?
One of the real problems with runaways has been that the child

usually doesn't run away once. They run away again and until ulti-
mately the kind of confrontation with people out on the street, or in
an incarcerated situation where you take a runaway and put him in
a jail cell with a prostitute or with an auto theft ring member. The
next time they are changed individuals.

What has been the experience as far as recidivism is concerned?
Mr. CALHOUN. We do have records. In 1978, we saw about 30,000

youths. About 5,000 of those youths had made contact with a center
at previous times. However, it. is important to note that a number of
youths that are making contact are coming back in prior to their
actual crisis. So, they are not running away a second time, but they
are making contact with us.

Senator BAYH. I am convinced on the logic and the goodness which
scnetimes makes more sense than some of the cold statistics. Have you
kept. any statistical studv? Have we had groups of young people who
were served versus groups of young people who were not served so
we can compare the difference in the recidivism question?

Dr. TYF. Nn. w- ',"-, nt.
Mr. CALHOUN. I think that is an area, Senator, if I may interject-
Senator BAYi. Please.
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Mr. CALHOUN [continuing]. That we should be looking at. I think we
should be looking in two areas, thinking about both the success and
the prevention aspect.

One is the area you mentioned. I think the other is looking more
deeply at the causes-what precipitates running away. We do know
that it is basically "familygenic"; child abuse, sexual abuse, alcohol-
ism, and unemployment.

I think we should look at that in a more systematic way and be
able to publish that material to local school systems, churches, neigh-
borhood grouvis as a iweveition aspect. to be able to flag difficulties
in families before real trouble occurs. I think both those research
areas, if you will, are categorical areas we should and will look at.

Senator BAYH. Well, are we going to look at that?
Mr. CALHOUN. There are two areas that we. want to look at. We are

going to have to balance this against our funding commitments, but
already I have sent communication to Dr. Dye, who is head of the
Bureaui, to begin to design plans for the family'study.

Senator BAYH. Ms. Croft., do you have any comment on it?
Ms. CRorr. I would certainly support, this'effort..
Senator BAYH. Do we have any better idea how the interaction be-

tween the Office nf ,iuve,,il ,Jistice and the runaway youth pro-
graming can coordinate together?

Obviously, when a youngster runs away, there is a breakdown some-
where. More often than not, it is a family breakdown or a problem
in the home that is unattended.

Tave we learned anything to teach us how we can use other insti-
tutions, not to replace the family, but to alert, us to weaknesses that
might exist in a given family so we can provide that family help or
the child help before they run away?

What have we learned as far as using the church or schools as a
screening function or as an early war-ning' system ?

Mr. CALHTOUT-Ns. I think really you are asking two questions, Senator.
One is the coordination with the Department of Justice and there
exists the Coordinating Council that is chaired by the Attorney Gen-
eral. The Council has met on several occasions, and a number of aaen-
cies are involved in an effort to do just what your onestion implies,
to begin to pool knowledge as well as resources. HEW has contributed
money. W, are together designing some joint projects.

For the second pal of your question, we are really doing two things;
one is more technical assistance to programs. It is my belief that we
should be using natural mechanisms as much as possible, such as
neighborhood centers, health organizations, schools, and attempting
to strengthen families.

A subpoint of that would be the research we want to do such as
looking at what families of runaway youth look like. and to Pret that
information in a consistent form and disseminate it. This would really
provide us with an early warning system.

Senator 'AYii. What concerns me, Mr. Calhoun, is that I think we
already have an early warning system. Most of those youngsters are
in school someplace. Most classroom teachers have the camcity to say,
"Johnny or Suzy is going to be in trouble." They don't know what
kind of trouble, and they are too busy or not professionally trained
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sufficiently, or a combination of both, to really deal with a non-class-
room-created prol)lem.

Wc do not have the capacity then to spin that responsibility off
with someone outside.

It isn't always the case that there is nobody there to help. We have
a lot of various service-related agencies, either public or private.

We had Ms. Freeman of the Girl Scouts. We had a number of social
welfare leagues and all sorts of things that are there to do the job and
are sensitive, pretty well qualified to do the job if they can find out
about this youngster.

Now we have the Coordinating Council there. That, by statute and
by inclination, gets folks together at the top; but it seems to me what
we have to do, after we have decided we are going to coordinate at
the top, is to get the folks out in the field to coordinate.

Too often, there is a fighting over turf.
Mr. CALHOUN. Right.
Senator BAYIL You know, if you comingle resources or if you get

involved in this, you are going to have less clout or budget at the local
level.

What can we do really to pull the services together that we have and
put them in conjunction with, and communication with, the problems
that we have?

Mr. PERALFS. There are a couple of things that we are already doing.
We have funded, for example, programs in YMCA's and organized
by the Scouts; but I think perhaps more importantly is that we now
require, as a condition of funding, that the grantees show us that they
have developed arrangements in the community with the types of
existing resources that you have just described.

Maybe Larry Dye could tell you some of the programs that we
already funded, like, the Scouts.

Dr. DYE. Most of the programs that are funded at the local level are
through local community-based organizations. They are tied into local
funding sources, for instance, United Way resources, foundations, mu-
nicipal funds, schools, and other resources at the local level. We give
grants to those private organizations that have established strength in
the community, that, have developed links for services to young people
in the community.

Senator BAYT. What percentage of numbers are given to private
agencies coml)ared to public agencies?

Dr. DnF. The majority of our grants for runaway youth programs
are to private agencies.

Senator BAYIr. I am glad to hear that. What we were hoping to be
abl-e to do when we first drafted that act was to be able to take advan-
tage of those nongovernment agencies and private groups, volunteer
groups and others so that we wouldn't have to bureaucratize the run-
away programing.

Well, are we doing anything specifically? I hate to keep harping
on this, but you know, one of the things we have tried to do is prevent
juvenile crime. It seems from what you all said that we have been at
least partially successful and we deal with things in a way that keeps
them from getting worse maybe before the fact, keep something from
happening.

70-796 0 - 81 - 9



122

The one screening mechanism that most of our children go through
is the grade school. A lot of them do not go through high school, unfor-
tunately. We have most of them in that grade school situation.

Do we have a program specifically designed to work with State
boards of education, State departments of instruction, county or city
school boards?

Do we have a mechanism which will require or can create an incen-
tive for the school itself to be structured in such a way that the teacher,
the classroom teacher is alerted that there is outside help and that in-
stead of just sending the kid to the principal's office or making him or
her stand in the corner or stay after school, that, there is also a trigger
mechanism that goes to either somebody who is in the schoolroom or
somebody in a youth service bureau outside that can then call the home,
talk to the child?

Do we have anything really zeroing in on that area?
Dr. DYm,. We do have a number of programs that have exemplary

projects like that. In San Francisco, for example, we have one program
which has a van that goes out and does counseling in local classrooms
and schoolyards. They make themselves available to the schools.

These programs are small and community based, yet. as they get
established in their communities with additional resources which they
have been able to acquire, they are trying to do as much outreach as
possible. All of the programs have an outreach component. Most of
them do reach to the schools as most of them reach with other social
service agencies.

It really is an issue of the resources availability.
Senator BAYH. Let me ask you this. We have elementary and sec-

ondary education funds going into almost every schoolroom in
America. We have service delivery mechanisms in almost every com-
munity in America; some good, some bad.

Would it make any sense--talking about a carrot-stick situation.
They already have the carrot; they are getting the funds. Maybe it
is a little late to require the prerequisite to getting further funding
that they have such a mechanism, but each schoolroom in America has
somebody, Ms. Brown, Mr. Black, whoever it is, that, is in charge of
listening to those warnings or those screenings or whatever you might
call it, that come from the classroom teachers, and the teachers are
advised in advance that they should be prepared to do this.

That person then has the kind of coordination with the various
youth service delivery mechanisms in a community that we now have at
the Cabinet level.

Mr. CALHOUN. Senator, I would respond in two ways. We obviously
do not control education funds, but I think it is entirely consonant
with our requirement on grantees to have them link up with other
agencies, that is, that one of the requirements very specifically be the
tie with the school system. I think that can be both in terms of showing
themselves as an available resource, and to say to the teachers, the
teachers who are there, that these are early warning signis of kids
who may be on the verge of running away. So, I think that is one very
definite ihing that we can do.

Second, I think we can begin to explore, with the new Department
of Education, some demonstration programs in this area. I think it
is an excellent idea.



F
123

Senator B.kyii. Well, could you give some attention to that? I hate
to be a gadfly in the educational process, because I have always been
a strong supporter, and am, to these fundings.

I wish we could provide more rather than less. I don't think that is
an unreasonable requirement. The problem is not that your folks
don't communicate with the school systems as I would imagine it, in
the local level. It is sort of like the tail telling the dog what to do,
because the kind of resources and the kind of funding services that
you have available are relatively insignificant compared to the major
funding that is available in public education.

I am not, faulting that. I would like to get some more money in that
educational system. But if we can require those folks to do a little
initiating, as well as responding.

You folks said check in with the superintendent of schools. The
question is, does that, superintendent of schools check in with third
grade in the Meadow Brook School?

So, could you give some thought to how we could really make that
work?

Mr. CmItoN.. We certainly can, Senator. The thing we do have
is information. That information I think should be disseminated at
least on a minimal level to the public school systems. Here are the
tylpe of kids we have. Here are the early warning signs. Here is the
resource. I think at, a minimumi, we can do that.

I think your suggestion is an excellent one. I will commit myself
to opening negotiations with the new Department of Education.

Senator BATY. Thank you very much. I appreciate what you are
doing and sharing that with us here this morning.

Thank you.
Mr. PEiR.ES. Thank you, Senator Bayh.
Dr. DYE. Thank you, Senator.
Ms. CRovr. Thank you, Senator.
Mr. CALT4IOUN. Thank you, Senator.
[Mr. Perales' prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CESAR A. PERALES

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Cesar A. Perales and
I am awaiting Senate confirmation on my nomination as Assistant Secretary
for Human Development Services in the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today to discuss the Runaway
Youth Act as authorized by title III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. hut more important, to discuss the needs of the youth this
act is designed to serve.

I want you to know that I have had many occasions to see firsthand the needs
of runaway and homeless vouth. most recently as the Department's principal
regional official for region II, but even more so in my earlier years as a legal
services lawyer among the poor and later as the director of the New York City
agency in which I, among other things, administered the 1974 legislation.

As I will indicate in my testimony today, this administration shares this
subconimittee's continuing and evident interest in meeting the needs of an ex-
tremely vulnerable portion of our Nation's youth. We look forward to working
with you in developing the best approach and in drafting the most effective
legislation.

With this in mind, I wish to discuss, very briefly, the following points:
The background and goals of the Runaway Youth Act;
The current needs of runaway and homeless youth;
How, and with what results, our program is being administered; and
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Some basic principles which we feel should be included in legislation to
extend the program.

BACKGROUND

The Runaway Youth Act was passed originally in response to concern over
the growing numbers of youth who leave home without their parent's consent.
According to a 1975 national survey, this number was more than 733,000 annually.
Our experience leads us to believe that the number of runaways has remained
constant over the years. What has increased, since 1975, however, is the number
of homeless youth, especially in the 16-18 year range, who have been pushed out
by their own families. Our data, for example, show that nearly one-third of the
youth served by our programs are in this category.

Whether runaway or throwaway, these young people are in vulnerable situa-
tions and subject to exploitation and social dangers.

The original legislation in 1974 provided for assisting States and local govern-
ments in setting up emergency shelters and in offering counseling which would,
among other things, help these runaway youth return home or find another
appropriate place to live.

In 1977 Congress passed amendments which expanded the scope of the legisla-
tion to include homeless youth and broadened agency eligibility for funds to
coordinate networks of public and private service providers.

Both runaway and homeless youth have enormous needs. They not only need a
place to live, but they often also need employment opportunities, legal advice,
counseling and a wide variety of other services.

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

In fiscal year 1979, the Youth Development Bureau, in HEW's Office of Human
Development Services, funded 165 projects in 48 States, as well as the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Guam.

Since 1977, these centers have served 116,000 young people and their families.
Further, in this same period, the national toll-free hotline, set up to provide a
neutral channel of communication between youth and their families, served
240,000 youth.

According to a national evaluation completed for the Department in March
1979 by Berkelcy Plaming Associates, our program, as shown through 20 repre-
sentative projects studied, has proved effective and is meeting the program's
legislative goals. According to the Berkeley study, the counseling provided to the
youth and the family has had a lasting effect in alleviating the problems that led
to the youth's leaving home.

At the same time, the projects have broadened their activities in order to
provide more effective help to the youths who come to them, including a signifi-
cant number of homeless youths who are not runaways.

Under current law, these projects work not only to strengthen and reunite
families, when that is possible, but also to assist young people who may be
involved in a wide range of interrelated problems-problems like unemploy-
ment, delinquency and status offenses, teenage pregnancy, prostitution, drug and
alcohol abuse, and child abuse and neglect.

In order to help respond to these problems, the projects have developed close
ties and cooperative arrangements with a broad range of local public and pri-
vate agencies, Including law enforcement, juvenile justice education, health,
welfare, social service and employment agencies.

Our programs in Michigan, Ohio, Massachusetts, Louisiana-just to mention
a few-have been able to bring many other organizations into the process of
providing services to runaway and homeless youth.

We have strengthened this kind of coordination by requiring our grantees to
show, on applying for funds, that they are able to develop workable agree-
ments with public and private agencies in their communities.

Projects have also shown success in using Federal funding as a magnet to
attract local support, most notably the donated labor of volunteer staff.
According to the national evaluation report, the average Runaway Youth Act
grant of the projects studied was $67,000, while the average annual operating
budget was $146,000. Thps, more than half of the resources to keep these
projects going came from local private contributions and State and local funds.
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We believe this is especially noteworthy in light of the fact that many of the
young people served come from outside the local jurisdiction.

The Youth Development Bureau has been exploring ways of improving serv-
ices to meet the needs of youth and families In crisis by linking and broadening
services. To do this, the Bureau has awarded grants in seven States for dem-
onstration projects focused on providing services directed towards certain
youths, including teenage prostitutes, pregnant adolescents, adolescent parents,
youth from divorced or relocated families, and deinstitutionalized status of-
fenders. Funds for these projects are not from the appropriation for runaway
youth but come from funds undcr research and demonstration, section 426 of
the Social Security Act. Here we are pulling together resources in order to
broaden our knowledge about these youth.

The seven youth demonstration grants, the target populations that they are
serving, and the services they are providing include the following:

The Bridge, Inc. : Boston, Massachusetts: Home front is an alternative family
living center for alienated, pregnant adolescents. The program is designed to
re-educate, train, and support these young women from pregnancy into parent-
hood through a nonresidential "community" providing comprehensive informa-
tion, support, and recreation services on a daily basis as well as medical as-
sistance prior to, during, and after childbirth.

Crosswinds, Inc.: Merrit Island, Florida: Horizon House, a short-term resi-
dential facility, is designed to address the needs of dependent youth affected by
revisions in the Florida juvenile Justice laws mandating the deinstitutionaliza-
tion of status offenders. The services that are provided--counseling, social skills
development, and other supportive services-are designed to assist the youth
to be able to live independently.

The Bridge for Runaway Youth, Inc.: Minneapolis, Minnesota: The Bridge
is designed to address the needs of female adolescents involved in prostitution.
It provides positive role models, a safe living environment and supportive services
designed to improve self-perceptions and interpersonal relationships. The end
objective of these services is to increase the residents' awareness of alternatives
to prostitution and to provide the skills required to take advantage of these
alternatives.

The Center for Youth Services, Inc.: Rochester, New York: The families In
transition project is designed to support the positive development of youth who
are experiencing transitions in their families due to divorce or relocation; and
to raise community awareness of the frequency and dynamics of family transi-
tion and its effects on youth and their families. Peer support groups are being
established within hoth a high school and a community setting designed to pro-
vide mutual assistance to youth in dealing with family issues. Additionally, video.
tapes are being developed (by youth) designed to share the experiences of youth
related to family transition.

Voyage House, Inc.: Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: The life skills resource cen-
ter provides remedial academic assistance, life skills training, and counseling
designed to increase the ability of youth to function effectively in everyday life.
The tutorial and other approaches that are employed draw upon materials which
are basic to everyone's life--e.g., newspapers, leases, job applications-in order
to increase academic proficiency while, at the same time, providing training in
basic life skills.

Iowa Runaway Service: Des Moines, Iowa: The demonstration component
seeks to foster the development of a statewide youth network as well as to fill
existing gaps in the delivery of services to youth. The service components are
being provided through three runaway projects located in different sections of
the state. The services being provided by the Iowa Runaway Service in Des
Moines include the development of foster care placement in adjacent rural com-
munities in order to provide shelter to youth in crisis within or near to their
home communities, and the conduct of workshops for youth in Des Moines in
cooperation with other youth-serving agencies. Total Awareness, located in Coun-
cil Bluffs, is providing after-care services to youth and their families, and
Foundation II in Cedar Rapids has established a home-based family counseling
program.

Interface Community, Inc.: Newbury Park, California: The demonstration
component is designed to provide counseling as well as skill development assist-
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ance in decisionmaking, self-responsibility, and self-reliance to three youth target
populations: (1) 16 to 18 year old youths who require assistance in living
independently; (2) abused and neglected youth aged 10 to 18 who are in need
of survival skills and supportive assistance in order to remain in their own
home ; and (3) adolescent parents who require training in parenting, independ-
ent living, and related areas.

The Bureau is also working to better coordinate its activities with those of
other Federal agencies with complementary programs and responsibilities. These
activities include:

A joint effort with the day care division, within the administration on children,
youth, and families, involving 10 runaway centers to analyze and disseminate
information on day care models for meeting the before and after school needs
of older youth.

Closer coordination among the runaway youth programs, the social services
program under title XX of the Social Security Act, and the child welfare services
program under title IV-B of that act. This is being done through a grant with
the State of Ohio.

A project with the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect and the
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) to analyze and disseminate,
among, title III grantees, information on adolescent abuse and neglect, and on
effective treatment.

An agreement with the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) to use
runaway centers for disseminating information on drug abuse.

A cooperative agreement with the Departments of Labor and Justice for a
jointly funded program under which 23 runaway projects will serve as youth
employment demonstration grants.

We expect during tWe next tnirve years to obtain new information which will
give us greater insight into how the runaway youth program might better be
integrated into the existing network of Federal and other programs now helping
this group of young people and their families in crisis. This information will
include the results of the demonstration projects and our experience in the co-
operative arrangements noted above. It will also include what we would antici-
pate learning from implementation of the amendments to the child welfare
services program, contained- In h.R. 3434, which was just recently agreed to by
a conference committee.

CONSIDERATIONS FOR REAUTHORIZATION

Shortly we will send our thr.ee-yeal reauthorization proposal for the Runaway
Youth Act to the Congress.

We believe a number of basic principles need to be incorporated in the act:
Primary emphasis should be placed on the development of new projects,

rather than on continued funding under the Runaway Youth Act for existing
ones;

Projects should reduce their dependence on Runaway Youth Act funding
and strengthen their ties with other community-level human services
programs;

Projects should rely to the greatest extent possible on local resources to
achieve continued support and viability, and

Funds freed as a result of the above efforts should be used to ensure
broader geographic coverage, by funding the start up costs of new programs
in under-served areas around the country.

We believe that these principles will assist In spreading the benefits of the run-
away youth centers to youths in a wider geographic area nnd provide services In
presently unserved sections of the country. Farther, we believe that encouraging
increased local support will enhance the value of the programs, as well as make
it possible to serve more youth in crisis with limited resources.

Toward that end our proposed bill will:
Reauthorize the Runaway Youth Act for three years;
Fund no new project for more than three years;
Reoilire that 10 percent of the funds appropriated for fiscal year 1981

and 1982 be allocated for new projects and 20 percent in fiscal year 1988;
Reqtire that the non-Federal share be In cash;
Place a limit of $100,000 for Federal share of any one project; and
Change the matching rate so that the maximum Federal match is 90 per-

cent rather than require a 90 percent Federal contribution.



127

COMMENTS ON S. 2441

We recognize that the introduction of S. 2441 is another indication of your
strong interest in this program and we are pleased by your continuing support.
However, we would urge you instead to consider and report out the administra-
tion's proposals which I have outlined. Specifically, however, we support the
toiowing provisions ot S. 2441:

Amending the act to include homeless youth both in the title and in the
substance of the bill;

Providing explicit authority for grants for the national communication
system.

However, we do oppose the following provision of S. 2441:
Extending the program for five years and continuing the authorization for

$25M for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983; and increasing the authorization for
$30M for fiscal year 19h4 and fiscal year 1985, we recommend instead a three-
year extension, consistent with our proposal to fund projects for up to three
years, with an authorization of $11M for 1981. This reflects the administra-
tions' budget request. We also request "such sums" authorizations for the two
subsequent years.

CONCLUSION

Finally, let me express my thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of
the subcommittee, for your continuing interest in meeting the needs of runaway
and homeless youth. As I have indicated, the administration shares that interest.
We hope that, with your help, we will be able to move forward and serve these
young people in increasingly effective ways. We urge you to act favorably on the
administration's proposals which I have outlined for extension and amendment
of the Runaway Act.

Thank you for inviting me to testify, Mr. Chairman. I will be pleased to
respond to any questions you and the other members of the subcommittee may
have.

Senator BAYJI. Could I ask that we have Bonnie Strycker of the
Youth Service Bureau of Southi Bend; Kenneth Wooden, director of
the National Coalition of Juvenile Justice; Mara I.Jzier, Children's
Express magazine reporter; and Robert Clampitt, publisher of the
Children's Express magazine, come forward.

TESTIMONY OF BONNIE STRYCKER DIRECTOR, YOUTH SERVICE
BUREAU, SOUTH BEND, IND.;'KENNETH WOODEN, DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL COALITION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE; MARA LOZIER,
CHILDREN'S EXPRESS REPORTER; AND ROBERT CLAMPITT,
CHILDREN'S EXPRESS PUBLISHER, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Senator BYII. Ms. Strycker, could you proceed, and then we will
have Ms. Lozier and Mr. Clampitt and then-let Mr. Wooden be the
cleanup hitter here.

Mr. STRYCKER. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate this opportunity to speak in favor of Senate bill 2441.

I am Bonnie C. Strycker. I am the executive director of the South,
Bend, Ind.., Youth Service Bureau.

The bureau itself opened in 1972. It is a bureau of the city of South
Bend.

lWe offer a number of programs to young people. Our runaway
shelter proJect opened in 1976, funded by the Runaway Youth Act.

Since opening, the runaway shelter has served 600 young people.
Aside from room and board, we provide individual, group, and family
ounseling, educational programs, recreation, and employment. We
also provide services through referral with other agencies.
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I am very encouraged by the provisions of the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act. The inclusion of homeless youth accurately reflects
the increased numbers of young people who, while not technically
runaways, are in need of services.

I am heartened by the increased funding allocation. This will enable
funding for shelter facilities where none currently exist.

I would encourage the Congress also to provide continued funding
and funding increases for those shelters currently funded.

Our shelter receives $52.500 annually in Federal funds, which trans-
lates into a daily average cost per youth of $24. That is the cost to
the Federal Government.

Increased funds are necessary to meet the minimum standards of
the Runaway Youth Act as it. is currently written.

The young people we serve need well qualified counselors. These
counselors are difficult to find and more difficult to keep on the kinds
of salaries we can pay.

If our shelter does not continue receiving Federal support, it would
seriously jeopardize our program and could force its closing.

In conclusion, I would like to compliment the Department of Health
and Human Services and its Youth Development Bureau for its
administration of the Runaway Youth Act.

On behalf of the city of South Bend, Ind.. and the, youth-serving
community of Indiana, I would like to thank you, Senator Bayh, and
this committee, for your leadership and interest in young people.

I appreciate this opportunity to share the Youth Service Bureau
runaway shelter program and to comment on the proposed Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act.

Senator B.\yii. Ms. Strycker. I appreciate your being here and your
testimony, plus the kind of invaluable service that you provide in the
South Bend and St. Joseph County community.

What about the recidivism question? Have you been able to make
an assessment of whether, by reaching people through your service,
you are able to deal with the problem at a time you can minimize it
or prevent it or keep it from recurring time and time again?

Ms. STihYCKEIi. I don't. have any kind of percentages and figures,
but because of the kinds of services through the. Youth Service Bu-
reau, we are able to go into the schools and work with the very age
group you discussed earlier.

We found that the only way to possibly get at the whole business
of ending recurring runaway episodes is by working with the entire
family.

There is no way that our shelter can provide services only to the
young person and return that young person home. It is very impor-
tant. that we provide crisis family therapy as well as ongoing family
therapy because, when a, young person runs away, there is clearly a
family problem. Those problems just don't change within the 15 days
or so.

Senator B.vi-. Do we have, in South Bend, a crisis delivery mecha-
nism for families in trouble?

Ms. SThYCKE. Well, I think we have some semblance of that. I think
we are able to respond. Our Youth Service Bureau has a very good
relationship with the South Bend police department. In terms of
family fights where young people may need to leave home for a period
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of time, the police are aware of our shelter. They are aware of the
Women's Shelter, which provides services for battered women and
shelter care facilities for children.

In terms of ongoing counseling, once the crisis is over, we really
don't. We have a mental health center. We have several private ther-
apists, but we don't have a total delivery service.

Senator ]AYii. I know that the South Bend community is a very
sensitive community. Your folks there tlhat work officially through
the youth service bureau are sensitive. We have a mayorthere who
comes out of the community there of service delivery.

MNs. STRYCKER. Yes.
Senator BAYH. Could you help this committee-it doesn't neces-

sarily have to be a bureau or the county commissioners or the city
council. You have a lot of church folks there, volunteer organizations.
You have the YMCA and YWCA, the Scouts, and the Catholic
charities.

Could you give some thought aid talk to some of the folks there
about what we can do? There are a lot of communities like South
Bend that have the heart and probably have the resources out there
in a nonorganized way. It is one thing for the police to call and say
that a wife is being beaten up. I know the extra work some of you
have been doing there as far as the battered wives are concerned, but
then it is just indispensable, as you get the wife out of the home tem-
porarily, to crank in the mental health services so we can deal with
the basic problem. whether it is alcoholism or other kinds of problems.

Could you give some thought to how we could do that?
Ms. STRYCKER. Yes. I think your suggest ion is timely. We are hav-

ing our first meeting of the community network of youth services
tomorrow, which involves some of the kinds of people you mentioned.

We are hoping that with all the cases that we see in St.. Joseph's
County, individual agencies will lbe identified to take the lead and walk
people through systems so people do not get lost.

Senator BAYI. I would appreciate that, if you could. If you get
back to me, I would appreciate it.

Ms. STRYCKER. Yes.
Senator B.vmr. Ms. Lozier. Mara, good to see you. I appreciate your

being here.
Ms. LOZIER. Before Bob and I start testimony, we at Children's

Express would like to present. you with this T-shirt. It is kind of small.
[Laughter.]

It is a token of appreciation for your work with children.
Senator Bvmr. Why don't vou brvn.y it un here and take. a look at it.
[Senator Bayh is presented with T-shirt.]
[Applause.]
Senator BAYIT. Thank you. This is the inflation-fighting budget.

[Laughter.]
Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT CLAMPITT

Mr. CrA.xAPIm'. Senator, if I may, I would like to commence our
joint, testimony.

I I am Robert Clampitt. publisher of Children's Exnress mngazine.
I would like to formally introduce Mara Lozier of South Orange,
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N.J., who is both a reporter for Children's Express and was the hear-
ing examiner at our national hearings on incarcerated children.

She is a 3-year veteran at Children's Express, at the age of 12.
We are here to talk about the youth advocacy aspects of Children's

Express in particular, but we would also like to join in expressing our
really deep appreciation to you, Senator, for your continued work
on behalf of children.

1 also want to express my appreciation to the New Jersey Citizens'
Advocacy Network and the National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency for assisting in making the trip possible.

On March 28 through 30, 1978, there was a remarkable event here
in Washington, the Children's Express hearings on incarcerated chil-
(ren. Funded by OJJDP, under John Rector, the New Lound Foun-
dation of New York City, and the National Office for Social Respon-
sibility, the hearings were sponsored by the National Coalition for
Children's Justice, the Childrens Cultural Foundation, and the Chil-
dren's Embassy of the Day Care Council.

They took place over a 3-day period and called witnesses from all
over America, including psychiatrists, doctors, police officers, experts
on human behavior, child advocates, -and formerly incarcerated
children.

The hearings were presided over by Children's Express hearing ex-
aminer-s who ranged in age from 10 to 13 years old.

The hearings grew out of an interview with our friend, Ken
Wooden, author of the very moving book, "Weeping in the Playtime
of Others."

In the course of that interview, Children's Express reporters heard
the chilling story of America's incarcerated children. They were pro-
foundly moved.

They wanted to know what they could do, how they could help.
From the dialog that followed that interview, the hearings grew.

From the hearings, the proposition of the child as advocate also
grew.

I want to report on some of the effects of the hearings, but before I
do, I would like to turn to Mara. who was a hearing examiner at the
national hearings At the age of 10 years old, and who has prepared
testimony for you, Mfr. Chairman.

Senator BAYH. Thank you.
Mara?

TESTIMONY OF MARA LOZIER

Ms. LozImR. Good morning. I am Mara Lozier. I represent Children's
Express.

For the last 2 years, a small group of us have been studying child
abuse and incarceration. We have conducted hearings on two occasions,
and the information that I am going to give you this morning is gath-
ered from my experiences as a hearing examiner.

The first hearing that we conducted was in April 1978, at the Chil-
dren's Embassy here in Wa,hinoon, D.C.

The second one was held in December 1979, at the New York Cham-
ber of Commerce, in New York City.

The Washington hearings were supported and funded by the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
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During the hearings, I listened to young witnesses telling about
their experiences as incarcerated children.

I also heard testimony from such experts as Dr. James Prescott, who
is the health and science administrator for National Institute of
Child Health and Iufimian I)evelopment, National Institute of
Health, Senator George McGovern, and Dr. Edward Kaufman, who
is the associate clinical professor of psychiatry at the University of
California.

Our princil)al concern during the Washington hearings was the
status offender. It is he who seems to stay in care the longest, since
he has more. than likely been given an indeterminate sentence.

Sonm of the testimony was incredibly horrifying and shocking to
ne, and I am sure, if enough people were aware of the current abuses
of children's rights, some important changes would come about.

I am supporting the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act
and the Runaway and Iomeless Youth Act.

I will first give a )rief outline of what we have found and then I
will tryv to answer any questions.

First, I would like to speak about solitary confinement, that is,
locking a )erson in a room with four bare walls.

The room typically might have only a mattress or a window and
would rarely include a toilet. Perhaps in place of a toilet there would
be an old coffee can or a hole in the floor. They rarely have lights be-
cause a light cord could easily be used by a child to hang himself. They
are hot in summer and cold in winter.

Children are placed there in their pajamas or underwear. Reasons
for placing them in solitary confinement, range from tearing a tag out
of jeans or vritin, "I love you." to a teacher, to attempted suicide.
None are justifiable.

The activities in solitary consist of eating a scanty meal of bread
and water or something similar which is pushed under the door ad-
ministered by a, guard, sleeping, dreaming or just staring at, the four
walls.

In laboratory tests, scientists put mice in confined spaces like soli-
tarv confinement and took them out days later. After their confine-
ment, the experimental mice could not a4just to their normal lives or
to the mice around them.

Administrators of institutions have no qualms about this sort of
treatment of children, however. Solitary confinement is an easy an-
swer for administrators. It, is inexpensive since no psychiatric help
is involved in its authorization.

Suicide is too often committed in the cells by li!ht cords or twisted
sheets if the cells are equil)ped with them. One child even decided to
eat broken glass.

In 1978, we had testimony from a irl who had been in solitary con-
finement for 50 days. She was asked if there was suicide among her
friends at the institution. She replied. "Well, there was a girl who tried
suicide and got, wut in isolation for it. While I was in isolation there
was another girl who tried to set herself on fire and they put her in
isolation for that." There was another girl who tried to hang herself,
so they took her bed away.

In his book, "Weeping in the Playtime of Others," Ken Wooden
states that one boy scratched, on the thick wire glass window, the
message: "As you are, I was once. As I am, you will be." Then hle
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climbed to the upper bunk pushed his bed out from the wall so his
legs could hang over, placed his head under the arched safety bar, and
violently flipped his body over the bed, breaking his neck.

It was necessary to cut pff the bar to remove the boy's body.
Many other cases, some of which are not so tragic, but many which

are, have never been reported. Suicide over the last decade has in-
creased by 200 percent among children aged 14 to 19, and is now the
second highest cause for death in Americans aged 15 to 24.

I have a poem which was written by a girl in solitary confinement,
in Illinois, right before her suicide:

There is a crack in the Earth
And I have fallen in.
Down In the darkness where I have never been.
People are looking, staring at me;
I lie here and wonder what do they see?
Shall I be here forever?
1 cannot climb back
Rotting and dying in this horrible crack.
Am I alive or am I dead?
Oh God, who will save me
From this crack in my head?

Physical abuse is another common practice at many institutions.
Beatings or strenuous work are dealt, out, most mercilessly. The beatings
are done with a belt, stick, or wooden paddle about 2 inches thick.

The strenuous exercise may consist of being changed by guards on
horsebacks, being made to wash a dormitory floorr with a toothbrush, or
other similar chores.

Through the hearings I learned that when adults enter a mental
hospital, reformatory, or other such institutions, he is examined and
evaluated and given correct medication, if that is indicated.

This is not so in the case of juveniles. On arrival, common admission
practice includes a physical examination, clothes confiscation, shower,
and a 25-milligram dose of thorazene.

Dr. Edward Kaufman testified in 1978 that one institution in New
York State will increase, that, original dose by one half again, and more
will come if the staff feels it necessary.

"Massive doses are given instead of therapeutic help. Thorazene is
the most common drug used, but many others are prominent.

In his book, Ken Wooden calls thorazene "the new solitary confine-
ment."

In some ways, drug abuse is much worse than the old solitary con-
finement. In the old way, one might maintain control of his mind.

When we absorb all this, we tend to say, "Well, it is awful, but the
people on the receiving end of the awfulness are pretty bad, too." That
is not necessarily so.

In 1971, 56.4 percent of all incarcerated children were status
offenders.

Of the remaining 43.6 percent, well under 10 percent are violent
criminals. That is a terrible injustice. This injustice is widespread,
too. We aren't discussing one small area. We are discussing a situation
that has spread all around the country.

Although some progress is being made, children everywhere need
help. It is up to us to provide that help.

Thank you.
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Senator BAYH. Thank you.
Mr. CLA Prrr. Senator, if I may just conclude, and then perhaps we

could both respond, if you have any questions.
Senator BAYH. Yes.
Mr. CLAMPirr. The purpose of the Washington hearings on incar-

cerated children was certainly to spread information to the general
public. We wanted to inform America about these conditions and as
a matter of fact, in that way, the hearings were very successful. They
were covered by all three networks and by WNET, here in Washing-
ton. An edited version was shown all over America. The hearings were
also covered by something like 10 major news bureaus, including the
New York Times and the Washington Post.

Our own teenage editors did a videotape of those hearings, which
they edited down to 1 hour and which has been shown in many parts of
the country. It is now incorporated as a part of the juvenile advocacy
course at Temple University in Philadelphia.

It has also been shown all over the country and the children them-
selves have addressed many audiences, including the plenary session
of the National Child Abuse Conference. at the Annanberg School,
University of Pennsylvania. They also addressed 500 Methodist women
about 4 months ago in Philadelphia. Those women were in the proc-
ess of allocating a budget of $14 million.

So the followup to those hearings has been a constant addressing of
the subject that you have so faithfully addressed yourself to over the
past years by the children as spokespersons for other children.

Of course, we want to state the case for the child as advocate. We
think that the youth initiative projects are especially valuable within
the legislation.

I have personally experienced the extraordinary way in which chil-
dren are moved by the plight of other children as we went through the
camps in Thailand and Cambodia with two of our reporters, and also
with respect to the hearings on incarcerated children.

I would just like to say one thing about the administration of the
act., in concluding; that, is, that I was deeply disappointed to see the
driving up of the unsolicited grant aspects of the legislation.

It seemed to me that some of the most. creative programs that were,
funded under Mr. Rector's administration were in that category. As
I under-stand it, that. is no longer a part of the administrative appara-
his. We feel affected by that and deeply disappointed.

Thank you.
Senator BAYIr. Thank you, Mr. Clampitt., and Ms. Lozier.
You are 12 years old?
Ms. LozIFiR. Yes.
Senator BAYnr. Mr. Wooden, it. is good to see you again.
Mr. WooEN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator BAYT . Mr. Wooden is no stranger before this committee. I

consider him a v, lisnt ally of this committee in its efforts to try to
prevent juvenile delinquency and save young people from a lifetime
of waste.

I also call him a good friend personally. It is good to have you with
US.

TESTIMONY OF KENNETH WOODEN
Mr. WOODEN. Thank you.
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It was reassuring to see you accept that shirt. I assume now that you
are part of the news media, Senator Bayli. If so, we will all be enriched.

I would like to share with you a few insights as you expand your
activity and work to improve conditions affecting children.

First, may I read to you a very short poem. This poem was written
by one of 300 children murdered in Jonestown, Guyana. His name was
David Chaiken, he was 15. He wrote,

I walked down a very lonely street.
There was no one there.
Just stillness and the lonely street.
The wind whistled there.
I was lost, I know.

The key sentence here is, "There was no one there." Senator Bayh,
for a lot of kids it is really profoundly beautiful that you are there.
There are few people in this country who care about children, and I
know that those children, if they could speak for themselves, would
say, "Thank you."

Also there are few people looking at what I call "a growing trend
toward commercial jails" in America. While we have been successful
in taking children out of a number of public jails, there is a mush-
rooming of greed merchants who are setting up and expanding their
"Colonel Sanders" operations.

The moneys they are receiving come mainly from Federal and State
grants. The Federal pots of money come. from the Labor Department
and from OJJDP and HEW. They add up to as high as $50,000 per
kid, per year.

It is becoming so lucrative that one bank in Providence, R.I., bought
an institution from which it realizes $55,000 per kid, per year. This
same bank allots $100 per week to feed 10 kids and a house parent.

I am seeing, Senator Bayli, a trend where the money is being used
not to improve the quality of care for children, but to expand real
estate investments. These greed merchants are buying land and build-
ings. They are realizing vast wealth as they expand their operations
into other States.

They are buying deserted Catholic hospitals, convents, seminaries,
ideal because they are isolated from the public. As private facilities,
thev are also protected from the scrutiny of the news media.

There was one operation in Arizona, called the Circle S Ranch.
T would like to leave with your committee several dozen affidavits, a
litany of horror documenting beatings, death, suicide, and a bizarre,
Freudian-type therapy where young men were forced to simulate
having sex on a pillow, with their mothers.

This facilitv was in business for 20 years, during which time chil-
dren from California were being shi)ped there.

They were Dut out, of business-I am happy to report they are out
of business-by professional team effort, what I call a health en-
forcement team, made up of a physician, lawyer, CPA, reporter, and
a nlls e.

This team went into the place unannounced and creamed them. The
facility could not defend its actions of the last 20 years.

I believe you will find it very distirbing to read the affidavits of
people, now 32 and 33 years old describing their existence in this hell
hole when they were youngsters.
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I would like to make a suggestion to your staff. Would it not be
possible for the AGO to do an audit on these profitmaking, high tui-
tion rate facilities, to see exactly what moneys are going into real
estate investments and expansions and what is going into the quality
of care for children.

Also, I am impressed how these operations acn afford the legal fees
for hiring lawyers to intimidate critics like me and other child ad-
vocates. They appear to have unlimited money to file lawsuits and
hire lawyers to defend their actions.

Would it not be possible for children in these institutions to enjoy
the same quality of legal care as the owners of these facilities?

Allow me to state publicly here, not only am I finding kids in these
commercial jails, Senator Bayh, but in my own State of Pennsylvania,
as well as Virginia and Minnesota, status offenders are being placed
in mental hospitals.

Disturbingly, in the State of Pennsylvania, children can be found
in the wards of mental hospitals with 'adult men, yet, the head of the
Pennsylvania Health Department, justifying their actions in a memo,
said, "In no way will this hurt, the children being placed with men-
tally disturbed adults."

Senator BAYH. Do you have that document?
Mr. 1ooDEN. Yes. I will gladly make that document available to

your subcommittee, along with these affidavits and other materials I
am finding, because I know that you will do something about it.

Thank you. Senator Bayh.
Senator BAYJI. Again, we are in your debt. I don't know anybody

who has done more really to put (he Nation's consciousness to this
problem: your book, "Weeping in the Playtime of Others," and your
CBS contribution.

Here is really a communications problem to a great extent, I think.
I cannot believe that more than a very small percentage of the people
of our country would support this kind of exportation of grief, even
in the States where it is practiced. I would be willing to wager that the
bigmajority of the people in the State do not understand.

So, if we can lay it out on the record here, the fact that one of our
States, perhaps other States have people who are charged to fulfill
their responsibility of providing services to young people, totally
ignore the fact that the service makes the matter worse.

If you could get us a list and affidavits or expanded list of targets
of opportunity-I don't want to go on a witch hunt, but I certainly
have no hesitancy asking the Attorney General or the Government
Accounting Office or some other investigatory arm of our Congress or
Government to take a good hard look at these people who now are
profiteering out of the misery of others, off the misery of others.

Well, I really appreciate your all being here. I wish we had more
time to pursue this, but all the statements will be put in the record.

We want to keep working at this. We appreciate what you all are
doing out in the field to make it possible for our work to reach them.

Ms. LoZIER. Thank you, Senator Bayh.
Mr. WOODEN. Thank you, Senator.
Mr. CLAMwrrr. Than you, Senator Bayh.
Ms. STRYCKER. Thank you, sir.
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Strycker and material for the
record from Mr. Wooden follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BONNIE STRYCKER

Members of the Committee, I am Bonnie C. Strycker, Executive Director of
the South Bend Youth Service Bureau. Our offices are located in South Bend,
St. Joseph County, Indiana. St. Joseph County is located in the northwestern
part of the State. The County's population is approximately 245,000. As of the
1970 census, figures Indicated an 88 percent white, 11 percent black, and 1 per-
cent Spanish population breakdown. Economically, St. Joseph County relies on
a few large industries and several small diversified industrial concerns. Tt is
composed primarily of a working and middle class population.

The Youth Service Bureau is a bureau within the Civil City of South Bend and
has been in operation since 1972. Though a City bureau, it serves all of St. Joseph
County. The Bureau has four major components; youth employment, recreation,
informal counseling, and shelter care.

The Runaway Shelter was opened in June of 1976. Funds were provided by the
Runaway Youth Act. The decision to open i shelter for runaways was based on
our belief that the act of running away from home, rather than an act of defiance
or delinquency, is a cry for help that signals a breakdown in the family system.
The philosophy of the shelter, as well as the Youth Service Bureau itself, is one
of providing positive support in a caring environment allowing the individual the
freedom to make his/her own decisions. The goal of our shelter is to provide the
necessary support system to enable a young person to return to the family unit
and to provide the family with the necessary tools to lessen the likelihood of
other runaway episodes.

To meet this goal, the Runaway Shelter provides a variety of services. Serv-
ices provided directly by shelter staff and volunteers include individual, group,
and family therapy. These are provided while the youth Is in residence. Educa-
tional programs are scheduled weekly using such community agencies as Planned
Parenthood of North Central Indiana, the Alcoholism Council of St. Joseph
County, and several others. Group recreational outings are scheduled weekly.
Job opportunities are provided by the Youth Service Bureau's employment com-
ponent. Service needs such as legal, welfare, and health are referred. Once a
youth leaves the Runaway Shelter, individual and family counseling may be pro-
vided, either by staff or by referral.

The Runaway Shelter is licensed by the State of Indiana as a group home. It
has a licensed capacity of nine and has an average of six residents daily. In 1976,
209 juveniles were referred from police to the St. Joseph County Juvenile Court
ati runaways. The number increased significantly in 1977 to 311, and decreased
minimally in 1978 to 299. In 1979 reported runaways totaled 246.

During the last six months of 1976, which was the first six months of the
Shelter's operation, 70 youth were housed and received services. In 1977, 1978,
and 1979, a combined total of 538 youth were provided shelter and counseling
services. In 1979 of the 216 youth who resided at the Runaway Shelter 122 were
female, 94 were male. Of that number 144 were 14, 15, and 16 years old. The vast
majority or 191 were residents of St. Josenh County. Also in 1979, 46 families
were seen for ongoing family therapy. This represented 196 individuals.

During the grant period, the Runaway Shelter received $52,500.00 in federal
funds. At an average of six youth daily, the cost to the federal government is
approximately $24.00 per youth daily. This cost provides no adjustment to in-
clude the hours of aftercare services provided once a youth leaves the shelter.
This inclusion would reduce the federal cost. Given that the family is the basic
unit of American society and that youth represent our greatest national re-
source, this federal expenditure seems not excessive.

There are no typical reasons why young people leave their homes. They run
for a number of reasons. Some are victims of sexual or physical abuse. Some
suffer emotional neglect. They tire discounted and minimized. They are treated as
if they are worthless, and soon believe themselves to be. Some teens are pushed
out of their homes, told to leave and never return. Some run from single family
homes. Others live in blended families where they resist the authority of a step-
parent or are unable to cope with the pressures of sharing a house with step-
brothers and sisters. Some flee from the chaos created by the alcoholism or
drug abuse of a family member; others because of the pressures of poverty. Some
young people run because their parents are too demanding, too restrictive, or
because there is little or no communication among family members.
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I am very encouraged by the content of the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act of 1980. It acknowledges the vital role the Federal government must take
in providing services to youth and families in crisis. The inclusion of "homeless
youth" accurately reflects reality and the need for provision of services to
youth who, while not technically runaways, are nonetheless in crisis.

Increasing the funding allocation is essential. This increase will allow for the
creation of shelter facilities where none currently exist. It Is imperative that
those shelters currently funded continue receiving federal support. Speaking
from my experience in South Bend, at this point in time the local community
could not exclusively support the continuation of the Runaway Shelter. If no
federal funds were available our shelter would close.

If our shelter was able to receive Increased federal support, I feel confident
we could more successfully meet the goals of the Runaway Youth Act. More
staff is essential to adequately provide aftercare services. Currently only one
half-time family therapist position is provided for by Runaway Youth Act
funds.

We must recognize and respond to the needs of the families of runaways. It
has become apparent to us that a need exists for providing support services to
parents of runaways. A parents group has been suggested, but is impractical due
to staff time limitations. Educational and therapeutic groups could be offered
to the younger siblings of runaways. Educational and group rap sessions open to
any interested young person could provide skills needed to cope with stress in a
family setting.

We must address ourselves to community attitudes toward young people; atti-
tudes that discount and devalue youth. Educating the community is essential. Too
few people have any real understanding of the dynamics that lead a young person
to leave home. Too few people understand how they can serve an important role
as a significant person in a young person's life. Too many people think young peo-
ple who leave their homes are delinquents and troublemakers. Too many people
judge the parents of runaways and troubled kids as unfit and incapable of change.
With adequate support and resources provided from the Federal level, communi-
tles can be more enlightened in the area of family dynamics and better prepared
to respond to the needs of the family. These are only a few of the identified areas
of need in our community.

In conclusion, I'd like to compliment the Department of healthh and Human
Services and its Youth development Bureau for its adminis-cration of the Run-
away Youth Act. On behalf of the City of South Bend and the youth serving com-
munity of Indiana, I'd like to thank Senator Bayh and this committee , for your
leadership and interest in young people. I appreciate this opportunity to share
the Youth Service Bureau Runaway Shelter Program and to comment on the pro-
posed Runaway and Homeless Youth Act of 1980. Thank you.

Subject: Your reply of January 11, 1977 to Draft Bulletin of December 22, 1976.
To: Mr. Francis T. Heliman, Assistant Acting Regional Commissioner for Mental

Health.
From: Robert M. I)aly, M.D., Deputy Secretary for Mental Health.

It is the belief of this office that the mentally ill adolescents ages 14 to 18
may be hospitalized intermingled with the adult population at Clarks Summit,
Wernersville. and Allentown State Mental Hospitals in the Northeast Region.
This should in most cases preclude the necessity for transferring them out of the
region and far from home and family who must also be included in the treatment
process.

If such hospitalizations present problems, this office should be informed of them
so we may render assistance in their correction.

POLICY REGARDING STATE MENTAL HOSPITAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN AND
ADOLESCENTS

It is the goal of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that children and ado-
lescents will be treated in or near their home communities, supported in the
treatment effort by their families and responsible agencies. To this end it is im-
portant that all of our State Mental Hospitals be prepared to meet the needs of
these patients as they are referred to these facilities.

70-796 0 - 81 - 10
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Because of differences in maturity, developmental level and therapeutic needs,
we are proposing to divide childhood into three categories, birth through 2, 3
through 13, and 14 to 18 years of age. Ages birth through 2 shall be designated as
"infants" and will not be admitted to State Mental Hospitals. The latter two
groups shall be designated "children", and "adolescents" in that order.

With regard to "children" (3 through 13), it is hoped that primarily commu-
nity-based outpatient, partial, or residential programs would le meeting their
needs and that the numbers requiring treatment at a distance from home would
be minimal.

It shall be the policy of the Department to designate certain State hospitals
as providing regional programs specific for "children" (3 through 13) and they
shall be as follows: Southeastern Region: Eastern State School and Hospital,
Eastern Pennsylvania Psychiatric Institute, and Haverford State Hospital;
Northeastern Region; Allentown State Hospital; Western Region: Mayview
State Hospital ; Central Region : Eastern Pennsylvania Psychiatric Institute and
Haverford State Hospital. It is our policy that any "children" (3 through 13)
committed to a State Mental Hospital lie committed to one of these psychiatric
hospitals if care is required beyond that which the community can provide.

Adolescents 14 years and older admitted to State Mental Hospitals under the
various Act 143 commitment procedures shall ie admitted to any and all of our
State Mental Hospitals, whether or not special adolescent inpatient units exist
in the facility. In order to meet the needs of this category of patients, all State
Mental Hospitals shall have, in addition to the individual patient treatment
plan for each patient, programs appropriate to the: (1) developmental level;
(2) nature of mental disorder; and (3) educational status of the patients ad-
mitted. To Implement this policy each superintendent will appoint a director for
adolescent programs. This director would in turn he provided with a special
hospital area and sufficient full or part-time staff to supervise the development
of peer group activities, monitor individual treatment plans, provide family and
agency involvement, and insure right to education of each eligible patient by
notifying and monitoring the involvement of the local Intermediate Unit of the
Pennsylvania Department of Education. Where the condition of the patient
warrants, lie or she may be intermingled with the adult hospital population, re-
ceiving such specialized services as are indicated above during program hours.

It is not necessarily advisable nor is it required by JCAH or )PW regulations
that a separate adolescent living unit be maintained by every hospital; only that
the individual treatment plan be appropriate to meet the patient's needs and
that special peer activities be available.

Prior or subsequent to admission should an adolescent (14 to 18) be determined\
by his treatment team to require a specialized adolescent living and treatment
unit, the County MH/MR Administrator shall be notified. The latter shall arrange
for alternative placement if this Is a available within the Region. If not, the Re-
gional Commissioner of the Home Region shall negotiate with the Regional Com-
missioner of the Region to which the patient is being sent for out-of-Region
commitment to a designated adolescent unit as listed above.

With regard to adolescents 14 to 18, the following shall be designated special
regional "adolescent" units. They are: Southeastern Region: Eastern State
School and Hospital, Norristown State Hospital, and Haverford State Hospital:
Western Region: Woodville State Hospital and Warren State Hospital ; Central
Region: Norristown State HIospital and Ilaverford State Hospital; Northeast-
ern Region: Norristown State Hospital and Eastern State School and Hospital.

In order to facilitate the implementation of this policy, we are requesting that
the Superintendents of these hospitals not currently having designated adolescent
and/or children's living units inform us as to the current status of their pro-
graming for adolescent patients, including the name and classification of the
person designated as Director of Adolescent Programs.

COMMONWEALTIT OF PENNSYLVANIA,
November 2.9. 1977.

Subject: Judge Wesner Letter re Adolescent Institutional Services.
To: Wilbur M. Lutz, M.D.. Superintendent. Wernersville State Hospital.
From: Allen Handford, M.D., Director, Children and Youth Services, Office of

Mental TIealth.
Regarding my recommendations to Judge Wesner concerning hospitalization

of adolescents, It is the expectation of this office that all of the State mental
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hospitals offer appropriate individual treatment plans and programs as well as
living quarters for patients 14 years and older sent to them under the various
Act 143 commitment procedures. If such is not the case at Wernersville, you
should begin to take such steps as are ne. essary to be in compliance. This would
Include the appointment of a mental health professional as director for adolescent
programs, who would in turn supervise the development of peer activities, moni-
tor individual treatment plans and insure right to education by notification of
the local Intermediate Unit, of Pennsylvania Department of Education upon
admission of the above.

Where the condition of the patient warrants, he or she may be intermingled
with the general hospital population, receiving such of the above specialized
services as are indicated by developmental level, nature of mental disorder, and
educational status.

For these purposes we consider general psychiatrists to be qualified by the
nature of their training to treat adolescents and to direct the treatment team
iii all other aspects of their management.

It is neither advisable nor required by JCAII or l)PIW Regulations that a sep-
arate adolescent housing unit be maintained; only that the individual treatment
plan be appropriate to meet the patient's needs, and that special peer activities
be available where indicated.

Should all adolescent be determined by the treatment team to require a special-
ized unit, you are quite right in indicating that upon notification by the superin-
tendent the referring BS" as agent for thi County MII/MR Administrator, or
the latter himself should make the alternative referral either within or outside
the home Region to a designated adolescent unit. In the latter case, the sending
Regional Commissioner shall assist by securing agreement from the receiving
Regional Commissioner for hospitalization in his Region before tile transfer of
the patient.

Should you require clarification, please feel at liberty to cofitact this office.

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,

Septembcr 26, 1977.
Subject: Adolescents Intermingled with Adult Patients in State Mental Hospitals.
To: Superintendents State Mental Hospitals. Regional Commissioners for MH,

County MH/MR Administrators. Juvenile Court Judges.
From: H. Allen Handford, M.D., Director, Children and Youth Services, Office

of Mental Health.
Through: Robert M. Daly, M.D., Deputy Secretary and Commissioner of Mental

Health.
This is to call your attention to a recent legal opinion from our General Coun-

sel with regard to the intermingling of adult patients and adolescents in State
mental hospital,. We are advised that nothing in Act 143 or the Mental Health
Act of 1966 prohibits placing persons between 14 and 18 years of age with older
patients where this is deemed by us to be desirable.

We are therefore advising you that adolescent patients 14 years and older
may be hospitalized and intermingled with adult patients in all of our State
mental hospitals. They are to receive an appropriate individual treatment plan
and services as indicated by the nature of their mental disability.

The local educational agency (school district or Intermediate Unit) is to be
notified of the admission to the hospital so that an Individual Educational Pro-
gram under their Right to Education may be developed while they are in the
hospital.

The intent of this policy is to insure treatment close to home and family In
the patient's own county or region, if possible, in close cooperation with his
parents or the agency of custody and the referring agency. This is to insure
rapid return of the patient to his home community.

Please also be advised that it is not the intent of this policy to discontinue
currently established discrete adolescent units now present in State mental
hospitals. The presence of such units continues to be an essential part of our
mental health institutional system. Adolescents may le referred to such discrete
units if the superintendent of the hospital to which the adolescent has been ad-
mitted determines that due to extreme immaturity, special needs, or other indi.
vidual requirements he/she would best be treated in such a unit. The mecha-
nism for such a referral would be back to the referring base service unit through
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the Regional Commissioner of Mental Health to the Regional Commissioner
of Mental Health in the Region to which the patient is being referred. All must
agree and the appropriate recommitment instituted before such transfer may
occur.

With regard to staff needs, professional competence to treat adolescents as
well as adult patients must be assumed by the nature of the training of licensed
psychiatrists. Other mental health professionals will be expected to cooperate
in the development of the individual treatment plans for adolescents in their
hospitals. During the non-sleeping hours programs for adolescents such as social-
ization, recreation, as well as other treatment modalitievs shall be under the
direction of a Coordinator for Adolescent programs.

With regard to the treatment of children 13 and younger it shall continue to
be the policy of this office that such younger children shall be treated on dis-
crete approved units as currently established in selected State mental hospitals
across the State. Where such children must be hospitalized outside of their
county or region, the procedures established by Act 143 shall prevail.

Questions with regard to this policy should be directed to Dr. Handford or
his staff in the Office of Mental Health.

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA,
July 22, 1977.

Subject: Data Request.
To: H. Allen Handford, M.D.
From: Ronald B. Purtle, Ph. D.
Through: Victor X. Fongemie, Ph. D.

Per your July 22nd request, attached you will find the number of children and
youth in State Mental Hospitals. 5-19 years old (as of 6/30/76).

Please note that reports generated from the data used categorical age group-
ings that combined 18 and 19 year olds. For future reports to be generated for
fiscal year 1977/78. the age categories of Institutionalized patients can be changed
to more accurately reflect your data needs. I would appreciate your input as to
which age categories would be most useful to your needs.

Attachment.
Number of children in State mental hospitals 5 to 19 years of age as of June 30,

1976 Number of
Facility: children

Allentown ---------------------------------------------------- 81
Clarks Summit ------------------------------------------------ 22
Danville ----------------------------------------------------- 21
Dtxmont -------------------------------------------------
Embreeville -------------------------------------------------- 25
Fairview ----------------------------------------------------- 13
Harrisburg --------------------------------------------------- 36
Haverford --------------------------------------------------- 135
Hollidaysburg ------------------------------------------------- 36
Mayview ------------------------------------------------- 24
Norristown ----------------------------------------------- 5
Philadelphia -------------------------------------------------- 40
Retreat ------------------------------------------------------ 14
Somerset ----------------------------------------------------- 17
Torrance ----------------------------------------------------- 17
Warren ------------------------------------------------------ 5
Wernersvllle -------------------------------------------------- 39
Woodville ------------------------------------------------ 59
EPPI ---------------------------------------------------- 7
ESSH ------------------------------------------------------ 115
WSSH ------------------------------------------------------ 11

Total ----------------------------------------------------- 840

Senator BAYIL Now if we could have our next panel, Mark A.
Thennes, director, National Youth Work Alliance, Barbara Sylvester,
vice chairman, National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and
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Delinquency Prevention, and Pearl West, director, Department of
Youth Authority, Sacramento, Calif.

PANEL OF: MARK A. THENNES, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL YOUTH
WORK ALLIANCE; BARBARA SYLVESTER, VICE CHAIRMAN,
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION; AND PEARL WEST, DIRECTOR,
DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AUTHORITY, SACRAMENTO, CALIF.

Senator BAYIL Mr. Thennes, why don't you start off.
Mr. TtENsN. Thank you Senator.
I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify this morn-

ing for the National Youth Work Alliance.
In the interest of time, I would just like to highlight some of the

issues in my written remarks.
We had a meeting of 25 youth workers from around the country

for the National Youth Work Alliance to set our youth policy posi-
tions. I would like to report on some of those and give you some other
comments on some of the proposed legislation.

The alliance membership supports a higher appropriation for the
Juvenile Justice Act of $140 million, and for the Runaway Youth
Act of $25 million.

I think, Senator, that in terms of-
Senator BAYT. If you will excuse me. I have to slip out. I will be

right back. We will have Ms. Jolly continue to preside here.
Mr. THENNES. I think that if we look at some of the things that

have worked, the deinstitutionalization of the Juvenile Justice Act,
the removal of kids :'Yor jails, and the housing for runaways under
the runaway youth program, we see that the costs for housing these
kids have really soared over the last 3 years in terms of the fuel costs
and other energy-related costs for housing.

I think also, interms of the losses suffered from inflation, that with
continuing the appropriation at the same level for the last 3 years,
there is more than significant justification to increase a higher ap-
propriation level, as we have seen a decrease in the availability of serv-
ices and the purchasing power at least of the dollars now being pro-
posed.

I think the other issue that. I would like to draw to your attention
would be the position of the Office of Juvenile Justice.

The alliance has been supporting autonomy for the administrator,
and a stronger role for the Office of Juvenile Justice. We believe the
way to best accomplish this is through a fourth organizational struc-
ture. If this could be accomplished throui.h the Senate language and
we obtain a separate line item in the Federal budget for Juvenile
Justice. we feel that this would address some of our concerns.

I think another concern that the alliance membership has had is
what has happened with delinquency prevention. The act, among
youth advocates, is known as the Juvenile Justice Act. I think this
is no accident. T think that the delinquency prevention part of this
act has been totally neglected.
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Every 5 years or so the Office of Juvenile Justice will launch a
juvenile delinquency prevention program, but basically that kind of
programing around the country has come to a halt for it is very dif-
ficult to measure.

California, for example, has a small program, about $200,000 that
they fund with State money. I believe that the Office should be directed
to create a free-standing delinquency prevention program not unsim-
ilar to the Runaway Youth Act, and perhaps some of the unobligated
funds or the reverted funds that return to OJJ from nonparticipating
States could be earmarked and put into that program.

What we have heard from youth workers around the country is, with
the current Federal approach of coming up with Federal guidelines,
it is in addition, on creativity coming from communities where local
communities know their needs best and are incapable of really re-
sponding in a creative way to a set of rigid Federal guidelines.

Any Federal delinquency prevention program should allow for the
funding of unsolicited programs that come from indigenous commu-
nity groups.

The other position of the alliance that I would like to draw to your
attention was eloquently stated yesterday by the Deputy Attorney
General, Charles Renfrew, and that is the removal of children from
jails.

The National Youth Work Alliance has gone on record as support-
ing this position. Certainly the Justice Department is to be com-
mended for their support of this position. It is probably one of the
most progressive things that the Justice Department has ever come
out for in terms of supporting kids.

Ms. JoLLY. They should 1e commended. However, for 6 years, Sen-
ator Bayh has had section 223(13), which relates to the separation of
all juveniles from adults in any institution.

We understand that the Justice Department at this point over 6
years has said that only 10 States out of 50 have reported compliance
with that section.

We really hope that they monitor that a little stronger so we just
don't have States that report compliance, but States who actually are
in compliance.

Mr. THENNES. I think that in the lona run, the other issue that is
related to that, I think if we, look down the road to what the Juvenile
Jiistiep Act slhonild be doinr. is trying to take a look at who is left in
the jails and the prisons in this country.

I think the most successful thing and certainly one of the most
visible things about the Juvenile Justice Act has been not only the de-
institutionalization and some of those statistics that. were reported to
the committee yesterday. but also some of the changes in State legisla-
tion that have occurred in over 30 States.

I thinly what, we see is a trade-off that, was being made between what
kinds of services State le islatures would allow to be provided for
status offenders and nonoffenders and then the trade-off was that more
serious treatment or punishment options were set up for the serious
offenders.

What we have seen is a growing number of States allow an ever-
increasing number of young people, at younger ages, allowed into an
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adult correctional system which is a proven failure for an ever-grow-
inf number of crimes.

think that what we would urge the Congress to do in terms oflooking at a 5-year extension of the Juvenile Justice Act, to look at thepossibility of creating a program or at least looking at some amend-ments over the next few years that can look at what is happening interms of the inequal treatment for minority youth that was pointed
out yesterday.

If you take into consideration the demographics, I think what wewill find by the mid-1980's is a juvenile justice system in this countrythat by far predominantly incarcerates minoility young people.
Some of these differences in treatment I think are obscene.I think that the issue is not. so much public safety as it is the humanservices providers' inability to cope. with these kids.
I think part of it, from my experience, begins looking at the role ofhuman service providers, particularly employed by public government.
I think that what we see in the major cities is well-intentionedyouth workers, for example, caught up and dehumanized in a bureau-cratic system that they are trying to work in to serve kids.
I think that any program that tries to look at what to do to helkids that are remaining in prisons and in the jails really has to seways to fund indigenous community groups in their communities to

serve the kids in their own communities.
I think that is probably one of the major shortcomings, so far, of

the Juvenile Justice Act.
I think the other thing that I would urge the Congress to do iscarefully review some of the language contained in the House bill, par-toularly the monitoring requirements and requirements around com-

pliance with deinstitutionalization.
Some of that language you could drive a Mack truck through interm, of the exceptions. Now whether the language in the bill itselfshould be changed or whether the language in the conference report, itis extremely unclear. I think it would tend to weaken some of theprogress we have made with the Juvenile. Justice Act. over the last few

years.
Lastly, I would like to address the Runaway Youth Act. We havemade a number of suggestions in terms of different, programing there

to increase the size of the grants.
I think I would like to draw a couple of things to your attention.One of the concerns that we have--there is a ineeting two doors downthe hall, of the Senate Budget Committee, and they are expected later

fhis afternoon or tomorrow to come up with a proposal to either elimi-nate LEAA and possibly eliminate the Office of Juvenile Justice, notdissimilar from what the House Budget Committee did last week.The President has also announced a freeze on hiring. We have seenhn Office of Juvenile Justice say that it. needs another 50 slots.T think that the Congress needs to begin to look at, the two titles of'-Y.9 act., title IT and title TIT, and look at some of tho rationale of how
hev are set up in the Federal Government.

I would urge the Congress to examine two options. The first option
would be to transfer the Runaway Youth Act, to the Office of Juvenile
Justice. nci
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The Runaway Youth Act is funded with $11 million and has ap-
proximately 20 job or staff slots connected with it.

The other Juvenile Justice Act is funded with $100 million. It has
approximately 40 staff slots that are filled at this time.

Ms. JOLLY. That may or may not be a good idea. However, as you
know, in the entire budget process there is usually much difficulty when
you transfer one agency to another, to get the same appropriation that
agency may have in HEW, and then, the slots.

Of course, as you know, right now there are no additional slots for
either the Juvenile Justice Office or HEW in the President's fiscal year
1981 budget.

Maybe somewhere down the line there should be all sorts of chil-
dren's programs combined in an office, an advocacy office for youth,
but right now, I think it would be very difficult to do. We can't even
get any more slots for the Juvenile Justice Office.

Mr. TIENNES. Well, I think you are addressing the concern here;
that is, that there, are additional' possibilities of bringing personnel on
to a comprehensive and combined juvenile justice program.

Ms. JOLLY. Not, when the President. has a freeze, on.
Mr. TnN, -XES. Well, if you combined the two. you need an amend-

ment on the Appropriations Act. as I understand it, to combine two.
I think that the other option to give serious consideration to is the

possibility of transferring the Office of Juvenile Justice to HEW.
The original rationale for putting the Juvenile Justice Act in the

Department of Justice was that LEAA had a system in place, that they
were already funding juvenile programs anc it. would be easy to con-
tinue that, kind of thing.

Should the Congress cut. LEAA in half or cut it out completely in
this year or next year, that rationale diminishes.

I think that in terms of the support services that are provided to the
Office, of Juvenile Justice, that would probably replace those both at
the national and at. the local level and would probably cost. us another
$10 million out of juvenile justice funds.

Those support systems exist, within HEW already. In terms of an
era of budget cutting and fiscal responsibility, this kind of an option
I think should be taken a look at over the next few years.

fs. JOLLY. Thank you very much. Mr. Thennes.
'M r. TITENNES. Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Barbara Sy.,lvester. Vice Clair of the National Advisory

Committee.
TESTIMONY OF BARBARA SYLVESTER

MS. SYLVESTER. Thank you Madame Chairperson.
Ms. Jo,rx. Your statement will be included in the record in full. at

the conclusion of your oral testimony.
Ms. SyvNSTER. We would like to state to Spnator Bavh that we

ill the Carolinas would like him to know that it has been a long time
since he has been lown to meet the youth workers.

I mo11 especially would want to thank mv own senior Senator.
Strom Thurmmond. for being a prt of this committee.

MIs. Jor,-. He anolofvized earlier this morning for not being able
to remain here. He had to gro to the Armed Services Committee
meetin,.

MNs. SyLvESTiR. I think, too. that at this time I must point out and
would like it to be in the record that Senator Thurmond established
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a scholarship and a training school in South Carolina for a youngster
who would like to further his education. It is not named for Strom
Thurmond. It was named for a young man that he has watched grow
up. I would like for that to be a part of the record.

XIS. JOLLY. Certainly.
Ms. SYLVESTER. On behalf of the National Advisory Committee, I

most certainly am delighted to be here and submit a summary of our
position on the reauthorization.

I will confine my comments today to present the views of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee which we believe are the most significant
to the youth of this country and the reauthorization of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

I will then try. to the best of my ability, to answer any questions,
Madame Chairlady, that you may have.

On behalf of the National Advisory Committee, I wish to com-
mend you on this excellent legislation that you have been a part of, and
most certainly Senator Bayh helped initiate.

I would like to reiterate here that the National Advisory Commit-
tee has continually fought against any dilution of any part of the act,
most certainly, the section dealing with children locked in jails, of
which we know there are very, very many. Yet, as with any issue
as complex as juvenile justice. I must l)oint, out to you that there
are bound to be differences of opinion, and there most certainly are.

Before I touch on those. I would like to say that your amendment,
which requires that an evaluation be conducted of programs such as"scared straight," is an excellent example of concurrence.

The National Advisory Committee considered a recommendation to
revise the JJDP Act to include an emphasis on violent, serious, or
chronic juvenile offenders.

Although this is an important. issue, the Committee opposes such
a revision in sul)port, of the existing legislation, which permits the
use of its funds for programs targeted on violent and serious crime.

Recent research indicates that the percentage of the known juvenile-
relnted offenses involving violent and serious crime is very small.

The uniform crime reports state that approximately less than 1
percent of juvenile arrests are for violent crime.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has made,
and continues to make, important strides toward remonving from the
Justice system those youths who do not need its authority to habilitate
themselves.

We believe that the act should continue to focus on these young
peonle.

Furthermore, in the. findings and declarations of the purpose of this
act, which is section 101, we did not find that it mentions, although
later in the act it does mention, minority youth.

The Advisory Committee is requesting that you also include in sec-
tion 101 minority yoiiths, the mentsllv retarded, the physically handi-
capped, and the developmentallv disabled.

Research conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice
states that minority youths are referred to the court more often,
detained more frequently, and incarcerated at a higher rate than their
white counterparts.
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Most certainly, this is not news to us. We are very aware that these
segments of our population have been pushed aside onto the back row
for much too long.

We strongly recommend that additional attention and resources be
focused on the problems of those I have mentioned, the disadvantaged
and minority youth, including greater emphasis on emotionally, phys-
ically, and mentally disturbed juvenile offenders.

With respect to the structural position of the Office of Juvenile
Justice-fand Delinquency Prevention, the Advisory Committee recom-
mends that the act be revised to provide for the Office to be a separate
organizational entity under the Office of Justice Assistance, Research
and Statistics, OJARS; and thus, on a par with the National Institute
of Justice, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the
Bureau of Justice Statistics.

We would support your amendments to delegate final authority to
the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice for carrying out
the policy and provisions of the act.

As I have already said, we believe that the Office should be an inde-
pendent arm, or a separate box, under the OJARS structure with
provisions for the administrative authority and the support services
necessary to properly carry out and manage the mandates of the act.

We further support that the National Institute for Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention remain within the Office and maintain
the integrity of its research functions by retaining its authority to con-
duct basic research.

Ms. JOLLY. Congressman Railsback sent us a letter yesterday. He
was, of course, the first proponent of the National Institute of Juvenile
Justice, along with Senator Percy and Senator Bayh.

Ie sent Senator Bayb a very strong letter in support of retaining
that provision. We have that available.

Ms. SyLvEsmR. We believe that OJJDP's mandate to provide the
necessary resources, leadership, and coordination in order to improve
the quality of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts cer-
tainly warrants organizational parity with NIJ, LEAA. and B.IS.

Given our present economic situation, inflation, and the limited re-
sources available, it is crucial to demonstrate our commitment to youth
at this time by giving the Office of Juvenile Justice the priority it
deserves, as an independent agency under OJARS, lest it be lost in
the reorganizational shuffle or diminished in the budgetary process.

Another issue of great concern to the NAC is the detention of
juveniles in adult jails and lockups. The Attorney General has pro-
posed that ((* * * in reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act, Congress absolutely prohibit the detention or
confinement of juveniles in any institution in which adults, whether
convicted or awaiting trial, are confined."

Before I continue with that,, I would like to inject my own personal
observation on this. I can hear States screaming at the top of their
lunes, "You are not, thinking about the cost of this."

I also can imagine myself asking them how many children they have
in the juvenile justice system. They would not be able to tell me, but
T believe that if I went to an area of the country where fish hatcheries
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are, I could ask them the number of fish hatcheries they had, and they
would shoot the number off like this.

I could ask them the amotmt of money they spend on children in
trouble, or children with problems, and they could not tell me, but
they would be able to tell me the exact dollar and cents if I were asking
them about the financial operation of fish hatcheries.

So, that to me would be absolutely no excuse, not to remove children.
Ms. JOLLY. I think it would be interesting to let the record show that

last year citizens of the United States, a ults, spent more money on
toys for children and more money on pets. It is in the billions of dollars,
billions, but not tihe same kind of emphasis is placed on the problem
children we have.

Ms. SYLVESTMR. The NAC, in its Standards for Juvenile Justice,
supports the Attorney General's proposal. It is standard 4.26, and I
read that to you now :

Detention facilities should be located within the community from which they
draw their population. Such facilities should not be on the grounds of an Insti-
tution used to house adults accused or convicted of committing a criminal
offense.

That is one of the NAC's standards.
The harms and tragedies that result from the jailing of juveniles are

well documented in the testimony of Dr. Rosemary Sarri and other
experts, who were before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate
Juvenile. Delinquency of the Committee on the Judiciary, for the hear-
ings on tihe detention and jailing of juveniles, in 1979.

Surely we all know that placement of juveniles in adult jails, under
the condition that they are to remain separate and apart from the
adults, has repeatedly failed. over and over and over again.

In the study entitled "Children in Adult.Jails: 1976," conducted by
thp Children's Defense Fund, 449 jails were visited in States with sepa-
rate and apart provisions on the books, and only 35.9 percent could
assure substantial separation, 42.3 percent of the jails provided partial
separation, and 21.8 percent assured no separation.

Mr. Chairman, we hope that your committee will consider the re-
authorization proposal presented by the Attorney General for further
strengthening the intent of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act by amending section 223(a) (13), to require the removal
of juveniles from inappropriate facilities, and thus help to insure that
juveniles will receive the services and treatment they may require and
deserve, as well as the safety to which they are entitled while being
detained.It is absolutely no sec-et that, the National Advisory Committee has
very emphatically stated that States not meeting that requirement of
section 99.(a) (13) should not be allowed to continue participation
in the JJDP Act.

The NAC supports the amendments in this bill which increase citi-
zen participation and strenpthen the role of the State advisory groups.

We have also recommended an amendment that would provide for
the representation of the State advisory groups on the National Ad-
visory Committee.

As a citizen trvinc, tA improve th u venile iuctice system nationally,
and in my very dear State of South Carolina, I know the importance
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of increasing the opportunities for citizen advocate groups participat-
ing at the local, State, and national levels.

In closing, I would say that we can sit and we can talk and we can
make recommendations, but Madam Chairlady, until we educate
society on what the problems are, I don't think that any of our rec-
ommendations are going to save the hour.

Thank you.
MS. JOLLY. Thank you very much, Barbara.
Pearl West, director, Department of Youth Authority.

TESTIMONY OF PEARL WEST

IS. WEST. Thank you Mary.
I would like to ask you, as acting Chair, to extend to Senator Bayh

my appreciation for having the opportunity to appear here.
Certainly in California, as much as throughout the rest of the Na-

tion, his reputation as a defender and supporter of people who are
trying to find solutions for the troubles of youth is very well known.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. We will make sure and let him
know that.

MfS. WEST. Thank you.
He has certainly led the way toward delinquency prevention pro-

graming, deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and the preven-
tion of the locking up of children with hardened criminals.

The California Youth Authority, as well as the State of California
certainly support. all of these goals. I am here today specifically to
support reauthorization of the JJDP Act, and as a matter of fact, we
would also support an independent Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention, and have offered, under separate cover, to the
staff, as you know, an amendment.

We support the. reauthorization, the amendment,. and have also
submitted a written rationale as well as a written formal statement.

I would like to make some informal comments at this time. if I may.
California as the largest State in the ITnion, of course, also has the

largest youth population in the State. We therefore, with our concern
for young people at least as great as anybody else's, are very uncom-
fortable that despite the common goals of the .TDP Act, California
is faced with the choice of either accepting OJT)P's disapproval of
the California Youth Authority's practice in particular, for which
they want to penalize local delinquency prevention program, in fact,
put them out of business and deprive them of $6 million, or we have
the choice of dismantling the country's most progressive youthful
offender system.

The California Youth Authoritv has its existence and its practices
based upon a blueprint that came'from the American Law Institute.
Starting in 1941, we put into effect almost that entire blueprint in
literal terms.

The blueprint itself addreswd youthful offenders between the ages
of 16 and 26. Our literal jurisdiction in California today actually runs
between 8 and 25. although our actual Inearcerated population is be-
tween 15 and 23, with 2 under the age of 15 and 2 over the age of 23 at
last glance.

Nonetheless. some of these people may be under our role juris-
diction until they are 25 if they are felons, or 23 if they are misde-
meanants.
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The average age of the Youth Authority population is over 18.

It is this commingling which has brought us into conflict with the
second primary goal of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention
Act.

This seems ironic to me especially, as I run the Youth Authority
system, because California's youth offender system brings separa-
tion to an even more careful delineation with classification and pro-

ram assignments by separating the less experienced young person
from the more experienced young person, as well as offering an op-
portunity to separate the more experienced and less experienced of
the youngest of the adult offenders by California's definition.

I would like to talk a little bit this morning about California's sys-
tem, generally, and about the Youth Authority in particular.

California has 23 million people. They live in 58 different counties.
Delinquency prevention efforts occur through public and private or-
ganizations, primarily at the local, that is, city and county levels.

Yet, it is important for you to know that delinquency prevention
has been a primary goal of the Youth Authority and was the first
budget priority this year, even though the legislature did not respond
in the sense that, I would like to have them respond.

Deinstitutionalization in California has long since been a fact. In
the Youth Authority itself, deinstitutionalization of status offenders
took place 2 years prior to the Federal requirement.

Since that time, it has occurred in all 58 counties and is being
done under the supervision of the Youth Authority.

The counties, in addition, have juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention commissions made up primarily of private citizens who
work in the area of prevention and diversion, as well as making sure
that appropriate justice is done in the local justice system, which I
will talk about.

Those local justice systems are run by probation departments and
the sheriff. Probation actually has under supervision far more peo-
ple, fortunately outside, than it has inside its institutions, and also
runs juvenile halls, schools, camps, and ranches.

All of these receive subsidies from the State of California through
the Youth Authority.

The sheriffs are in charge of the iails. In some iails there are some
special sections which meet the requirements of the Youth Authority
and which also meet the requirements of the Federal Government.
These are places where juveniles may be detained for very short
periods of time.

The Youth Authoritv offers trinin to these county commissioners
which gives us a very good cadre of well-educated citizens in the
ares of delinquencv nrevention and diversion.

We enforce standards for the operation of juvenile halls, the camps,
ranches, and schools. Those standards were brought about by hear-
ina s held throughout the State with input made from all of the
counties before the standards were adopted. and again, hearings
will be hPld when some kind of revision is necessary.

In addition, at the State level, the Youth Authority coordinates
delinquency prevention programs throughout the State of California.
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We act as a clearinghouse of information. We have only $200,000
out of the major general fund, but we have some other money I will
talk about later.

Our process, however, is not to run delinquency prevention pro-
grams, but to evaluate them, give them money, help them with moni-
toring, and help them to help themselves, which is what we think has
got to happen.

How do young people then come to the Youth Authority, and let's
talk about the commingling problem. People come from the Youth
Authority from two courts, the juvenile court and the criminal court.

The juvenile court may place juveniles in the Youth Authority only
as a place of last resort. In fact, the judges in California are trained,
and they must indicate on their commitment order that they have con-
sidered every other placement for a young person before they send that
young person to the Youth Authority.

So. we get the kids who have had, on the average, five experiences
of being locked up at the county level before they come to us.

Thus, we separate the serious juvenile from the less serious juvenile,
even among the offenders.

Some 16- and 17-year-olds can now in California be waived to the
criminal court, and they may be and are almost uniformly sent to the
Youth Authority if they are found guilty of the most serious charges,
serious enough to have remanded them to the criminal court.

In addition, the criminal court has an option with 18-, 19-, and 20-
year-olds. That option is to send to the Youth Authority those people
young enough in the ways of crime that they may benefit from a reha-
l)ilitative mode of training and treatment, for the Youth Authority, as
opposed to the prison system in California, is entirely a rehabilitative
system.

We have in our system some other distinctions from a prison system
that people concerned about young people in trouble need to look at.

It is true, we have 10 institutions and 5 conservation firefighting
camps. There are no great thick cement walls around our institutions.
There are no gun turrets. There are indeed, no guns.

There are 14- or 16-foot wire fences which occasionally get climbed
over, but that is what we have. There are no uniforms. There is no
corporal punishment.

I would not say this is the place of choice to send somebody for a
Sunday school picnic. Do not misunderstand me. I am trying to make
the point that the Youth Authority institution geared to rehabilitation
is an entirely different place, an entirely different environment than is
a prison system.

To deny that rehabilitative possibility to 18-, 19-, and 20-year-olds,
just by virtue of having passed a certain bi thday, may indeed be visit
ing certain kinds of sins upon lounge people b. virtue of a birthday
thI t thinking people may not wish to do.

We have 5,000 young people in the Youth Authority, of which
2,600 currently are juveniles. Their average length of stay, juveniles
and adults alike, is I year, and may go to 12.3 months by the end of the
year.

Classification and pro.~am assignment is based on age, size, matu-
rity, physical and mental competence, interest, educational and voca-
tional needs, the presence or absence of family, as well as the criminal
history.
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Neither separation n'r, indeed, any kind of program alone can
guarantee fairness. As. indeed, members of this committee should
know, the Youth Authoi'ity has the LEAA exemplary ward griev-
ance program within its institutions so that people who are com-
initted to us may indeed find another way to face their problems.

Moreover. we have, in aAdition. an appeals system so that any deci-
sion made about time to be served which is established by the youth-
ful offender parole board can also be appealed. Time is indeterminate
in the Youth Authority as opposed to determinate time as in the
prison system.

While no one apparently objects to California's treatment of juve-
niles in the Youth Authority, the problem seems indeed to be around
whether or not 17- and 19-year-olds should be able to sit in the same
classroom if the origin of each of those youngsters happens to be
from a different court.

Judge Renfrew yesterday talked of some new strategies and the
need for them. Perhaps for other States some of the California system
might constitute a new strategy.

Since juveniles are indeed defined differently in different States,
perhaps it is also time to define separation in different ways in different
States.

The Youth Authority in California-
Ms. JOLLY. Of course, as you know, juveniles aie defined differently

in different States, because every State has its own law.
We do not have something that is in our Juvenile Delinquency Act

that would define -vhat a juvenile delinquent is.
Ms. WrST. I vnderstand that.
Ms. Joyux. We leave it up to the States because, as you know, with

all the different Senators that serve on this panel and all the different
Senators in the Senate and the House Members, it is very difficult to
come up with a definition that would please all of them. That is why
we defer to State law on that so that we don't have any crossovers.

Ms. WET. I would ask that you defer to State law in some other
areas.

The Youth Authority in California is somewhat analogous in its
relationship to counties to the Federal Government's relationship
through OJJDP and LEAA to the States in the areas that we have

.,&Aiscussed.
We subvene funds directly to counties. We give $60 million to the

counties in the State of California to provide local programs of pre-
vention, diversion, and correction, a part of which is a special $18
million which is earmarked and may be spent only for programs for
status offenders.

We also have the aforementioned $200,000, which comes out of the
general fund for delinquency prevention projects. This money is given
directly to the local people. Tfhey put in requests for projects the same
way States'do to the Federal Government.

These projects are evaluated by a State level delinquency preven-
tion commission, an eight lay member commission which is reporting
directly to me and is the nucleus of the Governor's State advisory
group.

Upon request, we do indeed help them write their projects, perform
their evaluations, but we do not run their projects, and do not think
we should.
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We think, in sum, that California has an unusual, an especially good
system. We also think that the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act is an unusually good law.

With the intents so nearly identical between that, law and the pur-
J)ose of the Youth Authority and the. youthful offender system in
California, why should one indeed have to destroy the other?

It. is to avoid the necessity of that, as well as the i)ossible alternative
of withdrawal from the act. which California will have to consider,
that California has submitted its amendment and with that amend-
ment urges reauthorization.

Thank you.
M s. JoLY. Thank you very much.
The Senator had to go to the floor. Them is a, vote on right now. We

shrink you all vel, much for coming. Yomr entire statements will be
,)hsced in the record.

Any exhibits or appendixes that. you want to supply, please feel free
to do so.

Thank you very much.
rThe prepared statements of Mr. Thennes, Ms. Sylvester, and Ms.

West follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK A. THENNES

Good morning, Senator. I wish to express my appreciation to you and members
of the Sulcommittee for inviting testimony today from the National Yolth
Work Allianci on the proposed reauthorization of the Juvenile J.ustic all(
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA), and Title III of that Act, the Runaway
Youth Act.

Tile Ntiomal Youth Work Alliance is one of the largest iemblershin organi-
zations of youth services agencies in the country, representing over 1,100 com-
munity hased youth serving agencies. Established as a nonprofit national ad-
vocacy organization in 1973. the Alliance serves member public and private
human service providers working in nearly every area affecting young people.
including juvenile justice. employment, education, recreation, alcohol and dru.
aluse, running away. adolescent pregnancy and residential care.

Came to work for the Alliance in 1974 specifically to work on the impleimenta-
tion of the Act. During this time, these efforts to assist youth workers in lbecominq
involved in juvenile justice advocacy have been supported by such foundations
as Field (New York). W. T. Grant. Ford, the Lilly Endowment and the Exxon
Corporation. Prior to this work I was Director of the Youth Network Council
in Chicago. a youth service coalition, and the director of a runaway center.

The Youth Policy Committee of the Alliance Board of Directors, composed
of youth workers from around the country, met here three weeks ago to set
policy positions for the Alliance in juvenile justice and youth employment. The
following six positions were adopted.

1. In an effort to obtain independence for the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquiency Prevention (OJJDP). the Alliance supports the concept of the
fmirth oreanizationnl component of the Office of Justice Assistancep. Research
and Statistics (OJARS). The proposed language of SB 2441 goes far in its
effort to accomplish this. With the current Congressional and Administration's
budget attacks on LEAA, it seems imperative to obtain a separate budget line
item for juvenile Justice and autonomy for the OJJDP Administrator. If this
can be accomplished through the Senate language, the Alliance would sunnort it.

2. The Alliance supports an appropriation of $140 million for OJJDP for
fiscal year 1981. Should the LEAA budget be reduced, any loss of juvenile
Justice funds under the maintenance of effort category should be addod to the
$140 million we seek for OJJDP. Since 1978, the ability to serve juveniles has
been drastically curtailed by a loss of LEAA funds and a loss of purchasing
power from inflation. These are the funds that have traditionally served the
more serious offenders.
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3. One of the most progressive requirements of the JJDPA has been the man-
dated separation of Juveniles from adults in secure facilities. The Alliance
strongly urges the Congress to retain the current language of this provision.

4. The Alliance does not support the earmarking of the maintenance of efforts
for specific purposes. Serious crime varies from rural to urban areas, aud
local conditions should dictate how these funds are to be spent on delinquent
youth. This would become particularly important should the Congress drasti-
cally reudce LEAA's budget.

5. For a number of years now, this bill has been called the Juvenile Justice Act.
This is no accident, as it reflects the neglect that Delinquency Prevention has
received at both the national and local levels over the last six years. The passage
of this Act in 1974 virtually killed delinquency prevention programming. An oc-
casional initiative every five years by OJJDP is superficial treatment of this
need. The Alliance supports an increased emphasis on Delinquency Prevention,
prferably with a free standing national discretionary program not unlike the
Runaway Youth Act. This could be funded with reverted or unobligated funds.
Such a program should be formulated with extensive input from indigenous
community groups, including the funding of unsolicited proposals. Local com-
munities best know their problems, and should be allowed the creativity to re-
spond to those with this Act's framework. As a side point to this, the title given
to this bill should be changed, it conveys a mistaken notion that violent crime is
the predominant issue and carries a connotation this bill can respond to it. For
most young people -,:i ,mitting a crime of violence, it was an unpredictable, iso-
lated event. Most pet. lie who are murdered are killed by people they know I an
act of rage that law enforcement can only become involved in after the facl.

6. The Alliance supports the removal of all children from adult Jails. The
statement yesterday to this Subcommittee by Deputy Attorney General Charles
Renfrew represents one of the most progressive positions ever taken by the U.S.
Department of Justice as it relates to juveniles, and they are to be commended
for it. Language should be included in the bill to encourage states to embark
on this course, and financial incentives offered to assist them in this.

Obviously, there remain other problems to be addressed in the near future
Congress should consider now. The JJIPA has been very successful over the laht
six years in removing young people from inappropriate secure placement to com-
munity based settings. The Alliance looks forward to progress in this area under
the leadership of the current OJJI)P Administrator, Ira Schwartz. When one
couples the current practices of the juvenile Justice system's treatment of mi-
nority youth, particularly the obscene differences in punishment for the same
offenses as other youth, and the growth of the minority youth population over
the next ten years, we are very close to having a juvenile Justice system that
predominantly imprisons minorities. Studies show that public safety is not the
issue, it is the human service providers inability to cope with these kids and
giving up on them.

This is primarily an issue in our major cities. I don't believe local, public gov-
ernment can create systems conducive to humanely serving youth. More often
than not, the local public employee is himself dehumanized by the government
bureaucracy he works in. We must recognize these human limits to government
and seek indigenous groups in communities to serve their own communities' youth.

In another area, it appears three states have not complied with the 75 percent
requirement for removing youth from secure facilities. Nearly all states will
have to meet the 100 percent requirement by December 31, 1980. Congress must
closely watch the impact of several more states failing to comply early next year,
and any exceptions OJJDP makes.

I would like to offer some other comments on the proposed legislation. The
current House version strikes out language calling for increased use of non.
secure community-based facilities aid the discouragement of the use of secure
incarceration in Section 223(a) (10) (H) (i, li, iII), and speaks of replicating
exemplary programs and standards. This language has long been cited as signal-
ling to local policy makers the intent of the JJDPA. To omit this language in
the current public debate would, I believe, send out a false signal that Congress
was changing its committment to these policies. The old language should be
retained, with the possible addition of the new.

I urge the Senate to reject the current language in the House Bill dilutiug
the requirement to monitor Jails and detention facilities. Many states have

70-796 0 - 81 - 11



had laws for years requiring separation which were never enforced. There is
no reason to believe the current requirements should be changed.

I urge the Senate to carefully scrutinize the House Bill's language related to
compliance with deinstitutionalization and 100 percent removal of youth from
correctional facilities. The language is far to vague and could create enormous
loopholes without corrective language in the bill or Conference Report.

It Is also proposed that the Coordinating Council review all OJJDP inter-
agency agreements. The Alliance has had two of these in amounts of about
$65,000 each, one to work with the Vice President's Task Force on Youth Em-
ployment to examine the needs of youthful offenders and one for the National
Youth Workers Conference June 18-21, 1980 at The American University. The
agehda of a group called upon to coordinate federal youth policy should not
be Jammed with these small matters. Besides, there is enough delays inherent In
the federal funding process already. The Council should limit its review to those
agreements over $1 million, the bill or Conference Report should reflect this.

I support the National Advisory Committee's position on Coordinating Council
membership, particularly requiring OMB to sit on it.

TITLE III: THE RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT

The only official position taken by the Alliance on this Act is to support an ap-
propriation level of $25 million for fiscal year 198'1. Our previous experience
leads me to offer the following comments on the proposed bill.

1. The maximum limit on grants should be raised to $150,000. Inflation has
been taking its toll on youth services, particularly those providing housing
whose energy costs have soared.

2. The language regarding the national telecommunications system should be
supported. This has been one of the most successful efforts funded under the
Act, and provides invaluable service to runaway and homeless youth and their
families.

3. A higher authorization level, $35 million, for the five years should be sought.
Congress rarely appropriates anything close to the authorized levels, and a higher
level may be helpful in the future for obtaining more funds.

4. The language in the House Bill related to repeated runaways should be
supported. Youth advocates have long encountered arguments about "chronic
status offenders." Several model programs exist and funding of these under this
Act should be encouraged.

5. Transfer of unobligated funds under Title II to Title III should be opposed.
As noted, such funds could be used to fund a standing delinquency prevention
program or provide alternatives to incarceration. The current OJJDP Admin-
istrator appears to be making headway In eliminating this problem. He should
be given an opportunity to obligate those funds.

6. Should the Administration propose a three year phase out of programs, you
should be aware that the youth service community is divided on this issue. If
it Is the intent of Congress to expand services to runaway and homeless youth,
some language that sun)ports phasing out existing grantees is necessary, although
exceptions should be allowed. Several of the current grantees have been receiving
federal funds since 1973.

As you know, the President has placed a freeze on hiring new positions in the
government. At the same time OJJDP maintains it needs an additional 50 staff
slots to adequately run its program, which it will probably not receive. The
current budget crisis leaves many services to young people on Jeopardy. partic-
ularly those funded with LEAA funds. Given these conditions, the Congress
should consider the following options :

1. Transfer the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act to O..TDP. The $11 million
Runway Youth Act has about 20 slots and the $100 million ,TJDPA has about
40. OJ.TJDP is chronically understaffed, with no relief in sight. Tn the interest
of economy and efficiency in national youth poller, the merger of these two pro-
grams should be riven serious consideration. The rnnawav Program would be
transferred to OTTP, the slots would be earmarked and transferred In the
appropriations process, and HEW would be reonuired to mqintaln its current
level of youth services effort currently underway with non-Runaway Youth Act
fjan4s. A one year nhase in should be set.

2. OT.TJDP should be transferred to HEW, merging the Youth Development
Bureau into its program.

The rational from S4en. fHruska in 1974 was that LEAA already had a system
In place, and therefore OJJDP should be there. It appears Congress is Ititent



on dismantling that system, end seriously cutting back Juvenile Justice funds
under the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. If Congress is to phase out
LEAA over the next few years, it would be more beneficial to have OJJP in HEW,
which could provide the extensive support functions that would be no longer
available to OJJDP. Even if LEAA should be cut in half, the support functions
for OJJDP in LEAA are seriously jeopardized. This option would also have the
20 staff slots of HEW available to OJJDP programming.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this critically needed legislation.
I would be happy to answer any questions.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BARBARA T. SYLVESTER

Thank you Mr. Chairman. As the Vice Chair of the National Advisory Com-
mittee, I am pleased to have been asked to testify before you and this Committee
today, and, the Senior Senator from my own State of South Carolina, Mr. Strom
Thurmond.

Since the NAC has submitted a summary of all its positions concerning
Reauthorization to you along with the statement which I will read and submit
for the record, I will confine my comments today to present the views of the
National Advisory Committee which we believe are the most significant to the
youth of this country through Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act. I will then be pleased to answer any questions that
you may have.

First, on behalf of Mr. C. Joseph Anderson, Chair of the NAC, and the full
Committee, I wish to commend you on this excellent legislation. It addresses
issues which the Advisory Committee has discussed during the year and many of
our recommendations concur with those proposed in S. 2441, the "Violent Juvenile
Crime Control Act of 1980." Your amendment which requires that an evaluation
be conducted of aversion-type programs (such as "Scared Straight") is an
excellent example of such concurrence.

Yet, as with any issue as complex as those before us, there are bound to be
differences of opinion.

The NAC considered a recommendation to revise the JJDP Act to include an
emphasis on the violent, serious, or chronic juvenile offender. Although this is
an Important issue, the Committee opposes such a revision in support of the exist-
ing legislation, which permits the use of its funds for programs targeted on
violent and serious crime. Recent research indicates that the percentage of the
known Juvenile-related offenses involving violent and serious crime is very
small. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has. and continues,
to make important strides toward removing from the Justice System those youths
who do not need its authority to habilitate themselves. We believe that the Act
should continue to focus on these young people.

Furthermore, since the NAC has discussed the preliminary findings of the
research conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice, which states:
"that minority youth are referred to court more often. detained more frequently,
and incarcerated at a higher rate than their white counterparts:" we stongly
recommend that additional attention and resources be focused on the problem of
disadvantaged kind minority youth-including emphasis on the emotionally, phys-
Icallv and mentally disabled Juvenile offender.

With respect to the struetral position of the Office of .Tuvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), the Advisory Committee recommends that the
Act be revised to provide that the Office be a separate organizational entity under
the Office of Justice Assistane. Research and Statistics (OJARS) : and thus,
on a par with the National Institute of Justice (NIJ). the Law Enforcement
Assistance Adminiqtration (LEAA). and the Bureaui of Justice Statistics (BJS).

We would support your amendments to delegate final authority to the Adminis-
trator of tho Office of Juvenile Justice for carrying out the policy and provisions
of the Act. However. we believe that the Office should be an independent arm (or
separate "box") under the OJARS structure with provisions for the administra-
tive authority and the support services necessary to properly carry out and man-
age the mandates of the Act.

We further support that the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (NIJJDP) remain within the Office and maintain the Integ-
rity of its research functions by retaining its authority to conduct basic research.
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One of the strengths of the Office, and in our opinion, a unique aspect of OJ5fP
compared to other federal agencies, is that programs are based on documented
needs, and the results of these programs are evaluated to determine what has
and what has not been effective. The mandated research, evaluation, training and
information functions of the National Institute, within OJJDP, must not be lost.

We believe, Mr. Chairman, that OJJDP's mandate to provide the necessary
resources, leadership, and coordination in order to improve the quality of juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention efforts certainly warrants organizational
parity with NIJ, LEAA, and BJS.

Given our present economic situation, inflation, and the limited resources
available, it is crucial to demonstrate our commitment to youth at t hi lime by
giving the Office of Juvenile Justice the priority it deserves, as an independent
agency under OJARS, lest it be lost in the reorganizational shuffle or diminished
in the budgetary process.

Another issue of great concern to the National Advisory Committee is the
detention of juveniles in adult jails or lockups. The Attorney General has pro-
posed that ". . . in Reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act Congress absolutely prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in
any institution in which adults, whether convicted or awaiting trial are confined."

The NAC, in its Standards for Juvenile Justice, supports the Attorney Gen-
eral's proposal. Standard 4.26 states:

"Detention facilities should be located within the community from which they
draw their population. Such facilities should not be on the grounds of an insti-
tution used to house adults accused or convicted of committing a criminal
offense."

The harms and tragedies that result from the jailing of Juveniles are well
documented in the testimony of Dr. Rosemary Sarri and other experts, who were
before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency of the
Committee on the Judiciary for Hearings on the Detention and Jailing of
Juveniles (1973).

Placement of Juveniles in adult jails under the condition that they are to
remain "separate and apart" from the adults, has repeatedly failed.

In the study entitled "Children in Adult Jails: 1976", conducted by the Chil-
dren's Defense Fund, 449 jails were visited in states with "separate and apart"
provisions on the books, only 35.9 percent could assure substantial separation;
42.3 percent of the jails provided partial separation; and, 21.8 percent assured
no separation whatsoever.

Mr. Chairman, we hope that your Committee will consider the reauthorization
proposal presented by the Attorney General for further strengthening the intent
of the Juvenile Justiee and Delinquency Prevention Act by amending Section 223
(a) (13) to require the removal of Juveniles from inappropriate facilities, and
thus help to ensure that Juveniles will receive the services and treatment they
may require, as well as the safety to which they are entitled, while being detained.

Finally, the NAC supports the amendments in this bill which increase citizen
participation and strengthen the role of the state Advisory Groups. We have also
recommended an amendment which would provide for the representation of the
RAG's on the National Advisory Committee. As a citizen trying to improve the
Juvenile justice system in my State of South Carolina, I know the importance of
increasing the opportunities for Advisory Group participation at the local, state,
and natloanl levels of government.

Thank you for the invitation to present the views of the National Advisory
Committee today.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PEARL S. WEST

It is with pleasure that I offer to the Constitution Subcommittee this testt-
mony regarding the particular issue that has most confounded the State of Cali-
fornia In its efforts to meet the requirements of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act. The issue is that of separation of juvenile and adult
offenders. as embodied in Section 223(a) (13) of the Act and as reflected in mate-
rials subsequently developed by OJJDP addressing the objective of the removal
of juveniles from adult jails, lock-ups, and prisons.

The California Youth Authority has been in existence since 1941. Its enabling
legislation was based on the Model Youth Correction Authority Act drafted by
the American Law Institute. For over 35 years, the Youth Auhtority has operated
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native for the criminal courts providing a rehabilitative and less punitive option
than state prison for adult offenders under the age of 21. Pursuant to the Cali-
fornia Youth Authority Act, all persons under the Jurisdiction of the Youth Au-
thority are responded to on the basis of their personalized treatment needs. An
indeterminate approach to confinement periods, and institutional program place-
ment is based upon individualized assessment of behavior patterns, educational
and social history, competence and ability, for example, rather than simply age
or court of commitment.

In 1974. of course, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was
enacted. The provision with which the Youth Authority is most immediately
concerned, the -Reparation requirement, did not on its face recognize or other-
wise speak to the youthful offender system concept. To the extent that we have
been able to ascertain, the motivating force for the inclusion of the separation
requirement was the well-founded concern that juvenile delinquents were subject
to criminal contamination and/or physical brutalization as a result of being
placed in jails and prisons in contact with hardened. mature, adult offenders.
The existence of an alternative, such as a youthful offender system, for safe-
guarding young people was apparently either not brought before the Congress
or was not seriously considered. It is apparent that there was no intent on the
part of Congress at that time to create a conflict with the California Youth
Authority specifically or with youthful offender systems generally.

In that regard, I have. in recent months, had occasion to review material that
I believe was prepared by OJJDP concerning the rationale utilized in deter-
mining the required level of separation necessary for compliance with Sectiorr
223(a) (13). Such material is replete with references to the negative aspects
of placing Juveniles in adult jails and prisons. It refers to the negative self-image
that accrues to Juvenile offenders being "aggravated by impersonal and destruc-
tive nature of adult Jails and lockups." It notes that "the occurrence of physical
harm and sexual abuse of juveniles by adults is well documented and greatly
increased within the secure and obscure confines of an adult jail or lockup." In
short, it quite clearly indicates that the traditional adult jail, lockup or prison
was the focus of the implementation of Section 223(a) (13). A copy of this
material is attached.

The youthful offender system that we hove in California simply is not an
adult Jail. lockup, or prison. While most of the facilities are fenced, they are
not highly secure, at least as that term is utilized to describe prisons. Lethal
weapons are not available Iii these institutions. Staff do not wear uniforms. Staff
of both sexes, performing all variety of supervising and counseling activities,
work in and among the young people within our institutions. Notwithstanding
the presence of a substantial number of young adults. who would, but for the
existence of the Youth Authority, have been sentenced to state prison, our facil-
ities are characteristic of juvenile rehabilitative facilities, rather than state
pr.sons.

The record of our extended discussions with the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention and with LEAA clearly establishes that the merit
of the programs of the California Youth Authority has not been at issue. What
has been at issue is the discretion of the federal authorities to recognize and
sanction a youthful offender system. While the OJJDP has. during the course
of our discussions, amended its position as to the criteria for separation to a
certain degree, they have not been able to see their way clear to fully recognize
the youthful offender concept. It is for the purpose of extending to the OJJDP
discretion to so act that I appear before you today to urge a specific amend-
ment to the Act.

Notwithstanding the fact that the quality of the Youth Authority's programs
has not been put at issue by OJJDP or LEAA, I am not unmindful of the fact
that there are those who do question our programs and who have recently done so
via national publications. I do not doubt that their beliefs are sincerely held. It
is most unlikely that anything that I might say before this committee would dis-
suade them from such beliefs. I can only extend to such individuals and organi-
zations, as well as to this committee-and any others who may be interested, our
standing invitations to visit our facilities as hundreds of national and interna-
tional visitors do every year, and to examine our programs so that such negative
opinions as may still persist will at least be based on first-hand observation,
rather than on emotion and hearsay.
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In that same regard, I do not wish to be viewed as being in favor of anything
Jess than the best possible programs and facilities for all young people, and I
would be remiss if I did not bring to the subcommittee's attention the fact that
there is nothing whatsoever about the separation requirement per se that guaran-
tees or even promotes better resources for Juveniles or young adult offenders.
Separation in and of itself will not improve programs. If anything, it will, at least
In the present fiscal climate in California, cause a reduction of the quality of
programs as desperately needed resources would have to be diverted from present
program uses to meet the considerable expense of the program duplication that
would be necessitated by separation.

I am also aware that there are those who are of the opinion that California
locks up an inordinate number of young people and that, were our confinement
ratios more in line with the remainder of the nation, the difficulties presented by
the separation requirement would not be as great. Again, I do not doubt that such
beliefs are sincerely held. I, in fact, share the concerns over the numbers of young
people, in California as well as elsewhere, who are in secure custody. I would
point out, however, that just as we are currently in an era of anti-government
fiscal revolt, we are aiso continuing to experience a seemingly ever increasing
"get tough on crime" attitude on the part of the public, the judiciary, and the
Legislature. It is simply not currently realistic, at least in the State of California,
to expect any dramatic reversal in the trends of incarceration of offenders of
whatever age. Those of us who are concerned about such matters are, at best,
fighting a holding action.

In that connection, you may w!sh to be aware of the fact that my depqrtnient
presently administers a local justice system subveution program of approximately
60 million dollars, under which we provide funds to the counties to defray local
Justice system costs, with the entitlement of each county to such funds being
dependent on the county not exceeding a i)rescrilied number of persons committed
to either time state prison system or to the Youth Authority. Via this program,
we provide much needed dollars to the local governmental authorities, who then
distribute them throughout the local criminal and juvenile jisice systems to sup-
port local probation departments, development of community alternatives to
incarceration, and a variety of other local efforts. In fiscal year 1978-79, for in-
stance, over four million dollars went to private community-based agencies and
over 34 million dollars went to local l)robation departments for such purposes.

I would like to return, for a moment, to the issue of numbers of young peo-
ple incarcerated within the state. There were, as of December 31, 1979. approxi-
mately 4750 young people within the facilities of the Youth Authority. Of that
total, 2,663, or 56 percent, were committed to the department from the juvenile
courts. Of the total of 4756, 1625 had not yet attained their 18th birthday. Most
of the 1625 were juvenile court commitments, with a few being minors who had
been waived to the adult courts and theu. as an alternative to state prison, been
committed to the Youth Authority. As of the sane )ecember 31. 1979 date, there
were 6317 persons confined by the local authorities in juveiile halls or local
juvenile homes, ranches and camps.

The point of the above, and again notwithstanding the concern that I share
regarding the numbers of young people under secure custody in the state, is that
the Youth Authority accounts for a relatively small proportion (approximately
1600 of a total of almost 8000, or less than 20 percent) of the minors who are
being detained or confined in the state. Those who come to us have, for the most
part, been given every opportunity to succeed at the local level prior to com-
mitment to us. We are, in plain fact, the last resource available to the juvenile
courts and, under California law. we may be so utilized by the juvenile courts
only after all local alternatives have been considered and rejected.

I believe that it might be appropriate at this point to briefly comment on what
I have perceived as on attitude on the part of those interested in this issue to
hold the very highest degree of concern for Juveniles while exhibiting minimal,
if any, concern for those same individuals once they are a year or two older.
The age of majority differs, of course, from state to state. Some states, I under-
stand, place it as low as 16. Others are higher. I must confess to some difficulty
with the notion that a 17-year-old juvenile in one state is worthy of concern,
while a'17-year-old adult in another state is no longer a legitimate subject of
interest. I have four sons. No doubt some of you are also parents of children
who are over the age of 18, and I am sure that neither you nor I have lost in-
terest in them as they have attained their majority. Young people are not pre-
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cipitously projected into mature adults at the magic tick of the clock that marks
their 18th birthday. Maturing is a gradual process, stretching over several years,
varying from one individual to another. The 17-year ol of today will be the
18-year old of tomorrow and it strike.i me 's tragic and illogical that we, the
collective bureaucracy, should focus so closely on the class of individuaLs de-
fined by laws as juveniles that we forget or ignore that the individual human
beings who comprise that class will soon be adults, albeit young, immature,
adults. and will for the most part, still have the same hopes, needs, and prob-
lems tomorrow that they do today. Moreover, with Americans increasing In
longevity, a valid argument can be made for longer, earlier, investments in cor-
rections as well as education.

Finally, I should also point out to the subcommittee, that there is nothing con-
tained in the separation requirement that is directed toward the reduction of the
numbers of young people confined at the state level. Separation will not reduce
the need to remove certain individuals from society as decided by the public,
the Legislature, or the courts.

It is my belief that the interests of the public, from both a fiscal and social
view, and the interests of those among the young (of our citizenry who run afoul
of the law, would be best served by an amendment to the Act that would sanc-
tion, if not encourage, the youthful offender concept. These interests will be best
served because the youthful offender concept accomplishes two primary and
worthwhile objectives. First, it treats young people as individuals, rather than
as categories. via the consideralle flexibility it affords to respond to the needs
of such individuals throughout their entire transition from childhood to mature
adulthood. Second. it maximitzes resources by providing a means to separate the
serious juvenile offender from the less serious juvenile offender, and the less ser-
outi young adult offender from tihe more serious an(l mature adult offender, mak-
ing it )O.,.sible to respond logically to the needs of the individuals within those
groups without unnecessary and wasteful deference to arbitrary classification
based just on chronological age.

I offer such an amendment vith full awareness of the existence of the divergent
points of view noted previously, as well as vith avareniess of the oft-spoken con-cern that such an amendment will somehow openm a -loophole." if you will, for
states to circunivent the Act. The anmendmenet which I am urging, a copy of which
is attached to this statement. atteml)ts to respond, in a reasonable fashion, to
these concerns.

Basically, the amendment would leave in the law the separation requirement,
with the further proviso that such re(uirvnment would not be deemed to ie vio-
lated by a youthful offenderr system so l ng as certain conditions vere met. The
conditions are (1) that the state iav'e an extensive array of local services avail-
ablo which would lie required to be utilized for the particular juvenile offender
unless such local services are, after individual consideration, deemed unsuit-
able for time juvenile by the court ; (2) that the youthful offender system be a
creature of state statute, not just administrative policy, and that it have re-
habilitation as its statutory purpose, (3) that its availability be limited to juve-
niles who cannot be responded to in a satisfactory manner at the local level, and
to 18, 19 and 20 year olds as well, who are deemed inappropriate for state prison;
(4) that such system have a sophisticated classification system that evaluates
the educational, social, psychological and physical characteristics and needs as
a part of an individualized program placement process; and (5) that the youth-
ful offender system be operated by a state governmental entity that is separate
and independent from the state prison system.

The proposed amendminent further requires that the Administrator of the OJJDP
make an affirmative finding that all of the mioted requirements have been met. The
specific requirements, coupled with the responsildlity placed on the Administra-
tion will, in my judgment, provide those safeguards necessary to assure that the
interests of the public. the juvenile, and the youthful offenders are all met.
Withdrawal from the Act may ibe the only reasonable alternative left to California
and other states, should the federal government wish to be totally inflexible in Its
disregard of states' rights to( determine the nature of juvenile corrections systems
at the state level. In (alifoniia, for examl)le. where our 1979 and 1980 plans have
been rejected and the state found out of compliance with the JJDP Act, funds to
many local delinquency prevention programs may be embargoed because of the
design of Its historically effective state level Juvenile and youthful offender
corrections system. Faced with this situation, our choices are few-they Include:
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1. California's withdrawal from participation in the Act. This would mean the
death of hundreds of local delinquency prevention programs which depend on
JJDP funds. The California Youth Authority uses no JJDP funds for its institu-
tional programs.

2. Statutory action by the state to dismantle the state's youthful offender cor-
rectional system. This would result in 2,000 youthful offenders presently in the
California Youth Authority being removed from a rehabilitative system and added
to the 23,000 adult prison population in California.

3. Administrative action to separate segments of the Youth Authority's popu-
lation. This would result in a program duplication costing a minimum of $3 million
and which may well lessen and certainly not improve the rehabilitative programs
of the Youth Authority.

Finally, in support of the fact that the Congress apparently did not intend to
usurp states' rights by dictating the exact nature of state level juvenile and youth-
ful offender correctional systems, the OJJI)I' has had great, difficulty in applying
the separation requirement as presently stated. In California, for example, in
1978 it was mandated by OJJI)P that California should separate its state level
juvenile and youthful offender correctional population according to the court of
commitment. In 1979. this decision was changed to mandate that we should
separate those over 18 from those under 18. In conclusion, it seems to me that it
Is inappropriate to insist on the destruction of an effective youthful offender sys-
tem at the state level in order to meet the separation requirement when it is very
clear that even the definition of the age of juvenile varies among the states.

It would be appropriate at this point for me to speak to the provisions of
Senate Bill 2441, the Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980. I am advised
that the bill amends the law by, among other provisions, requiring that 19.15
percent of the total appropriation of Title I of the Justice Improvement Act be
targeted for programs aimed to curb certain violent crimes committed by juve-
niles and by adding to the purposes of the 1974 Act the giving of additional
attention to the identification, apprehension. speedy adjudication, sentencing,
and rehabilitation of juveniles who commit violent crimes. I support such provi-
sions. I believe that such recognition and effort directed toward that small
percentage of minors who do commit crimes of violence is long overdue.

I would suggest, however, that the particular list of the five offenses to be
the subject of the effort should be somewhat more comprehensive and should
perhaps be defined by the Administration via the rule-making process, rather
than by specific statutory list. Kidnapping, for instance, or forcible sex offenses
other than rape. should not be overlooked. I should also point out that Senate
Bill 2441 does not speak to the Issue that is of primary concern to the Cali-
fornia Youth Authority, the separation requirement. The perpetuation, if not
furtherance, of the youthful offender system concept is, in my judgment, most
consistent with the provisions of the Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of
1980 and should lie included in such legislation.

I do appreciate this opportunity to present our concerns to the subcommit-
tee. I stand ready to provide whatever additional information the subcom-
mittee may deem necessary to satisfy itself that our proposal is worthy of in-
clusion in the reauthorization of the Act. Thank you.

RATIONALE UTILIZED IN DETERMINING THE LEVEL OF SEPARATION FCR COMPLIANCE
WITH SECTION 223(a) (13) OF THE JJDP Acr

Section 223(a) (13) of the JJDP Act states that juveniles alleged to be or
found to be delinquent, status offenders and non-offenders shall not be dtained
or confined in any institution in which they have regular contact with adult
persons Incarcerated because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting
trial on criminal charges. OJJDP's initial effort focused on determining and
defining the level of separation necessary for compliance with Section 223 (a) (13)
because of a lack of clarity in the statutory language. In this effort OJJDP
considered all possible levels of "contact."

Working from the premise that regular contact between juveniles and adult
offenders was detrimental and should be eliminated in secure confinement fa-
cilities, the effort was directed at what types of contact should be prohibited.
The levels of contact which were considered included physical, visual, aural, and
environmental. These various levels of contact were defined as follows:



161

No Separation: Adult Inmates and juveniles can have physical, visual, and
aural contact with each other.

Physical Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles cannot have physical con-
tact with each other.

Sight Separation: Conversation possible between adult inmates and Juveniles
although they cannot see each other.

Sound Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles can see each other but no
conversation is possible.

Sight and Sound Separation: Adult inmates and Juveniles cannot see each
other and no conversation is possible.

Environmental Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles are not placed in the
same facility. Facility is defined as a place, an institution, a building or part
thereof, a set of buildings or an area whether or not enclosing a building, which
is used for the secure confinement of adult criminal offenders.

A common thread which ran throughout this effort was an attitude which
approached each of the issues from an advocacy posture on behalf of youth.
Considerable attention focused on the traditional representation of police.
Jailers, the courts and correctional officials, as well as the taxpayers and the
architects, in matters related to the elimination of regular contact (or estab-
lishing it in the first place). It was clear that from an operational, financial.
and design perspective that a limited interpretation of regular contact, such as
physical only, would be the most expedient, most convenient, and least costly
alternative. Obviously, this is not what the Act intended. Throughout, the
Act mandates an advocacy posture on behalf of young people on all relevant
Issues and seeks to provide a voice, or representation, for their interests in the
planning and operation of the juvenile Justice system. It is from this perspective
that OJJDP addressed the issue of "separation."

A principle area of concern was the intent of Congress as developed in testi-
mony before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency.
The hearings on the Detention and Jailing of Juveniles in 1973 provided the
following observations from the Senate Subcommittee:

Regardless of the reasons that might he brought forth to Justify Jailing
Juveniles, the practice is destructive for the child who is incarcerated and
dangerous for the community that permits youth to be handled in harmful
ways.

Despite frequent and tragic stories of suicide, rape and abuses, the place-
nient of juveniles in jails has not abated in recent years. A significant change
in spite of these circumstances has not occurred in the vast majority of
states. An accurate estimate of the extent of Juvenile jailing in the United
States does not exist. There is, however, ample evidence to show that the
volume of Juveniles detained has increased in recent years. The 'National
Council on Crime and Delinquency in 1995 reported an estimate of 87,591
Juveniles Jailed in that year. Sarri found that some kcnowledgeable persons
estimate that this has increased to today's high of 300,000 minors in one
year. Approximately 66 percent of those juveniles detained in Jail were await-
ing trial. The lack of any alternatives has been most frequently cited as a
reason for detaining more and more youngsters in adult Jails. (Subcom-
mittee to Juvenile Delinquency. Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate
Hearings on the Detention and Jailing of Juveniles, 1973).

In expanding on this observation by the Senate Subcommittee. consideration
was given to a variety of information sources including research and surveys,
informed opinion and standards, state legislation, court litigation, and common
usage in the field.

RESEARCH

Recent research and surveys formed a frame of reference concerning the
extent of the problem being addressed and established a philosophical foun-
dation for the consideration of "separation." It is Important to note that the
principle source of information used below was formulated by the Children's
Defense Fund in their pioneering study of Children in Adult Jails (1976) and
includes on-site survey of nearly 500 .Jails and lockups in 126 counties in nine
states. This is an important consideration given the historical controversy which
exists of Juvenile Corrections' Under Lock and Key which did not include the
magnitude of on-site evaluation, but provides an exhaustive survey of the exist-
ing literature on the subject of Juveniles in adult jails and lockups.
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The studies found that the placement of children in adult jails and lockups
has long been a moral issue in this country which has been characterized by
sporadic public concern and only minimal action towards resolution of the
problem.

It is suspected that the general lack of public awareness with respect to this
problem and the low level of official action is exacerbated by the absence of
meaningful information as to the extent of the practice and the low visibility
of Juveniles placed in Jails and lockups. This situation is perpetuated by official
rhetoric which cloaks the practice of jailing juveniles in a variety of poorly
conceived rationales. In fact, the time honored but unsubstantiated "rationales"
of public safety, protection from themselves or their environments, and lack
of alternatives break down under close scrutiny. In reality, the aggressive, un-
predictable threat to public safety perceived by the community is often small,
shy, and frightened. The Children's Defen.e Fund indicates that 18 percent of
the juveniles in jail, in a nine state area, have not even been charged with an
act which would be a crime if committed by an adult; 4 percent have committed
no offense at all. Of those jailed on criminal-type offenses, a full 88 percent are
there on property and minor offenses. As is the case with all public institutions,
minorities and the poor are disproportionately represented.

Not until 1971 did a clear and comprehensive picture of jails surface with the
completion of the National Jail Cemus. By its own admission, the Census showed
only a snapshot of American Jails and the people who live in them. Signiflorantly,
the Census excluded those facilities holding persons less than 48 hours. This Is
critical with respect to juveniles In that is it the police lockup and the drunk
tank to which Juveniles are so often relegated under the guise of "separation."
The Census did, however, give us the first clear indication of the number of
Juveniles held in jail. On March 15. 1970. 7.800 Juveniles were living in 4,037
jails. A comparable census in 1974 estimated that the number had grown to
12,744. The inadequacy of the data is compounded when a determination of the
number of Juveniles admitted to adult jails and lockups each year is sought.
Surveys conducted by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections indicate that this figure ranges
from 50.000 to 500.000. The Children's Defense Fund. in its study of children
in adult Jails, Indicates that even the half million figure is "grossly understated"
and that "there is an appalling vacuum of information . . . when it comes to
children in Jail." Regardless of the true figure, it is clear that the practice of
Jailing juveniles has not diminished during the last decade.

While the arguments for placing juveniles in Jails are fragile and funded on
incomplete and contradictory information, the arguments against holding juve-
niles in jail are pervasive and along scientific lines. They are summarized below.

' * * the "criminal" label creates a stigma which will exist far longer than
the period of incarceration. This stigma increases as the size of the com-
munity decreases and affects the availability of social, educational. and em-
ployment opportunities available to youth. Further, it is doubtful if the
community's perception of the Juvenile quarters in the county jail is any
different than that of the Jail itself.

' . * the negative self Image which a youth often adopts when processed
by the juvenile system is aggravated by the impersonal and destructive
nature of adult Jails and lockups. Research continues to document the
deleterious effects of incarceration and the conclusion that this experience,
in and of itself, may be a contributing factor to continued delinquent
activity.

* ' ' the practice of holding Juveniles in adult Jails is contrary to the
development of juvenile law and the juvenile justice system which, during
the past 79 years has adamantly emphasized the separation of the Juvenile
and adult systems.

the occurrence of physical harm and sexual abuse of juveniles by
adults is well documented and greatly increased within the secure and ob-
scure confines of an adult Jail or lockup.

In 1974, the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections assumed and defended
the position that "placing juveniles In adult jails and lockups should lie entirely
eliminated." Similarly, the Children's Defense Fund advocated. "to achieve the
goal of ending jail incarceration of children, states should review their laws to
prohibit absolutely the holding of children of Juvenile court age in jails or lockups
used for adult offenders."
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STANDARDS

As early as 1961, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency stated that:
The answer to the problem is to be found neither in "writing off" the

sophisticated youth by jailing him nor in building separate and better de-
signed Juvenile quarters in jails and police lockups. The treatment of youth-
ful offenders must be divorced from the jail and other expensive "money
saving" methods of handling adults.

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice established that "adequate and appropriate separate detention facilities for
juveniles should be provided." (The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, 1967,
Page 87.)

Subsequent national standards in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention reaffirmed this position.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice St-andards and Goals
states that "jails should not be used for the detention of juveniles." (NAC Task
Force Report on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Standard 22.3.
1976, Page 667.)

The American Bar Association and the Institute for Judicial Administration
stated that "the Interim detention of accused juveniles in any facility or part
thereof also used to detain adults is prohibited." (IJA-ABA Juvenile Justice
Standards Project, Interim Status, Standard 10.2, 1976. Page 97.)

The National Sheriffs' Association stated that, "in the case of juveniles when
jail detention cannot possibly be avoided, it is the responsibility of the jail to
provide full segregation from adult inmates, constant supervision, a well-bal-
anced diet, and a constructive program of wholesome activities. The detention
period should be kept to a minimum, and every effort made to expedite the dis-
position of the Juvenile's case." (National Sheriffs' Association of Jail Security,
Classification, and Discipline, 1974, Page 31.)

The American Correctional Association had not yet promulgated standards
for Adult Local Detention Facilities but every indication pointed towards their
adoption of a standard requiring at least sight and sound separation of Juve-
niles and adult offenders. They were, in fact, later to state that "juveniles in
custody are provided living quarters separate from adult inmates, although
these may he in the same structure." (ACA Commission on Accreditation for
Corrections. Manual of Standards for Adult Local Detention Facilities, Stand-
ard 5338, 1977, Page 177.)

While the statements by the NSA and the ACA fall short of requiring the
removal of .juveniles from adult facilities it is clear that anything less than
sight and sound separation would not meet their requirements.

STATE LEGISLATION

Virtually all of the states allow juveniles to be detained in jail as long as
they are separated from adult offenders. In addition, all states but Alabama.
California, Colorado, Georgia. Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, 3iichigan,
Nevada, New York, South Dakota, Tennessee. Texas. and Washington adhere
to the Interstate Compact on Juveniles, Article IX of which deals i Ith deten-
tion practices.

, * , to every extent possible, it shall be the policy of the states party
to this compact that no juveniles or delinquent juvenile shall lie placed or
detained in any prison, jail or lockup, nor be detained or transported In
association with criminal, vicious or dissolute persons.

The Children's Defense Fund in Children In Adult Jails (Page 40) circumscribe
the placement of juveniles in jail. One standard approach is to require that
children be separated from adult prisoners. "Separation, however, is not al-
ways defined in precise termns-sometimes a statute may specify that a different
room, dormitory or section is necessary; in other cases, statutes provide that
no visual, auditory or physical contact will be permitted. In still other states,
the language is unexplained and vague. Although we have seen that one re-
sponse to implementing this separation requirement Is to place children in soli-
tary confinement, legislatures seem not to have realized this would result, and
a separation requirement is not usually accompanied by a prohibition on plac-
ing children in isolation. In fact, in none of the states studied did the statutes
prohibit isolating children in jail.
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"It is important to note that a clear and strongly worded separation require-
ment is no guarantee that children held in jails will receive services particu-
larly geared to their special needs, i.e., educational programs, counseling, medi-
cal examinations, and so on. While many separate juvenile detention facilities
are required by state statute to have a full range of such services, including suf-
ficient personnel trained in handling and working with children, children in
these same states who find themselves in adult jails are not required to be
provided with a similar set of services.

"Some states, at least, appear to recognize that the longer a child is detained
in jail the greater the possibility of harm. As a consequence, their statutes
establish time limitations on the period that children can be held in Jail; if
some exist, extensions of indefinite duration are often sanctioned upon court
order."

An analysis of the national practices to detain juveniles in jails present some
problems since many of the states' statutes are ambiguous. From the face of the
statute, It was often difficult to determine whether a juvenile was not allowed
in a jail at all or if it was an acceptable practice as long as he/she was kept
separated from adults. Ohio, for example, has a statute which says that in coun-
ties where no detention home is available, the board of county commissioners
shall provide funds for the boarding of juveniles in private homes, but the statute
also talks about the separation of Juveniles and adults in jail.

The following sample of statutory language does provide strong support,
however, for the common usage by the states in defining separation of juveniles
and adult offenders in terms of sight and sound.

Juvenile offenders shall not be detained in an adult jail facility unless
totally segregated from the adult population. Total segregation mandates
separation from sight and sound. Under no circumstances shall adult inmates
be used to provide food services or janitorial services in the youth detention
section. (Proposed Minimum Standards, State of Washington, 1977, and
RCW 13.4.115.)
. . . juveniles may be placed in an adult facility but in a room or ward.

(Section 208.120.)
If a juvenile detention facility is located within and as a part of a jail

or other facility used for the incarceration of adults, the juvenile detention
area must be so located and arranged as to be completely separated from
incarcerated adults by sight and sound barriers. Contact or communication
of any kind between detained juveniles and incarcerated adults is prohibited.
(New Mexico Standards, 1973.)

No child shall be held in a police station, lockup, jail, or prison except
that, by order of the Judge, setting forth the reasons therefor, a child over
16 years of age whose behavior or condition is such as to endanger his safety
or welfare or that of other inmates in the custody center for children, may
be put in jail or other place of detention for adults, provided it is a room or
apartment entirely separated from the adults confined therein. (Puerto Rico
Statutes, 34 LPRA, Section 2007 c.)

Provide for the separation of juveniles under age sixteen (16) from the
sight and hearing of other inmates and the housing, outside of jails, of al
juveniles age fourteen (14) or under. (Nebraska Revised Statutes, Section
43-212, R.R.S. Neb. 1943.)

Written policy and procedure shall prescribe that only if absolutely neces-
sary, under applicable statutes of this state, shall a child under the age of
sixteen (16) be detained in any police station, prison, jail or lockup. However,
if detention is authorized, such juveniles shall be housed completely separate
from adults. Separation must be substantial architectural arrangements
which permit no visual contacts. (Oklahoma Minimum Standards, 1977.)

A detention center assures complete separation of alleged delinquents
from adjudicated delinquents and adults charged with and/or convicted
of a crime (Maryland State Statutes, Subtitle 8, Section 3-823.)

Detention facilities shall be entirely separated and distinct from the
ordinary jails, lockulps or police cells. (Maryland Standards, 1976)

Juveniles (14-18 years of age) should be segregated from the sight and
sound of adult inmates. (Oregon Standards, 1973.)

No minor under 16 years of age may be confined in a jail or place ordi-
narily used for the confinement of prisoners in a police station. Minors under
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17 years of age must be kept separate from confined adults and may not at
any time be kept in the same cell, room, or yard with adults confined pur-
suant to the criminal law, (Illinois State Statutes, Section 702-8(1), 1971)

Separate shall include lack of any auditory and/or visual contact or com-
munication. (Illinois Standards, 1975)

... may on order of the court, be placed in a jail or other place of deten-
tion for adults, but in a room or ward separate from adults. (Michigan
Statutes 712 A.16)

When juvenile detention homes are not available and it becomes unavoid-
able to confine a Juvenile in the county or city jail, it should be the jailer's
responsibility to see that every protection is given the Juvenile and that his
experience in jail carries as little stigma and exposes him to as little harm
as possible. This means that when detained in jail, Juveniles should be kept
fully apart from adults. (South Dakota Standards, 1970)
. . . the separation of juveniles (if detained in facility) from sight and

sound of adult inmates .... (Texas State Statutes, 1976)
Juveniles shall he housed within the institution in a separate section from

adults, to the extent that facilities will permit. If that is not possible, such
detainees shall be housed in separate cells from adults. (Virginia Rules and
Regulations, 1975.)

Separate confinement. (South Carolina)
Separate accommodations for juveniles and special staff to supervise

Juveniles at all times. (Florida)
Absolute prohibition against placing 14-17 year olds In any jail or house

of correction. However, juveniles can be detained in a police station or
lockup with the written permission of the State Commission of Youth Serv-
ices. (Massachusetts)

When detention of juveniles cannot he avo!ded, the local detention facility
shall provide segregation from adult Inmates and adequate supervision.
(Wyoming Proposed Standards, 1977)

A child, pending a hearing, shall not be placed in an apartment, cell or
place of confinement with adults charged with or convicted of a crime.
(Arizona Revised Statutes, Title SL-226.)

This law is interpreted by most jurisdictions as prohibiting the detention of
a juvenile under any conditions in a city or county jail or any police operated
holding facility. liovever. some jurisdictions interpret the law more literally
and allow youth to be held in the facility but in a separate cell or section or
wing of the facility.

A juvenile may only be held in such a facility if lie/she is fifteen years
of age or older, and then only i a room or ward entirely separate from adults.
(Louisiana Revised Statutes, Section 13-1577 : 1975)

* ' . in no case shall a child le confined in a community correctional center,
or lockup, or in any place where adults are or may be confined (Connecticut
Statutes, Section 17-63.)

A room separate and removed from adults so that the child cannot come
into contact or communication with any adult convicted of a crime. (Ohio)
. . . to Ibe held "alart" from adults. (New Jersey)
it shall be unlawful to hold a child in jail. (Pennsylvania Statutes. effective

December 31, 1979.)
Youth under 18 years of age are prohibited from being detained in a jail

or other facility with the detention of adults. (D.C. Code-Civil Action No.
1462-72: 1971)

Juveniles shall be segregated from the rest of the Jail population so that
there shall be no visual or audio contact. (Maine Standards, 1977)

While some states had enacted legislative restrictions prior to the passage of
the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the majority of the
legislative activity on this subject was in response to the mandates of the Act.
More significantly, the legislation enacted since 1974 has removed nany of the
ambiguities which have plagued the earlier legislation. In addition, states have
moved increasingly to an outright prohibition on the jailing of Juveniles rather
than the traditional response of merely separating within the facility. These
recent trends are particularly evident in the states of Maryland, Washington,
and Pennsylvania, all of which have legislated an outright prohibition on the
jailing of Juveniles on January 1, 1978; July 1, 1978; and December 31, 1979,
respectively.
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COURT LITIGATION

Court litigation in this area has )een limited but Indications point to increased
activity in states which are not moving towards corrective legislation.

A recent Federal court ruling held that although the Constitution does not
forbid all jailing of juveniles in adult facilities, a statute of Puerto Rico violates
due process by permitting the indefinite jailing of juveniles in adult facilities
without some form of notice and hearing prior to the confinement decision and
violates equal protection by permitting a child to be punished indistinguishably
from an adult without the same procedural safeguard. The court refused to hold
that custody of juveniles ln adult Jails is, in and of itself, cruel and unusual
punishment under the Eight Amendment. Significantly, however, it noted the
"disturbing evidence that conditions in these adult institutions may not, in fact,
be minimally human," and as such reiterated that had the case before the court
been directed toward the adequacy of the conditions in the particular institution,
rather than the statute authorizing such incarceration, they may have found for
the Plaintiff on the grounds of cruel and unusual punishment. (Osorio v. Rio8, 429
V. Supp. 570: DPR 1976)

On the subject of separation of juveniles and adult offenders In correctional
facilities, the court in 0-1f- v. French (504 SW 2d 269: 1974) relying
heavily on Edwards v. McCauley, (784 NW 2d 908) 1971, stated that juvenile
offenders who present serious disciplinary problems may be transferred and
housed within the geographical confines of an adult institution "provided they are
sufficiently segregated from other inmates and are provided a specially prepared
treatment program appropriate to their needs." Several other state level cases
have stated this requirement and 8tate v. Kemper, App., 535 SW 2d 241, em-
phasizes that this separation must be suflicipnt to protect the minors from the
adverse influence which adult prisoners might have upon them.

COMMON USAGE

This area of examination in seeking a definition of "separation" concerns the
criteria utilized by the U.S. Department of Justice in previous years with respect
to the placement of juvenile offenders in adult facilities. This includes the criteria
utilized by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in its review of
applications seeking funding under the 1971 Part E Amendment to the Omnibus
Crime and Safe Streets Act and the Public Works Act of 1976. The criteria
utilized with respect to the 1,000 plus applications is stated as follow:

Part E review criteria defines regular contact to permit no more than
haphazard or accidental between juveniles and incarcerated adults so as to
effect as absolute a separation as p,)ssible. This includes separation at intake,
separate living, dining, recreational, educational, visiting, and transporta-
tion facilities, as well as separate staff operating under court approved
guidelines on a 24-hour basis.

It should be emphasized, however, that these provisions constitute the
minimally acceptable criteria for compliance with the Part E legislation
and should be considered only as a last resort. The National Clearinghouse
recommends that alternative strategies be developed to facilitate the com-
plete removal of juveniles from adult detention facilities. These strategies
should include the consideration of emergency foster care, home detention,
shelter care, and regional juvenile detention, as indicated by a comprehen-
sive survey and analysis of the juvenile detention population and avail-
able community resources.

The importance and utility of the complete removal of juveniles from
adult detention facilities is attested to by the unequivocal support of the
emerging national standards in juvenile justice and documented by the
effectiveness and efficiency of successful program examples in both rural
and urban areas of the country.

This criteria, as applied by the National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice
Planning and Architecture, means sight and sound separation.

Another example, as the Children's Defense Fund points out, in findings and
policy of the DOJ's Bureau of Prisons.

Juveniles do not belong in a jail. However, when detaining a juvenile in
a Jail is unavoidable, it becomes the Jailor's responsibility to make certain
that 'he is provided every possible protection, and that an effort is made
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to help him avoid any experiences that might be harmful. This means that
the juvenile must always be separated as completely as possible from adults
so that there can be no communication by sight or sound. Exposure to jail-
house chatter or even to the daily activities of adult prisoners may have
a harmful effect on the Juvenile. Under no circumstances should a juvenile
be housed with adults. When this occurs, the sailor must check with the
jail administrator to make certain that the administrator understands the
kinds of problems that may arise. There is always a possibility of sexual
assault by older and physically stronger prisoners, with great damage to
the juvenile.

Keeping juveniles in separate quarters is not all that is required. Juveniles
present special supervisory problems because they are more impulsive and
often more emotional than older prisoners. Their behavior may therefore
be more difficult to control, and more patience and understanding are re-
quired In supervising them. Constant supervision would be ideal for this
group and would eliminate numerous problems.

Juveniles in close confinement are likely to become restless, mischievous,
and on occasion, destructive. Their tendency to act without thinking can
turn a Joke into a tragedy. Sometimes their attempts to manipulate jail
staff can have serious consequences. A fake suicide attempt, for example,
may result in death because the juvenile goes too far; no one is around to
interfere. (U.S. Bureau of Prisons, The Jail: Its Operation and Management,
Nick Papas, Editor, Washington, D.C.: 1971)

While the language of the Act appeared to restrict the use of "environmental"
contact as the appropriate level of separation required for participation in the
formula grants program, it was nonetheless the position of OJJDP that this was,
In fact, legitimate and the most likely and eventual level of separation which
would be required by the state legislature and the courts. Further, there ap-
peared to he ample evidence that "sight and sound" contact with adults produced
many of the negative conditions which Congress sought to elimiante in Section
223(a) (13). These include the stigma produced by the negative perception of an
adult jail or lockup regardless of designated areas for juveniles, the negative
self-image adpoted by or reinforced within the juvenile placed in a Jail, the often
over-zealous attitudes of staff in an adult facility, the high security orientation
of operational procedures, the harshness of the architecture and hardware tradi-
tionally directed towards the most serious adult offenders, and the potential for
emotional and physical abuse by staff and trustees alike. In this same vein, it was
felt that any acceptable level of separation within adult jails would not only be
a costly architectural venture if adequate living conditions were to be provided,
but would be virtually impossible in the majority of the existing adult facilities.
The specter of a Su )reme Court decision prohibiting the jailitig of juveniles would
have the cumulative dollar effect in the hundreds of million s if a policy of sep-
aration within the facility was vigorously pursued.

Another area of considerable discussion and common concern where the dan-
gers inherent in any level of separation short of complete removal. These dangers
included the potential for isolation of Juveniles In adult facilities under the guise
that they were technically separated by sight and sound. While such movements
at the state and local level would constitute violations of constitutional protec-
tions and be accomplished to the detriment of Juveniles admitted to the particu-
lar facilities, past experiences with compliance matters made it clear that such
technical deception would most likely occur in selected areas. This practice, how-
ever, is clearly addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act (18 USC
Section 5031 et seq. 7976 Supp.). While it applies only to Juveniles being prose-
cuted by the United States Attorneys in Federal district courts, it nonetheless
underscores the intent that "every juvenile in custody s!'all be provided with
adequate food, heat, light, sanitary facilities, bedding. ec thing, recreation, edu-
cation, and medical care; including necessary psychiatric, psychological, and
other care and treatment." Its conspicuous use of the terminology similar to the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act concerning "regular contact"
gives credence to the notion that these minimum custodial provisions are under
any scheme of separation.

This is further supported by recent court litigation which has been that isola-
tion of children in any facility is not only ,,nennqtitutional hut Is "cruel And in-
human (and) counterproductive to the development of the child." (LoM8 v.
New York State Department of Social Servicee, 322 F. Supp. at 480).
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRvENTnoN
ACT

1223(a) (13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent and
youths within the purview of paragraph (12) shall not be detained or confined
in any institution in which they have regular contact with adult persons incar-
cerated because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on crim-
inal charges except that this paragraph shall not be deemed to be violated by a
state youthful offender syctern if the Administrator of the Offlce of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention determines that:

(a) the youthful offender system is established pursuant 6o state statute
for the purpose of providing rehabilitative treatment for persons committed
to it; and

(b) the youthful offender system accepts for rehabilitative treatment
juveniles who have teen found to have committed criminal offenses as well as
young adults who have been convicted of crimes and who have been com-
mitted by the criminal court to the youthful offender system as a rehabili-
tative alternative to a sentence to state prison; and

(c) there is in the state system of local and community dispositional
alternatives which must be considered by the juvenile court and deemed
unsuitable for the juvenile offender before the juvenile may be committed
to the youthful offender system; and

(d) youth adults committed to the youthful offender system shall have
been under the age of 21 at the time of apprehension for their commitment
offense and shall not be retained in the youthful offender system beyond the
attainment of 25 years of age; and

(e) the youthful offender sysfeni provides for the Placement of individu-
als committed to it within particular programs based on their educational,
social, psychological and physical needs as determined by diagnostic study
and analysis of educational, Hocial, psychological and physical factors; and

(f) the youthful offender system is operated by a department of state
government that is separate and independent from the department of state
government that is responsible for the operation of the state adult prison
system.

Ms. JOLLY. 'May we have the next panel please?
Joseph Benton. director. South Carolina youth services program,

with Ms. Kelly Jliott, youth member, Sister Barbara Scanlon,
Ms. Donna Jones, from the Boston Network of Alternative Runaway
Services-she is the director-Mr. Doug McCoard, who is the director
of Huckleberry House., and if we could also please have is. June
Buey, the director of the Youth Shelter Service of Galveston.

PANEL OF: JOSEPH BENTON, SUPERVISOR FOR RESIDENTIAL CARE,
SOUTH CAROLINA YOUTH SERVICES; SISTER BARBARA SCAN.
LON, DIRECTOR, BOSTON NETWORK OF ALTERNATIVE RUN-
AWAY SERVICES; W. DOUGLAS McCOARD, DIRECTOR, HUCKLE-
BERRY HOUSE, INC.; KELLY HIOTT, YOUTH MEMBER, COLUMBIA,
S.C.; DONNA SONES, YOUTH MEMBER, BOSTON, MASS.; AND JUNE
BUCY, DIRECTOR, YOUTH SHELTER OF GALVESTON

Mr. BENTON. I personally appreciate having an opportunity to
testify.

Ms. JOLuy. We apologize that neither Senator Thurmond nor
Senator Bayh are here right now. They were expecting to be, but with
the votes on the floor it is impossible.

Mr. BENTON. I am here representing Crossroads, which is a runaway
shelter which is a part of the Youth Bureau Division of the South
Carolina Department of Youth Services.
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Crossroads was established in 1975 to provide shelter and social
services to runaways, homeless youths, and pushouts. The program
is located in Charleston and serves the surrounding counties in the
southeastern corner of the State of South Carolina.

The shelter is open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and the program
serves over 360 residents per year.

The facility has a capacity of 10 beds. However, phone contact with
families in crisis, which is part of the prevention effort, swells the
actual clients being served to close to 500 a year.

During our years of operation, much data has been generated which
will lead to implications for further programs. A few of these facts
include that 78 percent of the youth served are between the ages of 14
and 16, in our program.

Some 69 percent of our youth served have natural parents either
divorced, separated, never married, or one or both of the parents are
deceased.

Fifty-two percent of the runaways we serve are first-born children,
and 64"percent are either the first or second born.

Sixty-two percent of the children served have run two or more times.
The implications of this basic data is quite clear in terms of preven-

tion efforts. We, as social service providers, have nearly 14 years to
begin preventive efforts, however, if we wait until a child reaches the
age of 14, there is a high likelihood that he will run more than one time.

In order to combat this, my staff, on their own time, have made a con-
certed effort to address school classes, school assemblies, and children-
oriented groups.

The earlier children understand and know about the program, and
these chidlren know that there are children and adults who care for
their well-being, the quicker we can get services to them.

Further, this year, we have established a youth advisory council.
For too long children have had a token role and say in the programs
that work for them and affect their lives. They have been overshadowed
by adults in making their needs known. The advisory council serves
the need for youth input.

There are numerous incidents that preventive efforts should be fo-
cused on. One-parent families are families in trouble.

The emphasis should be on providing supportive services to these
parents and on the first-born children. So to address this need we have
attacked on two fronts.

First, we now provide family group therapy in the homes of many
of our ex-clients in the hope that we will prevent future difficulties.

Further, special emphasis is being placed on minority families. For
the next 2 months, our staff will be receiving training in how to deal
with the special problems of minority families.

While this training is happening, a minority program is being
worked out with a currently operating program as a subcontractor, to
provide services to minority families.

Because of the time limitations, I want to skip from programmatic
lo legislative implications which will have impact upon our South
Carolina programs.

The recent move to deinstitutionalize, and hopefully, to eventually
decriminalize, status offenders have other implications for the future.

70-796 0 - 81 - 12



170 
Ik

For a long time, Crossroads was, and still is, one of the few resources
that serves as an alternative to detention.

South Carolina, like so many States, has done exceptionally well in
keeping status offenders out of institutions, thanks to the efforts of the
youth bureau division, but in order to keep status offenders out of de-
tention, more community alternatives are needed.

What is happening is that the legislative reforms in the areas of
status. offenders are far outpacing the ability of social service delivery
systems to respond to the needs of children.

Shelter programs have proven effectiveness. Expansion of these pro-
grams will be needed as legal authorities are forced to use alternatives
rather than detention.

Without alternatives, police, judges, and State legislators may be
forced by public opinion to take steps backward in our care of status
offenders.

The final point I would like to make is that the burden of support
of the shelter is falling more and more upon States and localities.

Thanks to the funds provided by this committee, these increases
have become possible because Federal funds have legitimized the local
programs.

However, States and localities, at the present time, cannot support
these programs 100 percent. Inflation is eating into the ability to serve.
For example, in order to meet. the bills next, year, I am even being
forced to lay off a person for up to 6 months just to meet our budgetary
needs.

Some part of the program will have to go lacking and maybe the
one child we could have served and saved from the agonies of a bad
childhood might go lacking for services.

Also, there is a psychological uncertainty of funding. The staff
hangs on by faith. They do an excellent job out of love.

For this reason I am emphatically in support of the 5-year reauthor-
ization and provision of whatever extra funds can be allocated.

I want to thank you for a chance to speak and also thank you for
past support and I urge it for the future.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. Did you want, to introduce Kelly or, Kelly,

do you have a short statement you would like to make about your ex-
perience in the runaway home. vou were in?

Mr. BE.NTO.N. Yes, I would like to introduce Kelly, an ex-resident of
the Crossroads program, who still receives assistance from the pro-
gram.

Ms. JOLLY. Would you like to tell us how you first came to some of
the runaway centers and the foster homes that you have lived in, and
your experience?

TESTIMONY OF KELLY HIOTT
Ms. H -orr. Well, I was 14.2 year, ago. T am 16 now. Me and my mom

had a fight, so my social worker took me to Crossroads.
Ms. JolLy. Have you been in jail before?
Ms. HTorr. Yes, ma'am.
Ms. JOLLY. How many times?
Ms. Hiorr. Six.
Ms. .OLLY. What for? Can you tell us?
Ms. Hm'r. Running away.*
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Ms. JOLLY. Then were you taken out of your home and put in foster
homes or did you get to a runaway shelter.

Ms. Hior. Except for the last four foster homes I have been in, they
just took me out of my home and put me in the foster homes.

Mr. BENTON. How many foster homes have you been in?
Ms. Hiorr. Eleven.
Ms. JOLLY. You have been in 11 foster homes?
Ms. Hiorr. Yes.
Ms. JOLLY. Can you tell us why you ran away from home?
Ms. Hiorr. We had a lot, of financial problems, not enough money

and stuff. My mom and dad, stepdad, they took it, out on us, the kids,
because of the problems. I didn't have anybody to talk to, you know.
I would just leave. My older brother and sister both ran away, too. So,
I just followed after them.

Ms. JomY. Have you found out that MNr. Benton and his people
at the Youth Services help you and your family?

Ms. Hioir. Well, they counseled me and my sister, but my parents
are divorced and my mom, she would not have nothing to do with us
while we are in the foster home right now. We talk, but she doesn't
like it or anything. They couldn't get my mom and (lad to counseling.
They won't agree to it.

Ms. JOLLY. Do your foster parents participate in the counseling pro-
gram with you ?

Ms. HioTT. Yes. My foster dad is a volunteer at Crossroads, besides
his other employment. My foster mom is a counselor at, Crossroads.

Ms. .JOLLY. Thank you v'erv much. We really appreciate your coming.
Sister Barbara Scanlon, who is the director of the Boston Network

of Alternative Runaway Services, and Donna Jones. I am sure that
if Senator Bayh were here, he would give you a warm welcome on
behalf of the Senator from Massachusetts.

TESTIMONY OF SISTER BARBARA SCANLON

Sister SCANLON-. Thank you. 'We realize that the Senator from
Massachusetts has other business at this time. [Laughter.]

We would like to thank you for allowing us to share some concerns
about runaways and homeless young people. We are grateful for your
kind support. We solicit your continued help.

Tn New England, and I am the only person from New England here,
there are 11 centers at present, funded bv the Runaway Act.

In Boston, we have the Boston Network of Alternative Runaway
Services which is made up of two separate runaway programs. I am
a counselor at The Bridge, Inc.. and I would like to speak with you
about that program in particular.

Because of your support, Bridge has received a great deal of credi-
bilitv locally when we request additional funding from such places
as the Department of Mental Health, the United Fund, and local
businesses and foundations.

Bridge itself is a multiservice, multicomponent, communitv-based
pros.ram. We will celebrate our first decade of existence in June of
this year.

Bridge's target population is runaways and homeless youth. Our
goal has always been to act as a bridf.e between the young people,
their families, and the various segments of society.
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The backbone of the program is the street-work component. Street
workers frequent the various areas of greater Boston, hoping to inter-
vene very early in young people's lives. They work in the late after-
noons. They work in! the evenings. Each of their areas has its distinctive
attraction.

The Bostoi Common is a large grassy area which attracts young
people. Harvaid Square is exciting. The combat zone-young women
are exploited there. In the bus station area, young men whose sexual
identities are not, defined, make their money by hustling.

Last year, Bridge street workers made 16,426 contacts. To back up
the street workers, we have a free mobile medical van which goes out 5
nights a week, from 7 to 11 p.m.

This is staffed nightly by a volunteer doctor, two volunteer nurses,
and a Bridge worker.

Last year they made 1.940 medical contacts, and over 5,043 nonmedi-
cal visits to the van.

The van is not designed to give comprehensive medical service, but
is more designed-as it is very visible, very concrete-to bring the
medical community in touch with the young people who are out there.

We deal with runawavs. Runaways are only a part of the population
that we see. We see different youngsters. Bridge workers define these
youngsters in many ways.

He or she is about 17 years of age or younger. He is habitually absent
from school. In January 27, 1979, there was a report presented by the
group of parents, an advisory council. They are set up to monitor the
desegregation in the Boston schools. They determined that 22 percent
of youngsters are absent each day. That. means 1 out of 5. Where are
they? What are they doing? What are they into?

So, back to the combat zone. I think it, is pretty normal for young
persons to be down there peeping, to see what they can see in that area,
but when they are down there, hour after hour, it. begins to concern the
community.

It may be very normal to hang out, as they say, in the Common, but
after a while there are other folks out. there who are interested in
meeting these youngsters and offering them alternatives.

So the street workers are out there to offer them better alternatives
We have the young person who is at home for a while and is out for

a while and home for a while. Very often this person results in a hard-
core street youth. It is pretty hard to classify children in their teens
as hardcore street, persons, but they are out there in great numbers in
the cities and on the streets of Boston.

Who are these hardcore kids? They may be throwaways. The parents
don't want them there. They may, for reasons known only to them-
selves, refuse to go home.

They may have eloped from one of the Commonwealth's protective
or judicial systems, a foster home, a group home, a mental health facil-
ity. a detention facility.

These are the youngsters that we see.
Our job, as we see it, is to offer alternatives so they aren't out on

the street, so they aren't runaways. We do it in various ways. We also
have a home front project which deals with young women who are
pregnant, young women who have a child, teaching them parental
skills so the cycle in some way will be discontinued.



173

We run workshops and schools for clients, teaching them coping
skills, stress skills, how to deal with their peers. We work with teach-
ers and families on how to pick lip the warning signs-that Senator
Bayh mentioned earlier-so we can prevent the actual running away.

Donna is a person who became involved in our program and now
Donna is the coordinator of the youth participation program. I think
she can tell you firsthand what runaway programs do.

Ms. JOLLY. Hi, Donna.

TESTIMONY OF DO"NA JONES

Ms. JoN.-Fs. Ifi. When I first came to Bridge, I was a homeless youth
and was using drugs. I was referred to the drug counselor there. We
worked out some of my survival needs.

Ms. JOLLY. Were you using legal drugs or illegal drugs?
Ms. JoNErs. I used all kinds of drugs, whatever I could get.
Ms. JOLTY. Alcohol?
Ms. JONES. Yes. Then I met with a Bridge counselor twice a week

to deal with my drug problem . Later I got involved in the youth
participation program at Bridge. There was one other youth that was
involved in this program. We would volunteer for a month and after
that we received a small stipend for a month and then we got on
payroll.

This is the first job I ever had and I learned how to type. I learned
general office procedures. Then, after a year, I joined the Bridge staff
as administrative assistant.

I assisted the business manager keeping books, collecting statistical
data, and typing proposals.

In May of that year. I left Bridge and I got a job as assistant book-
keeper at a courier service, in Boston.

In August, I was asked to come. back and run the youth participation
program.

Ms. JOLLY. How old are you now?
Ms. Jo.FS. I am 20. This program hires 10 kids and they work part

time in the agency. They are either encouraged to go back to high
school or they study at Bridrre for their GED. They are involved in
weekly meetings and counseling sessions.

What we are trying to do is give them good work habits and then
set them up in jobs in the community.

Ms. JOLLY. Is that difficult now, finding jobs in the community?
Ms. JONES. Well, we have one in the process of getting a job in the

police station.
Ms. JOLLY. You are working from the inside this time. [Laughter.]
Ms. JoN.S. It is working.
Personally, I strongly believe in this type of program.
Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh does, too.
Ms. ,JoNFs. Yes. I think that. youth need support. services outside

of traditional agencies, because when you are. out. there and you are
not hooked up in schools and you are not hooked up in child services
or welfare services, these are the kinds of programs that are less
threatening for your approach.

I just think it has been a great experience for me to get involved
with Bridge. It has been very valuable in my life. I would like to see
a lot of other kids have this service available to them.

Ms. JOLLY. We certainly would too. Thank you very much.
Ms. JONES. Thank you.
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Sister SCANLOW. I would just like to add that we are very much in
favor of the S. 2441 and we do want to commend the Youth Develop-
ment Bureau for their handling of the runaway fund up to this point.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
We will turn to June Bucy.

TESTIMONY OF JUNE BUCY

Ms. Bucy. My name is June Bucy. 1 am the director of the Youth
Shelter of Galveston. Kitty is with us. She has been in our program
several times.

I would like to respond to a statement that the Senator made in his
introductory remarks when introducing the bill. He saw the problems
of troubled young people both in terms of human emotion and finance.

I think as program people we see them in those same terms. Our
answer is in human, caring attention to the pressing needs of youth
and in carefully administered programs that are cost effective.

Part of our cost effectiveness may be that we don't have enough
money to be very lax with it. but we have found and invented and
shared ways that moneys can be used more effectively.

We find that our program, and I think many others across the
country, are tied in with the juvenile justice system so that this bill,
that includes moneys to the. justice system as well as to runaways, is a
coherent bill within itself.

In Galveston, the year before our program opened, there were over
800 young people in our county jail.

The year the shelter had opened, that number was reduced to less
than 200. There were some other factors involved, but they were fac-
tors of community working together and supportive relationships be-
tween agencies and, we were a real part of that, along with keeping
some 400 of these young people in our program.
t One of the things that we do in our community coordination is pro-
vide support to other agencies so that child protective people, law en-
forcement, people, health service people, and others can give the young
person the services that they need and the young person is in a place
that is safe and good for him to be while other agencies are doing
their work.

Without us, they cannot, work as effectively. We have managed-to
find a lot of ways to share and support each other.

Our programing at the shelter is much, like what I have heard from
other people today. We have some things perhaps thatt are more or
less highly developed. For instance, we have a school. The kids in our
program are in school 5 or 6 hours a day. The school is on our campus
in a special room. The teacher is supplied by the State system, through
a grant administered bv our local school district.

We find that the youth learn. In this brief time they can get a lot
of basic skills and can often begin to see the value of school.

We also know that the attendance they can establish there enables
them to go back into their own schools without losing attendance time.
This often means that a year is not lost, or a child is not discouraged
thst he drops out altogether.

We do a lot, of training in our programs for future professionals.
People serve internships and get college or university credit. They
also learn about the severe lack of rrograminc, for young people as
well as the kind of needs that youth and families have.
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One of the things that has been most important to us in our program
has been the technical assistance and training that has been provided
through the contracts that are available to the runaway programs.

We have, through those training opportunities, developed and
shared skills and almost invented a wayof dealing with young people
that we had not dealt with, in our social services system before.

We have managed, not only in our own program, but within similar
programs, to share those skills. Our networking efforts across our
State and region have been greatly assisted by the technical assistance
program. I am very glad those programs are still in the bill.

I would like to quickly share some things that some young people
told to me one day whenI was questioning them about: What does it
mean to you to be at the shelter? What have you learned? Does it add
up to anything?

There were several kids there that day, and they said some things
that really helped me to understand that our programs are effective,
and that the youth are getting the things that they need.

One young woman from a middle-class home said it was the first
time she ever really had to share with other people. She came from a
home where she thought she was not getting a very good shake, where
the rules were too strict, and so forth.

For her to live with, people who had much grimmer experiences than
hers, for her to have to stand in line to use the bathroom, to eat food
that was not. prepared by servants, was a really new experience and
one that, enabled her to appreciate her home better.

Another young woman in this conversation had been through an
experience in the shelter that we all have when the behavior of the kids
is not so great, and people have to work with them on what had
happened.

She revealed that this was the first time she had ever seen adults who
were angry, who had something to be upset about, but who did not turn
to violence and abuse.

Most of our young people have come from homes where, when some-
thing has happened, you either get drunk or you hit somebody or you
get very abusive in your language.

For them to be able to live in a setting where adults can deal with
their anger in more appropriate ways is a real revelation to them. Deal-
ing with anger is a skill that can be learned, and one we work hard to
teach.

Another young man, who had been in our program and had run
away from us and then had come back on his own, said that he had
learned some things. On the streets when he was out of money and had
no wav to meet his needs, he would just sort of sit down in an alley
s-mewhere and think about the time he had spent with us and say,
"Boy, what would Betty do now, or what would Larry tell me to do I"
He could recall the things they had said or he would think of what
their advice to him might be.

He said, "You know. I would think about it, and I would try it and
it worked every time." He realized after a few months of living on the
street that he couldn't make it and he came back voluntarily so that he
could get back into school and get on with living his life.

He said, during those intervening months, the things he had learned
in the shelter really tided him over.
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Then at that time, we had a young woman who had been severely
abused. She had been tied up and beaten with chains. She had been
raped by several people who were members of her family.

She said, when she came to us, she thought she deserved this treat-
ment, that having suffered abuse all her life, the only thing that she
could understand was that in some way she was very bad, and that
what had happened to her was what should have happened.

That is really the only rational thing that young minds can come
up with in abusive situations-that they are bad and, therefore, they
deserve this treatment from the adults who are abusing them.

She said that she learned from us that she was not bad, that she was
a person who could care about herself, a person who could amount to
something. She was in and out of our program several times and she
was in a series of other placements. Through it all she learned the
shelter would always be home. The relationships that she had there
with caring people would be the one that would carry her through.

I think those are the kinds of experiences that young people do have.
They are the kinds of things that our programs are doing.

In answer to the questions the Senators asked, yes, they can all be
answered. We are doing those things. We are tied into the schools. We
do work with preventive programs.

Our family therapy program last year enabled us to cut our run-
aways almost a fourth in our county. We are doing those things the
Senator wondered about, and they are really working. We appreciate
your help.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Kitty, would you like to make some comments?
Krrry. I was adopted at the age of 6. I was both sexually and

physically abused by my parents. I was also very neglected. At the age
of 13, I had had enough, so I left home and I went to child welfare.
They put me in my first youth home.

I have learned that youth homes are really very good because they
have given me the love that I have never got at home. They gave me
a happiness. They have given me food and clothes and shelter. For a
while, I was living out on the streets. It was about 3 months. I really
couldn't make it because when I didn't have any money, I couldn't
eat. I was suffering from malnutrition for a while.

I went back to the Galveston Youth Shelter. I didn't know it, but I
had hepatitis. They paid for my hospital bill and everything. If it
wasn't for youth homes, I may not be around right now, you know.
I probably wouldn't. I don't know.

Ms. JOLLY. We are glad you are.
Krrny. So am I. I have a lot of friends that did not receive help

from these homes. They tried to make it on their own. Most of them
I know either turned out to be drug addicts, alcoholics, prostitutes,
that is female and male, and a few of them have ended up dead, too.

I really think if it wasn't. for these youth homes, kids just couldn't
make it. It is really hard sometimes to get along with your family.
I know that from experience.

My sister is still living with my parents, but she is seared to tell
anybody what is happening to her.'It is still going on. She is afraid of
them. She won't say anything to anyone. I worry about her all the
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time. I am not allowed to contact her. My adopted parents said I
am not allowed to talk to her, to anybody in the family, for that mat-
ter. I don't know if she is alive right now or what.

Ms. JoLLy. Thank you very much. We appreciate that.
Ms. Bucy. I would like to emphasize one thing that Kitty has

brought out that is all too true. Young people on the street are almost
universally denied medical services. The program of the Bridge is a
marvelous program, but it is not available to young people across
thu country.

A runaway simply cannot get health care in this day of malprac-
tice insurance and so forth. Hospitals and doctors just will not give
those young people the care that they desperately need.

Ms. JOLLY. That is another reason why we would like to be able
to provide more money for this program. As you know, the $11 million
we have had every year for the past 4 years will probably only buy
us about $7 million of services this year when you factor in inflation,
and by next year it will be even less.

So, we hope to have an increase in the budget, and Senator Bayh
will support an amendment to that effect.

Ms. Bucy. One correction. We did not pay for Kitty's hospitaliza-
tion. We, in good youth work practice, scrounged that one.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you.
Mr. McCoard, of Huckleberry House?

TESTIMONY OF DOUGLAS W. McOOARD

Mr. MCCOARD. I thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to speak
to the committee on the Runaway Youth Act reauthorization. My
name is Doug McCoard. I am director of Huckleberry House. I have
been director for about 10 years.

I have presented some written testimony to you with some pro-
gram documentation, which I am not going to repeat here.

What I would like to do is just offer some perspectives as I look at
the runaway situation, as I look at young people in general.

I guess the first thing that really comes to mind is that the major
problem of juvenile justice, the major problem with runaway youth
is that they grow up. They are the one group of second class citizens
who have the option of growing out of it.

Because they grow out of it., they don't want to remember what it
was like to be a second class citizen.

MS. JOLLY. That really is not part of the problem. It is a part of the
solution; isn't it?

Mr. McCo~m. I think so.
Ms. TnLT,.Y. We re nart of nur own solution.
Mr. MCCOARD. I think so. The problem happens that those of us

who are over 18, as we get older and older, we forget what it was like
when we were younger and younger. We as adults continually create
institutions that are unkind to young people.

We look at ourselves and we say, "Gee, what solutions can we come
up with?" We fail to ask the people most important, and that is the
yountz people themselves.

We heard from a number of young people this morning. I would
like to suggest two things. One, that while these young people am very
articulate, they are not atypical. There are a lot of very capable young
people.
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I would like to talk about leadership for a second. I think leadership
is a very, very important quality. To be truly a leader takes a lot of
risk and a lot of creativity.

I would like to thank Senator Bayh for leadership it that best sense
of the word, because one of the key elements of the Runaway Youth
Act has been youth participation, and insuring that young people
have a right, an opportunity to make responsible decisions.

I think the experience of the runaway projects around the country
is that, given the opportunity, young people are capable of making
deisions.

I think frequently what happens in government circles is that when
we start talking about programs, we forget, "Oh, you are different."

Now let me share a story to illustrate that,. There were a number
of young people in our program sitting around trying to develop a
public service message to tell other young people about Huckleberry
Mouse. The one thing that they kept saying was, "Well, say, they don't
lock you up here."

I said, "Gee, we never have locked anybody up." They said, "Yes,
but everyone else does."

We really have to hear that message. When a young person leaves
home, that is a very, very significant act. Young people know that
they are not going to be'well treated, yet the situation at home or
wherever they may be is of such proportion that it is better to leave
than to stay.

We need to provide services that are visible and accessible for young
people that empower them to make good decisions and l)ring resources
together to resolve their problems.

I think that the kind of leadership that the Juvenile Justice, and
the Runaway Youth Act has provided has been that very thing.

I commend your continuing to do tl'at and really urge your support.
I guess I am concerned about the authorization levels. I do think that
an ideal is fine, but an ideal without, the money to put it into practice
does not work.

I would like to respond to two comments that the Senator made
earlier. One was the question of recitivism and the other was the ques-
tion of the early warning signals.

I think it is important to note that when we talk about recitivism
and our programs that are different, we are talking about young people
using resources.

I think that we have founc that when resources are available, folks
will use them and they make good decisions. When a young person
comes back into our program, that is a sign of health, not a sign of
weakness.

The question about the schools is, I think, an extremely important
question. I want to share and call to mind that many of the programs
funded under the Runaway Youth Act had histories in their communi-
ties in which the so-called professional community was not meeting the
needs of young people.

I would suggest that, as we look to making our services more visible,
we really do that, but we make it visible to young people so they can
access our services when they need them.

We don't need any more adult systems to funnel kids into labeling
processes. My fear is that, as funding gets cut back, we will be using
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more and more government services. Unfortunately, I think we will be
caught up in the. violent crime labeling syndrome which affects so few
people, but yet harms so many more.

If we can provide resources that young people can use and make them
visible through the national runaway switchboard or other hotlines
and provide programs with more abilities to reach out to youth, we
would be far better off than labeling youth.

The young people are there. They are willing to use services. If we
can get the services to them, they can resolve those problems without
getting entrenched in the juvenile justice systems that incarcerate
adults and young people and do all manner of injustices we heard
about.

Again, I thank you for this opportunity to speak with you. I thank
you for your leadership in remembering that young people indeed are
capable and that services do work for them.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
I am sure the Senator is concerned that he was unable to hear your

testimony. I will make sure he receives all of your comments and let
him know how you feel about the Juvenile Justice Act.

Thank you very much.
[Mr. MeCoard's prepared statement with attachments and additional

material submitted by Ms. Bucy follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF W. DOUGLAS MCCOARD

I appreciate this opportunity to share my concerns about runaway youth and
the pending federal legislation with the Senate Committee on the Judiciary.
My name is Doug McCoard and I have been director of Huckleberry House, a
comprehe. 'iive crisis intervention shelter and resource center for runaway
youth for nearly ten years. In that time, I have met. many youth and their
families and I have seen service programs for youth come and go; I have
also seen well planned programs and those not so well planned.

I want to express my appreciation for the leadership Congress has taken in the
area of Juvenile justice generally and the Runaway Youth Act specifically. The
formulation of the Runaway Youth Act, with its family-foeused goals and values,
new concepts of youth participation and volunteerism. The importance of con-
fidentiality, and the need for young people to make responsible decisions took
courageous leadership. These values and approaches have proven to be impor-
tant, valued, useful and used concepts. Your leadership has provided visible
and accessible places where many youths and their families have been able to
regain control over their lives without getting deeply entrenched in the child
welfare, Juvenile justice or mental health system or simply giving up.

As we move into the 1980's, many young people are still leaving home in search
of alternRtives from a real or perceived family conflict. Research suggests over
8% of all families with youth will experience a runaway crisis but that there
are few resources to help.* I see no evidence that this will change. These youth
who will not or cannot return home. however, do not have access to the means
to meet their needs. They become isolated and cut off from helping resources
and fear coercion or control over their lives by others. As a result, they may
make a decision based on mis-information. Parents, on the other hand, experience
the trauma, anxiety and fear over the youth who has left, perhaps mixed with
temporary relief, helplessness, shame and isolation.

In these situations of stress and crisis, immediate help is needed. Family
focused help for the young person and parental reassurance of the young
person's safety are neessary for family recnneili',tion. New techniques fnr
meeting family needs can now be learned. This kind of learning facilitates family
living and recognizes the unique rights and responsibilities of all family members.

*National StatiAticl Studv on Runaway Youth." HEW. ODY. OED. Oninin Research
Corporation. New Jersev, November 1976. "Open Doors," League of Women Voters/Academy of Contemporary Problems, 1975.
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However, many agencies do not provide these services to runaways. Youth
cannot get their crisis needs for shelter, support and encouragement met by
those services which often rely on adult-focused counseling. They are unable
to make youth feel comfortable (through hours, waiting lists, location, appear-
ance, attitude, etc., and thus fail to involve all family members. This deprives par-
ents of equal responsibility for causing the problem and deprives the youth from
equal opportunity for resolution.

Yet, our experience shows youth are experiencing serious problems such as
repeated Intra-family emotional trauma associated with alcoholism, underem-
ployment, divorce; rejection and isolation; severe conflict with adults in the
home and out; sexual and physical abuses or the threat of abuse; personal con-
fusion; and family discontent.

Huckleberry House and the many other runaway centers created by your
leadership addresses these critical unmet needs of youth through techniques
which lessen the distance between the providers of service and their youthful
consumers. The recognition of a need for a common bond of caring and the
immediate provision of service to resolve the conflict and situational stress that
helps youth and their families re-gain control over their lives are the key values
throughout all services offered by centers.

Huckleberry House itself employs fifteen adults and five youth, augmented
by 20-30 volunteers. In 1979, immediate counseling, food and shelter, and follow-
up was provided to over 600 youth. especially runaways.

Major functions of Huckleberry House include: advocating for young people's
needs without becoming anti-parent or anti-establishment; service focusing on
the comprehensive capabilities of young people and their families; developing
confidential, honest communications with youth through open and visible staff
activities; placing high-school-aged Youth in significant paid staff positions; and
accountability through sound fiscal and program management.

I have included with my comments our 1979 program report and internal
evaluation as well as a fiscal review showing our resources over the last few
years.

As I contemplate what could happen in the next few years for runaways and
their families and services to help them, I would like to highlight some concerns:

(1) Young people in crisis who are separated from their families easily be-
come abandoned. No funding source wants to assume primary responsibility for
the youth who has turned aside from traditional institutions; yet youth, and
their estranged families usually are unable or unwilling in the crisis to pay for
service. Local public and private sources may provide "seed" money, but com-
munities have been unable to support runaway centers on their own. Currently,
funding agencies will drop open community-based youth programs where possible.

(2) The resolution of problems for youth and families may mean more involve-
ment in government-run agencies and programs because there will be fewer other
resources. Our citizens will lose freedom of choice and control over their lives
and methods that don't work such as excess institutionalization will once again
be used to "control" our "violent" youth and their families. The current sug-
gestion to earmark maintenance of effort LEAA money for violent offenders is
an over-reaction to a very visible, serious, but exaggerated problem. This violent
offender only comprises a few of our youth. I cannot support so much money
for that kind of approach when visible accessible services that youth and their
families will use could prevent problems from escalating to the "violent" level.
Our state currently has ten secure government-run youth institutions for the
"violent offender." The Ohio Youth Commission feels about 82 percent of these
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youth are inappropriately placed. I suggest that the LEAA money be used to
further deinstitutionalization efforts.

(3) Accountability, documentation, and regulation will focus precious time
away from program quality and innovation. I feel the current Runaway Youth
Act regulations are more than adequate to maintain fiscal and program controls.
I would not be supportive of Implementation authority that called for more time
spent on accountability, documentation, and program administering or adminis-
trative layering and thus fewer dollars for service (such as may happen if the
Runaway Youth Act were rolled into Title XX).

Current grants are so small that the existing administrative cost per grant
for small agencies is high. I would support raising the maximum amount per
grant to $150,000 and an allocation of $17,000,000 in actual dollars for grants.
This is such a small investment compared to the person resources being served.

I would also caution changing the basis of the grant awards to a youth popu-
lation bases without taking account of the urban clustering of youth. On a popula-
tion base, Ohio runaway centers could lose $120,000 or two centers because Ohio's
youth are proportionally more clustered in urban centers.

(4) More and more youth and families need crisis service. I support the efforts
of the National Runaway Switchboard to make service visible. I also support
more public relations efforts. Problems seen by runaway centers are getting more
serious and resolutions more difficult. Strains on families both economic and
social are increasing and techniques to resolve this strain for young people and
their families are simply not adequately developed.

With these suggestions, I support and urge your passage of the Runaway Youth
Act. It would help alleviate some of my concerns by maintaining quality runaway
programs as visible, accessible places where youth in crisis would find help to
regain control over their lives and families would find help in developing solu-
tions to problems together.

Huckleberry Honse, Inc., 1979 Service goal attainment

Total cases ------------------------------------------------- 610
Number run and prevent youth ---------------------------------- 456
Percent run and prevent youth ----------------------------------- 75
Goal _--
Number run and prevent completing phone call home ------------------ 213
Percent run and prevent completing phone call home ------------------- 47
Goal (percent) ----------------------------------------------- 5
Number who received individual counseling after phone call home -------- 216
Percent who received individual counseling after phone call home -------- 101

Some youth received individual counseling beyond intake, but did not
call home, so percent is skewed.

Goal (percent) --------------------------------------------
Number received family counseling after phone call home --------------- 152
Percent received family counseling after phone call home ---------------- 71
Goal (percent) ---------------- -- ----------------------- 30
Number of all youth, except service to other agency, who received either

individual or family counseling 6--------------------------------2
Percent of all youth, except service to other agency, who received either

individual or family counseling --------------------------------- 46
Goal (percent) -------------------------------------------- 3



HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE OBJECTIVES ASSESSMENT

Summary and Analsis

Evaluator W. Douglas McCoard

Date March 14, 1980

I. Objective Rating:

A. Alleviate the Immediate Problem

L M H

2 X

B. Reuniting Youth with their
Families

S L H H

E. Provide Training and support to
increase efficiency and effective-
ness of services provided

L M H

C. Strengthening family relationships
Stable living following termination

L H H

D. Helping Youth Decide on Future
Course of Action

L M H

2 x

F. Educate Community
Prevent Families from breaking apart.

2 x

G. Develop and Implement Aftercare Proqram.

L M H

SUM OF RATINGS

GOAL A

GOAL B

GOAL C

GOAL D

GOAL E

GOAL F

GOAL G

TOTAL OBJECTIVE
KATI NG

L M H

to I = 2O1- 06 27

O0 1 1 20

O0 2

O75 1 5F2

1 -010

rl1 2 ]12

X RATING

r 2.51

1- 1.5-

1 2.3

1 2.5

high

high

high_

i2.2 - =

IL AREAS 01P STRENGTH (NOTE HIGH EXTFMMES)

Service provision objectives.-Alleviating immediate problems of youth; help.ing youth decide on future course of action; reuniting youth with families;
strengthening family relationships.

Open all the time.
Acceptable rate of intake.
Self-referral-youth resource.
Youth developing legal alternatives to running.
Hours of Service.
Volunteer training.
Administrative/Accounting System.



I1. AREAS OF WEAKNESS: (NOTE LOW EXTREMES)

Number of Youth returning dropped; number +% calling home dropped an-
other 3 percent (5 percent dropped last year).

Referrals indicate only 32 percent success rate based on counselor need
assessment.

Systematic Public Relations.
Number of Youth returned to Street is 25 percent.
Aftercare program had very limited success.

IV. SOME ALTERNATIVE SETS OF CORRECTIVE OR SUPPORTIVE ACTIONS:

(1) Refine Aftercare and Data System to get Effective Aftercare System
Developed.

(2) Develop Board Policy Manual and Training P rogram.
(3) Review Program Trends.

V. SHORT-TERM ACTIONS TO INITIATE NOW:

(1) Aftercare Position Open: Fill with Qualified Person and Monitor Closely.

VI. LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS:

(1) Clearer delineation of Board functions through Board policy and orienta-
tion program; develop Board Goals and Objectives--Plan.

(2) Review Program Trends: Effect of Accountability and Excessive Docu-
mentation on Service.

vii

This evaluation brings Huckleberry House Into its 10th year of operation.
The service model Huckleberry House uses has been repeated in over 10 more
locations in Ohio and many more nationally. A visible and accessible service
which helps young people and their families regain control over their lives is a
valid, useful, used and needed service.

Our evaluation this year, not withstanding the need for improvements, speaks
highly of the staff-youth and adult, paid and volunteers--who have committed
themselves to a high quality of services.

The past few years have seen significant changes, however. Far too many
discussions that focus on accountability and documentation have taken valuable
time away from discussions on Improving the quality of service. One wonders
if some of the program shifts are partly the result of the stress staff feel when
trying to fulfill the expectation of a quality crisis center for youth where youth
themselves seek help while trying to meet the increasing demands for documen-
tation and accountability to funding sources. Inflation, governmental priority, and
cuts for youth services add to this pressure. Role diffusion in a medium sized
multi-funded agency is a significant problem as demands increase. Planning time
is increasingly spent in reporting. Financial stability for a youth initiated crisis
service is something many would like to ignore In these troubled times. However,
resource development for Huckleberry House in the 1980's must be a priority if
the alternatives Huckleberry House offers to youth and their families are to
continue to be a viable resource.

Huckleberry House, Inc. began seeking feedback and evaluative data on how
it was doing since its inception. Various reviews by funding sources have docu-
mented this in the past. In 1974-75 Huckleberry House instituted the systematic
objective evaluation. The numerical results of this are given below. (The data is
available for review at Buck House.)

(Low 0 to 0.5; medium I to 1.5; high 2 to 2.51
Objective

AssessmentProgram year: ratin1974 .. . . . .. . . . .
1975 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ ' 2.15

1977 ...... ..... 2..1.
'2.32

1979 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ' 2.23
'High.

These ratings have been confirmed by outside evaluators. Huckleberry House
continues to strive to provide the highest quality of service.



HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE-A MULTIFUNDED PROGRAM

[Percent of program support from major sources by yearl

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979

Federal Government support:
Runaway Youth Act funds --------------------
National Institute of Mental Health- ...................
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration_ ....------

Subtotal ... .........-------------------------

State and local government support:
Franklin County Children Services (purchase of service,

partial reimbursement of referrals only) ---------------
City revenue sharing --------------------------------------

Mental health construction assistance -------------------
Mental health ....... ...-------------------------

Subtotal ------------------------------------------

Private Support:
Private foundations ---------------------------------
United Way of Franklin County ------------------------
Church donations ------------------------------------

Subtotal ------------------------------------------

Total dollars for support per year- ....

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0

57

0
34
40

22
4
0

27
0
0

260
0

24
0
0

0 0 0 57 74 26 27 26 24

0
0
0

33

33

14
0

51

65

$35,287

0
0
0

34

34

12
0

52

64

$41,694

0
0
0

33

33

44
0

23

67

I $26, 403

0
0
0

30

30

0
0

12

12

$96,237

0
0
0

22

22

0
0
4

4

$135,299

9
20
0

25

54

18
0
1

19
2 $258,867

12
13
17
28

70

0
0
1
1

2214,172

10
18
0

33

0

29

6161

0
10
I

11

$210,192

0
13
1

14

$265, 750

I Changed fiscal year. represents only 6-mo budget. 2 This amount includes operating and capital expenditure for moving program to a more adequate building (renovation, etc.).
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HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE, INC., 1979 PROFILE DATA

[in percent

Number Percent Sex and race Run Total

Type of youth served:
Runaways ---------------------- 363 59 Male --------- 37 ............
Prevention-----------------------54 9 Female -------- 63 ...........

Service to other agencies ----------- 140 23 Black -------- 17 is
Othor situations ------------------- 50 8 White -------- 82 82
Not enough engagement ----------- 3 1 ------------------------------------------

Total -------------------------- 610 -------------------------------------------------------

Place of
Runaways Total origin Run Total

Youth left:
Primary family home -------------- 81 76 Colurnbui. 64 65
Other family home- ---------------- 10 9 Franklin 12 15

County.
Institution ------------------------ 4 4 Ohio --------- it 10
Other ---------------------------- 6 8 Other States. 8 6

Service to
Runaways others Total

Type home:
Mother and father -------------------------------------------- 33 i8 29
Mother only -----. ..------------------------------------------ 23 28 25
Mother and stepfather ---------------------------------------- 1 4 18 14
Father and stepmother ---------------------------------------- 6 6 6
Relatives ---------------------------------------------------- 5 8 5
Foster home ---------.-------------------------------------- 3 5 3

Sibling rank:
O nly _ .... .... .... ..... .... .... .... ..... .... .... .. 7 5 6
Youngest ------------------------------------------ 20 19 20
Oldest ------------------------------------------------------ 25 32 26
Not In home ------------------------------------------------- 12 11 13

Runaways only

Youth ran to:
Huckleberry House ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 35
Street ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 19
Friend or restive ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 37

Duration of run:
Less than 24 hr --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 58
2 days ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 14
3 ------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------......
4 t7days ..-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 12
1 to 4 weeks ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 6

Service to
Runaways others Total

Youth returned to:
Primary family home ----------------------------------------- 42 29 41
Other home ------------------------------------------------- 13 14 13
Institution --------------------------------------------------- 5 12 6
Street ------------------------------------------------------ 25 24 23

Man youth had:l ess th an $1 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------
$1 to $5 ..................................................................................
Over $5 ..................................................................................

70-796 0 - 81 - 13

25
14
9
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Service toRunaway other agency Total

School:
In school -------------------------------------------- 68 73 68
Out ....... . ..................... -------------- -9 8 8
Push/out............. ..... .------ ---------- 8 14 10

Completed:
7th .------------------------------------------------------- 5 2 3
7th ------------------------------------------------------- 9 17 18th -- --- --- ----. _ .... . .. .. .. .. .. .. ... . .. .. .. . . .. . .. .... .. . 17 20 17
9th -------.------------------------- .----------------- 20 19 19
10th ---------------------- -.------------------------------- 1 21 17
lth ------------------------------------------------------- 9 6 9
12th ----------------------- ----------------------------- 2 2 2

Most critical need (sought by runaway youth):
Shelter_.-------------- ---------- --------- ------------- -------------- 13
Emotional rest------------------ ----------------------------------------- 10
Personal counseling -----------------------.---------------------------------------- 14
Counseling about resource- -------------- ------------------------------------ 21
Family counseling ------------------------------------.--------------------------------- 23
Protection -------------------------------------------........---------------------------- 7

Youth Counselor

Most critical reason for leaving (runaways only):
Undefined personal contusion -------.....................-------------- 5 13
RejectIon/isolation .... ....---------------------------.---------------------- 9 9
Desire for independsice ----------------------------------------------------- 4 3
Conflict with adult (nonparent) ---------------------------------------------- 5 3
General family confusion ----------------------------------------------------- 18 16
Abuse/threat of abuse ---------------------------------------------- 13 9
Over protection ---------------------------------------------------------- 7 7
Youth thrown out- ------ ---------------------------------------- 4 4

Service
Runaways to others Tota

Estimated family income:
Under $3 000 ------------------------------------------------ 2 2 2
$3,oo to $7 000------------------------------------ - 5 11 6
$7,0o to $15,00o .......... 14 8 11
$15,000 to $25,000 ..----------------------------------------- 11 5 9

(In percent]

Service to
Runaway other agency Total

Referral source:
Self -------------------------------------------------------- 50 4 38
Friend ------------------------------------------- 28 0 18
Family/relative ----------------------------------------------- 5 2 7
Traditional agency ------------------------------------------- 6 89 25
Alternative agency ------------------------------------------- 2 0 2
Mental health ------------------------------------------------ 2 1 2
Police, legal ------------------------------------------------- 1 4 2

Age: Under 12 ---------------------------------------------------- 4 4 5
13 --------------------------------------------------------- 8 10 8
14 -------------------------------------------------------- 19 22 19
15---------------------------------------------------------- 23 22 23
16 ---------------------------------------------------------- 22 22 22
17 ---------------------------------------------------------- 1 8 17 18
18 ---------------------------------------------------------- 6 3 6
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Hucklebcrry Hotise, in., statistical stimmary 1979-calendar year 1979

New cases opened: Amount
Runaway --------------------------------------------------- 863
Preventive --------------------------------------------- 4
No relationship developed- -------------------------------------- 8
Other ------------------------------------------------- 50
Service to other agencies:

FCCS unruly --------------------------------------------- 124
Other agency --------------------------------------- 16

Total -------------------------------------------------- 610
Direct services-Case related:

Individual units --------------------------------------------- 3,035
Family units ------------------------------------------------- 306
Phone interviews --------------------------------------------- 986
Other phone contacts ----------------------------------------- 540

Shelter:
FCCS (total/individual) ------------------------------------ 836/136
All other bed nights (total/individual) ---------------------- 1,600/370

Total bed nights (total/individual) ------------------------ 2, 436/506
Noncase related:

Advice and and information sessions -------------------------- 1, 280
Inquiries for runaway youth sessions ---------------------------- 411

INDIRECT SERVICES COMMUNITY EDUCATION PRESENTATION

Number of presentations:
Current ..............................................................................................
YTD --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 96

Number of persons attending:
Current:

Youth ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 723
Adult ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1,211YTD:
Youth----------------
Adult

IIUCKLEBERRY HOUSE, INC.

1979-1980 UPDATED NEEDS/SERVICE ASSESSMENT

While we have not done a comprehensive needs assessment, we are familiar
with others done in our community by the Metropolitan Human Services Com-
mission and others. Our service fits into these needs profile. In addition to this,
in 1978, the Columbus Police received 3,361 missing juvenile reports. In 1979,
the number is 3,178. This represents only about 40 percent* of the need because
many parents (1o not actually call the police when a youth leaves. The actual
missing reports for the past five years have varied between 3.80 and 3,361, the
need level thus varied between 9,500 and 8,400.

An alternative approach suggests that 5.7 percent* of all youth households
experience a runaway incident each year. For Columbus, this would mean over
7,000 annually.

Over the list five years, Huckleberry House's data has consistently shown
that the most critical reasons for leaving home were: General family conflict
(26 percent), Yamily overprotection/)isagreement over a rule/too high expecta-
tions (13 percent). Personal confusion/Isolation (8 percent), Youth thrown out/
Parental emotional problem/Abuse/Threat of abuse (18 percent). The most
critical needs sought by youth over this time period were Personal counseling
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(18 percent), Counseling about resources (16 percent), Family counseling (23
percent), Protection (9 percent), and Shelter (16 percent).

In terms of services, there are few resources to whom young people themselves
may turn. A study** done a few years ago sited among the still unmet needs of
juveniles . . . are 24-hour crisis intervention programs operated by youth for
youth; adult-youtb dialogues ... where troubled youth may receive counseling
or other assistance without the direct permission of their parents ... at present
few agencies provide services to youth under 18 without parental permission for
fear of a civil suit. Although the reluctance is understandable, the frequent con-
sultation between agency and parents merely exacerbates an already critical
home situation.

*"National Statiatical Study on Runaway Youth," HEW, OYD, OHD, Opinion Research
t'rpratIon, New Jersey, November 1976.A"Open Doors" League of Women Voters/Academy of Contemporary Problems. 1975.

RESOLUTION FROM THE GALVESTON COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT SUBMITTED BY

JUNE BUCY

RESOLUTION

Re Runaway Youth Act and other titles of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

WHEREAS there are over one million American teenagers who run away from
home each year and another one million youth, who because of temporary crisis
situations, are in need of emergency shelter care, and

WHEREAS the needs of these youth in crisis and their families are well
served by community based programs, and

WHEREAS this court is proud of the achievements of the Youth Shelter of
Galveston, Inc. and has contracted with that agency for services to Galveston
County runaways and other youth in need for the past eight years, and

WHEREAS the basic funding for the Youth Shelter of Galveston, Inc. comes
from the Runaway Youth Act: therefore,

BE IT RFSOIXED that the Galveston County Commissioners Court supports
the reauthorization by the Congress of the United States of America of the Run-
away Youth Act and other titles of the Juvenile Justice and Delinfuency Pre-
vention Act; and hereby requests that June Biucy, Executive Director of the
Youth Shelter of Galveston. Inc., deliver this evidence of our support to the
appropriate Congressional hearings.

JUDGE RAY HOLBROOK,
County Judge, Galveston County, Tem.

PANEL OF: FATHER BRUCE RITTER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COV-
ENANT HOUSE, NEW YORK CITY; BARBARA FRUCHTER, DIREC-
TOR, JUVENILE, JUSTICE CENTER, PHILADELPHIA, PA.; CAROL
BRILL, DIRECTOR, LEGAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN, SAN FRAN-
CISCO, CALIF.; JUDY K. WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, OPEN-INN, INC.,
TUCSON, ARIZ.; STEPHEN R. BING, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MAS-
SACHUSETTS ADVOCACY CENTER, BOSTON, MASS.; AND MIRIAM
THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NEW YORK CITY ADVO-
CATES FOR CHILDREN, NEW YORK CITY

Father Riwr. Thank you. T am really delighted to have the op-
portunitv to testify before this committee. I would like to commend
Senator Bayh and the other members of the sulcommittee for their
demonstrated interest in the, problems of homeless children.

I have a written statement that I will submit for the record. I will
simply summarize, the main points that I would like to make.
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Ms. JoLLAY. Thank you. Your entire statement will appear in the
record at. the conclusion of your oral presentation.

Father RVrMTR. Thank you.
I would like to spend just a moment mentioning the early history

of Covenant IHouse. because it says quite a bit about the problem that
we are. dealing with today, and also because we still meet the problem
every day.

I used to be a teacher until my students got tired of my self-
righteous sermons and drove me off campus into a new ministry deal-
ing with young people.

One niglit, in the middle of winter, six runaway kids knocked on
my door about 2 o'clock in the morning, asking for shelter. Four more
kids joined them the next day. These 10 children had been living on
the streets, in abandoned buildings, and had been pimped by a number
of junkies who were sup)porting their habit through them.

I could not find any place for them in the existing system, a prob-
lem that, we have all faced so many times. As a result, Covenant House,
an effort of my friends and me, began.

We are now a licensed child care agency. We operate programs
especially desigene to aid runaway children. Two of our residences,
one for boys, one for girls, are funded by the Runaway Youth Act.

We. moved our mwogramn to the Times Square. neighborhood in New
York City about 3 ears ago, because of the obvious problemm of thou-
san1s of runaway kids who sit uate themselves there in order to survive.

I'd like to ,ive you an idea of the nature of the problemm that the
runaway child faces w'hen he comes to New York. Most kids, when
they run away. (do not take planes or trains; they come by bus. When
you arrive in New York, at the bus terminal, you are immediately
disgorged into an enornmos sex indilstry, about. $1.5 billion, in that
immediate area.

There are over 150 sex-related businesses in the Times Square
neighborhood. Thle police have identified over 1.000 pimps that work
that neighborhood, controlling thousands of young girls and also
young boys.

Wre be.an our program there in an effort to help these exploited
children 3 years ago. It is called "Under 21." It is a 24-hour-a-day
crisis center with residences. Kids can come in there any time at all,
(lay or night, and get. hell) on a no-questions-asked basis: food, cloth-
ing. shelter, protection from their pimpS. a chance to go home again.

For example, in the last 2 years, we sent home over 1,200 children,
although that was only 15 p)ereent of the kids that came to us.

In the first .3 years, more than 14.000 youn, people came to Under
9 1 for he1 l). Most of these kids have been involved in prostitution. Of-
fieiallv, I use the figure of 60 to 70 percent. The percentage is actually
much hig)ier; it is munch closer to 80 to 90 percent.

In regard to the demographics of those children, most of them
Pome from New York City-55 percent. The rest, 45 percent, come
from all over the country.

The median age is iust slightly over 18. About 75 percent are boys
because the pimps will not permit their girls to come in, and most
of the boys are freelance.
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Some 75 percent of the kids are black and Spanish. Only 25 percent
are white.

The New York City police department estimates that of the run-
away children they pick up and try to return home, over 70 percent
of these kids have been involved in prostitution.

The children do not speak of themselves as prostitutes. They call
it "making a few bucks." Very few of them would like to consider
themselves prostitutes, and we in Covenant House do not do so either.
We consider them as what they, really. are, homeless children who turn
to prostitution simply in order to survive.

They have very few options. One of my boys put it for me very
directly a short time ago. He said "Bruce, I have two choices. I can
either go with the john and do what, he wants,"-his actual phrase
was, "and suck my tail,"-"or," he said, "I can rip somebody off and
fo to jail." But, he said, "I am afraid to go to jail. I would not make
it through my first shower. So I can't get a job. I have no skills. I have
no place to live." The boy is 16 years old.

I do not know what I would have done if I were 16 and faced with
that impossible choice.

That essentially is the reason why Under 21, as a crisis center and
a residence for children, exists.

This year we expect minimally at least another 10,000 homeless
young people to come to us for help. Most of these kids, again, will
have been involved in prostitution.

Some of them will be deeply involved in it as a lifestyle. Most of
them will be simply trying to survive.

Literally hundreds of these children-as happened last, year, and
the year before-will have been beaten and raped and tortured, and
many will be killed.

In the last 9 months, for example, nine of my children have been
killed, murdered, shot, stabbed, thrown out of windows, cut up in
pieces.

We expect at least that same number of children to be victimized
by this so-called "victimless crime" this year.

I repeat, we at Covenant House do not see the problem as beinz that
of juvenile prostitution. We see it as merely an inordinate, an extraor-
dinary number of homeless young people, many of them quite young-
runaways-who turn to prostitution and street life simply in order
to survive.

It is one of the great virtues of this bill and the. accomplishment
of this subcommittee that the residences and shelters provided all
over the country for the care of these runaway kids have. I am abso-
lutely certain, saved hundreds, perhaps thousands of children from
turning to a life of prostitution in order to survive.

I would like to make two comments on the. hill itself. We see the
Runaway Youth Act, as it is presently written, favoring the tradi-
tional young runaway. It really does not, take into account. the. needs of
the older homeless young person, the person between 16 and 20.

For example, we think the 2-week residency requirement is unrealis-
tic. We frequently find it necessary to keep younL persons with us 1
month, 2 months, even 3 months before we can help them solve their
problem.
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I would also like to emphasize again something that the director of
Huckleberry House mentioned in his testimony previously. We find it
almost impossible to get realistic, necessary medical help for these
kids because most of them do not quality for medical help or medicaid.
If ii-; were possible for this subcommittee to do something to address
that problem, it would be a great service to the young people, espe-
cially in our urban areas.

I am convinced, from my examination of the problem of homeless
young people as it exists in other major metropolitan areas, that it is
not specific to New York. It is certainly a problem, for example, in
Miami and Fort Lauderdale, in Los Angeles and San Francisco and
Chicago and Boston and Atlanta and here in Washington.

Certainly the resources Should not be cut. If anything, as we all
know, the resources available to help these kids should be, if possible,
increased, even in this time of fiscal belt tightening.

Again, I would like to commend tihe members of this committee, and
especially Senator Bayh, for his leadership in providing help for these
runaway kids.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much, Father.
Judy K. Williams, director, Open-Inn, Inc., Tucson, Ariz. Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF JUDY K. WILLIAMS

Ms. WILLIAms. Thank you. I welcome the opportunity to come and
share with you briefly today a little bit about. our program in Arizona
and how we are using the Runaway Youth moneys which have been
given to us.

I am Judy Williams. I am the executive director of Open-Inn. We
started our program in late 1974, at that time to provide an alternative
to the juvenile justice system. Many youths we were seeing in our
community were either remaining on the streets or. because we are a
very warm climate, particularly during the summer, spring, and fall,
were sleeping under bridges, were going to the mountain areas and
trying to maintain themselves there.

The problems grew. Many of the.e youths were, picked up and at that
time were naturally staying in the detention centers.

Once we began our services, we have watched ourselves grow,
watched the kind of problems youth have change, and have seen prob-
lems grow that we never anticipated when we originally began
services.

The problems of youth that have been kicked out of their home, the
problem of youth that are being sexually alsed in their homes, these
kinds of things are problems we did not anticipate. So I am very, very
pleased to see that, we are not only dealing with runaway youth. but
are also expanding services to those youths that would otherwise be
homeless.

Some of the thin.-" in Senator Bavh's bill thof f would like to speak
to and something which, again, we originally did not even anticipate
are the phone calls.

Senator Bavh is advocating the national hotline which I also highly
recommend. advocate. It is of great service to all of us.

There is also, though, the whole issue and concern locally. Many
youth don't know quite how to go about dialing an 800 number. They
are not really sure it is free.



192

At Open-Inn, we are dealing with something in the neighborhood of
7,500 phone calls a year. That, means youth that are calling us, families
that are calling us.

I would like to see the part about the hotlines expanded not only to
national hotlines, but to encourage those of us locally to have some sort
of a system whereby people can call and receive some advice and some
hell) on the local level.

Ms. JoLm,. I think that is a good idea; it is just that we need some
funds to go along with it.

Ms. Wiumr.xkrs. I know. This is always the problem. It costs more,
and yet, many are doing this with the funds we already receive.

Ms. JoLJX. I would encourage the States and local people to pick up
that kind of an aspect. If we don't have the people back home co-
operating with us, it is difficult to succeed.

Ms. WIt1.x rs. That is very true.
That is something else that I would like to share with you, that

originally we started on 100 percent of Federal money, with a match.
Now we are, because of the Federal money we originally were able

to get., only operating on 45 percent Federal money, and State and
local agencies have picked up and are helping us because of the Federal
support..

If we don't continue that kind of Federal support, though, our
pix~grams can't begin to operate at their current level.

I encourage you to continue advocating for the Federal money. I
would also like to respond to the Senator's question on repeaters or
recidivists.

We see nmething under 20 percent of our youth that are repeaters in
our prograni. but we look at these youths as being very wise. They are
coming back to programs. They are seeking our help again.

We see tblis percenta e of youth as-being a very positive group. They
are not, remaining on the streets. The-" do not have to go to other places.
They know where they can receive help and they are coming back.

I fcrel that the runners that have traditionally split when the prob-
lems got bad now have found a place where they can come back, and
they are doing that.

I would suggest. to the Senator that most of the youths either will
remain at home or will be coming back to seek further services and
further help from us.

Thank you very much.
Ms. JorLy. Thank you very much.
Ms. FRTucIIT.R. Thank you.
MNs. JOLTY. As Senator Bavh would say, you are no stranger to our

committee and are to be applauded for your effort on behalf of young
people. Welcome back.

TESTIMONY OF BARBARA FRUCHTER
Ms. FRtYCjiTER. Yes. Thank you. I am pleased to be back. I am not

sure that I am happy about the entire circumstances of being here, but
I think what I have to say might be helpful.

I would like to explain what Congress has done for the American
public and the American future through this legislation.

Those accomplishments fall into three categories. The first is that
under the Bayh legislation, the vision and the value system of Amer-
ica has been changed.
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Second, this legislation has helped to return to the American public
a sense of democracy and a feeling of power and influence over their
own lives.

Last, the legislation has enabled organizations such as the Juvenile
Justice Center and the Juvenile Justice Center's Citizens' Coalition
to demonstrate to State legislators and to the public at large that
decent care for children is cost-effective care.

A concrete example of what changing the vision and the value sys-
tem means is Pennsylvania, where we have been able to build a juvenile
justice center citizens' coalition of 120 church, civic, and service orga-
nizations of nearly 3 million citizens who formerly knew nothing-and
therefore cared nothing-about the thousands of children locked in
prisons and jails in our State.

Through JJDP funding, these people were made aware, for the
first time, of the ineffectiveness, the nightmare, and horrors of the
juvenile justice system. People who hadn't the slightest inkling that
children were kept in solitary, confinement for 54 days, that the use of
the "hole," was for children who were thrown into it without any
clothes, to lay on cement floors for weeks, that the routine use of Thora-
zine or mechanical restraints were used without restraint.

These 3 million citizens had no idea that the children were removed
from their homes and placed in institutions at, $136 a day, when serv-
ices to children and their families in their own homes could be deliv-
ered for a fraction of that cost.

Our citizens didn't know anything about the suicide rate of children
in jail. They didn't know about the self-hangings, about the slashed
wrists, about the open safety pins or the. bits of razor blades that were
swallowed out of despair, about kids locked up day after day. They
didn't. understand the daily horror that children experience from re-
peated homosexual attacks.

They didn't know anything in our State about the 14-year-old girl
who was a runtawvay, wlo was I)icked up in an upstate rural county
and taken to the county jail where she was raped first by the county
sheriff and then by the inmates in the jail.

But, under this act our agency was able through visit after visit
to institutions and jails, through speech after speech, through exten-
sive citizen training. through media education and the education of
legislators, to pass legislation which prohibited holding children in
jails.

In 1975. there were over 3.000 children in jails and prisons in Penn-
sylvania. Last. year there were 38. This year, if we can continue our
work, there will be none.

Under the, JJDP Act and the work of the Juvenile Justice Center's
Coalition, we were able to I)ass(Public Law 41 in Pennsylvania, which
prohibits placement of children in jail.

We were able to )ass legislation that removed status offenders from
the delinquent (ategory and prohibits placing them in secure deten-
tion or in facilities with allefred delinquents or delinquents.

We were able to pass incentive funding legislation that rewards the
counties for giving, services to children in their own homes rather
than tearing families apart.
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Ms. JOLLY. That is one area I know that Senator Bayh talks about
all the time to us, how we can make sure that moneys are given to
natural parents as opposed to foster parents or adopted parents, even
though those things have to be done too. But why can't we put more
of our title 20 funds and other funds into the natural home to get the
job done?

Ms. FRUCHwrR. In Pennsylvania we cut the reimbursement rate
from the State to the counties for placing children in institutions
from 100 to 56 percent. We reward the counties with 75 percent-of
the cost of giving services to children in their own homes, for sub-
sidized adoption, for group homes, for community-based residential
care and other alternatives to institutions.

In New York, through the impetus of JJDP and with the juvenile
justice center's help, the Child Welfare Reform Act was passed in
1979. This act cuts into the practice of warehousing dependent children
for 4, 5 and 6 years. It mandates that children removed from their
homes receive permanency planning immediately. The act fiscally
rewards counties for keeping children in their own homes and thus dis-
courages this removal in the first place.

In Colorado, the juvenile justice center, through a coalition of citi-
zens' groups-not agency people-was able to prevent the construc-
tion of a detention facility at $100,000 a bed and helped get legislation
passed that mandated, in Colorado, that alternatives be developed
rather than more detention and more institutions.

Under JJDP we at the juvenile justice center were able to demon-
strate to the public, as T said, that, decent care is cost-effective care.
This is important at a time when we are facing budget restraints.

Without this legislation, people will not understand that it costs
four and five-times as much to institutionalize children than it does
to develop alternatives for them.

If we are not to regress, the message that must be taken to the
public is that we can be both cost, effective and humane in our treatment
of children in trouble.

At this time I would like, to address the legislation which mandates
a portion of the LEAA funds tobe, used for the juvenile effort.

We are pleased that, this money be directed to address the problem of
serious offenders. But as written, I am afraid that the guidelines are
not as specific as they must be.

For instance, in our State, it is currently being proposed that this
portion of the LEAA money, $500,000, be'put into starting intensive
security programs, maximum security, in the private sector, for serious
offenders.

I don't believe that. maximum security in the private sector consti-
tutes the new techniques that the Bayh legislation addresses.

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bavh would certainly say it doesn't. So would I.
MS. FRucHEIR. We would ask that serious consideration be given to

defining carefully the intent of congress in regard to the use of the
LEAA funds, and toward a consistent philosophy between the direc-
tive of the, JJDP Act and the use of the LEAA funds so that this
money can be used to expand institutions.

I would also like to say something in regard to additional slots for
OJJDP and to address what I see here also as a problem of cost
effectiveness. It appears that the shortage of OJJDP staff gets com-
pensated for by extensive technical assistance contracts to profit-
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making agencies, with Ull the attending redtape, political jockeying,
and excessive administrative costs.

These technical assistance contracts drain off millions that could be
spent to bring real onsite change in the State.

Rather than having legions of high-salaried consultants running in
and out of States leaving nothing significant behind them, adequate
staff at OJJDP could assist grantees, monitor grantees and process
grantees to get the job done.

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh yesterday referred to the study that was
conducted by the Department of Justice, by the Office-of Juvenile Jus-
tice and LEAA on the amount of staff they had in relation to the
amount of money they had to l)rocess.

Ms. FiRCHTER. Yes.
IMS. JOLLY. By the Department's own standards they say that of-

fice should have 150 staff people. And, of course, as we know, they only
have 41 at this time, even though they are allotted 51 positions.

Nis. FRuCI TER. Too many of u! are left hanging, not knowing if
we are going to have to close our doors today or tomorrow because
grants fail to be processed on time.

Ms. JoLLY. I know that none of you were here yesterday. Senator'
Bayh did say to the Department of Justice that he wanted to know
why 86 percent of their discretionary money was unobligated at
this time, and to see what they can do about it since we only have
6 months left in the budget year. We do have an appropriations process
we are, going through now for fiscal year 1981.

It is very important, as Senator Bavh said, yesterday, that the
intent of Congress in providing to the Office of Juvenile Justice funds
is so that they woulil be spent more on programs like yours and
others throughout the country for children, for young people.

As he said- so often in the past, "I don't want. the money sitting in
some bureaucrat's desk in Washington. I want it out to the people,
returned to them."

After all, it is all of our joint money, our tax dollars. That, is all
we are asking is that the funds that Congress provides to the various
agencies are spent in a timely fashion for meritorious programs.

Ms. FRCXITER. I agree with you, Mary. But it takes staff.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Ms. FRUTCHTER. Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Miriam Thompson, executive director, New York City

Advocates for Children.

TESTIMONY OF MIRIAM THOMPSON

Ms. Tiiomipsox. I am happy to be here today. I must say it is
heartening to hear Senator Bayh and other committee members sup-
port, vital youth service programs and delinquency prevention pro-
grams, especially in light of what we consider to be very dangerous
social retrenchment in the Federal Government; especially again,
when many of the programs we are talking about today really are
interdependent with other systems.

We can talk about our young people and we can talk about their
families, but we also have to talk about the conditions under which
they live, tinder which many young people run away, under which
many parents and families fall apart.
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We really have hope that the Senator will use the same kind of
leadership that he has expressed in the area of delinquency prevention
in persuading some of his colleagues to understand the importance of
other social programs if we are to maintain a healthy political, social,
and economic system in this country.

Let me just tell you a little bit about Advocates for Children of
New York. It is a 10-year-old child advocacy, children's rights orga-
nization, working primarily in the education system, but impacting
on other systems that affect families; namely, health, mental health,
and employment. We certainly have seen the ravages of families
falling apart and children falling into the foster care system, juve-
nile justice system, often to languish there for years without proper
support or adequate services to reunite families.

Through our doors in the last 10 years have come thousands of
children and families, many children having been excluded from what
we call the major child care institution which is the education system,
and particularly that one in New York City which houses 1 million
children.

These are children who have been excluded from schools for a
variety of reasons having to do with sex, race, handicap, and we con-
sider those children who fall away from the education system to be
those children who will have very little opportunity to really lead
meaningful adult lives.

It is within that context I can give you some startling facts we have
collected over the last 10 years, both from our individual case ad-
vocacy, litigation, policy, research, and a lot of organizing and train-
ing in New York City and elsewhere in the State.

In the city we have on any given day, and the figures aren't entirely
accurate, over 100,000 children truant and roaming the streets.

Fifty percent of our children do not graduate high school. We have
over 30,000, and people aren't even clear on this figure, pregnant teen-
agers, more than half of whom have children every year and are ex-
cluded from school.

We have thousands of handicapped children who the board of edu-
cation and other social agencies are beginning to recognize in terms
of their entitlement to schooling and other support services.

We have also seen the tremendous v, lue and contribution of com-
munity-based organizations in meeting the needs of these children and
families and who can really do an aggressive and dedicated advocacy
job in helping constituents receive the services to which they are
entitled.

It is here that I would really like to talk about the Office of Juvenile
,ustice, both its promise and hopefully, its future.

The initiatives that we find P.articularlv important in supporting
those efforts that we have just briefly described are of course, the
Office's recent youth advocacy initiative which we think is a most
promising venture and should not only be supported but expanded.

Ms. JoTTY. When was that initiative first brought to your attention?
Ms. THOmPsoN. We learned about it-actually, we knew that it was

in the works in the previous administration. Tn'fact. AFC, the Massca-
chusetts Advocacy Center and others were asked to comment on the
idea by John Rector, the previous administrator.
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We are really excited about it because-
Ms. JOLLY. We are too.
Ms. THOMPSON. I think it is really one of the most fundamental

youth-enriching programs that are coining out now.
We have no idea, of course, when the grants are going to be let. Part

of the problem, I suspect, are the points that you raised earlier about
administrative problems in the office and as it relates to LEAA.Ms. JOLLY. They are working very hard to process those grants as
quickly as possible. We do have a number of thie grants that could befunded.

Apparently, there were over 180 applications that came in for this
proposal, I believe it was last October 1979.

We hope anywhere from 20 to 40 of the proposals could be funded.
Ms. THomPso.N. Let me talk to the. substance of it, and then discuss

another initiative coining out of O.JJDP-the alternative schools
initiative.

Back to the youth advocacy: In much of our 10-year experience, as
I indicated, we have seen how comnmunity-based youth organizations,
a key feature of the initiative designed to empower young people in
those decisions that affect their lives, not only trains and assists fami-
lies, but works very closely with young people to help them gain
confidence in what they can do to make those decisions and to over-
come obstacles that, really affect them in reaching meaningful and
productive adulthood.

Many of the youth groups have worked, I think long and strenu.
ously, to capture young people who were in the streets. We think that
this program, again. I said I hope it, expands, can really foster the
opportunity to do that.

Another initiative the Office is sponsoring is research and dissemi-
nation of alternatives to discil)linary practices.

I really would like to concentrate on that. Many young people are
excluded from schools for often arbitrary and discriminatory reasons.
Once having been removed from this basic child care institution, there
is often less and less opportunity for them to arrive at any kind of
meaningful lives.

We think that the schools' disciplinary practices and often discrimi-
natory disciplinary practices ought to be examined and there cer-
tainly ought to be alternatives that are encouraged.

The alternative schools is a similar initiative : fostering the develop-
ment, of programs that would encourage youth leadership and involve-
ment., that would foster programs and practices that are different
from the kind of traditional policies and practices that we have seen,
which as we. said earlier, have excluded almost or more than 50
percent of the population.

In summary, we urge the committee to continue to advocate these
kinds of programs.

Two, to try to hell) the Office promote wider and wider outreach to
the kinds of advocacy programs that work directly with youth, that
believe in empowering youth. that work closely with families, main-
tainina the strength of natural families. And then, of course, to try
to look at those kinds of administrative obstacles that would facili-
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tate and expedite appropriation of funds to the agencies and organi-
zations capable of reaching people we know the funds can help.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very mnuch.
Stephen R. Bing, executive director, Massachusetts Advocacy Cen-

ter. Welcome, Steve.

TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN R. BING

Mr. BING. Thank you.
Let me-first describe what, my organization does, because that will

set the context for the relevance of my remarks to the reauthorization
of OJJDP.

We are fundamentally a statewide youth advocacy organization, in
Massachusetts, concerned with three substantive areas affecting chil-
dren and youth which are education, health, and the juvenile justice
system.

As you may know, Massachusetts enjoys a reputation or at least
has one, I don't know whether it enjoys it, of being quite a progressive
State in dealing with social problems and most especially in dealing
with the problems affecting young people.

However progressive it may be in comparison to other States in the
Nation, it is possessed of enormous problems. It, is our contention,
and I listened to the testimony this morning, that the l)rincipal source
of child abuse, child neglect, and children not having the proper
opportunities are not parents, but rather the social institutions which
we have created to protect them.

Simply put, the agencies do not do their jobs. They do not follow
the laws which created them.

I will give some specific examples from our State.
Ms. JOLLY. Are you talking about State agencies or Federal

agencies ?
Mr. Bio. 'We are concerned about State agencies. We are certainly

not prepared at this point to take on Federal questions.
Massachusetts virtually has no EPSDT program, although that is

the one thing held out as hope to poor peoplee that some kind of inedi-
cal care could be made available to their children.

Massachusetts has the first special education law which called for
maximum mainstreaming of special needs children.

It also called for the State agency to insure that the utilization of
special education as a means to promote racial segregation be ended.
That has not happened. It will not happen without the pressure, not
from the institution which we created to serve kids which one might
expect, that would be the department of education, but rather that
pressure has to come from outside.

Other examples that I can give you relate to the children being
excluded from schools, allegedly for discipline problems, but when
one looks at it we see. race plays a major factor.

We see the particular lifestyle of the family or children playing a
factor in the wav the educational institution denls .with kids.

The result is that the youngsters are expelled from the education svs-
tern either consciously or unconsciously and they end up in our other
child care institutions, be it the welfare department or the juvenile
justice system.

We boast in our State of our so-called deinstitutionalized commu-
nity-based care, juvenile justice system.
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I believe we are probably one of the 10 States which someone men-
tioned this morning that says that we are in compliance with the de-
institutionalization of status offenders.

I want you to know-
Ms. Jol"LY. Let me just point out, we have approximately 34 States,

at least, that report, that the, are in compliance with the deinstitu-
tionalizat ion provision, but only 10 who have reported compliance with
the separate -n of juveniles and a(lults in institutions.

Mr. Busc.. If we look at our so-called deinstitutionalized system, I
think it is important to know that, although 1,500 youngsters com-
mitted to our department of youth services on an annual basis, at least
2.300 yoinsters will serve some time in one of our secure detention
units. We have seven secure detention units in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts. Most of them are located on the grounds of an aban-
doned State mental hospital. buildings that were condemned for use
by adult, mental patients.

Yet, in our deinstitutionalized system. that, is where these young-
sters go. Surprisingly. they are not there awaiting trial. They are
awaiting placemient in some program. Some of them return to these
centers as f requently as 15 tines before some program will take them
or some State agency wil 1 (leal with the problenis that they present.

These youn, sters are lermnitted to stay in these centers for as long
as 120 (lays. There is no, absolutely no service pron'ided them.

Neither education nor health services are provided in these settings.
Nor is what one might expect from a. youth services agency, at least
sonic kind of therapy or counseling. None of that is available to the
clii1dren in these centers.

So. what I think I have described for you is at least, three systems
which don't do wvhat they are statutorially authorized and required to
do in terms of serving kids.

That is why we sulpp)orted and worked on thi development, of the
youth advocacy initiative. It, happens to be, T think, the single- most
important thing that I have seen come oit of that office in terms of
trying to make these systems which we spend an enormous amount of
money on, work.

It is clear to ine that advocacv as a technique to serve kids is quite
important bec,1use of its jia ior leveraging effect..

Ms. Jory. What would be your definition and difference of youth
advocacy and le,,ral advocacy?

Mr. BT-,;. I' don't diaw those distinctions. Perhaps the initiative
did. What-we are engaged in a particular kind of advocacy which
we call entitlement based advocacy. We. look at what youth are en-
titled to and measure the difference between what they are entitled to
and what thev are frettinf! and then move to close the gap.

It is in configuration of quite a conservative notion-we are asking
the State of Masachusetts to obey the law.

The fact of the matter is, if the State of Massachusetts obeyed the
law and served the kids the way the law is set out., it would be a revo-
lution. It would be the most radical transformation of social welfare
tht the Commonwealth has ever seen.

So, legal advocacy. I think Carol Brill probably can speak to that,
is usually thought of in terms of individual case representation. We
happen to do both. We do )oth case representation and what is called
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portant.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Carol Brill, director, Legal Services for Children, San Francisco.

TESTIMONY OF CAROL E. BRILL
Ms. BRILL. Good afternoon. I am a legal advocate. I run an office in

San Francisco called Legal Services for Children. I am grateful to
the committee for this opportunity to add any comments I have on the
committee's consideration of reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, and also, the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act.

I support both continuation, and I specifically support some inde-
pendence, preferably total independence for the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and I)elinquency Prevention so that all of the complaints we have
all voiced today about getting grants processed or even a no answer,
within a year, will come to pass.

Ms. JOLLY. Let me put this in an historical perspective. Senator
Bayh's original bill that lie introduced ii 1972 mandated a separate
individual agency much like the Civil Rights Commi&sion or the FTC
or the FCC, however we evolved into legislation that housed the Office
in the Department of Justice.

Ms. BRILL. I feel vely fairly treated by OJJDP, but as one of the
people who experienced at least a year's wait to get a yes or no re-
sponse, I would hope for any form of independence where they could
at least send out their own mail.

I don't mean to be in any way disrespectful to the committee or to
any persons here, my colleagues here.

I would like to add also, some special thanks to Senator Bayh for
continuing to be the country's youth advocate in the Senate, in spite of
the fact the Year of the Child is over and it is no longer popular to be
involved with children, perhaps.

Certainly, in California, where we seem to do everything whether
it is right or wrong first, funding is not popular for children. I am
sure everybody is aware of our horrible budget slashes in people's
services, and certainly children are always the first and the easiest, to
cut since they have no voice of their own, nor any vote.

The office I started in 1975, is called Legal Services for Children.
I think we did not know at the time, Peter Ball, John Bush, and
myself, the kind of monster we were creating.

It was, we found out after the fact, the very first. free and compre-
hensive law office for children in the country. We did not set out to do
test cases, per se, although some-or class cases, as you said, described
them Steve, although some of our cases have turned into the raw mate-
rial of test cases or class actions.

On the other hand, we set out to fill this enormous gap of providing
every day legal services to children where no lawyers, no lawyers
literally, otherwise existed.

We .qot originally not onlv the support. but. the unbelievable backing
of all the community agencies. some of which are the tvyes you repre-
sent, runaway homes. counselin(r centers, alternative schools. because
none of them had a le.ral referral resource for anv of their clients.

So, we worked with them on an every day basis. They refer children
to us, and we. of course, are, constantly referring our young clients
back to them for the services they need, " r
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Since 1975, I have also received over-and I want to mention it at
these committee meetings, over 1,000 inquiries and contacts from my
colleagues here and from other community based agencies nationally,
from, judges, from lawyers, even from doctors and teachers asking me
for help on how to start a similar office in their own area.

I have also received some grant requests and have no money to re-
spond with. One of the very exciting things I saw coming out of
LEAA in the last few years was this advocacy initiative.

I am sorry that it in fact specifically excludes direct legal services.
Our 1-year discretionary grant which we are midway through, ends in
July. It will not continue. We have all been told there would be no
more discretionary grants. We got the grant as a national replication
project. Watch us and then we will give money to others perhaps if
they can do the same kind of thing.

We now understand that there will be no discretionary grants for
us or for anyone next year. And then, of course, unfortunately, the
youth advocacy initiative specifically excluded direct legal services.
But it is the year of the advocate.

Ms. JOLLY. Why is it your impression that there would not be any
discretionary moneys available next year?

Ms. BRILL. I was told by the Office that there would be no more dis-
cretionary grants after this fiscal year.

Ms. JOLLY. That is what you were told?
Ms. BRILL. I can't send paper to people who don't want it.
Ms. JOLLY. Well, maybe we should address a question to the Juve-

nile Justice Office. Senator Bayh -has given them some questions, but
I think that he surely would like to folow up by asking if the Juvenile
Justice Office has been given a fiscal year 1981 budget, in-that budget
they do have so much percentage of the moneys that are used for dis-
cretionary funds. We would like to know why that statement would
be made.

Ms. BRILL. I am sure we and many others would certainly be happy
to hear that.

Our office only represents children. I represent literally persons who
are 2 days old to those who are almost 18.

We have a caseload that includes every kind of case in the juvenile
court which would be children who would be subject to neglect or
abuse petitions, status offense petitions, and also, young people who
are charged with crime.

But beyond the scope of the juvenile-court which is, of course, when
children have been caught, that hopefully should be the last step in
situations.

We also represent children before they get in official trouble, in a
wide variety of civil or administrative kinds of legal proceedings
where they don't have to get something fall on them in a juvenile

- court to get our help.
We represent them in school discipline proceedings, special educa-

tion proceedings. benefit eligibility proceedings. ruardianships, eman-
cipations, termination proceedings. nbout anything that you might
call a legal problem, we are available for a young person in'San Fran-
cisco. as long as there is no money to be made.

If a youna persons wants to sue somebody for car accident, there
are plenty of lawyers all around the city who' don't have enough to do.

70-796 0 - 81 - 14
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I want to add a comment, because Steve mentioned a kind of offi-
cial neglect or abuse. I think that finally, it is acceptable to talk about
child abuse and neglect, but we don't think of it in terms of children
who are neglected or abused by systems.

Ken's book is the kind of list of horror stories that makes us open
our eyes, but the situation is much more pervasive than 10 or 12 horror
stories.

There are children, my clients, who are deinstitutionalized, but who
sit awaiting placement for over a year.

There are children, and I think of that as a form of official neglect-
the State, in the name of being the better parent, takes the child away
from a neglectful home perhaps, but then does nothing better and
perhaps does much worse.

You don't have to even get to the extreme of some of my clients who
have literally been beaten in placements, kickbacks to social workers,
a whole variety of things that are very specifically more like the
horror stories that Ken talks about.

One thing that is distinctive about legal services for children and
which LEAA was interested in pursuing and almost no other source
of legal funding was, was the fact that we are multiprofessionally
staffed.

Most people look at lawyers and say, "If you try to be a social
worker, you are not being a lawyer. If you are being a social worker
you ought to stay at an agency and not hang around with lawyers.
They are not good people to be with."

We have a dual staffing of a lawyer and what we call a legal case
worker. We used to call them community street, workers, or MSW's.
They are basically paralegal trained professionals in child care.

We have no aversion to social workers, our legal staff, nor do they
have it to us. The ability to have an in-office casework capability,
enables us to find solutions.

We don't merely then just go into court and talk about legal mumbo
jumbo or what a lot of people accuse lawyers of doing all the time. We
talk about specifics, jobs. child care, alternative schools, anything that
is necessary for that child's articulated desires, because our clients are
or boss, and also, for what we all would call rehabilitation, is what we
go for in court.

To answer the Senator's inquiry about trying to coordinate services,
it is unfortunate that we have to get to a, court hearin" to do it, but
indeed, because of our casework capability, we are able to bring a
sentencing or disposition plan into the juvenile court, which combines
school services, social services, counseling, and child care, perhaps
alternative work as punishment. whatever is necessary to that own
individual youngster's needs and desires.

We can get a court order that orders the school district to do some-
thing or orders the probation officer to do something or orders a
teacher to do something, or get housing for a family.

Once again, I think it is unfortunate that -we have to get to the state
where we get into the courtroom to solve problems. But when a judge
orders it, sometimes people listen. When T ask for it, people sometimes
don't, unless I bring them to court.
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I would also perhaps just like to mention that I feel that an office
such as ours, in whatever city it exists and in whatever form that it
exists, act as a watchdog on the public and private serving agencies
that are there to serve children.

Our only boss are the 5- and 10- and 15-year-old clients: nobody
else.

Once again, I have perhaps in my outlook for you because of Cali-
fornia, but budget cuts, post-Proposition 13, are seeing children
through agency directive, shuffled from place to place to cheaper place-
ments, perhaps not placed at all so that money could be saved in foster
care.

I don't think that any of the agencies perhaps are particularly or
intentionally malicious, but I think that they run to a different drum-
mer. Those of us who consider ourselves as child advocates have to
know that the children should be our boss and our only concern, our
ultimate concern and not an agency directive or a budget cut.

Just really briefly, you probably know my clients without knowing
their names, 2-year-olds who get, lit on fire, 7-year-olds who have al-
ready lived in a dozen places, one 13-year-old boy mislabeled retarded,
relinquished at birth, never adopted, left in a place that Ken will have
to write tip, unfortunately, and still not placed. He still has no place
to live. He has now been to 17, I think, places, altogether.

Children who are 14 who commit petty thefts are either sent home
with absolutely nothing at all or locked tip because there aren't sub-
stantive alternatives.

Children, who bu't for the fact that we can get a guardianship
through a relative might wind tip in the foster care system in a dozen
different places.

Those are my clients. My clients need this committee's help and
definitely the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention'shel.certainly , there are no other lawyers, unless we get the Govern-

ment's help, because 5-year-olds just frankly don't pay $5Q an hour
fees or even $5 an hour fees. -

So, we support, certainly, the reauthorization of the bill. We cer-
tainly support an independence for this Office so that things may flow
more quickly whether they are positive or negative. We do support
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act so that our clients will have
some place to stay when they are out on the street.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Would anyone like to make a final comment?
Ms. THo~rvsoN. I would.
MS. JOLLY. Yes.
Ms. ThoMPsoN. Just kind of a one last summary line in listening to

nil the speakers today, whether you define it youth advocacy, legal
advocacy, lay advocacy, because I think it is'important to 'both to
really have those combinations.

I think the emphasis is to look at outcomes, No. 1, what kind of cre-
ative leverage that you can bring to bear-what kind of tremendous,
I think, resources in the community that you can really combine and
organize and pressure to make change.
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I think what we are really talking about is a checks-and-balance
system There is a lot of exciting talent out there that you need for
that kind of leverage, watchdoggmg, case advocacy, class advocacy in
whatever form.

I think the other important point I would like to stress, Mary, is
that, yes, it is important to see the break families interpersonal abuses
take place. But as Steve has said, and others, we really have to look
at system abuse.

I think it is to the credit of this committee and to some of the Office
initiatives. The major thrust and hurt and harm against children are
very often the institutions which we give millions and billions of dol-
lars to in fact support and serVice them.

MS. JOLLY. Thank you very much. I appreciate your coming.
[The prepared statements of Father Litter and Ms. Williams

follow :]
PMPABE STATEMENT OF FATHER BaucE Uirmr

I am Father Bruce Ritter, Executive Director of Covenant House, a child care
agency in New York City that has specialized in caring for runaway and home-
less youth for more than twelve years. Covenant House has been a recipient of
Runaway Youth Act funds since the Act's first funding cycle. I am grateful for
the opportunity to testify before this Committee about the acute problems that
affect many thousands of children in New York City and throughout the nation.

Twelve years ago I became involved with the problems of these young people,
almost against my will, when ten runaway children sought help from me, asking
to sleep on the floor of my apartment in the East Village of New York, where I
was exercising what was called a ministry of service to the poor. These particu-
lar ten kids had been savagely abused by some junkies in the neighborhood who
were pimping these children in order to support their habit, had been burned
out of the abandoned building they were living in, and had, before that, been
forced to make a pornographic movie in order to pay for their "room and board."
These youngsters ranged in age from 14 to 17. Because I could not find any place
or help for them in the child welfare system, I kept them. They moved into my
apartment. So many hundreds of children began knocking on my door that my
friends and I were forced to begin a new child care agency. Since that date we
have sheltered many thousands of runaway and homeless children, returning
thousands to their homes, helping others to prepare for independent living, and,
when necessary, finding longer term placement for them.

Following its beginning as an informal runaway house in 1968, Covenant House
became incorporated and licensed in 1972. By 1976, the agency operated eight
group homes funded by New York City's child welfare system (and therefore
available only to New York City youngsters) and two runaway houses for boys
and girls from all over the country. The runaway houses are funded through the
federal Runaway Youth Act and, since 1978, also through similar legislation
passed in New York State. These residences provide shelter, counseling, and other
crisis intervention services up to a maximum of sixty days, as well as aftercare
services. Together the houses accommodate a static population of twenty-four
and an annual dynamic population of seven to eight hundred.

Covenant House relocated its runaway programs to the Times Square area of
New York City in 1976. Once in Times Square, we were practically forced-by
the sheer numbers of runaway and homeless children we found there--to open
an additional program. "Under 21," our crisis intervention and multi-service cen-
ter, opened in the heart of Times Square in April, 1977. For the last three years
we have operated our program there, on the so-called "Minnesota Strip," a
seamy fifteen-block stretch of Eighth Avenue containing over one hundred strip
Joints, porno bookstores and movies, transvestite places, gay bars, male and fe-
male burlesque houses, peep shows, topless bars, and fleabag hotels. Tens of thou-
sands of runaway and homeless youth flock to the area, attracted by the glitter
and their own survival needs. They live by panhandling and stealing, by exploit-
ing and being exploited. Most are touched by the life of prostitution. Many thou-
sands, because they have no other solution, are forced to adopt prostitution as
a lifestyle.
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Although It is difficult to estimate the number of young people under the age of
21 who inhabit, or more properly subsist, in the area, one police report stated that
there are at least 10,000 runaways and homeless youth in the Times Square area
at any one time. Within only 4 ten square block-of our program on Eighth Ave-
nue, a one and one-half billion dollar sex industry flourishes. The police have
identified over one thousand pinips that work this area. It has the highest crime
rate of any section in New York City. It Is no place for a child, yet it is the point
of entry for runaway children traveling to the City by bus from all parts of the
country. They are disgorged into a mammoth bus terminal surrounded by a huge
sex for sale, sex as entertainment industry.

Our Unuer 21 program is open around the clock, seven days a week, and offers
a full range of short-term services to youth aged 10 to 21. These services include
shelter, meals, individual and family counseling, social worker services, medical
care, ath'ocau.., educational and vocational counseling and training, and employ-
ment referral. More than 14,000 youth have sought and received help from Under
21 s since it opened three years ago. The number of children are still increasing
dramatically: the average monthly figure for youth served has risen from 330
(luring 1977, to 619 in 1978, to 836 kids per month last year. And now, since the
first of this year, more than 100 youngsters a night have slept at Under 21. Their
average length of stay Is about two weeks. Because little funding exists for
youngsters without residence, i.e., runaway and homeless youth, eighty percent
of the costs of our Center must be covered by private donations. We are always
un(ierstaffed, underfinanced, and overwhelmed by the numbers of children com-
ing to us at all hours of the day and night.

Just as large numbers of runaway and homeless kids forced us to open Under
21, even greater numbers drove us to search for a larger facility. Thanks to the
Intervention of Governor Hugh Carey, last year we found a new facility that
enables us to )rovide 111 beds, in addition to all of the other program and sup-
portive services needed by our youngsters.

Many people are unaware of the enormous dimensions of the problem of run-
aways and homeless children in our society-or what can happen to them. As
members of this Committee know well, hundreds of thousands of kids run away
every year in this country. According to a New York City Police estimate, there
are at least 20,000 runaways (strictly defined in our state as kids under 16) in
New York City at any one time. If you add to that number the many thousands
of self-emancilaed and disenfranchised youngsters between the ages of 16 and
18 and the even greater number between 18 and 21, the numbers of children on the
streets are staggering. These numbers are not Just pulled out of a rhetorical hat.
Of the 14,000 youngsters who have sought help at our Under 21 Center since
April, 19ii. appruxinately 1.700 have Ieen 15 anti under; another 3,200 have been
between 10 and 17; and 9,100 between 18 and 21.

There was a time when we turned away young people for whom we had no
room. Now, knowing what I know about I he dangers of street life, I can no longer
turn a youngster away. The "environmental" hazards of the Times Square area-
pimps and other exploiters of youth-are far too serious. A New York City police
captain recently estimated that 70 percent of the youngsters picked up by New
York City's police runaway squad are engaged in prostitution. Approximately
two-thirds of the 14,000 youngsters who have come to Under 21 have been in-
volved-in prostitution, and it is difficult to describe how grim and ugly and tragic
their lives are. Consequently, when the twenty-four beds in our runaway group
homes and the Ill beds at Under 21 are full, we bed youngsters down on the
floor. We cannot turti them back to the street. I did it once, and I can't do it
again. As long as I live I can never forget the faces of two kids that knocked
on my door very late one night. One of them said, "Are you Bruce?" and I said
I was, and he said, "1)o you take kids in?" and I said, "Yes" and he said, "Can
we stay with you?" I said "No, because we have no room" and he began to cry
and he said, "Where can I go and what can I do?" I said, "You can go back into
the street and look sad." And lie stopped crying and looked at me and said, "I
can do that." HIe did. They both went back into the street. One boy was 15, the
other was 14.

We now know too well what happens when runaway aid homeless youth are
forced to live on the streets because there are no residences or other facilities
to provide care and protection for them. The sex industry aggressively recruits
them for the life of prostitution. A pimp actually came into our Center one
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morning and offered us $500 for a 13 year old girl from Maine. A 14 year old boy
was chased into our Center one day by his pimp (who was about 40). The boy
had been held prisoner in a motel right down the street, for about six weeks,
and he had escaped. And the pimp had a broken bottle. He was trying to kill the
boy. A 17 year old girl from Staten Island had a tough time making the $200 a
night her pimp required. And so she would come into our Center for Just a few
minutes at a time, to get a bite to eat or a shower, before she went back on the
street. I met her a few weeks before Christmas, and she was killed just shortly
before New Year's. Her body was chopped In a dozen pieces, and distributed in
various parts of New York and New Jersey, wrapped in Christmas packages. In
the last twelve months, nine of my children have died-shot, stabbed, thrown
out of windows, suicides. We feel that our program has saved dozens of others
from this fate.

Thanks to the Runaway Youth Act, services that reach out to such youngsters
are available throughout the country. This legislation h.as legitimized an effective
model of nonpunitive shelter, crisis intervention, and conflict resolution for
runaway youth. The legislation has helped thousands of runaways and their
families, through programs that interpret runaway episodes as symptoms of
family disturbance, rather than aberrations in the youth themselves.

'I am pleased to note that a recently introduced bill reauthorizing this legisla-
tion, S. 2441, calls for renaming the Runaway Youth Act and Homeless Youth Act.
I would like to comment with some greater emphasis on the problems confronting
homeless youth from 16 to 18, which are somewhat different from those experi-
enced by runaway youth. These homeless youngsters are appearing in increasing
numbers at runaway shelters in all of our large urban areas. They differ from
runaways in that their families have long since abandoned them to the streets
and in that public jurisdictions frequently deny responsibility for them. When
youngsters have no permanent residence and are over 16, they are generally not
eligible for services from the child welfare system. And even though they are
often victims of abuse and neglect, homeless youngsters are rarely known to the
Family Court System unless they have been picked up for delinquent behavior.

For the most part, these adolescents cannot get the medical help they need,
(annot easily qualify for public assistance, cannot enter into contracts, cannot
find a decent-Job. They are free, however, to wander the streets, panhandling,
exploiting, being exploited. Many thousands of them become willing or unwilling
victims of the sex industry that feeds on children. They have few options: cold,
hungry, homeless, desperate for affection. they fall easy prey to those who know
all too well how to exploit them. These children find it almost impossible to get
help. Until Covenant House opened Under 21, with the help of the Roman Ca 'holie
Archdiocese, there were absolutely no services for these thousands of 16 to 18
year old children in the Times Square area.

While the present Runaway Youth Act stipulates that homeless youth shall be
served, it is geared to the needs of the traditional runaway of the 1960's, the
youngster who, with counseling and supportive family services, can return home
within a two-week period. While massive numbers of youngsters still run from
families that can be reunited, In our experience at least an equal number can
truly he called homeleq. Jvst locating the parents of these youth may require
more than the two week shelter period mandated by the Runaway Youth Act.
And if ultimately families cannot be located or reconciled, preparing these youth
for independent living or findings appropriate placement for them usually re-
quires considerably longer than two weeks. A two month shelter limit would be
far more realistic. This problem is not unique to Times Square, for the other
members of the E"nn-rn st0te ("n'ltlon (An orpiinizatinn of runaway programs
throughout New York State and New Jersey) estimate that they serve 50 percent
homeless youth and 50 pP'cent runaways. Of course, at Covenant House the per-
centage of homeless youth Is even higher than 50 percent. I would like to see
the new legislation more effectively address the needs of these youth.

At the very least, monies should be authorized for demonstration m-onts to
dpveloi Pffeetivo models of nreunring homo'ess.q youn, terms fo- Independent liv-
ing. Centers for independent living preparation for the handicapped are now
being funded through the Office of Human Development Services of HEW. If
you could spend an afternoon at Under 21, I'belleve you would leave In the cer-
tain knowledge that these slightly older homeless adolescents are under a severe
handicap In their search for survival.
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There Is a third category of homeles.q adolescents who are not now eligible for
funds through the Runaway Youth Act, the 18- to 21-year-old age group. Youth
18 and over are widely believed to be potentially self-sufficient. Our experi-
ence demonstrates. however, that often their potential cannot be realized with-
out considerable support services. A major cause of delinquent activity in the
Times Square area is the lack of shelter and other services for these thousands
of older adolescents. forced from their homes by families who cannot afford
them. Severely deficient in skills and education, these young people adopt the
life of the streets simply because no other alternatives exist.

The percentage of 18 to 21 year olds served at Under 21 has Increased from
60 percent of our total client population in 1977, to 63 percent In 1968, to 68
percent, or 3,.500, last year. Because of their age-they are too young-these
youth are turned Away by the City's Men's and Women's Shelters, which serve
the homeless adult population of New York City. Covenant House is just one
of the agencies in urban areas faced by the massive needs of older homeless
adolescents. I advocate strongly that eligibility under the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act be expanded to include homeless youth up to the age of 21.

I am strongly opposed to the possible placement of the runaway and homeless
youth proram in the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
Placement in OJJDP would in itself imply that youth who run away or are home-
less are blameworthy. It is completely inappropriate to involve youth in the juve-
nile .-ustice system ias(d simply on their runaway or homeless status. I support
that continued placement of the Act iii HEW (or the new Department of Health
and Human Services).

Finally, the funding of this program should be increased to at least $25 mil-
lion, with increases to account for inflation, in order to keep pace with the
runaway population and have some impact on the needs of homeless youth.
While I am aware of the current push to reduce fiscal year 1980 spending by
more than $2 billion and to balance the budget in fiscal year 1981, I hold out
hope this will not be done at the expense of the nation's children.

The murder of twenty-six adolescent boys, most of them runaways, their
bodies discovered in Houston in 1973. was the impetus for initial passage of the
Runaway Youth Act in 1974. A similar price must not be exacted for the re-
authorization of this legislation.

RECENT CASE HISTORIES. RESIDENTS OF COVENANT HOUSE RUNAWAY PROGRAM
FOR GIRLS, MARCH 25. 1980

(1) Linda, agcd 16, ran dozens of times from a mother prone to breakdowns
and an alcoholic and seductive father who physically abused her. Each time
she received a beating from her father, Linda left home in New Jersey for Times
Square. There she engaged in prostitution and drug use. Linda came to Covenant
House and received shelter and counseling In the girls runaway program. Early
one morning she was pursued by a street gang and ran into a building and up to
the roof. Either falling or jumping in her panic, Linda was impaled on an iron,
fence, which had to be severed with a blow torch in order for her to be taken
to a hospital. Linda is now living at home and receiving physical therapy. Her
father is attending AA meetings. Linda and her parents are now engaged in fam-
ily therapy with her Covenant House social worker.

(2) Nancy was a 16 year old runaway from a wealthy New Jersey family. At
the time sIe came to Covenant House, she had recently left the hospital where
she was taken following a suicide attempt. Arriving in New York City to "start
a new life," Nancy narrowly escaped being raped by a man who offered to take
her home with him. Nancy became aware of the dangers of street life, and with
counsling-support returned home to concerned parents.

(3) Diane, 16 years old, left her grandmother's home in North Carolina when
her grandmother could no longer care for her. Diane arrived at Covenant House
scared, hurt, and hoping to find a home where she would be cared for and an op-
portunity to attend school. She now resides in a long-term Covenant House group
home, attends high school, and hopes to attend college.

(4) Renee ran from parents whose own severe emotional difficulties prevented
them from providing her with the care. support, and structure she needed. At age
13, Renee stopped attending school and started spending most of her time away
from home. Our work with Renee and her family focused on helping them to ac-
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knowledge family difficulties and accept help from a family service organization
in their community. Renee is now living at home, and she and her family are
receiving follow-up services.

(5) Carmen, a 13 year old who ran from a series of foster home parents, was
described as a "chronic runaway." This withdrawn, soft-spoken youngster hardly
said a word during the first week of her stay at Covenant House. Gradually she
revealed that her motivation in running was to reunite with her biological family,
with whom she had strong emotional ties. Arrangements were made for her to
live with her aunt, who was already caring for Carmen's brothers. Aftercare was
provided for both Carmen and her aunt.

(6) Ellen came to Covenant House at age 16, described herself as a "drifter."
She and her alcoholic mother had lived in a series of welfare hotels. Ellen was
exceptionally bright and had been accepted in a city high school for gifted young-
sters, but never had the opportunity to attend school regularly. Ellen's mother
could not be located, but her father became involved in planning with Ellen and
Covenant House staff. Ellen accepted placement in a diagnostic center where an
in-depth assessment of her needs and long-term planning could be d-ne.

"(7) Anne, 16, came to Covenant House on the run from a home where she had
suffered physical and emotional abuse for many years. During her stay she grad-
ually responded to the support of staff and began understanding her feelings to.
wards her family and her self-destructive actions. Anne now resides in a Covenant
House long-term group home.

(8) Rita, a 14 year old runaway, left foster care placement at age 12 and lived
in the New York City streets for almost two years. She came to Covenant House
determined to return to her home state and "make a new start." Covenant House
staff provided in-depth counseling and worked closely with Rita's out-of-state
caseworker, enabling her to return to placement in her home state.

(9) At 17, Eve came to Covenant, leaving a mother who could no longer are
for her. She planned to live independently, but was a high school dropout with-
out job skills or experience. During here stay, staff helped Eve prepare for in-
dependent living, arranged for her to enter an educational training program, and
continue to work with her on an aftercare basis.

(10) Juanita, 17, left a home where her mother restricted her to the house and
did not allow her to attend school. Juanita had been living on the streets with
a half-brother for months when she arrived at Covenant House. She has since
enrolled in an educational/vocational training program, made plans to live in-
dependently, and improved her relationship with her family.

(11) Jane, a 16 year old runaway from Connecticut, had left home at age 14
following her parents' threat to commit her to a psychiatric hospital. She left
Covenant House ,after a few days to live with a friend in Connecticut, explain-
ing that it was difficult for her to stay in one place for any length of time.

(12) Susanna, almost 18, ran from a home where she was locked into battle
with her mother, who attempted to control every area of her life. She arrived
at Covenant House unable to control frequent outbursts of rage. Susanna's plan
was to live independently, but she soon faced the reality that her emotional
state needed immediate attention. Counseling and casework with Susanna, her
family, and a community health center resulted In her entrance in a therapeutic
day treatment program.

(13) Terri, 14, ran three times from a mother who continually abused her,
both physically and emotionally. Each time Terri was returned home by police.
She subsequently ran to Covenant House, where staff took her allegations seri-
ously and contacted Child Protective Services in her home state. A New Jersey
caseworker found temporary placement for Terri and initiated work with her
family.

(14) Tina, age 16, ran from her home In Westchester, alleging abuse by her
mother. She remained at Covenant House until the Westchester Department of
Social Services arranged temporary placement and began investigating her
family situation.

(15) Monica, age 12, repeatedly ran from an ambivalent, neglectful mother.
Family services were arranged for Monica and her mother through Special Serv-
ices for Children. Because of difficulty in locating an appropriate placement,
Monica has been temporarily placed in a transitional shelter, where she is doing
wel.
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(16) Debby, age 17, ran away from Georgia. She wanted to "get on her own

two feet" and to become independent of her family. Covenant House Vocational
staff arranged for Debby to enter a training program.

(17) Esther, age 18, came to Covenant House four months pregnant and in
need of shelter. While at Covenant House she exhibited signs of psychiatric dis-
turbance, and social work staff have worked closely with Esther toward long-
term planning for herself and her baby.

(18) Ann, age 17, came to Covenant House after living on the streets for six
months. She was motivated to work with staff around her difficulties, and ex-
pressed a desire to return to her mother in Puerto Rico. After the mother was
contacted and agreed to this plan, arrangements were made and Anna returned
home.

(19) Dee, age 17, came to Covenant House with a history of drug and alcohol
involvement, after living on the streets for quite some time. Covenant House staff
worked to prepare Dee to enter a therapeutic community where she could get
help for her drug problem. Dee accepted the referral and is presently partici-
pating fully in a therapeutic community program.

(20) Carol, age 18, has a 6 month old baby in foster care. When she came to
Covenant House, she resented being separated from her child, but eventually
recognized she was in no position to care for it. Staff worked with Carol to help
her find a Job and a temporary living arrangement with a relative. She is receiv-
ing aftercare services and maintaining contact with the foster care agency re.
sponsible for her child.

(21) Maria, age 14, ran away from her home in Florida, and came to Covenant
House after spending some time on the New York City streets. She was very
frightened by Times Square and responded easily to staff warmth and support.
Arrangements were made for Maria to return home to a very concerned mother.

(22) Kim, age 14, ran from her home in New Jersey at a time that her
mother was emotionally unable to care for her. Covenant House staff notified
New Jersey authnrite, who were unable to immediately provide placement for
her. Kim responded well to Covenant House staff and other residents. She
eventually decided to return home to hier mother, and arrangements were made
for a family agency in New Jersey to provide aftercare services.

(23) Sally is the mother of a 2 year old child. She came to Covenant House
requesting help in living independently with her child. Covenant House provided
transitional shelter and assisted her in preparing for independent living. Sally
now lives on her own and continues to see her social worker for aftercare
services.

(24) After running away from ionie three times in one month, Jessica, age
16, came to Covenant House. Staff worked with Jessica, and her mother around
the difficulties they experienced at home. The local child welfare agency was
consulted and arranged for Jessica's placement In a group home facility. Mother
and daughter consented to this arrangement and have been receptive to family
counseling aftercare from Covenant House staff.

RECENT CASE HISTORIES, RESIDENTS OF COVENANT HOUSE RUNAWAY PROGRAM
FOR Boys, MARCH 25, 1980

(1) Joe, aged 15, ran away from home because his father physically abused
him. Joe's mother died two years ago and lie is still mourning that death. Joe's
father is very angry over his wife's death and takes it out on Joe by beating
him and blaming him. Joe could no longer tolerate the beatings at home so he
left. Upon arrival to the program, the abuse was reported to Central Registry,
and Joe has since been placed in a group home where he Is continuing school
and growing in a healthy atmosphere.

(2) Andre, age 11, ran away from home where he lived with his mother and
younger sister. In talking with Andre, we discovered he has been running away
since his father abandoned the family. Andre doesn't understand why his father
left and feels hp is to blame. While at the pro~rnrn we contacted Andre's mother
and met with her to discuss the situation. Andre has since returned home and
the family is involved in counseling with our Family Services Unit.
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(3) Tim, age 9. came to the program with two other youngsters whom he
said were his brother and sister. In speaking with Tim and the other youngsters,
we discovered that Tim was not related to them. The two youngsters (who were
siblings) found Tim on the street crying. He told them is father was beating
him up and that he had no family. These two youngsters were also being beaten
at home so they kept Tim with them. While at the program we contacted pro-
tective services for all three youngsters and they were placed in appropriate
foster homes.

(4) James, age 15, ran away from home where lie lived with his grandmother.
James has been shifted from one family member to another since age five. He
told us his mother had a "nervous breakdown" so she couldn't take care of him.
He had never seen his father. James' grandmother is an elderly woman who
has various medical problems and is unable to keep up with James. Our staff
contacted the grandmother and she said she was no longer able to care for this
youngster. We were able to refer James to an appropriate group home residence
where he now lives.

(5) Louis, age 15. ran from an abusive and alcoholic father. His mother died
three years ago and after his father remarried, the stepmother, wanted nothing
to do with Louis. Our staff worked with protective services in finding an alter-
nate living situation for Louis and he is now living with an aunt. His father,
who has a severe drinking problem, Is involved in ongoing counseling in another
agency to which we had referred him.

(6) Doug, age 17, came to the program after leaving a drug treatment pro-
gram where he had been inappropriately placed. Doug told us he was involved
in minor street crimes, had been in Rikers Island a number of times and is
presently on probation. While Doug was here, we contacted his parents and they
were unwilling to bave him return home because of his past heha1'ior. Doug
was upset about this, yet stated that he felt it would be better for him to
be in a group home outside the city so he could be off the streets. Our staff also
felt this was an appropriate plan and positive step for Doug so we proceeded
with it. Doug Is now taking GED classes and keeping a part-time job while in
placement.

(7) Tom, age 14, left home because his father was severely neglecting and
abusing him. Tom was brought to us by an older sister who stated that the
father was a chronic alcoholic and never bought food for the children. She
also told us that for the past month Tom had been kept locked up in an empty
room in the apartment without food, water or clothing. The father was "pun-
ishing" Tom for a grade of 80 on a math test In school. We got protective
services involved in the case and Tom was placed in a residential setting where
he receives appropriate counseling and is doing very well.

(8) Raymond, age 16, came to New York from North Carolina where he
lived with his mother and eleven siblings. Raymond's family was very poor
and his mother felt that if he came to New York he could get a job and send
money to the family. Because of his age, Raymond was unable to:find a job
so he began stealing. By the time Raymond came to the program he had been
arrested several times and had several court appointments. We worked with
the court system and also with North Carolina to get the family financil as-
sistance. Once all plans were arranged, Raymond returned home to his family.

(9) Tony, age 12, had been a chronic runaway since age 9. His mother, who
was very limited emotionally, did not know what to do with him. In talking
with Tony, we discovered that he blamed his mother for his father's desertion.
We and the family both felt that it would he best if Tony were to live with
another family member, while being involved in counseling. We contacted a
grandfather in Boston who was very willing to care for the youngster and
presently Tony is living with him. We have been in contact with them and Tony
seems to be doing very well.

(10) Sam, age 17, was thrown out of the house by his mother as she felt
he was Interfering with her life. Sam spent several weeks hustling on the
streets before coming to the program. He desperately wanted to return home
but his mother would not have him. Sam finally resigned himself to the situa-
tion and has been placed in a group home where he has gone back to school
and is working part-time. Sam is followed in an aftercare program.
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(11) Louis, age 16, was thrown out of the home by his mother who accused
him of a variety of acting out behaviors. Louis denied these allegations and was
very angry at his mother. When he came to the program, we had several family
meetings to determine what the home situation was like. At first Louis' mother
refused to take him back and also refused to sign him into placement. The
staff worked very closely with Louis and his mother eventually agreed to sign
him into placement. We were also able to refer Louis' mother to an agency
where she is being counseled and given the support systems she needs to sus-
tain herself and her family.

(12) Don, age 14, came to New York from Maryland where lie lived with his
mother. Don stated that every time his mother would get angry with him, she
threatened to have him hospitalized. According to Don, the mother had had
him institutionalized twice because lie wasn't doing well in school. Don was
afraid this would happen again so he left home and hitchhiked to New York.
Don did not want to return home, but was willing to go to a runaway shelter in
Maryland where there were support networks for him and his family, as he
realized that New York was "too fast" for him.

(13) Claude, age 16, was raised by a woman who found him on her doorstep
when he was seven years ol. According to Claude, this woman attempted to
find Claude's parents, but was unable to do so. One day he came home-from
school and found this woman gone and the apartment was empty. Claude had
no where to go so the police referred him to Covenant House. Claude was born
In the Bahamas. Our staff called several agencies there to determine whether
anyone was responsible for the boy. We were unable to locate his parents or
any relatives and Claude, in effect, was an abandoned child. We called Special
Services for Children and they successfully placed Claude in an appropriate
long-term residence.

(14) Paul, age 13, ran away from home due to an abusive father. When
Paul arrived at the program he had several bruises and open wounds on his
body which were inflicted by his father. Paul left home several times before
but was told to return by family members as they felt the father was Justified
in beating him. Our staff contacted protective services and Paul was placed in
a group home. Paul still keeps in contact with the staff.

(15) Joe, age 17, had been in many placements throughout his life. His
mother was a drug addict and his father committed suicide when this young-
ster was 14 years old. .Joe has been unable to come to terms with his father's
death. He spoke about having many nightmares and not being able to concen-
trate. Joe also had problems finding a Job which made him very depressed. Our
staff counseled Joe about his fears and frustrations and they were able to assist
him in finding a job. In working towards dischageIoe found an apartment
and still continues to use our aftercare services.

(16) Jose, age 16, came to our program because his mother went to Puerto
Rico and said she couldn't afford to take him. Jose's mother told him to stay
with his alcoholic father who was unable to support him and was hardly ever
home. Jose was unable to remain in this situation, so he left his father's house
and arrived at Covenant House. In contacting the mother, she stated her con-
cerns for Jose and told us that she had wanted to take him with her but had
been financially unable to do so. As Jose wanted to be with his mother, we made
arrangements to have him go to Puerto Rico. The Department of Social Services
in Puerto Rico was also enlisted by staff in order to assist this family.

(17) Tim, age 13, had been badly beaten by his alcoholic father prior to com-
ing to the program. He had several lumps and bruises on -htliead and upper
torso. Tim was found on the streets by another young ter who was involved
in a local gang and this boy brought Tim to Covenant House. Tim arrived very
concerned and frightened that his father would find him and beat him again.
Our staff was able to contact protective services and have Tim moved to a more
appropriate and healthy setting.

(18) Steve, age 17, was living in Florida with his grandparents before he
came to the program. Steve said he had been in continual contact with his
mother (who lived in New York) but became worried when he didn't hear from
her for two months. Steve came to New York to see if his mother was alright,
but found the apartment empty. He went to the police and they referred him to
our program. Steve and the staff made several attempts at locating his mother
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but she could not be found. After several days a staff member was able to locate
a woman who knew where Steve's mother was located. We were able to reach
the mother and arranged Steve's reunion with her.

(19) George, age 13, started running away from home at age 10. When George
came to the program he told us that he and his family would always argue. Our
staff nande contact with George's family and set up several family meetings to
asses the home situation. After in-depth discussions with George and his parents,
George decided to return home. The family is presently involved in ongoing
counseling with our Family Services Unit.

(20) Jack, age 17, came to our program after being discharged to himself
from a state psychiatric facility. He was initially committed by his parents at
age 15 when he told them he thought he was a homosexual. By the time Jack
arrived at Covenant House, he had already acquired various institutional be-
haviors such as rocking back and forth in his chair and staring blankly into
space. In talking with Jack we discovered that he was terrified of being in the
community. He became so dependent on the hospital that he felt helpless. We
attempled contact with Jack's parents but they wanted no further involvement
with him. We were finally able to refer Jack to a group home with youngsters his
own age and where he has been able to return to school. Our staff kept in contact
with this group home and was told that Jack was steadily progressing.

(21) Carl, age 17, left an alcoholic father and drug addicted mother in Chicago.
He hitchhiked his way to New York because he had been told he could make "easy
money." Carl had been hustling nine months in Times Square before he came to
the program. It took many hours of intense counseling and discussion to help
Carl begin to realize the price he was paying for the so called "easy money."
After much perseverance. thp staff was able to get Carl to agree to go into group
home placement. Carl was willing to try it, on a "temporary basis." Upon Carl's
discharge from the program, the staff followed up with the group home and found
that Carl is still in placement. It has been nine months since he left Covenant
House.

(22) Chris, age 17, has been in placement most of his life. He stated that his
mother didn't want him so he was put away. Our staff made several attempts
at contacting Chris' mother but to no avail. While Chris was at tire program,
we helped him to get a Job and enroll in a GED program. Chris went to live with a
friend and periodically keeps in contact with the program.

(23) Steve, age 16, has been in placement most of his life. Steve was tired of
being moved from placement to placement and wanted desperately to return home
"like other kids." Our staff tried to contact Steve's mother but she wanted no part
of him. We were finally able to contact a grandparent in Boston with whom
Steve is now living.

(24) Tony, age 17, was thrown out of his house by his mother because she felt
he was not motivated enough to obtain a Job. Tony and his mother argued fre.
quently because he wanted to attend GED classes and she felt that wasn't im-
portmnt. Our staff helped Tony get into a GED program as well as obtaining a Job.
Tony is now living on his own and utilizes our aftercare services.

(25) Pete. age 17,.arrived at Covenant House .after his home situation became
chaotic due to his father's drinking problem. Pete felt himself under a great deal
of pressure at home and could no longer concentrate on school. Pete views his
education very seriously and has hopes of attending college. Our staff spoke
with the father who appeared unconcerned about the boy's welfare. We were
able to contact an aunt, with whom Pete lived previously, who said Pete could
live with her. Pete will be graduating from high school in June and going on to
college in the Fall.
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COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE STATISTICS-UNDER 21 CRISIS INTERVENTION CENTER (EXCLUSIVE OF RUNAWAY
GROUP HOMES)

TotalApril 1977 January April 1977
to 1979 to to

December December December
1978 Percs't 1979 Percent 1979 Percent

Total number served .............
Total number visits- -
Sex:

M ale ------- --- -- -- ---- ---- -- --
Female .......................

EthnIcity:
Black .........................
Caucasian _ --------------------
H ispanic -----------------------
Other and unknown.-.

Age:

10.395
31,640

8,353
2,042

5,755
1,726
2,009

905

10, 742 ------------
39, 246 ------------

80
20

55
17
19
9

Under 12 ----------------------- 49 1
12 to 15 ---------------- 1,083 10
16 to 17 ----------------------- 2,471 24
18 to 20 ----------------------- 5,956 57
21 plus ------------------------ 411 4
Unknown ...----------------- 425 4

Presenting request:
Shelter ----------------------- 2,251 22
Food ------------------------- 5,946 57
Job --------------------------- 116 1
Counseling -------------------- 1,270 12
School ------------------------- 2 .........
Other...-.. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 317 3
Unknown ------------------- 493 5

R.visits:
Number of repeat visitors -------- 4,119 40
Number of average visits --------- 6 ------------
Reception/intake... .------- 34.174 ------------
Counseling .----------------- 14,969 ------------
Meal service ------------------- 70, 876

Average per day -----------...... ---111 -
Shelter ------------------------ 17, 103 ------------

Average per day--- --- -- 27 ------------
Job counseling ------------------ 990
Groups ------------------------ 1,075 ------------
Family sessions ----------------- 122 ...........
Returned home ----------------- 481 -----------

Referrals:
Referrals elsewhere.--------- 1, 102 ----------------
Shelter ------------------------ 858 ------------
Job --------------------------- 15 ----------------
Other ------------------------- 838 ------------

Social work:
Individual casework ------------- 2,977 ------------
Family casework ---------------- 897 ------------
Groupwork --------------------- 269 ------------
Referrals:

Community agencies --------- 282 ------------
Placement ------------------ 234

Advocacy on behalf of youth and
families --------------------- 3, 871 ------------

Medical:
Individual counseling ------------ 655 ------------
Group counseling - .--------------- 31 ----------
Medical examination ------------- 135 ------------
Medical referral ----------------- 195 ------------

Walk-in team:
Individual counseling ------------------------------------
Fam ily counseling ..................................
A dvocacy ------------------------------------------
Referrals -----------------------------------------------

Family service unit:
Individual counseling ...................................
Family counseling ---------------------------------------
Advocacy ------------------------------------------
Referrals ...............................................

Educational/vocational counseling:
Individual counseling ------------ 891 ------------
Group counseling ---------------- 715 ------------
Job referral ---------------- 653 ------------
Educational/vocationa referral..- 127 ------------
T utoring ---------------------------------------------
Testing ----------------------------------------------
Days of school attendance ...............................
Days of on-the-job training ------------------------------------
Obtained jobs while at U-21 .............................

8,866
1,876

6,821
931

2, 56
404

27
955

2, 408
6,874

387
91

2, 135
8,521

4
35
13
21
13

5, 512
6

41,086
15, 631
81,075

222
19, 538

54
84

18,051
65

910

121,137 ------------
70, 886 ----------

83 17,219
17 3,918

63
9

24
4

9
22
64
41

20
80

51

............

............

............

1,352 ------------

1,096 ------------

4, 554 -----------
1, 216 ------------
1,161 ...........

272 ------------
146 ------------

6,712 ------------

2,196
27

570
617

2,117 ------------

409 ...........
319 ------------

19
396
139

5

653 ------------
820 -----------
276 -----------
207.........
359 -----------
31 ------------

199 ------------

12,576
2,657
4,595
1,309

7R

81
19

59
13
22
6

0

2,038 ------- 14,897 23

12,830 61
798 2
516 2

4, 386 2114, 467 69
120- ------

1,305 6
15.30

338 2

506 2

9,631 46
6 ..........75, 260 .........30, 600 -----------

151,951.........
151 -----------

36,641
36 ------------

1,074........
19, 126........

187 -----------

1,391 .-------

1,102 -----------
2,310 -----------15---------..
1,934 ...........

7, 531 ...........2,113 . . . . . .
1,430---------

554 ----------
380--------

10,582---------

2,851 ...........
58 ----------105 .........

812 ----------812 ----------

2,117--------

409 -----------
319 -----------

19 -----------
396 ----------
139 -----------

5 -----------

1,544
1,535

929
334
35931
199

46 ------------ - 46 ---------
I Tol number served In calculated on a monthly basis. Therefore, the total number of new children served during this

time Is 11,506.

------------
------------

------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDITH K. WILLIAMS,

Senator Bayh, Honorable Gentlemen of the Committee: My name is Judy
Williams and I am the Director of Open-Inn, a shelter care agency in Tucson,
Arizona.

I would like to take my time to give you an idea of what Open-Inn is and
what we do for our community; how we utilize the fundings we receive under
the Runaway Youth Act.

Open-Inn began in December of 1974 and we were the first agency in the
State of Arizona to provide short term residential care and counseling for run-
away youth. In our first year of operation we served about 300 youth, that
number has now grown to over 500 in 1979. We operate two homes, and now
have 3 full-time, counselors, 2 Program Coordinators, and 6 houseparents, with
an annual operating budget of $190,000. 45 percent of that budget comes from
Federal monies.

We provide short term housing, up to 15 days, on a crisis basis and our-clients
are seen daily by one of our counselors. We encourage their families to partici-
pate and we now provide an aftercare program for up to 90 days to Insure
family stability.

The majority of our clients have returned to their homes or a member of
their extended family; are now in school or preparing to return to school, and
most have not run away again.

At Open-Inn we try to help our youth decide on their future plans and goals,
and we provide counseling for the entire family. While they stay at one of our
homes the youth are provided with groups and recreational activities, and our
counselors will act as their advocates with the Juvenile Court system, the
School system, and, when necessary, the Welfare system.

In addition to our residential and aftercare services we handled over 7,500
phone calls last year, ranging from information and referral issues to crisis
intervention and telephone counseling. We maintain a 24 hour Crisis Hot Line
which is well publicized within our community.

Our service area, the City of Tucson, now has a population of about 500,000,
of which about /3 are under the age of 18. According to Juvenile Court statistics,
Tucson had about 1600 runaways picked up last year. The F.B.I. feels that this
is perhaps 1/2 of the total number of youth who actually leave home.

About 47 percent of the youth in our area who enter the juvenile court system
have "running" listed as one of their offenses. About 22 percent are there for
that problem alone. Another statistic that we have seen is that about 70 percent
of our clients are females, with an average age of 15 years old. With Tucson's
population expected to double by the year 2000 I Jhink we can expecte a con-
tinued increase in our client population, and an increased need for neighbor-
hood shelter care programs to provide the service and counseling necessary to
guide our youth.

I have come here today to show my support for the reauthorization of the
Runaway Youth Act. I would also like to voice my preference for Senator Bayh's
bill which would increase the allocation and provide an adequate funding level
for the next 5 years.

Without the support of this act, agencies like Open-Inn will more than likely
be forced to close their doors. The youth that we now counsel and serve will
be forced back on the streets, and without trying to sound too melodramatic,
all indications are that we would see an increase in drug use, prostitution, and
petty crimes.

I said earlier, Open-Inn's annual budget now consists of about 45 percent
Federal monies. However, we have been active in our pursuit of local and state
grants and have been very successful in moving away from a total dependence
on federal money, which I feel is the correct way to run a community based
service agency. We use our federal money to match local grants and it also
enables us o go after private funds from individuals, religious groups, and pri-
vate foundations. But the plain fact of the matter is that without this money
we would not be able to exist in the form that we do today.

In closing I would like to say that Open-Inn has been fortunate in that we
have received the enthusiastic support of our community. Our Board of Direc-
tors reflects this support in their broad based membership, and in their will-
ingness to give many hours of their time volunteering for various duties on be-
half of Open-Inn. We have taken our responsibilities seriously and have strived
to go above and beyond the national goals that were set by this act. We have
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successfully linked with other youth serving agencies both locally and nation-
ally, and I was recently elected to be the regional representative to the National
Network of Runaway Youth Services. To continue with our work, Gentlemen,
we need your help. I hate to hear people saying, "he is young, he must wait; he
will have plenty of chances". Without the re-authorization of the Runaway
Youth Act there may just be fewer chances this time.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. The last panel this afternoon will be Sue Matheson,

executive director, Xanthos, in Alameda, Calif.; Ronald W. Clement,
executive director, Diogenes Youth Services, Davis, Calif.; Cynthia
Myers, Metro-Help, Inc., Chicago, Ill., Robbie CaAlaway, member,
Maryland State Advisory Group and also, a member of the National
Youth Work Alliance, and Becky Davis, director, Southern Area
Youth Services or SAYS.

First, I would like to say that Senator Mathias does send his apol-
ogies. He was unavoidably called away right now. He was planning
to be here for a part of the hearing today. And, as you all know,
Senator Mathias was an original sponsor of the Juvenile Justice Act,
in 1972. He was the ranking minority member of the Subcommittee to
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency when Senator Bayh was the chair-
man.

They worked very closely together over the years. I know that Sen-
ator Mathias feels as strongly about the Juvenile and Runaway Youth
Act as Senator Bayh and many of the other Members of the Senate
and the House.

When the -bill originally passed in 1974, it was by an overwhelming
bipartisan vote of 88 to 1.

In 1977, when it was reauthorized, it was passed by unanimous con-
sent.

We hope that this bodes well for 1980, since we have gone uphill
and we are going to keep going uphill.

The House has been just as generous with their votes, also. In 1974,
the House passed the Juvenile Justice Act by a vote of 329 to 5.

Then, in 1977, the vote was 389 to 5.
So, we have made a lot of headway on both sides.
Welcome this morning. Let us start out with Sue Matheson, the

executive director of Xanthos.
SueI

PANEL OF: ROBBIE CALLAWAY, MEMBER, MARYLAND STATE
ADVISORY GROUP; SUE MATHESON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
XANTHOS, ALAMEDA, CALIF.; CYNTHIA MYERS, METRO-HELP,
INC., CHICAGO, ILL.; BECKY DAVIS, DIRECTOR, SOUTHERN AREA
YOUTH SERVICES; AND RONALD W. CLEFENT, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, DIOGENES YOUTH SERVICES, DAVIS, CALIF.

Ms. MATHDSON. Thank you.
I am here as chairperson of the board of directors of the National

Network of Runaway and Youth Services, speaking on behalf of our
membership.

You have heard today 12 individuals who are members of the na-
tional network. Our membership which founded the first runaway
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services nationwide has increased their service delivery system over
the past 13 years so that currently our members are largely multi-
service delivery centers in community-based settings.

As an example, I am director of a community-based agency in
California which is impacted by the total Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act.

We have a status offender program that was started under the dein-
stitutionalization of status offender initiative out of the Office.

Locally, I have seen programs such as the children in custody initia-
tive make tremendous changes for the children that we serve.

Additionally, the work done by the assessment centers program
currently funded under the institute, will have an impact on the types
of programs we will be designing for the future.

The importance of the Juvenile Justice Act and Senator Bayh's
role is not to be disputed. I am here with a clear mandate from our
membership to let you know that we collectively support the passage
of S. 2441, and commend Senator Bayh for his continued efforts.

We have submitted a written statement for the record. I will, there-
fore, briefly highlight some of the key areas we wish to comment on.

First, we are gravely concerned over the renaming of the act as the
Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980.

Ms. JOLLY. Let me just correct that. The same point came tip yes-
terday. We did not rename the act. The act ,will still be entitled the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended,
by this legislation.

M s. M nITESO-. It is a very important issue because the whole spirit
of the act is based on the prevention of juvenile delinquency.

Ms. JOLLY. You are correct.
Ms. MATHEISON. It is important for us at a local program level and

for the funding flow for that spirit and emphasis to remain.
M s. JOLLY. The bill S. 2441, is just a minor amendment to the over-

all law. We will still have the major portion of the Juvenile Justice
Act retained.

We appreciate that comment. I know the Senator was interested
about that yesterday, too.

MS. MATHFSON. One of the suggestions that we have offered regard-
ing the whole issue of the violent juvenile offender is that you con-
sider establishing a new title. As title III, the Runaway Youth Act,
provides for specific services, there could additionally be a special title
for the violent juvenile offender.

We are aware that it is a very small number of offenders we are
talking about, and still, there seems to be a clamor from the public
to do something about it.

Unfortunately, this tends to mean "lock kids up." There are other
more creative ways of looking at treatment of the violent juvenile
offender. If it were under a separate title, that might be conducive to
some program planning, other than just institutionalization.

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh is opposed to institutionalization of any-
one who hasn't committed a crime.

Ms. MATHESON. Right. We are talking about institutionalization as
being the only treatment modality for violent offenders. There are
other ways to work with kids who have committed violent crimes.
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MS. JOLLY. Right. Senator Bayh has never proposed that institu-
tionalization is the only answer at all.

As a matter of fact, I think one of the reasons that he wants to bring
this topic to the forefront is because it appears as though the media
and some social welfare people and people in the psychology field and
education field, do focus on this issue of violent offenders.

I know Senator Bayh and I realize that violent offenders are a very
small percentage of our entire population of youngsters in the juvenile
justice system.

M . MATHESON. Yes, I agree.
Ms. JOLLY. But I believe what the Senator expected in doing that was

to receive adequate information on how many people there were who
were violent offenders and how much money do we have to use in our
system for them so we could for once put a lid on the myth that the
majority of our young people are violent offenders. Our young people
are making accomplishments like being "Children's Express Report-
ers" like Mara Lozier that you heard testify this morning.

It is a problem that I hope we all get to work with.
MS. MATIHESON. Yes; we would be very supportive of that clarifi-

cation.
I would like to bring up a couple of other issues that we are con-

cerned about. One of the areas is around the Office itself and the testi-
mony you heard this morning regarding funding flow problems and
slowdowns. The staffing pattern has always been a critical issue for the
Office.

We would hope that in light of the recommendation to increase
funds, there would be an appropriate increase in the staff of the Office
in order to move the funds in a more timely manner.

I know you have mentioned this concern also. In another matter we
are aware that the House Budget Committee has eliminated funding at
this point for LEAA and we believe that this warrants attention.

In light of any concurrence by the Senate, we suggest that the auton-
omy of OJJDP is absolutely critical at this time.

We recommend that Congress consider the maintenance of effort
moneys be salvaged since they are critical at this point to the entire
amount of funds that juvenile justice programs have to work with.

Something of special interest that Senator Bayh has introduced in
S. 2441 we heartily support. Too often we in the field have found that
pat solutions to complicated juvenile delinquency prevention problems
are adopted due to mass media exposure, when something becomes
"popular" because it has received television coverage.

These kinds of programs tend to be replicated all over the country,
based on the publicity they receive. Therefore, we are very supportive
of the provision for a detailed evaluation of the Rahway juvenile
awareness project.

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. I know that Senator Bayh was interested in
that too, because this program has been controversial.

It would be very beneficial to have at least that Federal Juvenile
Justice Office do a detailed evaluation and see where we go from there.

According to Senator Bayh's proposal at least, we would require
that investigation be complete within 6 months of the act's passage.

Ms. MATHESON. We can probably defer our local police and proba-

70-796 0 - 81 - 15
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tion departments from adapting this program until a full evaluation
is completed.

Ms. JOLLY. Yes.
Ms. MATHESON. As Spnator Bayh has acknowledged and we in the

field know, community-based organizations have continually demon-
strated the ability to assist in the Federal Government's juvenile de-
linquency prevention efforts.

We suggest that this be highlighted to a greater degree and spe-
cifically, that a set-aside of 75 percent of funds be mandated in the act
to be distributed by the States to local, nonprofit comnmnity-based
organziations.

You have heard about the increased competition in California for
funds, due to impending cutbacks. M1any other States and local juris-
dictions are in the same situation. The truth is that at the local level
and the State level, we are increasingly going to be in competition
with police deparments and probation departments and their tradi-
tional services.

For prevention efforts, we need to have community-based programs
strengthened through the JJDPA.

M S. JOLLY. Yes.
Ms. MATHESON. In closing, I would like to restate that we are in full

concurrence with the 5-year authorization and the funding level sub-
mitted by Senator Bayh.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to present the comments of
the national network. I also wish to emphasize that our members can
attest to the imp act that the JJDP has had on the young people we
work with on a daily basis.

We urge you to continue these efforts and we support the extension
of this unique and vital youth legislation.

Thank you.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Ron Clement, executive director, Diogenes Youth Services, and also

a member of the national network.

TESTIMONY OF RONALD W. CLEMENT

Mr. CLEMENT. Thank you.
I would like to mention, I am speaking from over 8 years experience

in providing services to runaways and otherwise homeless youth. My
experience is both as an agency" director and as a counselor working
directly with troubled youth and families.

I an here teday in my capacity as chairperson of the network's pub-
lic policy committee. I would like to concur with some amendments
and propose others, specifically regarding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act.

The position of the national network is that the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act should be reauthc ized without major modi-
fication.

I think there has been adequate testimony, both yesterday and
today, attesting to the fact that this legislation is working. We believe
it should be allowed to continue to do so much as is.

There have been some changes in the field, even in the last 3 years.
We believe the act should reflect these.

The most striking changes have to do-with the increasingly serious
nature of the problems that young people are bringing to us, and the
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changi nature of our services that we must deliver in order to
effectively respond to their needs.

I need not go into detail as to the degree of these problems. Many
speakers today have effectively outlined how troubled these young
people are.

One of the most striking aspects of the dramatic increase in the
number of homeless youth. Nationally, as many as 40 percent of the
young people now being served by runaway centers can only be
described as homeless.

These youth need longer term assistance. They need more special-
ized services. They need employment. They need longer term housing.
They need transition to independent living.

At this time, in this country, runaway centers are the only service
system moving to respond to the need of homeless youth.

We wholeheartedly applaud the change in the title of the act to
-recognize homeless youth as well.

I would like ta' point out that although runaway centers have be-
come im~lch more involved in serving these troubled young people,
our primary mission remains to reconcile family differences and to
return young people to their family homes.

Within my own agency in California, nearly 80 percent of the
young people we serve return to their family homes.

In over 50 percent of all instances, the parents are actively par-
tici ating in family counseling.

On a national basis, at least 40 percent of the young people served
by runaway centers do not need to be sheltered but can receive counsel-
in and other services on a drop in basis.

think in this year when there is so much concern about the family
and supporting the family, it is important to point out that runaway
centers are doing an excellent job of supporting the family structure.

We would propose an amendment to the legislation which would
change all references to runaway houses to runaway centers.

There have been many comments today pointing out how runaway
centers have diversified 'services, how we are linking with social wel-
fare, juvenile justice, and mental health systems.

As the problems of our young people become more diverse to our
responses to these needs, we think it is only appropriate that the act
state that we are runaway centers in fact.

I would like to briefly touch on some funding issues. We would sup-
port increasing the grant size to $150,000. It has been pointed out that
runaway centers are very good at developing other sources of funding
and scrounging to make sure that services are provided. But there are
limits to even what we can do. If we want to provide effective services,
a grant limit of $150,000 is certainly appropriate.

In keeping with that, we would also propose that the upper limit
in the program budget be increased to $300,000. We think it is im-
portant to keep a limit, because that supports community based
programing.

The very essence of the runaway center "is that we are linked with
and respond to the needs of our communities. An upper limit helps
promote that.

The increase in the limit from $150,000 to $300,000 is in keeping with
the nature of the programs as they exist in the field at this time.



220

We would also think that it is very important to immediately in-
crease the authorization to $35 million. Although authorizations are
not always directly linked to appropriations, we would hope that the
committee would be receptive and by increasing the authorization
demonstrate a genuine commitment to serving runaway and homeless
youth on a national basis.

We are very supportive of moving toward the establishment of run-
away centers throughout the Nation. We recognize that this can only
be done with an increase in funding.

We are very wary of any major increases in the funding formula or
approach at this time, without a major increase in the appropriations.

This is a delicately balanced system. Any major changes could simply
create chaos and result in poor services for children.

We would like to recommend that part C of the act which authorizes
the President to develop plans for transfer of the act either to the
ACTION Agency or to OJJDP be deleted.

vrVe believe that the Youth Development Bureau has done an ex-
cellent job of administering the act, and although somewhat belatedly,
it appears that HEW and the administration are now supporting this
legislation.

The fact is, the program works and we think we can keep it in HEW,
at least for the next period of reauthorization.

Over the last 2 days there have been many comments about what
good work we are dong in reducing the numbers of juvenile defend-
ers. In particular, we have seen dramatic decreases in the numbers
of stat,'.s offenders.

Unrortun 1tely, too often, when we remove status offenders from the
Juvenile justice system, we fail to develop the alternative programs, as

r. Bayh pointed out, to address these young people's needs.
In the parts of the country where runaway centers exist, they are

in fact the alternative. Runaway centers have proven that status of-
fenders-and other youth in crisis can be effectively helped in nonsecure
settings.

In terms of deinstitutionalization of status offenders, we are the
model. We stand ready to work with Senator Bayh and the committee
in any way to move forward on the speedy and invigorating reauthor-
ization for the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act.

We appreciate the opportunity to appear today.
Ms. JoLLY. Thank you very much.
Mr. CLEMENT. Thank you.
Ms. JoLLY. Cynthia Myers.

TESTIMONY OF CYNTHIA MYERS

Ms. MYERS. I am Cynthia Myers, executive director of the Metro-
Help, Inc. National Runaway Switchboard, which is located in Chi-
cago, Ill.

I want to thank the committee for the opportunity to be here today.
Recognizing that this is the end of 2 days worth of hearings, I

would like you to know that I am going to provide you with some
information that you haven't heard before.

The National Runaway Switchboard is the nationwide telecommu-
nications program for runaways and their families. I would like to
begin by sharing with you a few of the calls received by the National
Runaway Switchboard in the past couple of months.
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Amy, age 15, and I want you to note here that the names and loca-
tions have been altered to protect the confidentiality of the callers.

Amy, age 15, came to Phoenix to get away from an abusive home
situation. Now, 6 months later, she was working the streets of Phoenix
as a prostitute and regularly beaten by her pimp.

She wanted to leave her pimp, but she did not know what to do or
where to go.

She called the National Runaway Switchboard which we refer to as
NRS., and the NRS volunteer conference her with a local runaway
center that had a special project to help young prostitutes.

The center was able to give her housing, counseling and other long-
term services.

Fourteen-year-old Sharon had been repeatedly abused sexually by
her father since she was 5. The local child welfare agency finally
intervened and took Sharon out of the family home.

However, Sharon was placed in a locked detention facility that
made her feel like a criminal rather than the victim that she was,
and it, was not appropriate to her needs.

When Sharon called the NRS, she was very depressed and con-
templatingsuicide. Through the NRS, Sharon contacted a local runa-
way shelter with the youth advocacy component. One of the advocates
was able to arrange Sharon's transfer from the detention facility to a
more appropriate setting.

Dominic, age 14, left his upstate New York home, after his step-
father beat him continually and permanently damaged his hand.

After arriving in Philadelphia, he went to live with a man who
had befriended him in a park near the bus station. Although the man
was initially kind to him, he soon forced Dominic to prostitute himself
with friends the man brought home, threatening to turn Dominic over
to the police as a runaway if he refused to cooperate.

Afraid of returning home and having no marketable job skills,
Dominic felt trapped in this life of degredation. The NRS was able to
place a conference call to a local runaway center which agreed to help
Dominic leave the apartment where he was staying and arrange per-
manent foster placement for him.

The National Runaway Switchboard acts as a confidential toll free,
24-hour, 7-day-a-week, information referral and crisis intervention
telephone service for young people who have run away from home,
been thrown out or are considering leaving home.

The National Runaway Switchboard's role is to link young people
with the resources that provide service needed by the caller.

Since its inception, in 1974, the NRS has served over 486,000 teens
and their families.

I want you to stop for a moment and think about this number-
486,000 teens.

More recently in calendar year 1979, the NRS served 143,796 people.
Of this number, 77.3 percent were from runaways.
And 18.8 percent were from young people who had not left home;

3.9 percent were from throwaways. Throwaways, as has been men-
tioned before, are young people who have been forced out of their
homes or who are otherwise homeless youth.
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The National Runaway Switchboard maintains an up-to-date list
of over 7,000 agencies throughout the country who serve young people.
This listing includes many shelters, group homes, community mental
health centers, counseling agencies, medical clinics, and any other
agency that meets the needs of runaways on the road or in the home
community.

More than a third of the callers to the National Runaway Switch-
board makes some contact with their families.

In this type of call, a young person on the road, calls the NRS
with a message that they want to be delivered to either their parent
or guardian. 'Most messages take the form of something positive or
neutral such as, "I'm OK. Don't worry. I'll be home soon."

Some families and runaways have delivered up to five messages
back and forth to each other before they have agreed to meet.

The National Runaway Switchboard also maintains statistics on
the calls received and the types of referrals made.

Our 1979 statistics released just this week, show some disturbing
changes. The number of calls from young people who have been
thrown out of their homes has increased tremendously.

During 1976, 1.8 percent of the total calls received were from
throwaways.

By 1979, that percentage has jumped to 3.9 percent.
In child abuse, both physical and sexual, the increase is even more

devastating. The National Runaway Switchboard is receiving nearly
four times as many calls concerning child abuse as were received 3
years ago.

In 1976, one percent of the total calls taken by NRS were child
abuse related.

While, in 1979, that figure jumped to 3.5 percent. While 3.5 per-
cent may seem like a small percentage at first glance, it translates into
approximately 5,033 teenagers just last year.

We know that certainly not all of the child abuse victims call. In
fact, a small percentage of child abuse victims recognize the problem
and ask for help.

On the brighter side, the NRS finds that young people spend less
time away from home before they call for help. Three years ago, the
average runaway spent a week on the road before making contact
with the NRS.

Indications from 1979 data are that runaways call the NRS within
3 to 4 days after leaving. This clearly indicates that if runaways and
young people who think they have to run away have another option,
they wil use it.

I mentioned earlier that the NRS keep a listing of agencies who
serve runaways across the country. I wish I could tell you that there
are enough programs available to serve all runaways who need and
want assistance.

I wish I could even tell you there are programs enough to serve a
majority of those teenagers. Unfortunately, there are many, many
times the NRS calls a runaway program and they are full.

There have been tremendous strides made since 1974. There are
communities who never thought of offering services for runaways
who now have some of the best programs in the country.
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However, there is much more to be done. There are major metropol-
itan areas in this country who have almost no available housing for
runaways.

There are other areas where the nearest runaway program is 300
miles away. I

It is for these reasons that the National Runaway Switchboard
strongly encourages a higher ceiling for funding of the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act.

I recognize that these are not the most lucrative of economic times.
However, historical and sociological research have indicated that dur-
ing times of economic stress the incidence of family problems
increases.

It is extremely important that the services available to youth and
their families be increased.

The National Runaway Switchboard and the other youth develop-
iment bureau funded runaway programs act most often as entry points
of service for a family in trouble.

The runaway, as we know, is often the red flag on the family. By
calling the NR.S or contacting the runaway center, the runaway is
able to obtain help for themselves, and in most cases, for the family
before something more serious happens.

I recognize that there are a lot of problems facing the country today,
and 'many social problems that need attention. However, runaway and
family problems are universal. We know that running away knows no
boundaries, no racial boundaries, no economic boundaries nor geo-
graphic boundaries.

Runaways and family problems are serious issues that need con-
tinued attention.

In conclusion, the National Runaway Switchboard strongly sup-
ports the reauthorization of the Juvelile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act and the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act.

The National Runaway Switchboard further urges the support of
an increase in the funding ceiling for the, Runaway Youth Act.

We also clearly support the telecommunications system.
I would like, in closing, to share with you just one more call from

a young person who has called us.
Chris, a 15i/2-year-old high school sophomore was abandoned by

her mother. She came home from school one day and found that her
mother and her mother's boy friend had emptied the trailer they had
all lived in and left town without a trace.

When Chris called the NRS, she had been wandering around town in
shock for 3 or 4 days, with no place to go and a bad sore throat.

The Iowa town she was calling from did not have a runaway shelter.
But the NRS was able to find a local chapter of the Salvation Army
that agreed to find Chris lodging, medical care, to help her find rela-
tives that could take her in.

The National Runaway Switchboard receives calls from people like
Chris and Amy and Sharon and Dominic all day long, every day of the
year. On their behalf, and more importantly, on behalf of the young
people calling as we sit here, I thank you for your time and attention.

Ms. JoLLY. Did you have anothF- example ? You said you had two.
Ms. Mymas. I am finished.
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Ms. JOLLY. Thanks very much.
Robbie Callaway.

T IMONY OF ROBBIE CALLAWAY
Mr. CALLAWAY. Mary. Liz. Thank you for having me here today.

Thanks to those people in the audience for sticking it out to the end.
Somebody please check and see if my mother is still here.

Ms. JoLLY. I think it is important to know that this is a reauthoriza-
tion hearing on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
There are probably more people here at this time after being here since
9:30 in the morning than there were on hearings on the balanced budget
and hearings on a Constitutional Convention Procedures Act. Juvenile
Justice has a strong advocacy coalition. I really think you ought to giveyourselves some pats on the back. It is grassroots organization like
those represented here today who have made all the difference in our
strength for the rights of juveniles.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I agree. [Applause.]
Mary, three-fourths of them are my cousins. [Laughter.]
I am going to be brief. I will give a little background as to why I am

here.
I started out working in prevention when I coached some delinquents

in softball and turned them into softball champions.
I worked with serious offenders in the bowels of society at the Dis-

trict of Columbia Children's Center, in Forest Haven where they house
mentally ill, serious offenders in a secure, locked facility.

I have also worked at Boys and 'Girls Homes of Montgomery
County, with serious offenders and delinquents. The Boys and Girls
Homes are one of the nationally recognized organizations in the coun-
try. We have served kids from Senator Mathias' hometown. So, please
make sure you take that back to him.

I also have been a member of the Maryland Juvenile Justice Ad-
visory Group since 1975 when it first started. We were very rocky at
that time. We have done a lot since then. It is a little rocky right now
as we wait for the Governor to make new appointments, but we are
doing all right for youth in Maryland.

I am also a staff member of the National Youth Work Alliance.
In this capacity I have been able to travel across the country and
hear from youth workers across the country as to what they felt the
needs are in the field of youth work.

I think what I want to do is be brief. I have a lot more I could say
but I want to keep it short.

The first thing I would like to do is talk about this bill, S. 2441.
I think the best thing about this bill, Mary, and I know you have done
a lot of work on it, is that you didn't attempt to weaken this bill, the
Juvenile Justice Act of 1974.

I think you should be complimented and the rest of the people who
worked with you on it should also be complimented.

I think you should be complimented for maintaining the current
separation language. I don't think any State should be granted anexem tion.I think you should be complimented for maintaining the current

monitoring language. I think you should also be complimented for
maintaining the current respectable national and State advisory
groups.
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I don't think you, I don't think the Senate, I don't think anyone
on this committee should back off from any of these issues.

Ms. JOLLY. I will make sure the "you," is Senator Bayh he is re-
ferring to as opposed to me.

Mr. CALLAWAY. You still have the name plate up there and it says,
"Senator Bayh."

The original Juvenile Justice Act had a lot of impact at the grass-
roots level. I think your' bill-the Senator's bill has maintained it.

There are, however, a couple of issues in your bill that I must ad-
dress, because I disagree with them wholeheartedly. One is the ear-
marking of the maintenance of effort money for the serious offender
or the violent offender.

I think it is a serious mistake. All the studies that I have seen and
all the work that I have done in the field tell me that there are just
not that many violent juvenile offenders.

Ms. JOLLY. What percentage do you think there is? If we were to
choose wanting to link up some of the maintenance of effort, crime
control moneys for violent offenders and/or serious offenders, what
figure would you say would be more reasonable?

Mr. CALLAWAY. As a matter of fact, one of the things I am going
to talk about in my testimony is a possible compromise to that pro-

"vision. I would say that the actual violent offender population is less
than 1 percent of the delinquent population in this country.

Let me go on.
Ms. JOLLY. Of course.
Mr. CALLAWAY. I have a compromise I would like to add to that

provision. There is another problem with earmarking it for the violent
offender. I have operated a lot of community-based programs and I
have had a lot of community-based programs established, both with
OJJ funds, LEAA funds and Runaway-Youth Act funds.

There is a difficulty when you go into a community and tell them
that you would like to establish a program, because, naturally, they
are leery. One of the major questions they ask: "Who are you going
to serve in this program?"

If I, as a program operator, were to have to tell them that my
funding source will only allow me to serve violent offenders, these
five classification of offenders, I doubt very seriously that I could
open a community-based program that can serve these kids.

It is my firm belief that the only way we are going to serve these
kids and keep them out of prisons and keep them out of institutions
and keep them out of locked, inhumane facilities, is if we serve them
in the community in small community -based facilities.

So, I think, programmatically, beyond just the community ac-
ceptance, it is better to serve these offenders, these type offenders or
whatever type in a mixed population, in th mmunity.

I think the definition of this offender needs to be broadened so
that the money can be better spent.

As written in S. 2441, the earmarking of these funds is to establish
programs aimed to curb violent crimes committed by juveniles, par-
ticularly in areas of: One, identification; two, apprehension; three,
speedy adjudication; four, sentencing; and five, rehabilitation.
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Given my experience, the message that will be given to the State
funding conduits, the State planning agencies, is that these funds are
to be used for: One, identification-more detectives; two, apprehen-
sion-more police; three, speedy adjudication-more prosecutors;
four, sentencing-more judicial support.

When they get around to rehabilitation, No. 5 on that list, they &re
going to say, "Well, we can't establish community programs, so I guess
we will have to put these offenders into the more traditional pri'mon
system."

Mary, Liz, Senators who aren't here, you know that doesn't work.
It does not work. It will never work.

I can offer a compromise so as to not just come in and attack your
provision. I can offer something that could possibly work.

Ms. JOLLY. What do you think of the present law or the present
provision that we are amending that says that in the Justice System
Improvement Act, which was changed on December 27, when the
President signed it last year, that 19.5 percent of the overall total of
OJARS appropriation would go to programs focusing on juvenile
delinquents as opposed to status and nonoffendersI

Mr. CALLAWAY. I myself would have no problems with that.
This is the compromise I can offer. If, for some reason this provision

is to be accepted or if it is to come close to acceptance, that we: one,
broaden the definition of offender, not strictly limiting the programs
for the violent offender; and two, earmark maybe up to half of the
maintenance of effort money for the serious offender.

I am opposed to earmarking the money. Let me put that up front.
But if we are going to earmark half of it to be used for programs
with this broader definition of offender, and then, three, .phase in this
program over 2 years so that no program currently receiving mainte-
nance-of-effort money will have to suffer an early extinction.

I have two additional areas of disagreement with this bill. I think
that it is moving in the right direction when it talks about giving sep -
arate and new authority to the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile
Justice. I fear, though, that this does not go far enough.

I would like to see the fourth box that we have all talked about. I
realize, however, that there are sound arguments for not going the
fourth box route, but on a scale, the arguments for it far outweigh the
argunents against it.

I think both the Senate and the House basically have good ideas on
authority for OJJDP. The House does establish a fourth box.

I feel the way we can accomplish the best desired result is to combine
the two bills and give the Administrator all of the authority that you
eive in the Senate bill and also establish a fourth box. go that if
LEAA, for some reason, dies, OJJ can live and OJJ can stand and be
evaluated on its own.

Ms. JOLLY. The Juvenile Justice Act will continue since it is a sepa-
rate statute and has a separate authorization as opposed to the OJARS,
LEAA, NIJ, and BJS. We are a free standing statute, so if, by chance,
the President recommends on March 31 no funding for O.TARS and
LEAA and if, by chance, the Congress approves it. I would estimate
that is a far-off chance, but if they would, the Juvenile Justice Office
would still be reauthorized and the Juvenile Justice Act would continue
to exist.
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Mr. CALLAWAY. But Mary, if we are cut back and we lose all the
maintenance-of-effort money and we lose all the additional money, we
may-

Ms. JOLLY. What money are you referring to?
Mr. CALLAWAY. In the budget cuts, if we have to suffer because of

LEAA's past problem.
Ms. JOLLY. What is the other area?
Mr. CALLAWAY. The maintenance money and the money we may

lose in cuts to the Juvenile Justice Act. If we, for some reason, have
to be evaluated with LEAA as the House Budget Committee recently
did, we are going to lose. If we not standing alone in the fourth box,
we will lose funds.

We may be still alive as the Juvenile Justice and the Juvenile Jus-
tice Delinquency Prevention Act, but without the proper funds, we
will be a hopeless cripple.

Ms. JOLLY. I am sure that Senator Bayh, who as you know, also sits
on the Appropriations Committee, is going to see that he does every-
thing that he can to make sure that we have an adequate amount of
funding for the Juvenile Justice and Runaway Youth Act in fiscal
year 1981. And if something happens to LEAA, I am sure that the
Senator will have some alternative proposals in mind to provide funds.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I am also sure the Senator has alternate proposals.
I want to make sure that Senator Mathias does also.

Ms. JOLLY. Right. We want to make sure that all Senators on the
Judiciary Committee at least are aware of that.

Mr. CALLAWAY. I figure that between Senator Mathias on the Re-
publican side and Senator Bayh, on the Democratic side, we can-we
have sufficient force behind us.

We just touched on the last thing I wanted to address, the authoriza-
tion and appropriation. I think the authorization levels in this bill
need to be raised. As Ron mentioned, we never received the funds that
are authorized. We receive the funds that are appropriated. If LEAA
was to die or is continued to be cut back, we need the maintenance-of-
effort money to be transferred to the Office of Juvenile Justice.

I think the cleanest way to do that is to raise the authorization levels
here and then when it comes time approve an appropriation of $200
million for the Office of Juvenile Justice.

I will not continue to go on.
Ms. JOLLY. Your entire statement will be put in the record.
Mr. CALLAWAY. Thanks a lot. I appreciate it.
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
We now have Becky Davis, director, Southern Area Youth Services.

When Becky completes her testimony we will turn to Valerie who is
accompanying her.

TESTIMONY OF BECKY DAVIS
Ms. DAVIS. I am grateful to Senator Mathias for the opportunity

to address the committee.
My name is Becky Davis. I am director of SAYS, Southern Area

Youth Services, located in Prince Georges County, Md.
I brought with me today three youth clients from my program. Val-

erie is one of those three clients. She does not have a prepared state-
ment. She would like to make a brief statement and to answer any
questions you might have.
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As a representative of one of the Runaway Youth Act funded pro-
grams, I welcome this chance to tell you something about our program
and to speak in support of reauthorization.

I particularly am supportive of the provision of reauthorizing th
act for 5 years. Programs within the Runaway Youth Act system-have
been established as vital service providers within their commntmities.
The length of this reauthorization gives us a solid base from which to
continue to deliver services and from which to further develop local
funding sources.

I am also strongly supportive of the provision, section 211, provid-
ing possible additional funds for title III programs from unobligated
title II funds.

The change in the title of the act from the Runaway Youth Act to
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act is a welcome one. It recognizes
the changes in fact and image of the population of youth that we serve.

We no longer see young people who have run great distances in
search of adventure or freedom. These young people who enter our
program have often left homes which are very near to SAYS, some-
times less than a mile away. While some are still runaways, we see a
lot of young people who are thrown out by their parents. Sometimes
they are thrown out in the middle of the night.

These are youth in crisis. Youth who are reacting to severe problems
in their families, to alcoholism, physical and sexual abuse and divided
families torn by marital stress and by economic pressures.

With problems like these we can no longer just be a shelter for run-
aways. We have had to grow to meet the changing need. We have be-
come a comprehensive service center for youth an families in crisis, a
link between the disaster and the cure.

We are often the only open door in the middle of the night., the only
place to turn where the service is provided before the forms are filled
out.

The youth and families in the communities know us and trust us to
be accessible and to be flexible to meet their emergency needs right
now, not in 2 weeks when there is a court date free or an appointment
available.

This is prevention. Being there with an immediate alternative to the
street. I think that the most important thing I can get across today, is
the reality of the people that we deal with.

The 14-year-old girl who ran from her abusive father in the middle
of the night, the 15-year-old boy who was picked up by the police for
hitchhiking, a girl who arrived at our doorstep 9 months pregnant
with no place to go and no medical services.

The neighbor who knows that the kids next door are being beaten,
the school counselor who notices the child who has not been attending
school and can't find out why, and the brother and sister who have
been thrown out of their home and don't know where to go.

There are many other cases that come to mind. The important thing
to know is that a large percentage of these cases are successfully re-
solved by our program and that we are meeting the needs of youth
away from home.

We are a vital and successful program and we need and urge your
continuing support.
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Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much.
Ms. DAVIS. This is Valerie.
Ms. JOLLY. Valerie, how old are you ?
VALFRIE. I am 16.
Ms. JOLLY. Do you attend school?
VALERIE. Yes. I go to Parkdale Junior High.
Ms. JOLLY. What grade are you in?
VALERiE. Eleventh.
MS. JOLLY. How did you get to work with Becky Davis?
VALERM I had ran away from home. I got tired of being on the

streets, so I turned myself in to the police.
Ms. JOLLY. How old were you when you first ran away?
VALERIE. Fourteen.
Ms. JOLLY. Go ahead.
VALERIFE The police called another service but they couldn't take me

right then.
94s. JOLLY. You didn't want to go back home at the time when the

police picked you up?
VALERIE. No. They took me to SAYS and I stayed there. And from

there I went to a foster home and now I am back home.
Ms. JOLLY. Now you are back home?
VALERrE. Yes.
Ms. JOLLY. How is it working out now? Is it a little better?
VALERI A little better, but things are not working right.
Ms. JOLLY. I hope you will be able to work out some of your frus-

trations with Becky's help.
Thank you very much. We really appreciate your participation. I

believe if just one person is helped by everything we have said here
today, that one is well worth all of our joint efforts.

Thank you very much.
The record will remain open for 2 weeks. If you have any other ma-

terials that you want to have placed in the record, send a copy to
Senator Bayh's office.

The American Legion has sent Senator Bayh a letter this morning,
noting their longstanding concern over juvenile crime across the
country. That was the basis of their support in 1974, for the act. The
letter will be placed in the record. It is from the director of the Na-
tion-al Legislative Commission, Mylio Kraja.

Also Congressman Mitchell, a Democrat from the Seventh District
of Maryland, has submitted a statement for the record which will be
included.

Ms. JOLLY. Gov. James Hunt, representing the National Governors'
Association, has provided a statement for inclusion in the record.

We will put in the record also, a copy of Gov. Jim Hunt's news
conference release. I think it might be particularly appropriate to
read a portion of it at this time.

It is dated Wednesday, March 26.
I want to announce today my opposition to the House Budget Committee's

proposal to totally eliminate funding for LEAA.
I have said repeatedly in recent weeks that I support President Carter's call

for a balanced Federal budget for fiscal 1981, and I continue to support that goal.
I don't believe that there is a single Federal program, including LEAA, that

should be immune to reduction as we try to balance the budget. But the Budget
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Committee's recommendation would totally eliminate the only Federal money
that North Carolina and other States receive for fighting crime.

In recent years, we have seen LEAA's emphasis shift toward programs that
prevent and reduce crime. I am talking about law enforcement training and
education, speedy trials, improved court administration, community programs
for Juveniles, alternative schools, restitution, and career criminal prosecutions.

These are the kinds of investments that can keep us from having to spend far
more money in the future on such things as prison construction, the hiring of
more LEAA officers and purchase of equipment.

Another important point to consider is that Congress has already made drastic
reductions In the LEAA budget from $900 million in fiscal 1975 to something
like $400 million in fiscal year 1980.

I have already talked by telephone with James McIntyre, Director of the Office
of Management and Budget about this matter. I told him yesterday that I under-
stood that some cuts in LEAA may be required if a balanced budget is to be
achieved.

I also expressed to him my hope that the administration would support some
continued funding for LEAA, particularly in such areas as juvenile crime and
crime prevention.

During the next few days, the Governor will contact other administration
officials and leaders of Congress and make his views known to them. I believe
we can have a balanced budget next year without completely dismantling worth-
while programs such as those for Juveniles.

As you know, the Governor is the Chair of the Committee of Gov-
ernors that impacts a lot on what we are working for. It is very impor-
tant to have someone who was willing to call up the Director of OMB
on our behalf, on children's behalf and on young people's behalf for
our juvenile justice program.

So, there is hope. Thank you. We are going to adjourn the hearing
today, subject to the call of the Chair.

Since this is a full committee hearing, the next process will then
be convening a judiciary committee markup on the bill which should
take place the latter part of April.

Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 1:50 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]
[The prepared statements of Ms. Callaway, Ms. Matheson, with

attachments, Ms. Myers, and Mr. Clement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF ROBBIE CALLAWAY

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of this committee, my name is
Robbie Callaway and I have been asked to testify before you on a subject that
is very dear to my heart-Juvenile Justice, and the Prevention of Delinquency.

My experience in this area dates back to 1969 when, nothing more than a kid
myself, I took a group of neighborhood delinquents and turned them into the
Prince George's County So'tball champions three years straight. Early on I
learned about delinquency prevention and how not giving up on a kid can help
turn him around.

My experience then turned to work in an institution as I coordinated the
University of Maryland's volunteer/intern program for Forest Haven of the
D.C. Children's Center. This work in a partially secure institution took me into
the extreme bowels of society as I observed daily what life in an institution
can do to hopeless souls. Many of these youngsters had the misfortune of being
both mentally ill and caught up in the justice system.

Upon graduation from college I began work as a live in counselor in a LEAA
funded shelter home in Montgomery County. Eventually I became Director of
Shelter Care for Boys' and Girls' Homes of Montgomery County, Inc. which is
a nationally recognized organization with a number of programs that began
with LEAA, OJJDP and Runaway Youth Act funds.

In my many youth worker roles I have worked directly with a great number
of youngsters and their families.
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I have also had the pleasure of serving on the Maryland Juvenile Justice Ad-
visory Group from it's rocky inception in 19175 to its position of respectability
today. I am currently the Chairperson of the SAG Grant Review Sub-Committee
and have served as the Chairperson of the Bylaws Sub-Committee. Further Sub-
Committee work includes the Standards and Law Legislation Sub-Committees.

I am currently employed as the Director of. the Advocacy Unit of the National
Youth Work Alliance, one of the nation's largest membership organizations for
youth serving agencies.

My testimony today reflects this varied youth service background as I attempt
to audress key issues in the Federal Juvenile Justice Act that will ultimately have
the most impact on youth and their families on the local level.

Congress and particularly many of the members of this Committee deserve a
special thanks for past efforts which created the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. Thanks to you many youngsters have not had to experience the
loneliness and deprivation associated with secure confinement and instead have
experienced community based programs which have worked to re-unite these
youngsters with their families.

In this vein of strong support for the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act I would like to address three areas:

I. Issues I support in S. 2441
II. Issues I do not support in S. 2441
III. Issues not addressed in S. 2441

L ISSUES SUPPORTED IN S. 2441

The main strength of S. 2441 is that it does not attempt any dramatic overhaul of
the extremely successful Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Con-
spicuously absent from this bill are such regressive moves as:

A. Any attempts to weaken the compliance mandates of the act.
B. Any attempt to weaken the mandate of separation of juveniles from adults.

No exemptions should be granted for any state.
C. Any attempt to lessen the need for on-going monitoring of institutions and

compliance.
D. Any attempt to limit the State Advisory Group and National Advisory

Committee. In Secs. 207 and 208, S. 241 also admirably transfers review power for
Special Emphasis programs from the State Planning Agencies to the State Advi-
sory Groups. From my service as grant review chairperson for the Maryland State
Advisory Group I can unequlvocably state that the State Advisory Groups are
much more attuned to the programmatic needs of Juveniles than are the State
Planning Agencies.

To further strengthen the State Advisory Groups it is my feeling that the
Senate should oppose both the House language decreasing the number of SAG
members to 15, and the other changes in SAG composition. The Senate should,
however, support the House language which substitutes shall for may.

X. ISSUES NOT SUPPORTED IN S. 2441
As I have the utmost respect for the staff Involved in the drafting of this bill

it is somewhat difficult to criticize it, but there are three areas, besides the
name change, that deserve close scrutiny.

A. Sec. 211(b) of S. 2441 may be a serious mistake. Earmarking the entire
maintenance of effort funding "for programs aimed to curb violent crimes com-
mitted by juveniles, namely, murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
and arson involving bodily harm, particularly to the areas of identification,
apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation."

First, all major studies and my direct work in the field tell me that the
number of violent Juvenile offenders is simply not that large a number. I agree
with Senator Bayh's statement in the March 19, Congressional Record that
"the problem of the violent offender should be given an increased focus" and I
also agree when he goes on to say that "these relatively few individuals cause
a disproportionate amount of suffering and fear among the adult population."

An increased focus on these relatively few individuals is one thing but ear-
marking the entire maintenance of effort Is simply too drastic a step which most
likely would not even produce the desired result.

Having operated community based programs that served a wide range of
Juveniles, I can attest to the difficulty in establishing programs In the com-
munity. I have observed on numerous occasions In Maryland and across the



232

country the return of OJJDP funds simply because the local community would
not allow the program.

Why do communities refuse these programs? The main question I always
heard when trying to open a new community-based program was, "what type
of youngster will you be serving?" Had I been forced to say that my funding
source will only allow me to serve the violent juvenile offender I dare say that
I would have never started a new program. My response was much more palat-
able to the community when I discussed the varied population that would be
served in the program.

Beyond simple community acceptance I strongly feel that from a program-
matic standpoint that the community and most of these violent juvenile offenders
will be better served if the programs have flexibility in their intake. The defini-
tion of the offender eligible for these maintenance of effort programs must be
broadened so that not only will the funds be better spent, the community will
be better served.

As written this earmarking of funds is to establish programs aimed to curb
violent crimes committed by juveniles particularly in the areas of identification,
apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation.

Given my experience, the message that will be given to the state funding con-
duits, the State Planning Agencies, is that these funds are to be used for:

identitlcatioa-more detectives;
Apprehension-more police;
Speedy adjudication-more prosecutors;
Sentencing-more judicial support; and
When they get around to rehabilitation-more traditional prison rehabili-

tation because nothing else is available for these offenders.
I need not expound on the dismal failure of our prison system in the rehabili-

tation of offenders. This committee is well aware of the problems of placing juve-
niles and adults in the prison system and watching them utilize the revolving
door.

So, if we really want to address the needs of the offenders and the community
we must look at the practical application of earmarking these funds. While I am
primarily opposed to any earmarking I think that the following compromise can
best address the needs of the violent offender, the serious offender, the commu-
nity, and those programs currently receiving maintenance of effort funds.

The compromise contains three parts:
1. Broaden the definition of offender, not strictly limiting the programs to the

limited category of the violent offender. Possibly a compromise between the House
and Senate language.

2. Earmark one-half of the maintenance of effort funds to be utilized for pro-
grams for this broader definition of offender.

3. Phase in this program over the next two years so that programs currently
receiving maintenance of effort funds will not be forced into an early extinction.

The two additional areas of disagreement with S. 2441 are:
B. S. 2441 definitely is moving in the right direction when it delegates all final

authority to the administrator of OJJDP. The problem is that it does not go far
enough and create OJJDP as an autonomous 4th box under the Office of Justice
Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS).

I realize that there are sound strategical and practical reasons for maintaining
OJJDP under the Law Enforcemnt Assistance Administration (LEAA). My con-
cern though is that given the shaky political future of LEAA, OJJDP needs to
stand alone and be evaluated on it's own merits. Since both the House and the
Senate have made good strong proposals to strengthen OJJDP why don't we com-
bine both ideas.

The best possible situation for OJJDP would be to grant all of the proposed
authority of S. 2441 to the administrator and also create a separate autonomous
fourth box. This proposal would receive broad based support from youth
advocates.

C. S. 2241 also moves in the right direction in increasing the authorization level
to $200 million for fiscal year's 1981-83 and to $225 million for fiscal year's 1984
and 1985. My cnneern here also centers around a budget consolous congress. As
LEAA continues to receive funding cuts from Congress, Juvenile Justice suffers
from a loss of maintenance of effort funds.

In 1978 approximately $218 million were spent on Juvenile Justice through
OJJDP ($100 million) and the LEAA maintenance of effort funds ($118 million).
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If, as proposed by the President, LEAA's budget for fiscal year 1981 is cut in
half the fiscal year 1981 maintenance of effort funds will also be cut in half to
approximately $47 million. If, OJJiP were to then receive the $100 million pro-
poed by the President In fiscal year 1981, Federal Juvenile Justice efforts wil
spend $147 million. This represents an approximate *71 million decline from
fiscal year 1978 in actual dollars spent from the federal level in Juvenile Justice.
If you add inflation on to this figure the purchasing power of Juvenile Justice
funds will have approximately been cut in half since liscal year 1978.

My recommendation is that this committee raise the authorization level for the
JJI)PA to *276 million for fiscal year's 1981 and 1982 and to *325 million for
fiscal year's 1983-85. Given that Congress will not appropriate to the full authori-
zation level I urge this committee to then seek an appropriation of $200 million
for the JJDPA. This Increase in authorization and appropriation would also re-
flect a transfer of the maintenance oi effort funds from the LEAA to the OJJDP.

If LEAA is abolished this year it is imperative that this committee save
OJJDP and an adequate appropriation that reflects the transfer of the main-
tenance of effort fund&

111. ISSUE NOT ADDRESSED IN S. 2441

Finally there is one area not addressed in 52441 that deserves consideration by
this committee. i he issue is tue removal of children trom adult Jails.

An alarming number of children under 18 are being held today, right now, in
adult jails. Many have committed no crime and the majority of those that have
are there for property offenses.

Charles Renfrew. Deputy Attorney General. in testimony before the House
Subcommittee on Human Resources and before this Committee stated that con-
servative estimates are that ou,uo juveniues are admitted to adult Jails and
locK-ups each year.

I wholeheartedly agree with Judge Renfrew when he asks Congress to "ab-
solutely prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in any institution in
which adults, whether convicted or awaiting trail are confined."

I concur with his recommendation that states be granted five years to remove
all Juveniles from adult Jails and lock-ups. This recommendation, coupled with
incentives to the states could significantly alter the miscarriage of Justice that
happens every time a youngster is inappropriately placed in an adult Jail.

I thank you Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this committee for
hearing my testimony and considering my suggestions.

PnF.PB"AR STATEMENT OF SUE MATHESON

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Network of Runaway and Youth
Services, I want to thank you for the opportunity to provide you with oral and
written testimony on the matter of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19'14. As Chairperson of the National Network,
I am representing our member organizations of youth service agencies and coali-
tions which are providing services to youths under this Act in 40 states. Our
membership, which founded the first runaway programs nationally, have in-
creased their service delivery capability during the past 13 years and currently
provide a broad range of delinquency prevention and treatment programs.

Additionally, I speak from my personal experience of 12 years in developing
multi-service delivery systems for youth and their families and as Executive Di-
rector for the past nine years of Xanthos, a community-based agency providing
services to children, youth and families, ranging from early childhood develop-
ment, youth and family counseling to youth and adult employment programs. I
cannot stress enough the importance of the role that the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act-has had in the establishment of delinquency preven-
tion programs at a local, state and national level.

I have personally witnessed the impact of several Special Emphasis Initia-
tives, such as the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and the Children in
Custody Initiatives. The current work being done by the Assessment Center Pro-
grams of the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
can provide those of us working daily in the field with the basic knowledge we
need to design and implement new programs which build on our current level of

70-796 0 - 81 - 16
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prevention and treatment services. The National Network has actively sup-
ported Senator Birch Bayh in his efforts to establish this national priority and,
as Chair of the Board, I have a clear mandate from our members to continue
these efforts. We collectively support the passage of S. 2441 and offer these
specific comments, which we believe will lead to the strengthening of the bill, for
your consideration.

TITLE I-VIOLENT JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1980 -
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has been the major

federal initiative fostering the development of "prevention programs" to curb
the rate of Juvenile delinquency in the country. The National Network is gravely
concerned about the renaming of the Act to the Violent Juvenile Crime Control
Act of 1980. This change in name dilutes the fine work accomplished by the
Juvenile justice community in their efforts to grasp the complicated issue of
Juvenile delinquency prevention. Law enforcement agencies, the courts, public
institutions, and private non-profit youth services have developed strong bonds
which have served to enhance local community efforts to address the issue of
juvenile delinquency prevention.

Since 1974, the spirit of this Act, as reflected by Congress, seemed to espouse
principles of prevention. A primary principle has been to decrease the amount
of negative labeling in providing services to youth. The renaming of the Act
specifying violent juvenLes reflects a change in attitude which negates much of
the intent of the Act since its conception. The change in name would obviously
affect the types of projects funded at the state level. To rename the Act will also
prompt a different direction for spending at the local level. We agree there
must be specific attention given to the violent juvenile offender; however, re-
naming the major piece of Juvenile justice and delinquency preventlo) legis-
lation, which provides direction to the local communities and states, seems to
be a total change in emphasis. If the intent of S. 2441 is to initiate services for
the violent offender, while maintaining the initial commitment to Juvenile de-
linquency prevention, then we suggest you do so by creating a specific new title
within the Juvenile Justice and Delin~quency Prevention Act. The current efforts
developed over the past six years must be preserved. We believe that the title
of S. 2441 would contradict the intent of Congress and the intent of some states
already participating in the Act. We strongly suggest that a new title be de-
veloped and the necessary resources allocated to deal with the violent offender
issue rather than dilute the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
and impair the current development of strong juvenile delinquency prevention
programming at local and state levels.

TITLE I-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

PART A. SECTION 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE

We believe that the recent action by the House Budget Committee eliminating
funding for LEAA warrants attention. In light of any concurrence by the Senate,
we suggest that the autonomy of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinnuency
Prevention is crucial. We are also deeply concerned about those monies directly
related to the maintenance of effort provision that might be affected.

For example, maintenance of effort funds have been used by states largely to
support the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and adult/youth offender
separation requirements of the Juvenile Justice Act. A substantial reduction or
elimination of these funds would represent a lethal blow to the implementation
progress of the A 't that so far has been made. If Federal funding to the states
for Juvenile justice is reduced to just the formula grant allocations from the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, it is doubtful that very
many states will continue to participate.

Additionally, if Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) is elim-
inated during this Congressional session, we recommend that Congress salvage
the $80 million maintenance of effort monies and provide these funds to the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This action would be in line
with the strengthening of the Act that both the House and Senate seem to feel
is necessary. We believe that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention will be enhanced if given the signatory authority needed by the ad-
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ministrator, and that it should be treated as a line item in the federal budget,
as opposed to becoming engulfed within LEAA.

It is most important that Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts
not get lost in tne shuttle to save a federal agency already wavering within the
federal structure. The concept to create a fourth box, or established the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as an independent agency, has
much merit. Such specialization in the area of the Juvenile justice is sorely
needed within the administration, and within Congress. Your serious considera-
tion of our position on these issues would greatly enhance services to youth and
bolster the further development of viable programs in the area of juvenile de-
linquency prevention.
Section 201 (g)

It is our experience that too often pat solutions to complicated Juvenile de-
linquency prevention efforts are adopted due to mass media exposure. In the
past, we have seen programs developed based solely on the impact of current
popularity and publicity, which later have been proven to have little value to the
youths we are serving. In this respect, we fully support the provision for a de-
tailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile Awareness Project. It may well be
that this so-called scared-straight approach has value beyond its immediate ef-
fect, but we believe that any efforts of replication must be based upon a
thorough evaluation.

PART B-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

The non-profit voluntary sector of youth services have been playing a major
role in the provision of prevention services to juveniles. These agencies are
community-based organizations in their purest sense. We know that commu-
nity-based organizations have continually demonstrated the ability to assist in
tWe federal government's juvenile delinquency prevention eltorts. It is now time
for Congress to recognize the services provided by community-based organiza-
tions through the strengthening of current language within the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act in order to reflect these agencies' valuable con-
tribution to the prevention of juvenile delinquency.

We suggest this be accomplished by setting aside a specific 75 per centum of
funds to be distributed by states to local non-profit community-based organiza-
tions. It is specifically these programs at the state and local level that have con-
sistently strived for juvenile delinquency prevention services in the most cost
effective manner. An emphasis on the continuation of the vital services provided
by community-based organizations is imperative for the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act to meet its stated goals and objectives.

PART B-SUB-PART I

Section 225-Consideration for Approval Application,
We totally support the move to further identify the role of the State Advisory

Groups by clearly delineating their position in relation to the review of applica-
tions, receipt of regular reports, and request for their review and comment.
Several of our members have been appointed to State Advisory Groups and have
articulated their frustration with the unclarity of their position in relation to
their State Planning Agencies. We believe that these specific amendments will
contribute to the establishment of the State Advisory Groups within the original
intent of this legislation.

PART 1--ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
Section 261 (a)

We are in full concurrance with the extension of the authorization for the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for five years until 1985. The
five year authorization of $200,000,000 for the first three years and $223,000,000
annually for the last two years we believe to be minimal levels for juvenile de-
linquency prevention services, considering the proposed shift of all Maintenance
of Effort funds to curb violent crimes committed by Juveniles.

We again must stress the importance of "prevention services," and the need
for additional resources. The proposed authorization demonstrates the commit-
ment of Congress to continue Juvenile delinquency prevention services and to
carry out the initial purposes of the Act.
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TMz II-RNAWAY You= ACT

PART O--UOGANIZATIONt SOTION 381

We are disturbed that this Section has not been deleted in 82441. In 1977, there
was inme question of the ability of the Office of Youth Development to continue
the administration of the Runway Youth Act. The National Network took a
strong position that the Department of Health, Education and Welfare should
continue to administer Title III. In 1980, we are unaware of any questioning
of the propriety of Title III remaining within Health and Human Services, and
therefore, reiterate our position and request that Part C-Reorganization, Sec-
tion 331 be deleted from your bill. Our additional comments on Title III are being
submitted under a separate statement.

In closing, I again want to thank you for the opportunity to present the com-
ments of the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services. We are deeply
appreciative of the commitment of Senator Birch Bayh and his continual efforts
to improve the quality of juvenile justice. Our members can attest to the impact
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had on the young
people we work with on a daily basis. We urge you to continue these efforts and
support the extension of this unique and vital youth legislation.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA MYERS

I am Cynthia Myers, Executive Director of the Metro-Help/National Runaway
Switchboard. I am also associated with the Chicago Alliance for Collaborative
Effort Juvenile Justice Task Force, Chicago Youth Network Council, and the
National Youth Work Alliueoe. Mr,-e impnrtantly. I represent the 400,000 young
peo-le serviced by the National Runaway Switchboard since it started.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear here
today.

Although the National Runaway Switchboard's activities involve various por-
tions of the Juvenile Justice Act, for the purpose of this hearing I'd like to focus
my remarks to Title IHI, The Runaway Youth Act.

The National Runaway Switchboard is the nationwide telecommunications
program for runaways and their families. I'd like to begin by sharing with you
a few of the calls received by the National Runaway Switchboard in the past
couple of months:

*Chris, a 15'/-year-old high school sophmore, was abandoned by her mother.
She came home from school one day and found that her mother and her mother's
boyfriend had emptied out the trailer they had all lived in and left town with-
out a trace. When Chris called the NRS she had been wandering around town
In shock for three or four days with no place to go and a bad sore throat. The
Iowa town she was calling from did not have a runaway shelter, but the NRS
was able to find a local chapter of thp Qa9vntion Army that agreed to find Chris
lodging, medical care and help her find relatives that could take her in.

*Amy, age 15, came to Phoenix to get away from an abusive home situation.
Now, six months later, she was working the streets of Phoenix as a prostitute
and regularly beaten by her pimp. She wanted to leave her pimp, but she did not
know what to do or where to go. She called the NRS and the NRS volunteer
conferenced her with a local runaway center that had a special project to help
young prostitutes. The center was able to give her housing, counseling and other
long-term services.

*Fourteen years old Sharon had been repeatedly abused sexually by her father
since she was five. The local child welfare agency finally intervened and took
Sharon out of the family home. However, Sharon was placed in a locked deten-
tion facility that made her feel like a criminal, rather than a victim and was not
appropriate to her needs. When Sharon called the NRS she was very depressed
and contemplating suicide. Through the NRS, Sharon contacted a local runaway
shelter with a youth advocacy component. One of -the advocates was able to
arrange Sharon's transfer from the detention facility to a more appropriate
setting.

*Martha B. was the mother of a 15-year-old female runaway. Arriving home
from -work, Martha received a message from a neighbor that a youth officer from
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Nebraska had phoned to say that Martha's daughter had been picked up as a
runaway and was being held. The officer was willing to arrange transportation
home but needed to hear from the mother. Martha B. called the NRS because
she had no home phone and could not afford to make the necessary calls to
Nebraska (another state) to arrange the transfer of her daughter. The NR8 put
through several calls for Martha. Her daughter was able to return home the
next day.

*Ray was a fifteen-year-old heroin addict when he ran away from home. He
left because he needed to make money to support his habit and he didn't want
his parents to know of his addiction. He was presently living with six other
youthful addicts in an apartment near a large airport. He and his roommates
(both male and female) supported themselves through prostitution and dealing
drugs. Ray did not want to be an addict, and he called the NRS to talk about it.
He said he most feared the violence in his present environment and that he
might die of an overdose or be killed by an angry customer. Through the NRS,
Ray was able to contact his parents (who were willing to help him) and make
arrangement to participate in a drug abuse program in his home city.

*Dominick, age 14, left his upstate N.Y. home after his stepfather beat him
continually and permanently damaged his hand. After arriving in Philadelphia,
he went to live with a man who had befriended him in a park near the bus sta-
tion. Although the man was initially kind to him, he soon forced Dominick to
prostitute himself with "friends" the man brought home, threatening to turn
Dominick over to the police as a runaway if he refused to cooperate. Afraid of
returning home and having no marketable Job skills, Dominick felt trapped in
this life of degradation. The NRS was able to place a conference call to a local
runaway center which agreed to help Dominick leave the apartment where he
was staying and arrange permanent foster placement for him.

The National Runaway Switchboard acts as a confidential, toll-free, twenty-
four hour, seven days a week information, referral and crisis intervention tele-
phone service for young people who have run away from home, been thrown out
or are considering leaving home. Metro-Help, Inc., a Chicago metropolitan tele-
phone program since 1971 started the NRS in August of 1974 through the assist-
ance of an Office of Youth Development Research and Demonstration grant.
Since that time the NRS has been funded through the Runaway Youth Act.
More recently, in January 1979, funding for the Illinois portion of the NRS was
assumed by State of Illinois Commission on Delinquency Prevention Title XX
funds.

The National Runaway Switchboard's role is to link young people with a
resource that provides the service needed by the caller. These linkages are pro-
vided primarily in three ways:

A. Through the provision of a neutral channel for runaways to re-establish
contact with a parent or guardian.

B. Through the identification of agency resources to runaways In the com-
munity where the runaway is located.

C. Through the identification of home-community resources to those young
people who contact us before they run away.

Since its inception in 1974, the National Runaway Switchboard has served
over 486,000 teens and their families. More recently, in calendar year 1979, the
NRS served 143,797 people (this figure does not include prank calls, phantoms,
wrong numbers or any other insignificant calls). Of these significant calls, 77.3
percent were from runaways, 18.8 percent were from young people who had not
left home and 3.9 percent were from throwaways. Throwaways are young people
who have been forced out of their homes or are otherwise homeless youth.

In addition to receiving calls directly from runaways, the NRS receives calls
from agencies working with runaways. Non-home community agencies call the
NRS for assistance in identifying resources in the runaway's home community
in order to facilitate better serving those young people upon their return home.
The NRS maintains an up-to-date listing of over 7,000 agencies throughout the
country who serve young people. This listing Includes many shelters, group
homes, community mental health centers, counseling agencies, medical clinics,
and any other agency that meets the needs of runaways "on the road" or in the
home community.

*Names and locations have -been altered to protect confidentiality.
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PROFILE OF AN NRS CALLER

He or she is between 13 and 17 and most probably 16 years old. Over half the
time the runaway caller is female (62 percent), although there Is an increase
in the number of calls from young males. According to our data, this runaway
has an even chance of being from any community in the contiguous U.S.-sub-
urban, urban or rural. Chances are this is his or her first (54.2 percent or sec-
ond (16.3 percent) time away from home as a runaway. The runaway I'm
describing is probably calling to talk with someone and obtain help working
on his or her problem. This runaway has been gone from homeless than a week
and is probably staying with friends or a relative.

When calling the NRS, runaways talk with one of more than 110 volunteers
who help the caller determine what course of action is most appropriate. In two-
thirds of the calls, the runaway needs help with a specific problem situation.
Upon learning the nature of the young person's need the volunteer identifies
from the NRS extensive resource bank the appropriate service agency that can
meet the caller's need. Although the referral had been identified, the NRS referral
process is not yet complete. The NRS volunteer calls the service agency of the
callers' choice to double check the appropriateness of the referral and to allow
the runaway caller to make some verbal contact with the referral agency prior
to hanging up the phone. NRS telephone patch equipment allows more than two
people to converse on the same line, conseqaeLtly, the NRS volunteer, runaway
and referral agency are able to converse at the same time. Direct contact with
the referral agency is not made if it's 2 a.m. and the agency closed at 6 p.m.
However, in all cases where possible the referral agency and the caller make
telephone contact through NRS lines. The NRS believes that this direct contact
approach substantially increases the chances of the caller actually following
through with the referral.

More than a third of the callers wish to make some contact with their families.
In this type of call, a young person "on the road" calls the NRS with a message
that they want delivered to either their parent or guardian. A NRS volunteer
requests identifying information of both the caller and the family, the message
is written down verbatim and transmitted to the family by some other volun-
teer. All callers requesting the message service are offered the opportunity to
speak with their families directly through our telephones lines. An increasing
number of callers take advantage of this while others still would rather have
a message delivered. Most messages take the form of something positive or neu-
tral. Sample messages include: "I'm okay, don't worry." "I'll be home soon." "If
you'll listen to me, I'll come home" and "I just need to get my head straight."
The NRS also asks each message service caller if they will call back for a re-
turn message from their family. If the answer is "yes," the parent is told and
encouraged to leave a reply message for their child. Some families have delivered
up to five messages back and forth to each other before they've agreed to meet.

The National Runaway Switchboard maintains statistics on the calls received
and the types of referrals made. Our 1979 statistics, released just this week, show
some disturbing changes. The number of calls from young people who have been
thrown out of their home has increased tremendously. During 1976, 1.8 percent
of total calls were from throwaways. By 1979 that percentage has jumped to
3.9 percent. In child abuse (both physical and sexual) the increase is even more
devastating. The NRS is receiving nearly four times as many calls concerning
child abuse as were received three years ago. In 1976, 1 percent of the total calls
taken by the NRS were child abuse related while in 1979 that figure jumped to
3.5 percent. While 3.5 percent may seem like a small percentage at first glance,
it translates into approximately 5,033 teenagers just last year. And we know
that certainly not all of the child abuse victims call. In fact, a small percentage
recognize the problem and ask for help.

On the brighter side the NRS finds that young people spend less time away
from home before they call for help. Three years ago the average runaway
spent a week "on the road" before making contact with the NRS. Indications
from 1979 data are that runaways call the NRS within three to four days after
leaving. This clearly indicates that if runaways and young people who think
they have to run away, have another option they will use it.

I mentioned earlier that the NRS keeps a listing of agencies who serve run-
aways across the country. I wish I could tell you that there are enough programs
available to serve all the runaways who need and want assistance. I wish I
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could even tell you there are programs enough to serve a majority of those in
need. Unfortunately, there are many, many times the NRS calls a program and
they are full. There have been tremendous strides made since 1974. There are
communities who never thought of offering services for runaways who now have
some of the best programs in the country. However, there is much more to be
done; there are major metropolitan areas in this country who have almost no
available housing for runaways. There are other areas where the nearest run-
away program is three hundred miles away. It is for these reasons that the
National Runaway Switchboard strongly encourages a higher ceiling for fund-'
ing of the Runaway Youth Act. I recognize that these are not the most lucrative
of economic times. However, historical research has indicated that during times
of economic stress the incidence of family problems increases. It is extremely
important that the services available to youth and their families be increased.

The National Runaway Switchboard and the other Youth Development Bureau
funded runaway programs act most often as the entry point to service for a
family in trouble. The runaway, as we know, is the "red flag" on the family. By
calling the NRS or contacting a runaway center the runaway is able to obtain
help for themselves and in most cases for the family before something more
serious happens.

In conclusion the National Runaway Switchboard strongly urges your support
of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
and its Title III, the Runaway Youth Act. The NRS further urges your support
of an increase in the funding ceiling for the Runaway Youth Act. Additionally,
the NRS urges careful assessment of a formula distribution of funds based on
state population. Although in most cases the calls received by the NRS from a
specific state are about equal to that state's percentage of the total U.S. popu-
lation, there are some notable exceptions. And the exceptions are not always
predictable.

On behalf of the more than 400,000 young people served by the National Run-
away Switchboard I would like to thank you for your time and attention.
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800.621.4000
(IN ILLINOIS: 800.972.6004)

TOLL FREE, AROUND THE CLOCK
Being young and away from home isn't easy-tere are all kinds of problems one .a encounter. Housing, family problems,

legal concerns, emotional diffiulties, drug, medical or pregnancy problems,--there ae thousands of places all across the
continental United States that help young people away from home in th6se and other areas.

No matter if the young person ran away from home, was thrown out or left with the parents' consent-or even Is considering
leaving home--the NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD provides a toll-free telephone service that will help young people
define their problems, determine if an emergency exists, and offer referral to a nearby program that provides first-rate free or
low-cost help. In emergency situations. the NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD will connect the young person directly to the
source of help.

The NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD guarantees complete confidentiality. When young people call they have total
access to all the resources at the program's disposal. It they are interested in reestablishing communications with their family a
message can be taken for delivery within 24 hours.

The NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD. 800-621-4000 (in Illinois 800-972-6004). Tol-free, around the clock, around
ft year.
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NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHSOARD-1978 STATE BREAKDOWNS

This report is based upon 18,785 of the nearly 125,000 calls received on the
National Runaway Switchboard lines during 1978 and is supplemental to the
information contained in the "Data Report 1978" published by Metro-Help, Inc.,
operators of the National Runaway Switchboard service. Copies of this study
are available from Metro-Help, Inc., 2210 N. Halsted St., Chicago, IL 60614.

Column "A" lists the percentage of calls that originated in the state noted;
column "B" lists the percentage of calls tallied by the home state of the youth
(runaway, potential runaway, throwaway) in question.

State A B State A S

Alabama ----------------------- 1.6 1.8 Nebraska --------------------. 9 .5
Alaska.. ----------------------- (t) .1 Nevada ------------------------- .7 .5
Arizona ----------------------- 1.3 1.1 New Hampshire .......---- ------ .3 .7
Arkansas ...............------- .8 .9 New Jersey --------------------- 3.5 4.2
California ----------------------- 10.5 10.1 New Mexico -------------------- .5 .4
Colorado ----------------------- 1.1 1.3 New York ---------------------- 7.3 7.4
Connecticut_ -------------------- 1.3 1.6 North CarolinL ------------------ 2.6 2.2
Delaware. .............------- .3 .5 North Dakota ..------------------ . 1 .2
District of Columbia ---------------. 6 .4 Ohio --- ..----------------------- 4.7 4.6
Florida ................-------- 7.4 6.9 Oklahoma --------------------- 1.0 .8
Georgia ------------------------- 2.4 1.5 Oregon ...--------------------- 1.7 1.8
HawaiL ------------------------ 1 Pennsylvania -------------------- 61 5.8
Idaho ...............---------- .2 .3 Rhode Island -------------------- .2 .3
Illinois ..---------------------- 5.0 4.9 South Carolina ..------------... .7 .5
Indiana ------------------------ 3.8 4.1 South Dakota ..------------------ .4 .4
Iowa --------------------------- 1.2 1.1 Tennessee ....------------------ 1.5 1.4
Kansas ..--------------------- .7 .7 Texas .------------------------ 6.5 6.1
Kentucky ----------------------- .9 .8 Utah ....----------------------- .3 .3
LoUisiana ----------------------- 1.3 1.0 Vermont ------------------------ .3 .2
Maine -------------------------- .6 .7 Virginia ......----------------- 1.8 1.8
Maryland .......------------------ 1.6 2.0 Washington_ ....--------------- 1.7 2.7
Massachusetts ------------------ 2.3 2.6 West Virginia -------------------- .8 .7
Michigan ..-------------------- 3.9 4.9 Wisconsin ---------------------- 2.3 2.5
Minnesota_ --- ---------------- 1.2 1.4 Wyoming. .--------------------. 2 .2
Mississippi --------------------- .8 .9 Canada ------------------------ t .2
Missouri --------------------- 2.7 2.5 Mexico ......--------------- t (t)
Montana ------------------------ .3 .3

The National Runaway Switchboard Is available to young people 24 hours a
day, seven days a week, toll-free, at 800-621-4000 (in Illinois: 800-972-6004).
All business calls are received on 312-929-5854.
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DATA
REPORT

1978

During 1978, Metro-Help, Inc. continued
operations on two twenty-four hour a day,
seven day a week telephone youth service
programs--the Metro-Help Chicago-area
switchboard, in service since 1971, and the
National Runaway Switchboard, in service
since 1974. Each year, Metro-Help, Inc. re-
leases a study on a representative portion of
the telephone calls received on each Qf these
lines during the previous year.

This study is based upon 31,481 of the
logged "significant" calls received during
1978. Not all significant calls can be logged-
during the busier half of the day (1:00 PM to
1:00 AM Chicago time) calls are coming in on
a consistent basis and the volunteers staffing
the lines often do not have the time to ask all
the questions needed to fill out the
appropriate log sheets used for this study.
Metro-Help, Inc. estimates it received 70,000
calls on its regional service lines and upwards
of 135,000 calls on its National Runaway
Switchboard lines in 1978.

"Non-significant" calls are those in which
no services were rendered. Prank and
"phantom" calls (where the individual says
nothing) are also deemed "non-significant."
METRO-HELP REGIONAL SERVICE

Comparing the 1978 statistics to those
compiled in 1976, the Metro-Help regional
service noted a 70% increase in significant
calls. Furthermore, the average length of
these calls increased by 19% to nearly 17
minutes each.

The types of problems discussed on the
regional lines showed marked changes when
compared to 1976 statistics. Child abuse calls
increased by 233%, an overwhelming growth.
Rape related calls increased by 167%, and
calls involving sexual concerns and emotional
concerns increased by 20% and 15%
respectively.
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On the down side, pregnancy related calls
decreased by 40%, medical situation calls de-
creased by 28% and drug related calls de-
creased by 15%.

Whereas the drug related calls did go
down, there were marked changes In the
types of drugs discussed on the Metro-Help
regional lines. Inquiries concerning marijuana
and related substances increased by 127%,
in large part due to the paraquat poisoning
scare. Calls concerning the alcohol and

psychedeics families of drugs increased 32%
and 22% respectively; the service received
41% fewer calls concerning analgesics and
23% fewer calls concerning depressants. The
percentage of calls concerning stimulants
and various drug combinatis held steady.

When Iooking at certain specific drugs, the
service noted a 41% increase in calls con-
coming PCP and a 54% decrease In calls
concerning heroin.

METRO-HELP REGIONAL SERVICE- 1978
NUMBER OF CALLS IN STUDY: 12.696 LENGTH OF CALL (MinutesL: Mean: 16.8 Mode: S.0

AGE: CALLER CAtLED ABOUT
S years 0 .21
6 t t7 t .11
S t .11
9 t .11
10 .21 .21
it .31 .31
12 .61 .71
13 1.61 1.81
14 2.S1 3.11
Is 3.91 4.81
16 4.31 5.61
17 6.01 6.91
18 5.11 5.41
19 4.21 4.6
20 4.81 S.01
21 4.31 4.51
22 5.21 5.11
23 5.01 4.91
24 S.71 S.41
25 5.01 4.61
26 4.01 3.91
27 3.61 3.21
28 4.S1 4.11
29 2.81 2.7&
30 3.31 3.11
31 - 40 13.81 12.11
41 - 50 5.51 4.21
51 - 60 2.61 2.01
61. 1.2% 1.21

AGE OF CALLER (Mode): 17 AGE OF CALLED ABOUT (Mode): 17

SEX OF CALLER: Female 58.81 SEX OF CALLED ABOUT: Female S6.61
Male 41.21 Male 43.41

PROBLEMS EXPRESSED
Emotional Concerns
Drug Related

ijmtl Problems
Housing
So Valtty
Medical
Pregnancy Related
Rape
Child Abuse
Other

CALLERS LOCATION
Cook County
DuPage County
Lake Co. ;11.
Will County
Kent Co.
Downstate Illinois
McHenry Co.
Kankakee Co.
Indiana

PERSON WHO CALLED
Own problem

Friend w/ problem
Parent
Agency

33.61
19.71
12.81
8.71
7.71
5.11
3.2%
1 .61
1.01
6.61

TYPES OF DRUGS DISCUSSED (Groups)
AlcohOl 15.8
Analgesics 13.91
Drugs In combination 13.71
Mar Juan& 13.21
Depressants 12.11
Psychedelics 11.61
Stimulants 6.51
Inhalents .91
Other 12.11

SPECIFIC DRUGS DISCUSSED

94.41 Marijuana 12.91
2.9% PCP 7.61
1.5% Heroin 7.3%

.61 Librium 3.31

.31 Methadone 2.4%

.1% LSD 2.11

.11 Alcohol w/
t non-barbiturates 1.6%
t Alcohol w/

barbiturates 1.51
Cocaine 1.51

82.91
10.81
3.21
3.01

NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD
Some interesting information comes out of

a comparison of 1976 and 1978 National
Runaway Switchboard statistics. As with the
regional service, the average length of call
increased, in this case by 13% to a fraction
moro than 14 minutes each. Calls from youth
service agencies across the nation increased

by 159%, calls from parents of runaways in-
creased by 77% and calls from friends of
runaways (and throwaways) increased by
65%. These various categories still account
for a fraction of NAS calls, however, as nearly
77% of all significant calls received on thme
lines in 1978 were from people calling on
behalf of their own problems.
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The NRS heard from more young people
who were thrown out of their homes by their
parents or guardians. Calls from these
"throwaways" increased by 33% dung the
past two years.

The increase in calls from agencies was
mirrored by an increase in calls from young
people who were staying with agencies at the
time of contact-these calls increased by
59%. More significantly, the National Runa-
way Switchboard heard from 12% fewer
young people who were "on the road" at time
of contact.

When breaking down the differences in
problems discussed between 1976 and 1978,
one notes a marked increase in child abuse

calls on the NRS, as seen also orthe regional
lines. Here child abuse calls increased by
160%. The only other category showing a
significant increase was sexual c.ncems (ex-
cluding rape and pregnancy); this category
registered a 90% increase.

The percentage of calls concerning hous-
ing problems decreased by 32%; it is clear
runaways contacting the NRS have become
more efficient in finding acceptable places to
stay. Calls concerning rape held steady dur-
ing this two year period, medical problems
showed a slight decrease as emotional con-
cems, family difficulties and drug related calls
all showed slight increases.

NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD- 1978
NUMBER OF CALLS IN STUDY: 18,785

AE: CALLER CALLED ABOUT

6 t t
7 t .11
8 t t
9 t .is

10 .21 .21
11 .31 .41
12 1.11 1.31
13 3.91 4.51
14 9.71 11.41
15 18.71 21.21
16 22.81 25.91
17 20.81 21.91
18 3.81 3.71
19 2.11 1.71
20 1.51 1.11
21 1.01 .71
22 .91 .61
23 .81 .41
24 .81 .5%
25 .91 .61
26 .6% .41
27 .61 .S5
28 .71 .41
29 .41 .21
30 .61 .31
31 - 40 4.31 1.21
41 - so 2.31 .41
51 - 60 .91 .21
61. .41 .11

A F CALLR ode*: 16A Dr C1 A~a BUT T,#odae): 16

SEX Of CALLER: Female 63.51
male 36.21

SEX OF CALLED ABOUT: Female 64.01
Male 36.01

LENGTH OF CALL (Minutes):

PERSON WHO CALLED
Own proo01. 76.91
Friend w/ problem 11.71
Parent /Relative 7.11
Agency 4.41

STATUS OF YOUTH
Runaway 83.11
Pre-runavay 13.31
Throwaway 3.61

NUMBER OF DAYS AWAY
- 3 days 32.61

4 - 7 days 19.61
8 -14 days 14.81
1S 21 days 5.91
22 days - I month 6.71
1 - 2 months 7.41
2 - 3 months 4.21
3 - 6 months 5.61
6 months - 1 year 3.91
1 - 2 years 1.11
2 - 3 years .41

Mean -- 43.1 days
Median -- 7.2 days
Mode -- I day

mean: 14.1 Mode: 5.0

PROBLEMS EXPRESSED
Housing 2
Family Concerns 2
Emotional Concerns 23
Orug Related 4
Sexuality
Pre nancy Related 2
Child Abuse 2
Medical 2
Rape
Other IC

NUMBER OF TIMES
PREVTOUStTAN AWAY

0 -53.31 7
! - 15.61 B
2 - 9.31 9
3 - 6.21 10
4 - 4.21 11 to 20
5 - 2.41 21 to 30
6 - 1.4% 31#

11
1.91
.41
.21

3.81
2.91
2.61
2.11
.81

0.21

1.11.81
.61

1.41
2.41

.61

.61

LOCATION AT TIME OF CALL
With Friends 41.91
On the Road 36.81
With Agency 10.51
With Relative 4.11
Living Alone 3.91
Other 2.71

For more information mrin Mebo-Help, Inc., the Metro-
Hel region evioe or the Naional Runaway Swtchboard,
write to the Executie Dlec Meto-Help. Inc., 2210 N.
Halsted St., Chicago, Iliniois 60614, or call the buis lne,
(312) 929-5854.
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PREPABM STATEMENT O1 RONALD W. CLEMENT ON BEH&LH O THE
NATIONAL NETWORK OF RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICES, INC.

I am here today to speak In support of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act,
Title III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. My
testimony is on behalf of the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services,
Inc. The National Network is a national membership organization of youth serv-
ice agencies and coalitions which Includes 125 runaway centers. Network mem-
bers began the first runaway houses in 1967. Network members were very active
In shaping and supporting the Act In both 1974 and 1977. The National Network
represents more runaway service agencies and embodies more expertise in serv-
ing runaways and homeless youth than any other association. Our efforts are
augmented through coordinated efforts at the local and national levels with mem-
ber agencies of the National Collaboration for Youth. This group, serving over
80,000,000 youth annually, supports the National Network's positions as stated
herein.

I have been active within the Network since 1975. For the past two years, I
have served as Chairperson of the Network Board of Directors Policy, Advocacy,
and Linkages Committee. In this capacity, I have visited programs and met with
runaway center staff and youth throughout the country. I have become aware
of the changing needs of runaway and homeless youth, the efforts by runaway
centers to remain responsive, and changes in public policies affecting youth
nationwide.

I am also speaking from substantial personal experience In the operation of
runaway centers. For over eight years, I have been Director of Diogenes Youth
Services in Sacramento and Davis, California. My agency operates two runaway
centers serving urban and rural areas respectively. We provide temporary crisis
housing for needy youth in both traditional shelter settings and family foster
homes. We provide youth and family counseling. We work closely with Juvenile
Justice and social welfare agencies to provide services for status offender youth.
I have experience as both an administrator and counselor working directly with
runaway youth and their families.

Based on direct experience with federal implementation of the Runaway Youth
Act and through substantial consultation with the National Network member-
ship, we take a position that the Runaway Youth Act should not be modified
significantly. Any major programmatic or funding changes would cause havoc.
This federal legislation has been extremely effective in meeting a goal of serving
large numbers of troubled youth at reasonable cost. The Runaway Youth Act
has been an incentive for local communities and states to become responsive to
the needs of the underserved population of runaway and otherwise homeless
youth.

However, since 1977's reauthorization, there have been some changes in the
runaway youth population and needed services. These changes prompt minor
modifications, and should be reflected In the Act.

We support changing the language in the Act which will identify runaway
houses as "Runaway Centers." Runaway services have responded to changing
community needs and now serve youth and families experiencing a myriad of
problems. They are diversifying their services in response. "Runaway centers"
throughout the country have become community coordinating centers providing
referral for medical, legal, and other social service needs The "centers" have
become a valuable asset in a community effort to serve troubled, homeless youth.
Yet, "runaway centers" continue to provide twenty-four hour services which
are easily accessible to youth and families. Frequently, they represent a com-
munity's single crisis service.

Services enabled through this legislation have contributed significantly to
meeting the needs of status offenders. Runaways centers have played a key role
in deinstitutionalization of status offenders over the past six years by demon-
strating that non-secure shelter care and counseling services can be effective
in meeting the needs of troubled youth and families. These programs have also
been very active in advocating deinstitutionalization of status offenders within
local and state systems.

Although we fully support deinstitutionalization of status offenders, we are
concerned that this population continue to receive special attention by the
Juvenile Justice system through coordinated efforts with runaway centers. The
ability of runaway centers to fosters such links with law enforcement and the
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juvenile courts greatly enhances the ability of these groups to address problems
inherent in the more serious juvenile offender.

As we begin to realize that running away or being pushed out of one's home
should not be the responsibility of law enforcement and the juvenile courts, we
discover that the social welfare and child protective services system is not pre-
pared to address the needs of these young people or their families. For example,
the American Humane Association found in 1977 that youth 10 to 17 years of
age represented 30 percent of all child abuses and neglect reports nationally.
Yet this same age group represents only 15 percent of those child abuse and
neglect cases formally responded to by local child protective service agencies.
In my own agency, for example, over 50 percent of the runaway and homeless
youth we serve are alleged victims of abuse or neglect. Two runaway centers-
my own agency and Youth in Need in St. Charles, Missouri-are serving as na-
tional research and demonstration projects in the area of adolescent maltreat-
ment. Runaway -enters at this time represent one of the few services respond-
ing to maltreated youth. Hence, we strongly support inclusion in the Act of
language requiring projects to develop working relationships with social service
and welfare personnel.

Today, many more of the youth we serve either do not have a family home,
or, sadly enough, their home is not fit to return to. In my agency, for example,
40 percent of the youth we serve can only be described as homeless. Resources
within either the traditional Juvenile Justice or social welfare systems are
already at their limits. Since homeless youth are only now becoming recognized,
little expertise or understanding of their needs exists. These youth frequently
require longer term assistance and specialized services designed to promote a
smooth transition to independent living or a return home. Many of us are now
developing new services and funding for this population such as jobs programs,
longer term shelter care, and independent living skills education. Runaway cen-
ters again are the single service system in this country actively moving to serve
homeless youth. Hence, we are pleased to support changing the Acts' title to
"Runaway and Homeless Youth Act."

Despite the fact that we are now working with many "homeless youth," our
primary goal continues to be to reunite youth with their families. We are now
acquiring the capacity to assist families in resolving their problems so that
further difficulties can be averted. In my agency, for example, over 50 percent
of the youth we shelter return directly to their families. At least another 25 per-
cent eventually return home; 40 percent of the youth do not need any shelter
but can remain in their homes and receive counseling on a drop-in basis. Fully
50 percent of those we serve participate in formal family counseling. Runaway
centers are doing a good job of supporting families.

We support language within the Act which will make grants available to
link runaway and homeless youth with their families, as well as service pro-
viders, through the use of a national hotline telephone network. Such a network
will assist runaway centers in supporting families providing resources to initiate
direct contact between youth and families over long distances. Also, such a net-
work will enable runaway centers to set up places for youth to return to if they
have run away to cities beyond their own communities.

Because runaway centers serve large numbers of youth for short periods of
time, we are at a pivotal point in our communities' human service systems. We
must rely heavily on other agencies to serve youth after they leave our centers.
We quickly become aware of the service gaps and strengths in our communities.
We actively work to mobilize resources to plug these gaps. National demon-
stration projects are underway which document our efforts. These demonstra-
tions are in such areas as abuse and neglect, prostitution, and unemployment.
These efforts validate runaway centers' working relationships with juvenile
courts, child protection services, and traditional youth-serving programs. It is
these efforts, enabled by the Runaway Youth Act, that reinforce the rule run-
away centers play as essential services in their communities.

Volunteer contributions play a critical role in the operation of runaway cen-
ters. Volunteers reduce operating costs and increase community involvement.
Adult and youth volunteers provide direct services and outreach, and serve on
Boards of Directors. Youth volunteers serve as healthy role models for runaway
and homeless youth. Youth participation provides opportunities to learn, grow,
and contribute. Runaway centers represent some of the best examples of effective
volunteer involvement.
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The National Network supports raising the maximum grant to individual cen-
ters from $100,000 to $150,000. This increase, Justified by inflation alone, is neces-
sary to maintain quality services. The Network also supports priority funding
to programs with maximum budgets of $300,000. This ceiling will encourage and
favor community-based organizations. The community-based nature of runaway
services Is a crucial ingredient in keeping the programs effective and responsive.

The National Network supports increasing the authorization level for the Act
to $35 million per year. In order to fulfill the goals of the Act throughout the
nation, this amount is required.

The National Network recognizes the need to develop runaway centers in
communities which do not have such services. However, any attempt to develop
additional centers can be accomplished only through increasing appropriations
for the Act. We therefore support language in the Act which will bring addi-
tional funding through the transfer of unobligated funds from the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Runaway centers have been very successful in attracting other resources. We
estimate the average runaway center with a Runaway Youth Act grant of $67,000
also receives at least $100,000 in other local, state, and federal grants and con-
tracts. My agency, for example, has grown from less than $100,000 in 1974 to
$400,000 today. Yet Runaway Youth Act funding remains essential and virtu-
ally irreplaceable. My agency has $100,000 in local contracts that are specifically
contingent upon continued RYA funding. There simply are not other sources of
money available that can or will support 24 hour crisis-oriented services for any
runaway or homeless youth. Some of the more unique aspects of runaway cen-
ters are that we respond to any youth in need at any time, and that we assure
confidentiality.

Runaway inflation, the drive to balance the federal budget, and local tax cut-
ting efforts such as California's Proposition 13 do have an adverse effect on hu-
man services. Sadly enough, services for youth too often are the last funded and
the first cut. There simply is no national program more important than the
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act to help assure that the needs of runaway
and homeless youth are addressed. At a time when we are searching for alter-
natives to institutionalization of status offenders, we need look not further
than runaway centers. Runaway centers are the model. These programs have
proven their effectiveness in all types of communities In every part of the na-
tion. This model should be further replicated. We wish to thank the subcom-
mittee members for their support of this important piece of youth legislation.
Senator Bayh's concern for runaway youth which led to the passage of this
legislation in 1974 has enabled 165 communities to assist their troubled youth
and build stronger families. We urge you to continue your support for this
vital legislation -and offer ourselves as a resource in this effort. Thank you.
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APPENDIX

PART I.-CONGRESSIONAL RECORD STATEMENTS

ofAmuw-a PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 961CONGRESS. SECOND SESSION

V0. 126 WASHINGTON. T1'1_..Q, MA CH 18. 1980 No. 44

By Mr. DOLE: --
S. 2434. A biil to amend the Juvenile

JusLtce and Deinquency Preventon Act
of 1974. and for c¢her purposes: to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
JVVENZLL JCS-i-Cr AND Vrtan4rt-4Cr MrrT-t

r'.oN ACT A~-tNDMNIS OF 01;90

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President. I send to
the desk a statement and a bill which
I am introducing today with reference
to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

The Federal Government has a re-
sponsibibty to continue its efforts to in-
prove the quality of justice that is a%afl-
able to juvenrles Ln this country. The
problem of .uvenlle delinqunecy must
continue to be dealt with in an effective
and me-nL-.-&ful manner if the levels of
juvenile cr-me are to continue their de-
cline.

Federal assistance progmms that
were dc-signed to prevent and control
juvenile de&inquetcy have cppcrcrntly
met %Ith a small degree of succis. Ac-
cording to the most recent statistics In
1918. perscr.s under 18 accounted for 25
percent of the total arrests recorded by
police naucinally and for 42 percent of
the arrcss for serious crime. Li 1978.
persons under 18 accounted for 23.3 per-
cent of the total arrests recorded by
police nationally and for 40 5 percent of
the arrests for serious crime.

This is not of great sigmtficance, but
it Ls some decline. And there is interest
in this legislation' and I hope that it can
be considered quickly by the Congress.

v .L t LL- average percentage of the 3
- i rt =.-:.*t .fscal years for which fig-
u.-s sre aIatlable of the total expendil-
tures made for criminal justice pro-
grmms by State and local governments
which is exp.cnded for juvenile delin.
quency prcrants by such State and local
governments.

LAKINCHNANCT O1 ETM

An important aspect of the 1974 Juve-
nile Justice Act was the "maintenance
of efort" provision. That law called for
a set aside of 19.15 percent of aLl Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA) funding to be reserved for luve-
nile justice programs. This percentage
,wis based on the ratio of LEAA expendl-

t::es for Juvenile justice to the agency's
t,-tal expenditures for fiscal 1971. It is
time to carefully reexamine this ratio In
the light of experience in its adminis-
tration.

The Senate version of tl,.e Justice Sys-
tem Improvcment Act of 1979 provided
for the complete elimination of the
minteniuce of effort 'Provision. The
Senator from an.as' bll does not go
that far. Irstead It attempts to develop
a new fcr-mula b,-sed on the average per-
ccntage of the three most recent fiscal
years of the total expenditures made for
crmLnal justice programs by State and
local governments.
Ai-.Hoary or THZ ASSISTANT ADMMINSTRATOR

The Ofce of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Preventlon will remain within
the LEAA of the U.S. Department of
Justice to administer the provisions of

THE' JU- W~ JVsriC AND D' NQU'UNCT this act.
P rr-Exo ACT The Ae -Lstant Adrninistrator of LEAA

The Fh_-deral --overnment must ccn-
tlinue its leadership role in the coor-
dination of reczurces to d(ovelp State
and local prcr:anrs for the prevention
and treatment of Juvenile deinqu-necy.
To-'-rd ths trd, I am ir troc" ,;cng to-
day legislat;on that will extend the
Juvenile Justice and DeILnquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 through fiscal year
1984. The bill authorizes $125 million
In fiscal year 1981 and $125 rrullion
in etz.!h succeeding year for the pro-
grar:s t L-.t are created by thLs act. Ln
addition. t.e hill rcqulres that ther-
shall ba.ain:fn d from appropr:.-
tions for each fiscal year allotted to each
State ender ttle I of the Omnibus Cri:me
Control and Safe Streets Act of I9M8.

,.-Jl continue to head the ofrce although
he will be under the Policy direction and
control of the Ad_-JnLstrator of LEAA.

Under the Justfce System Improve-
ment Act, a new Ofce of Justice Assist-
ance. Re..varch and Statlstcs tOJARS)
has been esabhshed. This new agency
plays a coordinative role in Federal
efforts to provide assistance to State and
local criminal Justice agencies, but is
not an operational nor policy determin-
lng organia-itlen. Though these new
rt:at:cr;rz.Ips s' ou)d e exa-mined in the
c'nt-)t, of the Juveaie Justice program.
t..- Ec.acr c-r. ste no reson to change
the orgamztional location of the juve-
rale juLtice program. S. 2434 seeks only
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to cJarify the relationship between LEAA
and OJJDP.

A rsC-TCu. AePsOACH

It Is my hope that by extending the
authorization for the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
States and local governments, private
and public organizations will have the
assistance that is necessary to continue
the development of practical approaches
to the problems of youths that have be-
come involved in the Juvenile Justice
system. Juvenile crime and delinquency
preventio., must continue to be a top
Federal. State. and local priority. It is
clear to me that a major cause of this
Nation's staggering crime rate is juve-
nile crime and violence. This legislation
is designed to deal with that cause.

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of S. 2431 be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RtCORD, as
follows:

S. 2434
Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of

Representattfcs of the United Sftaes o/
America in Congress assembled.

SHORT TX

Stcnor I. This Act may be cited as the
"Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act Amendments of 1980".

AM2OWEMt TO AtrTHORIZATIONS

Stc. 2. (a) Section 261 (a1 of the Jurenile
Justice and Delinquency PreventJon Act of
1974 (42 US.C. 5671(a)) is amended by
striking out the period at the end of the
first sentence and inserting a comma and the
following: "$100.000.000 for each of the fiscal
years ending September 30. 1981. 1982. 1983.
and 1984.".

fb) Section 341(s) of that Act (42 USC.
67511a)) Is amended by strtkirg out the
period at the end thereof and inserting a
comma and the followiug. "th-e sum of s25.-
000.000 for each of the fiscal rears ending
September 30. 1981. 1982. 19t3. and 1964.".
AUTHoRrrY OF TIlt ASSISTANt AD%13%rISTIsTOR

or litl orrce or JUVMs.UX JUSI:sCE AN D-
uNQ~Jt~cy FaEVEsNO
Stc. 3. (a) Section 20.1(al of the Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611(a)) is amended by
inserting Immediately before the period at
the end of the second sentence the follow.
Ig: ", under the pollcy direction and central
of the Admlnst'ator".

(b) Section 201 (d) of that Act (42 USC.
5611(dI) Is amended by striking out "sub.
Ject to the dtrectlon of the .mtLat r"
and Inserting in lieu thereof "under the
policy direction and control of the Adminis.
trator".
mAcr4NTACt or TOTAL APoPaiATiONS [xrr.,t8v

oR JUVENILE DELZINQuL.cY PeSMLAm.

SEC. 4. ta) Section 261 lbl of the Jusenile
JusUce and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 (42. US C. 5671) is amended to read as
follows:

"bi (1) In LddLitlorn to the fundi t;pro-
priated urdc.r 3%)bcta:os (a) of tics J,'ti:.
there shall be m-snIft:nd !rxl .: .;:
tiona for each fiscal )CAr aIotd to each
State under tit!e I of the Ot..nibuas Crimne
Control and Safe Stree Act of 196l at';Itivt
that percent,-c or -he .tl e I ,, dI, eq
made !or crImn: .::..-c ;:.uu~ \ :K.t r

and local governments which is expended for
juvenile delinquency programs by such State
arid local governments. determined In ac-
cordance with paragraph (2).

"(2) The percentage under paragraph (1)
shaLl be the average percentage of the three
moat recent fiscal yearns for which figures
are available.".

(b) Section 1002 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U S C. 3793a) is amended to read as follows:

"3AINTrJANCZ or mrToRT

"Sic. 1002. (a) In addition to the funds
approprilated under section 261 (a) of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven.
tion Act of 1V74. there shall be mAJnt.Jned
from appropriations under this title for each-
fiscal yewr. at least that percentage of the
total expenditures made foe criminal )ustIce
programs by State and local governments
which Is expended for juvenile delinquency
programs by such State and local govern.
ments. determined in accordance with sub.
section (b).

"Nb) The percentage under paragraph (1)
shall be the average percentage of the three
most recent fiscal years for which figures are
available.".

70-796 0 - 81 - 17



250

a ongrssionaI Record
mks PROCUDNGS AND DEBATES O Tov 9 61&CONGRuS. SECOND SESSION

Vol. 126 WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19, 1980 No, 45

Senate
U~4dattee d"e W raw"". J"Mmrv 1. IM)f

ACCOUNTABILITY, IFFIChNLNY, AND VIOLENT JIJVF NILE CRINIi CONTROL
FOCUS 01" BAS1I ,JAV'NI LE JUSTICE

RIAUA1IORIZATION BILL

S.2441

By Mr. BAYH:
5. 2441. A bill to amend the Juvenfle

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Actof 1974, and for other purpose ; to mhe
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BAYH (by request) :
8. 2442. A bill to amend the Juyenlle

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974. and for other Purposes; to the
Committee on the Judlcary.
&ACOV6?AMflUI. 9MRCUNCT, AWD ViotZ"i re-Y55J IM* OOlhl'. V Cws5 l Jslhrw JUYVI-

9UWA JaullTu IL2iUO5.t0 U M"n.
0 Mr. BATH. Mr. President. today I am
IntrodUcing the Violent Juverile Crime
Control Act of 1980. which Is designed to
strngthen and stabIlize our 6-yer con.
Ires o nal commitment to the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Pievnto Actof 1974, (JJDPA) while at the emi time
mandating that the Admlnistrato, of the
Ofce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquen-
cy Prevention (WJDjr) has inal ae.
countability and responsabUty for Im.plementint the Juvenile Justice proid.
sins of this act. The Runaway andHomeless Youth Act Is retained and ad.ministered by REW's Youth Develop.
meat Bureau. Runaway and Homelem
Youth Division

IJVgnn JVsvuX ACe MUTMTs
In 1974. the %,ongreu ttabl6h

Juvenile crime prevention the pederslcrime priority. The 1074 act va the
product of a 4-year b1partisan effort,



251

which I was privileged to Iea", to LWOF9%
the qifhit of bps%" Amim wie thr -
out tm United Sats md t0 ovhant1
the Federsl response to JuveniW.6 dll-
quency. The 1974 wt was passed by a
'ote at U to I in thi body.

In 1977. the Comrems. by a umenimotla
vote. ruthorlted the Juvenile Justiee
Act for a AddAonal years t0 ba le and
revitalize our Juvenile crime program
The bipartisan nature of this at's sup-
port from 170 to the present Is reflected
In the &ct' cosponsors ti this body over
the years--Mr. kirwka. Mr. MavUa Mr.
Cook. Mr. McClellan. Mr. Pang, Mr.
Phillip Hart. Mr. Hush 3cott, Mr. Kay-

iDY. Mr. T7uemows. Mr. Bustslcx. Mr.
Journey, Mr. Abouresk. Mr. Bible. Mr.
Brock. Mr. Case. Mr. Ciscus, Mr. Clark.
Mr. CueNsTol. Mr. OsaYvl.. Mr. Hubert
Humphrey. Mr. McOee. Mr. Montoya,
Mr. Moss. Mr. Pastore. Mr. RaNDo .
Mr. Racov. Mr. MoxtLs. Mr. C&roi.
Mr. Eastland. Mr. Cuest. Mr. DeCos-
cIzL Mr. Htirvixti. Mr LxsARr. Mr.
Mscwvsow. Mr. MTausPaG. Mr. MZcsX-
IAUM, Mr. Pat. Mr. Szmxs. and Mr.
Hxjz.

I originally introduced this measure as
S. 3148 during the 92d Coniress when It
received strong support from youth-
serving organizations and Juvenile delin-
quency experts around the country. I re-
Introduced s. 321 on february 3. 1973.
and S. 1021 on March 17. 197.

The Senate Subcommlttee to Investi-
gate Juvenile Delinquency of which I
was chairman, held extensive hearings
that demonstrated the desperate need
for this legislation. Expert witnesses, In-
cluding State and local officials, repre-
sentatives of private agencies, social
workers, sociologists. criminologists.
Judges. and criminal Justice planners
testified on the terrible problems of the
Juvenile Justice system which did not
provide Individual Justice. effective help
to Juveniles, or protection for our com-
munities. In particular, they repeatedly
emphasized that large custodial Itmtitu-
tions such as reformatories and train
schools were nothing moce than KhooIs
of crime, where juveniles learned the
tkius of the experienced criminal.

A clear consensus emerged supporting
strong incentives for State and local gov-
ernments to develop community-based
programs and services as alternatives to
training schools for many youngsters.
This consensus was further expressed by
the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Coals
which recommended that no new major
Institutions for JuvenUes should be built
under any circumstances. The Commis-
sion provided additional support for the
philosophy of the lefglaton that many
delinquents. but especially noncriminal
status offenders and neglected or depen-
dent children, who had previously been
InstItutIonalized, could be helped success-
fully In community settings.

State of5c als testifying before the sub-
committee stressed the need for effec-
tive. coordinated Federal funding to as-
slst the States n carrying out their ef-
forts to treat juveniles in the commu-
nity. The former Governor of Massa-
chusette. the Honorable Ftncil Sargent
and the former Oovernor of Ohio, the
Honorable John Otlgan, were eloquent

in deseabif the urfent med 9o VAS
legttatin. The deputy directOr O e
Kmterky DePiM t Of daM Welr,
co Irmed um fading of maw Stale ad-
ministration In 1rgig piMnw Of thIs
bill:

Quite frasy. when I At ead the bilI -n
ater hiyk's cO aments in th coagres-
10W o AReCord, I wanted to shoot "AiIeiuls.

somebody b" fl0,3y dsvslOrsd a cOmDM-
henasi piece of 1 itioub Itt m senses.
It hould provdeW a ss portuity ro0e
of us ir we wast to be serious about rseiv-
in1g problm Leor youthful oe"ers. I
was shocked by tke fl&gr n mtreetsnt of
oleades, by th- butesl tocrersti CCD oe-
crUalnl runawas SAd by t0e bw"u tie
Irnsgsc"ivUnss wblb isa arked We grosef
InAdequa t lostra approacb to the preeD-
tion of d.:lnqueacy.

During the early 190's the hearings
and InvesUgations In Washington and
throughout the country by the Subcom-
mlttee to Investigate Juvenile Deft-
quency taboishewd In 1979 with the juve-
[ile jurlisdkiton transferred to the Sub-
cormittee on the Coestltutloa) led me
to two important conclusions.

The first Is that our past system of
juvenile Juskce was geared primarily to
react to youthful of enders rather than
to prevent the youthful offense.

Second. the evidence was overwhelm-
In# that the system failed at the crucial
point when a youngster first got Into
trouble. The juvenile who took a car for
a Joy ride, or vandalised school property.
or viewed shoplifting as a lark, was con-
fronted by a system of Justice often com-
pletley Incapable of responding In a con-
structive manner.

However. during the late It" and
this new decade. we have begun to build
on our past experiences with the act
making substantial progress not only at
the Pederal level, but especially at the
State and local level. We Intend that the
Juvenile Justice Office be an advocate for
the families and youth of our Statfs.
while at the same time protecting their
human, constitutional and legal rights.

rat It"5 £xNOM~Ml5: r" VIc.1wlv

Mr. President. the bill I am Introduc-
Ing today extends the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
for 5 years. It also specifically delegates
all final authority for Juvenile Justice
programs to the Administrator of the
Offce of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (OJJDP?. I have long
believed that this delegation of authority
Is a necessary factor in any efclent and
coordinated effort to adequately con-
front the problems of the juvenile Justice
system. The Individual who bears the
responsibility for managing this Office
and coordinating all Pederal Juvenile
Justice programs should also have the
authority to carry out that responsibility.
Since 1974 the Cosigrs has stressed this
fact In conference reports and debate on
the floor of both Houmes of Conr s. In
this reauthorization, we will specifically
mandate this proper delegation of au-
thority for the Administrator of OJJDP.
The bW also requires the appointment
of two deputies and one legal adviaor to
insure that the .AdmInistrator of OJJDP
will be able to carry out this authority.

Mr. President, one of the primary rea-

som for w sttabon of tWe orkinal
Juvenille .lioet A n lfl was my
concern with ft poblesom Of
Juvenile crime. I have log Wleved that
th beet aetbodt o ntrolling violet
crime is to prevent It In the first place.
If we can tam the flt-tUme minor of-
fender and prefer him or her from com.
mitting even more serious offenses we
will have one a long way toward om-
trollin our problem with violent offend.
ers. In the same Yn. however. I firmly
believe that ume youthful offenders
must be removed from their communities
for soctr sake s well a their own.
The secure Incarceration of youtthu
offenders should be reserved for those
youth who commit serious. violent of-
fenses and cannot be handled by other
alternative.

It was shocking for me to learn
through our hearings over the past 10
years. that often the juvenile justice s -
tem sctu. y incarcerates the nonviolent,
noncriminal status offender as well as
the neglected and abused child more
often than thome who are charged with
or convicted of criminal offerses. Status
and nonoffenders are actually more
likely to be detained, more likely to be
Institutionalized, and once Incar rated.
more likely to be held in confinement
for longer periods of time than those who
are charged with or convicted of criminal
offenses

One of the underlying precepts of the
Juvenile Justice Act Is to reorder these
misplaced policles and priorities. I do
believe, however. that the problem of
the violent offender should be given an
increased focus. These relatively few h.
dlvlduals cause a disproportlonate
amount of suffering and fear among the
adult population.

A major new study by Pennsylvania
State University. where go percent of
2.000 elderly citizens were surveyed.
found that they actually crow the street
or change their direction of travel Just to
avoid teenagers. Elderly persons living
In cities are so afraid of teenagers that
many remain indoors after 3 pm. and do
not so to senior citizen centers. parks and
other places they would normally go.

The study found that 66 percent of the
Persons surveyed "Id fear of crime has
greatly affected their use of facfltles de-
signed for the elderly.

Pst surveys have shown that many
older people ar afraid to leave h, me
after dark, but I was surprised to find
that 3 pim. Is now the cut-off time.

About owe-fifth of the elderly in the
study wanted to be home. mdccrm, by the
time school let out. Nine percent of the
elderly in the study had been crime vic-
trns within the 12 months before the
survey. Most had been robbed or had
their homes burgiLried. A total of 33
robberies. 22 asault. and $ other crimes
had been committed against the elderly
In the study while they we en route to
senior cltien centers.

The amendments I am introducing to-
day are designed to bring Increased at-
tention to the violent seender. Ths
amendments. enUted, e "Violmnt
Juvenile Crime Control Act at IM9."
would retain the 19.11-pereCet mainte-
rance of effort provision and at the same
time mandate that these funds be
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teague for pgain aimed to cub v-
leed -rm ONW~d hsr Juvenles. par
these SmSdn who e 1esM d Wt the
elet ersmes murder. forcile rape,

reest4. awanetd ausultt or arson ta-
rotv"g bWl harm this legltlon W-
tablihe program s to dtimf. a e-
bend. speedily adjudicate. senence, and
reholitas ties Indidduale In a ha-
mN fUlion. in Addition. this biD Would
require SM Administrator to provIde a
detailed evacuation f acared-Stsight
tps programs and their potenal for rs-
habllWtr& 8 Juvenle olends.

vMMY aVWNMu orom: m a
31161.M

ir. Pridmt. we ar all too familiar
With the ltany of vdolen reported daft
by the prem an S media. We have al
heard Witnesses testy of their horrible.
bnis attacks by youn pe , inche-
WnOur orderlvit.UL Notworthy, bow-
ever, W SM fact tha the vICUM cc vi-
let umnie crim are mor lkely to be
Juvmis themsdves. The National Ad-
vsY COMMisO on Criminal Juwke
Standards and Oaels reported that:

victi ei ,,,-ulues violee s te riUlu
gminy heSs te NOme cihnseetes W a* the
osriseM: vWet-Mam d e a e en saty
hhghs Sr miss. yoWUie por persmn And

Of OMM. these report a ef ile
comfort to the rightening numbers of
Americans who have Personally bee
victims o violent crimes. An ever-in.
creasing pu'eoen of our ctmm..-
Young and old--4nd ther daf live
directly Mcted by the fear of vicoce
in their communlUs. Recent poli r-
veal thAt alf of our ciUtos are ard
to walk alone at night in their dgh-
borboods. nearly 20 percent do not fee
safe In their own home and nearly 53
percent ot our young people ar strad
In their own whols.

Mr. President, one of the key features
Of our efWU In he Juvenfle justice area
has been the Runaway and Hoeles
Youth Act.

The Runaway and Homeless Youth
AAt Is deerl,d to provide assistance to
States, localtues arnd nonprofit private
agences to operate temporary shelt
care fatlee In area where rumews
tend to oongrehat. These progmm. ovr
101 funded by HRW last rea, deal pri.
martly with the immediate needs of ruM-
away Youth or otherwise homeless yeng
peole In a manner which Is outside the
tradmtonal law enforcement structure
and JuvenUe jusuce system.

When the Runaway Youth Act was
first passed in 1374. it did not Include
ssetnce for homeless ymth, o those

who ar dependent. neglected, and
Oshed. However, the I7 amendments
to the act incorporated homele et.
ed and abused youth in the categesy of
those to be am ed under the a& It is
MY opinion, and those at us in cgrm,
that there are Many Young people who
have no bome from which to run. or who
ase so &bsed or neglected that having
home Is a ratona alernative. 2T ro-
grmmat.c foc Of SM act soCd ead-
tnue to reflect these coern

There re approximately I imnl
runways ewh Year. with Se mmg

ao of tlom yom"mr hs a. SM ad-
4dla, is sM loot few Pese thses have
woman rung awa from bems. We
have an le sversl haW a g ing
P1um ter yo ur runawas an forced
ftrm their o h plhyicay adm w
and neis"tul Parents.

he runaway aid hom ss pro-
gram is designed to er necessary
emergency medial care and MMUM
for both the roum Imel and tnitr am1-
Ules so these yom pele can be helped
before they end up Mnec raled Ia Ie-
vene In,,utilow or eve um,
In many eses m l l lK

Tbe oornmitone o the Jenile Jus-
tie/Rtunsway and Romeam Youth Act
is prvetw n. Runaway and Home-
les Youth Ac Provisions ar directed
toward the Freveriton of Juvenile crime
a reducUon In the substantial Is, eno
forcmmt problem ad communitle Im-
dated itb rmaways. and d rt-term
placement for homeless youth

MO~EN 8uV=m8 Cams coWTOO, aft: ST
-OW To~iw ?OM anvsa u11OLm Wus-

Mr. President. a key provision of the
sandments I am Introducing today, re-

quires that appropriae funds under
the Juvenile Justice Act not obligted.
by Sh and of e fisc yer sha be
trasferred to progrms funded under
uue Mr-the Runaway and Noomums
Youth Act Hsorically the juvenile Pus-
tice program hAd a rocdy bestln
which resulted In Its fure to property
oblig te tu funds eve though the mee-
esary program apLitsmon wer svall-
able to OJJDP. Fortunately. In l17e the
3.year backlg of funds was eobsi
and off the Washington desk t tM O1

oe of Juvenfle wMite. Howesm. within
the pat Yea the obliation rate has dl-
minlalshed. mstantaly. with the premec
of a significant carryover. In order to as-
sure that appropriated fuds obtained In
tese lt-Uhtealng Umm are obUgtMd
In a Umel manner, my bill will tender

,any such carryover to the title n, pro.
gram which, to date. has not esperlenoed
Such problems.

Mr. President. It is true tha the Ooe
of Juvenile Justice is tragically under-
staffed. By the Depazment'e own wevy.
the Oftce should have at leM 16 sta
In order to carry out this progm of-
fectively, efticiently, and With respoed-
bWlly. But. the necessary staff has not
been provided to get the job done. Hope-
fully, we tn Congress wLU be able t eer-
one this piL.fal

Violent Juven crime must be put Into
perspective. Yet, in no way do I wish to
tmniise the tragedy and horror sea1.
enced by the victims of vic get elmes.

Mr. President. the Pders Govern.
ment can play an Important role In d
limnuencY prevention, but not In bola-
ticn. olutons to youth almo cannt be
provided eclulvey by tL fdera Oov.
eminent. These problems wil net be
Soled by saply passing a billI.suing
a report, holding a hearing or signing a
law In Wahlngton. The mst valuable
amets to ou efforts to prevent juaenll
crime ae the ftaily. t eburel and
our seoela. Any sMess mven ve

federal jvene jUe efort met1 rely

heauib M e mtsmlt~ athci oe
f em pe mmmiltw Stae mnd

loel ladme. -uom asuet Mdm~ ge-
-la WOMS metbo st t, on mhfm "ly.

fn in impravve to keep N 14gldade
Proem aW dsatues In this pern ive.
leUsdlOn to Mva a O)WAn or mewe
In Itself; It Is a tramewout "a whtch
a SOeWi em be attckdL Ise beer
SM Ime161latiM the bee UN chance
SM atom w meet and gp- eppa-
priatly. These A merim an mm step
I absing the problem of *vne

crime in a prodget mMLn. DMedle
resur. In relation to our current l-
venus p - potential and exper.
the mint be committed to our juvel
ofenders and noneffmdere. if we are to
make any gans in addressing those
problems in tbe I es.

Mr. Preddent. in summary. this ai
extends he Mact for A yer at 6100 as om-
Mon for eah of fiscal years 1961 through
1963 and 3 mlHlo for each o fi al
year 1984 and 1OU; delega 1 in
authority to She OJJDP Administrator;
requires the Administrator to appoint
two deputies. and on leal adviser; re-
quires the Administrator to provide a
detailed evaluation cared-rlht
prO ms: icreases c m pricpation
In the operation ot te proam; retain
the 10.15 Perent maintenance of efort
provision. but mandates that It be spent
for programs named at cWing violent
crin committed by juvenUes; require
tS Adminitrator t* ImpWmnt SMo
maintenance of efort, fomuls gant,
discretionary grant and other Initative
in OJJDP: provides adequate adminis-
traUve support for the Offie: extends
the Runaway and HOM04ele Youth Act
for S yean at SM -m for each at
rical years 1961 through 1m An o
mllioo for each of ac years 1M4 and

1385. and mandates that any carryov
funds from the Juvnle Justice Act be
transferred to te Runaway and Home.
less Youth Act by January I of each
subsequent fsa year.

7h Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
PreeUon Act and these 19 0 amend-
mntw VW rove the sta L t so vital
to the eontinuaUm of this congrm lona
InIatve. Tbe -year extenson with
the adeqate funding provided when
coupled with full Iplementaton cc the
PrOvlAlos Of the 1374 and 1,977 sct wil
help address crme's cornerstone in th
cmtry-uvenle crime and violeMe.
Although the amounts authored to date
have been very frugal retive to SMe task
of each at the part€cpatlng States. ucb
resources prwvi6ed in a stal con-
tinuour fashion wil do wonders to
achieve the mandate of the 1374 act. As
we a l know. $100 oday I nly worth
$70 of 4 Years ego.

Mr. President. I couid not cWclude
without expreodag a debt of gM tude
to te number pdvat agencies ad
public opVUs who have been moe ac-
Uvely Involvd tn atng us With this
act and Its amandjnta. It there see
has been a citien's meauwe It s this
oe More aem is erganmlon-
acm-the-berd~~a and
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swsoe.the-countY knowing! Do 116-
mgaphloal bounds have particiPated In

Uwee eWrts. Without their help We could
not have gottm the ad pasd in 14.
drafted the IMl provisions. tested the
prisns. and developed the neomery
support for the 10 peevtsin. I asm
unanimous clst that the ist of or-
gane ait ndmsing the JJPA cd W
be printed In the Rcoa.

I urge mly colleague to support this
extension aid I look forward to working
with you and those In fae Holse of Rep-
resentatIves toward our mutu goals.

Mr. President. I ash tnarimous con-
sent that the bL mcton-by-section
anyss alonr with a partial flat o thoe
who support this act, and a parUo of
the aniltal report of the R'Away and
Homeless Youth DiYion at HLW be
printed at this point In the Racosa.

Mir. President. today I am aso In-
troducing, by request, the adminit ao
bil to amend the Juvenile P'atce and
Delinquena PrevmUon Act of 1974. I
ak unanimous consent that the Vice-
President's letter, bill ad sectional
analyda be printed oloing my ate-
rials In the Iecoes.
COswmuriows it, -soase vt Jvsu

Jowrscz axe Douinquaev Pasvuisvsas
ACT ow 1114 IPuSic LAw es-41 a
A ft of 11077. Puetc LaW U-i1)
American Pedera*t o 0tate. County, end

Munctpal lbplorese.
AnMrtn Isututoe of Family Relations.
American l loo. National Enscutive Com.

mitt".
American Parsnts Committee.
Ameioan PsybOlcfglsl Assoclation.

'naI B'roith Women.
Children's Defense Fund.
Child Study Association of Amerca.
Chinese Development Council.
Christian Prison Mlnietrtes,
AP10 Departmeont of Community fet,'

loss.
AIt-CIO. Department of Social Security.
American Association of Psychiatric Berv-

lces for Children.
American Aswecation, of University Worn.

on.
American Camping Association.
American Federation ci Tsachaee
American Occupational therapy Associl -

tion.
American Optometric Association.
American Parents committee.
American Psychclogcal Assocation.
American Public Welftre Association.
American School Counselor Amsocistlon.
Amercan Society for Adolewence Py rChI-

try.
Association for Childhood MducatIon In.

tornationo.
Assoclatlon of Jun~or Laguee

rency Tak Poror on JuV ,enie DeUn.
qtency Prevention.

John ostrd Association.
Juvenile Protective Asoclstion.
National Alliance on Shaping Sfter Clties.
National Association of Counties.
National Association of Social Workers.
National Association of Stal JuvenIle Do-

Unquen*y Program Administrators.
National Oollsbaratlon for Youth: Boy

Clube of Ameeca. Soy Scouts of Amras.
Camp lre Oirls, ftc. Future lomakaesr
of Ameoric. Oirls' Clubs. Orl 8cotl of
UIJL. National Federauon 01 Settlements
And ighborhood Oters Sed Cross Youth
Service Programs. 4-H Clubs. federall eecZi-
tv Servic. National Jewish Welfare oard.
National board t YWCAa an Nationld
Council of ThCA&.

National Commlsson on the Obserasnce at
InterntIona Woman'e year ommttee

Child Dewomn. Audr Bes Ceem.
Oharprso Cmmite Jli LuWdehsue

ProdUding Oer Of OOmm66
National Oawfune of Crtminal amleePIUMUM A&WaltraM
National Comferos or state Le a e.
Iation onmian alum and Ddulaqs.

CF.
Boys' Clubs of America.
Boy Scouts at the US.-
ChIld welfare Lea at Amelia.
Family Sspect SemIUr.
Pmily Service Amss ocia ofi America.
Four-C of Berren County.
Otrls Clubs of Ame'ica.
Home sad school Instltule.
Lutheran Council lnthe U5.A.
MuTlan Commlttee tr Day ca.
Mssachuntts Committee tor Chldre and

youth.
Mntal Heel" m Board.
National AU96aOO Concerne With cbool.

Ago Parents.
National Asscation oS Goci Workean.

aLtlonal Child Day We AssocUatbs.
ational COonference of Crulans U

JOWL
National Coucl for black Child Develop.

meat.
National Councl of Churches.
National Council of Jewish Women.
National Council *9 State Committees for

children and Youth.
National Jewish Welfar Board.
National Urban League.
New York State Divison for Youth.
Palo Alto Community Chi14 Care.
PhFidlphA anommualty Coordinated

Chlid Cats Counci.
The Slvatim Army.
School Days. I".
Society of St. Vlncent Do Paul.
United Auto Workes.
United Csrebral Palsy Association.
united Churchk of Chitat-Board for soes

1an Malstrsm. lxvtwlou o Health and Wel-

United Methodist Church-osrd at OWlbal
0nistres.
United Neighborhood Mouse r New ToS.

Ube.
United Presbyterian Church, USA.
Westchetr Children's AsocisUon.
National Ihdeeation of State Youth Service

bur au Associations.
National Governors Conference.
National lnormauou Center 06 Volunteers

in Courts.
National Lea"ue of Otles.
National Legal Aid and Defeade Aseocla-

tion.
National Network of Runswy and Youth

National Urban 0oalttnO.
Public Affairs OommIttee. National Asso-

eation for Mental Health. tnc.
Robert P. Mennedy Action Corps.
U* Conference of Mayors.
Mg Brothers/big WIater@ of Awrics.
N&Uotl Youth Workers Alliance.
National Counci of Juvenile and Family

Court Judges.
National Council of Crlminul Justles

Planners.
Youth Networ Coulcil.
American Ba Associtlon
American Citil Ltberties Union.
National 1uvenle LAw CentW.
National oalition for Chudran's Jai.
ChIl~drenls Uxprees.
Children's Defense Fund.
Coaltiopn for Children and Youth

lseearw-svr.-Senw AigaLVom
Section 1 provides that the Act shall be

cited as the "Ifmolnt Juvenil line Con.
rot Act CC IW0."

Option 101 amnMds Title I of the JuvniUe
Justie and Delinquency PreFetion Acer
lVlt to ad an adsitlon Mira atio MM CC pke-
POsLe.'b new seCtm on 16I) (8) add a 00-

p ona dclrae at pat e I e
IM4116 PYta sIM 9"tWtS a&n u
lienf 10 the psolme oflatft " ~~es
mille by jusentlse. partleula to s sm~e-
0t identilcation. appreason. Weedy 54.
judlc"ton esntenoLrand 6" iabit&UiaLm

SecUo 108(a) repeals parw" 14) am
(S) cc ectUM 10S ubkb 0 MeeerF-t&Mt.

section 103(b) "no eseta 10(T) to
it addiuona tesases am a " s
"tes Ofre Jt, futc unde the Ask.

Section l(S SMIMdaS setis. 106(s). a
technica emoea&L

Secti" 901 amends Title . Part A the
Act in thrse ways:

(I) It deleaes all Snal authorty to &h
Administrator of the Ooe a Juenule hss-
tce a Delinquency Prevention (OGlg".

(9) It requires the Mmlnllaionr at
CkJDP to appoint the two sttryD
utce. " wo a the ne wly eat ISl
Adviso.

(8) 11% :'quire the Admlniatrd O JDP
to provide a detailed evalua tlon of "ea ed
Stlght'-tpe program 14 the tiWle4 Otaes
Sena Committe on thet hudiar and the
United State Souse at Upresentatvs 0em.
mltlee on Mdumcltn ad Labor, Dby ecom-
ber $1. INO.

Sections 0 and M5 emend 7t11 . tech.
nke1 amendments.

aStions 204 and 305 amend TitUe L Past
3, Subpart I related to block rant Federal
Ass~stanc fce State and Le" Programs.
technical amendments.

Setion S0 Amends Itle ., Pa t. Sub-
part tI related to discretionary gent Federal
Assistance for Priorty Juv nle Prevention
and Tatment Programs, technical amend-
ments.

Sectons 207 end 106 emend sections MI
b (5). (). end () to increase clisent

participation In the opermu ot the pro.

Sections so and t10 ameod section I
(g) and 241(e). techplesl amements

Beton211 amends Title U. Part D. Ad-
InInletMelve Provison. In tor WS:
(1) It provides a five-year alsthvieaicn

with @A approprtatlon, level of no0 ml'on
for each of Leal years 1m. 1.56 nd 1984

ad 562k million for each o fdecal Yrsm 10
A 1116. section 21 (a).

II) it require that appropriated funde
not obligated by the eat of each ecal year
shall reert to programs funded une the
Runaway and Homnelem Youth Act. by Jan.
uary I of the nest Al year. section Mi(s).

($) It requires that maintenance of Sf-
tort funds, 1 11% o1 the total appropratio
of TWe I of the Justice System Improve-
ment Act, shall be taretMd for Progrem
aimed to Curb violent cria comItted b7
juveniles, namely: murder, forcible re
robbery, aggrarstd SAMsUlt And aren in-
volvtng bodily harm particularly to the
ares of Identlfcatloo, Apprehensio. speedy
adjudication. sentencing and rehablltation.
section s I b).

(4) It requires the MmInistrato 0C
OJJDP to Implement and be responsible Ioe
action 261(b).

Section 212 amends setion Wh. to pro-
vide adequate administrative support Ice the

SectIon IS amended ec.lon MI to requI e
that amendments made by the Violent
Juvenile Crime control Act of IWO shal tak
lect on the date of enactmenL

Section $01. so and S01 amend Title I
01 the Act to reject the 1I M Acts homeless
youth program authority.

Section 504 amends section 511 to author-
tU the Secretary to make pants to link
runaway and homeless youth wlth their DM-n
laes and service provide throu h the WO
of a National hot-line teephons netork.

Sections W& end we amend eoct n 1.
(a). (b) () a" action 1115(l) to reieftthe
1it" Act's homelWes youth progre Suthiy.
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swmWr amends 1703 ILL Part 1%
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The edieuasy of the program evwualua
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de. Youth end ftmoss to determine I-togh and weeknesses:
no o dlepionof childa sei by

t" caneway prowsm" suppor I I e
or i pet by proauns szi 4TUe latentA to Which the progrSM hae "I-
dGod the toolvement of rommy, In the

crniel Juvenile cowt system
on Mach . 111. SOuOe Ovenaiit Em?.

tnIX w"r conducted end the 0NMe Ad-
coun"l Ofic report WAe prgsented. Ubte
tho epr rOh1flf5d areral problem the
advabutmum of the Ntinllo IMeswey
youth Propi remeined wMt the CoPert-
meent of Bomh Mathn SM Welfem.

"Ae it" &anl snort to Ogium re-
vim"t the Andingend auceltdoul O the
11116 Lad SM? reports nd 660"mn h

Soegteed weshaseem kbdIS by No
Genra Lwen Oo and tse Mea

Oversigbt Committee. The mO)W locu -4
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case to a network of oantounity-based WeT.
toe Programs degued. to are" youth needs
while they ae away horn born "A W pen.
wide serv$oss for youth bad their famrnlll
on an aftercare besds as required- PUr'th,
the NlVonal Tollhroe communaibtloa eys.
tern Which to deeign"d to provide a neutrali
thann of oom,lnicationa between. and a
Vehicle foe reunlting runaway Youth With
theIr families. served 1UO0 Youth.

The Youth Development Sureau also bee
a roeptoslb4llty to improve the nalnetra-
tIl and oMnlatlonal cspeatlee of run.
sway Youth programs to pla and delver
services to runaway and otherwise homeless
youth. TO this endL YD ha developed a
technical operations maual which printalt
Is program performance Standards In3tegra
to a proV a Of eV1,in1ee.eOlect'vely deal
with the crisIs 1e0de of runaway and other.
wtse homeless Youth.

YD5 also provides, through a eotract.
technical asIstance to local program In the
are, of orranistlonal devslopmaht as woU as
short-term tralntng to Increae" the Informa.
tlo and skills of youth Workers to deiver
services witha thel programs. Addltonly.
YDN his ropcoalbllty to develop modele fo-
dssef .natlon on the prove o of qsiect

services .1th a pwevnUon. aftercare. and
breath isrvicas

There being no objection, the be nd
material were ordered to be printed In
ie Racoa. u follows:

S. 2441
30 II 1Itared by ft. S'ale eand HOgs

@1 XoraIFU5f4ilt'r 0/ (te Ustted &tofee 6J
Assert- lot Congeu assembled.

atoeT Tnt5
OSaV.ir 1. Thsa Act shall be cIted as the

"VIolent Juvenile CLime Contrl Act of

7Tr1' I-AIDMV(1% TO 1TLi I 01
THE JUYVU*rI JUSCE AND DXIZN.
QD WCY PRUV TION ACT OP 1914
Se1. 101. Secto 101(a) of the Juvenule

Jutce Mad Deltnquency Preve t-o Act at
19,74 Is amended-

III by sUlitng out "and' Immed,"aly
after the semicao In paragraph (6i

(21 b) strtklng out the period at the end
Of Parph (7) ad IaerUng a sei colon
and "ad; and

Il) by adi41ng a the end thereof the fol.
lowing:

"(i) t. e Justce system shoul4 give a4di-
tlonal lttntDon to vtolent crtme comm.11tted
by Juvenile particularly to the re4 a,
IdentlnfCAtd. ,pph.e1son, speedy adjdl.
cation. sentencing, and rehabU lteton ".

sac. 102 (a) P arbhs e) an4 (6) of
section 102 of that Act are repealed.

(b) Section 101(1) cf that Act Is amended
by Inserting awfte "Pacii Ialands" the tol-
lowing: "the Vtrtn Isl&. Gu m. Ameri.
can Samoa. the Commonwealth of the
Northern idarlana Zalngd.".

4I SectIon 103(9) of that ct s amended
by striking out "law onforsent" and In.
Nrtlng "Juvenile juste".
'1113 Il-Al f EWMrrS TG '112A IM oP

1143 JUVD(UA JUGT=~ AND DUDe-"
QbiXtY PI. zmOV AM OP 1974
'Sec. 201. (i GtIOn 201 Of the Juvenile

Justice Lod ilinquency PreentIon Act of
1074 18 amended U, reed as foilwii:

"dc 201 (a) There Is hereby esobllboed
within Zn. Department of Juste Unde the
gtn;ral authority of the Admlstrator of the
LAW Enforcement Asasstance AdmIn~stration.
the 011e of JuvenUe Justice Lad Delta.
quency Preveotin (referred to In thL Act
as the 'Oco'). The Oic shell be tuindr the
direction of an Adainistrotor, who shall be
no'nLsted by the0 Preldnt by Lad with the
advice and oonsent of the Senate The Ad-
mnla.rator shall a the provislons
of ths Act through the 00M. 7W Ad4

eainlet shallave l a authority to
awrld. "="NOW. me 4ty eut.411 tera-
me. i . evaluat. reject. or deny so
gran". oo~perave eigra mte ad eemmtm
fomn a" oppwilon fr. foids made
avaIlable Undemr tJls.

"(b) Tb AianeLator may pceG . t1
accordance With 4se10611 M1of t4e S.
United Stotes Code, ,uch rules ond veula
U0e8 " an essary o tocaml out the purpoes OCths ' .

(hi SeNon~ "2011(*)I at that Aft No 1w.
numbered "01 () and Atn,4ed by stiking
out -of the law ftforoeest Anieta &.
ministration".

(c) section "201(f)" of that At Is N1-
numbered -201 (d)".

(d) A new sbcton "()" o added to
red a follows:

"(s) Th4re shall be SNIShld In the
060oa LegaJ Advisar Who shell be Sp1 at4
by the Adln strtor wbho functli sihl
be to supervise an diret the LW Ad.
vise Unit whose rwpondbiltit absll
Incde legal policy development. Imple.&mm.
tation. ad disseminatlo and the eo0esna-
ulon of such matters With ll r ee t deprt-
men1al unite, Thbe eal Advisor. when apprOw
priate, hl condlt with the Lew afros-
amt Aeslstnoo Admltstion and the
Oce of Justcke Aleta4@ce. RtIrCh. a4
StatisUcs on leS nonpoly matters relit-
ilng to the provIbons of Lhi Act.

(a) secti -01(I)" of that Aet If to-
numbered ""1(1) " and amended by strIting
out "-AveM andIsert~ng "-@Wi.

(II A now subsecUon "(I" e added to rea
as follows:

"() The Administrator shall provide the
United 8t te Sente Oimmlttee an tb Ju-
dltca'ry and the Ut44 state Rouse CC Aep-
reentaUs Oommuttee Se ft btion so4
lAbor With a detald evaluatVon cc the a"-
way Juvenile Awsrwns Peost. the so.
tiled "Sc.e4ralht program or other

almnlar programs, no later %ban Doemerb
II. 1900.".

Sec NO. (a) section 204(b) of tht 44;
Is amended by S-An" out -. with the a-
alstance of Asociate Admlnkirtc.-,

(Ib) Section 204(1) of that Act Is bmend
by striking out "AdmInstration" ad In.
sertlng "'Oflce".

Sec 2032 Se lon 106(d) of that Act Is
amended by strip" out "CorrodUoins" and
Inserting "JuIceo".

Sec. 204 (a) section 222(a) of that Mt is
amended by string the les "and" and In.
sertlnog Immedlately after "Paclha Islands"
the following ", the Commonelth of the
Northern Mariana Isla,,nd. Lad nY terrtory
or posesbon of the Unted tats."

(b) Section 223(b) of that Act Is amended
by striking out "the Virin Ide. Ameri.
can Seinoo. Ouam. and the Thet erritkwy
of the Pactfhc Islands" aM Inaertng "e
deOned In section 10217),'.

39C 205 (I) Secto. 2= (S) of that Act Is
amended to road as follows:

"Ii to order to receive formula pres
under thi. part, a State shall submit a plan
for carrying out Its purpoee Io accordag
with regulations estlib'l;hed under this VUl,
such plan mut-".

I Section 223(a)(1) (111) of that Act Is
amended by striking out establishd pur.
@uant to section 2031c) of the Omnibus
Crime Control bno Wae Streets Act of 1NC,
ai amended".

(c) Section 223(a)(I1(lv) of tha Act Is
amended by striking out "'secuon W(b) of
the OnnIbs Crme Control b d Safe Stresis
Act of 1,68. as amended." and tnsrttng "ase.
tica 1002 of the Justice System Improve.
meant Act of 1979.".

(dl Se41nn 2235) of that Act Is amen
by str l ng out the last eentenoe.

(e) Section 223(c) of that Act is amended
by striking out ". with the oo0 ro4 n0 ci
the Assocatse AdmInistrator,".

(t) seion 222(d) cI tat At is amene
by strkVin o " . tol wu 01-
tiOQ 90. S10. aled ll Of Ut0 I Of she O111,.
bom Ortaoe Cetrdo "go Sawe SmeMt of
11S.".

Sec. 209. The Juvenule Joella "d Dal-
quesey Prev eown Act of 1M Is amead by
oulattog "PriorIty Juveelis" for "Bps"
cti rmpls-i" salh time Ii appears.

w. 2i. section 22 (b) (6) and (6) 41 i
Ac st amended by striking out "pleasmsn
agency" an4 Ins "advisory PrOu.

Sa US ecoM 223(h) (5) at that At Is
am, ended string out -6" the am
Ume It appears Lad tsertn advisoryy

Sec. me. (a) second 234(b) of that & is
amended by string out "not funde by ie
LAW Rafoicement Asistanoo Adminiatra-
Ulm,..

(h) SecUo 226(g) of that Act -18
amended-

(1) by striking out '"part" and laeertlngf
"tlso"; .and

(S) by strtling out -or will b&eome bed-
able by vtrtue of the applatlou of the po
visions of section WO of the O lb0
Oontrol Lad Se Street At of NB. as
amndd".

Sc. 2to. section 241(c) of that Act is
amended by striking out "Law tforooment
and Crtminal".

Sec. 211. (a) Section 241(s) of t&at Act
Is amended to read A follows:

"(a) To carry Out the purposes of this
t there Is authorle4 to be appropriated
SW100OMdc for each. of the decaol r'sj end"

L September 20. 1IB. low. and lO. an d
28m00500 for esh of the Asce yer ed-

Lt4 Septamber 30. 154. and l9eS. Appro-
prI&ted fAa not obligated by the end of
each Se.l yew. shal revert to the secretary
for the purpo es of Trt 11, no lae than
January 1. of the subsequent BOa year.".

(b) Section 2 llbj of thet Act as amended
by section 1002 of the Justice System (ira
provement Act of 399 amended by sIk-
ins al after the lat "appropriations" and
Inserting. "Under the JuaUoe system im-
provement Act of 1979. for program aimed
to curb violent crtmoe committed by )uve-
n1les, namely, murdr, forcibLe rape. robbery.
aggravated assault, and arson Involving
body bar.m, particularly to the areas of
Identlfcatlon. apprehenelon. speedy adjudi-
catoo. senteacIng. and rehabIlIts.on, To-
plementatlon. including guidel s. of thla
subsection shall be tn reepooalbillty of the
Admlnsistrator of the OMoe.".

Sec. 12. Section 2 2 of that Act Is
amended to read a follows

Sac. 262. of the appropriation for the
Ofce under ths Act. toere @hall be allocated
an adequate amount for administra ilve 1-
penaee other than Woe support servicee per.
formed for the On* by the OBie Of Justice
Amsistano. Research. and tatItcs."

6w 313 Section 2M7 (i), (b). and (c) of
that Act are amended to read as follow's:

"Se. 2. The Lmandmente mad* by the
Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 10
hall take effect upon enactment.".

TIZ lUi-AdKDM29( TO Tax
RUNAWAY TYOW ACT

Sac. 301 AmeM the captIon "11 If-
RUNAWAY YOUTH" by Ibertlng "AND
HOMIK22" Immediately ftor "R NAWAr.

sec. $02 (a) section 201 of the Juvenlel
Justice d Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 Is amended by Inasrtlan g and Home.
lees" immediately after "Runaway.".

Sac WS (a) Section 302(l) of that Act Is
amended by adding "or wbo are otherwise
bomnelea" after "permsslon".

(b) Section 302(g) of that Act Is amended
by adding "and homeless" atflr "runaway".

Sec. 304. Is) section 311 of that Aet IS
amended by naserting "(a)" Immediately
after "Bac. It.".

(b) section 111 of that Act Is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:
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aw)Thebetry is eutherwsed be-
MAsG 91r the purPere Ot ewIldn a Wn-

ink ruaaMy a" hmelem pows With uer
tmilie A with am Imm n.

ao. o. (a) ectiou oil(*) ad that ad i
ameade by strIkng the p.104 and Loswing
"or who, we otherwise bheleie".

(b) Section 813(b)(6) at that Act I
amande by an -0 and hm "e Atr

runaway- the t time N bgpea
Sea. W&6 SeOtm 11411) 4t tAS A44 Is

amended by adeit "and bome am aft
runawrr.
Sac. 30T. (a) Secton 41(%1 ot SlkML i

amweedm to reed s otiowcl"(M To oMry out the pu'poese ot pe A
ot thIs tUtle there i author ed to be eproo.
pr'te4 5M3.000 fot secb ot te Aeal rown
eding Soeptembw g. 116. 1NS. aN& d lo.
and 30.000 000 esbch t the Semi yvran
endi eptember So. 1$4 and wiS..

Ib) Sectionl 41 (b) Is ameo4d byl ytingL
"1nibr Crime OotaQt sad Saf Stroeet Act
a 10. u amemded. and Inserting -ju"uft
SytUm ismpwoement A ci 1119.
TfTnX IT-4CUAANOUO OONFVOSMO

. A xeilcrm
See. 401. Secti "In at Uo & UWtd

States 0ode. to amended by strting out "As.
wota%4 Administrator. O41ce of Juvenile ue-
tice bnd Dollnquency Pronwtlo" end tInrt.
Ing "AdmltaWto. Odoe at JuvenUe Justie
eA Delinqueoy PreroeUoW .

Sa .M eScUto 4U1 (b) of title 15, United
states oode. Is amended by stngw out

Sac. 408. OKto 1005 ot the Justie System
IMProment Act ot I7 Is amended by
rtfuLms Out all thAt appears "'
and Ln&ertin the following "for programs
aimed to culb YbQent Crime. committed by
jueJono namely. murder. forcible rme. rob.
bery. agagmated ase lt. and ar= involve
bodily harm. partCUlry to the anvee of
Idenftictlo. appreheion, speedy adjudl-
cation. sentencn and rs*heblttUo'.

am 04 (e) The JuventUe Jtie and
Del0 sency Pre, nUon Act of 1 4 Is
amended by sthlktng out "Asociate" ebh
UnIe It appears.
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Senate
page: S 5603

S.2441

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DEIXN-
QUENCY PREVENTION ACT
AMENDMENTS OP 108

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Pate)-
dent. I ask wiantmous connt that the
pendUn meuure be temporarUy laid
sIde M that the Senate proceed with

the other measure. 8. 2441.
The PRESMINO O97ICIR, The bill

will be stated by Utle.
The legIslatlve clerk read a follows:
A bill (8. 34411 to amend the JuvenUe

Justice and Delinquency Prsentlon Act of
1574. and got other purpose.

The PRIES IDNO OrPICER. Is there
obJection to the request of the Senator
from West VWlSa.

There betng no obJecton. the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill which had
been reported from the Committee on
the Judiciary with an amendment to
strike all after the enacting clause and
tnsert the following:

s toalt vr ,,

sc -iow 1. This Act aMall be cited so the
*Juveaitle Justice and Delinquency Preren-
Uon Act Amenidmnte Of I90".
ITTL I-AMWfDMaVT8 TO TrTLE I OP

THlE JUVWlfIL, JUSTICE AND DZIlN-
QOZNCT PREVENTION ACT OP 1914
Ow. 101. SectiOn 101s) of the Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 1e a e ded-

I1) by striking out "and" lianediately
after the semicolon in para4teph (5):

IS) by striing ouS the period at the end
Of paragraph i1| and inaerUng a seraicOlon
ad "and", a

(6) by adding at the end thereof the
foUlli ng:

"(8) the justice ysItem should give addi-
tional attention to violent crimes oommJtted
by juvenitl partIcularly to the aea ot
ldsntidefitlon. apprehension, speedy adjudl-
loton. sentenclni. sd rehabilitation,.

Oc 101. (a) Pfasrophs A of section 103
of that Act Is amended to read a follow

"(1i the trm 'Admintsatittor means the
senc heed designated by section 21is I of
the Juvenile justicee ad D llnuscy Pre.
vnlitio Act of 11"4. s amended.'

b) Section 101(71 of that Act is Smended
inserting after .'apistc lailsua" the rot.

lowing. "the Virgin iWands. Ot .., & ,trckn
ama. the Oouintmoiealth of the NWxthern

Martlana I:aids.'.
(cl Section 10319) of that Act Is aimeuded

by string out *law enforweent" and [a-
serting 'Juvenile Just's".

(d) Secton 10311l of that Act to amended
by InserUtng special l educational.*" me'dl.
ateif before -vocatlonal".

Is) Section 103(121 of that Act Is, mended
by striking out "sand Imeiately ator the
semicc'on

I) leclton 103(13) of that Act Isametided
i1) by 11serttng "special eductloal." im-
ediately before "aoclal"; and
(2) by striking Out the period at the end

thereof end insertLg In lieu thereof a serni
colon and "and".

Iii) ection 103 or that Act Is amended
by a44g at the end there the followIng:

"14) he term 'handlci4aping conditions'
means the conditions described In the deft.
n1t1on of the term 'bandIcapped children* In
section 021 of the Education of the
Handicapped Art IN U&C 1401).".
TITLE U-A4LdIDMEMTS TO TIL H OP

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DEIJN-
QUENCY PREVENTION ACT OP 1074
Sec. s0l. (a) Section 201 of t* Juvenlle

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1914 Is amended to reed as follows:

'ac. 901. (m) There Is hereby wtablished
within the Deparment of Justice under the
general authority of the Admlnlstratcr of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adm istratlen,
the Ome O1 JtIrI s Justce en4 Deibquen
cy Prevention (referred to In this Act as the
*f0e'). The Oice shall be under the direc-
tio of an Administrator, who win be Domi.
nated by the President by and with the s-
vic and consent of the Benste. The Admn-
istrator hall adminlter the provislons of
this Act through the Office Ihe Adminlstra
tw ehllI have final authority to inward a-
minister. modify. extend. terminate, monitor,
evWuate, reject. or deny all grants, cooper.
Uv e mg nt and contrats frm and sp-
plicatloas for. funds made available und er
this ties.

-4b) Tho Administrator may prescribe, In
accordance with section 163 of title S, United
State Code. such rules and regulations as
are necessary or aporopriate to Meryy out the
pu'poee Of thIs Uti0..

(b) Section "201 (el" of that Act Is renum-
bored "901(c)" and amended by string
out "of the Law 1afoarcement Assistance
AdamInlsti'om".

(ae Section "M1(f)" at that Act Is
renumbered "101 (dl".

(4) A new subsecion "(s)" Is added to
reed as follows:

"(o) There shall be eetalished in the
Oifft a LEJ Advior who shall be appointed
by the sdmlnals tsr whose function &hall
be to supervise an direct the iLgs3 Adviee
Unit whose resno bil Ues shall Include
legal poiltcy development. Implementation.
and dissemination and the coordination on
such matter, with all relevant depatmeolL
unita. The Lagal Advisor, when appropria s,
shall toneult with the lAw Enforcmeas
Atatanlp Administration and the Ofice of
Juatke Asestance, 11sereb, and StatistIcs
on leg notpolicy matters relating to the
provisions of this AcS.".

(el 6ectkQ "1l (g)"o tht Act Mrenm-
bered "3it)" ad amended by st.blog ou1
"-S.ve" A inserting .do'.

(f) New Subeections "is)" and "(b)" ar
added to read as follows:

"(S) The Admilnistrator ahall provide the
United States Senate, ommltree on ths
JudIciary and the MISte3 SAte House Of
tepeosentatvee Comzittee on Educati.on

MM Labor with a detailed evluation of the
Rahway Juvenile Awarenees Project. tile
eo-cled 'Mrd-84lbt' program ot other
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85004
Similar Prrgtan, no ti' ti an Jrtne PG

'(hi The administrator, In , uperstlI
with the Drlctat of the 4 ,rel. l of Indiln
Affairs. si oal c ntduct a atudi o JUt. ole
jtslce and delinquency p-enr'l Is pr ,te-lf
prrgrirn's and practie-a a.lertint r0114
America"s and Mhail reinr :,,, the rcr-aIlte
of toat study to the United stain, liast*
C .remttea an the Judlitlri arid the 1-,"-I
States House of teprepr ittesl o it .ilee
on SdiCasti A Labor no tater than
Dc0emlb, i. 191 wh report shall onD-
tan re-cotltortdaIlolaS regarding -rid'mir
ahIch shoul4 be Mtten Irclidling ur-ted

tirlsatlot and rllit 8dVres at a mlnln urn.
the nature ll quacliy of jureile prov Arr
oil Indian resertitior.r the lrrtpst of t'ed-
tral Cicvstrnmeii gctlsltt' vn Silh peo! %1t0.
the consistency Of Ongoing e96orts with t-he
objetives of the juvenile Justice ard fI-un-
queney Prerention Act. snd tie JovilTe
justice relattonshiye hetanr- laditti tribes
and contiguous uniu of local government ".

Ste ,j (at Sctco lns iiab of that Act
is atendtd by ctukint ott - With its
seslslance of Associate Admtltcrtor.

(hi Stction 3Ng) or that Act is sine ,ied
bj elilits; out "Adsinsluitras Sod irr ert*
lg "O5ffi".
E. 20; bee ltl, 01.c) of that Art Is

a1ned tld by inserting arid ol h handlsIp-
ping conditions" Limmediately after "len-
top dMablittes"

Sec 304 eal..n Iblidi of that Aet Is
atidld by aLkins out 'Corecutul" and
tnaerti "Jiustice ".
Sac 00 Ia) bection 'Its) of that Art

1, aen.lded by tribIll tihe last "ld" and
Ielrii ti4 irrmediately aftir "F a-IC Islands"
the r,4Qlrg -. the Commonwealth o" the
lNociherh MAlana Islands. and any tant'Lory
or plci,.'ahon of the Untied Sten".

Ib) Sc. Ion 2tb) of that Act Is ami dtied
by sling out "the Virgin Islands. Ameri-
ra Samoa, Oua, and the rutt TevrIr
of the Pacla Ialanda" and LStiUg "-4 de-

cted a section 103().".
Sec Od (el Section 223(a) of the At 14

Lmtded to reed as loill":
"It) In order to receive formula pantI

udetr tl~e part. a Slate ahltI subslt a plan
far carr)ing out Its purposes In aco rdenes
with regutitltcis etabialed ubder thL 'tl4c
suth plan musl---.

(b) Mathou oJfIiIi) (i| S that A t is
wziened by ateibIg out "estb ed pJ 'Su-
ant to sect

i
on 203(1) of the Omnibus 01m1sl

Control a d Safe Street Act of 10,4, as
amended".

Ie) Secioan 2tllatiilv) CC that Act is
amended by striking out "section 60h(b Of
the Omotbus Crisi Control and Se Streets
Act of 1I4. as amended." and Inaerting "sc-
tioa 1002 of the OmBliu CrU-a Control and
S0fe Streets Act a IO. s amended..

(d) Section Mi2lal)(i i) of that A-i Is
amended by Inserting speciall eduction."
immediately before "or youth aserces deart-
msents".

Ce) Section 25(a)(2) CC) f that At is

11 by Inserting "sp ia education" tat-
urdtately before 'or social services for el i4-
Ieck". 66a4

4ll by Inserting "and other handlcapitand
nsditio s" irmsm*dist1y after leaMLng ds-

abliltis".
(fi Section 2231s)(6t) of that Art IS

amiended by sLriklng out -mentally retarded
and emotionally or physically'.

CJI Section 2(a) of that Act ti aiended
by eSrtkus out the last sentence

Ih) Section 231(c) of that Act Is ametled
kg striking out ". with thi culcurrience¢ of the
Associate AAmltstrsto.".

(i) Section 2.1id) of that Act s itet. led
by atrlliqg out ". in accordance with oec-
tiois IN. 610. and IlI Of title I ot the Oc al-

(.ON(GH,"RI'SSIONAI. RECORD -- SFNATF
bu tCr!tne (t, I ril d ear Saf e Bu s Art of
ite"I

prc SI Section SlhsltJill of that Art to
amended by inserting "and otber ta6ndirp-
ping onditiona" ir tdlste aer i e l " tIrnktt
disabitl Its

Sac 206 The J u.t- 'lilt Jutre I,'
qutitcy Prertetos, At s.f 1914 15 aIidel O
subsltuting "Ptllr' Juvenile" rc "Sp56IAJ
ritrht's" 1 1 tie ippf

t, a0m Sectlon Jib) il) anid () Of
that Act is ariendd by Itrki t -it **plan-
'J

1
ng agency" and It-nrertng "adisory pOup'.
tWs 210 SoLke thhiht it(j of that Act IS

amended by sutiikl t ,ut al.'ny the ret
tlime It appai ad Insert la sdsit ?

$." 11 (s) Secton 2'l2b) of that Act
Is aR,,ed- by striking out "not rtnded by
the Law Fn ry-cvrseht As aJance AWnlisirt-
tiOri "

b) Section M)i of that Act I amend"
ed-

lie by suiting out "pWt" a" Inerting
"titlt, and

Jil by tshki'b's e ! 'rhr will birPehsi avail-
able by virtue of the RsitcAtiln or the PM-
vtshn4 of setcUs 5og of tha Omill' us Crtm
Vit.rol and Sfe Strets t of t4, as
atmended ,

%w 1 (a) ,tlion 241(c) ofi that Act
s amended by striking out 'Las SWroct-

mplit and Criminal"
(h) hectton 41ic) 0f that Act is amended

by in-eirtgn "and special edrrcatt--ria Itn-
ute1atiy att 'other educational '

Sec 215 Iai St i 241elta) of that Act
ts smsdaed to read as follom'

"(s) To rta out the purpMe ostle tIle
there is suithortl to be a.9 Pettd " 1O.-

0D0 fot each of the Soal yar. ending
September o, 1e1 Lnt te. 11711.000.000 Foe
the flial tear ending September 10. 190.
and 0200 006 00 for sais ofC the Ias Yeals
Critlnn Seutembe- go1 i9l4 alid iges Appt--
priltd finds not obligated by the and Of
each Baret et, hall be loat4 directly
to the 8ta putictlattng in the At o the
bula Of reltttve Populalon of people under
age eighteen for the Pur onilemnting
section, S )l tl . no later than January .
Oir the sublt equent 1s" yr "

(Ib) Section 161lbI of that Act is amended
to rTod s foletws

h*bl In addition to the s aropriated
under se-tIon l1msI or the Ju nle Justice
"n Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

there hIal be mainitand from tppropiria-
Uona or each Sac tter. at testI 1 per
cantum of the total appropttiona under
title I oF the Omnibus (-rife Control and
Sae Street@ Act% of ION,. for j114Uvnis-
iUhqutency programs. with aephas On pen-
grants timed to curb Violent cir"ic a=-
mtted by luintres. umely, mrder., forcible
rape. robbery. eggrated %Aat. *Ad arU
Involving bodily harm. pilculatty to the
areu of idntlilcatUon aplrehenaion. peed,
adjdWeatO. sentencing and rebbUttLUo.
This subsection ait be walled when the
total approprttios for ee b SaWd year uner
title I of the Omnibus Crim Control and
Safe Striate Act of t1es do not ectS 01W0.-
000.000 tmplementation, Including guide-
lines. of this subsection choal be the report.
aitility of the Adnin strattcr of the Ofkc -.

Sece. SiC SectIon MC of Ut Act Is aLm4
to red S follows:

"See M25. Of the app epriation for the
Orfce under this Act, thene ahal be allocated
an adequate Amount for adilnietratlUe Ua
ptnais other than those cuiport seroc par-
Rumed foe the Odoe by the O1oe of Jnuis
Absatnlea. Itesrth. and statifto ".

Sac. Ill Seto 202 (a). fb) de (€) C
that Act are amended to read as follows:

"e $0 The amendmente aside by the
Juvenil Justice and Deinquency Prven-
%Ion Act Amendments of iiS0 Shall take Of.
feet upon enactment ".

May 20, 1980
Ilr:it lii A'lrM fllV" lTO T M ILUN-

AWAY YOtTH ACT
Svc 301 Amcnad the caption -TrrLX t II--
trNAWAY TOUTII' bi iertlng "AND

lhC5MIt i tmmr-tltrly after "RUNAWAY'.
Sac 302 Secltir 01 of the Juvenile Jus-

tice end Delinquen.y Prevention Act of 1"04
Is sad by tisertlg -land Homeles" im-
meltately after "Runawsy..

Bar 3J () Sect on W24t) of that Aot
is amended by adding "or who are otherwise
bonelet" aFter "perm3alon".

Ib) eetitot Mll2 of that Act ta aiended
by adding "and bceolem" after "runaway".

Set 304 (0 Setlo iI of that Act t
Lamerided by inserting -Ia)" tmbdlaieil
after "'8as 311 ".

(bl Be, Lic Ii1 of that Act Is amended
by add,:1 at the end theeof the following-

"'b) The Scretry Is autlsed to make
ranta For the pur e of provide g a na-
Uonat tlephone communktions ysitet to
isk runaway and homeless youtha with their
rsamllHe and with aervI e providers

(c)(l1 y addition, the Secrearef is
autb tritc to make gr ats end to cater into
sintracls with governmental and nonpeolit

private saeclea for the purposes of provid-
ing ioukseling and other series to inset
the immediate need& at runaway or other-

iese IssiesIf youth, youth In trouble or tn
Crisa. snd the falilie of such youth, In c
mane iwhch as outside the law enforce-
met etr cture and Juvenle juistse ytm

"(11 it Soretary maly pooide technical
amiltance and training to such agencies
who receive grants or ante tnto oontracts
under this eybeecthca.

"(1) The also of the grnt or contract
"aIl be 6etermlined by the somber of much

youth cod f aUies i the community and
the esiUUg$ avalabolity of such aere - c".

Sec. Wil. (a) Section 0ia) of that Act
Is amended by tikfn the pei and in-
oerttrt "or who are otherwise bomselees -.

(hI Secti" atffl3O that Act Is
atmeaed by iarf -i "at honelss" after
"runaway" the It time appears.
Sem I (a) fa ectlS 81(1) of that Act

Is amended by Adding --and bonds.- Star
"runaway"

ib) section ill of that Act t amended-
l1) by Inserting "(a)" I'Mmedately aft

"Sc 216.'; and
(2) by adding at tbe sot thereof the

following:
'(h) The Secretary Is authorized to dnign

the Infrmatoci tnstwr cents required to
collect any Informalion necessary to comply
with the reportng requirements of thia ccc-
tion. azd to sees the need for, and to de-
tiruliue the effectiveness of. prolranh. and
sevloe funded under this part ".

Soc. SO Section 1t(s) of that Act Us
amended to read as follows:

"is) TO airy out the purpee of pArt A
of this tithe there Is authOald to be appro-
priated W.0,000 far each of the fsa
pews enin &eptMaber M i91, 1113, 1nS.
1N0 and VI.
TITtz IV-WSCiLANZMOv 00160MM.

11(O AMM?.IDMUNTS
Sez 401 Section 631 of title 6. United

States Cd. Is amended by etrtktng out
"Associate Admi-nistrator. Ofie of Juvenile
Justice and Deiinquency Prevention" and
Inserting "Admilstrator, Olffc of Juteolle
Justice and Ddnquency Prevent)n.".

6C. 403. Section 411(b) of title 16, United
States Cods, In amended by atriking Out

Se 401. Section 1002 t UUs I at the
Oma lbus Crdme Oontro a Sae Streets Act
of t Is amended to read as foUows:

"e 10021 addUIon to the tunw d ppro-
priated under section Ie (a) of the "urnie
Justice and Delinquency Prevention At of
1374. there shall be maintained pm spro-
pniations foe each dajW pea. ar east 19.16
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May 20, 1980 COP
p cat u at the ttappro"Itlofs under
Sthi te, for luvemle S eiqouuy proram.
eth emplassr on p eotam am to curb

saineiy. Muster, isretwe raperobbery. eg-
' .eoset. OWarea soLa n bodily

jPo UIy W U the arem t ontes-
U a.lpp~teaiW Woolly adfud"lcaWb 0810

e 04 wtsue e .This ction shall.
be sld whe the WW" appr.prt4loas for
eac Se" year Under this titl do Dot exceed
*iio.000000 IsmpiesseethioS, including
guidelines. o this setr. eml u e s-

ofn of theIAWI 8u01mtee the
usoelitya the Administratdoat the ee
Jffice. dDl~u yPeenk C

Sec. 40'M e Juvenile Justice and Den-
que ncy Pre vents Act of 14 to amended
by striig et -Associate- each U15 It

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President. as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on the Con-
stution. Commititeei on the Judiciary. I
urge the Senate to adopt the Juvenile
Justice and Dellinquency Prevention Act
Amendments of 10 a 2441, as amend-
ed). This Wl would extend the Juvenile
justice and Delinquency Preventin Act
of 1974. Including the Runaway Youth
Act ort years. from fiscal year 1oU1
through fisal year 102. On May 7. 1980.
the Commniteo on the Judiciary voted
unanimously to report thi bil favorably
to the Senate. Th cosponsors of 5. 2441.
Zs reported include Mr laxyeR, Mr.

CVwu, Mr. DICONCIIIaL Mr. BAIDCUi, Mr.
MaicmJa. and Mr. Dotse

Mr. President, this bil Is designed to
stithen and stabilize our p-year con-
gressional commitment to the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974 JJDPA while at the ame time
mandating that the AdmnIstrator of the
Ofce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention OJJDI) has final account-

ability and responsibility for implement-
tns the juvenile justice provisions of this
act Section 920 of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. as
amended in 1079. also retains t intent
by specifying that &U programs con-
certed with uvenile delinquency and ad-
m1nlttered by the Admistrator of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Adinis-
trstion ahall be administered or subject
to the policy direction of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention to carry out the mandates of the
1974 act.

In 1974. the Congress established ju-
venile crime prevention as the Federal
crime priority The 1974 act was the prod-
uct of a 4-year bipartisan effort, whichI
ws privileged to lead, to improve the
quality of juvenile Justice throughout the
United States and to overhaul the Fed-
eral response to juvenile delinquency. The
1974 act was passed by a vote of u to I
In this body.

In 1917. the Congress. by a urnimous
vote. reauthorned the Juvenile Justice
Act for 3 additional years to stabilize
a nd reviltre our juvenie criMe pro-
grm. The bipartisan nature of this actsa
support; from 1070 to the Present is re-
flected In the act's coaponsor in thL%
body over the years-Mr. Hruska. Mr.
Mirietis. Mr, Cook. Mr. McClellan. Mr.
Font. Mr. Phillip H&at Mr. Hurh Scott.
Mr. Kricxszv. Mr. Teusseolvo. Mr. BL's-
sicU. Mr. Ourney, Mr. Aboureak. Mr.
Bible. Mr Brock. Mr. Case, Mr. Cmuscic.
Mr. Clark. Mr. Cuseson, Mr. OLATIL,

iGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE
Mr. Hubert lumphrey, Mr. McOee. Mr.
Montoys Mr. Morn. Mr. P"tore. Mr.
Rsr.boa. Mr. Risacort. Mr. MowmJ.
Mr. C secp, Mr. Z5&sTh& Mr. Cenes.
Mr. D.COciM Mr. HAsnMLS. Mr. tasxv.
Mr. MA syom. Mr. MaeuWasa,. Mr. Mu-
msNssv. Mr. Pm., Mr. SrR12 1find Mr.
Haisrs.

I originAlly introduced this measure ma
S. 314 during the 0 Congress when It
received Strong support from youth-
earri organlmiloes A juvdle deli-
quency eperts around the country. I re-
introduced S. 831 oan February 8, 197,
and S. 1021 on March 17. 1M.

The Senate Subcommtee to lnvesU-
gate Juvenji Delinquency at which I
was chairman. held extensive harin
that demoMstrated the despite eed
for hi legislation. upert witene. in-
cluding State A local officLill. rePrie
mentatives of private agencies, social
workers, sociologists. criminologifus
juds. and criminal Justice planters
testified on the terrible problems of t
juvenile justice system which did not
provide Individual JusUce, elecUve help
to Juenles. or protection for our com-
muniues. In particular. they retedly
emphasized that large custodial lnsttu-
Uons such u reformsatories and tra"I
schools were nothing more than schools
of crime, where Juveniles learned the
skills of the experienced criminaL

A clear consensus emerged supporting
strong tncenUve for State and local gov-
ernments to develop community-based
program and services as alternatives to
training schools for my youngsters.
This consensus was further expressed by
the Nsuonal Advisory Commission on
CrIminal Justice Standards and Ooal
which recommended that no new major
InstituUons for juveniles should be buit
under my circumstances. The Cocmmcis-
slon provided addlUonal support for the
philCsophy of the leglaUon that many
delinquents, but especially noncriminal
status offenders apd neglected or de-
pendent € n.1ho had previously
been institutlonallzed could be helped
successfully tn community stUngs.

During the early 1070's the hearings
and tnvesUaUons In Wahington and
throughout the country by the Subom-
mitte to Lnvestgate Juvenile Delln-
quency (abollaed In 1970 with the juve-
nile Jurisction transferred to the Sub-
commi tee on the CorUtuuon) led me
to two important conclusions.

The firt Is that our pst system of
juvenile Justce was geared primari to
react toyouthful offenders rather than to
prevent the youthful offense.

Second. the evidence was overwhelm-
ing that the mtem failed at the crucial
point when a youngster first got Into
trouble. The juvenile who took a car for
a joy ride. or vadalised school property,
or viewed shoplftng as a lark, was con-
fronted by a system of Justice often o-
pleteiv Incapable of responding in a cw-
strucuve manner.

However, during the late 1170'1 and
this new decade, we have begun to build
on our past experiences with the act
making substantial progress not only at
the Federal level, but especially at the
State and local level. We intend that the
Juvenile JusUce Office be an advocate

8 05
for the family es and youth of our states,while at the same Ume po Ui their
human, contitutonal end legal ri t.

DuMg our 3 dans of bainMg hel
March N and 27, lift, am 48 wIness
provided tetmony on three billk PeDIN
before the JuAkry Committe to re-
a uthortse the act. Judge Carl Guerrsey,
president of the Nationsl Council of Ju-
vne ad Family Court Judg testified
that the act had a pootlv Imact on
bowerin the ln*cre of Jveile a Im
from an Increase of IS percent prior to
1914 to an increase of less than I percent
from 1814 to the present.

In 1974 the act estalished a rnmwa
potath program which wee ended In
IM7 to Include homeless, neglected and
ebimed u 7this Program provides
tomporar shelter aLd counseling for
thousands of young runaways and other
homeless youth W attempt to reunlte
thes children with their Parents. The
Runaway Youth Act to retained and ad-
ministered by lI"Ws Administratio for
Chidre* Youth and ramie%, Runway
end Homeless Youth Dvision. The Run-
away Act Is renamed the Runaway and
Homeliee Youth Act to reflect the ct's
homeless, neglected and abused youth
program authority. S. 2441. a1 amended.
lso clawifles the Secretar's authority to

cmtnue to fund national telephone net-
works to link runaway, homeless. ne-
glected and abused youth with their
families and service providers.

Mr. President. the 1974 ad has dra-
ma ic lly unproved the Nation' pro-
gram for the prevention and treatment
of Juvenile delinquency, but we must
cininue these efforts if we are to benefit
fully from the act's mandates. After
careful study of the Implementation of
the 1*74 act and 1077 amendments. the
Committee on the Judiciary has made
several changes to Improve the effective-
ness of the act.

The major changes recommended in
5, 2441. as amended are:

of, 00 VKU VlneT AD &UQV"C

The Committee h a carefully reviewed the
role at the Ofc of Juvenjl, Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and it execuUve
head, the Associate Administrator. cogrMea
fully tUt*Dded In 1974 end 11 thai the
AdmInlst.raton ,dmlniat" the Juvenile Jus-
tic and Dellquency Prevention Act program
through the w Ofce. Section 830 of the
Omnibus CrMoe Control and mfe Strets Act
of 1t". u awnded In 1079. retains this
intent by spectrying that all programs con-
cerned with jvenile delinquency and dmrin-
Istered by the AdminIstatuin sall be sdnsln-
Istered or subject to the policy directio of
the O *ce of Juvenile Justlce &nd Delinquency
Pmetieo to cany out the mandates of the
Juvenile Jus tce and Delliquency Prevention
Act of 19 14.

T"he o" eight beari g held by the Sub-
eoflfItteo to Investigate Juvenile Delia-
quency on the Implementation of the 1914
and 1I07 Acts from 109 through i1? a
the oversight hearings held in 1910 by the
Oommittes an the Judiciary established that
the Administrator tailed to delegate suE-
dent authority for the Associate Admin ra-
toi to fully Implement this program. While
the Office did a relatively effoctlve job of
gtUng the new progr m off the pound un-
der difcult circumstances. and to keep It
eperstlng as eff1clentlr a possible. It I@ the
Committee's view that msodaied statutory
support of the ofce' Admnistration of the
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i prouane funded Ueo ttle 5--O-e a Ria-
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mile? oc't o i tat 23sch2 diallow late
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teddby th 1i7t Act. In tha rear it
sea never Intended Uta the wod "reglar

tita fulcmlac, as doe the "slghtan
sound' standard. Te prohllblom on "re .
tar oootaet- wae designed to salow coran.

of juveniles and adults under special-
tU4'CUX€ M such M a hort-tear em-

ployment progrLm In order to avoid ossur
4upLIcauon.

lit Is obvious to the Committee that much
remLai to be done to make the lilt Act
F ru a real y. The allocation CC unob-

tedfuns for this worthy. hut some-
srt neglectd objective Is 11Ulkuarly -
Propristeo

Vels ,eamcs o eorl
The co-te amendment r*Utis the

rurreat provision o1 law that requires t
least 15 15 rerrent *I the tota spropeta-
lion unde 11U& I of the O=m Criet
Control and Sfte Sltreets Act of 1934. am
antd. be spent for Juventl. 6elaquencI
propgrams with emphasis Go propams aimed
a turban vilen t crimes commtted by ju-

enlles. Tb Ocomnattet acknowledges that
violent juenue ofender should be give
an toceaed focus. bt pines the ompars-
is competing Interests It was Melt that r*-

quirinl all ot the oatenance of efort
funds for this a ticuVLr focus would be ex-
Cession. In addition. the Committee amnd.
ment vwlves the maintenance of eroct pro-
visio when the toa appropr~ations under
Title I of the Omnlbus Crime Control ad
is1@1e Stresto Act of 15 s amended, doe
sotea"ce 4 At M during any aal
"ear.

CO0GP1SSlONAL RECWD-SMTE
CVIoeSe -wi~w

The Comamittee Aneadis Impele Us
Acts's W08 Perticipation prohiie P-
dw the Cmmittee S eltieM
prouma swat the StaM A:=rCo"&
wIA WWI e son0- 4lab sis s aw ea

= 10oeev soplisoni and sthm ttse
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Aspors OW stadles
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AdmIsIstrabs Of the 0COO of Smimis en
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vide a detailed evalusao of the md

r~uslo gyp flUU or = to7 was
Coingressby jet tjueles t he
strdjat ty16 1 tU11 focu. ad 4 tbo.Ma
Preenion Policis. programs and ~ese
alferting Nativ Asaetkos Us to
plet a"n oubmtte o s by De-
seshrt ft. tsti.
Tils 81I-Dsasese Yoth AN AeSeMeSsU

ThIs pror ams ttlde is samemded by S
Coitee Amendment to feud Q 1T11
Al's boh le youth 1ocu. ThU entitled
the unaway d sRoeaeets IsuiA Aa T
CommIttee am adment mae stebs tei
authority for the Secretary of Stnk Jlls-
cation. and Wlfar to "*tins to fun1 nF
lion" el~ teep ontworks to iam runsawog
h*Omeo neglected end abed yuslh W"t
TheS famlis aieervto prvtdest.ni fr

their, emVas the dm51 popultion M&st
for service and" stimulate Si lregtha
of governmental and private sector pro-
pane for youth tooan f Ies n nd of ne-
wce. Te Secretary sU contie through te
AdMInoStmOU for Childre n outh aid
PaMlile 10 con~et ay informnatien Moss-
eary W "Pon on and sem Mhe se few
proae s anm s fertedUl . uIsderts

1.tie.
The 00ommtte bll authortaid funding ter

tte WI as the min leve as the 1M1At
of In per y ea for fr1 0c o eSm

rem IsO) though 10.
Juaas Sulloe Act Authormlsefot

If one merely toots at the ent and am
of jReals crime ad ae l tse De ttatv
ar not. met. by current prsas, one oou

easily coCI*ud St the a.thorhan web
for this "tl soulbe doobled or e toed n-
to Us resposibilty of this Comm9iee. ho-
ever. "o Insue th jus enu J lam
ae deveo in en aroerly faiona
anl m e"ee ar spem o electively, timly and
wslyok. Therefore the Commdt hasep
gued authorisat levels thea Provide for
the orderly growt o9 thes aivs over the
men Ae yum. As "the om it-
tee.S. U441, would outborine for each of Sem
7e0a 1t1 thrown 1s50 teis at $ISO Rmos-
$il0 million, 4lii alUin%6 miMAIon ad
am gmlion respecttvely.

21he4 ooitte further m&plae%1$1aI
the suhoommittee on ls coiltlas viW
yr~um its oversight rexpoidblilte In a wig.
or manne e a to sOsr a that the 045
at Juvelfe Justice and Delinquency Provea-
tion ozpendo the newly autbortsed fond In
a fisca sound manner conistent With the
primary goals of the illS Act to orsle to as
sure compleow Imlm at~ anth Juve-
nie junk*c an* oneruc Prevention A"t

Mr. Pnisdent. I strongly urge m~y od-
leaue In the Senate to adopt tibs legl-
lstion. The Juvenile Justie dnd Delln-
quescy Prevnton Act and Lhess 19W
amendments Will provide tie stability so
Vital to the continuation of t"i con-
prasional Inltailv. The 5-year sten-
ia, with the adequate funding pro-
vided. when oupled with full Impilemen-
tation o1 the provisions of Ube 1914 and
1IM acts will help address Uw current
needs of Our juvenile justie systm Al-
thUgh the snoutst suthorlied to date
bae" been very frugal relatlys to Ube ts

May so, 1980
of eh ot Po pareWsnfa mAm, mid'.
remouross provide I a as. m t -
am hm= Will de 100des to sle"
wt &Dte cc the 17M1 aMcL

bis an olpoelant resoffty to P"o
"ia nUs WsdJsreb and neesapo o

M AMd momutpo Uho e t en on
Su ls. boost aid lmre roe tmhoa1ri e o veole datIhiu oy. T7er
aWe no PenoCeas. A reVAbiorlmtin Of 00
1o74 JU J8 a0n1 , 1 d De-innc
Prometin Ad w bi in l m portent soP.
lbir mus be a rommaent by I Ow
cittms to begin to r4"sole 10111egal d
pocem prim and ates F111"a" to
childrenl in UVAle. Aitesnti to la
MoUM Poho s Uma be developed and em-

-o e , nW Stad toobi No
11TtYt noprodt UlteriM prollap allI
ready beginnwn so rimdlio and W"A"si
tbale fdoes. Mie Jvea Jmte Act beal
oonttlbuted to th& Prgrm

I s k Utanboue oelos tt" two at-
taconemti be printed " this point I
the Rwaoa oe a eer r We Amet-
ea Lsso.. dated Marc 2, 1V . ,d
the mcnd bei A oifc orgalstione

ding te Juvenile Justce and Do.
Vaqueney Act of INW.

There being no oblJection, tOe matet
Was ordered to he printed In Si PAW&%a
a foows:

Ts Aignsa ILeas.
Was gt^qs. Do. Mar h it. i e.

UJ. senate. Jusse SONU Ofe &* e,
Wuatsla0t, D0.

DuneiSmuavus isis: Thi AmerIces to-
gions longstanding 4001111411 over "U119

tms sa-e Qoe matry Ws the bsis for
our support in ts74 of the fuvenfl "Wutis
and Dslinqu ncy Proeniom A We be-
Uevd then as we do now that the problem
demands a o0nprebslive and Maodnated
approach at lbe IosdrsJ level

As you know. juvenile Cls nontnue to
ie one of own most post social al-
eate . therefore. Is essna that fsd-
l eforta bi oontinud and tbat th Act

be "ntd through reauthortastion. We
are pleses4 to le"r t Mo hae" Intro-
duoud L. 2441 Which, If spated would pro-
ridi for such risutbordetac and we con-
Unme to support tb malnatena *f asoel
concept as Patil of may meulborislinan-
date

The Amercan Legiont sta& seedy to
61411t you Lod very msmbw of tm commit-
tee in thi worthwhile endeavor.

noscrwy,
MfTO 5. Knj.

Director.

ObCotmsanns 11rsnmmi tw JLTmx
Justcz aWes DmL~wOusWT PaniRMnoW ACV
or 1014 lftmsc I.v 93-416. as Amaxomi
= M191, rutrsr LAW Will)
American Pederstion oft Satt County. and

Municipal tmlopees.
American lMoUtute of familyUe istlons
Amerlas Legion. National Itsciuve Com-

mite.
American Patents Oommltt.
Amerlem Psycbological ,eoctaile.
Bloat Urith Womem.
Cbltn's Defense Pun&
Child Study Asocltlon of Asoori
Chinese Development COunc .
Christian Prison MifnlalieaL
AMI.-CIO Deprtrmeat of CommunIty arm.

APIEClO. Department of Scial security.
AmerVAi Aeocitian ot Pslychiatrg sere.

loses fo Children.
Americn Association c! Unpralty

Women.
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AmIOs OWM Asocatlia
America dM Pst C Ai sasers.

-nrC -*~siia Therapy Aana
tics. MAa
Amerl-IcnOteteaeoaln
Amde$cn Psychological Aociation
Ameican P11110131 wecissa Association.
Americani School counsel ANDOCIilO
Ameria Eoclety for AdO S01soe1 PsYchia-

try.
Asociatlon for ChUdhoo 1ducaiin In-

Assoation of Junie Leagues.
Zsrigony Task Force, oc uvenile Delln-

quency PrevenUon
John Hovard Aaocelatlon
Juveanle Protectve Association
Naliora.0 Alliance e2 Shap ng Saer CIti4.
NStoinal A&,OCIStiull Of Countes W1
National Association at Socia Workens.
Natlnal AsoIaUOn Of 6461 Juvenie De-

linquency Program Adminleiralas
National Colaboratloan for Youth, Boys

Clubs of AAmerlca. Boy Sout of America
Camp Ire Girls. Inc. Future Nomemskers
of America. Girls* Clubs. Oirt ScoUs of
USA. National ecTStlob of Settlemtes
end Neighborhood Centers. Pod Crom Youth
Service 'rornsme. 4-H Clubs. Federal zsecu-

Ue Service. Nsuona Jewish Welfare board
National board of YWCA.L and National1
Courtll of TICAs

National Commission on the Observance of
Internatlonal Women's Year Committee on
Child Development. Audrey Rowe Colonn.
Chaireboct Committee Jill tucsllhi iss.
Presidinf Oieef Commiason.

National Conference of Criminal Justice
PlannIng AdministratoS-

Matlonal Conference of State Laelatums
National Council on Crime and Deltnquen-

Boyso Clubs of America.
Iky lcouts of the USA.
Child Welfare Leasgue of Anric&
family Impact Seminar.
FamIly Service Asociatton of America.
Four-C of erien County
Girls Clubs of AmerIca

ome aid School Instiltute.
LutherLa Council tn the US A
Maryland Committee for Day Care
iasaabhu ette Committe for Children andYouth.

Mental Realth llm board
National Alliance Concerned With School-

Age Parents
National Asoclatlon of Social Workers
National Child Day Care Association.
NatinLI Conference of Chriatlls and

Jewe
National Councl for black Child Develop-

rast.
National Council of Churches
National Council of Jewlbh Wvmen.
NaUonsa Council of State Committees for

Children ad Touth
National Jewth Welfare Board
National Urban Lague
New York state Division for Youth
Palo Alto Community Child Care.
Philadelphia Community Coordinated

Child Cars Council
"e Salvatloo Army.
school Days. Inc
Society of St Vincent De Paul
United Auto Workers
United Cerebral Palsy Assoc sttn
United Church of ChnIt-5,,ard for Home-

la1d hli'Utilcs Divislon of Helth and We-
fare

Uilled Methodist Churcb- oa of Olobal
MInistries

United Neighborhood Howes of New York

Valted Presbyterian Church, USA
WestChesLer Children's Association
NtioalU Federation of Stats Youth Ser ice

bureau Associations.
Niora0 Overnors Conference
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sUonal laformalloo Center on Volnteersin Cou ts.

Nto aue of Clues
Naticial Le Aid sod Defender Aesoda-

Uols-
Natiosal Networt of Runaway a Youth

National Urban 0oaittIfn
Public Affairs COmmitt&e. Nat Aoo-.

dlati fo r Mental Health. Inc.
Robert F Kennedy Action corps
Va. Con'eretne of Msyors
Big Seuters/Btg Sisters of America
NtioS Youth Worien Al1ace
National OUnclU Oc JUreQUeI a" Fily

Con judges
National Ooubcu of CrtiM l Jestos

Youth Network CouneU
American Bmr Assoctsuon
Amesran Civil Llberiese Union
NSon" Juvenile LAW Cetnter.
Nauoal Coalition for Clurea' JusUcs
Chlldren'e IKprees
Children's Defense Fund
CoLlUon frT Children ad Youth

Mr. THUI OND. Mr. Prosldenk to-
day. the Senate considers legislation to
reauthoriss the Juvenile Justice and De.
InquenC-y Prevention Act of 1974.

The original legislation, the Juvenile
JusUce and Protection Act of 1974, was
the first comprehensive F federal response
to the problem of Juvenle crime. I sup-
ported thAt lelaton because I was
deeply concerned about the rise In Juve-
nile crime and the number ol youths who
were running away from their homes.

We have now had 4 years of experience
with this legislation. It ha ben I think.
a rocky road. There Lre conflicting views
throughout the country on bow to re-
spond to Juvenile crime, how to separate
status offenders from nonstatus of-
fenders. and how much of the overall
criminal Justice resources should be de-
voted to this problem.

Thes problem are evrn more difficult
to resolve now that we ae In a peid
of budgetary retrint. Although this btl
wahtorlzea a total] of .875 million over
the next 5 fisWl year., it ts clear from
recent Budget Committee acUons that
funds for Juvenile Justice ad criminal
Justice programs will be hard to cOme by
through the appropriation process.

Mr. President, I hope that supporters
of this program will understand these
current funding realities The LKAA
program, for example, has been reduced
substaniUa y. The maintenance of effort
provision of the Omnibus Crime Contrl
and Safe Streets Act. which requires that
20 percent of LAA funds also go to
Juvenile Justice programs, should be sm-
pended temporarily while LEAA funding
levels are so low. Otherwise, juveniW
Justice will receive a dlaproporUtlona
share of total criminal Justice funding. I
believe that. in a period of speeding re-
stmint, all components of the criminal
Justice system should share equally.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1074 is scheduled to be
funded at a $t00 million level. I think
that Is adequate for the time being. This
progrm has been successful In man
St,41es but efforts to s too far too (aIt
may hurt the program. Fot example, on
the question of separating Juveniles from
adults In lockups and jails. a requirement
that absolute separation be reached
within a few years may be imposible to
achieve.

88"07
Mr. President although I aupport the

concept of separating Juven fom
adult offenders In Jtils and lockup facil-
ties. the Current separation on the bast
of -lght and somid' emna to be an
achievable goal. my own Stte of 8outh
Caria has ben able to achieve com-
pilase with this requirogist. Unfor'
tunately. fot a rural State like mine. a
Pedersl requirement that theta be com.
pletoe separatio-4n separate facilities-
of Juvenile an adult offdm imay be
Impossible to achieve In the immediate
future. Sate are takin steps to oorrect
this situation, but they sotuld be en-
coureged to do so. no forced to do so
under the threat CC sanctions by the Fed-
end Oovnment.

Mr. President. I support this legis -
tion and Its objectives sad ure my col-
leaedgi to approve It.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise In sup-
port of thia legislation that would amend
the Juvenile Justice and Ilnqeency
Prevention Act of 1974. This bill Is aimi-
tar to S. 2434, legislation that the Sen-
atr from Kansas tntroduced to extend
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 through fiscal
year 1 64. That bl auLhorsed $1 mtl-
lon In fiscal year 1991 and $1S millim
in each succeeding year for the pro-
grams that Lre created by the act. In
addition. 8. 2434 required that there
would be maintained from appropria-
tions for each fiscal year allotted to each
State under ftle I of the Oanbus Crime
Control and Safe Steets Act of 1M$. at
least, the average percentage of the 3
most recent isca ears for which figures
are available of the total expenditures
made for crimisna Justice programs by
State and local government which is
expended for Juvenile delinuency pro-
grams by such 8tate and local gmern-
ments.

An important aspect of the 1974 Juve-
nile Justice Act was the "maintenance
of effort" provision. That law called for
a set aside of 19 15 percent of all law en-
forcement assistance administration
(LEAA) funding to be reserved for juve-
nde Justice prortms. This percentage
was based on the ratio of LZAA expcndl-
tures for Juvenile justice to the agency's
total expenditures for fiscal 1971. The
Senator from Kansas felt that it was
tme to carefully reexamine this ratio in
the light of experience In Its administra-
tion.

Tbe Senate version of the Justice Sys-
tem Improvement Act of 1979 provitdcd
for the complete elimination of the
maintenance of effort provision 8 2434
did not to that far. Instead it attempted
to develop a new formula based on the
average percentage of the 3 most recent
fiscal Years of the total expenditures
made for criminal Justice programs by
State and local governments
ausorrvT Dip THRI LssirsTAM Arulsuta 4roe

Under S. 2431, the Offce of Juvtnile
Justice and Delinqiency Prevention
would have remained within the LEAA
of the US. Department of Justice. The
Assistant Administrator of LEAA a ould
have continued to head the Office a-
though he would have been under the
Policy direction and control of the Ad-
mtinstrator of LEAA.
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ONGFOMI iLAGAsTaON
6 2441 represents a good oomprosime

between the concesa of Sear ISa
and the concerns of thi Senator. In re-
viewing the original proposal that thi
Senator offered aLd S. 2441, there are
only tWree major differences. Thoa di--
ferencee concern the role of the Adminla.
trator of the Office of Juvenile Jusutce
and Delinquency PrevenUo. the fund-
Ins level, and the maintenance of effort
Provision.

In 8. 2441 the Administrator of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and DlMn-
quency Prevention Is given final ccount-
ability and responis*$o ty for Lmpement-
In# the act. The fuqIng level, In the leg-
slatlon that we are reviewing today, Is
10 million in 1991, 1150 Milon in 1982.

$171 mtllon In 14. ad 420 million in
1934 and 1985. Under 8. 2441. the 11.15
requirement for spending on Juvenile
justice programs will be waived when
total appropriations for LEAA fail to ex-
ceed $150,000.000.

The Federal Oovernment ha a respon-
albitty to continue Its efforts to Improve
the quality of Justce that is availab e to
Juveniles In Usa country. The problem of
Juvenile delinquency must continue to
be dealt with in an effecUve and mean-
Ingful manner if the levels of juven le
crime are to continue their decline.

It is my hope that by exteudlini the
authorization for the Juvenile Jastle
and Doenouency Prevention Act of 1374.
States and local government. XpiTs&W
and public orgarMatons will have th
assistance that is necessary to oatinue
the development of practical approaches
to the problems of youths that have be-
come Involved in the JuveTile JusUce
system Juvenile crime and delinquency
Prevention must continue to be a top
Federal. State. and local priority. It is
clear to me that a major cause of this
Natlo's staggering crime rate is juvenile
crime and violem . leglalaOtion wi
dea with that casue

The PRESIDDO OMICIL Who
yielda time?

The bill is open to further amendment.
If there toe no further amendmeMt to be
proposed. the question Is on agreeitn to
the committee amendment In the nature
of a substitute.

The committee amendment va agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be enrosse
for a third reading, was read the third
time, ancl passed, * "

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President. I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PR-SLDI TO OFCER. The cler
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President. I ask umawl.
mow conent that the order for the
Quorum call be resc ended.

The PRESMIDIO OMC=. Without
obJectos.& Is so ordered.

Mr. ROBMRT C. BYRD. Mr. presidet,
I move to teconsider the vote by which
the bill passed.

M. BAYH. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

7h motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

page: SS608-$609
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Omri or TKII Dermr
Artvro i Oesioaslt.

Wsllittaiur D C. My is. w)11.
The Vita PisauoeN.
US$ Setite

Viultql lol DC
Dos h~ Vaco Peaeisservi Itely pleesure

to forward ion Your rotaldtrtlon a leglela.
Uve proposal entitled the -Juveile Justlc
Arndiverits of 190 0

This proposed bill would amlend the Juve-
Mils Ju tn' and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1i57 ard extend the authcrlty 01 the Law
Liforctment AsistaLnce AdmloIlotritloo to
admtiister the Act. ihroullb ito 015as of
Jut Ile Justice and Delinquency Proven.
tiOn for a additional four )&ars The bUt
would provide continued flding to the LaW
D0toCrcemnt Asltaice AdlUnitratlon to
coordt,te Federal Juoenlie delInquency pro-
gram i and activities aod to slit states,
units of genual local government. and pri-
1to non profit a4encles, orgualatIons and
ilAlklu'o s In their effort to combat jove.
rlle delinquency air. Improve the juvenile
justice 0slte

T. andments proposed are few to
number an4 ar directed toward maling Iom.
prcverruntai in the existitg program The
altendments v ere drafted In antlclpailon o
the enctment of the Juice System tit-
feovement Act 48 241 end HIt 2061) dulrlg
the currot aeion ol Cogreas els*uae that
Art would thoroughly restructure the eist.
tog program Under the OmnIbus CrIme Con.
the and ae Street& Act. It io possible thai
2 rTQdlOfictlon of this bIll would be necessary
ar the enactient of the JutIce epetom

tmpdvomsnt Act The Justice BSptem In-
proveMent Act abll the (Oeft of Ju-
uces Assileano, Research end Steatltm as
the coordlInI mechailem for the Federal
justice system irose program The
Ofoce will be ae up of t h seeparate or-
gnaLsatloeoll entities reqonsible foe the
throe major functioal are Of &nanula as-
istance. resurch, and staiStc Unde the

nW dtruture, the Juvenile "tlo Act pro-
grom wi remain a part of the financli as-
alota.ne program administered by the LAW
Enlfoecement Amltance AdmIlettct.

The legislative proposal would iaget ad-
tIo.ll botmoiOU and resources on the prob-
leas 01 the slous, violent. and chronic I*-
peo delintuent offender The bill beigind
With a ending that the juvenile* justice op.-
tom ohbuld gie atditloni attention to te
type 01of ffooder from apprehension through
ribabllttlon Now formula and lcpi Mm-
phasla piogran autLity to added through a
serle Of mnon:ente proposed i& the hill
thal atithortss a broad range at pregrI11-
mlUc effort directed toward this signsic nt.
but neglected. juvenile offender poplaion.

Td lrlislatlv proposal Iniudoe tuMbet
of amrendmoents designed to strengthen sc.
tLoLtles t6 o ordinate Federal juven111e delta-
quency sorts The Ftderaj Cwrlatilng
Council wou;d he given staf apabUlty to
easirt im carrying out Ie statutory dutlee.
The Council would be reewsibl for re-
VIlewing and mailg reoomm4ndatlons on ni
Mlt funding efforts undertaken by the Of-
nS of Juvenile Justice aod Delnquencyp Pre-
vention with ember ertncles.

I a order to l crcee repreesntation of Sita
aviso" groups on the 31 member National
Advir Comilttee for Juvenle JustIe and
Delinquen y Preventlon, the proposal would
requtre that the PresIdent appoIt at tl
two State advieory group members to th
Coamittae In each group af seven sppolt.
Meat&

The proposal would clarify the Important
Set1ol 223(b) 4131 JAI deinsltuilOnallallitOl
requiremsent of %he Act trough a definition
of the teo "Juvenile deteiuon or o0rrer-
tional farlltie" The denalloi would pro-
bibi the placemient Of JuTiiiSS Who have
not been CO51gwd with or adju .cated for of-
fense that would be -rimtlol I oAm6Mltted
by an adult In aclilld thatll mi 0*
that am used for the lwful custody of adult
offenders ThisL chao. Coupled with the
An's emphasis o the establishment of small
coomunii-beMd litemnativee, should per.
mit States to continue their program toward
fIU deinlltl~tilditlot of noncriminal
juvenlee while at the eam tie rMLg ad-
ditloo&l rewurfto for the SOmplIshm*flt of
either impotaolt obj*etlves Of the Act

The proposed bUt coitlnue the )lfS At
Institute foe Juve lle JusLtie and Delta-
quency Preventlon Mcoever, the IntltuLi5l
bLuthority I the am of basic e1e10ch
Into the cause@ Of jVen1le ll'-
quenry would be retoved Te basic V erch
function would be performed by the Natloal
Institute of Justice under the Ju&Lce By;-
tem improvement Act

rtully. the propmail wovild provide au-
thorlsAlloo Of such sums as al e oeceely
for Juenile Juetice Act progUM iIn each Of
decal yeare 1.2002. 155. and 110114. The
*ubirtlealon Of this bUl U-114r e014011 the Ad.
miluiotrt"os contInuing commItment% to
juvenile justice in delinquency provesUon
programming at the PdeI level,

I record the prompt and favoable
conridei'tlOU Of the proposed -Juvenile Jus-
tice AntendmtAt of 19115* 0 t addition Ito the
bill, thear i #tclosd a eetion-b-sectloto
anabl) %to

The Oc o t igang'ent and budget hal
advised that there is no objection from the
standpoint Of the AdmIltrsU0AlS Program
to the ouhottseloOf thi lgilalitIOn to te
Conpeve end thai Ito onacinmet would be
consistent With the Admlnetti-o oh-

Sincerely.
DoJbatinx I. Ctyner

Deplt AtIortse OenereJ.



264

up. ]ar sr request) tntrodaon the lao.
lowing W& whic a read twIS and re-

I l 10 he ComIttee oathe aJudiJUar
A bill t6o Omd M JUven Justice A

Deltnquency Prevention Act of 1374. end for
gumer pur pom s

trs emoleae &eJ 154 tc ad Nse of
Ame Ia dC r aeef eambMA Ten this
Act My e cited 94 lth "JuMeUO Jui ucs
Ameadmeot , Of AM

gte. .Tite i o the Juvenile Ju ui and
elnquenory Preventioft Act of 1A14 La

I) Socton 101 (a) 4 A amended by A-
@etin the worde "ooho end" Drter the
Word -&am a"n before te wOR "rup.

(1) eton II 1) A further amended by
€t4nd oat t mo " n d" at the od f
pargvs A- t. bn orn lt the perid at
te end of paregrapb (74 and -inerlag ';
"s-" t- Ala lb~. Mnd by adding as the
ed tereof the following neW paragrap:

"(g) te juvenie justice sysiem mhoul-
gIv Ddtiotal attetion to the priiom of
the erius juvenile o9ende. particularly in
the arn a 0Appreheoound. Identlfcation.
speedy adjudication. eanleicing and
rehahilitatian."

tl ectiiao 109 s111- amend to read e
follows:

() IWe term "state" Mean ay WAi r
the United state. the District Cf C0l
the Conmmonwealth oI Puerto Rico, the pir-

gi ed . am AeranSm.th

Trot4 Tervitory 01 the Pa.cbide poiats. an

the oonwe Lit of t Iht a

(4) section 1l34ls) La amended to rend en
follow:;

"(154 the term juvenilee drientina or cor-
cectionel fantlllee means any secure public
or Privae family Used for the Lawful cus-
tody, oacc =e or adjudicated juvenile of-
fenders or non-obendefl or any Public Or
Private facilty. oecuors Or non-S0cure which
to Woo need for the lawful custody of ac-
cused or covicted adult criminal oleadera

Panr A-Jvwell Juerors s&r DeguMevarcr
ParaNTION! Cr"

Sec. &. Tie 13, Pert A of such Act La
amended en follows:

31 Section 20(c) La amended by tard-
a g at the end thereof the following nOW
sentence: -MIe Council alt review Dad
makte reoanmeadatoons On LU joat funding
elmars undertaken by the Odice of Juvenil
Jintica sod Iellaqueory Prevention with
anember agencies of the Couincill.'

CIllASectioNO 20(3a oAmended to read en
follows:

"(a) The Chairman of the Council ehaL
with the approval of the Council. appont a
atag director, an amietnt WtAN director, ad
Such addtional stab support en the Chair.
mn Wonalderi1 necessary to Carr Out the
functions of the ouncil."

(34 SetIcn 207(44 Am amended by Insert-
Lag SAte the Doeed Sentence thereof the
folloin Nwnn: "a&cb group of ap-
pointmente for fows year terms ahal Include
at i*sat two appoitt who are members of
a Ste advisory group eetabisehed purnuant
Wo section 223(s) (a) of this Act"

LOM. Peaes".

be.- 4 InIte i. Put a of so* ct Ae
amended as follwe:

(1 section l( A(l) Lumedd by
taiing the Cord ad befor th words
Uto tlelm mad ~dp". and i- laeetin.

a"te -juvele jeti etabderdthe %b* 0-
bowing words: -. a4 to Idenuty. a4judo oi,.
mad proIde effective LNaUtUXe ad o ns-
t.uoity-ball treatment alitrnetives for
the serious. violent, or chronic repet lave-
oile oe ooder'.

,t Section 30 (sIl)(A Ito amended by
Inserting f "rbalhitallve ervoe the
folbowlaqg* "In ludiln prop"" a" servites
targeted to the treatment &ad rballhuts-
the of eerious. vicient. or chrmki repeat;
tuvreat oemaden.

() Setti@ (a)lliIO) i llthf Imended
by ading at the end thereof Lte i lltwig
now eubparegrapha:

(JI project. deIgoe to kkUry ad
work With. orenlaily Involved jumlse caug
tn order to elnel their energy to oonsettrt-

tire An lawful outlets.
(K) programs deegied to Identify and

focus ftesoism upon the aerious vioienat. or
Chronic reea juvenile abmode,

" L) epecal institutional -aIh or pro-
grum to prald Intensive euperviston and
treatment for violent juvenile deilacet
*daders."

(4) section 14" (10) Il amde4 11
ateling the rd "ad" at Lh end thered

41) 6ectio 24j&)(1l is ameded by
string the period at the end A whmi.-
tng -; and"ito evi thereo.

(0m section M(s) Is frrthef Iam nded by
adding at the endl thereof the following MW

"(121 develop and Implement program"
designed to tames fte ability at the juve-
nile ju i eesem to gather Informalla on
violent or asorlo juvenile crime, to ae
due pom le adjudication, and to provide
isurces becamay for ifrom 41011011-
tie of juventle ogendele"
PaSO C-anoT it. IltrrwL roe JvnT J

JUBMcF 6"r DMWoQVe"CT PesvallOa
SIc . Tle it. Part C of such Act l

almendd as foell
(i SecUo 543t) is aMded by beet-

Lad Me word "applIo" after the wor "co-
ordiate"

1 GrSco 55(S1 is ended by Loeet-
tng the word -applied- after the we "et
vwe agenclese, iue.

41I) becU *4 o amended by trUiIng the
sords "Asociate Adm&Ln ar'" and tamorl-
tag the Wors Deputy Assoctate Admialetla-
tot for the Neational InaUtuts for Juvenlile
Justice a" Delinquency Preventi n" to lieU
thereof.

PART 33-KzrmT FO M
so+ 6. TItleIL Part D Sf M&c Act is

ammdede loile.
(1) Tie amet sentence o SoctInl l(a) i

&mended to ue as follows:

t carry out the purpoeathMattle
there is autbhoraid to be eeriated sech
VUme en ar neOM B e eiel "a the mil
rese endng Deptooee K ASA. Soptembe
30. 1112. September 50. 1N& an epteS-
her SO. A-"

IS) Sectien 341 (b) La asmnded to read eN
lqovse:

"(bI Ia ladon to teM tunds e0Pet-
mud undor SectsIo n61(a) od the Juvenle
Jtemain Dolnquency Prevention Act Of
19 14. the A4minalaeteloall metUtn
frein the appropriatioe for the Law Want-

nt Assistance Admiltration. other the
fds easmthed for remrch. eoalu"at l
and etUAftlc activities, each Local year. at
lenet so per*e=t of th lote eppoopriatictne
fow teU Adm a ai . for jtene ddi.
Itoqxuny propane The Amisa ar tmto
sha provide an adequate sbe of re ch.
evaluation sad satl is fuding for
Juvenile, delinquency program and artist-
ties and La encouraged to Provide runding
for juvenile delinquency program ove and
above the so percent mintenance of elfor
minimume The Amociate Adminhtrator of
the C0im at Juvenile JtSUMo and Delinquen-

cy Prevention. rubject to the revie and ap
proval of t0e Admalanistioa. eIai publish
guidelines for the Implementation of this
subsection -

t3) Section 201 A further amiended by
adWdn at the end thtereof the folowig new
eubsection:

-(i) A reOWoneble aMount ad the tote.
annual appropritice under this tUtl shaI
be allocated and rpended by the Admials-
tretlon for the Purpose 01 paring ad! t-
plemeniong polnt interagency programme a
prolecta authorteed under Part A."
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Merucou, An.uM
ieciam I ptovWse ULM& tbe Act mAY be

cited as the Juv*nW Ivotb Amendments

Section 2 amends TMtle I o the lvealis
Justio and Detlnuenc PVv atioa Act of
170 to ad "ItO" 11061,A. an to
modify Ie defiltion

4l) sec on lot)tli is amended to
recagnim that alco abuse is an tamecs-
log problem aong euvenulesi

(2) Seco" 101(s) I further Uaende to
add a ccagrossionJ finding that the juve-
nusejutie system bou4d give addtbold
Attention to the problem Of the serious lue-
Mile affender.

(I) fgeri 10(1) a Lownded to ist the
PadIcISO&O that quality S "MANG" Oii-
gible for funding ubde the Act-

(4) Sctio 1032121is amended to defns
the tarm -juveaie detention Or Oocioai
tecilitin s. Ii Ierl IO to sd in eetion
US(*) I2) (AI. to oder to S y Lta ijuve-
Rim who ha" not been charged With of
adjudscatd to o6.0.5 that wwcud be mi-
al t ocmmittad by an adult may not be
placed t tacllU.es that ae secure or.
whether.9 cur or nOn-eccure. a"e Used for
te lawful custody at accused or oovicted
adult orimnn i off endese

Sets a amndeo 7109 1i Pant A of the
Juvinile, Justice "A Delinquency Peevon-
tion Act of 1974 In three wiyp:

(1) SecUOn 2f0) Is =mndd to provide
thai the CN)ordinating COuMncrviw and
same recomme ode l n an all blt fund-
log proposals undiersan by the Ooe or
JeySie Justice and Delinqualncy Pleven-
tUo with Msetber agencies of the Council.

(1) ecion 310() IS mede to require
ahat the CaUMAn of the ounciL with the
approval io tb toucil. IppoInt a si
director. an aseletant MAE director. and
such adtOa Is support as the Chair-
ma considers necessary to carry out the
ouncil's statutory functions.

(I) swction 307(1 Ito Amended to eolfy
that at MM, two appoitse0 out of each
group of aeve appolntee to the Naltioal
Advisory Dow-- Me for Iuvenie Justic and
Deanquency Prevention shall be current
members at a Stl advisorl group estab-
limed Under the ACt.

Section 4 amende Title n. Part a CC the
Act through ae separate pro viloA raatd
to Federal andhtanbs programs.

l )ectionlrita)Iin lamendedtoadd
to the Oc at advan technique program
areas under thM frrula pLa Program
thMO that lideslufy. adj"dCate. and provide
effective Lnailutlocal and comzunlti-beed
treatment lternatuve for the variousa. vio.
lent. or chronic repeat Juvenile off endev.

121 section 22841i0liA) Is amended to
Include programs ad servtoes targelld o
the treatment Lad rehabltaUtO of erod
violent, or chronic repeat juvenile Off enders
to the liating of ssampis o1 advanced
technique oOmmilitj-b&&ad program and

I3) Sloo 22(a) I10) in further ameanded
by adding three new OubpareAgraPhe that give
turowe evaepls of advanced techniques
Project activities related to serious JUvenile

Stfaipeagep .(5) autborim prOJeOCe d8-

gmts to deataipui weft Wlit os"n
involved juvemito ~n In ir to ebaviee
thew wasso to DowUUCIIY and lawful

6Uc ~areps (I suthorem prores
%b" ae 0160e to 1deUty Id bac re-
enuroe on Lb. serious. "Woent. or tbroftle
rae" Juvenile offender.

ftbpalm'pa&p (L) mauthbrle the fundi0
of speca" tmUtuoo& unite or programs
to Pirtowe ta44, supevision and treat.
moat for vIolent jayenle "dl nt oleid-

(I) section a) (eli0) I tle bject o t
teehaleal amedment.

III asction (aiIs l te subjeCS of
a technical amndment.

(4) Seetbon 2w6a) is further samnded by
ading a Dw quo~ U" autbolelI
spectol Iapim Prevenio and tyroement
funnAl for programs desd to tcwieLs
the aisity Of the juvenile jusutie system to
Bahe ltelsticon an Oloial or mious
juvenle Crime. to wm' dI p - ta ad-
judica . and to provide aditional re-
sources bcla7 to sme ladOges tdped
Liorn Of juvnie olende.

SecUon I amd. "TUA U. Pert C of te

het through three amendmeota row"il to lbs
Namtiool L4Jituo for rvnli. J.itMe ad
metinquec fteventoss.

(11 Section 243 111* tdamded to lta1l the

sopecO the Ietitul rOMerb authority
1o epplled reearh into all sappecs CC juvt-
ails delinquency bode wef Late tb.
Cause o cruam and deln~n"c wl be
condusetd by the 14iaucal I natiute for ZAW

a.fcesnmst and Cvlmlaw Jueo s o ite

ah 'o melatq t~

(2) section 1"(so is LID amended to
specry that eatgdim pepare by the 1441.
lUll With rPet W the prevetlO a"
Treatment at juvenie delunqueucc "ail be
applied audies related to the development Ci
effective prtgrante and projects.

8) section 241 Ia sm"e to Provide
thai tbe Institute Adviacry Cocmmittee Wi.
rectip advise lhe Deputy Aftoriale Admin.
Ietrato for the instiute

Section I aends flU. ff. Part 0 of lhs
Act. Adm lerat i Provisions. through
three ameOdments to section 241

(I) SecUon M34 () Is a1meded to provi
a fouLr-yoir author aon with an eppro.
portion Ieve of wlsh te as ane necessary
for eWach oca K ears 1941. In62 116. and
1164

S21, SIlUon 2d43bI Is amended to Provide
tor changes Ia the required ma1ntenance
of effort of Crimew Coeci Act funds, for
jlJviiiil delnqueccy prograis. The re.
quirement to mkade applicable to all subch
funds acept fun"i ermaitad fo, reserch.
evaluation and satitics SCUtvicja Thaw
latter actSites must receive an adequate
&aatc available funds TIe maintenanos
or efor% level is "St at s0 psreI and Loa.-
gU&"g added to eaoouge LMs Admlnlalgra-
itc to Provide funding flr juvnle do-
linquec programs over and above lb.
mianmum 30 percent level. OuilLne Ir
LUIlmenZlati of mainenance at e*fort
aba) be toemauleted by the Associate Admin-
tetralor CC OkJJDP and. IOLIOwing revie and
approval by the LKAA Adminietrator. pub.
lisbe to the Federal Aftlater.

(3) A new section 263(c) Ia added to re-.
quire that a reasonable amount of the late

a:nual apprcprtauoo under Title is ebail
bLlocated and expended for the purposes

09 planning end Implning Jintly
funded Lateragency provame Iad project
in accordance With the )ant I-nding au-
thorIty provided under the Part A con-n
Iration of p.ev,)u mefort programS

70-796 0 - 81 - 18



PART I.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D.C., March 25, 1980.
Senator BiRcH BAYH,
Russell Senate Office Bldg.,
Washington, D.C.

DEAn BIRCH: I am writing to you In anticipation of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee's hearing tomorrow on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. There is currently a provision in H.R. 6;04,
which would have the effect of abolishing the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) about which I have strong
reservations. I think it is important to note that none of the three bills-S. 2434
(Dole), S. 2441 (Bayh), or S. 2442 (Administration) -pending before the Senate
"Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act."

Birch, as you will recall, it was as far back as 1969 that Senator Percy and
I first introduced legislation to create an Institute for the Continuing Study
of the Prevention of Delinquency. After a long struggle, In which you played a
major role, the essence of that proposal was contained in the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Act of 1974, which passed the Senate by a vote of 88-1, and the
House by a vote of 329-20.

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice was created with the realization
that juveniles represent unique problems and that accordingly there should be
a separate, specialized entity to focus on their problems. I believe that the
Institute, In its six year history, has had an impact far beyond its limited re-
sources, while enjoying widespread support from numerous groups. I hope
you will continue to support the Institute in Its present form.

With every best wish, I remain,
Sincerely, ToM RAILBBACK.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL, REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE
STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to share my concerns with your
Subcommittee as you move to address the problems of certain youth through
Senate Bill 2434, the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention tAct Amend-
ments of 1980," which reauthorizes appropriations for Public Law 94-273, the
"Juvenile Jus.tire and Delimueucy i'rev-ittion Act."

I am particularly pleased that the House version (H.R. 6704) specifically
states that those programs under the aegis of the Juvenile Ju3tice and De-
linquency Prevention Act" ... shall be available on an equitable basis to deal
with disadvantaged youth, including females, minority youth, and mentally
retarded and emotionally or physically handicapped youth." My concern, how-
ever, is that this language does not add enough clarity or strength to the facilita-
tion of a greater focus of the Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Pro-
grams on Black youth. Let me share my views with you on the need for more
substantive language In this area.

Sadly enough, there is concern among the National Association of Blacks In
Criminal Justice, that the State Planning Agencies, to which grants are made
available to provide assistance to State and local units of government for im-
provements on and coordination of their Juvenile justice activities, have been
insensitive to minorities and minority organizations. The grants process, and
its techical requirements further serve to alienate minorities and other grass
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roots groups from adequate participation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention programs. According to Hallem H. Williams, Jr., Executive Chairman
of the National Association of Blacks In Criminal Justice, the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention offers very little, it any, technical assistance
to these types of organizations. Williams stated in his recent testimony before
the Senate Judiciary Committee that, "Apparently it is this Office's assumption
that because a group or organization does not have in its employ a cadre of staff
skilled in the art of grantsmanship they do not possess the wherewithall to
deliver services for youths in ways which are senstive to the needs of Black
youths and their families, and those of the system..."

The National Association of Blacks In Criminal Justice also finds that there is
only an insignificant number of Blacks in policymaking or mid-level positions
within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). This
certainly is not feasible when the target population of the program ie supposed
to be minorities and poor youths.

It has been recently brought to my attention also that the OJJDP programs
tend to benefit white middle-class youngsters more so than disadvantaged or
minority children. This is so because most programs outside the scope of OJJDP
are implemented by non-profit organizations that typically do not serve the urban
minorities. Consequently, the poor, urban, minority youth must rely even more
heavily on OJJDP programs. The failure of these programs to be responsive by
providing effective rehabilitation for these youth, reinforces a policy directed
toward the imposition of harsher treatment of Juveniles, including lowering the
jurisdictional age to make youth accessible to heavier Judgments of the audit
court.

If I may, I would like to refer to the recent testimony of Robert L. Woodson,
Resident Fellow, the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research,
before the Senate Judiciary Committee. Woodson ended his testimony by citing
"... a few briefs from the OJJDP budget .. ." which support charges that this
Office and its programs have been unresponsive to blacks :

A review of OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 plan indicates a continued indiffer-
ence to the needs of minority communities, and shows a plan which Ignores
the needs of millions of American citizens for new and innovative ways to
control and prevent youth crime.

Technica4 Aesistance.-Of the $5 million expended over a three year pe-
riod, no money has gone to minority firms.

Reeearch.--Of the $37 million expended over a three year period (1975-
79), not one minority individwil college or university has received funds,

Statue Offender Initiative.-Less than 30 percent of the youngsters served
were minority, despite the fact that the bulk of the OJJDP funds are spent
in this effort.

Restitution Initiative.-Of the forty-one programs funded, less than 20
percent served minority youngsters.

I am hoping that your Subcommittee will realize the dire need to incorporate
stronger language into your bill so that the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention programs may begin to forthrightly target more efforts
toward the Black community. It is my understanding that proposed amendments
may be presented for consideration by your body to correct discrepancies in this
vital area. Please do not Ignore the critical nature of these amendments as you
continue to address youth problems.



PART III.-RESPONSES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUS-
TICE TO QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BAYH

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION,

IVashington, D.C., February 25, 1981.
Ms MARY JOLLY,
Staff Director and Counsel, Subcommittee on the Constitution, Committee on the

Judiciary, U.S. Senate, Wa8hington, D.C.
DEAR MARY: This is in response to your request for information regarding

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funding for projects relat-
ing to runaway youths, as well as the amount of funds going to private nonprofit
organizations compared to units of government.

Enclosed you will find a computed printout listing 434 projects which have been
supported with JJDP Act formula subgrants totalling $19,847,322 since fiscal year
1975. Please note that this state-reported data may not reflect all monies sub-
granted due to reporting delays and omissions. Also enclosed is a printout de-
scribing three projects which have received direct OJJDP support totalling
$1,016,494. The number of runaway programs receiving direct support is small
because we defer to the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, which
has primary authority in this area pursuant to the Runaway Youth Act.

The following tables indicate the OJJDI awarded to private nonprofit organi-
zations and local governments since fiscal year 1975;

JJDP AWARDS I

Private nonprofts Local governments

Categorical Formula Catelorical Formula

Fiscal year:
1975 ----------------------------------------- $12, 500 $1,1 11,343 $204,845 $3,900, 536
1976 ------------------------------------------ 6,036,058 2,335,431 1,392,925 10,754,111
1977 --------------------------- ---- 6,922,222 5 112,458 5,602, 167 19, 050, 789
1978 ------------------------------------------ 32, 275, 667 6,774, 561 5, 602, 167 24, 523,6501979 ------------------------------- 20,275,667 3,680,912 2,076,218 13,404,309
1980 to date -------------------------- 1--01--385---------.825, 80 974,688

Total --------------------------------------- 66, 83, 696 19, 014, 705 10,102,005 72,608,083

Information from Profile Computezired Information system.
2 May n-)t reflect all awards due to reporting delays or omissions.

SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVISION PRIVATE NONPROFIT AWARDS

Total Total Dollars to private nonprofits Awards to private nonprofits
dollars number

awarded of awards Amount Percent Number Percent

Fiscal year:
1975 ...................................................................................................
1976 -------------- $13,878,216 19 $6,432,336 46.3 10 52.6
1977 -------------- 5,599,391 20 ,119,001 91.4 13 65.0
1978 ------------ 21,492,750 39 16,121,639 79.7 31 79.51979 ------------ 11,740,39 37 8,717,440 74.3 25 67.6
1980 to date -------- 1,839,632 5 1,366,462 74.3 4 80.0

Total ---------- 54,550,358 120 38,756,878 71.0 83 69.2
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NIJJDP AWARDS

Universities Local governments Private nonprofits Other

Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount Number

Fiscal year:
1975 ---------- $2, 195, 371 8 $358, 342 1 $224, 291 2 --------------------
1976 ---------- 4, 750, 124 24 869, 880 3 1 962,696 11 $177, 291 3
1977 ---------- 2, 287, 262 11 517,253 2 3, 485, 837 12 75,102 2
1978 ---------- 3,996,871 20 616,751 3 11,373,532 22 ....................
1979..------ - 4,634,825 17 1,412,820 4 6, 575, 980 18 ....................

Total ----- 17, 864,453 90 3, 775, 046 13 23, 622, 336 65 352, 393 5

Please note that the total dollars for private nonprofit organizations in the
summary chart are greater tban the sum of the awards made by the Special
Emphasis Division and National Institute. This is because some categorical
awards were made with other funds, such a Concentration of Federal Efforts.

This data shows that there is a high level of commitment by OJJDP to involv-
ing private nonl)rofit organizations in the program. I am particularly pleased
that over 70 percent of the Special Emphasis funds which have been awarded
have been for the benefit of private nonprofit organizations, far in excess of the
30 percent required by the Act. These organizations wid continue to be an impor-
tant aspect of our efforts.

Sincerely,
IRA M. SCHWARTZ,

Administrator.
Enclosures.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION,
Wa8hington, D.C., February 28, 1980.

Mr. HoMER F. BRooMlE,
Administrator, designate, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Depart-

ment of Justice, Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C.

l)KAR ADMINISTRATOR BROOME: In preparation for our upcoming hearings on
the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
(JJDPA) the enclosed inquiries are solicited to assure that the current status of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) is more fully
understood.

There are several concerns that, however, are paramount. As you know, for
the past six years we In Congress have attempted to guarantee that the OJJDP
Administrator be provided a proper delegation of authority. Without reiterating,
In detail, this frustrating effort this concern remains the single most important
issue regarding OJJDP reauthorization.

When we last formally attempted to persuade the Agency to delegate the au-
thority to OJJDP, we did so with caution and noted that we did "not believe it
appropriate to legislate in excessive detail the management relationships and the
authority and responsibility of the Juvenile Justice Office which must implement
the program." This is indeed the preferred approach. In fact, I am very encour-
aged by the progress reflected in the February 12, 1980 reorganization that you
have proposed. For the first time OJJDP has been given the organizational status
envisioned by the 1974 and 1977 Acts.

I am particularly Interested, however, in the delegation of authority which you
have requested OJJDP to submit on or before March 11, 1980. If, when approved,
it Incorporates the authorities proposed for delegation by OJJDP In September,
1978, such action will have a major influence on this year's Juvenile Justice bill.
In view of the importance of this issue, please contact me or Mary Jolly at the
earliest possible date regarding your delegation of authority.

The other primary concern relates to the proper role of the State Planning
Agencies and OJJDP special emphasis grants. Especially pertinent In this re-
gard is our "Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977," (Report No. 95-165, page
62). Naturally, as we each review the history and development of the Act one
is reminded of the 1974 debates when the House of Representatives favored
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retention of the Juvenile program in HEW and the Senate had selected LEAA
for its placement. Many who opposed the LEAA option did so because of a con-
cern that the law enforcement dominated SPA's would continue to stifle the
funding of the human service-oriented delinquency prevention programs that
are the heart of the Act.

In order to satisfy concern that these programs would not survive SPA re-
view we established the special emphasis sections, separate and distinct, from
the modified block or formula grant sections which are awarded directly to
State governments. We did, however, provide language permitting OJJDP to
solicit SPA comments, when appropriate, in Section 225. I would be particularly
interested In how we can coordinate with the SPA's and still be consistent with
the law. Your views would be appreciated on this aspect of the Juvenile Justice
Act.

Lastly, I am especially anxious to receive responses to the various questions
I raised at the December 16, 1979, Ira Schwartz nomination hearing. In par-
ticular the policies and practices of OJJDP relating to discrimination on the
basis of sex, race, creed, color and national origin.

I request that the enclosed inquiries be replied to no later than March 21,
1980, so that I may review your findings prior to our hearings scheduled for
March 26 and 27, 1980. Should there be any difficulty meeting this schedule, do
not hesitate to call Ms. Jolly at 224-8191.

I appreciate your expeditious handling of these matters. Mary has discussed
your concerns regarding the Juvenile Justice Act reauthorization, OJJDP, and
other LEAA issues. I look forward to working with you on these and other Is-
sues of mutual concern in this Congress.

Sincerely,
BIRCH BAYH.

QUEsTIONs REGARDING OJJDP

(February 28, 1980)

A. ISSUE: OJARS VS. OJJDP

1. To allow us to better understand the impact of the new OJARS legisla-
tion on OJJDP, please provide a detailed comparison of "pre" and "post"
OJARS procedures regarding:

(a) The processing of an OJJDP grant from the receipt of application
through award;

(b) The development and final approval of OJJDP program guidelines
and regulations;

(c) The development and final approval of OJJDP Congressional testi-
mony;

(d) The development and final approval of the OJJDP fiscal year 1982
budget request;

(e) The development and final approval of Juvenile Justice discretion-
ary program priorities; and,

(I) The development and final aproval of responses to GAO reports re-
lating to OJJDP.

B. ISSUES MAY 15, 1979 ADMINISTRATION BILL

1. What impact on the NIAAA budget and staff is Intended by the suggested
change In Section 101?

2. In several respects the Administration has proposed additional reference
to "serious," "violent" and "chronic repeat" Juvenile offenders. What precisely
is the meaning of each?

3. The Administration's suggested change in the definition of "Juvenile de-
tention or correctional facilities" needs elaboration. HoW does its impact differ
from current regulations? How many facilities and Juveniles are affected by the
new definitions? How does its impact compare with the changes proposed by
the SPA Conference draft bill of 7-16-79? For example, are there cost
differentials?

4. Several changes were suggested by the Administration In Section 206
which raise questions.

(a) Has the related Joint funding section (1205) ever been used?
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(b) What amount of discretionary funds is allocated for Concentration
of Federal Effort (CFE) for fiscal year 1980? What amount is requested
for fiscal year 1981?

(o) Why are funds, other than OFE funds, being planned for allocation
for interagency projects and thereby reducing special emphasis funding
for OJJDP action projects and continuations?

(d) The Breed Report of 1978, which was funded by LEAA, to carefully
assess the role of the Council, recommended its repeal. Why was this ap-
proach rejected by the Administration?

(e) The OJJDP staff has been reduced from 61 to 41 positions It seems
premature to provide staff for the Council under such circumstances. What
number of positions are planned to be allocated for the Council? If the
Chairman rather then OJJDP Administrator, as under current law, appoints
the staff, what would be the source of such funding? Is there a DOJ request
for the positions and budget In the fiscal year 1981 budget?

5. Since the Associate Administrator is responsible to the operation of OJJDP
and for the Juvenile policy, what rationale supports the proposed amendment to
Section 245, substituting the OJJDP Deputy for its Administrator?

6. In view of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSIA) is It correct
to assume that the Administrator's proposal to dilute the vital maintenance of
effort section has been reconsidered and rejected? If not, please elaborate.

7. Regarding the proposed amendment to Section 261 that a reasonable amount
be set aside for Part A (CFE) several Issues are raised:

(a) Why not a specific percent of the appropriation as a minimum?
(b) If the OJJDP has budgeted $1 million for CFE, but plans to fund

several CFE-type projects (e.g., BUD, HEW, Interggency Task Force on
Youth) and thereby diluting already limited special emphasis funds, It would
seem that an amount in addition to the $100 million fiscal year 1981 request
is in order. Please comment and explain.

8. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to assist in the gathering
of information regarding serious and violent Juvenile crime. What type of In.
formation is contemplated? Has a need been demonstrated for It? Is this not
a matter for the OJJDP Institute rather than special emphasis?

9. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to authorize three additional
program areas. As you know, the Congress added section's (9), (10) alid (11)' in
1977 with the caveat that youth advocacy, restitution and alternatives to in-
carceration (children-in-custody) receive priority. What programs have been
funded in these new areas? What allocation of funds has been made for fiscal
year 1980 to support such programs? Will any of the requested fiscal year 1981
funds be allocated to such purposes?

10. In view of the Administration's fiscal rear 1981 request vf $100 million
for OJJDP is it safe to assume that the Administration suggests a.t least that
minimal level of funding for the next several years? If no, please explain.

11. The Administration's proposal would fragment the Juvenile research effort
by removing "basic" research, as distinguished from "applied", from the *JJDPA
and transferring such authority to the new NIJ. What is intended by the terms
"basic" and "applied"? Additionally, please illustrate the distinction by categor-
izing OJJDP research grants.in fiscal years 1978, 1979 and 1980 as either "basic"
or "applied." Lastly, comment on the Attorney General's 10-12-79 speech char-
acterizing the proposed reauthorization bill as continuing and expanding OJJDP's
efforts relative to "casual links between behavior and other factors. . .. 91

12. In view of the proposed reduced responsibilities of the OJJ1)P Institute,
namely the elimination of basic research, why does the fiscal year 1980 program
plan retain 11 percent of the OJJDP appropriation for this diminished unit?

0, IsSUE8s: OJJDP PROGRAM PRIORITIES AD MANAGEMENT

1. At the mid-point of fiscal year 1980, Youth Advocacy, Alternative Education
and New Pride, which were all launched in 1978 or early 1979, have not bet-
completed. Likewise, it appears that even the rates of obligation of both formula
and Institute funds have substantially regressed.

Please provide a precise and realistic time table for award of your fiscal year
1979 and fiscal year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans for allocating
the anticipated fiscal year 1981 level of funds, including a time table for awards.

2. Please include an update of the final fiscal year 1980 subprogram allocation
accompanied by a detailed explanation of each component. For example, $M.18
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million is allocated to a program entitled "Capacity Building". Please provide
the Committee with an update on the Capacity Building Initiative.

3. (a) What percent of fiscal year 190 OJJDP formula funds, was awarded
by March 1, 1980?

(b) What percent, of the formula grants, was awarded by March 1, 1980?
(c) What percent, of the total JJDP discretionary funds, was awarded by

March 1, 1980?
(d) What percent, of available Crime Control Act/OJJDP funds, was awarded

by March 1, 1980?
(e) What total JJDP discretionary funds, was available to OJJDP on Octo-

ber 1, 1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980?
(f) What total CCA discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on October 1,

1079? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980?
4. Please provide an updated organizational chart for OJJDP, with the exist-

ing (March 1, 1980) number and grade of full-time permanent staff positions
and a listing of vacancies by position and grade.

5 It appears that the OJJDP staff was substantially reduced since May 1979.
In fact, it has been reported that the entire Pollcy, Planning and Coordinating
Unit, established in January 1978, has been abolished and the legal staff was
likewise eliminated. What rationale underlies these steps?

6. As of March 1, 1980 how many new noncontinuation JJDP grants have been
awarded by OJJDP? What dates were they awarded? For what purposes?

7. How many new noncontinuation JJDP grants will be awarded by OJJDP
in fiscal year 1980

8. What percent of the total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget Is allocated to OJJDP?
What percent of the DOJ fiscal year 1981 positions Is allocated to OJJDP?

9. It is our understanding that the OJJDP carryover from fiscal year 1979
In fiscal year 1979. Please provide a detailed assessment of carryover by fiscal
amounted to nearly $27 million or 40 percent of the discretionary funds available
in fiscal year 1979. Please provide a detailed assessment of carryover by fiscal
year since the establishment of OJJDP distinguishing Crime Control Act from
Juvenile Justice Act funds and carryover by OJJDP unit. Additionally. provide
obligation Information as a percent of total discretionary funds available to
OJJDP for fiscal year 1980 by unit and by type' of funds and number of grants
or contracts for the first two quarters of fiscal year 1980. Also, provide a realistic,
detailed obligation forecast, by discretionary funds, by quarter, for the remain-
der of fiscal year 1980; indicating the number of grants. cooperative agreements,
or contracts, and amount for each, and the nature of funds by award and unit.

10. What amount of reverted formula grant funds will OJJDP receive during
fiscal year 1980? For what purpose(s) and when are the funds scheduled for
obligation? Additionally, what portion, If any, of the "'reverted" monies are fiscal
year 1980 or fiscal year 1979 dollars?

11. How many discretionary grants are being processed by OJJDP as of March
1. 1980? Of these, what number and percentage are accounted for by Project
New Pride or others to be funded with Crime Control Act dollars?

12. There seems to be tremendous confusion as to which OJJDP policy applies
to the Implementation of Section 228(a), the continuation of funding section of
the JJDPA. Please provide the basis for granting or denying continuation funds
in the past and what policy will be followed in the future.

(a) The method(s), if any, by which continuation policy(ies) was/were
announced or provided to the juvenile justice community: and,

(b) The relevance, If any, of LEAA Instruction I 4510.2 (September 14,
1979) to any of the concerns raised hereinabove. Does there exist, today,
any LEAA policy which is inconsistent with 228(a)?

13. What percent of special emphasis funds was awarded to private non profit
agencies, organizations or institutions during fiscal years 1975 through 1979?
What percentage is planned for fiscal year 1980. Naturally, this Inquiry Includes
all such funds not solely those recommended for award by the Division of the
same name, but the inquiry Is limited solely to JJDPA funds.

14. How often and for what purposes has LEAA awarded contracts of special
emphasis and Institution funds?

15. In 1977 the Congress amended the JJDPA to authorize the Council to
review the programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the degree
to which Federal Agency funds are used for purposes which are consistent or
inconsistent with the mandates of Section 223(a) 12(A) and (18). Our 1977
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Report at page 54 stressed the .importance of knowing whether the Federal
Government is supporting these important cornerstones of the JJDPA. Can you
report to us on the progress of the Council in carrying out its mandate under
these sections?

16. In times past, the LEAA General Counsel has held that the OJJDP head
was not within the definition of "Administration" under LEAA. Is this presently
the case in the instance of LEAA? OJARS?

17. Is there a written DOJ policy/procedure in response to White House
inquiries regarding OJJDP grants, cooperative agreements and contracts or
policies? If so, please submit and explain.

18. As you know, one of the major recent Improvements in OJJDP was the
acquisition by OJJDP of the Juvenile Formula Grants Program in the summer
of 1977 when it and the "sign off" were transferred from OCJP, LEAA and
delegated to the OJJDP head. Can you explain to the Committee whether or not
the present Administrator of OJJDP is, in fact, given the responsibility for the
Juvenile Formula Grants Program?

19. Provide a state-by-state update on measures taken to implement Section
223 (a) 17 which was designed to protect any employees impacted by sections
223 (a) 12 and 13.

20. Provide a state-by-state report and explanation of the various methods
approved by OJJDP to implement section 223 (a) (14), monitoring of jails, deten-
tion facilities, correctional facilities and non-secure facilities.

21. What percent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) funds allocated by the
states were used to implement Sections 223(a) (12) ; 223(a) (13) ; and 223(a)
(14) ? Please provide a state-by-state breakdown.

22. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state report on the amount
of JJDPA funds deobligated by OJJDP, since the Act became law.

23. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state allocation of MOB
funds, indicating the general categories, projects and dollar amounts.

24. Please provide for the New Pride, Youth Advocacy and Alternative Educa-
tion Programs the dates that guidelines were:

(a) Submitted by OJJDP for internal clearance and the dates such clear-
ance was completed;

(b) Submitted by OJJDP to the LEAA Administrator; and
(C) Published by LEAA in the Federal Register.

25. As you know, the states received a Children-in-Custody supplement in 1978.
Please provide a state-by-state allocation of these funds, indicating amounts and
projects obligated to date.

26. It has been reported that several states have not submitted fiscal year 1980
plans. Please explain to the Committee what the current policy is in terms of
termination of funds in such instances.

27. If it is true, that even in the processing of technical assistance by OJJDP
all requests for assistance must be submitted to the SPA in question, please ex-
plain the rationale for such a policy.

28. Please explain whether LEAA or OJJDP may exercise the final decision in
terms of termination of formula grants. Additionally, please provide any other
limitation on the authority of OJJDP in the instance of the formula grants.

29. What happened to the OJJDP Children-in-Custody, Part II, program
approved by James Gregg, designed to provide incentive grants to assist with
compliance of sections 223(a) (12) and (13) ? (See Federal Register, 7-27-78).

80. A major OJJDP Initiative "Target-Youth Violence" was announced at the
1979 mid-year convention of State and local criminal Justice planners. Please
provide the Committee with the current progress of this Initiative.

31. Under the 1977 Amendments, planning and Administration funds were cut
by 50 percent to 7% percent of the State allotment effective October 1, 1978.
Please provide a state-by-state allocation for such funds for fiscal year 1979
and for all formula grants approved to date in fiscal year 1980. Additionally,
provide state-by-state information on Juvenile justice staff, amount and type
of support provided each SAG. For example, it is our understanding that in
addition to regular staff the California-SPA Juvenile staff is composed of 10
full-time staffers detailed from the California Youth Authority.

32. Please provide the following information as of May 1, 1979 for each OJJDP
Division:

(a) The.name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement
or contract: (1) awarded; (2) awaiting LEAA administrator approval;
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(8) pending with the LEAA Grant and Contract Action Board; and, (4)
forwarded to the LEAA office of Comptro'ler by OJJDP.

Additionally, provide the date and amount of each final award and thD
type of funds for all included grants and contracts.

33. Please provide an update of the "Categorical Grants for OJJDP" printout,
including all of fiscal year 1979 and all awards as of March 1, 1980.

34. The Agency recently provided fund flow data through February 1, 1980.
Lists were provided for each OJJDP unit indicating the grant number, the
award amount and the expenditures to date. Additionally, please provide the
following:

(a) The date of each award;
(b) The date OJJDP forwarded them to the Office of Comptroller; and,
(c) The number and total dollar amount of JJDPA and Crime Control

Act grants by calendar and fiscal years, through March 1, 1980.
35. Please provide a history of the OJJDP Administrative Budget, and its

relationship to the total LEAA Administrative Budget.
36. Please provide a list of all current OJJDP discretionary grants by Division

and monitor.
37. Please provide all memoranda relevant to the implementation of the MOE

requirement for fiscal year 1980 and 1981 and to the development of MOE re-
garding all of OJARS for fiscal year 1982. Indicate the amounts involved by
category (e.g. BJS, NIJ, Management and operations, etc.).

Indicate the role of OJJDP in the MBO process and allocation and monitoring
of these funds. Additionally. i)rovide an explanation of the $5 million designated
MOE under the new part E funds as indicated on page 14 of the December 1979
monthly management brief.

38. Do the OJJDP financial guidelines require that eligibility for special
emphasis funding be contingent on a private non-profit group having obtained
an IRS tax-exempt status at least two years prior to the date of award? If so,
please explain.

39. It has been reported that OJJDP has completed final selection of grantees
for the Youth Advocacy Initiative. Of the total number of applications how
many were fundable? What amount was requested by these fundable applicants?
What amount is intended to be awarded to the few applicants selected? Of
this total, what amount will actually be awarded in fiscal year 1980?

40. Why is not the Department of Justice recommending that the Delinquency
Research components of the Center for the Study of Crime and Delinquency
(NIMH) be transferred to NIJ?

41. What portion of the fiscal year 1981 requests for BJS and NIJ are set
aside to comply with the MOE provisions?

42. It has been reported that the Alternative Education guideline requires the
approval, by relevant school superintendents, of applications submitted by
private non-profit organizations. If so, please explain.

43. OGC has held that section 527 (new JSIA section 820(a)) cannot be
constr,,ed to provide authority to approve or disarnrove an LEAA grant. Why
not? What about program plans or guidelines? Please explain. Let us suppose
that LEAA was about to fund a standards project that was inconsistent with
section 223(a) (13) of the JJA. What then are the appropriate roles for OJJDP?

44. In the summer of 1979 an LEAA audit of the OJJDP and OCAC grantees
found that LEAA guidelines provide little financial or programmatic assistance
to non-profit organizations because the guidance in these LEAA directives is
directed principally to grant awards made to units of government. In fact, the
audit found that these grantees were thus unaware or confused about LEAA
fiscal and administrative requirements. Please report on the steps taken to date
by OJJDP to remedy these bitterly ironic injustices.

45. What, if anything, Is OJJDP doing to assess whether the Federal Bureau
of Prisons is engaging in practices inconsistent with sections 223(a) (12) and
(13)? Additionally, when such practices are identified, what procedures have
been developed to alert the BOP and to remedy the situation?

46. Name the states, other than California, that are not in compliance with
section 223(a) (13). What steps have OJJDP taken to encourage compliance?

47. We understand at a minimum, that DOJ recommended to the White House
a $135 million to $140 million cut in the OJARS fiscal year 1981 budget. What
effect will this have on the fiscal year 1981 OJJDP budget? What reduction in
MOE funds will be experienced under the DOJ proposed reduction? What rec-
ommendations, if any, have the DOJ made for additional reduction in OJARS
positions? Similarly, explain any impact on OJJDP.
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D. ISSUE: MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTATION

Please provide the following:
1. The "Helen Lessin" Management Task Force Report.
2. The evaluation of the ADL Technical Assistance Contract.
8. The evaluation of the Westinghouse Technical Assistance Contract.
4. The OJJDP grants awarded to the State Planning Agency Conference in

1979 and all progress, quarterly reports.
5. The evaluation of the OCACP Project "House of Umoja" Contract.
6. The evaluation of grant (79-NIOAX0072) awarded to the University of

Chicago to study the impact of the New York State juvenile violence statute.
7. The OAI Reports regarding the review of 185 OCACP and OJJDP grants re-

ferred to at page 55 of the September, 1979 Management Brief.
8. A copy of each 0GC legal opinion and advisory memorandum regarding the

JJA, the relevant position of the OCA and the operation of policies of OJJDP.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAw ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C., March 81, 1980.
Hon. BIRCH BATH,

U.S. Senator,
WatMngton, D.C.

DrR SENATOR BAYH : On March 11, we received from you a letter requesting
responses to some 47 questions concerning the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. In an effort to try to meet your request for a response by March
21, we have marshaled resources of many Office of Juvenile Justice and Delzi.
quency Prevention personnel and other individuals from LEAA. Many individuals
have dedicated much of their efforts over the past two weeks to the preparation
of this material. We are hopeful that it responds to your concerns.

In addition, you raised in your letter to me three other questions. You were
concerned about the delegation of authority to the Director of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. You also raised that question In
connection with my confirmation hearing, and I indicated in my written response
that I would ask Ira Schwartz to prepare a delegation of authority. I will be
reviewing that delegation and discussing it with him when it is completed.

You also raised an issue in connection with coordination with State planning
agencies OJJDP programs. I feel that coordination is important and that the
State planning agencies, now Criminal Justice Councils, should not have authority
to veto programs proposed by OJJDP. I feel that consideration of SPA views is
consistent with the statute as long as their views are considered only as comments
or recommendations and not as the basis for decisions to approve or disapprove
grants.

The last issue you raise concerned Ira Schwartz's responses to questions you
submitted to him in connection with hi confirmation hearing. I understand that
those re-sponses have now been submitted to you.

I want to close by once again indicating my strong commitment to the programs
administered by OJJDP. I feel that these programs are extremely important and
will make every effort within my authority to assure that those programs are
Implemented effectively.

Sincerely,
HOMER F. BROOME, Jr.,

Acting Administrator.

A. ISSUE: OJARS vs. OJJDP
Queticon A.I. Tn allow us to better understand the impact of the new OJARS

legislation on 0JJDP, please provide a detailed comparison of "pre" and "post"
OJARS procedures regarding:

Response. The Justice System Improvement Act establishes the Office of
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS) ; a new Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS); the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) ; and a revamped
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (TEAA). The Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) remains a distinct and separate
unit within LEAA.

The Act contains essentislly unchanged the previous relationship between
LEAA and OJJDP. OJJDP is placed within -LEAA, yet it is asured significant
stature and visibility. All LEAA Juvenile Justice programs are subject to the
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policy direction of the Administrator of OJJDP, and maintenance-of-effort provi-
sions are retained.

The Justice System Improvement Act requires the directors of the NIJ and
BJS to work closely with the Administrator of OJJDP in developing and imple-
menting juvenile justice programs. The OJJDP Administrator Is a statutory
ex-officlo member of the Advisory Boards of the BJS and NIJ.

OJARS provides staff support to and coordinates the activities of the BJS,
NIJ and LEAA. As reflected in the February 12 reorganization proposal, to a
great extent staff functions (such as grants management, planning, congressional
liaison and audit) will be assigned to BJS, NIJ and LEAA, along with personnel
presently performing those functions. Thus, responsibility and resource will be
concentrated in these offices, not in OJARS. OJARS will perform those staff serv-
ices that are mandated by the statute (such as civil rights compliance) and that
if replicated would create duplication and inefficiency.

In regard to the specific questions raised comparing "pre" and "post" OJARS
procedures, the answers follow:

(a) As stated above, the JSIA essentially continues the previous OJJDP and
LEAA relationship. Final grant and contract approval authority rests with the
LEAA Administrator. He may, however, choose to delegate such authority to the
Administrator of OJJDP.

In terms of grant processing, again no changes are anticipated. OJJDP will
continue to review applications, to determine whether or not they comply with
program guidelines, and to recommend funding. An LEAA grants management
division, as proposed in the February 12 reorganization plan, would provide
budget reviews of applications, and administratively process grants and contracts.

OJARS plays no role in grant and contract activities of the BJS, NIJ and
LEAA.

(b) As before, OJJDP regulations and program guidelines will be developed
by OJJDP and approved and Issued by LEAA. Regulations and guidelines will
be subject to normal review and comment procedures In accordance with Execu-
tive Order 12044 and agency policy.

(c) OJJDP Congressional testimony will be developed by OJJDP with appro-
priate input from other offices, and reviewed and approved by the LEAA
Administrator.

(d) Once again, there is essentially no change. OJJDP will prepare a fiscal
year 1982 budget request that will be reviewed and approved by the LEAA Ad-
ministrator. OJARS will coordinate the development of a consolidated budget
request from LEAA, BJS, NIJ and OJARS and submit it to the Department of
Justice for its review and approval.

(e) OJJDP develops priorities for its Special Emphasis program that are re-
viewed and approved by the LEAA Administrator. OJJDP also develops juvenile
justice-related priorities for funding from Part E (National Priority Grants)
or Part F (Discretionary Grants) of the JSIA. In this case, program priorities
recommended by OJJDP must be jointly approved by the LEAA Administrator
and the Director of OJARS.

(I) OJJDP is responsible for commenting on GAO reports relating to OJJDP.
Formal responses to such GAO reports are the responsibility of the Assistant
Attorney General for Administration of the Department of Justice.

B. Issuz: MAY 15, 1979 ADMINISTRATION BILL

Question 1. What impact on the NIAAA budget and staff is intended by the
suggested change in Section 101?

Response. The Administration bill proposes to add to the finding on drug
abuse as a problem for young people a recognition of the increasing abuse of
alcohol by juveniles. We do not anticipate any impact on the NIAAA budget
and staff by this change In the finding. Rather, it should be viewed only as paving
the way for coordination between OJJDP and NIAAA and, perhaps, considera-
tion of joint funding efforts in the future.

Ques~ton ,. In several respects the Administration has proposed additional
reference to "serious," "violent" and "chronic repeat" Juvenile offenders. What
precisely is the meaning of each?

Response. The Department of Justice Task Force on Reauthorization reviewed
data from several studies indicating that a small proportion of juvenile offenders
account for an extremely large volume of serious and violent Juvenile crime. The
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identification and treatment of this small but dangerous group of youth presents
both policy and program difficulties. The objective is to deal with this population
in an effective manner, yet in a way that does not widen the net of the system
to include a substantial number of youth who do not need the same degree of
attention and control as the most serious offenders.

The Task Force recommended amending the Act to specifically make these
offenders a primary target. Among the approaches to be pursued under the
amendments are the following:

(1) additional basic research to precisely define the intended target
population;

(2) careful development and testing of programs for the most serious
offenders and for violent offenders;

(3) development of standards for programs;
(4) a focus on programs to supplement or improve the law enforcement

and juvenile justice system's responses to serious offenders;
(5) community-based programs to deal specifically with serious offenders

in a probation or parole setting; and
(6) improved data and information concerning serious offenders in the

Justice system.
Question 3. The Administration's suggested change in the definition of "Juvenile

detention or correctional facilities" needs elaboration. How does its impact differ
from current regulations? How many facilities and juveniles are affected by the
new definitions! How does its impact compare with the changes proposed by the
SPA Conference draft bill of 7-6-79? For example, are there cost differentials?

Response. The curernt JJDP Act statutory language defines the term "correc-
tional institution or facility" in Section 103(12) as:

. . . any place for the confinement or rehabilitation of juvenile offenders or
individuals charged with or convicted of criminal offenses;

The Administration's suggested change in Section 103(12) is to define the
term "Juvenile detention or correctional facility" as:

• . . any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of
accused or adjudicated juvvenile offenders or non-offenders or any public or
private facility, secure or non-secure, which is also used for the lawful cus-
tody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders;

The current OJJDP regulations, as published in the September 27, 1979, Fed-
eral Register, define a juvenile detention or correctional facility as:

(a) Any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of
accused or adjudicated juvenile offenders or non-offenders; or

(b) Any public or private facility, secure or non-secure, which is also
used for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders.

The Administration's proposed change and the current guideline language
are identical. The Administration's recommendation to change the definition is
to create consistency between the guideline definition and the statutory defini-
tion. The guideline definition has undergone a detailed, arduous critique and
analysis by private organizations, public agencies, the SPA's and OJJDP. It has
been reviewed and modified to the extent it is now fine-tuned to the thrust of
the Act and almost without exception meets the satisfaction of all the public and
private agencies and organizations.

In response to the concern as to how many facilities and juveniles are affected
by the definition recommended by the Administration, the answer is absolutely
none. The Administration's proposed statutory definition is exactly the same as
the current definition within the regulations.

In response to the impact of Administration proposed change as compared to
the SPA conference proposed change, again the answer is none. The exact num-
ber and same facilities defined as juvenile detention or correctional facilities
under the Administration's definition would be defined as secure detention or
correctional facilities within the SPA conference's definition. This is true with
one minor exception-that being the Administration's proposal would include
non-secure facilities which house adult criminal offenders. It should be noted,
however, that thus far no state has reported status offenders or non-offenders
being placed in non-secure facilities which are also used for the lawful custody
of adult criminal offenders. Thus, the impact of the two definitions, although
worded differently, is the same. There is no cost differential between the two pro-
posed definitions. Also, the Administration's proposed statutory definition will
not impact the current cost -of implementing Section 223a(12) (A) of the Act.
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B.4.(a.) Has the related Joint funding section (§ 205) ever been used? To date
the joint funding provision has not been used. However, OJJDP is contemplating
using it in connection with implementation of the intermediary corporation
concept.

B.4.(b.) What amount of discretionary funds is allocated for Concentration of
Federal Effort (CFE) for fiscal year 1980? What amount is requested for fiscal
year 1981?
Fiscal year 1980 --------------------------------------- $1, 000,000
Fiscal year 1981 ---------------------------------------- 1,000,000

Question 4(o). Why are funds, other than CEF funds, being planned for allo-
cation for interagency projects and thereby reduciut, special emphasis funding
for OJJDP action projects and continuations?

Response. OJJL)1 has planned to use other than CEF funds for interagency
projects, as there is currently insufficient funds In the CEF category to fund what
is considered programs which are essential for the Office meeting its goals and
objectives. The purpose of the proposed projects is the same as the purpose of the
Special Emphasis Program. OJJDP is proposing to make grants and contracts
with public and private agencies, organizations, institutions, and/or Individuals
for the purposes outlined in Section 224 (a) 1-11. The procedure for entering into
these grants and contracts differs only in the fact that it is contemplated that a
majority of the funds for the programs in question will come from other inter-
ested agencies. We do not contemplate having other Federal agencies being the
service providers. Interagency projects are not viewed as a dilution of Special
Emphasis as all interagency projects will be action projects.

4.e. The OJJDP staff has been reduced from 61 to 51 positions. CJJDP was
allocated 61 positions for fiscal year 1978. However, with the closing of the
Regional Offices in September, 1977, LEAA was never permitted to hire the addi-
tional positions approved In the fiscal year 1978 budget.

Any staff appointed to provide support for the Council that are considered
LEAA employees would be paid from administrative funds appropriated for
LEAA. The DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget includes positions and administrative
funds for OJJDP under the Executive Direction and Control, LEAA budget
activity.

Question 5. Since the Associate Administrator is responsible to the operation of
OJJDP and for the juvenile policy, what rationale supports the proposed amend-
ment to Section 245, substituting the OJJDP Deputy for Its Administrator?

Response. As a practical matter the National Advisory Committee's (NAC)
subcommittee for the Institute, established by Section 208(d), works very closely
with the Institute Director. The subcommittee's advice and recommendations
concerning the policy and operations of the Institute are, of course, reviewed by
the OJJDP Associate Administrator who must approve any resultant policy
changes.

Both the NAC's Institute subcommittee and the full NAC voted to support this
proposed amendment to Section 245.

Question 6. In view of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSIA)
is it correct to assume that the Administrator's (sic) proposal to dilute the vital
maintenance of effort section has been reconsidered and rejected? If not, please
elaborate.

Response. It is not clear from the question what proposal is being referenced.
However, it should be stated, for the record, that Henry Dogin, as LEAA Ad-
ministrator, never proposed any change in the maintenance of effort requirement.

The Department of Justice Task Force recommended that the existing main-
tenance of effort provision be retained for all Crime Control Act action program
funds but not for research, evaluation and statistics components. These activities
would be subject to an "adequate share" requirement. To simplify accounting the
required maintenance level was increased from 19.15 percent to 20 percent.
OJJDP would Issue police guidelines related to expenditure of maintenance of
effort funds and any other funding of juvenile related programs funded with
LEAA funds. A majority of the Task Force recommended that the maintenance of
effort requirement not be amended to apply individually to each Crime Control
Act budget category, preferring to continue it as an "aggregate" requirement. The
Task Force also recommended that if OJJDP were to be made an Independent
unit of OJARS, that LEAA should control, or at least concur in, any policy
formulated to control the expenditure of maintenance of effort funds.
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These Task Force recommendations do not represent a "dilution" of the main-
tenance of effort requirement. Rather, the Task Force recommendations, as ap-
proved by Attorney General Cis iletti, recognize the impracticability of attempting
to allocate a portion of such activities as administration, public safety officers'
benefits, and statistical systems to juvenile justice. Both evaluation and juvenile
justice research are primary functions of NIJJDP.

The Administration has not taken a revised position on maintenance of effort
subsequent to the passage of the Justice System Improvement Act.

Question 7(a). Why not a specific percent of the appropriation as a minimum?
Response. The Administration has proposed that a reasonable amount of funds

be set aside for Part A activities (Concentration of Federal Effort) rather than a
specific percent of the appropriation as a minimum because utilizing the reason-
able amount method provides the Office with more flexibility. The Office would be
able, on a yearly basis, to assess the needs of the Coordinating Council, and based
upon a comparison of the needs of the over-all Office compared to the needs and
problems of the Coordinating Council a determination as to how much should be
appropriated to each would be made. It is conceivable that under the reasonable
amount method a greater percentage of funds would be granted to the Coordi-
nating Council.

Question 7(b). If the OJJDP has budgeted $1 million for CFE, but plans to
fund several CFE-type projects (eg. HUD, HEW, Interagency Task Force on
Youth) and thereby diluting already limited special emphasis funds, it would
seem that an amount in addition to the $100 fiscal year 1981 request is in order
Please comment and explain.

Answer. The Office views Part A of the JJDP Act le. Concentration of Federal
Effort, the Coordinating Council, the Joint Funding Provisions and the National
Advisory Committee in broad terms. The Office sees the Part A provisions sup-
porting the other parts of the Act and vice versa. Concentration of Federal Ef-
fort is not viewed as a program that has no relationship with the other programs
operated by OJJDP. On the contrary, Concentration of Federal Effort is di-
rectly related to programs such as Special m9mphasis and the formula grant pro-
gram. The intent of these programs is essentially the same.

The budget for CFE has remained at $1m as the Office has been able to
develop and implement CFE-type programs with Special Emphasis funds. This
Is not seen as any dilution of the Special Emphasis program as all the CFE-type
projects are, like Special Emphasis, action projects designed regardless of the
source of funds, to develop and/or demonstrate new methods in Juvenile delin-
quency prevention and rehabilitation.

Question 8. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to assist in the
gathering of information regarding serious and violent juvenile crime. What
type of information is contemplated? Has a need been demonstrated for it? Is
this not a matter for the OJJDP Institute rather than special emphasis?

Response. The Administration bill proposes to add new special emphasis
program authority with a purpose to:

(12) develop and implement programs designed to increase the ability of
the Juvenile Justice system to gather information on violent or serious
juvenile crime, to assure due process in adjudication, and to provide re-
sources necessary for informed dispositions of juvenile offenders.

The type of information to be developed is statistical data to measure the ex-
tent of the problem, adjudication and disposition data, and recidivism rates for
adjudicated violent or serious juvenile offenders. Knowing the parameters of this
problem in a particular jurisdiction will enable an applicant to propose a pro-
gram strategy that meets identified needs.

The bill does not contemplate a nationwide statistical gathering program.
Rather, the information to be gathered under this section would be limited to
that which is necessary for project development. The Institute would, of course,
be closely involved in the development of the special emphasis program for ir-
plementatlon of this section.

Question 9. It iE proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to authorize three
additional program areas. As you know, the Congress added Sections (9) (10)
and (11) in 1977 with the caveat that Youth Advocacy, Restitution and Alterna-
tive to Incarceration (children-in-custody) receive priority. What programs
have been funded In these new areas? What allocation of funds has been made
for fiscal year 1980 to support such programs? Will any of the requested fiscal
year 1981 funds be allocated to such purposes?
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A. The following programs and projects have been funded in response to
Section 224(a) (9) (10) and (11) :

Note program is distinguished from project by uniformity of strategy, per-
formance standards, methodology, evaluation across a group of project require-
ments, and level of funding provided for the overall effort.
Section 224 (a) (9)

(1) The Juvenile Court Advocacy Project, funded at a total cost of $872,639
in fiscal year 1978 and fiscal year 1979 provides legal assistance to youth at all
stages of the adjudicatory process, and litigates class action suits challenging
violations of due process. It is operated in Boston, Massachusetts by the Greater
Boston Legal Services.

(2) The Juvenile Justice Advocacy Project, funded at $331,232, provides legal
assistance to youth tried under the newly enacted New York State Juvenile Code
challenging provisions of the statute which deny due process rights to youth
waived to adult court. It is operated in New York by the National Conference
of Black Lawyers.

(3) The Restftution Program funded at $19,546,072, while not designed as a
specific response to Section 224(a) (9) supports conformance to standards of
due process, as it requires that restitution only be ordered following a finding
of guilt and that legal counsel be provided at any point where abrogation of a
youth's rights are jeopardized.

(4) The Youth Advocacy Program to be funded in fiscal year 1980, provides
assistance to organizations and agencies to support redress of due process vio-
lations. $12,100,000 is allocated for this initiative and additional funds may be
made available later this fiscal year.
Section (a) (10)

(1) The Model Legislative Committee Project funded at a total of $1,471,322,
provides staff support to five (5) state legislative committees concerned with
Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention issues.
Section (a) (11)

(1) Replication of Project New Pride funded in March 1980, at a total cost
of $8,731,194 is a program which incorporates a major learning disabilities com-
ponent in all of the 11 projects funded. The LD diagnostic and remediation com-
ponent is viewed as one of the most significant elements in the treatment of
serious/chronic Juvenile offenders.

B. $22,194,976 was allocated in fiscal year 1980 to support two (2) programs
New Pride and Youth Advocacy and the three (3) projects identified above.

C. $4,128,8T1 will be allocated from fiscal year 1981's budget to support con-
tinuation of Restitution, which has requirements for support of due process, but
no funds will be specifically allocated for single concentration on Section 224
(a) (9) (10) anc (11). Youth Advocacy and New Pride are both funded for two
(2) years.

Question 10. In view of the Administration's fiscal year 1981 request of $100
million for OJJDP, is it safe to assume the Administration suggested at least
that minimal level of funding for the next several fiscal years? If not, please
explain.

Response. LEAA does not plan to request a reduction in the level of funding
for OJJDP.

B.11. The Administration's proposal would fragment the Juvenile research
effort by removing "basic" research, as distinguished from "applied", from
the JJDPA and transferring such authority to the new NIJ. What is intended
by the terms "basic" and "applied"? Additionally, please illustrate the distinc.
tion by categorizing OJJDP research grants in fiscal years 1978, 1979 and 1980
as either "basic" or "applied". Lastly, comment on the Attorney General's
10-12-79 spech characterizing the proposed reauthorization bill as continuing
and expanding OJJDP's efforts relative to "casual links between behavior and
other factors..."

Clear and concise definition are not always possible for the terms basel" and
"applied" research. To the extent that definition is possible, OJJDP feels that
its efforts fall into the area of applied research.

B.12. In view of the proposed reduced responsibilities of the OJJDP Institute,
namely the elimination of basic research, why does the fiscal year 1980 program
plan retain 11 percent of the OJJDP appropriation for this diminished unit?
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Approximately $11 million is allocated in fiscal year 1980 to NIJJDP for
information dissemination, standards development, training, research and eval-
uation-all major functions mandated by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended.

The majority of NIJJDP research and evaluation is directly linked to pro-
gram development and implementation. One of the unique and key features of
the Juvenile justice program is the placement of the research (NIJJDP) and
action (Special Emphasis) arms under one organizational unit-the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This organizational arrangement
facilitates the application of research and evaluation findings to the design of
new programs, and enables researchers to learn from these new demonstration
efforts. NIJJDP plays a cruical and valuable role in this regard.

The Justice System Improvement Act authorizes the new National Institute
of Justice to undertake basic research in the Juvenile justice area. In order to
assure that there is no duplication of effort NIJ and NIJJDP have coordinated
their plans, and in fiscal year 1980 will develop a memorandum of agreement to
better define their respective roles.

PART C: ISSUE: OJJDP PRoGoAM PRIORITIES AND MANAGEMENT

Question 1. Please provide a precise and realistic timetable for award of your
fiscal year 1979 and fiscal year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans for
allocating the anticipated fiscal year 1981 level of funds including a time table
for awards. -

Answer. OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan is funded with both fiscal
year 1979 and prior year funds, as well as fiscal year 1980 funds. The sources
of these funds are summarized below:

JJ carryover (unnobligated fiscal year 1979 and prior year amounts,
including deobligated grant funds) ---------------------- $18, 484,983

JJ deobligations-fiscal year 1980 ..... 891p 490
Fiscal year 1980 reverted formula fun s reprogramed to Special

Emphasis ------------------------------------------- 2, 130, )0
Crime control funds--fiscal year 1979 carryover --------------- 10,144,278
1980 allocation (less reprogramed reverted formula funds) --- 102,870,000

Total .-- 5-----------------------------------------1 20, 746
To date, $43,995,750 has been awarded to the states as formula grants. There

is an unobligated balance of $17,624,250. The sections of this response which
deal with compliance Issues explain the reason for there being no award at this
time, as well as a projection of the states which are likely to receive fiscal year
1980 formula grant awards.

On the attached page, there is a summary of all fiscal year 1980 programs
and their allocations. Note that both fiscal year 1980 (New) and prior year (Old)
funds are listed. Prior year funds are highlighted in yellow. The total fiscal
year 1980 allocation that is obligated to date is $51,089,911, or 50 percent of
102,870,000. Tie total prior year allocation obligated to date is $18,142,640, or
50 percent of $26,650,746.

OJJDP has developed a schedule for development of our fiscal year 1981 Pro-
gram Plan. A copy of that schedule Is attached. Not until April 15 will we be in
a position to forward to you a draft schedule for program implementation In
fiscal year 1981.

Attachments to Part C, Question 1:
Summary of fiscal year 1980 Program Allocations;
Summary of obligations to date, broken out by the year of the funds;
Explanation of Asterisks (0) used on summary of obligations;
Fiscal year 1981 Program Plan development process and schedule.

*j-:ogram Allocatlon--O Deohligated. reverted and carry-over fiscal year 11979 and
prior year money. Programs which have two allocation amounts listed have both 1979
and prior year funds (listed first) and fiscal year 1980 allocations (listed second).

*42.000,000 was transferred to Youth Advocacy from Capacity Building in February,
1980. This reprogramming Is not reflected in the allocation amounts listed.

70-796 0 - 81 - 19
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OFFICE Or JUVENILE JUSTICt AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1980 SUBPROGRAM
ALLOCATIONS

Source of funds

Activity FIsc I 17 Fsl Total

Concentration of Federal effort ------------------------------------- $ 477, 051 ---------------------------
NAC support .... ---------------------------------------------- 300 000
Coordinating council support -------------------------------------------------- 300 000 -------
Evaluation of homeless youth project ----------------------------------------- 250, 000 --------------
National Academy of Sciences ----------------------------------------------- 150, 000 1, 477,051

Form ula grants ----------------------------------------------------------------- 61,620,000 1,620,000
Technicalassistance ------------------------.--------------------- 215, 248 ----------------------------

Alternative responses to delinquency behavior -------------------------------- 1, 750, 000 --------------
Prevention ----------------------------------------------------------------- 1 !,000, 000 --------------
Advocacy..................---------------------------------.---------------- 250,000 3, 215,248

Discretionary programs:
S.E. general carryover ---------------------------------------- 2,217,000 ----------------------------
Restitution ...... ....................................................... 542,024 ............
SPA conference .---------------------------------------------------------- 70,000
Multicomponent olects:

Interagency . F. on youth-----------------. 1, 000,000 -------------
HEW homeless youth project ..---------- -1, 500, 000
Interagency agreements ---------------------------------- 35, 000 1, 000, 000
HUD crime prevention ------------------------------------ 1,000,000 ..............

Capacity buildIng, ----------------------------------------- 1,231, 000 4,787, 976 ..........
Removal of juveniles from jails and lockups ----------------------------------- 3,000, 000
Pre"vnmton Initiatives:

1977 continuations (school resource network and youth skills
development) .....------------------------------------ 3,050,000..........

Alternative education ------------ -- 4, 000,'000 4,000,000
Youth advocacy --------------------------------------- 7,311,987
Prevention R. & D ------------------------------------------------------- 2,300,000 -------------

Subtotal, juvenile Justice discretionary ----------------------------------------------------- 37, 044, 987

Diversion (continuations) ------------------------------------------ 458, 000 ----------------------------
Project New Pride -------------------------------------------- 9,686, 273 ----------------------------
Lols 50 ------------ ----------------------------------------------------- 700,000 ............
Serious offender -------------------------------------------------- 4, 300, 000 ...........

Subtotal, LEAA discretionary ------------------------------------------------------- 15, 144, 273
NIJJDP ....-- ------------------------------------------- 19, 187 .........-------------------

Evaluation ------------------------------------------------------------------ 3,150,000 ............
Research ------------------------------------------------- 2, 800, 000
Standards ----------------------------------------------------------- 1,000,000 ...
Taninin . . . . . .. . . . . . . . ..-------------------------------------------------- 1,000,000.
Information development and dissemination .-------------------------------- 3,050,000 11,019,187

Total allocations: ------------------------------------------- 26,650,746 102,870,000 129, 520,746

Fiscal Year 1981 Program Plan-Development Prooess
Aottvity Time Irame

I. Determination of fiscal year 1981 continuation
obligations, funding priorities and new pro-
gram commitments:
A. Request ww1iltten comments from each Memorandum issued by

Division Director/Program Manager Schwartz on February 2,
outlining fiscal year 1981 commitments 1980.
and priorities. Responses due to Schwartz

on March 12, 1980.
B. Synthesis and analysis of responses-.... Review by planning team on

March 18 and 14, 1981.
Planning team comments to

Schwartz on March 19,
1980.

Review of responses and
planning team comments
by management, and dis-
cussed at management
staff meeting on March
24, 1980.
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Activity
lI. Determination of funding allocations and

programs:
A. ()fflcewide strategy meeting to discuss

programs recommended by manage-
ment team.

B. Final program decision issued by
Administrator.

111. Call for draft fiscal year 1981 program plans-

IN'. Review and modification:
A. Draft plans vi1l he reviewed by plan-

ning teain for ,.omsistency and discus.
sion of coordination issues; recom-
datlon.,s to Schwartz.

B. Review by Administrator: Staff noti-
fied of any modifications that must he
made or of approval to complete the
final program plans.

V. Development and implementation of process
for input of outside groups:

A. Assignment of responsibility for
plan development.

B. Recommendation for plan and
schedule to Administrator.

C. Implementation of plan.

Times /rMn

March 26, 1980.

Memorandum to staff with
approved program and
tentative allocations:
April 1, 1980.

Tls call will be contained in
the program allocation
memorandum dated April
1, 1980.

Draft plans will be due to
the Administrator on
April 15, 1980.

Review by planning team on
April 17, 1980.

Recommendations to
Schwartz on April 18,
1980.

Final plans completed by
April 30, 1980.

Notification of staff person
on February 27, 1980.

Plan due to Administrator on
March 10, 1980.

Will commence immediately
upon approval from Ad-
ministrator.

C-1. Please provide a precise and realistic time table for award of your fiscal
year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans for allocating the anticipated
fiscal year 1981 level of funds, including a time table for awards.

The attached is the time table for award of fiscal 1980 funds.
The following is the time table for award of fiscal 1981 funds:

Funds Projected
Program required award date

Restitution ---------------------------------------------------------------- $4, 128, 871 Dec. , 1980
School resource center ------------------------------------------------------------ 2, 800,000 Oct. 15, 1980
Capacity building ---------------------------------------------------------------- 6,000,000 Dec. 15,1980
Violent juvenile crime --------------------------------------------------------- 2,500, 000 Oct. 30, 1980

Planning for other funds has not been completed.

FISCAL YEAR 1980 SPECIAL EMPHASIS IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, CRITICAL MILESTONES

Draft Federal Application
Implementation stages guideline Internal External Register submission
initiatives prepared clearance clearance publication deadline Grant awards

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Nw pJuly 3,1979 Sept. 21, 1979 Mar. 1, 980
Youth advocacy --------------------------------------------------- Oct 15, 1980 Dec. 31,1979 Apr. 30,1980
Alternative education ----------------------------------------------- Jan. 30,1980 Apr. 30,1980 July 31, 1980
Seious offender .......... Feb. 6,1980 Mar. 6,1980 Mar. 21, 1980 May 9,1980 July 9, 1980 Sept. 30,1980
Removal of youths from

adult jails and lockups . Jan. 11, 1980 Feb. 15, 1980 Mar. 15, 1980 May 15, 1980 July 15, 1980 Do.
Capacity building ....... Jan. 26, 1980 Feb. 28, 1980 Mar. 21, 1980 May 12,1980 June 30, 1983 Oct. 1, 1980
Prevention R. &D ........ Jan. 30,1980 Feb. 5, 1980 Mar. 12, 1980 Apr. 30,1980 .... do ....... Sept. 30, 1980
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Question 2. Please include an update of the final fiscal year 1980 Subprogram
allocations accompanied by a detailed explanation of each component. For ex-
ample, $6.138 is allocated to a program entitled Capacity Building. Please provide
the committee with an update on the Capacity Building Initiative.

Response. Attached is an overview of OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan,
which includes descriptions of each subprogram. Also included, on page 10 of
the overview, is a postscript regarding Capacity Building.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Overview of Fiscal Year
1980 Program Plan

OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan is composed of five MBO subprograms:
2.106--Concentration of Federal Wfort;
1.104--National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention;
2.202-Juvenile Justice Formula Grants;
2.201-Technical Assistance; and
1.207-Special Bmphasis.

The following paragraphs contain a brief synopsis of each MBO final sub-
gram plan, as submitted to the LEAk Administrator on September 11, 1979.

2.106 Concetration of Federal Effort
Fiscal year 1980 CF]D funds are allocated as follows:

1. National Academy of Sciences-OJJI)P shall continue Its
support of the NAS study of public policies concerning the
rights of youth. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ------------- $ 150, 000

2. Support to the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A contract, awarded in
fiscal year 1979, which supports the four annual NAC meetings,
will be continued-in fiscal year 1980 and in fiscal year 1981. Allo-
cation for fiscal year 1980 ---------------------------------- 800, 000

3. Federal Coordinating Councll-A contract awarded for de-
velopment of interagency programs, and to address the Council's
recommendations pursuant to its review of selected Juvenile
service programs. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 -------------- 300, 000

4. Homeless Youth Project-Interagency Agreement with
HtEW-OJJI)P will continue its support for the evaluation com-
ponent of this project. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 --------- 250,000
Carryover from fiscal year 1979--allocated to NAC Support_-- 477,051

Total fiscal year 1980 concentration of Federal effort ----- 1,477, 051
In addition to these activities, Concentration of Federal Effort Staff will

undertake the development of the Annual Analysis and Evaluation of Federal
Juvenile Delinquency Programs conducted and assisted by Federp1 Departments
including LEAA, HEW, Labor, HUD, and US)A; this report is due to Congress
December 31, 1980.

The Office will also develop and implement a process for submission by other
Federal agencies of Federal delinquency development statements as required in
section 204 (f) of the JJDP Act.
1.104 National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Fiscal year 1980 budget activities are broken down into three categories which
represent the function of NIJJDP mandated by the JJDP Act.
1. Research, evaluation, and program development:

A. Research:
(1) Sexual abuse project-research and development

study designed to test the most effective pro-
gram interventions. Allocation for fiscal year
1980 ------------------------------------- $400,000

(2) Unsolicited research program-projects will be
funded which provide research findings not
otherwise available to OJJDP. (January). Al-
location for fiscal year 1980 ------------------ 400,000

(3) Unsolicited research program-indication of new
promising areas of program development in
prevention and treatment of delinquency.
(JUly). Allocation for fiscal year 1980 -------- 400,000
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1. Research, evaluation, and program development--Continued
A. Itesearch--4on tinued

(4) Dynamics of delinquency and drug use-this
project will examine variables in drug use
over time. Allocation for fiscal year 1980_____

(5) Unsolicited research program continuations-
provide continuation support for promising
research projects to reach optimum results.

Allocation for fiscal year 1980- -
(6) Minority research initiative-researching re-

garding ramifications of Juvenile justice sys-
tem discrimination on the basis of race and
sex. Also to involve minority researchers in
other areas of research. Allocation for fiscal
year 1980-

Fiscal year 1979 Carryover .....

200, 000

1,000,000

400,000
19, 187

Subtotal-fiscal year 1980 Research
costs ----------------------------- 2,819,187

B. Evaluation:
The evaluative arm of the NIJJDIP undertakes

assessment of Juvenile delinquency initiatives in the
Special Emphasis Division. The purpose in doing this
is to increase overall effectiveness of programs in
delinquency/deviance, treatment, prevention and
reduction.
Programs under evalution: Rt

colts
a. Restitution ------------------------------- $650, 000
b. Youth advocacy ---------------------------- 300,000
c. Family violence ---------------------------- 450, 000
d. New pride --------------------------------- 300,000
e. School crime ------------------------------- 300,000
f. Serious offender --------------------------- 400, 000
g. Separation of juveniles from adults -------- 150, 000
h. Alternative education ---------------------- 400, 000
i. Prevention -------------------------------- 200, 000

Subtotal-fiscal year 1980 evaluation costs --- 3, 150, 000

- Total research, evaluation, and program de-
velopment ------------------------------ 5,950, 000

2. Standards in Juvenile Justice:
A. Standards Review and Implementation Planning:

In fiscal year 1980, NIJJDP plans to undertake a
review of current Juvenile justice standards for their
consistency with the JJDP Act and for their potential
to further the purposes of the Act. The review proc-

ess will consist of conducting a brief comparative
analysis of relevant standards, holding a number of
symposia and public hearings to enable discussion of
the implications of appropriate standards resulting
in the OJJDP endorsement of implementing various
standards for its implementation program. Through
provision of technical and financial assistance, states
will be encouraged to review and adopt Juvenile Jus-
tice standards in their state. Allocation for fiscal year
1980 -------------------------------------------- 375,000
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2. Standards in Juvenile Justice--Continued
B. Development of model statutes:

With the recent adoption of the National Advisory
Committee standards, the NIJJDP plans to develop
and support model State legislation consistent with
mandates of the act and the NAC standards. These
would be focussed on specific areas (such as de-
institutionalization and separation). Allocation for
fiscal year 1980 .....

C. Assessment of innovative State legislation:
1. Supplement to Washington State assessment to

enable evaluation of the implementation of the
legislation in two court jurisdictions, Allocation
for fiscal year 1980

2. Maine Juvenile justice legislation-assessment of
the removal of Juvenile court jurisdiction over
noncriminal misbehavior. Allocation for fiscal
year 1980...............................

D. Development of police guidelines for the handling of
juveniles:

Phase II implementation and evaluation of guide-
lines. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ....

E. Juvenile court watch project :
Promotes citizen awareness and involvement in

monitoring the Juvenile court operation to assure
fairness and effectiveness of court policies and
procedures. Allocation for fiscal year 1980-

Total fiscal year 1980 standard costs --------- 1,000,000

3. Training and information dissemination:
A. NIJJDP will begin expansion of its training program

through the establishment of a major training program
in law-related education. This division will support and
develop an educational program in which youth and
adults are taught youths rights and responsibilities
under the law.

1. National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges Training: Trained Judicial personnel
and efficiency competency in the latest meth-
ods and techniques for handling youths under
court and court related programs are impor-
tant goals to be achieved by this Council.
Allocation for fiscal year 1980- -

2. Training center: Thiti is established to train
Juvenile justice and alternative system prac-
titioners and volunteers and for the develop-
ment of effective training materials. Alloca-
tion for fiscal yea:- 1980-

Total fiscal year 1980 training costs.- 1,000, 000

Bvaluato

75,000

40, 000

250,000

200,000

60,000

175, 000

825,000

A
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3. Training and information dissemination-Continued
B. Dissemination Division: The NIJJDP has been able to

make a major program advancement from development
of information to its dissemination in this past fiscal
year. Current 1980 goals are to disseminate information
and knowledge developed through research, data collec-
tion and synthesis to potential users of such informa-
tion.

1. Assessment centers: There are four assessment
centers that are responsible for the collection,
assessment, and the preparation of reports on
delinquency-related topics. These four centers
consist of one Coordinating Center and three
topical centers, dealing with delinquent be-
havior and its prevention, the juvenile justice
system and alternatives to juvenile justice
system processing. Each year, the Coordinat-
ing Center publishes an annual volume en-
titltd, "Youth Crime and Delinquency in
America," which includes information on the
nature and extent of delinquency, justice sys-
tem operations, and program information.
Allocation for fiscal year 1980_ ----------- 1, 500, 000

2. Clearinghouse: The NIJJP established in fiscal
year 1979, a national clearinghouse through
expansion of LEAA's National Criminal Jus-
tice Reference Strvice. This will provide effec-
tive dissemination of juvenile justice infor.
mnton to the field. Allocation for fiscal year
1980 ----------------------------------- 150,000

3. Incentive for exemplary projects. Allocation
for fiscal year 1980 ------------------------ 200,000

4. Management support contract for improved pro-
gram development and implementation. Alloca-
tion for fiscal year 1980 -------------------- 200, 000

5. Juvenile court statistics reporting system. Allo-
cation for fiscal year 1980 ------------------- 200, 000

0. OJJDP/public information groups information
development and transfer. Improved decision
making and responsiveness to juvenile justice
needs are the purposes of this informational
division. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ------ 450,000

7. Children in custody census-updated informa-
tion on the deinstitutionalization of juveniles.
Allocation for fiscal year 1980 --------------- 350,000

Total information dissemination alloca-
tion --------------------------- 3, 050,000

Total fiscal year 1980 NIJJDP costs---- 11,000,000

2.202 Juvenile Justice Formula Grants
The fiscal year 1980 Budget allocation for the Formula Grants Program is

$61,620,000 excluding funds allocated for the six non-participating states. In the
past, the Formula Grants Division has placed a great deal of emphasis on the
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and non-offenders and has achieved
substantial compliance by the states on this issue. Thirty-seven states will be
required to achieve 100 percent compliance with the Act's deinstitutionalization
mandate by December 31, 1980. In addition, in fiscal year 1980 more attention
will be focused on the separation of juveniles and adults in these institutions.
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2201 Juvenile Justice Technical Assistance
The fiscal year 1980 Technical Assistance strategy has been planned in accord-

ance with the three OJJDP goals. It is OJJDP's intent to obtain the services of
three Technical Assistance contractors in fiscal year 1980. Each contractor will
be assigned responsibility in each goal area and will provide assistance for all
activities and grantees-whether funded by Special Emphasis or formula grant
funds-in that area.

A summary of the 1980 technical assistance costs is as follows:
Activity :

1- Supplement the contract with Westinghouse National Issues
Center, to continue TA support to prevention activities,
including the special emphasis alternative education and
prevention grantees............................

2. Award national contract for TA support for development of
alternative responses to delinquent behavior, including sup-
port for the special emphasis diversion, serious offender
restitution and new pride projects---------------

3. Award contract for TA support for grantees funded under
the special emphasis youth advocacy initiative-

4. Special Projects--TA
a. Legis 50-
b. National rural symposium .....
c. Juvenile Justice Journal -_
d. Public education campaign--
e. NACOR -_

5. Travel-TA _

Qoata

$1, 000, 000

1,600,000

250,000

114,995
6, 183

89,215
70,000
74, 855
10,000

Total fiscal year 1980 TA costs ------------------- $3, 215, 248

1.207 Juvenile Justice Diseretionary Program and Special Emphasis
The special emphasis fiscal year 1980 program plan can be described in terms

of three goal areas as follows:
1. Alternatives to incarceration:

A. Restitution by Juvenile Offenders-This program was
initiated in fiscal year M78. Two of the 41 restitution
grantees shall receive continuation funds in fiscal year 00.t.
1980. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ----------------- $542, 024

B. Replication of new pride--a treatment program for ser.
ious Juvenile offenders-this program was planned in
fiscal year 1979; and will be implemented in 1980.

C. Diversion-one continuation grant-Wisconsin scheduled
for refunding in fiscal year 1980 -------------------- 458,000

No fiscal year 1980 funds are required for this program.
It will be funded with carry-over fiscal year 1979 crime
control funds. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ---------- 9, 686, 273

D. Violent Juvenile Offender-Through this initiative, OJJDP
will support the development and improvement of na-
tional responses to serious Juvenile offenses and offend-
ers through programs, research and legal reforms. Al.
location of LEAA MOE funds for fiscal year 1980. (This
allocation will be increased by $989,601, a result of re-
programing from New Pride) -------------------- 14, 300,000

2. Prevention of delinquency:
A. Alternative education: This is a new initiative which,

in fiscal year 1980 will support projects designed to
promote institutional change in schools and provide
alternative educational experiences for juveniles who
have difficulty adjusting in traditional educational set-
tings. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ---------------- $4, 000,000

Carryover fiscal year 1979 funds -------------------- 4,000,000

8,000,000
11980 TUAA maintenance of effort money.
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2. Prevention of delinquency-Continued
B. Youth advocacy: This is another new initative based

upon the premise that there are policies and practices
of youth serving Institutions that systematically ex-
clude youth from meaningful participation in pro-
grams that supposedly exist for them, and as a conse-
quence provide services which are not responsive to
the real needs of youth. This program will fund proj.
ects designed to end arbitrary decisionmaking on the
part of institutions dealing with youth. Reprograming Costs
from capacity building ----------------------------- 2, 000, 000

Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ------------------------ 9,311,987

C. Prevention research and development projects: OJJDP
has developed a conceptual framework for prevention
programing. This framework builds on findings that
the organized social environment is the primary factor
influencing both delinquent and law abiding behavior;
these arrangements that generate delinquent behavior
should be altered.

This new initiative in prevention research and develop-
ment is designed to test organizational change ap-
proaches to preventing delinquency, and to provide
technical assistance In planning for initiating local
prevention programs. Allocation for fiscal year 1980--- 2,300,000

During fiscal year 1980, the Office will continue to pro-
vide funding to projects initiated in prior years. These
prevention initiatives include the following:

D. Youth Skills Development: This service delivery pro-
gram was initiated in 1977. One of the original 16 pre-
vention grants will receive continuation funding in
fiscal year 1980. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ------

E. Prevention of school crime: This program was initiated
in fiscal year 1976 for the National School Resource
Network. The main objective is to prevent the occur-
rence of crime and violence in and around schools
through developing the capacity of local schools to
use students, teachers, community persons, and justice
system personnel In developing school initiatives
which eliminate the causes of crime and violence. Al-
location for fiscal year 1980 ----------------------- 2, 800, 000

3. Improvements in the juvenile Justice system:
A. Capacity building: The purpose of this subcategory is

to fund projects which will increase the capacity of
governments and public and private agencies to pre-
vent delinquency and improve the administration of
Juvenile justice. It will be funded in two phases; one
for continuation applications, and one for previously
unsolicited grants. Carryover and reverted formula
funds ------------------------------------------- 1,231,000

4, 787, 976

Original fiscal year 1980 allocation -------------------- 6,018,976
Only Phase 1 will be implemented in fiscal year 1980.

Phase 2 is scheduled for implementation in fiscal year
1981. Additionally, funds have been reprogramed from
this category to youth advocacy in the amount of $2
million. New revised allocation ---------------------- 4, 018,976

'Continuation of this program has been rescheduled for fiscal year 1981. Thus, these
fiscal year 1980 funds are being reallocated to Youth Advocacy.
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8. Improvements in the juvenile justice system-Continued
B. Removal of Juveniles from adult jails and lockups: This

program is designed to meet requirements in the JJDP
act seeking removal of juveniles from adult jails and
lockups. It is also based on-a recognition of youth rights
and due process and promotes advocacy. Allocation for oeut
fical year 1980 ------------------------------- 3,000,000

C. Multicomponent programs: The purpose of this subpro-
gram is to develop and implement integrated Federal
Youth Policies and Federal Youth programs. In fiscal
year 1980 it will consist of the following:

1. Interagency Task Force on Youth Employment:
OJJDP will be one of three agencies who will
pool their resources to -develop an Inter-
mediary Corporation. The agencies involved
are: Department - of Labor, Department of
Agriculture, Department of HEW, and LEAA.
These agencies will pool upwards of $10 mil-
lion which will be distributed to youth serving
agencies to develop projects which serve trou-
bled youth. In addition to these four agencies,
an effort will be made to include several
foundations and private agencies/corporations
in this program. Allocation for fiscal year
1980 --------------------------------- 1,000,000

2. Interagency agreement with HEW: The OJJDP/
LEAA transferred $1,500,00 Oto HEW's Office
of Human Development to support a project
on homeless youth and runaway youth cen-
ters. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ---------- 1, 500, 000

S. Interagency agreements: Funds allocated are for
the development and implementtaion of co-
ordinated youth programs through these inter-
agency agreements---------------------- 1,000, 000

4. HUD--community crime prevention: Funds will
be transferred to HL7D for development of
community crime prevention programs in se-
lected housing developments --------------- 1,000,000

5. Fourth Annual Youth Workers Conference
NYWA --------------------------------- 35,000

Subtotal allocation for fiscal year 1980
multicomponent programs ---------- 4, 535, 000

D. OJJDP will again provide funds to the State Planning
Agency Conference for assistance and support to the
Office, the States, and the grantees. Allocation for fiscal
year 1980 -------------------------------------- 70,000

E. Legis-50: OJJDP will continue to support legislative re-
form activities in the areas of Juvenile Justice and
delinquency prevention. Allocation for fiscal year 1980- 700, 000

F. General carryover: In addition to the programs listed
above, grants were not awarded in fiscal year 1979 as
scheduled, and were caught in various stages of the
review and award process. As of October 1, 1979, the
fiscal year 1979 subprogram allocations which would
have funded these grants expired. Thus, OJJDP created
and received administration approval for a "special
emphasis general carryover" category. Funds were al-
located to the category in the aggregate amount of the
carryover grants ------------------------------ 2, 217,000

Total fiscal year 1980 special emphasis allocation 52, 189, 260

* 1980 LEAA maintenance of effort money.
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Question S.
(a) What percent of the fiscal year 1980 OJJDP Formula Funds was awarded

by March 1, 1980?
Response. The allocation for Formula Grants for fiscal year 1980 is $61,620,000

(excluding the $2.1 Million which had been set aside for states which did not
apply for fiscal year 1980 funds). As of March 1, 1980, $43,995,750, or 71 percent
of the allocation, had been awarded.

(b) What percent of the formula grants was awarded by March 1, 1980?
Response. 51 states and territories have submitted, or intend to submit, an

appUcatior for a fiscal year 1980 Formula Grant. As of March 1, 1980, 40 of
these states and territories, or 78 percent, have been awarded their fiscal year
1980 Formula Grants.

(c) What percent of the total OJJDP discretionary funds were awarded by
March 1, 1980?

Respnse. As of October 1, 1979, OJJDP had available $52,756,473 in JJ discre-
tionary funds. This figure includes funds carried over from fiscal years 1976-1979,
deobligations and reprogrammed reverted Formula funds. As of March 1, 1980,
$11,252,543 or 21 percent had been awarded. An additional $12 Million (Youth
Advocacy) will be awarded on April 30, 1980; $8 Million (Alternative Educa-
tion) will be awarded on July 31, 1980; Three additional Special Emphasis Ini-
tiatives are now in the internal and external clearance process, and they will be
awarded in the aggregate amount of $9 Million prior to September 30, 1980; All
remaining funds included in the fiscal year 1980 budget have been committed
and are on schedule. No carryover is anticipated.

(d) What percent of the available Crime Control/OJJDP funds was awarded
by March 1, i980?

Response. OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 CCA and JJ discretionary allocation,
including funds carried over from fiscal years 1976-1979. deobligations and re-
ver'.ed Formula funds, is $67,900,746. As of March 1, 1980, $20,236,801 or 30 per-
cer.t had been awarded. See the responses (c) above and (f) below for a discus-
sicn of the manner in which the remainder of the JJ and CCA allocat.ons will be
ex,?ended prior to September 30, 1980.

(e) What total OJJDP discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on Oc-
tober 1, 1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980?

Response. See the response to (c) above.
(f) What total CCA discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on October 1,

1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980?
Response. As of October 1, 1979, OJJDP had available $15,144,273 in CCA dis-

cretionary funds, including prior year carryover. As of March 1, 1980, $8,984,258,
or 59 percent, had been awarded. The remaining CCA balance will be awarded
In fiscal year 1980 as follows: New Pride--$870,414 in March, 1980; Violent
Offenfder-$5.2 Million in September, 1980.

Question 5. It appears that the OJJDP staff was substantially reduced since
May 1979. In fact, it has been reported that the entire Policy, Planning and Co-
ordinating Unit, established in January 1978, has been abolished and the legal
staff was likewise eliminated. What rationale underlies these steps?

Response. The staff allocation to OJJDP has not been reduced from its pres-
ent allocation of 51 full-time permanent positions. What has caused a staff reduc-
tion was LEAA policy of not allowing positions to be filled when they became
vacant. This policy was to address the fiscal and staff reduction required of the
LEAA Reorganization and Legislative changes which OJJDP was affected by.
The legal staff left the Office for what he considered to be a better position, and
he simply was not replaced. The Policy, Planning and Coordinating Unit war
abolished and the staff reassigned to more effectively meet the needs of the
Agency and our clientele. At the time this decision was made it involved the re-
assignment of three professional staff and one clerical person.

The staff was reapportioned between the Special Emphasis Division and
NIJJDP. In lieu of this Unit, the Divisions assumed full responsibility for
Office planning. Each Division Director and a staff person of his/her choice
became members of an Administrative Development Team. This Team was
coordinated by a staff person from the Office of the Associate Administrator.
OJJDP is pleased about this type of planning structure. Within OJJDP there
are five major and diverse functions (Research and Evaluation, Demonstration,
Formula Grants, Technical Assistance and Federal Coordination of Effort) which
were not being planned and implemented in coordination with each other.
Through the Administrative Development Team, the Office developed both short-
range and long-range plans which are integrated, because of the involvement
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of all Divisions, creative, because of the involvement of staff at all levels of the
GS scale, and are supported by the entire Office. In addition to these planning
activities, the staff-level members of the Team convene as needed in order to
develop briefing books, MBO, budget analyses and justifications, and other
administrative tasks. The Team also is assigned regular monthly tasks, such as
maintenance of an accurate Office status of funds report, monthly management
briefs, etc. We believe this Team concept will be highly efficient, particularly
in light of personnel reductions, because these Team members will be free to
handle program responsibilities when they are not handling their Team responsi-
bilities.

Question 6. As of March 1, 1980 how many new, non-continuation JJDP grants
have been awarded by OJJDP?

What dates were they awarded?
For what purposes?
Answer. During fiscal years 1975-1979 OJJDP awarded 268 new, non-con-

tinuation grants (versus 91 continuation grants) from JJDP Act funds. As of
March 1, 1980 the number of such grants awarded from fiscal year 1980 JJDP
Act funds was 6 (versus 5 continuation grants).

See response to question C.33 for actual list of awards including project
summaries.

Question 7. How many new, non-continuation JJDP (Act funded) grants will
be awarded by OJJDP in fiscal year 1980?

Answer. There will be 50 to 55 such grants " awarded during fiscal year 1980,
to the following program outline:

NIJJDP ----------------------------------------------- 12 to 15
Discretionary programs:

Multicomponent projects ---------------------------------- 2 to 4
Removal from jails ----------------------------------------- 1
Alternative education -------------------------------------- 15
Youth advocacy ------------------------------------------ 19
Prevention I, & D ----------------------------------------- 5

Concentration of Federal effort ----------------------------------- 0
Technical assistance ---------------------------------------- 0 to 8

Total --------------------------------------------- 159 to 02
1 Includes interagency agreements, excludes contracts.

Question 8. What percent of the total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget is allocated
to OJJDP? What percent of the DOJ fiscal year 1981 positions is allocated to
OJJDP?

Response. The total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget requested is $2.7 billion and
55,679 positions. OJJDP program funds and positions equal 3.7 percent and .009
percen t respectively.

Question 9. It is our understanding that the OJJDP carryover from fiscal year
1979 amounted to nearly $27 million or 40 percent of the discretionary funds
available in fiscal year 1979. Please provide a detailed assessment of carryover
by fiscal year since the establishment of OJJDP distinguishing Crime Control Act
from Juvenile Justice Act fund and carryover by OJJDP unit. Additionally, pro-
vide obligation information as a percent of the total discretionary funds available
to OJJDP for fiscal year 1980 by unit and type of funds and number of grants or
contracts during the first two quarters of fiscal year 1980. Also, provide a realistic,
detailed obligation forecast, by discretionary funds, by quarter, for the remainder
of fiscal year 1980; indicating the number of grants, cooperative agreements, or
contracts and amount for each, and the nature of funds by award and unit.

-Response. Attached are the following documents which provide the information
requested above:

a. A summary of the unobligated funds at the close of each fiscal year. In
reading this chart, it should be noted that the Crime Control Act funds
unobligated at the close of the fiscal year will not necessarily correspond
with the allocations for the next fiscal year.

b. A summary of the amount of fiscal year 1980 funds awarded by each
OJJDP unit to date and the percentage of each to the total discretionary
funds available to OJJDP in fiscal year 1980.

c. A list of all grants and contracts awarded to date by OJJDP (during
fiscal year 1980).

d. A summary of program allocations, obligations to date, and projections
for expenditure of unobligated balances, by program category.

'Includes interagency agreements, excludes contracts.
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OJJDP CATEGORICAL GRANT OBLIGATIONS, BY CALENDAR YEAR

Adjustments (deobliations
Original awards and supplements)

Fiscal year and funds Amount Number Amount Numbe, obiAtons

JAN. 1, 1975 TO MAR. 1, 1980
1975:

J--.............................
CC .............................

1976:
j.. ..................
Cc--------------------

1977:
Ji ............................
Cc -----------------------------

1978:
JJ ..............................
CC ..........................

1979:
ii--------------------------
cc ---- _--------------------

1980 (to date):
ii-------------------------
CC -----------------------------

Total:
Ji ........................
CC ................

JULY 1, 1974 T- MAR 1, 1980
1975:

cc ..............................
1976:

ii ..........................
CC.. ..................

1977:JJi.........................
CC ........................

1978:
Ji ...............................CC ........................

1979:
J) ..............................
CC ..............................

1980 (t date):.J J : ......................
CC ........................

Total:JJ ....................
COC ............ ......

$13,352,029
10,719,767

4,724,509
12,389,107

10,057,648
2,624,174

56,156,203
11,976,485

23,500,166
6,727,409

556,934
0

108,347, 489
44,436,942

0
7,060,221

15,748,432
14,245,472

10,381,229
7,883,597

51,431,703
10,169,264

28,135,724
8,076,245

2,650,401
458,385

108,347,489
47,893,184

72 0
28 ($84,826)

18 (3,171)
48 (213,802)

41 157,711
7 (40,832)

151 604,240
27 (544,636)

77 (303,132)
16 (639,180)

4 1,929,142
0 (37,555)

363 2,384,790
126 (1,560,831)

0
26

0
0

81 1142 (2, 225
41 (40,894)
26 (30,015)

148 697,806
21 (521,410)
82 (698,333)
21 139,8B
11 2,419,382
1 (571,494)

363 2,384,790
137 (1,560,831)

o $13,352,029
1 10,634,941

1 4, 721,338
5 12,175, 305

14 10,215,359
6 2, 583, 342

19 56,760,443
12 11,431,849

44 23,197,034
25 6,088,229

11 2,486, 076
2 (37, 555)

89 110, 732, 279
51 42,876,111

0 0
o 7,060,221
1 15,745,261
5 13,947,247

13 10,340,335
6 7,853, 582

10 52,129,509
12 9,647,854

45 27, 447,391
16 7,936,558

20 5,069,783
12 (113,109)

89 110,732,279
51 46, 332,353

Question 10. What amount of reverted formula grant funds will OJJDP re-
ceive during fiscal year 1980? For what purposes and when are the funds sched-
uled for obligation? Additionally, what portion, if any, of the "reverted monies"
are fiscal year 1980 or fiscal year 1979 dollars?

Response. Six states did not submit an application for fiscal year 1980 Formula
funds. The fiscal year 1980 allocations for these states totals $2.1 Million, and
these funds have been reprogrammed into Special Emphasis initiatives for ex-
penditures in fiscal year 1980.

The fiscal year 1979 reverted Formula funds were allocated in fiscal year 1979
to the Model Program category. All but $13,000.00 of the Model Program budget
was awarded by September 30, 1979.

At present there are eleven states which have not yet received approval of
their fiscal year 1980 Formula grant applications. If some of these states fail to
meet the requirements for continued participation, It is possible that the amount
of our reverted Formula funds will increase. Tentative OJJDP plans call for
reprogramming of any additional reverted Formula funds into Special Em-
phasis initiatives which will be awarded prior to September 30, 1980.

Question 11. How many discretionary grants are being processed by OJJDP as
of March 1, 1980. Of these what number and percentage are accounted for by
Project New Pride or others to be funded with Crime Control Act dollars.

Answer. First part of question, NIJJDP-7 grants. Second part: New Pride
is not covered among these. No Crime Control Dollars are involved.

How many discretionary grants are being processed by OJJDP as of March 1,
1980. Of these, what number and percentage are accounted for by Project New
Pride or others to be found with Crime Control Act Dollars?
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Six (6) discretionary grants were being processed by the Special Emphasis
Division of OJJDP as of March 1, 1980. Two (2) were New Pride, accounting
for 33 percent of these to be funded with Crime Control dollars.

Question 1t. There seems to be tremendous confusion as to which OJJDP
policy applies to the implementation of Section 228(a), the continuation of fund-
ing section of the JJDPA. Please provide the basis for granting or denying con-
tinuation funds in the past and what policy will be followed in the future.

(a) The method(s), if any, by which continuation policy(ies) was/were an-
uounced or provided to the juvenile justice community; and,

(b) The relevance, if any, of LEAA Instruction I 4510.2 (September 14, 1979)
to any of the concerns raised hereinabove. Does these exist, today, any LEAA
policy which is inconsistent with 228(a) ?

Response. (a) OJJDP policy for continuation under the Part B. Subpart I.
Formula grant program was initially established in LEAA State Planning
Agency Grants Guidance M 4100.1D, CHG 1, July 10, 1975. Chap. 3, Par. 82(o).
This policy was revised in M 4100.1F, CHG 3, July 25, 1978, Chap. 3, Par. 52(s).

OJJDP policy for continuation under the Special Emphasis Grant Program was
established in LEAA Financial Management Guideline M 7100.1A, CHG 3, Octo-
ber 29, 1975, Chap. 7, Par. 12.

The policy established by these guidelines Is that programs funded with for-
mula grant and Special Emphasis funds will establish a minimum (or maxi-
mum) length of funding, i.e., a project period, for competitive programs under
which individual project grant applications will be funded. This policy was in-
tended to meet the, underlying congressional intent of Section 228(a), expressed
by Senator Bayh, that Juvenile Justice Act funded projects be assured of "an
orderly method of development, implementation, and length of funding."

Unsolicited proposals funded by OJJDP with Special Emphasis funds, as well
as funding under Concentration of Federal Effort and the Institute program, are
considered on an individual program or project basis.

(b) LEAA Instruction I 4510 (September 14, 1979) establishes as agency policy
that program objectives for which funds are to be awarded should be covered by
program announcements and that competition for assistance should be maximized
by furnishing the public with timely information through publication of informa-
tion in the Federal Register.

I do not view this Instruction policy as inconsistent with Section 228(a) or
current OJJDP policy to implement that Section.

The agency's implementation of Section 228(a) has recently been challenged
by an applicant for refunding under the NIJJDP training program. Because this
matter is currently under administrative review, and until there is a final agency
determination, it would be inappropriate to comment on future policy changes
which might be considered by the Office.

"There seems to be tremendous confusion as to which OJJDP policy applies to
the implementation of Section 228(a), the continuation of funding section of the
JJDP Act. Please provide the basis for granting or denying continuation funds1
in the past and what policy will be followed in the future."

Projects funded as part of a national scope initiative are funded for a project
period which is stated in each program guideline. Continuation over this stated
period is based upon satisfactory performance and availability of funds. There
has been no confusion about projects funded under any national scope initiative.
By administrative decision, and consistent with Section 228(a) fifteen (15) of
the sixteen (16) Prevention Projects funded under the national Prevention Initia-
tive were extended for a third year at reduced funding because they were per-
forming well and needed additional time to secure other funding to continue
projects after our funding ended. One project was not continued because of poor
performance.

In the future, all projects will be funded in response to an announced guideline
and given a specific project period, based upon the work and time required to
achieve stated objectives. This will be made a part of the grant award document,
and any cost extension will be subject to LEAA policy outlined in Instruction
4040 issued September 14, 1979. This provides for project extension and supple-
mental funding when the results of the original project warrant support beyond
the period originally recommended. Attached is a copy of the draft continuation
policy.

(a) The methodss, if any. byv which continuation pollcy(ies) was/were an-
nounced or provided to the juvenile justice community.
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Projects funded in the past which were not a part of a national initiative were
given a project period upon award of the grant, and the grant award included a
special condition which stated the circumstances under which future funding
would be considered. There have been no appeals regarding application of this
policy on Special Emphasis grants to date.

The attached draft continuation policy is being finalized, and will be published
in the Federal Register when it is approved. It will provide the basis for con-
tinuation decisions in the future. The initial draft continuation policy was circu-
lated to public interest groups, the National Advisory Council to OJJDP, and the
Minority Advisory Council to LEAA and comments were Incorporated into the
final draft.

(b) The relevance, if any, of LEAA Instruction I 4510.2 (September 14, 1979)
to any of the concerns raised hereinabove. Does there exist, today, any LEAA
policy which is inconsistent with 228 (a) ?

Instruction I 4510.2 issued September 14, 1979, establishes as agency policy
that program objectives should be clearly established in program announce-
ments and that to the maximum extent feasible, all information regarding avail-
ability of funds, and other information related to selection of programs would
be widely publicized. It is not inconsistent with Section 228(a), and is con-
sistent with the procedures established in 1976 for issuance of OJJDP Special
Emphasis Program Announcements.

JJDP policy for continuation under the Special Emphasis grant program Is
established in LEAA Financial Management Guideline M 7100.1A, CHG--3,
Issued October 29, 1975, Chap. 7, Par. 12. This establishes a policy whieh provides
that programs funded with formula grant and Special Emphasis funds will
establish a minimum or maximum length of funding for competitive programs
under which individual project grant applicants will be funded. This policy
was further clarified in Instruction 4040.2 Issued September 14, 1971. The in-
struction builds upon M 7100.1A, CHG-3, Chap. 7, Par. 12, by describing the
Project Period System for funding categorical grants and cooperative agree-
ments in greater detail. The policy provides for project period extension beyond
the original project period approved when the original project period was ap-
proved for a period of a time shorter than grant was needed; or, the results of
the original project warrant support beyond the period originally recommended.
These are termed "competitive extensions" which must be reviewed, evaluated
and approved on the same basis as an application for a new grant.

This provision is consistent with Section 228 (a) of the JJDP Act.
Question 13. What percent of special emphasis funds was awarded to private

non-profit agencies, organizations or institutions during fiscal years 1975 through
1979? What percentage is planned for fiscal year 1980? Naturally, this inquiry
includes all such funds not solely those recommended for award by the Division
of the same name, but the Inquiry is limited solely to JJDP funds.

Response. The requested information for fiscal years 1975 through 1979 is
contained in the following chart:

JJOP ACT SPECIAL EMPHASIS FUNDS

PRIVATE NONPROFIT AWARDS

Total To private nonprofits
Total number of

Fiscal year awarded awards Amount Percent Number Percent

1975 -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1976 ------------------- $13,878,216 19 $6,432,336 46.3 10 52.6
1977 .................. 5,599,391 20 5,119,001 91.4 13 65.0
1978 .................. 21, 492, 750 39 16, 121,639 79.7 31 79.5
1979 ------------------ 11,740,369 37 8, 717, 440 74.3 25 67.6
190 to date ............ 1,839,632 5 1,366,462 74.3 4 80.0

Total .......... 54,550,358 120 38,756,878 71.0 83 69.2

We do not have a specific percentage of funds to be awarded to private non-
profit organizations planned for fiscal year 1980, except that the total will be
at least the statutorily required 30 percent. From the data In the above chart,
it is reasonable to expect that the amount will be much greater than 30 percent.

Question 15. In 1977 the Congress amended the JJDPA to authorize the Council
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to review the programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the
degree to which Federal Agency funds are used for purposes which are con-
sistent or inconsistent with the mandates of Section 223(3) 12(A) and (13).
Our 1977 Report at page 54 stressed tile importance of knowing whether the
Federal Government is supporting these important cornerstones of the JJDPA.
Can you report to us on the progress of the Council in carrying out its mandate
under these sections?

Review of programs and practices of Federal agencies for consistency with
the mandates of Section 223(a) 12(A) aild (13) are a critically important
function of the Council. The Office has funded a three year study by the National
Academy of Sciences on the Public Policies Contributing to the Institutionaliza-
tion and Deinstitutionalization of Children and Youth which the Office will
utilize in connection with the Council. The Office has also built into the support
contract for the Council, a major task related to this important issue.

Question 16. In times past, the LEAA General Counsel has held that the
OJJDP head was not within the definition of "Administration" under LEAA.
Is this presently the case in the instance of LEAA? OJARS?

Response. In the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, prior
to the Justice System Improvement Act amendments in 1979, Congress defined
the term "Administration" as follows:

"Sec. 101 (a) There is hereby established within the Department of Justice,
under the general authority, policy direction, and general control of the Attorney
General, a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (hereinafter referred
to in this title as 'Administration') composed of an Administrator of Law Enforce-
ment Assistance and two Deputy Administrators of Law Enforcement Assistance,
who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate."

As can be seen, there is no reference to the Administrator of OJJDP in this
definition. The Office of General Counsel has never held that the term "Admin-
istration" does not include the OJJDP head. It has, on occasion, referenced this
Section in legal memoranda.

Under Section 101 of the Justice System Improvement Act, the term "admin-
istration" has become no more than an abbreviation for the organizational
entity established by what Act as the "Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion." There is no longer an "administration" defined as specified individuals
responsible for the Act's implementation.

Question 18. As you know, one of the major recent improvements in OJJDP
was the acquisition by OJJDP ot the Juvenile Formula Grants Program in the
summer of 1977 when it and the "sign off" were transferred from OCJP, LEAA,
and delegated to the OJJDP head. Can you explain to the Committee whether
or not the present Administration of OJJDP is, in fact, given the responsibility
for the Juvenile Formula Grants Program?

Response. Since fiscal year 1978 the Administration of OJJDP has had "sign
off"' authority for the JJDP Act Formula Grants. The present Administrator
continues to exercise this "sign off" authority.

Question 20. Provide a state-by-state report and explanation of the various
methods approved by OJJDP to implement Section 223(a) (14), monitoring of
Jails, detention facilities, correctional facilities and non-secure facilities.

Response. Many options exist for the development of an adequate system of
monitoring Juvenile residential facilities as required by the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act. While the components which make up the
system are generally the same, the type of information will vary according to
the needs of the individual state. This ranges from states concerned simply
with monitoring compliance with the requirements of the Act to those who are
interested in the broader aspects of the monitoring effort.
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Any monitoring system for a state should include:
A formal, consistent, and continuous collection of data from law en-

forcement, courts, the agency responsible for placement of a juvenile, and
the facilities which have been used for the placement of juvenile offenders.

A means of continuing education for youth, the public, court personnel,
lawyers, and law enforcement officers concerning the JJDP Act and its
implications, and mechanisms established within the state to insure the
enforcement of the Act.

One or several monitoring devices which assures comprehensive coverage
of all residential facilities in which juveniles are placed by the court for an
offense, as well as those agencies responsible for the placement of these
youth (police, courts, social services). Coverage should Include periodic
visits to each facility as well as unplanned spot checks and interviews with
youth, family, and staff.

To facilitate objectivity in the process, at least one component of the
monitoring system should be independent of the state and the agency re-
sponsible for the placement.

The process should provide assurances with respect to the privacy of those
youth whose placement is being monitored.

There should be the provision of adequate funds to be used exclusively
for monitoring activities.

A process for the reporting and investigation of official and unofficial
complaints concerning violations.

The juvenile residential facilities to be monitored and those agencies who are
responsible for placement should collectively provide the following:

Relevant data and information upon request of the monitoring agency;
Accessibility to facilities, files, records, and staff ;
List of the facilities used in the past for the placement of juveniles;
Detailed plans for:

The education of all employees concerning the Act and how it will be
implemented.

The identification of existing or planned non-residential alternatives.
The criteria and process utilized in the placement of juveniles.

- Dissemination of information regarding the Act and its implementa-
tion. This should include the name and number of the person or agency
responsible for investigating violations.

A description of how the facility or agency conducts internal self-
monitoring of its practices and procedures.

All monitoring agencies should be assured of :
Access to all information regarding juveniles in residential facilities.
A regular and official means to report their findings (i.e., Inclusion on

monthly agendas, requirements of written reports to the legislature, Gov-
ernor, juvenile corrections agency, court, and OJJDP).

A means of soliciting and ensuring the privacy of reports of violations.
Attachment 1, Issue C-20 identifies various monitoring practices and the

many options which have been recommended and are currently in use across
the country.

Question 21. What percent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) funds al-
located by the states were used to implement Sections 223(a) (12), (13), and
(14) of the JJDP Act? Please provide a state-by-state breakdown.

Response. The attached two charts indicate the amount allocated by each
state to implement Sections 223(a) (12), (13), and (14) of the JJDP Act for
fiscal year 1979 and 1980.

70-796 0 - 81 - 20
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FISCAL YEAR 1979 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT FUNDS ALLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT SECS. 223(aX12), (13), AND (14)
OF THE JJDP ACT

Percent
allocated to
secs. 223(a)

(12X13)
MOE amount MOE percent and (14)

Alabama ...................................................
Alaska .....................................................
Arizona ....................................................
Arkansas ..................................................
California ..................................................
Colorado ...................................................
Connecticut ................................................
Delaware ..................................................
District of Columbia .........................................
Florida .............................................
Georgia ............. .I ..............................
Hawaii daho .................................................

Illinois ............................................
Indiana ...................................
Iowa ......................................................
Kansas ....................................................
Kentu,:ky ..................................................
Louisiana ..................... 4 ...........................
Maine -----------------------------------------
Maryland ..................................................
Massachusetts ..............................................
Michigan ................................... ............
Minnesota .................................................
Mississippi .................................................
Missouri ...................................................
Montana ...................................................
Nebraska ..................................................
Nevada ---------------------------------------------.......
New Hampshire .............................................
New Jersey ................................................
New Mexico ................................................
N ew York --------------------------------------------------
North Carolina ..............................................
North Dakota -----------------------------------------------
Ohio .......................................................
O klahom a --------------------------------------------------
O regon -- --------------------------------------------------
Pennsylvania. ...............................
Rhode Island ...............................................
South Carolina ..............................................
South Dakota ...............................................
Tennessee -------------------------------------------------
Texas -------------------------------------°- .U .. :-.........................................
Vermont ...................................................
Virginia ....................................................
Washington .................................................
West Virginia ...............................................
Wisconsin ..................................................
Wyomi ng.. .................................
Puerto Rico .................................
America n Samoa ............................................
Guam ......................................................
Trust territories .............................................
Virgin Islands ..............................................
Northern Marianas ..........................................

$950,798
162, 437
772 475
727, 731

5,796, 670
884,858

1, 039, 315
165, 926
267 540

2,611,650
1,353,600

238,477
271,813

2,916,354
1,411,701

889,656
598, 821
980, 280

1, 042, 798
313,040

1,895,218
1,666,138
3,712,260
1,065,453

867,510
1,387,269

216,340
434 032
208,573
245,745

2,596,800
379, 293

4, 699, 027
1,802,048

179,338
3,672, 420

810,766
682,674

3,371,340
247,920
811,230
310,636

1,150,600
3,952,966

674, 622
160,576

1,568,684
959,036
552,194

2,512,615
161,400
873, 800
42,000
51,896
65,200

112,800
34,300

19. 15
19.99
27.28
25.33
19.81
25.26
24.64
19.16
26
23
20
19.84
23.6
19.15
19.53
22.76
19.15
21
19.81
21.5
33.8
21.61
29.97
19. 82
27
21.3
20.05
20. 58
23.3

21.5
26

23.8
19. 15
24.27
19. 16
25.24
21.54
21.5

21
19.46

21
33.33

20
23. 11
40.3
19.3
25.5

19.52
22.19
40.08

20
20

32.219.15
20. 37

38
27.7

70. 0
63.6
40.9
45.0
42.2
31.0
30.0
0

75.0
69.0
45.0
53.2
0
9.0

44.0
27.0
74.0
65.0
20.0
29.0
75.0
16.4
11.0
3.0

90.0
12.0
20. 0

100.0
0

63.0
39.0
60.0

92.0
10.0
85.0
15.0
50.0
0
24.0
87. 0
12.0
50.0
30.0
55.0
60.0
15.0
0

38.0
62.0
10.0
75.0
100.0
71.0
0

100.0
30.0

Total ----------------------------------------------- 67, 530,659 22.61 30. 0
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FISCAL YEAR 1980 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT FUNDS, INCLUDING THOSE ALLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT SECS. 223(a)
(12, (13), AND (14) OF THE JJDP ACT

Percent
allocated to secs.

223(aXl2),( 3)
Action MOE amount MOE percent and (14)

Alabam a -----------------------------------
A laska -------------------------------------
A rizona ------------------------------------
Arkansas .................................
California .................................
Colorado -----------------------------------
Connecticut --------------------------------
Delaw are ----------------------------------
District of Columbia -------------------------
Florida ------------------------------------
Georgia ------------------------------------
Hawaii..
Idaho ......................................
Illinois -------------------------------------
Indiana ------------------------------------
Iow a --------------------------------------
Kansas ------------------------------------
Kentucky .................................
Louisiana.
Maine .................................. .
Maryland ----------------------------------
Massachusetts .............................
M ichigan -----------------------------------
Minnesota ................................
Mississippi ---------------------------------
Missouri ..................................
Montana ..................................
Nebraska .................................
N evada ------------------------------------
New Hampshire ...........................
New Jersey --------------------------------
New Mexico ...............................
New York .................................
North Carolina ------------------------------
North Dakota -------------------------------
O hio ---------------------------------------
O klahom a . ................................
Oregon ------------------------------------
Pennsylvania -------------------------------
Rhode Island ..............................
South Carolina ------------------------------
South Dakota ..............................
Tennessee ---------------------------------

Utah .......................................
Verm ont -----------------------------------
V irginia ------------------------------------
Verm ont -----------------------------------
W ashington ---------------------------------
West Virginia ..............................
W isconsin -...................................
W yom in ----------------------------------
Puerto Rico ---------------------------------
American Samoa ----------------------------
Guam ......................................
Trust territories ............................
Virgin Islands ............................
Northern Marianas .........................

Total --------------------------------

$3,476
413

2,181
2,038

20, 474
2,480
2,930

571
668

7, 936
4,737

860
827

10,516
5,025
2,726
2,195
3 267
3,699
1,040
3,892
5,424
8,574
3., 45
2,257
4,532

743
1,480

622
821

6,8831,145
16, 77
5,18B

634
10, 019
2,659
2,256

11,047
903

2,717
670

4, 037
11,991

1,214
478

4,788
478

3,466
1, 758
4,366

407
3, 022

128,600
141,275

145
116

64,000

207,162,000

$665,634
107, 080
71,002

494,826

590,2 240
879,000
115,188
216,503

12,625,790
970,130
165,000
158,370

'2,619,816
'1,242,354

2733 056
420 343
625,630
146,088
206,891
963, 454

1,055,836
'2,362,850

2964,656
'645,164

914 302
153,503

'306,072
164,228
157,769

1, 873, 975
274,4563,272,000

1,142,837
143 284

22,787 350
509,703
432,024

3,055,217
176,085

2665,319
131,990

' 1,042,805
2,392,204

320, 098
91,537

1,139.597
91,537

677,128
442,605
941, 724
88,278

955,526
24,637
66,004

'102,235
70, 000
3 8,000

43, 567, 402

19.15 0
25.9 70.0
21.5 56.0
24,28 50.0

30 50.0
19.15 0
21.8 83.0
23 18.0
20 15.0
19.19 60.0
19.15 35.9
19.15 15.0
19.83 15.0
21.16 68.0
19.15 79.0
19.15 17.0
20.17 25.0
19.89 21.0
24.8 75.0
19.46 ,20. 0
0 11.0

20.25 15.0
19.15 10.0
20.17 9.0
20.66 15.0
20.56 100.0
26.4 19.8
19.22 31.0
27.23 29.0
23.97 27.0
19.48 72.0
22 19.0
22.6 10.0
21.8 65.0
19.17 12.0
19.15 13.2
22 35.0
19.5 29.0
19.15 11.5
19.7 11.0
20 18.0
19.95 29.0
26.44 32.0
19.15 40.0
20.9 15.0
19.15 40.0
19.53 0
20.38 37.0
21.56 39.0
21.6 39.0
22 26.0
19.15 30.8
46.7 0
20.22 0
37 0
12.5 0

21.03 ..............

I Information not available within OJJDP. Special condition applied to part D award and State has not responded.
'These figures were based upon a much higher allocation of part D funds than was eventually approved by the Presi-

dent's budLet. A revised lower figure is to be submitted in the near future.
I Agency has bean informed that amount is unsatisfactory. Expect revised data In the near future.
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Que8tion 22. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state report on
the amount of JjIDPA funds deobligated by OJJDP, since the Act became law.

Response. Please refer to tie attached printouts for deobligations by states.

LIST OF JJ FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY STATE

Oeobligated Projects
Adjusted award amount deobligated

1975: 1
Alaska ....----------------------------------------- $198, 804 $1, 196 1
Arizona ----------.------------------------------------ 189, 727 10,273 1
California --------------------------------------------- 673, 921 6,079 1
Connecticut ------------------------------------------- 199,624 376 1
Delaware ---------------------------------------------- 197, 886 2,114 1
District of Columbia ------------------------------------ 187, 468 12,532 1
Florida ------------------------------------------------ 208, 923 7,077 1
Idaho ----------------------------------------------- 199, 107 893 1
Illinois ------------------------------------------------ 370, 984 18, 016 1
Indiana---------------------------------------164, 258 35,742 1
Iowa ------------------------------------------------- 152, 357 47,643 1
Kentucky --------------------------------------------- 0 200,000 1
Louisiana --------------------------------------------- 183, 477 16, 523 1
Michigan ----------------------------------- 326, 907 6,093 1
Minnesota --------------------------------------------- 178,721 21,279 1Mississipp , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197, 243 2,757 1Miis pi ---------------------------------------- 17242,71Missour . 183,985 16,015 1
Montana ------------------------------------- 159,843 40,157 1
Nebraska ----------------------------------------- 0 200,000 1
Nevada---------------------------------------13,211 186,789 1
New Hampshire ---------------------------------------- 189, 114 10, 886 1
New Mexico ------------------------------------------- 174, 454 24, 482 1

1,064
North Carolina ----------------------------------------- 0 200,000 1
North Dakota ------------------------------------------ 20, 750 170,000 1

9,250
Ohio .....------------------------------------------ 360, 195 22 805 1
Oregon ----------------------------------------------- 106,780 93 220 1
Pennsylvania ------------------------------------------ 378,883 16,117 1
South Carolina ---------------------------------------- 199, 988 12 1
South Dakota ------------------------------------------ 52,346 144, 331 1

3,323
Tennessee -------------------------------------------- 92,069 102, 982 1

4,949
Texas ------------------------------------------------- 372, 512 37, 488 1
Virginia ----------------------------------------------- 0 200, 000 1
Washlnyton -------------------------------------------- 198,029 1, 971 1
Wisconsin --------------------------------------- 195, 758 4,242 1
Guam ------------------------------------------------- 49,959 41 1

Total for fiscal year 1975 ------------------------------ 6, 377,283 1, 860,131 35
18,586

1976:
Alaska ------------------------------------------------ 248,955 1,045 1
Arizona ----------------------------------------------- 246, 776 3,224 1
Connecticut ------------------------------------------ 360,786 17,214 1
Georgia ----------------------------------------------- 606,867 133 1
Idaho ------------------------------------------------- 245,480 4,520 1
Illinois ----------------------------------------------- 1,297, 038 104, 962 1
Indiana ----------------------------------------------- 402,469 276,531 1
Massachusetts ----------------------------------------- 683,404 9,068 1

528
Missouri ---------------------------------------------- 515,164 57,836 1
Montana ---------------------------------------------- 177,374 72,626 1
New Hampshire, --------------------------------------- 229,790 20,210 1
New Mexico ----------------------------------------- 237, 215 12,785 1
North Dakota ------------------------------------------ 7,080 12,920 1

230,000
Rhode Island ------------------------------------------ 242, 290 7, 710 1
South Carolina ----------------------------------------- 343,383 9,617 1
South Dakota ------------------------------------------ 37,500 212,500 1
Texas ------------------------------------------------- 976,000 500,000 1
Washington -------------------------------------------- 417, 191 1 809 1
Samoa ------------------------------------------------ 56, 766 5,234 1
Guam ------------------------------------------------- 61,951 49 1
Trust Territory of the Pacific ---------------------------- 52,813 9,187 1

Total for fiscal year 1976 ------------------------------ 7, 446,292 1, 349,180 21
230,528

1977:
North Dakota ------------------------------------------ 0 200,000 1
South Dakota ------------------------------------------ 56,406 143,594 1

Total for fiscal year 1977 ..............................

Total fund type .......................................

56,406 343,594 2

13,879,981 3,552,905 58
249,114

Note: Items retrieved, 58,
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LIST OF JJ FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY STATE

Adjusted Deobligated Projects
award amount deobligated

JJ conc. eft.:
1977: District of Columbia (total) -------------------------

JJ Institute:
1976:

Arkansas ------------------------------------------
California -----------------------------------------
Iowa ---------------------------------------------
Massachusetts ....................................
M ichigan ------------------------------------------
Pennsylvania .....................................

Total for fiscal year 1976 .................
1977: Massachusetts (total) -----------------------------

1978:
D elaw are ------------------------------------------
New York -----------------------------------------

Total for fiscal year 1978

Total fund type.--.; ------------------------------

JJ spec. emph.:
1976:

Alaska ............................................
Arizona ...........................................
California .........................................
District of Colum bia --------------------------------
florida --------------------------------------------
Georgia --------------------------------------------
Haw aii --------------------------------------------
Illinois ............................................

Indiana -------------------------------------------
Iow a ---------------------------------------------
Kentucky .........................................Maryland.
M assachusetts -------------------------------------
M ichigan ------------------------------------------
M innesota -----------------------------------------
M ississippi.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
M issouri.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska -----------------------------------------
New Ham pshire ------------------------------------
North Carolina ....
North Dakota --------------------------------------
Pennsylvania --------------------------------------
Rhode Island..........................
South Carolina ..............-----------------------
South Dakota -------------------------------------
Tennessee---------------------------------------
Texas -------------------.-----------------------
Vermont ------------------------------------------

Virginia --------------------------------------------
Washington -----------------------------------------
Wyoming ------------------------------------------
Guam------------------------------
Puerto Rico ----------------------------------
Virgin Islands --------------------------------------

Total for fiscal year 1976 ---------------------------

1977:
Alabama -------------------------------------------
California ----------------------------------------
Delaware... ..........................
Georgia --------------------------------------------
Kansas ............................................
M o n t a n a ---------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
New York ------------------------------------------
P e n n s y v a n i a --------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tennessee -----------------------------------------
Texas ---------------------------------------------
Washington ----------------------------------------

Total for fiscal year 1977 -------------------------

See footnotes at end of table.

. $86,550 $13,450 1

.. 79,443 88,085 1
109,022 3, )41 I
152,256 560 1

- 243,969 509 1
345,523 4,477 1
351,144 4 1

1,281,357 96,676 652,913 16, 249 1

. 49, 983 2,776 1

. 124, 897 973 1

. 174,880 3,749 2

. 1,509,150 116,674 9

- 14,165 835 1
_ 76,099 459 1
. 330,257 12,492 2
- 14,997 3 1
- 53, 999 1 1
- 41,927 71 1

12, 858 2,142 1
- 94,937 879 1

184
- 34,053 12,947 1
- 23,636 1,364 1
. 21,663 6,337 1

23,940 11,060 1
S 190,732 5,774 2
. 80,871 2,129 1
- 32,992 1,804 1

204
15,658 5,342 1
33,356 5,644 1

- 11,829 3,171 1
- 135,405 29,945 2
- 23,602 21,398 1
. 14,543 457 1
. 2,250,112 17,457 2

14,962 38 1
1,418,284 105,716 2

. 9,584 5,416 1
- 23,313 10,687 1
S 101, 807 193 1
* 14,654 46 1300
. 37, 176 2,824 1

393,270 14,698 2
- - - 0 15,000 1

. 14,955 45 1
22,682 7,318 1
13,942 1,058 1

_ 5,596,260 304,750 40
688

. 414,328 17,085 1

. 555,294 49,831 3

. 5,533 467 1
461,920 58, 298 2

4,972 28 1
135,960 40, 836 1

. 1,042,406 105,199 3
389,745 11,970 1

0 8,888 1
. 362,248 38, 102 1
. 502,255 2,800 2

. 3,874,661 333,504 17
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LIST OF JJ FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY STATE--Continued

Adjusted Deobligated Projects
award amount deobligted

1978:
California ----------------------------------------- 23, 265 2, 477 1
Nebraska ----------------------------------------- 86,866 1,131 1
New York ------.--------------------------------- 309,278 43,506 1
Texas -------------------------------------------- 0 92,382 2
Washington --------------------------------------- 0 467, 024 1

Total for fiscal year 1978 -------------------------- 419, 409 606, 520 6
1979: Massachusetts (total) ----------------------------- 87,176 341,431 1

Total fund type -------------------------------------- 9,977,506 1,586,205 64
688

Note: Item retrieved, 74.

Question, 23. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state allocation
of MOE funds, indicating the general categories, projects and dollar amounts.

Response. Attached are charts for fiscal years 1975 through 1980 indicating
the state-by-state allocation of maintenance of effort funds to juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention programs and projects. "

LEAA's maintenance of effort dollars for juvenile Justice and delinquency
prevention programs and projects are allocated to a wide variety of areas,
including prevention, diversion, community-based programs, rehabilitation,
training and education for juvenile justice personnel, deinstitutionalization,
separation and monitoring. All Crime Control funds counted toward mainte-
nance of effort must be consistent with LEAA/OJJDP proration criteria policy.
(Proration criteria attached with question 37.) This policy states that the key

concept in reviewing direct service programs and projects for maintenance of
effort purposes is that program or project activities be targeted to or provide
a specific and identifiable benefit to a juvenile population. For non-service pro-
grams and projects, the key concept is that there is a direct and identifiable
impact on the juvenile justice system.

Thus, the LEAA maintenance of effort funds provide either direct services to
juveniles or have a direct impact on the juvenile justice system. Maintenance of
effort funds are being used for programs which are consistent with, and in
many cases directly related to, the mandates of the JJDP Act.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

Total pt. C
and E block

awards MOE amount MOE percent

Fiscal year 1975:
Alabama ----------------------------------------------------- $8,945,000 $1,521,368 17
Alaska ------------------------------------------------------- 826,000 169,873 20.6
Arizona ------------------------------------------------------ 4,987, 000 985, 923 19.2
Arkansas .............--------------------------------------- 5,101,000 894,211 17.5
California ---------------------------------------------------- 51,850,000 10, 588,197 20.4
Colorado ----------------------------------------------------- 6,005,000 1,064,662 17.7
Connecticut --------------------------------------------- 7,820, 000 2,322, 002 29. 7
Delaware ----------------------------------------------------- 1,451,000 353,470 24.3
District of Columbia ------------------------------------------ 1,910,000 249, 402 13
Florida......... . . . .. ...--------------------------------------- 18,664,000 4,526,049 24.2
Georgia ------------------------------------------------------ 12,023,000 2,227,999 18.5
Hawaii ------------------------------------------------------ 2, 073,000 564,456 27.2
Idaho -------------------------------------------------------- 1,918,000 471,977 24.6
Illinois ------------------------------------------------------- 28,563, 4,750,310 16.6
Indiana ------------------------------------------------------ 13,428,000 2,447,2 2 18.2
Iowa -------------------------------------------------------- 7,327,000 683,214 9.3
Kansas ...................................................... 5,762,000 811,812 14
Kentucky ---------------------------------------------------- 8,398,000 1,174,247 13.9
Louisiana ---------------------------------------------------- 9,496,000 1,517,114 15.9
Maine ------------------------------------------------------- 2,606,000 693,323 26.6
Maryland ---------------------------------------------------- 10,283,000 2,649,124 25. 7
Massachusetts ------------------------------------------------ 14,724,000 3, 652,442 24.8
Michigan ----------------------------------------------------- 22,898,000 3, 864,885 16.8
Minnesota .................................................... 9,849,000 2,164 077 21.9
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MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT-Continued

Total pt. C
and E block

awards MOE amount MOE percent

Fiscal year 1975--Continued
Mississippi ...................................................
Missouri ....................................................
Montana .....................................................
Nebraska ....................................................
Nevada ......................................................
New Hampshire .......................................
New Jersey ...................................................
New Mexlco ..................................................
N ew York ----------------------------------------------------
North Carolina ------------------------------------------------
North Dakota .------------------------------
O hio --------------------------- ---------------------------
Oklahoma ...................................
Oregon ........................................
Pennsylvania -------------------------------------------------
Rhode Island -------------------------------------------------
South Carolins ................................................
South Dakota -----------------------------------------
Tennessee -------------------------------
Texas .......................................................
Utah....... . . .. . . .. . ..--------------------------------------
Vermont ....................................
V irginia -----------------------------------------------------
Washington ...................................................
W est Virginia ----------------------------------------
Wisconsin --------------------------. 

.........
Wyoming ...................................
Puerto Rico.
American Samoa ..............................................
Guam... ..................................
Trust territories -------------------------------------------------
Virgin Islands ------------------------------------------------

T otal ........ ...... ...---- . .... .... .. .. .... .. .. ....

Fiscal year 1976:
Alabama .....................................................
Alaska .......................................................
Arizona ......................................................
Arkansas .....................................................
California ....................................................
Colorado .....................................................
Connecticut ..................................................
Delaware .....................................................
District of Columbia ...........................................
florida .......................................................
Gwg tie --------------.....------------------------------------
Hawaii .......................................................
Idaho -------------------------..-------------------------....
Illinois .......................................................
Indiana ......................................................
Iowa ........................................................
Kansas .....................................................
Kentucky ....................................................
Louisiana ....................................................
Maine .......................................................
Maryland ....................................................
Massachusetts ............... "-..............................
Michigan ....................................................
Minnesota ..................................
Mississippi ...................................................
Missouri ......................................................
Montana .....................................................
Nebrsska ..----------------------------------------------
Nevada .....................................................
New Hampshire -----------------------------------------------
New Jersey ...................................................
New Mexico ..................................................
New York .................................................
North Carolina .................................................
North Dakota .................................................
Ohio.........................................................
Oklahoma ....................................................
OregonL .....................................................
Pennsylvania ................................................
Rhode Island .................................................
South Carolina ------------------------------------------------
South Dakota ................................................
T"n es .... . ...... . ................

5,731,000 1,108,258 19.3
12,059,000 3,205,126 26.6
1,819,000 276,942 15.2
3,88,000 929,035 23.9
1,364,000 251,866 18. 6
1,966,000 432,556 22

18,669,000 5,753,032 30.8
2,734,000 406,297 14.8

46,6 000 14,515,526 31.1
13,263,000 2,864,156 21.6
1,611 000 327,869 20.3

27,237 000 5,993,199 22
6,688000 1,239,054 18.5
5,551,000 583,284 10.5

30,243,000 7,786,019 25. 7
2.461,000 490,537 19.9
6, 828,000 656,677 9.6
1,728000 195,210 11.3

10,344 000 667,522 6.5
29,47,000 3,298,939 11.2
2,863,000 624, 743 21.8
1,169 000 285, 345 24. 4

12,10 000 1,768;869 14.6
8,682,000 1,423,302 16.4
4,560,000 1,052,044 23
11, 498,000 2,365,170 20.6

879,000 104,997 12
7,090,000 1,660,360 23.4

68,000....................-----
213,000 61,158 28. 7

58,000 ...........................

536,500,000 110,647, 451

9,133,000
849,000

5,339 000
5,241,000

53,197,000
6,357, 0
7,934, 00
1,475,000
1,891,000
19,950,0
12,411,000
2,167,000
1,999 000

28, 787,00
13,662,
7,375,000
5,832,000
8,572, 000
9,649,000
2,676,000

10,494,00
14,937,00
23, 340,000
10,020,000
5,969,000

12,281,000
1, 880,000
3,950,000
1,419,000
2,015,000

18,868,000
2, &30, 000

46,916,000
13,658,000
1,635,000

27,672000
6,875,000
5 716,000

30,554,000
2,492,000
7,016,000
1,757,000

W0 56000

1,369,950
297,150
747,460
890,970

12, 235,310
1,779,960
1,983,500

516, 250
661,850

4,588500
3, 102# 750

823,460
339, 30

4,893,790
2,732,400
1, 106,250

64 520
1, 20 080
2,701, 720

535, 200
3,463 020
2, 539,290
6,535, 200
2,104,200
1,014 730
3,070,250

639 200
592,500
312,180
265, 850

3,773,600
962,200

11, 729,000
3,004,760

4,500
7,471 440
1,65, 000

743,080
8,249,580

39%720
1,613,680

98690
1, 371, 240

20.62

15
35
14
17
23
28
25
35
35
,23
25
38
17
17
20
15
11
14
28
20
33
17
28
21
17
25
34
15
22
13
20
34
25
22
30
27
24
13
27
16
23
17
13
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MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT-Continued

Total pt. C
and E block

awards MOE amount MOE percent

Fiscal year 1976-Continued
Texas -------------------------------------------------------- 30,467.000 4,570,050 15
Utah ----------------------------------------------------- 2,962000 562,780 19
VermonL ---------------------------------------------------- 1,111,000 333, 300 30
Virginia ------------------------------------------------------ 12, 478,00 2,994,720 24
W hington ia------------------------------------------------- 8,837,000 1,679,030 19W est Viriia ------------------------------------------------- 4, 605, 0 1,:059,150 23

W isconsin ---------------------------------------------------- 11,682,000 3,971,880 34
Wyoming --------------------------------------------------- 808,000 145,280 15
Puerto Rico. . . . ...------------------------------------- 7,287,000 1,894,620 26
American Samoa --------------------------------------------- 78,000 00 --------------------------
Guam -------------------------------------------------------- 240,000 110,400 46
Trust Territories .......................................................................................
Virgin Islands ---------- ..------------------------------------ 188, 000 26,320 14

Total ----------------------------------------------------- 548, 311,000 122,788,340 22.39

Flscai year 1977:
Alabama ---------------------------------------------------- 5,828, 000 918, 000 15.8
Alaska ------------------------------------------------------- 991,000 165,000 16.6
Arizona ------------------------------------------------------ 3,522,000 931, 131 26.4
Arkansas ------------------------------------------ ----------- 3,372,000 776,774 23
California ---------------------------------------------------- 341,034,000 7,642,635 22.4
Colorado ----------------------------------------------------- 4,101,000 1,235,565 30.1
Connecticut ------------------------------------------------ 5, 031, 000 1,416,040 28.1
Delaware --------------------------------------------------- 1,:071,000 235,820 23
District of Columbia .....................................................................................Florida ----- ----------------------------------------13, 204,000 3,622,322 21.4
Georgia- --------------------------------------- 7,951,000 1,638,700 20.6
Hawaii ------------------------------------------------------- 1,538,000 444,500 28.9
Idaho ------------------------------------------------ 1,470,000 340,000 23.1
Illinois --------------------------------------- 1,194,000 4,782,448 26.3
Indiana ----------------------------------------------- 8,662,000 1,213,000 14
Iowa...............----------------------------------------- 4,657,000 873,000 18.7
Kansas ----------------------------------------------------- 3,694,000 461,224 12.5
Kentucky --------------------------------------------- 5,468,000 1,190,000 21.8
cusisiana---------------------------------------6,134,000 1,466,240 23.9

Maine ------------------------------------------- 1,710,000 389,800 22.8
Maryland ---------------------------------------------------- 6,667,000 1,625,900 24.4
Massachusetts ---------------------------------------------- 9, 454, 000 1,671,278 17.7
Michigan ---------------.-------------------------- 1 4,864,000 2,142,000 14.4
Minnesota ----------------------------------------------- 6,366,000 1,779,266 27.9
Mississippi -----------------------------------.------------- 3,805,000 623,480 16.4
MlssouriF ---------------------------------------------------- 7,780,000 2,192,464 28.2

-Montana ----------------------------------------------- , 364,000 322,500 23.6
Nebraska -------------------------------------------------- , 512, 1,293,257 51.4
Nevada---------------------------------------------- 1,057,00 286,000 27
Nw Hampshre......................... ------------------- 1,559,000 644,500 41.3
New Jersey -------------------------------------------- 11,936, 3,121, 26.1
New Mexico ------------------------------------------------ 1,824,0 612,622 33.6
New York ---------------------------------------------------- 29,51000 8,397,000 28. 5
North Carolina ................................... 8 000 2,220,000 25.3
North Dakota ---------------------------------- 1,181,000 240000 20.3
Ohio --------------------------------------------------------- 17, 51%0_0 2,463:000 14
Oklahoma . ------------------------------------- 4,371, 1,054,274 24
Oregon --------------------------------------------------- 3,676, 000 641,000 17.4
Pennsylvania ---------------------------------------------. 19,304,000 5, 43467 28.4
Rhode Island ------------------------------------- 1,529,0 614,677 40.2
South Carolina -------------------------------- 4,524,00 1,860,601 41.1
South Dakota -------------------------. -------------- , 265,000 353,724 28
Tennessee ------------------------------------------------- 6,764,00 750 461 11
Texas --------------------------------------------------- 19,591,000 4,73 370 24
Utah ---------------------------------------------------- 1,922,000 841,734 43.8
Vermont ----------------------------------------------------- 892,000 185,694 20.8
Virginia -. ... ....... ..--------------------------------------- 8, 05, 000 2,440,792 30.5
Washington -------------------------------------------------- 5,097,00 1,065,566 18.7
West V~rglni-inla...... ....------------------------------------ 2,908,000 738,670 25.4
Wisconln si -------------------------------------------------- 7,444,000 1,044,000 14
Wyominj ....------------------------------------ 979,00 153 800 15.7
Puerto Rico------------------------------------4,811,000 1,393,015 29
American Samoa ...... ----------------------------------- 132, 000 2Z 500 17
Guam---- ---- ----.... .................... 337,000 116,000 34.4
Trust territories ...........................................................
Virgin islands ................................................ 359,000 156,000 43.5

Total ...................................................... 351,301,000 83,035,811 23.6
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FISCAL YEAR 1978 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

MOE MOE
PL C PL E SSS Total amount percent

Alabama ..........................
Alaska ............................
Arizona ---------------------------
Arkansa s.......-----------------
California -------------------
Colorado --------------------------
Connectict ..-------------------
Delwar- . . .... .....
District of Columbia ...............
Florida .......-- - --..........
GeorhiL .........------------------
Hawaii ............................
Idaho ............................
Illinois ---------------------------
Indiana ...........................
IOWL ---------------------------
Kansas -----------------
Kentucky -------------------------
LouislanaL ........................
Maine ...........................
MaryanL. .....-..................

Michigan .........................
Minnesota ........................
Mississippi ........................
Missouri.-....-................
Montana .........................
Nebraska.... ..............Nevada .. .. .. . .... . ..
New Hampshire ---------------------
New Jersey ......................
New Mexico .......................
New York .........................
North Carolina .....................
North Dakota -----------------------
Ohio ..............................
Oklahoma ..........................
Oregon ...........................
Pennsylvania ......................
Rhode Island ------------------------
South Carolina ---------------------
South Dakota -----------------------
Tennessee ........................
Texas .............................
Utah ..............................
Vermont. .........................
Virginia ............................
Washington .........................
West Virginia ...............Wisconsin.....................
Wyoming. ........................
Puerto Rico........................
American Samoa ....................
Guam ...........................
Trust territories ..................
Virgin Islands .....................

14,403,000
444,000

2,694,000
2,570, 0025,818,000
3,094,000
3,776,000

705,000
867,000

60,006,0006, 0057 O80
1,057, 000

991,000
13,637,00
6,471,
3,485,000
2,777,000
4,125,00
4,635,00
1,289,000
5,021,
7,081,000

11,096,00
4775,0
2, 851,000
5,80,000

909,000
1,880,000

719 000
8988,008931,0

1,393,000
22,016000

6,627,
776 000

13,074:00
3,30,000
2,782,000

14,445,000
1,134,000
3, 430,000D

830,000
5,083, 000

14,904,000
1,465,000575,000
6,066,000
4,344,00
2,191,00
5,590,00

3,594,00
34,000

121,000
144,000
101,00

$499, 00--------- $4,902,00
5o,0 $300,000 794,000

305,000 ---------- 2,999,000
291,000 ............ 2,861,00

2,925,00 ............ 28,743,000
351,000 ---------- 3,445,000
428,000 ---------- 4,204,000

,000 74,000 859,000
98,000 80,000 1,045,000

1,142,0 --------- 11,223,000
680,0 0---------- 6,686,000
120,000----------1,17,000
112,000 40,000 1,143,000

1,545,00 ---------- 15,182,000
733,00 ............ 7,204,000
395,000 ---------- 3,880,000
315, 00---------- 3,092,000
467, 00---------- 4,592, 00
525, 000---------- 5,160, m
146,000 ---------- 1, 435,10
569, 000---------5,590,00
802 0 ---------- 7,883,000

1,257,000 ---------- 12, 353,000
541,00 -------- 5,316,000
323,00 ---------- 3,174,000
6, 000 ---------- 6,464,000
103,000 53,000 1,065,000
213,000---------- 2,093,000
81,000 63,000 863,000

112,00 40,000 1,140,00
1,012,00 ------- 9,943000

158,0 ---------- 1,551,0
2,494,000 ---------- 24, 510,00

751,000 ---------- 7,378,0
8K 000 57,000 921,000

1 80081 .. - - 14,555,000
37500 ... ----- 3,681,0
315,000 ---------- 3,097,000

1,637,000 --------- 16,082,000
129,00 ---------- 1,263,000
389,000 ---------- 3,819,000
94,000 48,000 972 ,000

576,000 ---------- 5,659,000
1,689,000-----16,593,00

166,000---------- 1,631,000
65,00 179,000 819,00

687,000 ............ 6,753000
491,000 ............ 4,835,000
248,000 ............ 2,439,000
633,000 ---------- 6,223000

52,000 291,00 801,o000
407,000 - -- 4,001,000

4,000 92,000 130,000
14,000 183,00 318,00
16,000 161,000 321,000
12,000 203,000 316,000

Total ------------------------------------------------------------ 295,178,000 68,447,659

$938, 733
176 665
655,745
578 453

7, 712,544
8 410

695,842
28, 600

2185,0002,693,520
1,322,116

348,000
205,800

2,970,089
1,480,134
1,528,000

572,000
879,423
997,244
267 895

1,411,420
1,540 925
2, 328,3

993,700
525,859

1,676,013
254,000
400,809
170,420
189,00

2,44800
446, WO

4, 749, 00
1, 826 458

254,000
3,646,106

839,345
534,375

4, 751 741
251,160
762:037
237, 820848,861

3,157 065
655,662
162,000

1,411,602
764,039
466,543

2,135,472
18, 000
760,53
21,305
86,736
90, 50

192, 000

19.15
22.25
21.87
20.22
26.83
24.26
16.55
27.78
17.70
24
19.77
29.57
19.05
19.56
20.55
39.38
18.50
19.15
19.33
18.67
25.25
19.55
18. 85
18. 69
16.57
25.93
23.85
19.15
19.75
16.58
24,63
28.76
19. 38
24.76
27.58
25.05
22.80
17.25
29.55
19.89
19.95
24.47
15
19.03
40.20
19.78
20.90
15.81
24.32
22.47
22.47
19.01
16.39
27.28
28.19
60.76

22-51
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FS(AL YEAR- 1M MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT -FUNIS'ALLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT SECS. 223(a) (12), (13), ANO
(14) OF THE JJDoP ACT

Pon lot silo.
cat to seca,23(8) (12),MOE amount MOE percent (13), and (14)

Alabama --------------------------------------------------------- $950, 798 19.15 70.0
Alaska ----------------------------------------- :----------------- 162, 437 19.99 63.6
Arizona ---------------------------------------------------------- 772, 475 27.28 40.9
Arkansas --------------------------------------------------------- 727,73 25.33 45.0
Californi------------------------------------ 5,796,670 19.81 42.2
Colorado ----------------------------------------------------- 8 8 858 25.26 31.0
Connecticut. --------------------------------------------------- 1,039 315 24.64 30.0
Delaware ------------------------------------------------------- 165,926 19.16 0
District of Columbia ..----------------------------------------- 267 540 26 75.0
Florida ------------------------------------------------------------ 2,611,650 23 69.0
Georia ---------------------------------------------------------- 1,353,600 20 45.0
Hawai .:-- -. . . . . . ..------------------------------------- 238,477 19.84 53.2
Idaho ------------------------------------------------------------ 271.813 23.6 0
Illinois ------------------------------------------ 2,916,354 19.15 9.0
Indiana ---------------------------------------------------------- 1,411,701 19j53 44
Kansas._ _ ---------........------------------........ ........ 5" , 821 19.15 74Kentucky-o w ..- ------------------------------------------ 980,280 21 65

Louisiaa --------------------------------------------------------- 1,042,798 19.81 20
Maine..-------------------------------------------------------- 313,040 21.5 29
Maryland. .. .. . .. ... .. ..----------------------------------------- 1,895,218 33.8 75.0
Massachusetts ---------------------------------------------------- 1,666,138 21.61 16.4
Michigan --------------------------------------------------------- 3,712,260 29.97 11.0
Minnesota -------------------------------------------------------- 1,065, 453 19.82 3
Mississippi ----------------------------------------------------- 867,510 27 90
Missouri-.-.............------------------------------------- 1,387,269 21.3 12
Montana.------------------------------------------------------ 216,340 20.45 20.0
Nebraska -------------------------------------------------------- 434, 032 20.58 100.0
Nevada --------------------------------------------------------- 208,573 23.3 0
New Hampshire --------------------------------------------------- 245, 745 21.5 63.0
New Jersey --------------------------- ----------- 2, 569, 80n 26 39.0
New Mexico-----------------------------------------379.293 23.8 60.0
New York -------------------------------------------------------- 4,699,027 19.15..........
North Carolina ---------------------------------------------------- 1,802,048 24.27 92.0
North Dakota ----------------------------------------------------- 179,338 19.16 10.0
Ohio ------------------------------------------------------------- 3,672,420 25. 24 85.0
Oklahoma ------------------------------------------------------ 810 766 21.54 15.0
Oregon ----------------------------------------------------------- 682:674 21.5 50.0
Pennsylvania ----------------------------------------------------- 3,371,430 21 0
Rhode Island ------------ _------------ i ------------------------ 247, 920 19. 46 24.0
South Carolina ---------------------------------------------------- 811,230 21 87.0
South Dakota .....------------------------------------------- 310,636 33.33 12.0
Tennessee------------------------------------------------------ 1,150,600 20 50.0
Text .. .. . .. ...... ..------------------------------------------- 3,952,966 23.11 30.0
Utah ------------------------------------------------------------ 674,622 40.3 55.0
Vermont ----------------------.-------------------------------- 160, 576 19.3 60.0
Virginia ---------------------------------------------------------- 1,%56864 25.5 15.0
Washington ---------------------------------------------------- 956,036 19.52 0.0
West Virginia ----------------------------------------------------- 552, 194 22. 19 38.0
Wisconsin -------------------------------------------------------- 2,512,615 40.08 62.0
Wyoming ........ -- ----------------------------------------- 161,400 20 10.0
Puerto Rico ----------------------------------- - 873,800 20 75.0
American Samoa.----------------------------------- - 42,000 32.2 100.0
Guam ----------------------------------------------------------- 51,869 19. 15 71.0
Trust territories ------------------------------------------------ 65, 200 20,37 0
Virgin Islands --------------------------------------------------- 1 12 800 38 100.0
Northern Marian-s .... _.... ..-------------- 34,300 27.7 30.0

Total ------------------------------------------------------ 67, 530, 659 22.61 ..............
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PI$CALYEAR* 19f MAINTENANCEOF EFYFIftUNDS, INCLUDING THOSE ALLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT SECS, 2230()
(12), (13), AND (14) OF THE JJDP ACT

Percent allo.
csted to see.

223(a) (12)
Action MOE amount MOE percent (13), and (14

Alabama ........................................... $3, 476 $665, 634 19. 15 .......
Alaska ............................................. 413 107,080 25.9 70.0
Arizona ............................................ 2,181 71,002 21.5 56.0
Arkansas ............... 2............................ 2038 494,826 24.28 50.0
California ........................................... 20,474Colorado........................................... 2,480 59 240 20!
Connecticut ....................................... 2, 930 879 000 30 50.0
Delaware .......................................... 571 115,188 19.15 0
District of Columbia ............................. 668 216,503 21.8 83.0
Florida ..................................... 7 936 '2,625,790 23 18.0
Georgia.. ............................ 4,737 970,130 20 15.0
Hawaii .......................... 60 165,000 19.19 60.0
Idaho .............................................. 827 158,370 19.15 35.1
Illinois ............................................. 10,516 '2,619, 816 19.15 15.0
Indiana ........................................... 5, 025 21 242,354 19.83 15.0
Iowa .............................................. 2,726 733,065 21.16 58.0
Kansas ............................................ 2,195 420 343 19.15 79.0
Kentucky .......................................... 3,267 625:630 19.15 '17.0
Louisiana .......................................... 3,699 146,088 20.17 25.0
Maine ............................................. 1,040 29891 19.89 21.0
Maryland .......................................... 3,892 963,4r4 24.8 75.0
Mamchusetts ...................................... 5,424 1,055 &16 19.46 20.0
Michigan ........................................... 8, 574 '2362, ,L 20 11.0
Minnesota .......................................... 3,745 1964, 656 20.25 15.0
Mississippi ......................................... 2, 257 '645,164 19.15 10.0
Missouri .......................................... 4, 532 914, 302 20.17 9.0
Montana ........................................... 743 153,503 20.66 15.0
Nebraska ......................................... 1,480 2306,072 20.56 100.0
Nevada .......................................... 6 22 164 228 26.4 19.8
New Hampshir ................................... 821 157:769 19.22 31.0
New Jersey ........................................ 6,883 1,873,975 27.23 29. 0
New Mexico ........................................ 1, 145 274,456 23.97 27.0
New York .......................................... 16,779 3,272,000 19.48 72.9
North Carolina ...................................... 5,180 1, 142,837 22 19.0
North Dakota...... ........................... 634 143,284 22.6 10.0
Ohio. ................................... 10,019 2,787350 21.8 65.0
Oklahoma ........................................ 2,659 509,703 19.17 12.0
Oregon .......................................... 2,256 432,024 19. 15 13. 2
Pennsylvania ..................................... 11,047 3,055,217 22 35.0
Rhode Island ................................. 903 176,085 19.5 29.0
South Carolina ..................................... 2, 717 2 665,319 19.15 11.5
South Dakota ....................................... 670 131 ,99 19.7 11.0
Tennessee ........................................ 4,037 2 1,042805 20 18.0
Texas ............................................ 11,991 2, 392 204 19.95 29.0
Utah ............................................. 1,214 32098 26.44 32.0
Vermont .......................................... 478 91,537 19.15 40.0
Virginia ........................................... 4,788 1, 139, 597 20.9 15.0
WashltOn .................................... 3,466 677 128 19.53 0
West VIfrinia ............................... 1,758 442, 605 20.38 37.0
Wisconsin ......................................... 4,366 941,724 21.56 39,0
Wyomin 40................................... 88,278 21.6 39.0
Puerto Ric ................................. 3,022 955 526 22 26.0
American Samoa ................................... 128, 600 24 637 19.15 30.8
Guam ................................... 141,275 66,004 46.7 0
Trust territories ................................... 145 2192, 235 20.22 0
Virgin Islands .................................. 116 70,000 37 0
Northern Marianas . ............................. 64,000 '8,000 12.5 0

Total ........................................ 207,162,000 43,567,402 21.03 ..............

I Information not available within OJJDP. Special condition applied topL D award end State has not responded.
I These figures were based upon a much higher allocation of pt. D funds than was eventually approved by the President's

budgt. A revised lower figure is to be submitted in thp near future.
I Agency has been informed that amount is unsatisfactory. Expect revised data In the near future.
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Question 24. Please provide for the New Pride, Youth Advocacy and Alternative
Education Programs the dates that guidelines were:

(a) Submitted by OJJDP for internal clearance and the dates which
clearance and tbp dates such clearance was completed;

(b) Submitted by OJJDP to the LEAA Administrator; and
(c) Published by LEAA in the Federal Register.

The following are the requested dates:

Dates

Entered in Entered in To LEAA Published In
Internal external Adminis- Federal

clearance clearance tration Register

New Pride -------------.----------------- _------- Feb. 9,1979 Apr. 25, 1979 June 20,1979 July 3 1979
Youth Advocacy ------------------------------------- Feb. 26, 1979 June 15, 1979 Oct. 1,1979 Oct. 12, 1979
Alternative Education -------------------------------- Aug. 22, 1979 Oct. 15, 1979 Feb. 8,1980 Feb. 12.1980

f

Question 25. As you know, the states received a Children-in-Custody supple-
ment in 1978. Please provide a state-by-state allocation of these funds, indicat-
ing amounts and projects obligated to date.

Response. A total of $10,133,000 was made available to states participating in
the JJDP Act as a supplement to their fiscal year 1978 Formula Grant. A break-
down of that amount is attached. These funds lost their identity-a-oon as they
were accepted by the state planning agencies. They became part of the over-all
fiscal year 1979 Formula Grant. As they did lose their identity we cannot specifi-
cally identify either how much of the supplemented funds have been obligated or
for what specific purposes. The total amount of fiscal year 1978 Formula funds
obligated is found as Attachment No. 2.

Percent of Share of
U.S. pop.118 $10,133, 000

Alabama ------------------- 1.792 $182,000
Alaska --------------------- .203 21,000
Arizona --------------------- 1.130 115,000
Arkansas ------------------- 1.017 103,000
California ------------------- 9.677 981,000
Colorado -------------------- 1.222 124,000
Connecticut ----------------- 1. 409 143,000
Delaware ------------------- .281 28,000
District of Columbia ............ 305 31 000
Florida --------------------- 3.564 361,000
Georgia --------------------- 2. 487 252, 000
Hawaii --------------------- .430 44000
Idaho ... .. ... ... .424 43,000
Illinois --------------------- 5.324 539,000
Indiana --------------------- 2.608 264,000
Iowa ----------------------- 1.362 138,000
Kansas---------------... -1.029 104,000
Kentucky ------------------- 1.647 167,000
Lousiana ------------------ 2.007 203,000
Maine ---------------------- .512 52,000
Maryland ------------------- 1.961 19,000
Massachusetts --------------- 2.640 268,000
Michigan....-. 4.592 465,000
Minnesota -------------.---- 1.925 195,000
Mississippi.................. 1.261 128,000
Missouri......------------- 2. 196 223,000
Montana -------------------- .374 38,000
Nebraska ............................................
Nevada ..............................................

Percent of Share of
U.S. pop./18 $10,133, 000

New Hampshire -------------- o.393 $40,000
Now Jersey ------------------ 3.377 342, 0O
New Mesey ----------------- .625 63,000New Mexico ............. . 62 6300
New York ------------------- 8.141 825,000North Carolina --------------- 2.615 265,000
Ohio ----------------------- 5.190 526,000

Oklahom a --------------------------------------------
Oregon --------------------- 1.040 105,000
Pennsylvania -_-------------- 5.283 535, 000
Rhode Island ----------------- .418 42,000
South Carolina --------------- 1.440 146, 000
South Dakota .........................................
Tennessee ------------------ 1.974 200,000
Texas ---------------------- 6.119 620,000
Utah --------------------. 688 70,000
Vermont- -----------------. 227 23,000
Virginia ------------------- 2. 346 238,000
Washington ----------------- 1.653 167,000
West Virginia ----------------- 836 85, 000
Wisconsin....-..-- -- _- - 2.247 228, 000
Wyoming -------------------------- --....
Puerto Rico ---------------- 1.797 182,000
American Samoa --------------. 024 2,000
Guam ---------------------- .064 6,000
Trust Territories-------------- .044 4,000
Virein Islands ---------------- .079 8,000
Northern Marianas ------------------------------------

Question 26. It has been reported that several states have not submitted fiscal
year 1980 plans. Please explain to the Committeee what the current policy is in
terms of termination of funds in such instances.

Response. Only one of the states participating in the JJDP Act has not sub-
mitted a 1980 plan. This state has had a problem in balancing the type of faci-

.Uties needed to maximize the DSO and separation requirements of the Act. The
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plan is now undergoing final revisions and will be on its way to OJJDP within
the next two weeks.

There has not been a specific termination policy developed for states that may
need additional time to prepare appropriate and adequate plans.

States failing to submit their plans on the due date are contacted to determine
the reasons for late submission and to set a date when the plan will be submitted.
In any case, a state failing to submit a JJDP comprehensive plan and application
for a particular fiscal year funding will be notified through normal channels and
procedures that theIr formula grants funds will be reverted to Special Emphasis
for reprogramming prior to the end of that fiscal year in order to insure that
carryover of formula funds will not occur.

Question 87. Is it true that all requests for technical assistance from OJJDP
must be submitted to the SPA in question?

Response. This is an incorrect statement. There is no requirement that tech-
nical assistance requests to OJJDP go through the SPA. The present role of the
SPAs in technical assistance is to review and coordinate needs which are being
submitted by that state and to decide whether to respond to it in-state or submit
it to OJJDP. This happens to varying degrees across the states. Rarely, however,
do SPAs refrain from forwarding requests to OJJDP. When we attempt to keep
the SPA apprised of technical assistance needs from their states which are sub-
mitted directly to OJJDP, we do not require that TA requests be submitted
directly to the SPA nor do we reject them if they are not.

Question 28. Please explain whether LEAA or OJJDP may exercise the final
decision in terms of termination of formula grants. Additionally, please provide
any other limitation on the authority of OJJDP in the instance of the formula
grants.

Response. The delegation of authority to the Administrator, OJJDP, is I
1310.40B, issued January 4, 1978. That Instruction authorizes the Administrator
of OJJDP to:

"Approve, award, administer, modify, extend, terminate, monitor and evaluate
grants within program areas of assigned responsibility and to reject or deny
grant applications submitted to LEAA within assigned programs..."

The delegation specifically authorizes the Administrator of OJJDP to reject
or deny formula grant applications, to approve and award formula grants, and
to modify or extend awards within specified parameters. In addition, the OJJDP
Administrator is authorized to approve the use of formula grant funds as match
for other Federal programs and for construction of innovative community-based
facilities.

Finally, LEAA Instruction I 4030.1, August 8, 1978, authorizes the termination
of individual grant awards by office heads. This Instruction applies to juvenile
justice formula grants as well as to categorical or project grant awards. How-
ever, because of the impact of a formula grant termination, consultation with
and concurrence by the Administrator of LEAA would generally precede a notice
to terminate a formula grant award.

Question 29. What happened to the OJJDP Children-in-Custody, Part II, pro-
gram approved by James Gregg, designed to provide incentive grants to assist
with compliance of sections 228 (a) (12) and (18) ? (See Federal Register,
7-27-78).

Answer. The Federal Register of July 7, 1978 concerned itself with request for
public comments on the Draft Fiscal Year 1979 Guide for Discretionary Pro-
grams. It should be emphasized that the Discretionary Grant Guide was merely
a draft placed in the Federal Register to solicit comments from interested parties.
OJJDP stated that it was their intention to provide discretionary funding for
projects which fall basically within the three following major program areas:

1. Programs to aid Deinstitutionalization and Separation.
2. Youth Advocacy.
8. Unsolicited Pilot Projects.

The OJJDP portion of the draft Discretionary Grant Guide presented only
general information on the above named program areas. Specific information was
not available.

Information in the Federal Register which pertained to Programs to Aid De-
institutionalization and Separation was sketchy and brief. The Federal Register
merely stated that we were considering three types of programs under the cate-
gory of Deinstitutionalization and Separation. These programs were: State and
Local Interagency Coordination to Support Deinstitutionalization; Project New
Pride; and Children-inCubtody Alternative Program.
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No specific concerning the Children-in-Custody Program were ever developed.
The program was never formally developed for the following reasons:

1. The initial Children-in-Custody Program was a non-competitive pro-
gram. The agency and the office adopted a policy of open competition for all
programs. This policy was inconsistent with the Children-in-Custody
Program.

2. The Administrator of OJJDP did not formally request staff to proceed
with the further development of the Children-in-Custody Program. Although
there were some discussions concerning the development of a Children-in-
Custody Incentive Program, the discussions never proceeded beyond the
talking stage.

3. Expenditure of fiscal year 1978 funds was greater than anticipated,
therefore all programs contemplated for fiscal year 1979 could not be funded.
Priorities were given to programs with developed guidelines I.e. Restitution
and unsolicited pilot projects.

Question 30. A major OJJDP Initiative "Target-Youth Violence" was an-
nounced at the 1979 mid-year convention of state and local criminal justice plan-
ners. Please provide the Committee with the current progress of this Initiative.

Answer. The Program Guideline for the Youth Violence National Initiative
was signed by the OJJDP Administrator on March 18, 1980, and forwarded to the
LEAA Administrator for signature the same day. It should appear in the Federal
Register for comment not later than March 26, 1980. $5,289,609 has been allocated
for this initiative, and a cooperative agreement and a contract will be made by
September 30, 1980. The grantee and contractor will assist OJJDP in identifying
successful program models. Contracts for project implementation will be made
by the prime grantee and contractor after these models have been identified as a
result of an RFP published in the Federal Register and the Commerce Business
Daily.

This -was a speech that discussed the need for such an Initiative. Planning
for a program targeting serious/violent juvenile offenders began in 1979 with an
extensive survey of theoretical and empirical literature on serious juvenile
crime, and of programs for serious juvenile offenders. In light of the questions
and issues raised by this assessment and by other research OJJDP convened a
Special National Workshop composed of researchers, lawyers, public interest
group representatives and practitioners to seek recommendations on objectives
and strategies for a Research and Development Program.

The Working Group identifies two major areas of investigation: (1) the de-
velopment of effective methods for processing and reintegrating the violent
juvenile offender, and (2) the prevention of violent crime by juveniles in com-
munities experiencing a high incidence of serious crime. The group also recom-
mended that OJJDP undertake a pubic education initiative on serious/volent
juvenile crime.

OJJDP has developed plans for a two part R&D program focused on the
violent juvenile offender and violent juvenile crime.

The major objectives of Part One are:
(1) To test program models for treatment and reintergration that are

designed to reduce violent crimes committed by youth on the program.
(2) To test strategies for increasing the capacity of the Juvenile justice

system to handle violent offenders fairly, efficiently and effectively.
The major objeetve of Part Two is to identify promising community group

prevention models and test these in selected jurisdictions.
It is anticipated that the program announcement will be published in the

Federal Register around May 1, 1980. The recommendations concerning public
education is being implemented under the NIJJDP training and information
dissemination program.

Question 31. Under the 1977 Amendments, planning and administration funds
were cut by 50 percent to 7% percent of the State allotment effective October 1.
1978. Please provide a state-by-state allocation for such funds for fiscal year
1979 and for all formula grants approved to date In fiscal year 1980.

In fiscal year 1979 each of the 51 participating States used 7 percent of
the Formula Grants (listed hereon) for planning and administration and pro-
vided the dollar-for-dollar match.

All of the 1980 awards made to date also used 7% percent of the Formula
Grant awards for planning and administration with a dollar-for-dollar match.
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1979 1980 1979 1980

Alabama ----- $-, 101,000 $1,101,000 New Hampshire -------------- 1239,000 1245,000
Alaska ------------------ 225,000 225,000 New Jersey ----------------- 2,043,000 2,020,000
Arizona --------------------- 701, 000 704,000 New Mexico ----------------- 386,000 390,000
Arkansas ------------------- 616, 000 624, 000 New York ------------------- 4,919,000 4,839,000
California---------------5,949,000 6,013,000 North Carolina ------------- 1,588,000 1,593,000
Colorado ------------------ 755, 000 759,00 North Dakota--------------------------------
Connecticut ----------------- 853, 000 835, 000 Ohio ----------------------- 3,114,000 3,086,000
Delaware ------------------- 225,000 225,000 Oklahoma..... .........................
District of Columbia ---------- 225,000 225,000 Oregon --------------------- 644,000 653,000
Florida ---------------- 2,165,000 2,142,000 Pennsylvania -............... 3,201,000 3,144,000
Georgia----------------1,519,000 1,533,000 Rhode Island. ........ . 252,000 251,000
Hawaii --------------------- 268,000 269,000 South Carolina-------------881,000 885,000
Idaho ---------------------- 262,000 272,000 South Dakota -----------------------------------------
Illinois ---------------- 3,255,000 3,234, 000 Tennessee ------------------ 1,204,000 1, 219,000
Indiana ----------------- 1,578, 000 1, 573,000 Texas ---------------------- 3,797,000 3, 892,000
Iowa ----------------------- 825,000 820,000 Utah ----------------------- 430,000 452,000
Kansas --------------------- 635, 000 635,000 Vermont -------------------- 225, 000 225, 000
Kentucky ------------------- 1,011,000 1,014,000 Virginia----------------1,434,000 1,443,000
Louisiana --------------- 1,239,000 1,259,000 Washington ----------------- 1,020,000 1,026,000
Maine ---------------------- 313,000 316,000 West Virginia --------------- 513,000 525, 000
Maryland ------------------- 1,192,000 1,169,000 Wisconsin ------------------- 1, 355, 000 1,350,000
Massachusetts ------------- 1, 583,000 1, 550,000 Wyoming...........................
Michigan ------------------ 2, 753,000 2,730,000 Puerto Rico ----------------- 1,353,000 1,353,000
Minnesota -------------- 1 173, 000 1,161,000 American Samoa ------------- 56, 250 56, 250
Mississippi --------------- 770,000 782,000 Guam-------------------'6,250 56 250
Missouri----------------1,333, 000 1, 328,000 Trust territories ------------- 56, 250 59,000
Montana -------------------- 227,000 228,000 Virgin Islands -------------- 56,250 56,250
Nebraska -------------------------------------------- Northern Marianas ------------ 56, 250 56,250
N e v a d a . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total ----------------- 61,630, 250 61,620,000

Formula awards not approved to date.
Question 32. Please provide the follo ving information as of May 1, 1979 for

each OJJDP Division:
(a) The name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement

or contract :
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

awarded;
awaiting LEAA Administrator approval;
pending with the LEAA Grant and Contract Action Board; and,
forwarded to the LEAA Office of Comptroller by OJJDP.

Applicant and project title Awarded Number Funds

Applications in process on May 1, 1979:
COSSMHO, Washington, D.C., National Hispanlc Oct. 1, 1979 ------- 9-0299-4-DC-JJ

Project.
Project Heavy-Central City, Inc., PCP Intervention.... June 4, 1979 ----- 9-0130-3-CA-JJ
Center for Human Services, National School Resource June 1, 1979 ----- 9-0100-2-DC--JJ

Network.
Joint Center for Community Studies, Reduction of Gang June 6, 1979________.8-2140-1--CA-JJ

Violence in Schools.
National Conference of Black Lawyers, Juvenile -------------- 9-0377-6-NY-JJ

Justice Advocacy Project.
Youth Identity Program, Inc., Surrogate Family Project. Withdrew .......... 9-0316-1-NY-JJ
The Wiltwyck School, New York, Community Alterna- June 1, 1979 ------ 9-0314-.6-NY-JJ

tives for Youth.
BI Brothers/Big Sisters of America, Affiliated Agency -- do ----------- 9-0090-0-PA-JJ

Capaci Bldg. .
Rosebud ioux Tribe, South Dakota, Youth Diversion July 1, 1979 ------- 8-2166-5-SD-DF

Program.
League to Improve the Community, Family and Youth Rejected--_ _ 9--0317-4-IL-JJ

Counseling Services.

$613, 418

299, 644
2, 499, 912

488,602

253, 671

277, 280
455,769

266, 029

211,372

268, 607

Total -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 6, 527, 880
Applications pending rejection:

South Carolina Department of Youth Services, Ju- ---- _------------- 8-1908-0-SC-JJ 390, 982
venile Restitution Program.

Colorado District Attorney's Council, Youth Restitutuon ------------------- 8-2082-7-CO-JJ 263,745
Progijam.

City of Albuquerque, Peer Counseling--- -------- - -............. 9-0328-0-NM-JJ 51,223
Dallas County Community Action, Endangered Youth ................... 9-0351-2-TX-JJ 178,040

Program.
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Question 32. Please provide the following information as of May 1, 1979 for
each OJJDP Division:

a. The name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement or
contract for the Formula Grants and TA Division.

Awarded:
79-JA-AX-0003--University of Illinois-Champaign-lUrbana DSO

Data Verification.
79-JS-AX--0003-National Center on Institutional Alternatives,

Inc. Juvenile Alternatives Correctional Treatment System
Awarded January 1, 1979--Period to June 30, 1980--$1,186,619.

79-JS-AX-0025--Legal Services for Children, Inc. (CA) Legal
Services for Children. Awarded July 12, 1979-Period to July 8,
198-$263,094.

79-JS-AX-0027-Youth Network Council, Inc. Illinois Collaboration
on Youth. Awarded July 30, 1979--Period August 1, 1979 to
July 31, 1980-$470,211.

79-DF-AX-0071--Offlce of the Governor-New Hampshire Compre-
heilsive Office of Children and Youth. Awarded June 1, 1979-
Period July 1, 1979 to June 30, 1980-$286,000.

80-JA-AX-001-Legis Fifty/Center for Legislative Improvement,
Legislative Technical Assistance Project-Awarded November 27,
1979--Period December 1, 1979 to-November 30, 1980-4114,995.

80-JA-AX-0003--University of Illinois, Urbana Separation of Juve-
nile/Adult Offenders. Awarded February 29, 1980-Period Feb-
ruary 14, 1980 to July 30, 1980-$70,000.

80-JS-AX-0007-National Youth Workers Alliance, 4th Annual Na-
tional Youth Workers Conference. Awarded February 26, 1980--
Period March 1, 1980 to August 31, 1980--$63,000.

Awaiting LI)AA Administrator's approval: None.
Pending with LEAA grant and contract action board. Application-University

of Notre Dame Support of Advocacy Programs. Period-$350,000.
Application-Project New Pride, Inc. Technical Assistance to 10 Replication

Projects. Period-500,000.
Forwarded to LEAA Office of the Comptroller by OJJDP: None.
C 32. Please provide the following information as of May 1, 1979 for each

OJJDP Division:
(a) The name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement

or contract:
(1) awarded;
(2) awaiting LEAA administrator approval;
(3) pending with the LEAA Grant and Contract Action Board; and
(4) forwarded to the LEAA office of Comptroller by OJJDP.

Additionally, provide the date and amount of each final award and the type
of funds for all included grants and contracts.

79-JN-AX-0019--Departinent of Mental Health, Development Disabilities
(Transition to Junior High and the Deviance Process). Amount: $257,327;
Awarded: June 28, 1979, July 1, 1979, June 30, 1980.

79-JN-AX-0020-American Institutes for Research (Continuing Follow-up
Study to the UDIS Program EValuation). Amount: $26,434; Awarded: June 28,
1979, July 1, 1979, April 1, 1980.

79-JN-AX-0021-Blackstone Institute (Continuing of Community Agencies;
Response to Delinquent Ycc.th). Amount: $136,708; Awarded: July 26, 1979,
July 8, 1979, August 7, 1980.

79-JN-AX-0022--University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee (Teenager's Attitudes
Towards Rape). Amount: $177,700; Awarded: August 7, 1979, September 1, 1979,
February 29, 1981.

79-JN-AX-0023-President, Fellows of Harvard College (Secure Care Com-
munity Base Correctional System: Conflict in Disposition). Amount: $192,777;
Awarded: August 9, 1979; August 1, 1979, July 31, 1980.

79-fN-AX-0024--Aspira, Incorporated of Pennsylvania (Choice of Non-Delin-
quent Careers). Amount: $162,980; Awarded: August 27, 1979, September 1, 1979,
August 31, 1980.

79-JN-AX4)025---Instltute of Judicial Administration (Juvenile Justice Stand-
ards Project-Revisions). Amount: $142,190; Awarded: August 27,1979, April 1,
1979, March 31, 1980.

79-JN-AX--0026--University of Georgia. (Evaluation Deinstitutionalization of
Status Offenders: Pima County). Amount: $28,208; Awarded; August 28, .4979,.
September 1, 1979, August $1, 19.80.
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79-JN-AX-0027-National Center for Juvenile Justice (Comparative Analysis
of Juvenile and Family Codes). Amount: $58,075; Awarded: September 4, 1979,
September 1, 1979, August 31, 1980.

79-JN-.%X-0028--Institute of Policy Analysis (Assess Implementation, Impact,
Juvenile Justice Legislation, Related Programs). Amount: $299,927; Awarded:
September 12, 1979, September 4, 1979, March 3, 1981.

79-JN-AX-0029--The URSA Institute (Juvenile Parole Research Project).
Amount: $199,985: Awarded: September 24, 1979, October 1, 1979, March 31, 1981.

79-JN-AX-0030-University of Michigan (Female Delinquency Multi-Level
Analysis). Amount: $135,352; Awarded: September 27, 1979, September 24, 1979,
September 30, 1980.

79-JN-AX-0031-Pacific Institute for Research, Evaluation (Evaluation of-
Denver Project New Pride Replication Program). Amount: $299,945; Awarded:
September 29, 1979, September 30, 1979, September 629, 1980.

79-JN-AX-0032-University City Science Center (Evaluation of Philadelphia
Child Advocacy Unit). Amount: $74,832; Awarded: September 30, 1979, October 1,
1979, May 30, 1980.

79-JN-AX-003-Boston College Law School (The Children's Hearings in
Scotland). Amount: $44,249; Award: September 30, 1979, November 2, 1979,
April 30, 1980.

79-JN-AX--0034-University of Denver (A Study of Juveniles in a Suburban
Court). Amount: $298,947; Awarded: September 30, 1979, January 1, 1979, De-
cember 30, 1981.

79-JN-AX-0035-Coalition of Indian Contl School Boards (American Indian
Juvenile Delinquency Research Project). Amount: $367,178; Awarded: Septem-
ber 30, 1979, January 1, 1979, June 30, 1981.

79-JN-AX-0036--Social Science Education Consortium, Inc. (Evaluation of
Law-Related Education Programs). Amount: $386,395; Awarded: September 30,
1979, October 1, 1979, September 30, 1980.

Contract #J-LEAA-023-77.
Contractor: Aspen Systems Corporation.
Title: Contract Modification for Enhanced National Criminal Justice Refer-

ence Service Juvenile Justice Capability.
Amount: $236,277.
Awarded: August 14, 1979.
Period:
79-JN-AX-(0)9(S-1) -Institute for Policy Analysis (National Evaluation of

Juvenile Restitution Projects). Amount: $649,998; Awarded: December 29, 1980,
January 29, 1979, December 30, 1980.

78-JN-AX-0016--Social Action Research Center (Umbrella Evaluation for the
Schools Initiative: Phase II) Amount: $435,000; Awarded: February 21, 1980,
April 19, 1978, January 15, 1981.

78-JN-AX-0017-National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges
(Juvenile Information System Requirements Analysis (JISRA) Phase III).
Amount: $196,309; Awarded: February 14, 1980, June 9, 1978, August 31, 1980.

80-JN-AX-0001-New England Medical Center Hospital (Sexually Exploited
Children: Research, Development Project). Amount: $236,252; Awarded: Octo-
ber 19, 1979, November 1, 1979, September 20, 1980.

80-JN-AX-0002--National Urban league, Incorporated (Study: School Dis-
cipline-Involvement in Juvenile Justice System). Amount: $252,588, Awarded:
Dece.nber 17, 1979, January 1, 1980, December 31, 1981.

C.33. Please provide an update of the "Categorical Grants of OJJDP" printout,
including all of fiscal year 1979 and all awards as March 1, 1980.

Please see attached.
Question 35. Please provide a history of the OJJDP administrative budget and

its relationship to the total LEAA administrative budget.
Response. The OJJDP administrative budget compares to the total LEAA

administrative budget as follows:

LEAA OJJDPI Percent of LEAA

1975 ......................................... $21,500,000 $64,600 0.03
1976 ..................................... . 30, 192,000 1,190,000 4
1977 .................... ................... 25,864,000 1,289, 800 5
1978 -------------------------------------------------- 26,844,000 1,635,000
1979 ------------------------------------------------------- 24,792,000 1,622,000 6.5

' Excludes printing, payroll, space,. penalty mail, telephones and other overhead costs which are charged to the LEAA
indirect account.

70-796 0 - 81 - 21
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Queaeot" 37. Please provide all memoranda relevant to the implementation of
the MOE requirement for fiscal year 1980 and 1981 and to the development of
MOE regarding all of OJARS for fis-al year 1982. Indicate the amounts involved
by category (BJS, NIJ, Management and Operations, etc.)

Indicate the role of OJJDP in the MBO process and allocation and monitoring
of these funds. Additionally, provide an explanation of the $5 million designated
MOB Under the new part E funds as indicated on page 14 of the December 1979
management briefs.

Response. LEAA has no written policy on MOE related to implementation of
the JSIA for fiscal year 1980 and 1981, other than the draft regulations for for-
mula grants for criminal and juvenile justice.

These regulations were published for comment in the January 14, 1980, Federal
Register, and are currently being finalized. The proposed language is attached
as it pertains to MOE. In brief, the draft regulations require that states must
expend at least 19.15 percent of their total annual Part D allocation under the
JSIA for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention related programs and proj-
ects. The draft regulations indicate that MOE funds be expended primarily for
programs for juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or adjudicated delinquent
on the basis of an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult.
The final regulations will further clarify and operationalize this requirement by
indicating that at least 50 percent of all MOE funds be devoted to services for
juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of
an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult. The draft
regulations further include LEAA's criteria for prorating portions of programs
related to Juvenile justice. This criteria requires that the proration of projects
for MOE purposes should be based, at a minimum, on an identification of specific,
direct and identifiable activities which benefit a juvenile population or system
component

The fiscal year 1978 MOE Report, issued in July 1979, details the agency's pro-
cess for determining the MOE level and includes the proration criteria which
have now been incorporated Into regulations. A copy of the MOE Report for fiscal
year 1978 is attached. In fiscal year 1978, a total of $117,933,582, or 22.27 percent,
was allocated to MOE. This was $16,519,532 in excess of the mandated MOE
requirement. The MOE Report for fiscal year 1979 will be issued by the end of
April 1980.

The USIA does not require that MOE be applied on a budget category or organi-
zation basis. Rather, this requirement, Section 1002 of the JSIA, applies to all
appropriations under Title I of the Act in the aggregate. OJJDP is working on
drafting agency guidelines for implementation of Section 527 of the JJDP Act
and Section 820 of the JSIA. It is anticipated that these guidelines will provide
an OJJDP role in reviewing MBO formulations by other LEAA program offices.

Based on determinations by LEAA. $5 million of new Part E funds were allo-
cated to OJJDP as part of MOE. OJJDP will be responsible for the programming
and award of these funds. $4.3 million has been earmarked for the initiative for
Removing Children from Adult Jails and Lock-Ups. $700,000 has been awarded
to the Legis 50 Model Committee Staffing Project in Juvenile Justice. It should
be noteJ that the Part E restrictions under the JSIA are not enforced in this
initial year of award of these funds.

[From the Federal Register, vol. 45, No. 9, Monday, Jan. 14, 19801

SECTION 81.502-ADEQUATE SHARE

Section 403(a) (5) of the JSIA requires that an adequate share of Part D
formula grant monies shall be allocated to courts, corrections, police, prosecution,
and defense programs. Further, Section 402(c) (4) (5) requiem that entitlement
jurisdictions assure adequate funding for courts and corrections programs, based
on their share of courts and corrections expenditures.

(a) As part of the comprehensive State application, State Councils shall assure
that an adequate share of Part D funds is available for courts, corrections, police,
prosecution and defense-programs. Adequate share shall be Interpreted to mean
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that a reasonable portion of Part D monies is allocated annually to each of these
components relative to their percentage of total State and local criminal Justice
expenditures, unless deviations are justified. Adequate share does not mean that
any particular criminal justice component is entitled to a fixed portion of formula
grant monies. In determining whether or not courts, corrections, police, prosecu-
tion and defense programs have received an adequate share of annual Part D
allocations, LEAA shall consider the needs and problems identified by the State's
analysis; the priorities of the State Council, JCC and local entitlements; previous
and projected allocations of LEAA formula grant monies to these components
and the need to remedy any past inequities; and actual or projected investments
of State and local or other Federal resources. State Councils may establish such
regulations as are necessary and consistent with this requirement in order to
assure compliance.

(b) Entitlement jurisdictious shall also assure an adequate share of Part D
monies for courts, corrections, police, prosecution and defense programs. Ade-
quate share shall be interpreted to mean that a reasonable portion of Part D
monies is allocated to each of these components relative to their percentage of
the entitlement's total criminal justice expenditures, unless deviations are
Justified.

(c) Subsequent to final appropriations and at the time revised annual fiscal
year budgets are submitted to LEAA, State Councils shall present evidence of
compliance with this requirement including the amount and percent of Part D
monies allocated to each of these components compared to their share of State
and local criminal justice expenditures, with justification for any significant
deviations between these ratios. Compliance shall be determined annually.

SECTION 81.503--JUVENILE JUSTICE MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

States must expend at least 19.15 percent of their total annual Part D alloca-
tion under the JSIA for juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention related pro.
grams and projects. States may expend more than this required minimum at their
discretion. States must assure that at a minimum they have allocated 19.15
percent of their formula grant funds for planning and administrative activities
for juvenile justice.

(a) State Councils must further assure that the minimum 19.15 percent of
Part D funds spent for juvenile justice is expended primarily for programs for
juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of
an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult (Sec. 1002 of
the JSIA).

(b) The comprehensive State application must clearly identify those programs
proposed for Part D funding which are in whole or in part related to juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention and indicate the percent and amount of the
total annual Part D allocation to be spent for juvenile justice.

(c) States may prorate portions of programs which are related to juvenile
Justice. The key concept in reviewing direct service programs and projects for
maintenance of effort purposes should be whether activities to be undertaken
under a program or project are targeted to or provide a specific and identifiable
benefit to a juvenile population. For other non-service programs and projects
the test is whether there is a direct and identifiable impact on the juvenile
justice system. Thus, proration of projects for maintenance of effort purposes
should be based, at a minimum, on an identification of specific, direct and identi-
fiable activities which benefit a juvenile population or system component. In-
dividual States are free to use strict or proration criteria.

(d) State Councils in order to meet the maintenance of effort requirement,
may require that entitlement areas expend a reasonable share of entitlement
Part D funds for Juvenile justice programs. A determination of a reasonable share
may be based upon the proportion Juvenile justice expenditures bear to the
entitlement jurisdiction(s) total criminal justice expenditures or upon any
other equitable formula agreed to by the State and the entitlement.

(e) Prior OJJDP approval is necessary for any reprogramming of Part D funds
out of Juvenile Justice. OJJDP should be notified of any reprogramming that in-
creases the maintenance of effort level for a specific State.
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OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REPORT FOR FICAL YEAR 1978-PREPARED BY OJJDP
MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT TASK FORCE

Section 261(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and
Section 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act require that
"the Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for LEAA, each
fiscal year, at least 19.15 percent of the total appropriations for the Administra-
tion, for juvenile delinquency programs." The Conference Report on the 1977
Amendments to the JJDP Act indicates that each Crime Control Act program
component or activity, including, but not limited to, all direct assistance, all
collateral assistance, and management and operations, allocate at least 19.15
percent of its resources for Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs.

In order to assess the maintenance of effort (MOE) level for 1978, the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention convened a task force, composed
of OJJDP, Office of Criminal Justice Programs, Budget Division and Office of
General Counsel representatives, to determine the 1978 MOE level for LEAA.
This task force is responsible for (1) determining the 1978 MOE for LEAA, (2)
developing criteria for prorating categorical and block grant programs that are
only partially Juvenile related for MOE purposes, and (3) recommending agency-
wide policy for ensuring that LEAA meets the MOE requirements.

This report fulfills the task force's first two responsibilities, namely, reporting
on the fiscal year 1978 MOE level as well as the process used to determine this
level. The task force's second responsibility, the development of criteria for
prorating categorical and block grant programs which are only partially Juvenile
related, was done simultaneously with the 1978-MOE and the criteria were used,
in part, for these calculations. These criteria will be used by OJJDP in pro-
rating categorical grants and contracts in subsequent MOE determinations and
in reviewing comprehensive plans for determining state MOE levels for fiscal
year 1980 (See Attachment 4). The MOE task force is now developing policy
recommendations for ensuring that the MOE requirements are met agency-wide.

This is how the fiscal year 1978 MOE level was determined:

Fiscal year 1978 budget activities for which a percentage was used
A listing of the fiscal year 1978 budget activities counted toward MOE is con-

tained in Attachment 1. The process by which the data in this section was ob-
tained is as follows.

Management and Operations figures were determined by calculating 19.51
percent of LEAA management and operations obligations (excluding OJJDP).
OJJDP's management and operations obligations for fiscal year 1978 were then
added to the LEAA figure for the total management and operations funds counted
toward MOE.

The figures provided for the Law Enforcement Education Program Educational
Development, Internship Funds and Section 402 training were furnished by the
LEAA program offices that administer these programs. OJJDP queried the ap-
propriate LEAA program offices requesting specific information on the grants,
contracts and interagency agreements which they made during fiscal year 1978
which were Juvenile related, the project amount which impacts Juvenile justice
and an explanation regarding the basis for their estimate. (The explanation for
the MOE figures on attachment 1 which are asterisked is contained in the task
force's working files.)

The process used to determine the Part B funds allocated to Juvenile justice
planning and administration activities was governed by the requirement con-
tained in paragraph 51 of LEAA Guideline Manual M 4100.1F, subparagraph
(b) (3) (C) which states that "Part B funds will be presumed to be allocated to
Juvenile Justice planning and administration activities based on a percentage of
Part B funding equal to the aggregate percentage of Parts C and E funds allo
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cated for juvenile justice programs and projects. However, individual states may
document that a greated amount of Part B lunds are utilized for planning and
administration activities related to juvenile justice." Thus, the same percentage
as states in toto allocated for MOE from Parts C and E block grants (22.51 Dew-
cent) was used to calculate Part B planning.
Fiscal year 1978 block grants

A listing of funds allocated by the states by program activity from Parts C
and E (including small state supplements, where applicable) for juvenile
justice activities under the Crime Control Act is contained in Attachment 2.
These figures were obtained from OJJDP's grant files and reflect changes in
awards and/or MOE allocations as of July 16, 1979.
Fiscal year 1978 categorical grants, contracts and interagenwy agreements

To determine the categorical funds awarded (obligated) for juvenile justice
activities in support of MOE, a review of all project summaries for grants, con-
tracts and interagency agreements was first completed from PROFILE sum-
maries. In all cases where the award (Obligation) applied only in part to
juvenile justice, a pro rata determination of MOE was made through review of
the grant application, the grant file and/or Interviews with the appropriate
LEAA grant manager. A listing of the categorical grants, contracts and inter-
agency agreements counted toward MOE is contained in Attachment 3.

The fiscal year 1978 MOE level is summarized on the following page. A detailed
breakdown of each of the three categories counted in determining MOE are in-
cluded as Attachments 1, 2, and 3.

Fiscal year 1978 maintenance of effort-Summary

Fiscal year 1978 activities for which a percentage was used
(attachment 1) -----------------------------------

Allocated by the States from C and E block grant funds (attach-
ment 2) ...........

Fiscal year 1978 categorical grants, contracts and interagency
agreements (attachmetn 3)

Total allocated to maintenance of effort (22.27 percent)--
Amount required to meet the maintenance of effort requirement

(base = $529,582,000)* (19.15 percent)
Excess of mandated maintenance of effort requirement (+ 3.12)

percent) -----------------------------------------

$ 28, 114, 305

66,447,649

23,371,568

$117, 933, 532

101,414,000

+16,519, 532
*Base figure was calculated by subtracting the JJDP Appropriation ($100,000,000)

and the Public Safety Officers' Benefits Program Appropriation ($15,000,000) from the
total LEAA Budget Appropriation ($644,582,000).

ATTACHMENT 1

LEAA 1978 budget activtites for which a percentage was used

Management and operations (19.15 percent of LEAA management
and operations obligations plus 100 percent of OJJDP's man-
agement and operations obligations)

Law enforcement education program (25 percent of $39,540,000) *_
Educational development (25 percent of $1,292,006) *
Internship funds (23 percent of $298,400)*-------------------
Section 402 training (4 percent of $2,200,000) *
Part B planning (22.51 percent of $50,000,000)

$ 6,494,662
9,885,000

323, 002
68,641
88,000

11, 255, 000

Subtotal ---------------------------------------- 28, 114,305
*Figures provided by LEAA program offices.
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FISCAL YEAR 1978 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

MOE MOE
Part C Part E SSS Total amount percent

Alabama ------------ $4,403, 000 $499, 000 ------------ $4,902, 00 $938,733 19.15
Alaska_ ............. 444,000 50,000 $300,000 794,000 176,665 22.25
Arizona ------------- 2,694,000 305,00 ------------- 2,999,000 655,745 21.87
Arkansas -------------- 2, 570, 000 291, 000 ------------- 2, 861, 000 578, 453 20.22
California ------------- 25,818,000 2,925,000 ------------ 28,743,000 7,712,544 26.83
Colorado -------------- 3,094,000 351, 000 ------------- 3,445,000 832, 410 24. 16
Connecticut ----------- 3, 776,00 428, 000 ------------- 4,204,000 695, 842 16. 55
Delaware --------------- 705,000 8P, 000 74,000 859,000 238,600 27.78
District of Columbia. 867, 000 98,00 80,000 1,045,000 185,000 17.70
Florida ....---------- 10,081,000 1,142,000 ------------ 11,723,000 2,693,520 24.00
Georgia -------------- 6,006,000 680,000 ------------- 6,686,000 1,322, 116 19.77
Hawaii -------------- 1,057, 000 120,000 ------------- , 177, 000 348, 00 29.57
Idaho ----------------- 991,000 112,000 40,000 1,143,000 205,800 18.01
Illinois ---------------- 13, 637, 000 1,545,00 ------------ 15, 182,000 2, 970, 089 19.56
Indiana.--------- 6, 471,000 733 00 ------------- 7,204,000 1,480, 134 20.55
Iowa ----------------- 3,485, 000 395, 00 ------------- 3, 880,000 1, 528, 000 39. 38
Kansas --------------- 2,777,000 315, 00 ------------- 3,092,000 572, 000 18.50
Kentucky ------------- 4, 125,000 467, 00 ------------- 4,592,000 879, 423 19. 15
Louisiana ------------ 4, 635, 000 525,00 ------------- 5,160,000 997, 244 19.33
Maine ---------------- 1,289,000 146, 00 ------------- 1,435,00 267, 895 18. 67
Maryland ------------- 5,021,000 569,00 ------------- 5,590,000 1,411,420 25.25
Massachusetts --------- 7,081,000 802,00 ------------- 7,883,000 1,540, 925 19. 55
Michigan ------------- 11,096,000 1,257 000 ------------ 12,353,000 2,328, 143 18.85
Minnesota ------------- 4,775,000 541 000 ------------- 5, 316, 000 993,700 18. 69
Mississippi---------- 2,851,000 323,00 ------------- 3, 174,000 525,859 16.57
Missou'. ......... 5,806,000 658,000-------------6,464,000 1,676,013 25.93Montana ............... 909,000 103,000 53,000 1,065,000 254,000 23.85
Nebraska .............. 1,880,000 213,00 0----------- 2,093, 000 400,809 19.15
Nevada ................ 71900 81,000 63,000 863,000 170,420 19.75
New Hampshire ......... 988,000 112,000 40, 000 1, 140,000 189, 000 16.58
New Jersey ............. 8,931,000 1,012,00 .............. 9,943, 000 2, 448, 800 24.63
Now Mexico ............ 1, 393,000 158,000 ------------ 1, 551, 0G 446,000 28.76
New York .............. 22,016,000 2,494,00 --------- 24,510,000 4,749,000 19.38
North Carolina .......... 6,627,000 751, 00 ----------- 7,378,000 1, 826,458 24. 76
North Dakota ........... 776, 000 88,000 57,000 921, 000 254, 000 27.58
Ohio ................... 13, 074, 000 1,481,00 .............. 14, 555,000 3,646,106 25.05
Oklahoma------------3,306,000 375,000............. 3,681,000 839, 345 22.80
Oregon ................ 2,782 000 315,000 ------------- 3,097,000 534 375 17.25
Pennsylvania ........... 14, U5000 1,637, 000 -------... 16,082,000 4,751, 741 29.55
Rhode Island ---------- 1,134,000 129, 00 ------------ 1,263,000 251, 160 19.89
South Carolina .......... 3,430,000 389,000 .............. 3,819,000 762,037 19.95
South Dakota ........... 830,000 94.000 48, 00 972, 000 237, 820 24. 47Tenness............-5,083,000 576,0005.............. 5,659,000 848,861 15.00
Texas--------------...14, 904,000 1, 689,000-----..------- 16, 593, 000 3, 157,065 19.03
Utah ................... 1,465,000 166,000 1,631,000 655,662 40.20
Vermont ............... 575, 000 65,00 179,000 819, 000 162, 000 19.78
Virginia ................ 6, 066, 000 687, 000 .............. 6,753, C0 1, 411,602 20.90
Washington ............. 4,344,000 491, 000 4,835,000 764,039 15.80
West Virginia ........... 2,191,000 248, 000 .............. 2,439, 000 466, 543 19.13
Wisconsin ------------- 5, 590, O0C 633, 000 ----------- 6, 223, 00 2, 135, 472 34.32
Wyomn -458,000 52,000 291,000 801,000 180,000 22.47
Puerto Rio-............ 3,594000 407, 000 .............. 4, 001,000 760,530 19.01
American Samoa ........ 34 000 4,000 92, 000 130,000 21, 305 16.39
Guam .................. 121,000 14,000 183,000 318,000 86,736 27.28
Trust territories ......... 144 000 16, COO 161, 000 321, 00 90, 500 28.19
Virgin Islands .......... 101,000 12,000 203,000 316,000 192,000 60.76

Total ...................................................... 295,178,000 66,447, 659 22.51

Grant No. and project title Total award MOE amount

78-DF-AX-0055: Deinstitutionalization of status offenders ....................... $247, 500 $247 500
78-OF-AX-0219: Juvenile restitution program .................................. 208,235 208,235
78-OF-AX-0220: Westfield youth restitution program ........................... _ 171,842 171,842
78-1F-AX-0221: Restitution program for adjudicated juvenile offenders ........... 110,615 110,615
78-ED-AX-0019: The status offender-an alternative to incarceration ............. 46,166 46, 166
78-ED-AX-0119: Jefferson County restitution project ............................ 411,655 411,655
78-ED-AX-0143: Positive action for youth .................................... 538,439 538,439
78-ED-AX-0151: Restitution program for juvenile offenders ...................... 458,690 458,690
78-ED-AX-57: Geauga County-juvenile offender-alternative to incarceration 749 542 749, 542
78-ED-AX-0158: Community project for restitution by juvenile offenders .......... 1,012, 357 1, 012, 357
78-ED-AX-0159: Orelans Parish juvenile court restitution program ................ 510,046 510,046
78-EO--AX-0160: Restitution by juvenile offenders project ....................... 832,596 832, 596
78-ED-AX-0161: State of New Jersey juvenile restitution program ................ 52C 375 520,375
78-ED-AX-0162: New York State restitution program ........................... 2,289,325 2,289,325
78-ED-AX-0167: Individualized restitution program for juvenile offenders ......... 370, 925 370,925
78-ED-AX-0168: Cumberland County juvenile restitut.,on project ................. 299, 412 299, 412
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Grant No. and project title Total award MOE amount

78-ED-AX-0169: Camden County juvenile restitution program .................... $278, 148 $278,148
78-ED-AX-0170: Juvenile restitution .......................................... 354, 575 354,575
78-ED-AX-0175: CARISMA .................................................. 279, 620 279,620
78-MU-AX-0040: Metro-Memphis youth diversion project ....................... 38,089 379,201
78-MU-AX-0049: Evaluation of LEAA family program ........................... 997,461 100,00
78-TA-AX-A(06: International study of rights of the child ---------------------- 200,000 200,000
78-DF-AX-0047: Thresholds ------------------------------------------------ 200, 00 200,000
72-ED-AX-O042: Citizen participation/volunteer services ----------------------- 45, 000 45,000
78-DF-AX-0027: Project concern ...--------------------------------------- 128, 000 90,000
78-DF-AX-0212: Minneapolis CCPP ------------------------------------------ 450,000 66,918
78-CA-AX-001: Community anticrime program/SECO --------------------------- 208,862 29,658
78-CA-AX-0002: Safer neighborhoods for Utica's people ------------------------ 51,443 2.600
78-CA-AX-004: Community anticrime program for the Rockaways --------------- 127,606 6,500
78-CA-AX-0005: SEPCPC community wide crime prevention project --------------- 83,673 25,101
78-CA-AX-0006: The greater Woodlawn crime prevention project ----------------- 221, 575 55,393
78-CA-AX-0008: Se43ttle-King County project- .------------------------------- 250,000 62,500
78-CA-AX-0009: Roxbury multiservice center community anticrime program ....... 238101 35,715
78-CA-AX-0010: Hartford joint community group crime prevention program -------- 246,135 98,454
78-CA-AX-0012: Community anticrime program ..----------------------------- 41,117 2,154
78-CA-AX-0013: Universe project -------------------------------------------- 121 130 12,130
78-CA-AX-0014: Project Unicorn ..---------------------------------------- 148,987 14,898
78-CA-AX-0015: Park Heights community anticrime consortium...-------------- 241,200 24,120
78-CA-AX-0017: GCCSA/HACH community based anticrime project._ ............ 162,912 40,000
78-CA-AX-0018: A proposal for North Central Detroit community ----------------- 156,920 26, 050
78-CA-AX-0019: Coalition for action crime prevention program ------------------ 197, 904 29,685
78-CA-AX-0020: Coalition for a united Elizabeth anticrime program --------------- 249, 850 24,985
78-CA-AX-0021: A proposal to deter ciime in Loisaida .. ..---------------------- 152, 367 35,000
78-CA-AX-0022: Citizen action for safer Harlems ------------------------------ 241,980 12,099
78-CA=AX-0023: ABCD coalition against crime_ ---------------------------- 241,180 96,400
78-.CA=AX-0024: Citizens local alliance for a safer Philadelphia ------------------- 197,802 59,340
78-CA=AX-0025: Whistlestop community crime prevention program --------------- 99, 548 9,954
78-CA=AX-0026: Community anticrime project ------------------------------- 84, 990 25,497
78-CA=AX-0027: Community anticrime program ......------------------------- 249, 964 24,996
78-CA=AX-0028: House of Umoja neighborhood anticrime program ---------------- 242,562 120,000
78-CA=AX-0029: Citizens' Crime Watch, Inc ----------------------------------- 201, 667 100,332
78-CA=AX-0031: Mobile community organizations community anticrime program._ 72, 881 36,250
78-CA=AX-0032: Champaign county crime prevention council -------------------- 43,700 17, 480
78-CArAX-0033: Northwest Bronx community anticrime project ..----------------- 249,967 3, 749
78-CA=AX-0035: Comprehensive anticrime program ---------------------------- 1 56,750 47, 025
78-CA=AX-0036: Community anticrime project- .. . . ..-------------------------- 238, 067 68,000
78-CA=AX-0037: Portland coalition for safe neighborhoods ---------------------- 149,004 7, 450
78-CA=AX-0038: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 132, 194 52, 800
78-CA=AX-0039: Community organizations acting together anticrime projecL__. .. 209, 879 41,975
78-CA=AX-0040: Michigan Avenue community organization anticrime program.... 179, 630 17, 963
78-CA=AX-0041: New Haven anticrime consortium_------------------------239,000 184, 000
78-CA=AX-042: Community combating crime project -------------------------- 240,376 84,121
78-CA=AX-0043: Newport neighborhood anticrime project ---------------------- 99,218 49, 609
78-CA=AX-0045: Chinatown community anticrime project ---------------------- 205, 372 61,611
78-CA=AX-O046: Mantra, Inc. community anticrime ---------------------------- 149,134 89,480
78-CA=AX-M047: Community Assistance projecL__ ............ 119, 855 84,000
78-CA-AX--048: Neirhborhood anticrime program ----------------------------- 132, 957 26, 300
78-CA-AX-0049: Community anticrime program .----------------------------- 169,269 67,707
78-.CA-AX--050: Monterey Peninsula anticrime program ...---------------------- 72, 904 8,748
78-CA-AX-0051: Anticrime program for deaf/hearing impaired community --------- 57, 676 5,767
78-CA-AX-0052: Community anticrime project -------------------------------- 78, 174 31,200
78-CA-AX-0053: Anticrime through organized neighborhood effort ---------------- 249,661 49,932
78-CA-AX-0054: Community anticrime task ------------------------------------ 215, 877 64,500
78-CA-AX-055: Community anticrime project -------------------------------- 123,190 30,797
78-CA-AX-0056: Tremont's community anticrime program---------------------242, 238 24,223
78-CA-AX-0057: Coalition for senior citizen safety ----------------------------- 238, 465 71,400
78-CA-AX-0058: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 249,994 124,997
78-CA-AX-Q059: Lake View citizens' council anticrime project ------------------- 111, 435 22, 000
78-CA-AX-0060: Southwest Yonkers Congress crime prevention program ---------- 248, 474 188800
78-CA-AX-001: Southwest federation anticrime project ------------------------ 157, 437 31,487
78- CA-AX-0062: Neighborhood anticrime program ----------------------------- 214,909 21,490
78-CA-AX-0063: Residential burglary prevention ------------------------------ 188906 37,781
78-CA-AX-0064: Crime prevention/criminal justice awareness project ------------- 80,030 48,018
78-CA-AX-0065: Columbia Point community crime prevention program ------------ 60,724 12,144
78-CA-AX-0068: Proiect awareness ------------------------------------------ 113,219 68,000
78-CA-AX-O068: Rock Island anticrime block club organization-- -------------- - 93,530 18,706
78-CA-AX-0069: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 154,903 46, 410
78-CA-AX-0070: West Central Phoenix community anticrime project -------------- 249,160 149,496
78-CA-AX-0071: Neighborhood anticrime program ----------------------------- 207 899 20, 789
78-CA-AX-0072: Bedford-Styvesant anticrime project -------------------------- 235, 514 58 878
78-CA-AX-0073: CACP multineiihborhood anticrime --------------------------- 103,147 10, 300
78-CA-AX-0074: Roxbury tenants of Harvard community anticrime program -- - 111,798 22,200
78-CA-AX-O076: Southwest Training Institute community anticrime program---..... 166,777 75, 049
78-CA-AX-M077: Near South Side coalition of neighborhood associations ----------- 167,539 1,675
78-CA-AX-0078: Culmee Park community anticrime --------------------------- 124,517 72, 300
78-CA-AX-0079: Citizens action league community anticrime project-------- 247,717 1,238
78-CA-AX-0080: Communitas...-------------------------------------223,174 22, 317
78-CA-AX-0081: Bois D'Arc patriot crime prevention program ------------------- 90,630 36,252
78-CA-AX-0082: Asian Pacific community anticrime program -------------------- 250, 000 125, 000
78-CA-AX-0085: East Harlem anticrime program ------------------------- 1k.... 250,000 87, 500
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Grant No. and project title Total award MOE amount

78-CA-AX- :-Blue Hills anticrime program -------------------------------- $137,921 $62,064
78-CA-AX-O086: Communities organized against crime---------------------- 247, 500 2,470
78-CA-AX-0087: Fields Corner community organizing project -------------------- 141,642 15, 000
78-CA-AX-0088: Project security self-help ------------------------------------ 162,788 48,60078-CA-AX-0089: Communiy an icrime project -------------------------------- 247,850 180,000
78-CA-AX-MO0O: Safety/anticrime (SAC) in Five Points, Cole, and Whither neighbor-

hoods of Denver, Colo .... . .....------------------- 192,706 19, 270
78-CA-AX-0093: Covington neighborhoods action coalition anticrime program ------ 94,714 2,500
78-CA-AX-0094: Project emphasis crime ------------------------------------- 103,366 15, 500
78-CA-AX-0095: Community anticrime project----------------------------247.973 24,797
78-CA-AX-0096; Joliet volunteer citizen anticime p-ogram ---------------------- 176,482 52,944
78-CA-AX-0097: Neighborhood security educational action program--- .----- _-- 221,496 1,107
78-CA-AX-0099: Community anticrime proam-.....------------------------ 126,010 73,000
78-CA-AX-0100: Community crime prevent ion program ..----------------------- 91,133 13,669
78-CA-AX-010: N.E.O.N. Inc. anticrime program ----------------------------- 235,674 78,000
78-CA-AX-0102: Desire-florida community anticrime program ----------------- 186,037 95, 000
78-CA-AX-0103: Citizens united together against crime ------------------------ 202,974 152,230
7?-CA-AX-0104: UAW Retired Workers Center, Inc -------------------------- 202,150 20, 215
78-CA-AX-0106: Indiana ois anticrime organizing project ---------------------- 219,852 22,000
78-CA-AX-007: East Side Neighborhood Services, Inc ------------------------- 139,060 112,000
78-CA-AX-0108: Villa Victoria's community crime prevention project ..------------ 126,167 22,710
78-CA-AX-0109: The Robert Taylor Homes community crime prevention projecL.__ 242,455 24,245
78-CA-AX-0110: Milwaukee community anticrime program --------------------- 249,641 1,248
78-CA-AX--0111: Community anticrime program -------------------------------- 246,624 5,475
78-CA-AX-0112: Metropolitan Atlanta Crime Commission community anticrime

program ................................................. 218,334 40,610
78-CA-AX-0113: Daytona Beach prevent-a-crime program --- ------------------- 203,901 97, 872
78-CA-AX-0114: Community anticrime program---------------------------210,219 63,000
78-CA-AX-0115: Coalition of minority agencies community anticrime program..... 212, 462 38,243
78-CA-AX--0117: Comprehensive neighborhood safety coalition ------------------- 249 327 20,000
78-CA-AX-0118: Mississippi action for community education -------------------- 24, 945 89,650
78-CA-AX-0119: Little Rock community crime prevention project ------------------ 229,446 45, 889
78-CA-AX-0120: Elmhurst district citizens safety project_ ..------------------- 84,296 33, 718
78-CA-AX-0121: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 237,754 33,285
78-CA-AX--0122: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 240, 834 79,475
78-CA-AX-0123: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 249,912 37,486
78-CA-AX-0124: CAP city comprehensive community crime prevention program .... - 249,034 49,806
78-CA-AX-0125: Atlanta DeKalb crime eradication project ---------------------- 106,648 60,789
78-CA-AX-0127: Peoria area community anticrime project ---------------------- 192.577 115,546
78-CA-AX-0128: Oklahoma City neighborhood crime prevention program 177,645 26,646
78-CA-AX-0129: Lennox and Westmont community crime project ---------------- 216,646 21,664
78-CA-AX-0130: East Harlem block nursery's community anticrime program ....... 223,691 152,109
78-CA-AX-0131: Project PEACE-------------------------------------250,000 125,000
78-CA-AX-0132: Neighborhoods together anticrime program -------------------- 159,474 64,000
78-CA-AX-0133: Community anticrime program ............................... 249,772 37, 465
78-CA-AX--0134: East Los Angeles community anticrime project ------------------ 250,000 125,000
78-CA-AX-0135: Community anticrime project ------------------------------- 142,610 14, 261
78-CA-AX--0136: SEMAC --------------------------------------------------- 149,941 8,000
78-CA-AX-0137: Youth development anticrime project-----------------------166,432 133,206
78-CA-AX-0139: Toward a whole and safe community ------------------------- 242,973 242,973
78-CA-AX-0140: Community anticrime project -------------------------------- 197,195 40,000
78-CA-AX-0141: North Shore anticrime program .............................. 140,109 20,000
78-CA-AX--0142: Operation Alliance ----------------------------------------- 221,075 66,000
78-CA-AX-0143: Community anticrime program ------------------------------- 246,516 56,698
78-CA-AX-0144: Community against crime ----------------------------------- 185,747 55,724
78-CA-AX-0145: Save our community from crime ............................. 198,647 49,661
78-CA-AX-0146: Alliance against crime ...................................... 138,838 47,000
7R-CA-AX-0147: Venture County Hispanic development project .................. 242,038 84,713
78-CA-AX-0148: Project Harmonila ----------------------------------------- 480,679 480,679
78-CA-AX-0149: Neighborhood against crime ................................. 245,855 24,585
78-CA-AX-0150: Pasadena commnuity anticrime project ----------------------- 186,600 37,520
78-CA-AX-0151: Stanford commuinty anticrime project ------------------------ 217,423 64,000
78-DF-AX-0181: Inuunailiq alternative project ................................ 101,038 101,038
78-DF-0182: Navajo Youth Services project . ..----------------------------- 45,925 45,925
78-DF-AX-0193: Acoma delinquency prevention ------------------------------- 13,790 13,790
78-ED-AX-0075: Kwatee group home ........................................ 137,090 137,090
78-ED-AX-0103: Fort Belknap Juvenile and Rehabilitation Center ---------------- 162,000 162,000
78-JS-AX-0084: Fort Peck Bureau of Youth Services ........................... 235,860 235,860
Interagency agreements with Census Bureau:

National Crime survey (NCS) ............................................. 5, 568,000 946,560317 453,958
NCS research --- ---------------------------------------------- 317,400 534
Seriousness research --------------------------------------------------- 438,483 74542
Expenditure and employment. ................................... 782 976 133,106
Junvenile .............................................................. 265,868 265,868
Criminal justice analysis and publication ............................. 59,774 51,586

76-SS-99-6026: National survey of crime severity ............ -............... 212, 88 36,191
78-SS-AX-0018: Analytical studies in crime victimization over time --------------- 80,095 13,616
SAC Grants: Statistical analysis center (SAC) grants ....................... .4,745,522 1,423,657
UCR Grants: Uniform crime reports (UCR) grants . .......................... .960,343 268,896
78-SS-AX-003: Juvenile justice PROMIS - -................................ 157,986 14957948
78-SS-AX-0002: Marion County prosecutor's juvenile PROMIS ------------------- 149,948
7-SS-AX-0025: Washington SJiS ........................................... 200, 000 200,000
78-DF-AX-0159: Operation Hardcore ---------------------------------------- 294,310 98,009
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Grant No. and project title Total award MOE amount

78-DF-AX-O022: Changing sex role stereotypes ------------------------------- $22,000 $22,000
78-DF-AX-0207: Sexually abused child as victim/witness..........-------- 166, 081 166, 081
77-DF-99-0066: Child sexual abuse victim assistance project-supplemental award. 51,061 51,061
77-DF-10-0016: Sexually abused child as victim/witness-supplemental award ..... 80, 115 80, 115
78-DF-AX-0106: South Florida family violence -------------------------------- 268, 836 26, 884
78-DF-AX-O107: Alaska family violence program ------------------------------ 260,866 26,087
78-DF-AX-0126: Delaware family violence program ---------------------------- 140,000 . 14,000
78-DF-AX-0129: Utah family violence program -------------------------------- 81: 234 8, 123
78-DF-AX-0131: Family violence prosecution program ------------------------- 80,553 8,056
78-DF-AX-0133: Women's cirsis center---------------------------. 42, 000 4,200
78-DF-AX-0142: Regional domestic violence -------------------------------- 155,000 15,500
78-DF-AX-0143: Family violence program, Gary, III -------------------------- 114,300 11,430
7&-DF-AX-0155: Family violence program, Santa Barbara ---------------------- 249,167 24,917
78-DF-AX-0168: Citizens aware and responding to emergencies ------------------ 117,097 11,710
78-DF-AX-0173: Development of family violence educational materials ------------ 53,212 5,321
78-DF-AX-0196: District attorney's domestic abuse unit ---------------------- 186,802 18,680
78-DF-AX-0206: Help for abused women and children ------------------------- 126, 000 12,600
78-DF-AX-0222: Dade County domestic violence assistance --------------------- 88,870 8,887
78-TA-AX-035: Technical assistance to the LEAA family violence program....---- 249,974 24, 997
76-ED-01-W020: Phase Ill-objectivity now-community involvement tomorrow

(supplemental award) -------- ---------------------- 83, 112 83,112
78-ED-AX-W037: Expansion of Hillsborough House of detention ------------------ 300, 000 24, 990
78-DF-AX-0156: TA service delivery --------------------------------------- 74, 977 14,995
78-DF-AX--0161: TA service delivery ----------------------------------------- 68,929 22, 746
78-DF-AX--0179: TA service delivery ----------------------------------------- 65, 162 15, 480

Total ---------------------------------------------------------------- 55,687,413 23,371,568

ATTACHMENT 4

IDENTIFICATION OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS AND PRORATION CRITERIA FOR MAIN-
TENANCE OF EFFORT

The MOE Task Force has considered background materials on the maintenance
.of effort requirement of Section 520(b) of the Crime Control Act and Section
261(b) of the Juvenile Justice Act.

LEAA State Planning Agency Grants Guideline Si4100.1F, CHG 3, July 28,
1978, requires at Chapter 3, Paragraph 51 b (1), that each State expend at least
19.15 percent of its annual Parts B, C, and E block grant allocation for "juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention-related programs and projects." Beyond this
general guidance, LEAA has issued no other formal guidelines or policy to the
states.

The 19.15 percent maintenance of effort level was derived from the percentage
of 1972 Crime Control Act funds thnt were allocated for Juvenile justice and de-
linquency prevention programs. Dollar amounts for individual projects were de-
tailed in an October, li72, report entitled "Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration Juvenile Delinquency Project Summaries for Fiscal Year 1972." This
report broke down fiscal year 1972 allocations into five broad categories: preven-
tion, diversion, rehabilitation, upgrading resources, and drugs. Unfortunately,
where projects were prorated between Juvenile and non-Juvenile related activities,
no rules or guides used in proration were specified. However, it is useful to note
the five program areas used and the types of programs and activities that fall
under them:

Prevention.-Activities designed to reduce the incidence of delinquency
acts and that are directed to youth Who are not being dealt with as a result
of contact with the Juvenile justice system. Included are programs providing
information, education, and public awareness activities; programs to de-
velop and improve police, community, and youth relations; programs to bring
about selective organizational changes in school and community programs-
youth involvement programs; programs to utilize volunteers in prevention;
and special youth services. Other activities include related research and de-
velopment programs and projects.

Diversion.-Programs and projects designed to limit penetration of youth
into the Juvenile justice system by providing resources outside the formal
Justice system at any point between apprehension and adjudication. These
would include youth service bureaus, diagnostic and treatment services, pre-
trial diversion programs, special youth services, employment, counseling, and
advocacy programs designed to develop or gain access to needed services out.
side of the Justice system.
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Rehabilitation.-Community-based after care juvenile facilities; programs
involving the education and training of juvenile offenders; specialized re-
habilitation projects; diagnostic services; vocational and psychological coun-
seling; development of alternatives to incarceration; and re-entry adjustment
activities following institutionalization.

Upgrading reeource.-Personnel programs involving training, education
and staffing. Examples would include training and education projects for
persons who regularly work in the area of Juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention such as counselors, caseworkers, probation officers, attorneys and
judges. Training programs for those who volunteer their services would also
be included. Other sub-programs that would fall within the generalized area
of upgrading services would be research, evaluation and planning efforts as
well as public education activities.

Drug abu8e.-Research such as programs designed to ascertain the amount
of drug and alcohol used by juveniles and to determine the influencing fac-
tors involved. Development programs including but not limited to those
which would coordinate existing programs in drug abuse treatment programs.
Other programs that would come within this category would be education-
related activities (i.e., drug abuse specialist who would work in a Youth
Services Program).

The above-referenced areas should be considered as illustrative rather than
exhaustive. There may well be other programs, not detailed above, that would
qualify as juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs.
Prior G dutance

The Task Force reviewed prior advice from the Office on the subject of pro-
ration. While the issue has arisen a number of times during plan review, only one
formal response has been issued.

In a letter to the California State Planning Agency dated December 5, 1978,
the OJJDP Administrator advised that State as follows:

"... maintenance of effort would in our view include those programs de-
signed in whole or in part to have a direct impact on juvenile Justice and
delinquency prevention. An essential aspect of this definition is that there
be some targeting or some emphasis placed on4uvenile-related activities. To
that end, general crime prevention or law enforcement activities should not
be included. In the same vein, when you find it necessary to prorate, there
must be a rational basis for its use. This would of course relate not only to
the methodology adopted but also to the underlying basis for the proration
namely that which is being prorated.*

There is, of course, no difficulty in allowing the total cost of a program or
project designed solely to provide services to juveniles or to benefit the juvenile
justice system. Similarly, there is usually no difficulty identifying general crime
prevention or law enforcement programs that have no specific direct or identi-
fiable benefit to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. The following section
is concerned with the proration of programs and projects that; fall between these
two extremes.
Proration criteria

Based on our view and discussion of this guidance and prior plan review ex-
perience the Task Force has concluded that the key concept in reviewing direct
service programs and projects for maintenance of effort purposes should be
whether activities to be undertaken under a program or project are targeted to or
provide a specific and identifiable benefit to a juvenile population. For other non-
service programs and projects the test is whether there is a direct and identifi-
able impact on the juvenile justice system. Thus, proration of projects for
maintenance of effort purposes should be based, at a minimum, on an identifica-
tion of specific, direct and identifiable activities which benefit a juvenile popula-
tion or system component. Individual states are free to use more strict proration
criteria.

"'If the program which is being prorated is not related to juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention but rather to general law enforcement, there would, absent some
indication that juvenile-related activities were being targeted, be no basis for any
proration."
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Application of criteria
With regard to the allocation of Crime Control Act funded projects in non.

juvenile justice program areas to maintenance of effort, several program areas
and proposed allocations are presented as Illustrations of common situations that
have arisen:

(1) Comprehensive Criminal Justice Information Sytem.-Based on arrest
rates and an analysis of specific system requirements for the juvenile justice
information component, a specific percentage of the cost of the establishment and
operation of the information system is considered related to juvenile justice.

(2) Domestic Abuse Shelter.-Based on occupancy rates for children under the
age of majority, the percentage of counseling time accounted for by children,
and equipment costs for the shelter, a specific percentage of the total cost of
shelter operations is considered related to juvenile justice.

(3) Victim Advocate/Education.-Based on the percentage of victims served
by the project who are juveniles and percentage of juveniles receiving formal-
ized victimization education, a specific percentage of project funds is considered
related to juvenile justice.

(4) Crisis Intervention.-Based on the percentage of staff contacts with
juveniles in need of services, project costs are prorated.

(5) Based on the percentage of crime committed by juveniles, a prorated
percentage of a general crime prevention program, increased street patrol, is
considered related to juvenile justice.

Applying the criteria noted above would, for example, result in OJJDP/OCJP
action to: (1) approve the proration for Information Systems because the in-
cluded activities are targeted to improvement of the juvenile justice system;
(2) approve a proration for domestic abuse shelters based solely on the per-
centage of project costs represented by that component of the project that pro.
vides counseling or other direct services to juveniles. Occupancy rates and
equipment costs are factors unrelated to juvenile justice and delinquency pre-
vention services. They are incidental costs associated with the primary project
purpose-the provision of emergency shelter and other project services to adults;
(3) and (4) permit States to count toward maintenance of effort a prorated
amount of direct service programs such as victim advocate/education and crisis
Intervention to the extent that they make their services specifically available to
Juveniles and can establish a reasonable basis for the proposed proration of
services; (5) disallow prorating any part of this (or any) general law enforce-
ment and criminal justice program expenditure toward maintenance of effort.

Question 39. It has been reported that OJJDP has completed final selection
of grantees for the Youth Advocacy Initative. Of the total number of applica-
tions, how many were fundable? What amount was requested by these fundable
applicants? What amount is intended to be awarded to the few applicants se-
lected? Of this total, what amount will actually be awarded in fiscal year 1980?

OJJDP has not completed final selection of grantees for the Youth Advocacy
Initiative. We now have under programmatic and fiscal review 19 applications.
and from this group we will expect to recommend for award those which respond
positively to programmatic fiscal requirements.

Of the 187 applications received, 26 were rated as fundable if funds were avail-
able and programmatic and fiscal requirements were satisfactorily met during the
final stages of our review process.

$16,318,318, was requested by these 26 applicants, and $12,100,000 is allocated
for award to these applicants if all requirements are satisfactorily met.

$12,100,000 will be awarded in fiscal 1980, with the major portion awarded by
April 30, 1980.

Question 40. Why is not the Department of Justice recommending that the
Delinquency Research components of the Center for the Study of Crime and
Delinquency (NIMH) be transferred to NIJ?

This issue was not within the scope of the Department of Justice's
recommendations.

Question 41. What portion of the fiscal year 1981 requests for BJS and NIJ
are set aside to comply with the MOE provisions?

Response. Budget requests to Congress for programs authorized under the
JSIA do not set aside funds by functional program area. To the extent that
MOE is applicable to BJS and NIJ funds in fiscal year 1981, specific areas of
funding related to juvenile justice programs have not yet been identified.
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Question 42. It has been reported that the Alternative Education Guideline
requires the approval, by relevant school superintendent of applications sub-
mitted by private non-profit organizations. If so please explain.

The Alternative klucation Guideline does not require the approval of relevant
school superintendents. When the guideline was published in the Federal Register
for comment on October 15, 1979, it contained language which would have re-
quired private not-for-profit schools, agencies or organizations to operate in
coordination, or have linkages, with the local public school system in order to
promote utilization of effective program models and future funding support.
schools and organizations.

As a result of public comments received durinPg the external clearance process.
which indicated that some independent alternaLive schools would have difficulty
coordinating with local public schools, the language was modified to allow for
a choice of linkages or cooperative agreements which included local public
schools, private foundations, state educational agencies, federally and 9tate
funded employment agencies, corporations and/or labor for purposes of promot-
ing continued funding of effective program models after OJJDP's support ends.

Tils modification retains the expectation that relationships which would lead
to future funding be continued but does not limit these to local public schools
where tensions may exist.

We believe that it is reasonable to expect that alternative education programs
lie related to those structures in a community which have an intereq in improv-
Ing education and increasing the level of skills of students entering the lowal
Job market.

Question 43. OGC has held that Section 527 (new JSIA 820(a)) cannot be
construed to provide authority to approve or disapprove an LEAA grant. Why
not? What about program plans or guidelines? Please explain. Let us suppose
that LEAA was about to fund a standards project that was inconsistent with
section 223(a) (13) of the JJA. What then are the appropriate roles for OJJDP?

Response. The LEAA Office of General Counsel (OGC) had occasion to review
the scope of Section 527 in the context of the LEAA Community Anti-Crime
Program. A copy of that opinion, dated November 12, 1977, Is attached.

One conclusion from the OGC analysis Section 527 in that opinion is that
the "policy direction" exercised by OJJDP under Section 527:

"... does not require day-to-day or grant-by-grant involvement by
OJJDP In Crime Control Actprograms concerned with juvenile delinquency.
This does not, however, preclude such involvement where it is deemed by
the (LEAA) Administrator to contribute to the objectives of Section
527 . . ."

Thus, the OGC opinion clearly states that delegation of approval or dis-
opproval authority over LEAA grants to OJJDP is permitted. It is not, however,
required under Section 527.

With regard to program plans, guidelines, or actual project funding, I would
expect, as LEAA Administrator, the other LEAA program offices to follow the
established, written policies of OJJDP in the formulation of guidelines and
the funding of action projects.

Henry Dogin, shortly after he became the LEAA Administrator, requested
that OJJDP develop a proposed policy and procedure for implementation of
Section 527. Subsequently, a draft policy was developed under Acting OJJDP
Administrator and is in the process of internal review.

Question 44. In the summer of 1979 an LEAA audit of the OJJDP and OCAC
grantees found that the LEAA guidelines provide little financial or program-
matic assistance to non-profit organizations because the guidance in LEAA
directives is directed principally to grant awards made to units of government.
In fact, the audit found that these grantees were thus unaware or confused
about LEAA fiscal and administrative requirements. Please report on the steps
taken to date by OJJDP to remedy these bitterly ironic injustices.

Response. LEAA fiscal guidelines are based on OMB Circulars. To date none
of the circulars issued by OMB are specifically directed to private non-profit
agencies. Fiscal OMB Circulars are :

A-21 Fiscal Management for Institutions of Higher FAucation.
A-87 Fiscal Management for State and Local Governments.
A-110 Fiscal Management for Administration.
The LEAA Financial Guideline M 7100.1A was based on all the above OMB

Circulars. While M 7100.1A did contain appropriate fiscal information for pri-
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vate non-profit agencies to properly administer and manage grants and con-
tracts, it was difficult to locate in the seven chapters and appendices.

Two positive steps have been taken to remedy the problem of fiscal manage-
ment by private non-profit organizations:

1. A revised LEAA Guideline, M 7100.1B was published in the Federal Register
on March 3, 1980. Comments, including those from private non-profit agencies.
will be reviewed and incorporated into the final published guideline. This should
be ready for distribution on or before May 1, 1980. The new M 7100.1B will con-
solidate revisions of the new Justice System Improvement Act, the JJDP Act,
with specific information for private non-profit agencies that is easy to locate
and written to assure the establishment of sound and effective fiscal management
systems.

2. LEAA has issued NOTICE No. N7130.1, "Administrative expense on Cate-
gorical Grants," which enables the SPAs (CJCs) to recover their administrative
costs for the functions necessary to administer a categorical grant when the
SPA (CJC) is the grantee or co-applicant. LEAA has scheduled a series of Fiscal
Management Training Workshops that will be opened to private non-profit per-
sonnel. Nine five-day workshops are now scheduled.

Question 45. What, if anything, is OJJDP doing to assess whether the Federal
Bureau of Prisons is engaging in practices inconsistent with Sections 223(a)
(12) and (13)? Additionally, when such practices are identified, what proce-
dures have been developed to alert the BOP and to remedy the situation?

Response. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, in coop-
eration with the University of Illinois Community Research Forum Is currently
assessing the practices of five Federal agencies. This Federal deinstitutionaliza-
tion research project is to determine whether the practices and facilities, either
operated by or under contract with the five agencies, are responsive to the objec-
tives addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act and the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The five Federal agencies are the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization Service, Bureau
of Indian Affairs, U.S. Marshalls Service, and the National Park Service.

This effort began in August 1979, by interviewing agency officials, researching-
into enabling legislation of the agencies, identifying recent litigaton, and review-
ing agency policies and guidelines. There has been on-site inspection of several
facilities which are operated by or contracted with the agencies. The final report
will be issued in May, 1980. It will contain a reporting of the data gathered and
the evaluation of findings, identification of the technical assistance required
by each agency in the area of program, organizational and data collection, and
a proposed reporting system by the agencies to OJJDP.

During the September, 1979 Coordinating Council Meeting, an overview of
the project and preliminary findings were presented. Once the project is com-
pleted, both the Coordination Council and the National Advisory Committee
will be presented the results and recommendations of the project. Attachment I,
Issue C-45 is a copy of the preliminary findings.

ATTACHMENT I IssuE C-45--PRELMINARY FINDINGS: AN OVERVIEW

The enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 was in part a response by Congress to the states' insufficient expertise or
inadequate resources to deal comprehensively with the problems of juvenile
delinquency. The efforts of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention have focused on providing program aid and financial support to a wide
range of components of state and local Juvenile justice systems. The Federal
agencies which operate or contract with correctional facilities have responded to
Congressional mandates by issuing guidelines that are responsive to the objec-
tives addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act and the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. However, an initial survey of five fed-
eral agencies, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Marshals Service, and National Park
Service, indicates that violations remain widespread and that federally accused
or adjudicated juveniles may not be accorded the protections mandated by the
federal legislation. The deficiencies in the Federal compliance effort are largely
a function of a lack of a sense of urgeticy by the Agencies or a lack of adequate
monitoring or reporting mechanisms. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention which has responsibility for providing a comprehensive co-
ordinated approach to the problems of Juvenile delinquency is in a position to
assume the leadership role in providing assistance to the Federal agencies and
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extending the Congressionally guaranteed safeguards to juvenile federal offenders
and Native American and undocumented alien youth in federal custody.
Juvenile Federal Offenders

A Juvenile taken into custody for violation of a crime of the United States
will not generally be prosecuted by the U.S. Attorney unless the Jurisdiction is
exclusively federal 4nd the crime is deemed serious. Pending release, transfer
to local authorities, or prosecution, a juvenile federal prisoner is transferred to
the custody of the U.S. Marshalls Service. The U.S. Marshalls Service, the icon-
tracting organization between the Justice Department and the local sheriffs and
police departments, "handled " 5527 juveniles and received 733 In the first five
months of 1979.

The Marshalls currently contract nationwide with 835 county jails for secure
detention pending court action. At the time a contract is awarded, the facility
is identified as to whether it is capable of holding juveniles, females, or sentenced
prisoners. The USMS Contracting Procedures Manul provides that:

"(1) Juvenile prisoners will be confined in an all juvenile facility or in a
detention area separated visually and acoustically from adult detention
areas. In unusual situations, and for short periods of time only, juveniles
may be confined in an adult facility, but must be placed in quarters visually
and acoustically separate from adult prisoners.

"(5) Classification and segregation of prisoners according to age category
and sex is to be extended to cells and bathing facilities . . . Toilet facilities
will be segregated by sex." (USM 2330.2 Appendix 3-1)

Although a U.S. Marshall may be present at a facility on a daily or weekly
basis, he has no jurisdiction to interfere in the internal operating procedures of
the facility. A Marshall who observes a violation may bring it to the attention
of the sheriff or Jail superintendent; however, there is no formal mechanism for
reporting the violation. The Contracting Procedures Manual provides that "under
no circumstances should any contract facility be visited less than two times per
year by the contract monitor." (USM 2330.2) The monitoring checklist provided
includes the categories, "acceptable prisoner separation" and meetss juvenile re-
quirements". The Chief of Program Administration at the U.S. Marshall Service
maintains that there are no federal juveniles housed in facilities which haven't
been certified for juveniles; however, he conceded that adult federal prisoners
could be placed in a facility which was not properly accommodating state juvenile
offenders. Each contract facility reports its daily federal population to the central
office but does not provide an adult/juvenile breakdown.

The U.S. Marshall' responsibilities do not generally encompass juveniles who
are apprehended for violation of a federal law in a national park. The National
Park Service either maintains its own holding facilities or makes independent
arrangements with local jails or detention centers. The U.S. Park Police exer-
cises jurisdiction (not necessarily exclusive) over parks, parkways and reserva-
tions in the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia and employs special dlvi-

-- slons in the New York and San Francisco areas. U.S. Park Police Guidelines
provide that:

Whenever a juvenile arrest occurs, the arresting officer shall transport the
juvenile in unmarked vehicles when possible and not with adult offenders
to a substation or similar suitable surrounding.

The guidelines further state that "when a juvenile is detained, detention must
be in a federally approved facility. In many areas, local juvenile homes and facili-
ties may be utilized. Juveniles shall not be incarcerated with adults at any time."
(General Order No. 90.06) The officer assigned to juvenile offenders in the Crimi-
nal Investigations Branch reported that there were five substations in the
D.C./Maryland/Virginia area where juveniles could be temporarily held for
intake; however, he stated that the holding period is limited to a couple hours.

Statistics from the Criminal Investigations Branch show that during the
months of January through July, 1979, 1039 juveniles were brought to the atten-
tion of the Juvenile Section. This indicates that "juvenile contact forms" were
completed on all of these youths and that they were held at least briefly before
being released, or referred to a U.S. Magistrate or to the local court.

The Chief of the Law Enforcement Section, Rangers Division supplied juvenile
procedures guidelines dated October, 1975 which state that offenses committed by
juveniles are divided into two categories, violations of park regulations and of-
fenses other than violations of park regulations:
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When a juvenile violates a park regulation requiring a mandatory appear-
ance or when a Juvenile or a juvenile's parents request a hearing, the juvenile
may be heard before a U.S. Magistrate only when a fine and/or probation
would ordinarily be imposed for the offense. However, for those offenses
which are likely to result in a jail sentence, the matter must be referred to
and coordinated with the U.S. Attorney's Office. The key criterion i whether
in the judgment of the ranger the offense is one where the juvenile may for-
feit collateral or the magistrate will impose only a fine and/or probation
rather than the likelihood of the imposition of a jail term.

The guidelines further provide:
"the detention of a juvenile must be in a federally approved facility . . In
many areas, local juvenile homes and facilities may be utilized. When a
juvenile is incarcerated, he should be brought before a U.S. Magistrate as
soon as possible and the U.S. Attorneys office notified. Once the juvenile has
been brought before a Magistrate, the responsibility for the custody or deten-
tion of the juvenile becomes that of the courts . . . The searching and trans-
porting of juveniles should be the same as for adults, except Juveniles should,
when po8ible (italic added) be transported in unmarked vehicles and not
with adult offenders."

The guidelines also allow a ranger to turn a runaway over to local authorities
and to take a juvenile into protective care if in the ranger's judgment the juve-
nile's health, welfare or safety is endangered. The Law Enforcement Chief was
unable to supply a list of parks with law enforcement personnel or law enforce-
ment facilities.

A youth adjudicated and committed under the Juvenile Delinquency Act is
transferred to the custody of the Attorney General. However, the FJDA requires
the Attorney General, in practical terms the Federal Bureau of Prisons, to commit
juveniles to foster homes or to a community based facility located near their
home community whenever possible. The Act further requires that no juvenile be
placed in an adult jail or correctional institution where he has regular contact
with incarcerated adults. The JJDP Act, in addition to requiring that participat-
ing states achieve the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the separation
of children from adults in correctional institutions, places a heavy emphasis on
the development and use of nonsecure community based facilities.

Shortly after the enactment of the JJDP Act in 1974 the Bureau designated
four institutions as classification and confinement centers for offenders committed
under the Act. These four institutions are classified by Bureau policy statements
as minimum security. However, the Bureau continued to send many youths to
other federal prisons, some of which are designated medium security and hold
adult prisoners. In 1977 the ACLU National Prison Project focused on the
Bureau s recorded lack of compliance with its statutory mandate to locate youth-
ful offenders in community based facilities and its failure to place juveniles in
facilities segregated from adult offenders. In the summer of 1977, partially as a
result of a series of meetings between members of the Prison project and Bureau
officials, the Bureau began removing all federally adjudicated juveniles from
BOP institutions and transferring them to state institutions. There are currently
about 150 juveniles committed under the Act. Only two youths, characterized as
severe behavior problems, are incarcerated in federal institutions. The remainder
are placed pursuant to contracts with state or privately run facilities.

The majority of juvenile federal offenders are concentrated at the Woodabend
Boys Camp in West Liberty, Kentucky, the Emerson House in Denver, Colorado,
and in California Youth Authority facilities. As of June, 1978 only 22 out of 90
Juveniles were incarcerated in their home states. The Bureau has not devised any
criteria which direct Bureau officials, Community Program Officers, and regional
staff In their interpretation and implementation of Section 5035 of the FJDA. The
Bureau's policy statement 7300.106 which specifically pertains to placement of
federal juveniles merely recries the language of Section 5035. In addition, federal
youths are commingled with adults in the California Youth Authority placements.
Segregation from adults is also reportedly inadequate at the Emerson House in
Denver, Colorado where most federally adjudicated native American youths are
committed. The Bureau continues to respond to allegations of non compliance
with the FJDA by maintaining that most federal Juvenile offenders have com-
mitted serious violent offenses. Monitoring of contract facilities is limited to
biannual inspections. The FBOP Contracts and Detention Administrator admitted
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that prosecution of juveniles by U.S. Attorneys has declined since adjudicated
offenders are no longer placed in federal facilities.
Native American Youths

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has funding responsibilities for 122 tribes. The
court systems can be classified as traditional, tribal, or Courts of Indian Offenses.
There are fifteen traditional courts, concentrated in New Mexico and descended
from the Spanish system. There are 28 Courts of Indian Offenses which operate
under a set of rules and procedures created by. the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
(25CRF pt. 11). Tribes which have adopted their own codes usually modeled
closely after the BIA code are known as "tribal courts." Detention facilities for
reservations are owned and operated by the BIA and various tribes. Some Bureau
facilities are tribally controlled. The Bureau and the Tribes use municipal and
county facilities on a contract or subsistence basis where no Bureau of Tribal
facility is available.

According-to the Chief Law Enforcement Officer at BIA, 98 percent of the
arrests on reservations are for drunkeness. However, the Bureau's authority to
influence sentencing policy is limited. There are no federal juvenile officers on
reservations in the United States. The failure to separate Jlivonilcs from adults
In correctional facilities is a function of outdated dilapidated facilities and the
lack of a sense of urgency, on the part of the tribes and the Bureau. There is no
juvenile office at the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The Chief of the Judiciary Division
at BIA admitted that the deinstitutionalization and separation objectives con-
tained in the JJDP Act had never been suggested by the Bureau for incorpora-
tion into tribal codes or practices. LEAA has funded 35-40 facilities over the past
six years and has provided financial support for the development of juvenile
codes, however LEAA monies have been cut leaving many projects incomplete.

A native American youth adjudicated delinquent for commission of a misde-
meanor, including liquor violations, can be committed by the tribe to a secure
detention facility for six months. Though the Bureau has no authority to inter-
vene in tribal sentencing, it can report a violation under the Civil Rights Act of
1968 (cf. 25 USC 1301-1341, 1970). In 1977 the Bureau inspected the law enforce-
ment facilities on 63 reservations and reported that there was inadequate separa-
tion of juveniles and adults in fifty-four of them. The tribes surveyed reported an
average daily juvenile population of two to four persons with some reporting
daily juvenile populations up to sixteen. The Indian Health Service at the Depart-
ment of Health Education a ad Welfare shares the responsibility for inspecting
law enforcement facilities.

Its findings and recommendations are forwarded to the Area Director. The
Area Director, elected by tribal chairman, has the authority to allocate BIA funds.
In a memorandum dated January 23, 1979 to the Chief Law Enforcement Officer,
the Acting Chief Inspector of the Bureau's Inspection/Evaluation Unit described
inadequate and inappropriate facilities, noting for example, "Cell interiors are
not designed to encourage suicide prevention, nor are the furnishings designed
strongly enough to resist vandalism or damage to inmates when taken apart and
utilized as weapons." The BIA Law Enforcement Manual specifies only, "when-
ever possible juvenile prisoners shall be detained separately and apart from
adults or promptly transferred to juvenile detention facilities if any are avail-
able." (68 BIAM 2.9)

Subsequent to removal from his home by court action a youth may be commit-
ted to the custody of the BIA Division of Social Services for foster placement.
Among the options available to the social worker are "placement in a specialized
institution such as institutions or treatment centers for the delinquent," or place-
ment in a "Federal Indian Boarding school, or other appropriate group care
facility." (66 BIAM, Social Services). Tribal courts often give a child the op-
tion of going to a BIA boarding school or to the juvenile justice system. The in-
cidence of rape, drug and alcohol abuse and criminal behavior in the board-
ing schools is reportedly very high. There is a severe lack of dormitory super-
vision. Most schools provide intensive drug and alcohol abuse treatment to chil-
dren 15 years or older. According to a BIA boarding school graduate on the
staff of the Native Americans Rights Fund, it was common to be sent to the
local county Jail for a night or weekend as a disciplinary sanction.

A native American youth prosecuted for committing a "major crime" (18
USC sec. 1153) or a crime of the U.S. will be tried in federal court. The majority
of adjudicated federal native American juveniles from the upper Midwest and
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Rocky Mountain states are placed in Emerson House in Colorado. The Federal
Bureau of Prisons has not been responsive to urging by groups such as the Na-
tive American Rights Fund to channel FBOP and BIA resources into the de-
velopment of alternative community programs to insure compliance with the
JJDP and with the FJDA.
Undocumzted Alien Youth

An undocumented alien youth under the age of fourteen will not be knowingly
prosecuted by the Immigration and Naturalization Service. The Service will
arrange for a "voluntary departure." A child aged 14-18 apprehended and held
for deportation proceedings, should according to INS guidelines be placed in a
federally approved contract facility where he is separated from adults. In
practice, children are frequently held at a Metropolitan Correction Center
where they are separated from criminal pre-trial detainees but commingled
with adult alines. The Director of the Immigration Project, Legal Assistance
Foundation of Chicago acknowledged that placement of children in the MCC was
a violation of INS guidelines and of the JJDP Act, however the Chicago Project
has not strenuously objected since commingling with adult INS prisoners was
deemed preferable to alternative commitment to a juvenile delinquency deten-
tion facility. Undocumented alien youth may also be held in the custody of the
U.S. Marshals if they or their families are serving as material witnesses in a
criminal proceeding, e.g., smuggling. Children and adults are sheltered to-
gether awaiting their testimony at a trial often for a period of up to three
weeks.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service operates three border facili-
ties in Texas and California. Aliens are held in these centers when they are ap-
prehended at the time of entry or pending deportation.

Question 46. Name the states, other than California, that are not in compliance
with Section 223(a) (13). What steps have OJJDP taken to encourage com-
pliance?

Response. To date (March 12, 1980), OJJDP has received 47 of the 51 monitor-
ing reports due. All of the 1979 reports received have been reviewed and analyzed.
According to the most recently submitted state monitoring report, the following
is a summary of compliance with Section 223(a) (13) of the Act. It should be
noted that California is one of the four states which have not yet submitted the
state monitoring report, the other 3 states being Alaska, Michigan and Montana.
Thus, for these four states, it is the data and information contained in their 1978
report which is being presented.

There are 15 states reporting compliance with Section 223(a) (13) of the Act
regarding separation of Juveniles and adults. Twenty-two other states reported
progress in the area of separation, while seven reflect no progress. OJJDP could
not determine that progress was made in seven states due to a lack of sufficient
information or the unavailability of data. This should be rectified upon receipt
of the 1979 report or upon receipt of clarifying information.

Those 15 states which report compliance with the separation requirements are:
Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachu-

setts, Michigan, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Vermont, Puerto Rico,
American Samoa, Guam, and Trust Territories.

The 22 states reporting progress are:
Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana,

Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mex-
ico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Virginia, Washington, and
WestVirginia.

The seven states reporting no progress are:
Arizona, Kentucky, Tennessee, Virgin Islands, Indiana, Northern Marianas,

and Wisconsin.
The seven states for which progress cannot yet be determined are:
California, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Minnesota, Texas, and Utah.
The issue surrounding the rejecting of California's application for formula

funds is based upon the situation that the California Plan for implementing Sec-
tion 223(a) (13) would continue to permit contact between adult offenders and
juvenile offenders within California Youth Authority institutions. Thus, their
application was rejected because of a failure to adequately plan for compliance
and not specifically because they are currently not in compliance. If California,
in a good faith effort, had developed a plan and implemented such a plan accord-
ing to an approved time frame for achieving full compliance, as the other states

70-796 0 - 81 - 22
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have done, then OJJDP would have been in a different position. If we had
approved California's plan as presented, we would not have fulfilled our steward-
ship responsibility in implementing the JJDP Act.

In response to your question as to the steps taken to encourage compliance,
OJJDP has done many things to assist and inform the states, including those
agencies and organizations within the states, in an effort to encourage and pro-
mote compliance with Section 223 (a) (13). Although they are too numerous to
fully list, the following does present some of the measures taken.
Teohnical Asetstance

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in conjunction with
a grant awarded to the University of Illinois, Community Research Forum, is
currently providing direct technical assistance to public and private agencies in
over 31 states and territories concerning the removal of children from adult jails
and lock-ups. The methodology utilized In these projects focuses on a planning
process designed to: (1) elicit citizen participation in the planning and imple-
mentation of Juvenile programs and services, (2) identify the issues and prob-
lems experienced within the Juvenile justice system, (3) provide a sound data
base by which to assess existing Juvenile justice practices and resources, (4) pro-
vide a sound policy analysis of Juvenile justice practices and statutory guidelines,
(5) develop a flexible network of alternative programs and services to meet the
individual needs of each youth, and (6) assure systematic monitoring of all com-
ponents of the Juvenile justice system.

Technical assistance is typically provided in response to requests from public
or private agencies at the local level who, for a variety of reasons, are faced with
a crisis situation involving the handling of alleged juvenile offenders. Generally,
such assistance is required due to court action, new legislation, and/or citizen
pressure regarding court practices and the availability of adequate residential
and non-residential alternatives for Juvenile offenders. The primary issue posed
by local officials is often "to build or not to build," and if so, "how large." Plan-
ning experience in this area has served to reinforce the importance of citizen
participation, examination of intake criteria and procedures, and the availability
of programmatic and other alternatives to meet the particular needs of each youth.
Research

Research projects are currently being P.-pported by OJJDP which are directed
toward the obstacles which retard the deinstitutionalization of juvenile and non-
offenders, particularly those youth held In adult jails and lock-ups. This research
is being conducted by the Community Research Forum. Selected research studies
currently underway include:

Juvenile suicides in adult jails and lock-ups.-This project will analyze the
nationwide incidence of Juvenile suicides in county jails, municipal lock-ups and
separate Juvenile detention facilities. Telephone and personal interviews will seek
to identify predictive indicators of suicidal behavior as well as compare the rates
of suicide and suicide attempts in each of the three facility types.

Cost analysis of removing juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups.-This project
will examine the economic costs involved in the removal of juveniles from adult
jails and lock-ups. Particular attention will focus on the costs in rural areas
where the practice of jailing juveniles is most prevalent and the available re-
sources most limited.

Planning regional services for youth.-This project will examine the advan-
tages and disadvantages of regional services for youth in rural and semi-rural
areas. Particular emphasis will be directed to the issues of transportation, access
to services, maintenance of family ties, and the service and cost implications for
removing Juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups.

Rural opinion and attitudes on deinstitutionalization.-This project seeks to
examine the level of citizen knowledge and attitudes concerning juveniles in
adult jails conducted by the Children's Defense Fund. The findings and con-
which currently hold alleged Juvenile offenders in adult facilities, and validate
or expand upon the "myths" identified by the nine-State study of children in
adult jails conducted by the Children's Defense Fund. The findings and con-
clusions will identify-treas needing further research or public exposure.

Census of adult jails and lock-ups in the United States.-This project involves
a review of previous state and Federal surveys as well as contact with national
associations and state planning agencies concerned with adult jails and lock-ups.
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An Inventory of facilities will be prepared on a state-by-state basis with direct
contact with city and county law enforcement agencies used to complete the
Census.

Assessing the effectiveness of national standards detention criteria.-This
project will survey four jurisdictions to assess the validity of the objective
release/detention criteria recommended by the IJA/ABA Juvenile Justice Stand-
ards Project and the National Advisory Committee to the Administrator on
Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice. The goal of the research
is to determine the effectiveness of these criteria in protecting the public safety
and the court process and minimizing secure pretrial detention.

Comparative analysis of Juvenile codes.-This project will systematically
examine each of the state Juvenile codes to update the research conducted by
the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections in 1974. Particular areas of
focus will be those areas of the code which deal with deinstitutionalizations of
status offenders, separation of juveniles and adults, and monitoring of the
Juvenile Justice system.
Public Education

An area of emphasis to assist and encourage compliance concerns the Imple-
mentation of a public education strategy to enhance community and official
awareness of the problem of juveniles in adult Jails and lockups. This includes
public education materials, media awareness, and workshop training sessions
for those persons who manage or influence services for youth awaiting court
appearance.

Regional workshops are conducted annually to provide guideline and program
information to representatives of the State Planning Agencies and Juvenile
Advisory Groups. These workshops address monitoring policies and guidelines,
as well as other selected program topics centered around Section 223a (13).

OJJDP is presenting a National Symposium on Children in Jails on March
23-26, 1980. The objectives of this symposium, which is co-sponsored by the
Community Research Forum and the National Coalition for Jail Reform, are to:
(1) provide participants with the latest research about the problem of children
in jails; (2) provide information about, and access to, successful alternatives to
the practice of jailing children; (3) develop action plans, programs, and policies
for the removal of children from jails; and (4) generate public support for the
removal of children in jails.

A public service media campaign, in conjunction with the National Advertising
Council and the Community Research Forum, is being developed on the subject
of Juveniles In adult jails. The Advertising Council was approached and has
endorsed a campaign on this topic which offers an opportunity to take advantage
of public service announcements in radio, television, and printed media outlets
across the Nation. The sanction by the Ad Council translates the initial cost of
developing the annuoncements Into millions of dollars of media exposure.
Data Verification

The Office of Juenvile Justice and Deliquency Prevention is providing for an
independent examination of the methods used to classify Juvenile residential
facilities for purposes of compliance with Section 223(a) (12) and (13) as well
as an analysis of the data sources used to support statements of progress toward
compliance with these Sections of the Act. The examination includes on-site
verification of compliance data in county jails, police lock-ups, and Juvenile
detention and correctional facilities in over 450 counties in 43 states.

This examination includes:
(1) An analysis of definitions and methods used to develop "universe" of

Juvenile residential facilities and to determine their classification as "Juvenile
detention and correctional facilities" requiring the removal of status and non-
offenders, or as "adult institutions" requiring sight and sound separation.

(2) An examination of the data sources used in the compilation of information
concerning compliance with Section 223(a) (12) and (13). The data sources used
by the states in the preparation of compliance data are diverse, ranging from the
use of intake records at individual facilities to statewide computerized infor-
mation systems.

(8) An examination of selected state and local facilities to verify the complete-
ness and accuracy of the data sources used for preparing compliance reports.
This Includes an analysis of the degrees of separation (in those "institutions"
holding both Juveniles and adult offenders).
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The principal benefit of this examination is the identification of problems in
monitoring methodology such as misinterpretation of facility classification and
compliance data requirements, incomplete or inaccurate compilation of data
and unreliable sampling and collection methods. This analysis will serve as the
basis for improvements in state methods of monitoring compliance with Section
223(a) (12) and (13) of the Act.

During the fieldwork phase of the project, information concerning successful
programs and strategies for achieving deinstitutionalization of status and non-
offenders, separation of juveniles and adult offenders, and the development of
adequate systems of monitoring the Juvenile justice system is being identified and
documented for national distribution. While this effort is not intended to con-
clusively evaluate those porgrams and strategies, it will provide descriptive
information which will prove helpful in future state and local planning.

The project entails an analysis of: (1) methods of classifying juvenile rebi-
dential facilities, and (2) data sources utilized to provide compliance information.
For each state and the OJJDP, technical assistance reports will be developed
concerning the adequacy of the system for monitoring compliance with the dein-
stitutlonalization requirements of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act. Specific areas of emphasis are the authority to monitor data collection
inspection methods, and procedures for reporting and investigating violations.

Following the completion of the fieldwork phase of the project, a series of
workshops will be conducted on monitoring policy and practices as well as general
topics of interest relative to the implementation of the Act. These workshops
will be in the late summer or fall of 1980.
Program Initiative

The Formula Grant and Technical Assistance Division of OJJDP has developed
a new program initiative for fiscal year 1980 entitled "Removing Children from
Adult Jails and Lock-ups". This program is intended to provide the necessary
resources, including both financial and technical to jurisdictions which will assist
them in planning and implementing a viable strategy to remove juveniles from
adult Jails and lock-ups. The results sought from this initiative are:

The removal of juveniles from adult Jails and lock-ups.
The development of a flexible network of service and placement options for

alleged juvenile offenders and non-offenders based upon: (1) the least restrictive
alternative, and (2) maintenance of a juvenile's family and community ties.

A planning and implementation process for removal which: (1) is based upon
a recognition of youth rights and due process and which promotes the advocacy
of such, and (2) uses active citizen participation and youth involvement.

The development and adoption of intake criteria, consistent with the standards
of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention and other nationally recommended standards, for alleged Juvenile offend-
ers and non-offenders who are awaiting court appearance.

An enhanced capacity for parents, schools, and police to resolve Problems of
youth in a non-judicial manner and thus alleviate the use of jails and lock-ups.
This includes, where appropriate, the coordination and integration of public
and private child welfare services.

An identification and description of viable alternatives to the use of Jails
and lock-ups.

This initiative should be published in the Federal Register the week of
March 17, 1980, for public comment and published to solicit applications during
mid-May 1980.

Question 47. We understand at a minimum, the DOJ recommended to the
White House a $135 million to $140 million cut in the OJARS fiscal year 1981
budget. What effect will this have on the fiscal year 1981 OJJDP budget? What
reduction in MOE funds will be experienced under the DOJ proposed reduction?
What recommendations, if any, have the DOJ made for additional reduction in
OJARS positions? Similarly, explain any impact on OJJDP.

Response. As of this date the President has announced that there will be a
substantial reduction in the OJARS fiscal year 1981 budget. However, the extent
and nature of the reduction have not as yet been determined. The President will
announce the details of his budget proposals by the end of March.

Under the maintenance-of-effort provision, any budget reduction in the pro-
grams authorized by the Justice System Improvement Act (JSIA) will result
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in a proportionate decrease in funds available for juvenile justice purposes. For
example, if the JSIA formula and categorical grant programs are cut by $100
million, monies for juvenile justice decline by about $20 million. Juvenile justice
programs supported by State and local formula monies or by national discretion
ary or community anti-crime grants, will be curtailed.

Since the outcome of the budget discussions is not yet certain, no firm recom-
mendations have been prepared for concomitant reduction in personnel. If the
fiscal year 1981 cuts, as anticipated, fall heaviest on the JSIA financial assistant
programs (community anti-crime, formula, national priority, and discretionary
grants), then it is likely that there will be similar reductions in the positions
allocated to manage these programs, as well as support personnel. In this in-
stance, no direct Impact on OJJDP is foreseen.

PART D. ISSUE: MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTATION

Question 4. The OJJDP grants awarded to the SPA Conference in 1979 and all
progress, quarterly reports.

Responses. Progress and financial reports are not due until the end of April.
OJJDP did not award any grants to the National Criminal Justice Association,
formerly known as the SPA Conference, in fiscal year 1979. We did, in fiscal year
1980, transfer $70,000 to the Office of Criminal Justice Programs to supplement
a grant they have for the period November 1, 1979 to October 31, 1980.

This supplement to the OCJP is to support the grantee's activities in some of
the following juvenile justice areas:

1. Serve as liaison among the National Advisory Committee, the Federal Co-
ordinating Council, and various public interest groups.

2. Work with state planning agencies and others concerned with finding accept-
able options for the chronic hard-to place non-criminal children, which many
states were claiming will prevent them from achieving 100 percent DSO.

3. Help states improve and develop their capacity to effectively monitor their
progress on Section 223(a) (12) and (13) by:

a. identifying compliance problems faced by SPAs, RPUs, courts, etc.; and
b. recommending standard forms for data collecting in each state using

the standard deflitions.
4. Assist states in applying the research materials and information available

from NIJJDP.
5. Work with states, entitlements, RPUs, etc. to implement the new OJARS

Legislation and its implications on Crime Control MOE funds.
Question 5. The evaluation of the OCACP Project "House of Umoja" Contract.
Response. The OCACP Program initiative under which the House of Umoja

Neighborhood Anti-Crime Program was funded did not provide for an individual
project level evaluation. This was basically due to the severely limited OCACP
funds available for the project. This Office did, however, fund one comprehensive
national evaluation of the initial Community Anti-Crime Program initiative,
which will assess the entire program and its achievements. That evaluation is not
yet complete and can be made available as soon as the final draft is approved.

Question 6:
MEMORANDUM

Subject Response to Questions Relating to JJDP Act Reauthorization.
To Ira Schwartz, Assistant Administrator, OJJDP.
From John Pickett, Director APM Staff, NIJ.

This is in response to Homer Broome's request of March 12, 1980. Specific in-
formation requested of the Institute is to "provide . . . the evaluation of grant
(79-NI-AX-0072) awarded to the University of Chicago to study the impact
of the New York State juvenile violence statute."

The title of this grant is "New York's Double Crackdown on Juvenile Violence:
A Policy Experiment in General Deterrence." The period of award is from
September 1, 1979 through August 31, 1981 and the award amount is $82,68.
No results are available from the study at this time. It is still in its data col-
lection phase. The purpose of the project is as follows:

In 1976, the State of New York restructured its sentencing policy toward
young violent offenders by creating a category of "designated felon" who,
at the discretion of the judiciary, could be eligible for treatment as an adult
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in the criminal courts. In 1978, the State of New York lowered the age of
criminal responsibility for certain serious violent offenses, removing many
juveniles from the Family Court to the jurisdiction and more severe penalties
of the Criminal Court.

This study seeks to utilize this double crackdown to investigate the re-
sponse of these specific age groups to the threat of increased sanctions. The
projects basic design will be to compare over time in New York and non-
New York jurisdictions the changes, if any, in age specific criminal behavior
of New York's criminal justice system to determine the extent to which the
level of sanctions administered did, in fact, increase.

Question 7. The OAI Reports regarding the review of 185 OCACP and OJJDP
grants referred to at page 55 of the September, 1979 Management Brief.

Response. Attached please find a copy of the OAI "Summary Report of the
Community Anti-Crime Categorical Grant Audits," dated August 1, 1979.

Que8tiox 8. A copy of each OGC legal opinion and advisory memoranuum re-
garding the JJA, the relevant position of the CCA and the operation of policies
of OJJDP.

Response. The Office of General Counsel has issued numerous legal opinions
and advisory memoranda that directly or indirectly affect the Juvenile Justice
Act and the OJJDP program.

OGC has several file drawers of material related to the Juvenile Justice pro-
gram. These files are always available to OJJDP and agency personnel for back-
ground or other use. Similarly, OGC would be pleased to open its files to sub-
committee staff. Alternatively, OGC will gather legal materials related to specific
issues or concerns and forward copies of these materials to the subcommittee
at its request.
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NOTIFICATION OF GRANT AWARD

5 DAYS AFTER SIGNATURE -
TRANSMITTAL LETTER AND
ORANT AWARD DOCUMENT
TO GRANTED, COPY TO
GRANT MANAGER
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ANswERS SUPPLIED BY THE OJJDP IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS AT HEARINGS

1. How much money did the Office start FY 1980 with?
$129,520,746.
a. How much was prior year money?
$26,650,746 minus $2,130 reverted 80 money=$24,520,746.
b. How much was 1980 money?
$105,000,000 (including $2.1M reverted 80 money).
c. How much was Crime Control Act money?
$10,141,273 (FY 70), $5,000,000 (FY 80) =$15,144,213.
d. How much was JJDP Act money?
$100,000,000 (FY 80), $14,376,473 (FY 79).
2. Of the total available at the beginning of the year, how much and what per-

cent has now been obligated?
$20,236,801 or 30%.
3. At the beginning of FY 1980, how much discretionary money did OJJDP have

available from the sources listed below, and for each, how much and what percent
are now obligated?

Percentage of
Oct. 1, dollars

Available, Obligated, obligated as
Oct. 1, 1979 Mar. 1, 1980 of Mar. 12

1979 JJ special emphasis ----------------------------------- $15,794,987 $4,273, 947 27

1980 special emphasis -------------------------------------- 21,250, 000 399, 480 2

Total special emphasis ------------------------------- 37,044,987 4,673,427 13

1979 Crime Control Act ------------------------------------- 10, 144,273 8,284,258 82
1980 Crime Control Act ------------------------------------- 5,000,000 700,000 14

Total Crime Control Act ------------------------------- 15, 144, 273 8,984,258 59

CFE:
1979 (477051) ------------------------------------------ 1,477,051 650,000 44

TA: 819 (0 ,00'W 000)).-.-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TA:
1979 (215,248) ------------------------------------------ 3,215,248 2,790,790 871980 (3°000,000) ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

NIJJDP:
1979 (19,187) ------------------------------------------ 11,019,187 3,138,326 28
1980 (11,000,000) .......................................................................................

T otal -------- ---------------------------------------- 67, 900, 746 20, 236, 801 ........
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Introduction

Many Interested persons and supporters have sought specifics regarding
our efforts to implement the Senator Birch Bayh Juvenile Justice Act
since October 1, 1977, the beginning of Fiscal Year 1978. I'm certain
that the information herein will assist in developing a fuller under-
standing of the nature and extent of the progress to date.

Among the highlights are the following:

A. 74% of the Bayh Act discretionary funds appropriated since FY 75
have been awarded since October 1, 1977;

B. 70% of the total Bayh Act discretionary awards have been made
since October 1, 1977;

C. 63% of the Bayh Act fdrniula grant funds appropriated since FY 75
have been awarded since October 1, 1977; and

D. 70% of the FY 79 Bayh Act funds available to OJJDP on October 1,
1978 were awarded by March 1979.

It is obvious that OJJDP critics who have unjustly dwelt on issues
of performance will be murdered by this cruel gang of facts.

With war regards,

John M. Rector
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention
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INTRODUCTION

I. Juvenile Justice Act Formula Grant

II. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Grants

III. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's
Crime Control Act Grants

IV. TOTAL ACTIVITY
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I. Formula Grant Program (October 1. 1978 to March 1979)

A. Grant Activity

(a) FY 79 Appropriation $63,750,000

(b) 47 Awards to date 599136,000

(c) 3 Awards with serious problems 2,495,000
(N.J., D.C. and Mont.)

(d) Reverted formula funds available 2,119,000
as discretionary from awards not
made to non-participating states.
(Neb., Nev., N.D., Ok1., S.D. and
Wy.)

B. Performance to date

(a)(i) Percent of FY 79 OJJDP Formula
funds awarded by March 1979: 95.9%

allocated: $61,631 .000
awarded: $59,136,000

(ii) Percent of FY 78 OJJDP formula
funds awarded by March 1978 60.0%

allocated: $71,711,750
awarded: $43,416,000

(b) Percent of grants awarded by
March 1979: 94%
planned: 50
awarded: 47

C. Formula Grant Award History

(a) FY 75 $ 8,936,648
FY 76 24,129,580
FY 77 43,077,406
FY 78 71,711,750
FY 79 59,136,000
(3/79) $206,991,384
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(b) Since October 1, 1977, OJJDP has awarded $130,847,750
in formula funds.

(c) Since October 1, 1978, OJJDP has awarded 29% of total
formula funds appropriated in OJJDP history.

(d) Since October 1, 1977, OJJDP has awarded 63% of total
formula funds appropriated in OJJDP history.

D. Relative figures on the award, subgranting and- expenditure
of formula grant funds.

(a) Testimony before Congress In April 1977 by then
Acting LEAA Administrator revealed the following:

FY/Formula Grant % Subgranted % Expended
Award as of 12/3/76 as of 12/3/76

75 -- $9.25M
76 -- 24.50M

33.8M 27% 6%
(9,126,000) (2,000,000)

(b) As of 9/30/78 9/30/78 9/30/78

75 96% 91%
76 94.4% 73.2%

(c) As of 9/30/78

77-- $43,077,406 85.6% 44.9%
78-- $61,211,750 48.5% 8.1%

(d)

() In 17 months (5/77 through 9/78) the states increased
the percent of FY 75-76 funds subgranted from 27% to
95.2% and increased the percent of FY 75-76 funds
expended from 6% to 82.1%.
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(1i) Of the $97,946,515 subgranted by the states as of
9/30/78, 90% or $88,820515 occurred between 5/77
and 9/78.

(iMl) Of the $50,106,300 expended by the states as of
9/30/78, 96% or $48,106,300 occurred between 5/77
and 9/78.

(e) For comparative purposes it is noteworthy that at the
end of LEAA's third fiscal year, 1971, the following
was reported by the House Committee on Government
Operations:

FY 69-71
Awarded Subgranted Expenditures

$552,034,602. 25.1%
($138,475,771) No figures kept

18.8%
(9 major states)

The Committee, In its Report entitled, "Block Grant Programs
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration," House
Report No. 92-1072 (92nd Cong., 2d Session), 5/18/72,
Chairman Chet Holifield, concluded the relevant chapter III,
Program Paralysis with the following observations:

The 'difficulties and delays' are no less now
than 4 years ago when the programs started.

Delays caused by reasonable grant application
procedures, procurement actions, review steps,
and guideline interpretations are understandable.
The problem discussed here, however, goes deeper
than those obvious factors. It is one which has
as its root the inadequate management and direc-
tion which have been provided to the programs
by LEAA and the States. A more fundamental
cause may be the structure of the block grant
delivery system itself'.

Block grants provide a guaranteed annual income
to a State upon submission of a technically
sufficient plan without regard to the amount
which the SPA has been able to usefully spend
in previous years.

70-796 0 - 81 - 23
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U. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Programs (Concentration of
Federal Effort, Special Emphasis, Technical Assistance and the
Institute)

A. Grant Activity

(a) Available for FY 79 $ 44,122,000

(b) Awarded by March 1979 16,506,000

(c) Remainder earmark as follows:

(1) OJJDP's Institute for Juvenile 3,923,000
Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention

() Technical Assistance 29651,000

(iii) Continuation of Prevention 2,996,000
Projects

(iv) Continuation of Federal 914,000
Effort Projects

(v) Model Programs 2,632,000

(vi) School Resource Center 2,500,000

(vii) Youth Advocacy Initiative 8,000,000

(viii) Alternative Education 4,000,000
Initiative $ 2796169000

B. Performance to date:

(a)(i) Percent of total available 38%
awarded to date

allocated: $44,122,000
awarded: $16,506,000

(ii) Percent of total available 8%
awarded March 78

allocated: $70,500,000
awarded: $ 5,400,000
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(b)(i) Percent of discretionary grants 38.5%
awarded by March 1979

planned: 112
awarded: 43

(II) Percent of discretionary grants 11%
awarded by March 1978

78 year total: 172
awarded: 20

C. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Funds

(a) Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Awards 75-78

% of Total
F. Year Amount Number Appropriation Approp. Awarded

1975 0 0 $14M 0

1976 $14.2M 46 $16M 15

- 5.7M OJJDP Institute
- 4.1M Transferal to HEW
- 1.5M To SPAs
- 2.9M Unsolicited

1977 $13.8M 45 $27.375M 15

- 5.8M OJJDP Institute
- 2.O Transferal to HEW
- 5.8M Prevention
- .2M Other

1978 $65M 172 $36.250M 70

- 1611 OJJDP Institute
- 6.6M Prevention
- 1.8M Technical Assistance
- 1.8M Concentration of Federal Effort
- 7.6M Model Programs
- 3.5M Restitution
- 4.O Children in Custody:Incentive
- 4.7M Children in Custody:Prlvates
- 10.5M Nonoffender/Children in jail state project
- 6.O State and local projects (Track II)
- 1.7M Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders

$93M4TO TWO
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III. Crime Control Act Funds Available to OJJOP

(a) LEAA Parts C and E funds available
for FY 79

(b) Part C

-- available
-- awarded
-- percent of total awarded 75%
-- remainder earmarked for

Project New Pride
(Serious Offenders)

(c) Part E

available
awarded
percent of total awarded
remainder earmarked for:

21%

(1) Continuation of Diversion
(ii) New Pride

(d)(i) Percent of OJJDP's C and
E awarded by March 1979

(i) Percent of OJJDP's C and
E awarded by March 1978

$21,000,000

5.000,000
3,772sQO0

1.2"2.000

16.000,000
3,419,000

3,2219000
9:360 00012 581,0%0

34%
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IV. OJJDP TOTAL ACTIVITY

A. Grant Activity

(a)

Formula Grants

Juvenile Justice Act
Discretionary

Crime Control Act
Discretionary

(b) Percent awarded of
as of March 79

-- available
awarded

Available
Oct. 1, 78

$ 61,631,000

44,1229000

219000,000

$126,753,0
total available

Awarded
March 79

$ 59,136,000

16,506,000

791919000

65%

$127M
$ 83M

(c) Percent awarded of total Juvenile
Justice Act available as of March 79

-- available
-- awarded

$107,872,000
$ 75,642,000

(d)(i) Percent awarded of all available
discretionary funds as of March 79

-- available
-- awarded

$65M
$24M

(ii) Percent awarded of all available
discretionary funds as of March 78

-- available
-- awarded

$93M
$5.5M

(e) Total projects awarded of total
planned for FY 79, March 1979

planned 162
-- awarded 90

70%

37%

5.8%

55%
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(f) As of Feb. 5, 1979, OJJDP awards accounted for 47.7%
of the total awarded by LEAA In FY 1979. This con-
trasts i Mti.25% at the same Juncture last year.

(g) Of the total $110M Juvenile Justice Act discretionary
funds awarded since FY 1975, 74% or $81.5M has been
awarded In the past 18 months (since Oct. 1, 1977).

(h) Of the total 296 awards of Juvenile Justice discretionary
funds made since FY 1975. 69% or 205 have been awarded in
the past 18 months (since Oct. 1, 1977).

(1) As of March 1979, a total of 50 full-time OJJDP employees
were on board. As of March 1978, 44 such persons were
employed.

(j) The following chart reflects relative grant activity of
major LEAA Offices. It is based on information submitted
by the Office of Comptroller, LEA, and published in the
November 1978 Monthly Management Briefs prepared by the
LEAA Office of Planning and Management:



PERCENT OF TOTAL CATEGORICAL AWARDS PER QUARTER -- FY 1978

Office Oct/Dec Jan/Mar Apr/June Jul y/Sept Percent
Office of Juvenile Justice 8.1 10 40 41.9 100and Delinquency Prevention

Office of Criminal 12.2 13.5 23 51.3 100Justice Programs
Office of Community 3.5 14.1 30 52.1 100Anti-Crime

National Institute of Law 12.5 10.5 22.2 54.8 100Enforcement and Criminal
Justice

Average: 9.5 12.5 27.5 50.5
OJJDP
OCJP
OCAC
NILECJ

All LEAA 11.0 17.7 27.1 44
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101320.18
January 5, 1978

FIGURE 15-1. OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION ORGANIZATION CHART

OFFICE OF THE *
ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR

• LEAA

II
POLICY, PLANNING &

COORDINATION STAFF

I
NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR

JUVENILE JUSTICE &
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

* ALSO ADMINISTRATOR, OJJDP

OFFICE OF PROGRAMS

I
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FEDERAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FUNDS

AVAILABLE THROUGH

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT*

FY75 - FY79

$348 MILLION
I..

*Excludes Title Ill Funds
PREPARED BY THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
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SPECIAL EMPHASIS PREVENTION INITIATIVE
BY RACE AND SEX - OCTOBER 30, 1978

OTHER
.97%

NATIVE AMERICAN
4.0 %--

Is

ASIAN

NOTE:* MALE 52.0%
FEMALE 48.0%
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SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVERSION PROGRAM

BY RACE AND SEX - SEPTEMBER 1, 1978

OTHER
.37%

NATIVE AMERICAN SIAN

4.67 .07%

HISPANIC

BLACK
/ 7 46.4%

AWHITE,-
2i 29. 0 % ..



SPECIAL EMPHASIS PREVENT!0N INITIATIVE BY RACE AND SEX - OCTOBER 30. 1978

MALE FEKAIE ASIAN

*VENICE

TULARE

SALYA. ARMY

CHICAGO

HFS

S ,OyS CLUBS(1 site)

PHILADELPHIA-

TUSKEGEE

FT. PECK

UNITED EIGHT. HOUSES
CALL.AS

SEATTLE

GILS CLUBS

REW HAVEN

BOSTON

ASPIRA

'TOTAL % of TOTAL

119

171

547

76

194

44

0

72o

133

442

805

573

0

375

35

601

4, 8~352e.0

67

83

322

62

131

5

642

505

132

267

647

493

172

423

25

503

4 Q?

1
8

0

0

0

0

1

0
1

17

0

28

8

1

0.

0

BLACK HISPANIC WHITE NATIVE AMERICAN

74

43

618

72

243

47

361

1223

2

366

956

525

19

242

14

32

19~

*Ov.y partial count/data not yet in computer
*'Only 1 site reporting according to XCCD all data is 20%

79

131

4

48

4

2

136

2

0.

199

156

58

61

*100

36

1056

4.137 2-11252.0 22.7

27

59

216

14

73

0

.142

0

1

125

285

356

81

7

16

1.818p19.5

0

3

27

.1

4

0

1.

0

261

0

13

54

2

91

0

0

375
4.0

(Total Minority

OTHER

4

10

4

3

1

0

0

0
0

3

2

42

1

17

3

0

TOTAL

185

254
869

325

49

' .642

.1,225

265

710

19~452.

1,063

172

785

"60
I ,lC4

91
.97

CW3

9s293 .

7480 -% of Total 80%.less than actual count



SPECIAL E,.P.!ASIS DIVERSIO- POSJI BY PACE AV.O SEX SEPT..1 , 1978

O Of Central Puerto
TOTAL Denver Rosebud Memphis Boston Florida Kentucky Kilwuakee Rico HFY Harlem Jchn jay Tot

FAL.E 31 NA 185 39 161 95 NA KA NA N'A 37 547

VA.LE 287 NA 1,3G9 275 527 599 NA NA NA NA 510 3.567

• 1 TS 29.0 56 532 175 444 232 119 -'112 1,£7
BLACK 46-4 116 1,0Z0 90 239 451 233 2 1.89 *266 2.C

HISPANxIC 18.6 141. 44. 16 489 187 1 167 1.04

ATAN .07"

2

313 260 1,554

5

314

4

687 694

2

7 : 1

4 371 498

2

189 190 547

2C

2

5.60m

Total Minorities - 3938
% of Total 70%

4.67
*1,.

tAT. AN.

OTHER

TOTAL

260

0 -a 7



SPECIAL ID'PASIS CEIKST T TZATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS INITIATIVE T10 4 MMUI . 1978

BY RACE AND SEX

I

Arzonm Aly.4um Sake TIgho Conn. RekWr. Illinois Chip S.C. Vancouver ;pokane Total of Tot,

FV'ILE 1,800 1,632 381 287 736 1,679 88 2.758 4. 580 10,352 52.9

FALE 793 1,305 246 128 877 1,038 63. 4,102 283 362 9.197 47.0

MI4ITE 2.167 1.843 596 304 1,231 1,424 148 4,636 679 881 13.CC9 67.7

I rACE 325 660 3 76 357 1,104 2 2.210 .3 20 4,760 23.1

FISPARJIC 859 2,0 19 30 22 154 1 1 1,376 6.6
ASMW4 15 46 .2 1 3 2 4 7 79 .3 01

"e 00,
AT. M. 19 .20 2 1 1 14 1 6 3 25 261 1.2

IOTHR 39 75 2 4 6 20 6 1 7 160 .7
* TOTAL 34594 2.933 624 415 1.618 2.719 151 6,859 691 941 20.S45,

S of Total 17.4 14.2 3.0 2.0 7.8 13.2 .7 33.3 3.3 4.5

Total Ki orlty 6.636
. of Toul .32%
Cost Per Child SW?7

1TE: Dispirity betnen sex and ethnic count totals. Data has not been finalized by evaluators



359

i

ti

"State received and obligated this amount of JJOP funds; subsequently withdrew from Act. .2o.
"*State received Formula Award forthis FY: but withdrew and returned full amount to LEM.
Participated for full fiscal year; Withdrew in FY 1977 and returned all unobligated formula fund

4MS FtJVIS AWADED TO STATES BY FISCAL YEAR

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 TOTAL
I A Supp. #Ia *a ' ., |I UIc tN , ,U , -,U , 3 9 0 "
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saw&" 2020,MO 308.000) 268o 7,o00

,S4,'A AM _," 000- -inL' -(0 1.21 .. L.Q
LI&A,101 38[03 1 .402:000 2,501, [0( .0 00 325000 11.345 0Q .
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m 200-000) 360 .000 643-0X0 972.00 82s.000 3 .CcO

735,000 5 000 3?0Q0
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W=ANK 200,000 25.0X 227,0M0 366,000 313.000 1.356,.'L.
MARTLANG, 9n14 000 rin ~ nJflnr 91 1 M Afi- 2 Cf -214-
rAIMACHVET 1S 200._000 693 .000 1.23 1%M 50,000 5 39; O
______ 333000 1.20.000 2,142.0M 378CO 2,.753.000 9.70600
,,,u,,,a,, .10,000 910,000. 1,374,000 .13, 0 ,.--t--
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FORMULA GRANT FUND FLOW
AS OF 3/1/79
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OJJDP ACT DISCRETIONARY GRANT ACTIVITY FY 75-79 (3/79)
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History of OJJDP Act Funds FY 75-79 (3/79)
(In Milions).7
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HISTORY OF THE AWARD AND GRANT ACTIVITY OF OJOP
JUVENILE JUSTICE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS

1974 - 1979

A
TOTAL MONTHS 34 - 63%

20 - 37%

TOTAL GRANTS 66 - 22%
230 - 78%

~C -T V.

TOTAL JJ $18.7M - 17%
OF AWARDED 91.3M - 83%

I 7 4 MONTHS
(20 MON)

K' GRANTS-

9-74
< p "T tm e " 7-77

230 or 78%

3-79
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20531

March 5, 1980

Senator Birch Bayh, Chairman
Subcommittee on the Constitution
U.S. Senate
Wasington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Beyh:

Attached please find the recomendations of the National Advisory Committee for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for the reauthorization of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. These recommendations were adopted by the
MAC at its February 21-23, 1980, meeting and represent the Committee's final position
regarding reauthorization.

The National Advisory Committee wishes to express its strong support for the existing
legislation particularly the provisions regarding the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders, the separation of adults and Juveniles in institutions, the
emphasis on advocacy, the 75 per centum requirement to determine compliance regarding
deinstitutionalixation, and the monitoring of Jails, detention and correctional
facilities.

The Advisory Committee has also considered a recommendation to revise the Act to
include an emphasis on the violent, serious and chronic repeat offender. Although
it is an important issue, the NAC opposes any such revision because the current
LEA legislation permits the use of its funds for such purposes, and because the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has and continues to make important
strides toward removing from the Justice System youngsters not needing its control.

The NAC does recommend that the Act be revised to provide that the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention be a separate organizational entity under the
Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics and on an organizational par
with the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the National Institute of Justice
and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The Advisory Committee further reconends
that the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention remain
with OJJDP and retain its authority to conduct basic research.

Additionally, the MAC is recommending amendments which would:

(1) target additional attention and resources on the problems of disadvantaged
and minority youth;

(2) expand the list of Jurisdictions that qualify as "States" eligible for funding
undqr the Act;
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(3) clarify the term "Juvenile detention or correctional facilities";

(4) strengthen activities to coordinate Federal Juvenile delinquency efforts;

(5) provide for representation of State Advisory Groups on the National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and amend the appoint-
ment process to the MAC to allow members to serve until their replacements
are appointed;

(6) strengthen the role of the State Advisory Groups; and

(7) transfer the authority for the Runaway Youth Act to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

The Advisory Committee recommends a four year authorization period, an authorization
level of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, and an appro-
priation level of $140,000,000 for FY81. The NAC also supports the recommendation
of the WARS reorganization proposal that fifty additional staff be allocated to
OJJDP.

In summary, the members of the Committee wish to express their appreciation to you,
the members of your Subcommittee, and the Subcommittee staff for the opportunity
to comment on reauthorization and we hope that our recommendations are helpful.
We are pleased with progress under the Act thus far and have high expectations for
the future.

Sincerely,

C. Joseph Anderson, Chair
National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

CJA/TK/sr

Enclosure

CC: Mary Jolly
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

RCOMMM.DATIONS

1. Section lOl(a)(4) should be amended as follows;

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

2. Section 101(a) should be further amended as follows:

(6) States and local communities which experience directly the devastating
failures of the juvenile justice system do not presently have sufficient
technical expertise or adequate resources to deal comprehensively with the
problems of juvenile delinquency; (sa4)

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

(8) because of race, economic standing, sex, language, culture, handicap.
mental disability, or other artificial barriers, whole classes of young
people have not had their needs adequately met by human service profes-
sions in the United States;

(9) cultural segregation, both on the mainland United States and its
territories, has led to isolation and alienation of young Americans; and

(10) existing programs have not adequately responded to
the particular problems of minority and disadvantaged youth.

3. Section 103( 4 ) and 103(5) should be amended as follows:
S

(4) the term "Office of Justice Assistance Research, and Statistics"
means the aency established by section 86la) of the Justice System
Improvement Act of 19T9.

(5) the term ("Adi&.tv.e.") "Director" means the agency head desig-
nated by section (&b~ 4-th-Qm&b-s- Qeaw a- -st e
Ae-ef-196 8-as-med) 801(a) of the Justice System Improvement Act of
1979.

4. Section 103(7) should be amended as follows:

(7) the term "State" means any State of the United States, the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands, (eMu-ey-.w&te6y-$p-.e4.m--th-&au.det-..)
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the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands,

5. Section 103(12) should be revised as follows:

-44-tke- 4erm-eeeeeeai-iRet& en-ep-fses y -meae-eay.piae g-ee
4ke-een#Inemen%-ep-wehab~~n-f vneeie4e e- dv~~~
*hawged-v&bh-er-eenw&ebed-si-ejrm&na -e f.Qnseeo-and

(12) the term "Juvenile detention or correctional facilities" means any
secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of accused
or adjudicated Juvenile offenders or non-offenders or any public or pri-
vate facility, secure or non-secure, which is also used for the lawful
custody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders; and

6. Section 201(a) should be amended as follows:

(a) There is hereby created within the Department of Justice, (Law
oo Office of Justice Assistance

Research, and Statistics, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (referred to in this Act as the "Office"). The (Adminmt4patw4
Director shall administer the provisions of this Act through the Office.

Note: References to the "Law Enforcement Assistance Administration" and the
"Administrator" should be changed throughout the Act to be consistent
with this proposed revision and the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979.

7. Section 204(k) should be deleted to be consistent with recommendation #23
which would transfer the administration of the Runaway Youth Act to the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

eee k- ae4e-as-appep-iahe-vth- he-emedt ea-eC-thk-Seeebm y -esh'-e

k44(k)(l) The Administrator shall, etc.

8. Section 206(a)(1) should be amended as follows:

Section 2o6(a)(1) There is hereby established, as an independent organi-
zation in the executive branch of the Federal Government a Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter referred
to as the "Council") composed of the Attorney General, the Secretary of
Health(,F 54weaen-as4-W.4Vawe) an4 Human Services, the Secretary of Labor,
the Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, (4he-Cm&.eLenea-s#
4h*-QGf4*e) the Secret- of Education, the Director of the ACTION
Agency, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget, a member of the President's Domestic
Council. or their respective designees, the Associate Administrator of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Deputy Associate
Administrator of the Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, a member of the National AdvisoryCommittee for Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention and representatives of such other agencies as
the President shall'designate.
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9. Section 206(a)(2) should be amended to read:

(2) Any individual representing a Federal aMency designated under this
section shall be selected fromn individuals vho exercise significant decision-
msking authority in the Federal agency involved

10. Section 206(d) should be amended as follows: '

(d) The Council shall meet (a- ofi-eI-etw-44m.o-poe) at least quarterly
each year and a description of the activities of the Council shall be in-
cluded in the annual report required by section 204(b)(5) of this title.

11. Section 206(e) should be amended as follows:

(e) The (Aoee4aeA~h ~e4re) Chairman of the Council (maa) shall.
with the approval of the Council, appoint a staff director, an assistant
staff director, and such (pewemmes') additional staff sirort a T)
the Chairman considers necessary to carry out the (pvweee, functions
of (iiiia) the Council.

12. Section 207 (c) and (d) should be amended as follows:

(c) The regular members of the Advisory Comaittee shall be appointed by
the President from persons vho by virtue of their training or experience
have special knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency or the administration of juvenile justice, such as juvenile or
family court Judges; probation, correctional, or la enforcement personnel;
and representatives of private voluntary organizations and comaunity-based
program, including youth workers involved vith alternative youth programs
and persons eith special experience and competence in addressing the pro-
blem of school violence and vandalism and the problem of learning disabili-
ties. The President shall designate the Chairman. Each group of appoint-
ments for four year terms shall include at least tvo appointees who are
members-of a State Advisory Group established pursuant to section 22 (a)(3)
of this Act. A majority of the members of the Advisory Committee, including
the Chairman, shall not be full-time employees of Federal, State, or local
governments. At least seven members shall not have attained tventy-six
years of age on the date of their appointment, of vhon at least three shall
have been or shall currently be under the jurisdicon of the juvenile
justice system.

(d) Members appointed by the President to the Committee shall serve for
terms of four years and shall be eligible for reappointment except that for
the first coupositiou of the Advisory Comaittee, one-third of these members
shall be appointed to one-year terms, one-third to tvo-year terms, and one-
third to three-year terms; thereafter each term shall be four years. Such
members shall be appointed within ninety days after the date of the enact-
ment of this title. Members hose terms have expired shall continue to
serve on the Comittee until such time as their successor Is appointed.
Any amber appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration
of the term for Vhich his predecessor vas appointed, shall be appointed
for the remainder of such term. Eleven members of the committee shall
constitute a quorum. "(42 U.S.C.5617)



370

13. Section 208(d) should be amended as follows:

(d) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of not less than five
members of the Committee to serve, together with the Director of the
National Institute of Corrections (7) and the Director of the National
Institute of Justice. as members of an Advisory Comsittee for the National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to perform the
functions set forth in section 245 of this title.

1 . Section 222(a) and (b) should be amended as follows:

Section 222(a) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
funds shall be allocated annually among the States on the basis of relative
population of people under age eighteen. No such allotment to any State shall
be less than $225,000(7). e
Ba~iel -ad-6h* - ]'o %-Tapp&" e-of%-s& - n-e. ~an .h b

(b) Except for funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975, if any amount so
allotedremains unobligated at the end of the fiscal year, such funds shall
be reallocated in a manner equitable and consistent with the purpose of this
part. Funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975 may be obligated in accordance
with subsection (a) until June 30, 1976, after which time they may be real-
located. Any amount so reallocated shall be in addition to the amounts
already allotted and available to the State(T). 4he-ViV94n-;818as4fT-Afbx4eas

eyGma- - e s- .iye-ke e# esads- er- he-eame

15. Section 223(a)(3)(F)(ii) should be amended as follows:

(ii) (may) shall advise the Governor and the legislature on matters related
to its functions, as requested;

16. Section 223(a)(10) should be further amended as follows:

(J) programs designed to focus resources on minority and disadvantaged
youth;

17. Section 224(a) should be amended as follows:

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

(11) develop and implemefit programs relating to Juvenile delinquency and
learning disabilities(w); and

(12) develop and implement programs designed to address the problems of
minority and disadvantaged youth.

18. Section 24l(c) should be amended to read:

(c) The activities of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention shall be coordinated with the activities of the
National Institute of (Lw-En~eeinaen-aM-mm&a.) Justice in accordance
with the requirement of section 201(b).
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19. Section 216 should be amended as follows:

Section 216 The Deputy Associate Administrator for the National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall develop annually and
submit to the Associate Administrator after the first year the legislation
is enacted, prior to (S.$aaber-0), October 31 a report on research, demon-
stration, training, and evaluation programs funded under this title, including
a review of the results of such programs, an assessment of the application
of such results to existing and to new Juvenile delinquency programs, and
detailed recomendations for future research, demonstration, training, and
evaluation programs. The Associate Administrator shall include a summary
of these results and recommendations in his report to the President and
Congress required by section 204(b)(5). (42 U.S.C.5656)

20. Section 261(a):

The NAC recommends that the Act be reauthorized for the fiscal years ending
September 30, 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984 respectively and supports an
authorized appropriation level of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981.

21. Section 261(b) should be amended as follows:

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261(a) of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19T., (eh-Akat"Pat.s)
there shall be maintained from the appropriation for (Qbe-La- fe-e.-
A.e4.tame.-Adm.=;eb - ) Title I of the Justice System Improvement Act
of 1979, each fiscal year, at least (W9va) a percent of the total apro-
priations (6u-%= eA.-A mteae. __m) under that title, for Juvenile delinquency
program. (42 U.S.C. 5671)

22. Section 262 should be amended as follows:

(_) The administrative provisions, etc.

(b) INo State. as defined in section 103(7). shall be excluded from national
research activities funded under this Act unless reasons for such an exclusion
are specifically set forth in the research report.

23. Title III - Runaway Youth

The National Advisory Comittee reaomnds that the administration of the
Runaway Youth Act be placed within the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention to be administered as a separate categorical program.
The NAC further recommends .that program and staff continuity be maintained.

Finally, the Advisory Comittee recomends an authorization level of
$25,000,000 for the Runawy Youth Act for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1981.
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US. Dcpwtmot of Jtice
Law Enforcement Assistance Admidnistration
Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliquency
Prevention

Weshimgon, D.C. 2031

MAR 1 1980

The Honorable Birch Bayh
Chairman
Subcommittee on the Constitution
Committee on the Judiciary
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am pleased to provide for the record of the Committee on the Judiciary
responses to questions which you submitted for my consideration at the
time of the Committee's hearing on my nomination to be Administrator
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

My personal views regarding the matters which you have raised are set
forth on the pages enclosed with this letter. For clarity, each question
is restated, followed by my response. Your support for my nomination
and the assistance continually provided by Mary Jolly, Staff Director and
Counsel of the Subcommittee on the Constitution, are greatly appreciated.

I look forward to continuing to work with you to assure that the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is effectively implemented in
the manner that best serves the needs of our Nation's young people.

!ly,

Administrator

Enclosure
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PERSONAL RESPONSES OF IRA M. SCHWARTZ TO QUESTIONS
POSED BY SENATOR BIRCH BAYH IN CONNECTION WITH JUDICIARY

COMMITTEE HEARING ON NOMINATION TO BE ADMINISTRATORS
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

1. The Act provides that all LEAA programs concerned with Juvenile
Justice shall be administered or subject to the policy direction of the
Office of Juvenile Justice. I think it is important to know how you see
the relationship between the Juvenile Justice Act and the Justice System
Improvement Act, since you have responsibility under both. Do you see a
single, integrated approach for administering the provisions pertaining to
the criminal justice and delinquency prevention statutes?

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the Justice System
Improvement Act differ in both their objectives and the approaches taken to
achieve those objectives. I believe that certain aspects of the two stAtutes can be
integrated. State criminal justice councils and local advisory boards can be
responsible for administering both programs. Considerable savings can continue to
be realized by utilizing management techniques which avoid duplication. While
programmatic integration should be limited, I believe that a more integrated
approach than has been taken in the past is possible.

Under the prior Crime Control Act, LEAA administered both the JJDP program
and maintenance-of-effort funds earmarked for juvenile programs. Section 527
provided, as you are aware, that all LEAA juvenile programs were to be
administered or subject to the policy direction of OJ3DP. In practice, this did not
occur. Not only were former LEAA officials hesitant to give OJJDP policy control
over maintenance-of-effort funds, but responsibility for some aspects of the JJDP
Act program was not delegated to the OJJDP Administrator. Although this
problem was addressed in the legislative history of the Juvenile Justice Amend-
ments of 1977, the Justice System Improvement Act continues conflicting responsi-
bilities in two officials.

Under the Justice System Improvement Act, LEAA, NIJ, and BJS will each have
responsibilities to support juvenile justice activities with maintenance-of-effort
funds. The old Section 527 has become Section 820, but its terms are further
limited. Only LEAA programs are to be administered or subject to the policy
direction of OJJDP. For B3S and NIJ, there is only a requirement to "work closely"
with OJJDP. In the short time I have been Administrator of OJJDP, I have found
the officials in LEAA to be very helpful and cooperative, and believe that many of
the prior difficulties will be resolved by mutual agreement. However, conflicting
provisions of the two statutes will still be able to be used by persons occupying
these positions in the future to restrict the authority of 033DP and limit the
appropriate integration of two programs.

2. One of the important provisions of the Act establishes a maintenance of
effort provision at 19% of the LEAA funding to be spent on traditional
courts and corrections programs for serious, violent offenders. How do
you assess the significance of this section? Do you believe that this
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section should mandate that these funds be spent exclusively for serious,
violent offenders when we amend the Act next year?

The Justice System Improvement Act, in carrying forward the maintenance-of-
effort requirement, states that the funds are to go "for juvenile delinquency
programs, with primary emphasis on programs for juveniles convicted of criminal
offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of an act which would be a criminal
offense if committed by an adult." I agree with this as consistent with the prior
intent for maintenance-of-effort. The language does not say that all maintenance-
of-effort funds have to be spent for these purposes or spent exclusively for serious
violent offenders.

The maintenance-of-effort provision is highly significant to the overall scheme of
the JJDP program, for it assures that juvenile justice funds supplement those under
the Justice System Improvement Act. Without the requirement, there would be no
guarantee that any LEAA Justice System Improvement Act funds would be spent in
the juvenile area. Not only does maintenance-of-effort assure that LEAA funds
aren't diverted to other criminal justice purposes, but it means that juvenile justice
will remain a national LEAA priority. I do not feel any change as suggested would
be appropriate.

3. In light of the fact that violent offenders are a small proportion of our
entire population of juvenile offenders, and that violent offenses by our
young are declining, do you believe that an adequate proportion of our
Juvenile Justice Act funds are being spent on status offenders and
getting kids out of jails and our neglected and abused youngsters out of
secure facilities?

Data from several studies do indicate that a very small proportion of juvenile
offenders accounts for an extremely large volume of serious and violent crime.
Identification and effective treatment of this small group present both policy and
programmatic difficulties. While serious and violent youth crime must be dealt
with, it must be done in such a way that does not include other youths who are not
in need of the same degree of attention as the most serious offenders.

A major policy aim of the Juvenile Justice Act has been to keep the less severe
offender out of contact with the most serious. The statute gives the Administrator
of OJJDP the flexibility to develop special programs designed to test different
approaches to dealing with serious offenders. However, it remains clear that a
large number of less serious offenders, juveniles charged with offenses that would
not be criminal if committed by an adult, and others such as abused and neglected
young people, are being dealt with in an inappropriate fashion. The much higher
level of resources provided by the Act to address the needs of these youngsters is
proper when their relative numbers are considered, as well as the lasting damage
which inappropriate treatment can cause. Certainly the fact that many juveniles
remain inappropriately placed in facilities indicates that much more needs to be
done.
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4. There are two very important sections of the Act which would (1) require
that within three years of a state submitting its juvenile justice plan that
they prohibit the incarceration in secure facilities of status offenders by
75% and 100% in an additional two years and (2) prevent the commin-
gling of adjudicated adults and those awaiting adjudication with juve-
niles. How do you view these two particular thrusts of the Act? Are
these important mandates? Are they marginal? How do you place them
in order of priority?

The two provisions, included in Sections 223(aXI2) and 223(aX13), are central to the
JJDP Act. Providing assistance to states and localities in accomplishing the stated
objectives is the most essential feature of the legislation. I regard the deinstitu-
tionalization and separation mandates of the highest importance, not at all as
"marginal."

It is difficult to place the two provisions in order of priority, since both embody
distinct concepts. I believe, however, that deinstitutionalization of non-criminal
juveniles is of the greatest importance, particularly because of the implications of
this section for the prevention of delinquency. Removing from facilities children
who should not be held will mean fewer juveniles who could come in contact with
adult offenders in institutions.

5. Since prevention programs' is the major theme of the Juvenile Justice
Act, what is your view as to what role prevention should play? Is it a
significant concern? Is it a backburner concern for dealing with juvenile
crime and delinquency in your perspective? Where do you place
prevention?

I believe, Senator Bayh, that your statement in the Senate Judiciary Committee
Report accompanying the legislation in 1974 best puts the matter into perspectives
"In closing, I want to sum up S. 821 in one word, 'prevention."' The legislative
history of the Act clearly conveys the feeling of Congress that there was too much
reaction to youthful offenders, instead of prevention of offenses.

The House of Representatives initially rejected the idea of placing the 33DP
program in LEAA because LEAA's approach to juvenile delinquency was seen in
terms of "crime and punishment" rather than the "preventive aspects" or "the
human values of troubled youth." When it was agreed that LEAA could best
administer the legislation, LEAA was required to continue spending a specified sum
on juvenile programs, but it was expected that the primary OJJDP emphasis would
be quite different.

Prevention of delinquency is certainly not a "backburner concern" to me. OJJDP
must play a leadership role in preventing delinquency and addressing its underlying
causes. We must look for alternative approaches to dealing with juvenile crime,
make better use of the services provided by non-governmental organizations, and
implement innovative programs that address all the needs of young people.

6. The juvenile Justice Act provides that all LEAA programs concerned
with juvenile justice shall be administered or subject to the policy
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direction of the Office of Juvenile Justice. At present, however, the
Administrator of the Office does not have the sign-off authority for
Special Emphasis programs. What will you do to encourage the LEAA
Administrator to give you sign-off on these Special Emphasis programs?
Do you believe that the Act should be amended to mandate your role in
this regard?

In my response to your first question, I addressed the historical difficulty there has
been in clarifying the responsibilities of LEAA and OJJDP. As noted, the officials
in LEAA have been very helpful and cooperative, and I believe that many of the
prior difficulties can be resolved by mutual agreement. The situation is compli-
cated by the recent passage of the Justice System Improvement Act and pending
reorganizations of OJARS and LEAA. The fact that we are reviewing the
organizational placement of OJJDP will also impact on the authority of the
Administrator of the Office to approve all grants under the Act. If my views on
this issue, as are set forth in the next response, are accepted, then legislative
action will necessarily follow.

7. At present the Juvenile Justice Act is under the administration of LEAA.
Do you support an effort to amend the Juvenile Justice Act to give the
Office of Juvenile Justice independence from LEAA, so that it will
become a fourth box under the OJARS plan equal to LEAA, the National
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics?

As I stated at my confirmation hearing, I believe that OJJDP should retain its
independence and visibility within the Department of Justice and the Administrator
of OJJDP should retain the authority necessary to fully and effectively implement
the Act. We are now reviewing the status of the Office and the impact of the
Justice System Improvement Act on the program. I have personally concluded that
OJJDP should be made independent within the OJARS structure so that it can
continue to adequately carry out its responsibilities. This decision is based on
several considerations.

The Justice System Improvement Act has substantially impacted upon OJJDP. The
Office stays within LEAA, but LEAA has significantly changed. Responsibilities
have been moved out of LEAA to NIJ, BJS, and OJARS. The relationship and
responsibilities of OJJDP are not made clear, and in fact, some of the prior role
confusion is exacerbated. Thus, I feel that LEAA and OJJDP functions can be most
effectively coordinated if OJJDP is separated out.

OJJDP was given visibility and stature with the Department in 1974 to assure that
it could effectively work to carry out its overall responsibilities of establishing and
coordinating Federal juvenile justice policy. New layers of bureaucracy have been
interposed by the Justice System Improvement Act between OJJDP and the
Attorney General. Status of the Office is crucial to the integrity of the program,
and maintaining visibility will highlight the Administration's support for the
program.

Independent status for OJJDP also makes good sense from a management stand-
point. Placing the Office with its separate statutory base and headed by a
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?residential appointee within LEAA has inevitably led to conflict. Management
and program relationship conflicts have absorbed a considerable amount of time
and energy by both agencies. It is logical that the Presidentially-appointed
program manager be given full authority for the legislation he was appointed to
implement. Separate status for OJJDP will help insure that the head of that
Office, with policy responsibility for juvenile justice, has authority to carry out and
consequently be held accountable for that policy. Giving the Office control over
its own resources will end the confusion between different parts of current law
which give overlapping responsibilities to both the LEAA and OJJDP Adminis-
trators. The funding process should also benefit from removal. Independent grant
and contract authority will expedite fund flow by streamlining the process and
eliminating unnecessary paperwork and duplicative reviews.

The goals and objectives of the JJDP and Justice System Improvement Acts are
different, with much more of a prevention and service delivery focus in the JJDP
Act. Keeping the programs separate will lessen the possibility of trade-offs
between proponents of the adult criminal justice system and the juvenile justice
system, in terms of both funding and priorities. Independent status recognizes
different policy thrusts, different constituencies, and different requirements of the
two Acts, yet allows for coordination under the OJARS structure.

My views on separate status of OJJDP were anticipated by Congress when the
Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977 were approved. The Conference Report on
that legislation included the following statement:

"it is the strong intention of the Conferees that the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention be retained within the Department
of Justice. The Conferees note, however, dependent on the outcome of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration reorganization that the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention may be estab-
lished as a separate entity reporting to the Attorney General."

8. It is contemplated that a reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act will
be for four years at a minimum authorization of $200 million for each of
the four years. Do you support an off-year funding program for the
Juvenile Justice Act from the LEAA program? Do you believe that the
program should be authorized at $200 million or should more money be
provided? Would you support an increased appropriation for the Act over
the $100 million which has been provided for Fiscal Years 1978, 1979 and
1980?

I favor continued off-year authorization for the JJDP Act. There are several
persuasive arguments against coincidental authorization periods for OJJDP and
LEAA. First, simultaneous reauthorization would tend to blur the distinct images
of the two programs and, in the eyes of those closely associated with juvenile
justice issues, diminish the stature and identity of the OJJDP program, which was
purposely made separate within LEAA. Secondly, there is a need for a separate
and focused period of review in Congress, the Justice Department, and elsewhere
within the Administration. There would be three Congressional committees and
four subcommittees to deal with at once. Jurisdictional issues which would

70-796 0 - 81 - 25
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confront the committees would likely spill over to generate adverse attitudes
toward both LEAA and OJJDP. Third, keeping the Acts discreet would lessen the
possibility of trade-offs and competition between proponents of adult criminal
justice system funding emphasis and the juvenile justice system. Finally, the public
constituent groups for the Justice System Improvement Act and JJDP Act are
distinct, although there is some overlap. The legislative development process
would require consultation with different groups on different issues at the same
time, promoting confusion.

The authorization for the JJDP Act has always been greater than the amount
actually appropriated. Given the current $100 million level of funding, I believe
that the $200 million authorization provides flexibility for reasonable growth. This
is the third year for which OJJDP funding has been $100 million and certainly the
impact of funds has been reduced by inflation. While additional funds could always
be used, the actual appropriation request must take into account budget realities
and the need to limit the uncontrolled growth of Federal spending. Having only
recently started at OJJDP, I plan to work to assure that future requests for funds
are realistic.

9. I understand that there is an OJARS/LEAA reorganization plan being
circulated within the Department of Justice. Please provide for the
Committee an analysis and description of its impact on the Juvenile
Justice Office and its responsibilities, including the maintenance of
effort provision.

The original recommendations of the OJARS Transition Task Force released on
November 30, 1979, were of concern to me. I understand that the Committee
received a copy of the Task Force Report, so I will not summarize the recommen-
dations in detail. My essential problem with the Report regarded the role of
OJARS. I felt that the Task Force misconstrued the nature and extent of the
responsibilities of OJARS intended by Congress. OJARS was centralized and the
proposed organization was top-heavy. It was given a directive role which would
have resulted in domination of LEAA, NIJ, and BJS rather than management. The
OJJDP relationship with OJARS, LEAA, NIJ, and BJS is in part dictated by the
Justice System Improvement Act, but would necessarily be affected by any
reorganization proposal. I was worried that the Task Force recommendations
opened the appearance of downgrading the status of OJJDP.

On February 12, 1980, a revised reorganization plan was proposed which directly
pertains only to OJARS, although other offices would be impacted by the results.
The role of O3ARS and number of personnel were reduced from the original
recommendations. Activities were decentralized substantially. The release of the
revised proposal was a positive step and suggests a structure more in line with my
reading of the legislation. Two of the stated purposes of the plan are to guarantee
the independence and integrity of the OJARS components and provide the
resources necessary to effectively perform their functions. This should benefit
OJJDP, although It is important to point out that LEAA, as an independent agency,
will have Its own reorganization plan. A particularly positive aspect of the OJARS
proposal is the recognition of the chronic understaffIng of O3JDP and a recommen-
dation for 50 new staff.
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10. How much staff assistance are you going to have help you carry out your
job at the Office? Are you going to have a choice in selecting the
Deputy Administrator? Will the person be of your choice?

There are currently 51 full-time positions assigned to OJJDP. Forty-six of these
positions are filled, however, some of these are filled with temporary and part-
time employees. Our resources are very strained, with some professional staff
members responsible for monitoring as much as $15 million in grants. One person
handles matters relating to 11 Western states. That is why I welcome the 50
additional staff members recommended by the February 12, 1980, OJARS reorgani-
zation proposal.

In proposing the additional 50 program specialists for OJJDP, the reorganization
plan noted the chronic understaffing which the Office has experienced since its
establishment. This situation has led to numerous problems "including an inability
to effectively coordinate Federal efforts, fund flow problems, an insufficient
number of action programs, insufficient time devoted to long-range program
planning, short time for public responses to program plans, inadequate involvement
of key interest groups, lack of assistance to the states in achieving compliance,
inability to establish a comprehensive training and information clearinghouse
program, delay in accomplishing standards implementation, an inability to engage
in effective program development work, inadequate monitoring of existing pro-
jects, delays in closing out inactive projects, and an inability to publish reports
resulting from sponsored projects."

With the additional staff a broader range of program initiatives could be developed
and funded, a much larger number of states could be brought into compliance with
the Act, more effective coordination of youth programming and more aggressive
leadership in the formulation of national youth policy could be accomplished, badly
needed training and information support functions could be implemented, and
guidance could be given to professionals in the delinquency prevention and
treatment field.

As you know, the JJDP Act gives the Administrator of LEAA authority to appoint*
the Deputy Administrator of OJJDP. The Administrator-designate of LEAA and I
have discussed the Deputy appointment at length, and we have agreed that no
person will be imposed on me. I will be involved in the selection process. There is
no timetable for making the appointment, though having a quality individual in
place as soon as practical would be most helpful to me. We will, however, be
looking carefully at the reauthorization proposals being developed by Congress to
determine if there is a possible impact on the Deputy selection process.



38O

Law Enforement Austanc Adm unhsaon

Ofis of Uw AdvmtmgIruor Wro.. D.C. MHI

30 PR 1980

The Honorable Birch Bayh
United States Senator
Washngton, D.C.

Dear Senator l1eh:

At my ontirmaticn hearirg, the Chaiman of the hearing, Senator Cochran,
asked me to respond in writing to a utaer at qustiom that you had
submitted.

Senator Cochrmn urged me to respond as expeditiously as possible in
order that the full Judiciary Ccadttee could consider my nomination at
the next meetir on Tuesday, Yarch 25. Acoordingly, I have prepared the
attached answers to your questions.

If you need clarification of my anewers or If you have further questions,
I will be available to meet or talk with you at your covenience at arn
time between now and the meeting of the Judiciary Committee scheduled
fur Tueday.

Sincerely,

Ii tar P. &oaiw,, ,r.-
Acting Administrator

Attacnment
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SENATOR BIRCH BATH'S Q1ISTIONS FOR NOE BROCE

9nes t Lon I

Mr. Broome, has your reorganization report to the Attorney General for

LM been approved yet by the Attorney General or OMB? If so, could you

please elaborate on this plan for the Comittee. If not, could you please

explain, from your viewpoint vhy? If approved, please supply a copy to the Committee.

My reorganization report has not been submitted to the Attorney General.

It If completed and will be submitted on Tuesday, March 25, 1980, for

approval consistent with Department of Justice Order 1000.2. The Department

of Justice Authorization Act also requires any reorganization report be

submitted to Congress for consideration by the House and Sendte Judiciary

Committees before implementation by the Department of Justice. A copy

of the plan will be submitted to the Comittee when approved as required

by the Department of Justice Authorization Act.

Question 2

I understand that the Attorney General has suggested to the White House

and 0tB that LEAA be either (1) fully funded or (2) be reduced in funding

by at least $200 million immediately. Please comnt on this proposal.

Also; I understand that at least 151 staff positions must be reduced by

September 30, 1980. Is this plan in the works now? If so, please elaborate.

If not, what plan is currently in the works?

Answer

I understand that the Attorney General has made a number

of recommendations to the White House and to 0MB in response to
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specific budgetary guidance given by the 1 for reductions in the IT 61

Departmntal budget. m7 reduction vil affect vital programs but the

President Must SAMa the final decision based on his analysis of national

priorities.

I have received no information concerning reductions in staff ing

levels. It is my understanding that a final decision vill be ade by

the President based on an analysis of the Departmnt's recomeendatLous

-- ng-vxsnatLon of national priorities aftev consultation vith the

Nation's governors, mayors, county executives, and key congressional leaders.

Question 3

If the White House and CHI do chose the pan that effectively eliminates

LRAI/BJS, do you have an option plan that vould phae-out these divisions

over the next four years? If so, please provide the Committee with this

option plan.

. e are awaiting the President's final decision on the funding level for

VT 81 before considering any options vith respect to the future of LM

and UJS.

Oustion 4

Mhen do you believe the White House and OK6 will make its decision

regarding LZAA/ISJS? If you do not have an exact date, could you plesee

give us an estimated date?

i
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Answer

On Kerch 14 the White House announced that the President world make

his final decision by March 31, 1980.

2estion 5

As Acting Administrator of LEAA/BJS, if you are confirmed will you

delegate members of your staff to AJS and the Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency PreVention so that they would be under the control of the

Administrators of those Offices to handle congressional relations, comptroller

functions, grant and contract review functions and legal functions?

Answer

Under the current organizational structure, the congressional relations,

comptroller functions, grant and contract review functions as well as legal

functions are under the administration of the Director of OJARS.

Hr. DogLn on February 12, proposed a reorganization in which some

congressional relations, some comptroller functions and all grant

and contract review functions would be transferred to LEA. That

proposal is now under consideration by the Justice Hanagement Division and

the 'Attorney General. It is my understanding that a- copy of that proposal

is being submitted by Mr. DogLn as part of his response to your questions.

Until that reorganization is finally approved by the Department and

OMB, I can make no judgments as to which of these four functions could be

transferred to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP).

However, I should tell you that the Attorney General has determined that no

legal functions should be decentralized below the OJARS level.
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question 6

For six year$ under the Juvenile Justice Act the Administrator of LZAA

has-had the authority to delegate a1 final authority to the Administrator

of the Juvenile Justice Office, To date this has not been done. Would yoi,

if confirmed as LEM Administrator delegate all the juvenile justice fu.tions

to the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention? If not, vhy not? If so, plese elaborate on your opinion and

future plans.

Ansver

I have asked Ira Schwartz, Administrator of the OJJDP, to make

recomsndatLons to ae for an appropriate delegation of functions to the OJJDP.

Mr. Schvartz is in the process of preparing this delegation. As you

know, Congresas-n Andrews has suggested a major restructuring of the OJJ1DP.

The final decision by the Congress on the Juvenile Justice authorization

t likely to have an impact on the ultimate question of delegation.

It is difficult for me to comit yself to any set plans until the picture

on both the legislation and the budget to clarified.

I am very sensitive to the need for the OJJDP to have the full support

of LgMA, OJARS, and the Department of Justice in carrying out its critical

functions and as Administrator of LUA, I will make every effort to provide

the critical support necessary to OJJDP.
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U.S. Department of Justice

Office of Justice Assistance, Research,
and Statistics

Office or the Director Wahington, D.C. 2053)

A 0 MAR 1980

The Honorable Birch Bayh
United States Senator
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Bayh:

Yesterday, at my confirmation hearing, the Chairmein of the hearing,
Senator Cochran, asked me to respond in writing to questions that you
had submitted.

I am pleased to have this opportunity to address your concerns. Senator
Cochran asked that I respond as expeditiously as possible in order for
the full Judiciary Ccmittee to consider nW nolnation at its next meeting
on Tuesday, March 25. Accordingly, I have prepared the attadied answers
to your questions.

If you have any further questions or if you need clarification of my
answers, I will be available to meet or talk with you at your convenience
at any time between now and the meeting of the Judiciary Committee scheduled
for Tuesday.

Sincerely,

At recto

Attachments
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SENATOR BIRCH BAYH'S QUESTIONS FOR HENRY DOGIN

Question 1

Mr. Dogin, has your reorganization-report to the Attorney General

for OJARS been approved yet? By the Attorney General or by OMB?

When did you submit your OJARS reorganization plan to the Attorney

General? Why hasn't it been approved? OR if it has can you please supply

the Comittee with a copy of the OJARS approved plan?

Answer

The reorganization report for OJARS, a copy of which is attached, is

under review by the Justice Department. It has not been approved by the

Attorney General or the Office of Management and Budget. Under Department

of Justice Order 1000.2, all proposals for major reorganization must be

submitted to the Assistant Attorney General for Administration for review

by his office prior to a decision being made either by the Deputy' Attorney

Generallor the Associate Attorney General depending upon their respective

areas of responsibility.

Under that sane order, at any time the Attorney General can also

request to specifically review a major reorganization proposal. Hr.

Civiletti has .shown an active interest in the implementation of this major

pece of legislation and therefore we have forwarded copies of the

reorganization plan to the Assistant Attorney General for Administration

and the Attorney General. The plan has not been approved because the

Department has not had sufficient time to complete its analysis of the

plan.
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Question 2

I understand that the Attorney General has suggested to the White House

and 01B that the OJARS/LEAA/NIJ/BJS be (1) either fully funded or (2) be

reduced in funding by at least $200 million immediately. Please comment

on this proposal.

Also, I understand that at least 151 staff positions must be reduced

by September 30, 1980. Is this plan in the works now? If so, please

elaborate. If not, what plan is currently in the works?

Answer

I responded to this at the hearing. The Attorney General has made a

number of recommendations to the White House and to OMB in response to

specific budgetary guidance given by the OMB for reductions in the FY 81

Departmental budget. As I stated on the record, I fully support the

President's efforts to make the necessary adjustments in the LEAA budget.-

Any reductions will affect vital programs but the President must make the

final decision based on his analysis of national priorities.

I have received no information concerning reductions in staffing

levels. I would also note that numerous proposals for funding levels for

LEAA have been discussed by the Department of Justice with the OMB. The

final decision will be made by the President on an analysis of the

Department's recommendations and examination of national priorities after

consultation with the Nation's governors, mayors, county executives, and

key congressional leaders.
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Question 3

If the White House and 01B do chose the plan that effectively eliminates

OJARS/LZAA/IIJ/BJS, do you have an option plan that would phase-out these

divisions over the next four years? If so, please provide the Committee

with this option plan.

Answer

We are awaiting the President's final decision on the funding level for

FY 81 before considering any opLions with respect to the future of OJARS/LEAA/

NIJ/BJS.

Question 4

When do you believe the White House and OB will make its decision

regarding OJARS/LEAA/NIJ/BJS? If you do not have an exact date, could- you

please give us an estimated date?

Answer

On March 14 the White House announced that the President would sake

his final decision by March 31, 1980.

Question 5

As Acting Director of OJARS, if you are confirmed will you delegate members

of your staff to LIAA/NIJ/BJS and the Office of Juvenile Justice so that they

would be under the control of the Administrators of those offices to handle

o'nsreassional relations, comptroller functions, grant and contract review

functions and legal functions?

Answer

Under the Justice System Improveent Act, the various administrative

support services conducted by LEAA are in the OJARS. On February 12, I
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proposed a major reorganization of OJARS. A copy'of that proposal has

been given to the Attorney General and a copy is attached. Under that

proposal significant congressional relation functions, comptroller functions,

and all grant and contract review functions would be transferred together

with the personnel performing those functions to the BJS/LEAA/NIJ.

The Attorney General expressly refused any effort to decentralize legal

functions below the OJARS level. My proposal is now under review by the

Justice Management Division and is subject to the final approval of the

Department of Justice, OHB and the Office of Personnel Management.

Under my proposal, the Administrator of LEAA would have the final

authorLy over the use of those personal and delegation.of functions to

the division and units within LEAA including the Office of Juvenile Justice

and Del~nquency Prevention (OJJDP). In my report I did recommend that

OMB provide 50 new positions for the OJJDP. If approved, this request

would double the staffing level within OJJDP. I feel adequate staffing

of the OJJDP is critical.
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OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH AND STATISTICS
REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL

BRIEFING SUMMARY

February 12, 1980
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OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH AND STATISTICS REORGANIZATION

In December of 1979, the Transition Task Force issued a report recommending
reorganization of functions previously performed by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration In order to.implement the Justice System Improvement
Act. After careful consideration of the report, I have decided to make
substantial modifications in the direction and scope of the recommendations.

The Task Force report was distributed to all offices in the National Institute
of Justice, the Bureau of.Justice Statistics, LEAA and the Office of Justice
Assistance, Research and Statistics. It was also distributed to AFSQIE
Local 2830, public interest groups, the Department of Justice, the Office of
Management and Budget, the National Instittite of JAw Enforcement and Criminal
Justice Advisory Board, and other interested parties for review and comment.

Forty-seven (47) written comments were received. Most commentators objected
to the recommendations in the report. A number of particularly compelling
comments were directed to the strong role and large size of the Office
of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics which was recommended in the
report*- Other comments were directed to the recommendation to close area audit
offices. Some commentators were concerned about the assignment of the Equal
Employment Opportunity office to the proposed Office of Financial and
Administrative Services, and still others were also concerned about the
consolidation of the Office of'Public Informatio1 and the Office of
Congressional Liaison.

The Task Force was comissioned to make frank recommendations. They
did an excellent job under very difficult time constraints. I take
responsibility for the issuance of their report. However, the
recommendations propose a structure which I feel cannot be supported in view
of the changes made by the Congress in the President's original proposal
to establish an Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics.

Although the report can be read as consistent with the legislation, the
Task Force's recommendations could allow theOffice of Justlce Assistance,
Research and Statistics to act as an umbrella agency, exercising policy
direction and control over the National Institute of Justice, the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, and LEAA. This is clearly not what Congress intended.

After reviewing the comments and considering the legislation and its supporting
history, I have determined that a new approach needs to be taken. This
report outlines the proposed approach that I will recommend to the Attorney
General.

.Updn receiving the Attorney General's approval and after any necessary
changes, the proposal will be forwarded to OMB for review in light of the
existing resources and statutory mandates of LEAA, NIJ, BJS and OJARS*
The proposal wi) also be sent to the Congress for comment.
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in taking the new approach, I followed four basic principles:

1. The statute requires that the independence nnd integrity of the
research, statistical and financial assistance functions must be
guaranteed in the new organizational configuration.

2.. LEAA, NIJ, and BJS must have the resources necessary to award,
administer, and review grants and contracts and to appoint personnel
as specified in the Justice System Improvement Act.

3. OJARS will coordinate the activities of the other units, develop
national priority programs with LEAA and provide limited staff
support for those services which, if replicated in each unit,
would cause duplication and inefficiency.

4. OJARS coordinative role will provide for resolving inconsistencies
among the policies and programs of the NIJ, BJS, and LEAAand
insuring that all three units work together effectively where their
functions overlap.
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RIGILIGHTS OF THE PROPOSED REOMANIZATIONS

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSIA) creates four organizational
unites the isw Enforcement Assistance Adminiscration (LEMA); the National
Institute of Justice (NtJ)l the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), and the
Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS). The JSIA
details the specific fuct Laos which are assigned to each orsnizational unit.
The fuhctions'ofl,,kEAA include state and local financial ahd technical assistance,
Juvenile Justice activities, eomunity anti-crime programs, and education
and training efforts. NWJ'a functions encompass research. evaluation, and
program development responsibilities. The new 5JS consolidates statistical
functions. OJARS has the main responsibility for-coordinating the activities
of and providing direct staff support to the other three unite. Coordination
in this context means resolving differences between them and ensuring that
all three units work together effectively where their functions overlap.

Office of Justice Assistance. Research and Statistics

The most significant departure from the former organizational configuration
of the LEAA occurs with the creation of the new Office of Justice Assistance,
.Research and Statibtics (OJARS). Under the JSIA this new office is authorized
to directly provide staff support to and coordinate the activities of the
National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of Justice Statistics and the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The nw OJARS represents,'thereforo,
a restructuring of and a significantly reduced replacement .for the former
staff offices of the LEAA. Under the reorganization proposal,, staff at
the OJARS level are cut in half (when comared to the January 1980 personnel
strength for silar services provided by the staff offices of the former
LEAA) and major staff functions in the aress of audit, program r'eview, personnel,
general counsel, public information, grant and contract administration,
planning and congressional relations are decentralized to the now NIJ, SJS
ad LEAR.

Every former LAA staff office except the 0CC, the OCRC, and the OKW
experiences a reduction in staff and a decentralization of
functions. In undertaking this decentralization
one long range goal was always kept 'in nin, the creation ot thres inaepenoent
bureaus which were essentially self-contained, yet coordinated. WorkinS with

* the low personnel ceilings imposed upon the former LpAA, every effort was made
to achieve this goal. The extent of the decentralizatiba-for each office is
determined by: (1) the criticality of the function for self-contained operation
at the VIJ, 5.S and LUA levels; (2) the availability of resources at the NIJ,
IJS and LEAA levels among existing personnel on board at the time of reorganization
to perform such functions; (3) the practicality of transforring existing personnelefom former LEAA staff offices to the MIU, SJS and the'nw LAA to perform those
functions for the now units, in other words, "Doe the present staffing
of those functions allow for a thre-way division of the function while still
giving each unit sufficient qualified personnel to adequately perfor the -,
function?"; and (4) the difficulty of OJWARS exercising a coordination role
if the function were decentralized.

70-706 0 - 81 - 26
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Furthermore, it t proposed that the program review and audit activities pre-
viously performed by the Office of Audit and Investigation (OAT) for tile
entire LEAA program be decentralized to each of the three units under the
mew organizational configuration. This means that LEM, NIJ and BJS will
each have their own audit and program review staffs. Since the great majority
of grant activity will be a function of the new LEAA, and since the great
majority 9f auditors and program revieverp in.the field will be providing
services to LEAA, it is proposed that the present area office field structure
be retained and be converted into LEAA area offices performing audit and
program review activities for that organizational unit.

Exhibit I depicts the proposed organizational structure and functions for
OJARS. The major reorganization actions and relevant transfers of personnel
which must be undertaken in order to implement the proposed reorganization
are summarized in the next section of this report entitled, Llaor personnel
Shifts.

Llv Enforcement Assistance Administration

The JSIA reauthorizes the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and
provides for significant changes in its function and scope in order to stream-
.lne and improve the Federal program of financial and technical assistance.
Chief among these changes are: -

a simplified formula grant program that cuts red tape, increases
the role of local governments, and targets monies to effective
programs

a new national priority grant program to encourage the adoption of
programs that have been shown to be effective through research
and development
6

a greatly strengthened mandate to review, assess, and report on
program performance.

a renewed emphasis on community and citizen participation

LEM's principal role is to manage efficiently the following programs within
the JSIA:

Criminal justice formula grants (Part D)

R National priority and discretionary grants (Parts E and F, respectively)

* Training and manpower development (Part G)

SComunity Anti-Crime programs (Part A)

• Juvenile justice programs (Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended)

* Public Safety Officers' Benefits (Part L)

Technical assistance (Part A)
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In viev of Departmental and Presidential priorities placing a heavy
emphasis on juvenile justice and community anti-crime, staff devoted to
both of these programmakic areas should be significantly increased when
LEM is reorganized. JARS will assist in identifying alternatives for
remedying the chronic understaffing In chese areas.

.atloal Institute of Justice

The National Institute of Justice (NKJ) Is authorized to carry out basic
research, applied research, demonstration and disseiination activities in
order to advance knowledge about crime and delinquency and to improve and
strengthen law enforcement and the criminal and Juvenile justice systcis.
In addition to research and development, NIJ carries out the following
related functions that fulfill legislatively assigned objectives:

wvaluatLon of criminal justice programs;

Identification of programs and projects of proven effectiveness;

* Design and field testing of mode programs based on promising
research findings and advanced criminal justice practices;

T Training workshops for criminal justice practitioners in
research and evaluation findings, and efforts to assist th•
research community through fellowships and-special seminars; and

* Operation of an international clearinghouse for criminal justice
information--the National Criminal Justice Reference Service.

The MKJ will be headed by i Director appointed by the President and will
have a Presidentially-appointed advisory board which, together with its -
empanded authority over graots and contracts, guarantees the Lntqgrity and
continuity of the research effort.

The organizational structure of the former National Institute of Law Enforce-
mat and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) will remain intact until such time as the
new Directr of the MIJ is appointed. In order to guarantee the independence
of the research function as. well as 'to make the new NIJ a basically self-
contained organizational unit, significant staff functions previously performed
by. LEMA staff off Ices for the NILECJ will now be decentralized to the MU.
To accomplish this there will be.created within the NIJ specific staff support
units wbhlh will perform the following services for tbe MIJ: planning; budget
preparation; management; grants/contracts financial review; grants/contracts
administration; personnel management; aduinistrative support; audit and program
teview; advisory board support; congresoLonal relations; and public Information.
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Bureau of Justice Statistics

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) is authorized by the JSIA to carry out
the following functions:

" Compile, collate, analyze, publish and disseminate national
statistics about all aspects of crime, civil and criminal
justice, civil disputes, and criminal offenders.

* Assure the quality of the justice statistical components of
- all federal justice information systems and, through (the)

state(s) statistics bureaus, of all state information systems.

• Establish national definitions and standards for justice
statistics..

* Support state and local governments in the development of
justice statistical information systems.

* Develop and maintain compatible components in state and federal
offender-based transaction systems in order that useful national
data may bi produced.

The BJS is therefore mandated certain functions directly transferable from the
former NCJISS, but it Is also assigned responsibility and authority f6r new
activities related to federal-level justice statistics management. Initially
the BJS will be established by transferring the two broad functions bf ICJISS
into the BJS. The Statistics Division of NCJISS as well as the Systems
Development Division will be transferred intact into the BJS. Certain systems
programs and management responsibility for this program area are slated for
ttansfer to LEAA in NY 81 and it is recommended that planning for this occur
during FY 80 and that the formal transfer of the function be accomplished by
an amendment to the IY 81 Budget. The final organizational configuration of
the JS must await appointment of the BJS Director.

In order to guarantee the independence and integrity of the statistical
function, several significant staff functions previously performed by
centralize& LEAA staff offices for the former NCJISS will now be decentralized
to the BJS. Specifically, it is proposed that there be created new staffs
which will perform the following functions for the BJS: planning; management;
budget preparation; grants/contracts financial review; grants/contracts
administration; personnel management; administrative support; audit and program
review; support to the BJS Advisory Board; congressional relations; and
public information.
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OFFICE OF JUSTCE ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH AND STATISTICS (WJARS)

Ixwznl -- zcE orTH
ICOUNgCIL -

o National Priority
Program Coordination

o UF Program Coordination
o Evaluation Coordination
o Program Implementation

Coordination
o Process and Procedures

Ialysis
o Red Tape Reduction

OFFICE OF PROaRAM
AND RESOURCE COORDINATION

(OPRC)

o Dlrectsc* Staff
o Congressional Affairs
o EEO

OFFICZ Of MEAL AFFIRS
AND LEISATIVE REYIEM

(OLALR)I

o C(42plalnt o ail o FO0A ; Finvestigation 0 Property o .Executive Secretariat 0 Audit-Standards a budget Formlation*o Compliance Review o Space . o Press Releases and o Inventiaticn and Execution
0 Records Management contacts o Aountilng
o Personnel Support and o Finanal t n ds

Internal Training o Information System
o Graphl 3ervloes o Financial Systems
o Printing

February 12, 1980

PHOPOSED

DIRECTOR 
I

[



398

PERSONNEL SHIFTS

(All personnel shifts are expressed in permanent full-tie positions -- PFTa on
board as of 1/12/80)

A. Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS)

1. Office of the Director (OD) (8 PFT)

This Office includes the Director and his staff and .an Office
or Equal Employment Opportunity which is the former LEAA OEEO.
The Director's staff will include an Executive Assistant, a
Special Assistant for Congressional Affairs, a Secretary, and
an Office Aide. The Director and his staff are personnel from
the former LEAA Office of the Administrator.

2. Office of Program and Resource Coordination (OPRC) (12 PFT)

Responsibilities of this office will include national priority
program coordination, discretionary grant program coordination,
coordination of evaluation activities, program implementation
coordination, process and procedures analysis and red tape -

reduction. Employees froo the former LEAA Office of Planning
and Management (OPH) will be transferred to this unit. A
mid-level program analysis officer is transferred from OPH to
the BJ8 to supplement the program planning expertise existent
in that organization and to raise it to the existing levels of
the planning staffs which are in LEAA and the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ) In addition, the Correspondence
Control Desk which existed in OPH will be transferred to the
Office of Communications and Public Affairs in OJARS.

3. Office of Legal Affairs and Legislative Review (OLALR) (12 PFT)

The OLALR will be primarily responsible for providing legal advice.
amd developing and reviewing legislation which affects the new
bkganization. The OLALP. will provide general counsel to OJARS,
BJS, NIJ and LEA. Personnel from the former LEAA Office of
General Counsel will be transferred to the OJARS OLALR.
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to Office of Civil RiShte Compliance (OCRC) (17 P'")

The OCRC is responsible for civil rights complaint investigation
and compliance review for all of the bureaus in the organization.
The former LEAA Office of Civil Rights Compliance is retained
intact with its present staffing level as an identifiable civil
rights staff within OJARS. The OCRC has been given authority
to hire two additional personnel to address critical staff shortages.
Alternate methods for increasing the staff complement will be
researched and highly prioritized in order to address the civil
rights mandate.

5. Office of Administrative Services (OAS) (31 PT)

The OAS is responsible for property management, record vanage-
went, space utilization, mail, personnel, graphics, printing,
and internal training. The personnel function is decentralized,
in part, to LEAA, BJS, and NIJ. OAS retains the c'assification
and employee services functions for the entire organization.
Authority .or classification decisions, however, will bo vested
in the heads of OJARS, LEAA, BJ3 and NIJ. The NIJ and BJS
each receive a person from the former LEAA, 003 to handle day-to-day
personnel management issues. Members of the former LEAA, 0OS will
be transferred to OAS as shown on the support schedule that follows.

6. Office of Communicatiqns ahd Public Affairs (OCPA) (9 PFT)

The primary functions of this office will include press releases,
photography support, correspondence control, and Freedom of
Information services. The FOIA function will be provided to all
four bureaus. LEAA, BJS, and NTJ will be provided with public
Information specialists from the former LEAA Public Information
Office to provide for press releass and press contacts. CAA
(2 PP?), BJS and NXJ (1 PFT each). The Correspondence Control
Staff from the former LEAA OP vii be transferred into this unit.
The former Congressiopal Liaison Office (CLO) is completely.
decentralized to the E A, 7BJS and MIJ, providing each unit with
staff to perform congressional liaison activities for each unit.
Congressional liaison functions fr OJARS will be handled by a
special assistant within the Office of the Director of OJARS.

7. Office of Audit Standardi and Investiation (OASI) (7 PFt)

The OURS OAS! reports to the Director of. OJARS and Is responsi-
ble for internal and external investigations involving OJARS
&. veil as developing and coordinating audit standards Among
the L AA, BJS and HilJ audit units and perfoming audits of OJARS'
grantees and contractors. This unit will consist of an Audit
Standards Division (2 PFT), an Investigation Division (3 PFT),
an4 an Office of the Dirctor (2 PFT). The major portion of the
former QAI is being transferred to the reorganized LEAA. Portions
of the former OAI are being transferred Into audit staffs and
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prograV& review staffs for BJS and NIJ. Area offices will
basically remain intact under LEAA. (Certain individual
personnel transfers will be necessary to staff segments of
the new units in OJARS, BJS and NIJ which will be centrally
located in Washington, D.C. (Major shifts are presented
in support schedules that follow.)

8. Office of the Comptroller iOC). (56 PFT)

The OC is responsible for providing centralized budget
formulation and execution, acco.,iting serv!Ces, information
systems, small purchases and financial standards for each
entity within the new organization. It will also provide
grant and contract administration for O4ARS. The OJARS OC
staff will be derived from the former Office of the Comptroller
In LEAA. Former Comptroller personnel will also be transferred
to LEAA, BJ3, and NIJ to provide these entities with grant and
contract making and control capabilities. (See support schedule
for a summary of the major shifts.)

Personnel

TOTAL OJARS -- 1.52 PFT

8. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)

The LEAA will include the current staffs of the Deputy Administrator,
OCJP, OCACP OJJDP and OCJET. Personnel t o be transferred in will
come from the former OAI, OC, OOS, CLO, and P1O. The LEEP
function and personnel are scheduled to be transferred to the Department
of Education in April f980. The LEAA will be reorganized subsequent to
this proposed reorganization of OJARS.

PFT from DAA, OCJP, OCACP, OJJDP, OCJET 180
PFT from former LEAA staff offices

Total PFT 299

C. Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)

ThelJS will include the current staff of the LEAA NCJISS and support
personnel from the former LEAA OPH, OAI, OC, 003, CLO and PIO. A
reorganization of the BJS will occur subsequent to the selection of a
Presidential appointee.

PFT from NCJISS 26
FP? from former LEAA Staff Offices "

Total PFT ll

707M 9N9
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D. National Institute of Justice (NIJ)

The IJ will be ocmprised of the current staff of NILECJ and support
personnel from the former LZAA staff offices of OAI, OC, 00, o0C,
CLO, and PIO.. Restructuring of the office will take place subsequent to
the selection of a Presidential appointee.

P7? from NILECJ 65
PIT from LEAA Staff Offices 23

Total PVT 88

Office of Justice Assi1tan0e,
Research & Statistics PFT

Office of the Director 8
Offioe of Program and Resource Coordination 12
Office of Legal Affairs and Legislative

Review
Office of Civil Rights Compliance
Office of Audit Standards .and Investigation 7
Office of the Comptroller 56
Office of Commumications and Public Affairs 9
Office of AdmListrt:Lye Services 31

152

Law Zaforcement Assistance Adinistration 299

Bureau of Justice Statistics 41

Ifational Institute of Justice 88

Tom AL

(Pn numbers will change based on attrition; however,
reoranizatlon will remain the sae.)

the principles of the
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SCHEDULE OF
MAJOR PERSONNEL SHIFTS

1. Former LEAA Office of Administrator

PFT Distribution

PFT Position OJARS. OD

Administrator
Deputy Administrator for
Policy Development

Secretaries
Special Assistants
Office Aide

1
2

LEAA, OA

11
2

11. Former LEAA Office of Planning and Management

PF? !'stribution

WARS
PFT Position/Unit OPRC OCPA BSIT

Office of Assistant Administrator
Correspondence Control
Policy Planning Division
Management Division

3

12

"3

T -L,

Ill. Former LEAA Public Information Office

PF Distribution

OJARS LEAA BiS NiTPVT Position

Public Information Officer/
Specialist

Staff Assistant
Clerk Typists

3
1

IT. Former LEAA Congressional Liaison Office

Position

Congressional Llhison/Officer/Analyst/Spe.
Clerk Typist

1 1 1

PF? Distribution

LEAA

3

BITS NXJ

1 1

1

'1
1

2

II

A~

3
3
5

6

1
2.

P7?



403

V. EMr LZA Office of Audit and XInvstigation

cat
Office of Assistant Administrator a

anagement Review & Analysis Divts
1 Investigation
5 Central Audit Operations Division

fl Area Offices

VI. Former LEAA Office of the Cmcetroller

m_
5 Offioo of th Comptroller
5 Policy Development and

Training Division
16 Information System Division

5 Public Safety Officers benefits
28 Agountins

Orants/Contraot.s management
Division:

8 Contracts
3 Control Desk

-A- Area Desks and Start

PVT Distlbution

5LAA Bja Kri

1

.1 S

11 ~ I

PIPT Distribution

OJARS. OC LIAA. P53 BJS. S

5
15
5

18

3

-i

I (MUP)

5
10 (Lap)

31

1 3

_1 I

Former LA Offioe of Onerations Support

Office of Assistant AdmWstrator
Records INuagement Staff
Administrative Servi*es Division
PernnMel and Training
Audio Visual Commnications Division

IVT Distribution
UiM &J

3.
2

16
5 2--

*e (1) to OCPA.

m.

3
2

1617

WM

Qn

!
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Reassignment of Employees

The proposed organizational structure has been reviewed by the JARS Personnel
Office. Position descriptions have been reviewed, and it is anticipated that
with a very few exceptions the reorganization can be accomplished by
voluntary transfer or by reassignment of employees from one position to another.

The reorganization will not cause anyone to be involuntarily separated or
reduced in grade. In the very few instances where a reassignment cannot
accomplish the transfer, discussions will be held with the individual employee
affected and with the Union if the employee is a member of the bargainius unit
in an effort to assure an appropriate placement to at least the same grade
as the employee currently holds.
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ADDITIONAL PERSONAL REQUIRED FOR DIHPLD4UEATIOU

In order to decentralize former LZAA staff offices to the extent contained In
this reorganization proposal, to transfer the functions performed by these
offloes to each of the three now units as detailed in this proposal, and to/
adequately staff the transferred functions, additional permanent full-lme
po'tons (PUT's) will be needed by NWi, BJS and LEAA. Due to the low
personnel ceilings assigned to LELA in FY 79 and 80 and the high attrition
rate experienced during these years, certain functions centralized in LEAA
staff offices are staffed at 1ow levels. If they were decentralized and
present personnel were distributed among all four units, no one of the units
would have suffioLept personnel or sufficient areas of specialty to adequately
perform the decentralized functions. Therefore, additional positions will be
needed in order to operate in a decentralized mode.

It Is estimated that an additional 84 positions ill be necessary in order
to adequately perform the functions which vill be decentralized as well
as to remedy the chronic underataffing-problex in Juvenile Justice. The
total 84 positions that should be requested would breakdown as follows.

Organization Additional PFT's ReQuired

(1) LEAA 1
(2) IJS 12
(3) IJ 6
(4) oJJDP O

TOTAL 8

No additional positions would be required for OJARS. The 34 additional
positions for LEAA, BJS and NIJ would be needed specifically to further Lple-
ment the now functions decentralized to these organizations. The 50 positions
required for OJJDP would be all .proramatio personnel in order to relieve the
chronic understaffing in this area. However, this number could be reduaed if
IlA, as part of Its reorianLation, were to transfer existing resources Into

OJJDP in an effort to address the critical staff shortages. An explanation of
eoh of these requirements is presented below.

31 Additional Reuired Positions for LEAA. IIJ and 3.15

As pointed out above, It the present personnel, budget and contract functions
are decentralized to LSA, NIJ and BJ.J additional specialists in these areas
will be needed In order to adequately staff these functions at the agency
level. Additional positions will also be needed In order to adjust the
total personnel mix in each of these three organizations so as to obtain
a reasonable professional to clerical' ratio. k reasonable estimte aS to
bow the additional positions required would break down Is presented below.
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LEAA Additional Positions

Type of Position * PFT's

o Budget Analysts (LEAA, OJJDP) 2

o Personnel Management
Specialists (LEAA, OJJDP) 2

o Program Analysts (LEAA, OJJDP) 4

o Management Analysts (LEAA, OJJDP) 4

o EEO Specialist I

o Clerical 3

.LEAA Subtotal 16

BJS Addi-tional Positions

Type of Position # PFT's

o Budget Analyst 1

o Personnel Management
Specialist 1

o Social Science Analysts 7

o Clerical 2

o EEO Spocialist 1

BJS Subtotal 12

NIJ Additional Positions

Type of Position # PFT's

o Budget Analyst 1

o Personnel Hanagement Specialist 1

o Contract Specialist 1

o Clerical 2

o EEO Specialist

NIJ Subtotal 6.
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20 Additional Juvenile JustiCe Program Specialists Required for the Office of
uvenile Justice and Pelinguency Prevention

Since its establishment, OJJDP has experienced chronic understafting, which
haa created numerous problems including an inability to effectively coordinate
Federal efforts, fund flow problems, an insufficient Umbcr of action programs,
insufficient time devoted to long-range program planning, short time frames
for public responses to program plans, inadequate involvement of key interest
groups, lack of assistance to the states in achieving compliance, inability
to establish a comprehensive training and information clearinghouse program,
delay in accomplishing standards implementation, an inability to engage in
effective program development work, inadequate monitoring of existing projects,
delays in closing out inactive projects, and an inability to publish reports
resulting from sponsored projects. These problems have been further intensified
by the recent increase in the juvenile Justice program funding level in FY 80,
a funding level proposed to continued Into FY 81.

ith 50 additional staff a broader range of program initiatives could be
developed and funded, a much larger number of states could be brought into
compliance with the Act, more effective coordination of youth programming
and more aggressive leadership n the formulation of national youth policy
could be accomplished, badly needed training and information support functions
could be Implemented which would Improve delinquency-related programming, and
guidance could be given to the field in delinquency prevention and treatment--
resulting in a general improvement in the administration of juvenile. justice.

In general, the additional requested staff would enable (JJDP to take advantage
of the opportunity noted by Attorney General Civiletti: "This is a time of
special opportunity which we must seize in the face of an ever-expanding need
for attention to juvenile Justice problems.
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US. Department of Justice
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,

Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliquency
Prevention

Washington. D.C. 20531

MAR 3 1 1980

Mr. William Raspberry
The Washington Post
1150 15th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20071

Dear Mr. Raspberry:

I read with great interest your column entitled "White Crime/Black Crime"
which appeared in the March 31, 1980 issue of the Washington Post. While I
certainly appreciate your interest in juvenile justice issues, I would, however,
like to point out that I believe the comments attributed to me were not precisely
accurate. The inaccuracies, I feel, were most likely the result of some
misunderstanding.

Specifically, I believe I indicated that Mr. Robert Woodson of the American
Enterprise Institute criticized the track record of the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention with respect to the funding of minority organiza-
tions and the degree to which funds have served minority youth. Senator Birch
Bayh requested that I look into the matter and submit my findings to him and the
various members of the Subcommittee on the Constitution.

At the time you called me, I believe I stated that I had called for an independent
study into the allegations. I had not, at the time we talked, reviewed the results
of that study. I did, however, indicate that I had received a summary report of a
study conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice which indicated
that:

1. Minority youth are processed by the courts differently than their white
counterparts.

2. Holding constant the reason for referral, members of racial minorities
are still processed differently.

3. Minorities are more likely to be detained.

4. Minorities are more likely to be institutionalized.

I believe I also stated that the report on the processing and handling of youth by
the juvenile justice system had been forwarded to the researchers who were
conducting the independent assessment of this Office. The findings of the
National Center for Juvenile Justice are disturbing and indicate major problem
areas that need to be addressed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.
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In short, while there is evidence that discriminating practices may exist in the
juvenile justice system with respect to minorities, the answer to questions
regarding the track record of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in handling minority programs and serving minority youth cannot be
answered until the independent study has been fully completed.

I hope this clarifies any misunderstanding that might have occurred. I would, as I
indicated to you, be more than happy to make the results of the in 'ependent
study available to you and my response to the various recommendations that may
be made.

Si cerely

Ira M. Schwa h
Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention

cc: Senator Birch Bayh
Congressman Ike Andrews
Homer Broome, Acting Administrator, LEAA

70-796 0 - 81 - 27
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(From the Washington Post, March 31, 1980)
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1tUS. Depultmat of Justice
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliquency.
Prevention

Washington, D.C. 20J31

JUL .18 1980

The Honorable Birch Bayh
Chairman
Subcommittee on the Constitution
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

During my Senate confirmation hearings in December 1979, a number of
concerns were raised with respect to the responsiveness and record of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (O33DP) in addressing issues
pertaining to minorities. In light of the questions that were raised, you asked
that I look into these matters and report back my findings.

After carefully assessing how best to approach thit Important area, I decided to
Invite two respected juvenile justice professionals from outside the OJJDP to
conduct an Independent assessment. I was most fortunate in that I was able to
secure the services of William S. White, Presiding Judge of the Circuit Court of
Cook County, Juvenile Division, and Mr. Orlando Martinez, Director, Colorado
Division of Youth Services, for this task. On June 18, 1980, I received the final
report entitled "Assessment of OJ3DP's Policy and Performance On Issues
Concerning Minorities" from Judge White and Mr. Martinez. Enclosed you will
find a copy of their report for your consideration.

I have reviewed the report in depth and have discussed its contents with the
authors. While It documents that in some areas the "track record" of the Office
in addressing minority concerns is admirable, it also highlights areas where
Improvements are needed and identifies areas where the Office needs to be more
sensitive and exert a stronger leadership role.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act mandates that states
achieve certain levels of compliance with respect to the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders and non-offenders and the separation of juveniles from adults in
detention and correctional facilities-if they are to continue to participate In the
Act and receive Federal funds. It has followed, then, that significant amounts of
OJJDP resources, both discretionary and formula grant funds, have been directed
at helping states meet these mandates. With respect to the discretionary funds
allocated, Judge White and Mr. Martinez found that "neither is racial bias
necessarily present in OJJDP programs such as Deinstitutionalization of Status
Offenders and Restitution which heavily impact on white youngsters removing
them from the system and institutions. Indeed it can be shown that minorities
have received a proportionate share of the services of these programs." (Page 6,
Paragraph 4)
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Specifically the report shows that:

1. Thirty-two percent of the youth served in Deinstitutlonalizatlon of
Status Offerers Initiative were minority.

2. Seventy percent of the youth served in the Diversion initiative were
minority.

3. Eighty percent of the youth served in the Prevention Initiative were
minority.

4. Twenty-six percent of the youth served In the Restitution Initiative
were minority.

Further:

1. Of 207 grants funded between 1975 and March I, 1980, 106 awards
funded projects which serve significant numbers of minority youth. -

2. An additional seven (7) contracts were awarded to minority organiza-
tions by two (2) grantees implementing national scope projects with
awards ranging from $99,655 to $200,000.

3. Of the $106,122,7U8 In discretionary funds awarded by the Special
Emphasis Division between 1973 and May 1, 1980, $20,391,665 was
awarded to minority organizations (19.7%). Of the total awarded,
$39,6",336 went to projects which served or will serve significant
numbers of minority youth. This is 56.2% of the total funds awarded.
(See Page 14, Paragraph 9 of the Report)

Unfortunately, because such information is not readily available, little is known
about the numbers of minority youth served by the Formula Grant funds
allocated to the state. Judge White and Mr. Martinez point out the Importance
of having the data available and its implications for Informed decision-making.
We shall, in the future, address how we can best secure this data as well as other
Important statistical Information.

in addition, the report highlights the fact that a significant amount of O33DP
discretionary resources have been directed to serve youth and families who
reside in the 30 largest cities of the United States. The data Indicates that
nearly 34% of all O33DP discretionary funds and 35% of all grants have gone to
these cities. These are areas which are characterized by a high incidence of
youth crime, high rates of youth unemployment and high rates of school dropout,
truancy and vandalism.

Despite these achievements, however, the report points out that the focusing of
attention and resources on status offenders and non-offenders, even as the
accomplishments are significant, could contribute to a high concentration
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of minorities in our youth detention and correctional Institutions. This, Judge
White and Mr. Martinez point out, ".i..s creating a dangerous and explosive
situation."

Some recent data prepared by the National Center for Juvenile Justice further
highlights the importance of greater sensitivity to minority concerns. This data
clearly documents the differential handling of minorities by the various segments
of the formal juvenile justice system. As Deputy Attorney General Renfrew and
I Indicated at the March Senate Judiciary Committee hearing on the reauthoriza-
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the data shows
that, when holding reasons for arrest constant, members of racial minorities are:

1. more likely to be arrested, particularly at an early age;

2. more likely to be formally referred for formal court processing;

3. more likely to spend a longer time in the system, particularly up to the
time of disposition; and,

4. more likely to be detained.

The findings of Judge White and Mr. Martinez and the National Center for
Juvenile Justice dramatically highlight the need for the OJJDP to address the
inequitable treatment of minority youth.

Judge White and Mr. Martinez indicated that some of the concerns raised about
the Office in December 1979 are no longer valid because of the changes which
have been instituted over the past several years. However, there are still a
number of areas where improvements can and must be made. Accordingly, I
have taken the liberty of preparing a report on some of O33DP's current efforts,
as well as other action steps, in order to improve our responsiveness to
minorities, women and other groups. In addition to the actions listed above, and
because I know of your concern, I would certainly encourage and welcome any
suggestions you might have.

Z 
rely,

Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention

cc% The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman
House Human Resources Subcommittee

TheHonorable John Conyers, Jr., Chairman
House Subcommittee on Crime
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CURRENT AND FUTURE EFFORTS

1. A Special Task Force will be appointed and charged with the responsibility
for the development of a comprehensive Affirmative Action Program Policy
and Plan for the Office. This Task Force will address all program areas of
the Office (i.e., Formula Grant Program, Special Emphasis Program,
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(NIJJDP), etc.). In addition, the Task Force will be charged with the
responsibility of identifying what Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention's (O3JDP) role and responsibility should be with respect to
providing guidance to the states in terms of minority, women and other
related issues.

2. Beginning in FY 1981, the O33DP shall strive to allocate a minimum of 23%
of the aggregate of its technical assistance, concentration of Federal effort
and NIJJDP consultation contracts to public and private non-profit organi-
zations owned by minority group members and women.

With respect to Technical Assistance, Judge White and Mr. Martinez
conclude that no minority firms were awarded contracts between 1973 and
1979. Their finding, for some reason, seems to be at odds with the official
records of the Office. Specifically, $707,323 was awarded to minority firms
for the provision of technical assistance.

In addition, the O33DP recently awarded a $300,000 contract to a minority
firm to provide staff support services to the Federal Interagency
Coordinating Council. In the past, minority contracts in the amount of
$1,327,639 have been let for other staff support services. Also, in 1979, a
contract in the amount of $423,000 was given to a minority firm to provide
technical support services to the NI3JDP.

3. In moving to fill the vacancy in the position of Deputy Associate
Administrator of the O33DP, I will give careful consideration to qualified
minority and women applicants. The need to increase the number of
minorities and women In high level administrative positions is not only a
priority of the Administrator of O33DP, but of the Attorney General and the
U.S. Department of Justice as well.

4. During FY 1980, the OJ3DP has focused considerable attention and re-
sources on the problem of serious juvenile crimes. To date, the Office has
funded a replication of Project New Pride. This initiative, funded in the
amount of $8,696,672, is designed to develop community-based correctional
programs for serious juvenile offenders. Also, before the end of the fiscal
year, the Office will fund an initiative aimed at the development of model
programs for both the prevention and treatment of violent juvenile crime.
It is anticipated that each of these initiatives will serve significant numbers
of minority youth.
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The current plan to phase out the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) program means that nearly $80,000,000 In Juvenile
Justice Maintenance of Effort funds will be eliminated. These funds are
used by the states primarily for development of programs for adjudicated
offenders. The bulk of these funds have been used to develop community-
based correctioal programs. The loss of these funds will undoubtedly limit
the O33DP and the states' capabilities in programming for the more serious
juvenile offenders.

5. With respect to the need to address the problem of the inequitable
treatment of minorities:

a. The Office will fund a minority research initiative in FY 1980 designed
to identify factors which contribute to the differential handling of
minorities.

b. The Office will focus significant resources in FY 1981 on the elimina-
tion of the practice of incarcerating juveniles in adult jails and reducing
the incidence of unnecessary detention in urban areas. Again, the
successful implementation of these initiatives will impact significant
numbers of minority youth.

c. The 033DP shall convene a series of meetings with representatives
from the professional juvenile justice community, state juvenile justice
advisory committees, public interst groups and minority and women's
organizations to examine the issues pertaining to the differential
handling of youth. Hopefully the meetings will contribute to the
development of recommendations with respect to the role and responsi-
bilities of the Office and what strategies should be implemented.

6. The O3DP has made a concerted effort to include members of minority
groups to serve on peer review panels In the grant application review
process. This effort will be expanded in the future.

7. In the near future, the O33DP will be increasing its staff complement. The
Office shall give careful consideration to affirmative action consideration in
the recruitment process.

With respect to increasing the O3JDP staff, it is important to note that
priority considerations will be given to current LEAA employees. The
reason for this is because of the high probability that LEAA and OJARS will
be phased out and because these agencies have many employees who would
be qualified for various positions in O33DP.
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June 13, 1980

Mr. Ira Schwartz
Director
Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20531

Dear Mr. Schwartz:

Re: Assessment of O.J.J.D.P.Is
Policy and Performance On
Issue Concerning Minorities

At the Senate confirmation hearings of Ira
Schwartz in December, 1979, Robert L. Woodson,
Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise
Institute and Haleen W. Williams, Executive
Chairman of the National Association of Blacks
in Criminal justice charged that the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
failed to deal with issues of concern to minor-
ities. W'illiam S. White, Presiding Judge,
Circuit Court of Cook County, Juvenile Division
and Orlando L. Martinez, Director, Colorado.I
Division of Youth Ser 'vice were asked to survey
O.J.J.D.P.Is performance in these matters and
to identify areas for improvements. Our meth-
odology was to use the Woodson/Williams testi-
mony to construct a series of issues; examine
relevant material submitted by staff, and after
wei.-hing same, to make an asses! .ment and state
findings. Because of the time that has elapsed
since the hearings and the changes made by 0.
J.J.D.P. in the interim, it is not surprising
that the December 1979 charges are not suport-
ad in whole by these May, 1980 findings.

Charge #1

The most severe and more difficult youth crime



problems are at one end of the problem/pro-
gram continuum and juvenile justice programs
concentrated at the opposite end.

Finding:

True.

Charge #2

Those communities most afflicted by predatory
crime received little attention and funding
by O.J.J.D.P.

Finding:

Not true.

Charge #3

O.J.J.D.P. research has been oriented toward non-
chronic offenders, status offenders and those
charged with less serious infractions of the law.

Finding:

True.

Charge #4

The focus of O.J.J.D.P. on the less serious of-
fender has resulted in a de facto emphasis on
non-minority youngsters.

Finding:

Not true.

Charge #5

Two separate systems of juvenile justice are e-
volving one for White middle income youngsters
and one for Black and O.J.J.D.P is contributing
to this process.

Finding:

True.
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Charge #6

Minority problems in the juvenile justice
sytem and indigenous programs said to con-
tain some solutions have not been researched
by O.J.J.D.P.

Finding:

True. Programs are announced to change this.

Charge #7

O.J.J.D.P. has neither guidelines for State
Plans nor procedures to identify and ferret
out grantee failures to do the following (1)
devote awards to services which include minor-
ity youth or (2) include minorities in SPA
membership or staffing or (3) include minority
agencies and institutions in SPA awards.

Finding:

True.

Charge #8

Minority firms were not awarded any of the
$5 million in technical assistance grants
awarded between 197S and 1979.

Finding:

True.

Charge 19

There are few minorities in policy making
positions in O.J.J.D.P.

Finding:

True.
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Although considerable information has been
submitted by staff over the weeks there is
little or no evidence that O.J.J.D.P. has
a formal minority recruitment plan for staff,
consultants, researchers or grantees. There
is little or no guidance given the State Plan-
ning Agencies along these lines. Indeed, there
appears to be some confusion in staff as to what
should be the role of O.J.J.D.P. in these areas.
It follows, that there has been a failure to
develop an office policy for implementation
which is translated into goals and objectives
relevant to the Divisions within the office.
Needed, also are methods for determining if
a policy is being implemented and i's working.
If it is,'then an appeal like that of Woodson
at a Confirmation Hearing would be rejected for
a process which is more manageable. The opera-
tional procedures of the three divisions must
compliment total office policy. Present defi-
ciencies are policy formulation, policy analysis,
and policy coordination.

Woodson in his testimony said in substance
that a triage is in effect in the juvenile
justice system: the status or minor offender
who needs little from the system; the serious,
treatment resistant dangerous offender; and
the youngsters in between. O.J.J.D.P's at-
tention and funds have been focused on the
first category which is heavily White. He
correctly observed that "This is not to say
that these kids do not need these resources,
or that we should not give it our full attent-
ion. But it should not be at the exclusion of
other kids who are in populations at risk.",
This argument against diverting these resources
from the minor offender is buttressed by our
findings that the services directed at this
minor offender/status offender group are equit-
ably distributed, with a sizeable number of
minority recipients. Focusing attention and
resources on this first group which is heavily
White does tend to make our institutions more
heavily Black with-children of the second and
third parts of the t . This is creating
a dangerous and explosive condition. The
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attention of the researchers to be recruit-
ed under recently announced programs should
be directed to the in-between group of which
Woodson speaks.

Respectfully submitted,

"William S. White

Orlando -L. Martinez
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William S. White, Presiding Judge, Circuit Court of Cook
County, Juvenile Division and Orlando Martinez, Director,
Division of Youth Services, State of Colorado were asked
to survey O.J.J.D.P.'s programs and research efforts to de-
termine if they were (1) truly coming to grips with the
more serious aspects of juvenile delinquency; and (2) were
addressing minority concerns. Further we were asked to
identify areas for improvement. The methodology was simply
to construct a series of issues; examine relevant material
submitted by staff, and after weighing same to nake an
assessment and state findings. There was, of course, some
cross checking with outside souces, but by and large the
material submitted by O.J.J.D.P. staff was relied upon as
true.

ISSUES AND FINDINGS

ISSUE El

Have O.J.J.D.P. programs been directed to the right target
population? Are the most severe and more difficult youth
crime problems at one end of the problem/program continnuum
and juvenile justice system programs concentrated at the
opposite end? Are O.J.J.P.D. programs oriented toward 'non-
chronic offenders, status offenders, and those charged with
less serious infractions of the law?

FINDING:

Special Emphasis Initiatives

Special Emphasis Initiatives between 12/19/75 and 3/15/80
totaled $104,658,060. It was estimated that 641 of this
amount ($70,5S7,156) was awarded for services to non-chronic
offenders, status offenders and those charged with less
serious infractions of the law. This estimate does not in-
clude Model Programs which in some individual grants may
provide services to less serious offenders.

, SPECIAL EJ.PHASIS GRANTS (267) $104,6S8,060

Grants, Serious Offender Programs (10) 8,696;672

Replication of Project New Pride.

Grants, Model Initiatives Programs (110) 23,017,929

Not classified as to seriousness of
offense due to lack of grant 'nformation

Grants, for clearly less serious offenders (104) 44,914,884



422

Prevention, diversion, deinstitutionalization.

Grants for Restitution and School Crime (43) $28,028,57S

Earlier it was assumed that- the Restitution
Program is serving less serious offenders.
Later supplied figures are set forth below.

As of December 31, 1979, 521 of youth in the
Restitution Program were referred for serious
property* or serious personal offenses.*

As of May 31, 1979, 75% of the referrals were
serious and/or repeated offenders and 311 were
chronic and very serious offenders.**

FORMULA GRANTS

Of the total amount of formula grant funds awarded in FY78
($61,393,000) forty-five percent ($27,864,196) was allocated
to programs which had deinstitutionalization of status of-
fenders and non-offenders as their objective. Because of the
states' coninuation policy on funding projects, the FY78
figure would be indicative of the entire period FY75 through
FY80 during which a total of $271,746,043 was awarded.

Serious Property: Burglaries with loss/damage of $11 to $250
and any other property offenses with loss/damage greater than
$250.
Very Serious Property: Burglaries with loss/damage of $2S0
or more.
a

Serious Personal: Unarmed robberies and non-aggravated assaults
with loss of $250 or less.

Very Serious Personal: Unarmed robberies and non-aggravated
assaults with losses exceeding $250 and all UCR Part 1 personal
crimes including.-rape, armed robbery, aggravated assault.

Serious and/or Repeated Offenders:' a)Victimless offenses are
not appropriate; b) Youths with three or more prior/concurrents
are appropriate; c) Youths'whose referral offenses are at or
beyond the "serious property" category are appropriate; d)
Youths whose referral offenses are at the "moderate property"
category are appropriate only if they have one or more prior/
concurrent offense.
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ISSUE 12

Have youth posing the greatest crime threat and those
communities most afflicted by predatory crime received too
little attention and funding by O.J.J.D.P.?

FINDING:

O.J.J.D.P. made 351 of its grants and awarded 34% of its
discretionary funds in the 30 largest U.S. cities as shown
by this chart.

OJJDP DISCRETIONA RY FUNDS E-XPENDED IN THE

30 LARGEST'U.S. CITIES. RANKED BY
1970 CENSUS POPULATION'

CITIES

New York
Chicago

Los Angeles

Philadelphia

Detroit

Houston

Ba I t imor e

Dallas

Cleveland.

Indianapolis

flilwaukee

San Francisco

San Diego

San Antonio

Boston

Hemphis

St. Louis

New Orleans

oJJbP FUNDS AARDED

$15,317,520

:7,042,501.

6,368,688

5,777,926

538,439

o-0

761,7.83

-0-

132,069

1,518,350

"2,286,002

-0-

4,800,6 41

1,175, 178

73'2,.224

510,046-

I.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

:12.

14.

2S.

1,6.

17.

"18.

I GRANTS

46
2 "18

21

* 23.

1

-0-

-0-

2

-0-

2

6

5

-0-

13

2"

3

1
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19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

126.

27.

28.

29.

30.

CITIES'.

Phoenix

Columbus, OX

Seattle

Jacksonville,. F

Pit'tsburgh

Denver

Xansas City

Atlanta

Buffalo

Cincinnati

Nashville

San Jose

TOTALL

OJJDP FUNDS AIIARDED

186,594

2,731,628

2,098,905
l -0-

2,290,157

"2,468,822

2'1,725,415

1,766,209
"-0-

839,860

• . 223;313.

. $61292,270 -"34"

I

I GRANTS

2

3.

* S.

-0-
8*

9

6

4

2

-0-

188 - 350
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Wq 301m 19=' ~o m MOThS mmt DuO m" =~rh CITZ J94D CUR11S?
_ (•

xecl itan cities and counties are usually given a slightly larger

sham of the state's overall JJP Thzmzla Gant than is indicated by the

ar"a' pu2d.tion. Mh reason for this is that the juvenile crnre. statistics

ae invarably higher in uxban are than in the rest of the state. The

core Urm of a large city generally receive the larjust, share of "stropt

m crim pevention type prograM.

Od.arpph (i) # Paragraphi 52 of Guideline, Manual m 4100.1IF wiuixes each

state in the JJP Act t carry out the Pass-2Though provisions

obtained in the JJ33 Act legislation in section. 223(a) (5). This mandates;

that 66 2/3t of the Fonala Grant nonie be empended thru progrm of gener-

al 'oa' gvru anmd 1mogm., of local private agencies crmsictnt wish

the state's plan, imless waived by the Adninistrator of O~rt..

A ical eamp is the City of Detroit, Wayne Omxmy fun foe.

FISCAL AR 1.979

MW Pzxlaj Grant DniE!M $1,236,533
M Wt31 Foma Grant F28730 O 45.31

2h Wayne O0ty Status Offendw Project fimdd at a level of $473,904

served a pflation that was 82. It Bla. 1.5.4% IWdte and 2.5* Hispanic

in edition tp the a1o€.m, 12." of the state s Part aC. Crime Control fud
w allocate to juveiler pdgrma in Wfe court. .

Crime ocatrol q= Prim in 5Mn nmty $1,520,833 12.9
Vbtal Part ILO Crime Fitro1 f 1,8300000 ,f

70-796 0 - 81 - 2$
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ISSUE 03
To what extent has O.J.J.D.P. research focused -on serious
youth crime?

FINDING:

Figures for FY7S, FY77 and FY78 are as'follows:

Total Amount Obligated for Serious Juvenile-
Related Research Projects (FY 1975-FY1977)

Total NIJJDP Obligations for Research
(FY197s - FY1977)

Percent of NIJJDP Budget Obligations for
.Research Focused on Serious Youth Crime

(FY1975 - FY1977)

Total Amount Earmarked for Serious Juvenile-
Related Research Projects in OJJDP FY1978
Budget

Total OJJDP FY1978 Research Budget

Percentage of OJJDP FY1978 Research Budget
Earmarked for Serious Juvenile-Related
Research Projects

$2,3l6,6035

$14,271,808

164

$ 2,880.760

$11,406,000

25%

ISSUE 94

Have the O:J.J.D.P. initiatives that focused on the less
serious offender resulted in a de facto emphasis on non-
minority youngsters?

FINDING:

It is true that status offender arrestees are predominately
white. (According to the A.J.I. report entitled "Juvenile
Justice System Achievements, Problems and Opportunities"
(p.95) in 1977 they were 82.7t White). However, the oniy
O.J.J.D.P. Project directed toward status offenders, Dein-
stitutionalization of Status- Offenders, was substantially
minority: total 20,545, minority 6,636 percentage minority
32t
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Further answer is found in these figures relating to less
serious offender programs:

Total Minority Percentagee

Diversion 5L0 "' ..8 1 70 -
Prevention 9298 7480 80
Restitution As of 12/31/79 261

The Social Action Research Center, San Rafael, California
(the National Evaluator) provides the following numbers of
schools and students covered by a School Crime Initiative
Program in 1976.

Phase I

School Team Program

70 schools
151,205 students

"47' minorities

Phase II

Team Cluster Program

210 schools
257, 481 students

S91 minorities

Total 408,686 students
S6% minorities,

A smaller earlier program included 10 Teacher Corps Schools
with 12, 173 students (31% of them minority students).

ISSUE is

Are two separate systems of juvenile justice evolving, one
for White middle income youngsters, and one for.Black? Is
O.J.J.D.P. contributing t6 this process?

FINDING:

The children in the justice system can be.divided into two
categories: those in institutions and those who are not.
It is true minorities are over represented in the former. Ten
years ago 2/3 of the youth incarcerated in California were
white, now 2/3 are either black or brown. A Preliminary
National Assessment of the Numbers and Characteristics of
Juveniles Processed in the Juvenile :Justice System prepared
by the American Justice Institute (January 1980) (p.76),
states:
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"If all non-white races are combined, this group
constitutes the majority of persons detained."

That report concludes that;

"non apparent bias can be seen to exist in the
detention decision outcome due to .race alone..."

Neither is racial bias necessarily present in O.J.J.D.P.
"programs such as Deinstitutionalization of Status .Offenders

and Restitution which impact heavily on White youngsters re-
moving them from the system and its institutions. Indeed :
it can be shown that minorities have received a proportionate
share of the services of these programs. But this give
scant comfort; the dual system is dangerous not just potent-
ially, but currently, &nd clearly points the direction for
assistance now. A reasonable conclusion here might be
that O.J.J.D.P. has not adequately addressed the inequitable
treatment of minority youth in the Juvenile Justice System.

O.J.J.D.P. has gathered reliable nationwide baseline informa-
tion regarding the proportional representation of minority
youth' in delinquency and-the Juvenile justice system. However,
this information cannot explain Wyh minorities are dispro-
portionately represented where ths is the case. Careful
research is needed to identify those factors which account
for this occurrence -- whether they be individual or insti-
tutional, or both. Through its Minority Research Progarm,
the NIJJDP has recently requested proposals for research
to be conducted by minorities on this issue.

ISSUE #6

Are minority problems in the Juvenile Justice System the
subject of O.J.J.D.P. research? Have indigenous programs
like Umoja in Philadelphia with some reputation for success
been studied or used by O.J.J'.D.P.?.

FINDING:

Relative to O.J.J.D.P.'s participation in the HUD Urban
Initiative's Anti-Crime Program, guidelines distributed
to all 39 eligible public housing authorities (PHAs) capita-
lization on the House of Umoja project as an appropriate
example in developing the delinquency prevention grant
applications to be subsidized by O.J.J.D.P. funds transferred
to HUD on an interagency agreement basis.',Furthermore,
during both direct service and telephone technical assistance
oriented contacts with prospective grantees, the House of.
Umoja and like projects have been utilized as examples.
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Recently two programs have been announced. One, Program to
Prevent Juvenile Delinquency Through Capacity Building, is
designed to increase the capacity og state and local govern-
ments, public and private youth-serving agencies, and indi-
genous neighborhood organizations or community groups, to
prevent delinquency, develop and utilize alternatives to the
Juvenile justice system, and improve the administration of
Juvenile justice.

The other, Minority Research Initiative, has as its goal
to identify and encourage the involvement of minority re-
searchers and research organizations in NIJJDP's research
rogran. There are two objectives subsumed under this goal:
) to identify and contribute to the further development of

a cadre of skilled minority researchers; and 2) to support
research conducted-by minorities on specific minority relevant
research issues pertaining to Juvenile justice and other
related topics.

ISSUE # 7

Does O.J.J.D.P. have guidelines for State Plans which will
help assure (1) that awards will be devoted to services
which include minority youth? (2) or insure minority inclu-
sion in S.P.A. membership or staffing? (3) Or that minority
agencies and institutions not be excluded from S.P.A. awards?

FINDING:

The attached memoranda submitted by staff indicate that by
and large reliance is placed on applicants' assurance of ,
no discrimination. It is stated that "Equitable distribution
factors are checked in the review of the state plan and on
subsequent monitoring and site Visits. Within each state,
existing bodies and organizations can appeal to O.J.J.D.P. in
any circumstances in which discrimination is perceived. In
turn, the Office of Civil Rights Coppliance of the Office of
Justice Assistance, Statistics and Research will investigate.
No such investigations have occurred in the history of the
JJDP Act. As a possible explanation of D.J.J.D.P.s. passive
stance in this matter attention is directed to Public Law 96-
157, Section 81$(b) state# "Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, nothing contained in this title shall be construed to
authorize the National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of
Justice Statistics of the LEAA..

"(1) to require , or condition the availability of amount
of a grant upon the adoption by an applicant or grantee
under this title of a percentage ratio, quota system, or
other program to achieve balance in any criminal justice
agency; or
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"(2) to deny or discontinue a grant because of the
refusal of anapplicant or grantee under this title
to adopt such a ratio system, or other program."

Thus, we do not request information in this area.

ISSUE A8

Have minorities been included in Technical Assistance pro-
grams, as grantees, subcontractors, consultants, staff, in
agencies receiving T.A., as clients of those agencies?

FINDING:

As'grantees. Of the $5 million in Technical Assistance grants
awarded between 1975 and 1979, no minority organizations were
involved. Until recently only four organizations were under
contract to provide technical assistance, Arthur D. Little,
the Community Research Forum, the Westinghouse National
Issues Center and the National Offices of Social Responsibility,
all owned by Whites.

As subcontractors and consultants. A current listing of O.J.J.D.P. s
T.A. contractors included 2 additional organizations, New Pride,
Inc., and Notre Dame. It stated that an aggregate analysis in
terms of staff and consultants totaled as follows:

'Total Number.of'Contract Staff
(includes full and part-time professional

and clerical) 62

Number of Minorities 12 - 19.31

Number of Women (professional) 22

Total Number of Consultants 411"

Number of Minorities 85 - 20%

Number of Women 126 a 311

In agencies receiving Technical Assistance.

As Agencies Receiving T.A. Staff did supply, this information
regarding minorites receiving Technical Assista ce including
contractors, subconstractors and grantees.
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Since 1975 the following'8A and minority owned and operated
firms/agencies have received Technical Assistance Support
Funding.

1. Nariscal and Co. $2S,025
2. Nellum 8A S0,0004
3. New Pride, Inc. 732,500'

Currently, the O.J.J.D.P. is negotiating a $350,000 8A con:
tract for FY80.

No further finding could be made regarding the extent to which
O.J.J.D.P. involves minorities in the rendering of Technical
Assistant because of the sparce and mixed nature of the in-
formation supplied.

Staff did submit this statement:

"TA has been provided to the Special Emphasis programs of
DSO, Diversion, Restitution Prevention and most currently New
Pride. With the exception of DSO and Prevention, the nature
of the programs necessitated units of Government to be the
grantee, many of these grantees, however, maintained s*ubcon-
tracts with minority organizations. This activity is encouraged
by LEAA's Civil Rights Compliance regulAtions (See attached).

The Clients of *the above programs were substantially minority
(e.g., DSO, 320; Diversion, 70%; and Prevention 80%). The
Clients are the ultimate beneficiaries of TA."

A Technical Assistance Task Force established to analyze
technical assistance processes and to identify their" strengths
and weaknesses described T.A.'s.
"Current Practice
'he main emphasis in selecting TA contractors and/or consultants
is expertise or quality of work. Factors such as location of
the contractor/consultant; the ethnicity or race of the con-
tractor/consultant, or the size of the organization providing
technical assistance are given minimal consideration. Again,
this is due to OJJDP's concern on providing quality and timely
technical assistance. Q.J.J.D.P. does not. have any formal
minority recruitment plan. The office does subscribe to the
agency's policy of utilizing .10% of TA dollars for minority
contracts and does have all its contractors develop and submit
a EEO plan."

"Issues/Concerns."
OJJDF has some grantees who are staffed largely by minority
personnel. "Further, a large percentage of the clients served
by OJJDP grantees are minorities. It was pointed out during
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the Task Force's meeting within technical assistance reci-
pients that there is an occasional lack of sefifitivity to-
ward the projects and youth served.

However, only one specific instance was cited in terms of
being problematic. Most of the comments were geared toward
encouraging an expansion of minority participation through
the inclusion of more minority staff and consultants in the
pool of available consultants. In addition, it was suggested
that the initial contact with TA recipients include an assess-
ment of whether or not a minority consultant might be more
effective."

To address these issues and concerns the report makes six
recommendations.

"1. A part of the selection criteria for all contracts should-
be the extent of minoritiy participation on staff and as sub-
contractors and/or consultants. A meaningful weight should
be assigned.to this criteria i.e., S - 10 points.

2. OJJDP should in consort with appropriate offices within
LEAAI OJARS define whata minority enterprise is.

3. OJJDP should take the lead in developing a list of
minority contractors and consultants.

4. OJJDP should irr cooperation with Contracts Division ensure
8-A and other minority enterprises are included in the
distribution list of all contracts.

S. OJJDP should appoint a person to be responsible for
minority contracts. This person would be responsible for
coordinating'within the OJARS small business representative,
developing a list of minority contractors/consultants, working'
with various agencies and communities to inform them of our
minority program.-

6. OJJDP should assess their goal for minority procurement
and ilevelop plan for'meeting that goal prior to the start
of aJi1scal year.

ISSUi 9

There are few Blacks in-policy-making positions in O.J.J.D.P.

FINDING:

O.J.JD.P.'s most recent Quarteriy E.E.C. report cross tabu-
lating G.S. rank with race supports this statement..
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ISSUE 10

Mow many programs have gone tb minority grantees?

FINDING: . " - "
Current listing of O.J.J.D.P. awards show 10 minority recipients
of awards totaling $5,344,336.

MZNORITY. RECIPIENTS "d? O.J.3. D. P. AWARS
S• FT 1980 (as of 4/7/80)

GRANTzz/TiTL r. GRANT NO:
Campus Community Involvement Center.
3. Los Angeles New Pride Replicat'on
(80-ED-AX-0010) . .

Better Boys Foundktic
Chicago New. Pride. Repli~ation (8O-ED-AX-0011)

Project Concern
Boston New Pride Replication (80-ED-AX-0008)

AWARD ANONT
$900,0000

$870, 414.

$820,125

O.I.C. of Rhode Island $790,089.
Providence New Pride Replication (80-ED-AX-0006)

National Conference of Black* Lawyers
NCBL - Juvenile Advocacy (80-JS-AX-O002)

National Urban League
Study School Discipline (80-JN-AX-O002)

Venice Drug Coalition
Venice-West Comp. JD PRrevention Pgrm.
(80-3S-AX-0005)

Assiniboine Sioux Tribe, Fort-.Peck Tribal Gov't.
Ft. Peck Bureau of. Youth Services
(78-J$s-AX-0084/S-1)

New Pride Inc.
New Pride Replication Technical Assistance
(J-LZAA-017- 80)

Koba Associates
NIJJDP Management Support Contract
*(J-LEAA-009-80) "

$331,232

$252,588

$250, (00

$204,888,

$500,000

$425,000

TOTAL, TO -DATZ3 3, $5,344j3316
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An additional answer is that viz the HUD/O.J.J.D.P. program,

twelve different separate public housing authorities repre-

senting twelve different states will have been funded by

May 1, 1980, in the amount of 1.1 million dollars.

Attachment A details a profile of the number of minorities that
will be served in this program.. It indicates that the O.J.J.D.P.
component, Which will be operating in these twelve separate sites,
will serve a'total population of 102,746 persons of which 63,090
are under the age of 21. This includes a total population of
79,424 Blacks, 8,292 Hispanics, 560 Asians, and 4,570 Native
Americans. Persons to be served under the ag& of 21 include:
50,062 Blacks, 2,106 Hispanics, 294 Asians, and 1,599 Native
Americans.

It is noteworthy that three of the sites have populations that are
100% Black with' two others that are 100% Native Americans and 97%
Hispanic. However, the collective number of minorities accounts
for 90.3% of the total number of persons that comprise the cumula-
tive housing project population in all "12 PBA. sited".'" Of this' tame
population*total,'52.6% are minority youth under the age of 21.

In addition to the above listing of FY1980 awards to minority re-
cipients, the examiners were furnished with a breakout of grants
awarded to minority agencies and organizations between 1975 and
May.l, 1980. The accompanying staff memorandum stated:

"Minority agencies for purposes of this
statement are those which have policy making and governing boards
with membership of S1 percent minority..

The following is a summary of this information:

1) Of 207 grants funded between 1975 and March 1S, 1980,
106 awards funded projects which serve significant numbers
of minority youth:

2) An additional 7 contracts were aw~erded t.o. minority
organizations by two grantees implementing national scope
projects wilh awards ranging from $99,655 to $200,000.

3) Of the $106,112,788 in discretionary funds awarded by-
the Special- Emphasis Division between 1975 and May 1, 1980,
$20,391,665, was awarded to minority organizations, 19:7%.
$59,666,336 of the total awarded went to projects which
served or will serve significant numbers of minority youth.
This is 56.2 percent of the total funds awarded.
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4). The following arrays the awards to minority organizations by
ethnlc/groupt

Group contracts #Grants fAxencles *Total Funds %of Total Awarded

Bladc 4 27 13 $12,$98,127 12.5%

Hispanic 2 16 7 3,794,360 3.5%

Native
American 1 6 I ,699173 1.6%

Asian I

.3 •2 20,39l,66•
With respect to policy regarding Impact of programs-on minorltles, we have not
focused any of our programs on the unique needs of minority youth. However, we
have trageted three Special Emphasis national scope Initiatives In neighborhoods
characterized by high levels of crlme and delinquency and high levels of school
drop-out, truancy and school suspension. This targeting of programs In combination
with broad distribution of guidelines, avallablUty of Special. Emphasis staff to
provide Information and staff. contacts with minority organizations/agencles have
contributed. to minority agencies being able to successfully compete In national
competitions. This process has been facilitated by use of minority consultants on
peer review panels.

Although all of the figuTes in these two sources could not be
reconciled(number of minority recipients), both are included
here because together they show a sizeable increase in the.
dollar amounts awarded minority recipients.
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MRW, QHUUaltE3 MST MVMJEr. RPACIA DIS(Cfl INTICt PFakIN'lG 'TO BOTH'

SPA STAFF AND TO ZIELR GRANIE?

In preparing the individual state plans for the Juvenile Justice Fonumla

Grant, each Criminal Justice Council zmast provide assurances that Sub-

paragraph (p.) Paragraph 52 (page 59) of the Guideline Manual M 4100.1F,

State Planning Agency Grants, wichd requires, "Equitable Distribution of

Juvenile Justice Funds and Assistance to Disadvantaged Youth." In addit.ion,

under the General Grant Coiditions and Assurances, Appendix 4, in M 4100.1F,

the following is made a condition of each award to a state:

7he applicant State hereby further assures and certifies that the State
criminal justice planning agency and its subgrantees and contractors,
where applicable, will comply with the provisions .... of Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L. 88-352; Office of Managezrnt and
Budget circulars No.s A-102 and A-110.

Refermoe to the sarre conditions are contained in the Guideline M-7100.1A,

Financial Managerent for Planning and Action Grants. These are again repeated

and applified in the new OTARS Guideline.Manual M 7100.1B,

Each JDJ Forula Grant made in 1978 and prior years contained the following

Special Condition:
Everx application for Federal financial assistance fraim a State or local
undt of goverirent or agency thereof shall contain an assurance that in the
event of Federal or State court or Federal or State administrative agency
a finding of discrimination on the ground of race, color, religion,

national origin or sex against the recipient State or Local government
unit or agency thereof, the recipient will forward a copy of the finding
to the cognizant State Planning Agency and to LEAA.
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WM T PRi rO WE HAVE TO nU1 SM M P10VISIOMS OF THE ACT
DG SECTOS 223(7) AME 223(a) (15), .EQUMME DISTRISMIOS OF

FUN,2;t ARE RO=

Section 223 (a) (7) of the Act does not atply to equitable distribution of

the funds along lines of population groupings such as disadvantaged yo.h,

minorities, etc. This provision of the Act is directed toward the distiib-

uticn of funds within the state on geographic and population lines in the

aggegate. 07J3P staff review the distribution methodology as provided in

the publication annually. On one occasion in the past five years an apeal

an this provision reached 073W. Staff attorneys from the Office of General

Omwel visited the appealing localIy and determined that a findirv of non-

opliance on this issue was unfomded.

With regard to Section 223(a) (15), each yearly state plan mist contain an

assurance that program initiatives have been fonmlated in aooxrdanoe with

providing equitable distribution of funds and assistance to disadvantaged

youth. This req irnt is spelled out as part of Subparagraph (p), Para-

graph 52, in Guideline M 4100.12, State Planning Agency Grents. ',Equitable

distribution factors are checked in the -review of the state plan and on sub.-

sequent mmitoring and site visits. Within each state, existing bodies and

ognzations can appeal to 033W in any cirvwiwtancms in tid discrimination

is pe €eas . In turn, the Office of Civil Rights Ompliance of the Office
of Justice Assistance, Statistics and Posearch will. investigate. No such

investigations hav occurred in the history of the MM Act.
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Now mony minority staff are employed by the SPA? How many of these staff
are professionals?

Eoch SPA must comply with the requirements under Section 518(c) of the

Crim Control A%.t, Section 262(b) of the Juvenile Justice Act and Title VI

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Employment Opportunity

Regulations of the Department of Justice. (See attached.)

Further, Public Low 96-157, Section 815(b) states "Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, nothing contained in this title shall be construed to

authorize the National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of Justice Statistics

of the LEAA
*(I) to require or condition the, availability of amount of a grant

upon the adoption by an applicant or grantee under this title of a

percentage ratio, quota system, or other program to achieve balance

in any criminal justice agency; or

"(2) to deny or discontinue a grant because of the refusal of an

applicant or grantee under this title to adopt such a ratio system,

or other program."

Thus, we do not request information in this area.
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U. S. Dqertme-t Of Jmst

Ofe of Legiave Affair

Ofe of the Auistant AttoreY Generl We'ilngun, D.C. 20530

SEP 2 4 1980

The Honorable Birch Bayh
Chairman
Subcommittee on the Constitution
Committee on the Judiciary
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Congress is now in the final stages of consideration of legislation to
reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
Department of Justice support for extension of the current program was expressed
in testimony presented in March of this year. At that time, we supported a
provision In the Administration's proposal to reauthorize the current Act (S.2442
and H.R. 6983) which would retain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. We believe
that reconsideration of the position is merited at this time.

As you know, the President submitted a revised fiscal year 1981 budget request in
March which provided no funds for LEAA grants and proposed the phase-out of the
LEAA program authorized by the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. The
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act program would continue. The
House of Representatives has passed H.R. 7584, making appropriations for fiscal
year 1981, which supports the President's recommendation. The Senate is
considering the proposal this month. It appears unlikely that any substantial
appropriation will be provided to LEAA.

A plan for phase-out of the LEAA program is now in the final stages of review
within the Administration. Over a period of three years, current LEAA activities
would either be eliminated or devolved to other agencies. It is contemplated that
if the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is not part of LEAA,
additional functions and personnel will be transferred to OJJDP beginning this
October.

S. 2441, which passed the Senate on May 20, 1980, would retain OJJDP within
LEAA, although most administrative and program authority under the JJDP Act
would be statutorily delegated to the Administrator of OJJDP. Given the
likelihood of elimination of LEAA, we believe It is necessary for OJJDP to be
established as a separate and independent unit. If the reauthorization measure is
passed in the form contained in S. 2441, there would be difficult organizational
decisions to be mode end the possibility that additional legislative changes would
have to be requested Lefore the new reauthorization cycle expires. Thus, the
Department of Justice %qiports the provision of H.R. 6704 as reported from the
House Committee on Eucation and Labor, which would separate these two
agencies.
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The Department of Justice is committed to maintaining a strong and viable Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Your consideration of this matter
is appreciated.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no objection to
submission of this report from the standpoint of the Administration's program.

Sincerely,

(Slgnod) Alan A. Parker
Alan A. Parker
Assistant Attorney General

70-796 0 - 81 - 29



PART V.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS AND LETTERS
FROM NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

THE AMERICAN LEGION,
Washington, D.O., March 27, 1980.

Hon. BIcH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Russell Senate Oce Building,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: The American Legion's longstanding concern over juve-
nile crime across the country was the basis for our support in 1974 of the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We believed then as we do now
that the problem demands a comprehensive and coordinated approach at the
federal level.

As you know, Juvenile crime continues to be one of our most persistent social
ailments. It, therefore, is essential that federal efforts be continued and that the
Act be extended through reauthorization. We are pleased to learn that you have
introduced S. 2441 which, if enacted, would provide for such reauthorization and
we continue to support the maintenance of effort concept as part of any re-
authorizing mandate.

The American Legion stands ready to assist you and every member of the
Committee in this worthwhile endeavor.

Sincerely,
MYLio S. KUAJA,

Director, National Legislative Commission.

PRPABRED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC.

The Association of Junior Leagues is submitting this testimony to register
its support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974. The Association of Junior Leagues strongly supports the
reauthorization of the JJDP Act because the legislation's goals coincide with
those listed in the mission statement adopted by the Association for its Child
Advocacy Program and with the Association's purpose of developing effective
citizen participation in the community.

The Association of Junior Leagues is a non-profit organization with 230 mem-
ber Leagues and approximately 130,000 individual members in the United States.
The Association's three-fold purpose is:

To promote voluntarism;
To develop the potential of its members for voluntary participation in

community affairs; and
To demonstrate the effectiveness of trained volunteers.

Its commitment to effective training programs is reflected by the requirement
that every Junior League member must participate in a training program before
she begins work in her community. The majority of Junior League members
continue to take training courses throughout their years of League membership.
In addition, every Junior League member must make a commitment to a volun-
teer position. A substantial number of Junior League members today sit on the
Board of other voluntary organizations throughout the United States because
of the leadership training with which their volunteer experience has provided
them.
Junior League Involvement in Juvenile Justice

Juflor Leagues have been involved with children's programs since the first
Junior League was founded in New York City in 1901. Among the programs
initiated and funded by Leagues have been settlement houses, emergency shelters,
day care centers and well baby clinics. League volunteers have worked in a variety
of social service settings as tutors, case aides and counselors. Criminal Justice

(442)
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was specifically designated as one of the Association's program areas in 1973 when
the Association, with the assistance of the National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency and funding from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA), developed project IMPACT. This four-year project was designed to
enable Junior Leagues in the United States and Canada to effect positive changes
in the criminal justice system and, ultimately, to reduce crime and delinquency.

As part of project IMPACT, Junior League members in 185 cities gathered data
on the criminal justice system in their own communities. Delegates from all
Leagues in the United States and Canada attended a four-day training institute
in Houston to help them develop plans for mobilizing their communities for action
in the area of criminal justice. The 150 projects generated as a result of project
IMPACT utilized more than 3,000 volunteers and drew upon more than one and
one-half million dollars in League funds. It is estimated that another seven and
one-half million dollars in outside funding was generated by the expenditure of
the League funds. Projects initiated under the IMPACT program included group
homes, rape treatment centers, public education campaigns, jail counseling
projects and volunteer recruitment.

Concern with young people involved in the juvenile justice system continues to
be an Association priority. Juvenile justice is one of the five focus areas of the
Association's five-year Child Advocacy Program. The child advocacy mission
statement adopted by the Association includes a pledge to work toward the
time when-

each child will be removed from his or her natural home only when
necessary and any child that is removed will be returned to his natural home
or, when necessary, to another permanent home without unnecessary delay;

each child who has committed a status offense will receive truly re-
habilitative care and supervision;

each child accused of committing an adult crime will receive a fair
trial with the full rights and safeguards that an adult would receive; and

eacL child, if incarcerated, will not be placed in humiliating, mentally
or physically debilitating or harmful facilities, and no child will be placed in
adult Jah,,.

Junior Leaijges in all parts of the country continue to support group homes,
shelters for runaway youths, counseling services and advocacy councils. To illus-
rate the breadth of Junior League participation in the juvenile justice system, I
would like to highlight a few local League programs.

Many Leagues have joined in the development of shelter and group homes for
Juveniles. Among those helping to establish 24-hour shelters for runaway youth
or youth in crisis are two Ohio Leagues-Akron and Youngstown; three Connec-
ticut Leagues--Greater Bridgeport, Greenwich and Hartford; and the Junior
League of Odessa, Texas. Those Leagues initiating the development of group
homes for adolescents or providing services at group homes include the Junior
Leagues of Dayton, Ohio; Asheville, North Carolina; Huntsville, Alabama;
Knoxville, Tennessee; Charleston, West Virginia; Lafayette, Louisiana; three
New Jersey Leagues-Bergen County, the Oranges and Short Hills, and Eliza-
beth-Plainfield; and two Pennsylvania Leagues-Harrisburg and Lehigh Valley.
Many of these shelters and group homes receive funding from LEAA/JJDP.

In Montana, sixteen members of the Junion League of Billings volunteer in
Project Tumbleweed, which provides emergency foster care in 24 licensed foster
care homes. This project is funded not only by the League but also by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services and the United Way. The Junior
League of Billings also is one of 20 community agencies participating in the Con-
ference Committee, a project initiated by the Judicial Youth Court Judge and
Youth Court Advocacy Committee in Billings to divert youth from the Youth
Court. The Conference Committee, composed of a wide cross-section of clitzens,
conducts hearings weekly on cases of youths accused of misdemeanors.

In Texas, the Junior League of Dallas worked closely with the Dallas Inde-
pendent School District and Dallas Coulity Juvenile Department to develop
Letot Academy, an alternative program for status offenders. The program pro-
vides both an alternative school and 24-hour individualized family crisis coun-
seling, referral services and short-term emergency shelter. League volunteers
took a lead role in helping to develop the program and obtaining the federal
funds necessary to establish the academy. Thirty-nine League volunteers have
served at the academy since the academy began operating 16 months ago. The
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Junior League of Dallas provided $100,000 to develop the emergency shelter and
$45,000 to pay the salary of a director of volunteers for three years. The project,
which has a total budget of five and one-half million dollars, including funding
from LFAA, has drawn volunteers from throughout the community, many of
them retired older persons who receive training from the Junior League. Since it
began, more than 800 youths have attended the alternative school and approxi-
mately 1,000 status offenders have received short-term emergency shelter.

In Denver, Colorado, the Junior League developed Juvenile Offenders in Need
(J.O.I.N.), a program to provide funding, services and volunteers for the Denver
Juvenile Court. J.O.I.N. Is designed to relieve probation officers of many non-
counseling tasks by having trained volunteers provide tutoring, transportation,
recreation, clothing and referrals to doctors and dentists for youth who come
before the court. The Junior League of Denver began the program in 1974 by
providing $15,000 to pay the salary of a volunteer coordinator. More than 70
volunteers, including 12 League members, served the program. In 1978, with en-
couragement from the League, the state took over the funding of the program,
and In February of this year the P,.partment of Labor provided a grant to con-
tinue this program. Members of the Junior League of Denver continue to sit on
the J.O.I.N. Board of Directors. Members of the Denver Junior League also have
worked as volunteers with Project New Pride, a project that earned an exem-
plary rating from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice and was picked for replication by OJJDP.

Since 1950, the Junior League of Indianapolis has contributed funds for a
variety of Juvenile Justice programs, Including the training of court workers,
a professional survey of the Juvenile Center in Indianapolis and the renovation
of a girls' dormitory at the Juvenile Center. In addition, League volunteers
have worked at the Juvenile Court, the Juvenile Center and the Indiana Girls'
School. Three years ago, the Junior League of Indianapolis joined forces with
five other voluntary women's organizations to form the Coalition of Volunteer
Advocates. The Coalition has provided advocacy training to residents of Marion
County (Indianapolis). Now, concerned about the high detention rate for Juve-
niles in Marion County, the Coalition is working to establish a Youth Advocacy
Project that will mobilize community support for the development of alternative
programs for Juvenile offenders.

The Coalition also Is working to re-establish the Youth Services Bureau which
was closed in 1975. A member of the Junior League of Indianapolis serves on
the Board of Directors established for the Youth Services Bureau. Three mem-
bers of the Junior League of Indianapolis also are board members of the Indiana
Juvenile Justice Task Force, a statewide voluntary organization established
eight years ago to monitor Juvenile justice activities in Indiana. The Indianapolis
League pays for the cost of publishing the task force's monthly newsletter, The
Happenings.

The advocacy efforts of the Junior League of Indianapolis are illustrative of
the collaborative efforts in which many Junior Leagues engage to Improve serv-
ices to children. In North Carolina, for instance, the Junior Leagues of Raleigh,
Greensboro and Winston-Salem have provided funds and volunteers to develop
advocacy groups for children. Both the Greensboro Advocates for Children and
Youth and the Winston-i1'alem Juvenile Justice Council have been involved with
Juvenile justice progma~s. The Wake Child Advocacy Council, initiated by the
Junior League of Raleigh, has cooperated with the state's Governor's Advocacy
Council in developing a proposal for Child Watch, a statewide advocacy program
that will focus on Juvenile justice, education and social services for children,
particularly foster care.

In Florida, the Junior Leagues have been active in the development of the
Florida Center for Children and Youth. The Leagues have contributed both
money and volunteer support to the statewide organization since it was founded
in 1976. The Florida Center, which also receives funds from LEAA, recently
published Juvenile Injustice: The Jailing of Children in Florida, a report that
documents the plight of children caught in the Juvenile justice system In Florida.

The Association of Junior Leagues also works with other national orga-
nizations to develop alternatives to institutionalization. The Association is one
of 22 national organizations participating in the Task Force of the National
Juvenile Program Collaboration (QT.JJPC), a project under the auspices of the
National Assembly of National V,.-, Iary Health and Social Welfare Organi-
zations that is funded by JJDP funds. The NJJPC's goal is to develop the capacity
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of national voluntary agencies and their local affiliates to serve status offenders
and other youth at risk of institutionalization and to develop, through collabora.
tion, community-based services as alternatives to detention and correctional
institutions. The Junior Leagues of Tucson, Arizona, and Spartanburg, South
Carolina, are active in the NJJPC programs In their communities, and the Junior
League of Hartford, Connecticut, is a charter member of the Connecticut Justice
for Children Collaboration.
'Recommendations on S. 2441, S. 2442, S. 2434

The involvement of Leagues throughout the United States in these juvenile
Justice programs has made the Association deeply aware of the need for the
continuation of the JJDP Act. The stimulus of federal funds and leadership is
needed to provide communities with an opportunity to improve their juvenile
justice system by developing alternatives to institutionalization and implement-
ing delinquency prevention programs. We are pleased that all three bills before
the Committee, S. 2441, S. 2442 and S. 2434, continue to emphasize deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders, mandate the maintenance of effort clause for
juvenile delinquency programs as contained in Section 1002 of the Justice System
Improvement Act of 1979 and encourage widespread citizen participation in
juvenile justice programs. However, in line with our child advocacy mission
statement, we urge that the bill mandate the removal of all juveniles from adult
Jails rather than merely continuing the prohibition against placing Juveniles
in facilities in which they have regular contact with adults who have been con-
victed of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal charges.

We also oppose the proposal in S. 2441 that all funds made available under
Section 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 must be used for
programs "aimed at curbing violent crimes committed by juveniles." We support
the clause in 8. 2441 mandating that "the justice system should give additional
attention to violent crimes committed by Juveniles" because, as Senator Bayh
pointed out in introducing the reauthorization of the legislation, the problem of
the violent offender should be given increased emphasis. Those relatively few
individuals cause a disproportionate amount of suffering and fear among the
adult population, especially among the elderly. However, we oppose any pro-
posal to earmark a certain percentage of funds for these programs. According
to the FBI Uniform Crime Reports for 1978, only 3.5 percent of juveniles under
the age of 18 who were arrested that year were charged with committing violent
crimes. This is a very small percentage of the total number of juveniles charged
with committing a serious crime. Moreover, this small percentage of youth is not
distributed evenly throughout the country. Therefore, it does n't seem wise to
mandate that every state use its entire share of maintenance of effort monies
on programs for youths who commit violent crimes. Local communities should
be allowed to use the monies they receive in the manner in which they believe
it will most effectively meet the goals of the JJDP Act.

We also oppose calling the reauthorization legislation the "Violent Juvenile
Crime Control Act of 1979." We believe that the title "Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act" is more compatible with the intent and purpose of
the legislation. As Senator Bayh pointed out, "our past system of juvenile Jus-
tice was geared primarily to react to youthful offenders rather than to prevent
the youthful offense." In addition, "the evidence was overwhelming that the
system failed at the crucial point when a youngster first got into trouble." We
concur with Senator Bayh's assessment of the need for a Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act and share his hope that the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) will be "an advocate for the families
and youth of our states while at the same time protecting their human consti-
tutional and legal rights." To change the name of the act to The Violent Juvenile
Crime Control Act would detract from the stated purpose of the original JJDP
legislation, while focusing undue attention on a small mino'ity of youth.

We are pleased that 8.2441 extends the reauthorization ( f the JJDP Act for
five years and increases the yearly authorization for 1984 ard 1985 for Juvenile
justice programs to $225,000,000 and Titie III to $30,000,000. We much prefer
this reauthorization and funding proposal to those in either 8.2442, which extends
the reauthorization for four years and sets the reauthorization at "such sums as
are necessary," or 5.2434, which also reauthorizes for four years and drops the
yearly authorization for juvenile justice programs to $100,000,000 and maintains
the Title XXX authorization at $25,000,000. We believe that the JJDP Act
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deserves a five-year reauthorization because it has proved its effectiveness in
stimulating community-based alternatives to institutionalization for Juveniles.
Furthermore, we believe that constantly rising costs plus the growing involve-
ment by states in the program create a need for a larger authorization which.
hopefully, will be met by future appropriations committees.

We also are pleased that S.2441 gives the Administrator of OJJDP final au-
thority over all juvenile justice programs. We believe that, to be accountable, one
person must have final authority over the development and administration of
programs. We are concerned, however, about the proposal to transfer any appro-
priated funds that are not obligated by OJJDP at the end of each fiscal year to
programs funded under Title III (to be renamed the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act). Although we share the concern about the slowness In funding juvenile
justice programs, we do not think that the proposal to switch funds between pro-
grams in two different departments is either practical or administratively sound.

We believe that there must be a better way of developing incentives for the
speedy allocation of appropriated funds.

Finally, we are pleased that Title III has been renamed the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act. We believe this addition to the title will help in focusing
attention on those youth who are truly homeless. We also are pleased that Title
III now includes language mandating the establishment of a national hotline to
"link runaways and homeless youths with their families and with service
providers."

In conclusion, we strongly support efforts to provide a focus and coordination
for federal programs In juvenile justice. It Is important that OJJDP be given the
necessary resources and a high degree of visibility as it endeavors to provide
leadership to those advocating for an improved juvenile justice system and to
provide alternatives to Incarceration for youths Involved with the juvenile justice
system. Thank you for this opportunity to present our views to the Subcommittee
on the Constitution.

COALITION OF INDIAN CONTROLLED SCHOOL BOARDS.
Denver, Colo., April 28,1980.

Hon. SENATOR BIRCH BAYH,
Acting Chair,
U.S. Senate,
State Committee on the Judiciary,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Enclosed you will find four copies of the Coalition's
written statement In support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974.

Should any questions arise regarding this matter, please feel free to contact
me.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH C. Dupius,

Evecutive Director, CICSB, Inc.
Enclosure (4).

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION OF INDIAN CONTROLLED SCHOOL BOARDS
The Coalition of Indian Controlled School Boards, Inc. (CICSB) is a com-

munity-based organization established to bring about control of Indian education
by the Indian communities. Since Its establishment in 1971, national membership
of the Coalition has grown from four to over 200 member school boards, parent
advisory committees, and Indian education groups.

The Coalition of Indian Controlled School Boards respectfully submits the
following written statement In support of legislation to reauthorize the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevent Act of 1974.

The fundamental goal of the Coalition is to improve educational practices
for Indians by helping them make decisions in the educational processes that
affect their children. A secondary goal is to keep Indian children in school.
These goals are accomplished by providing a variety of services to the Indian
community including technical assistance, collection and dissemination of in-
formation and consultation. The Coalition also conducts many federally and
privately funded projects.
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One of the Coalition's major projects is the American Indian Juvenile
Delinquency Research Project which was implemented in January of this year.
The project was funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Funding for the project was authorized by the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1074, 42 U.S.C. 5601. The Act authorizes
grants to organizations: ".. . (1) to develop and implement new approaches,
techniques, and methods with respect to juvenile delinquency programs; (2)
to improve the capability of public and private agencies and organizations to
provide services for delinquents and youths in danger of becoming delinquent;
and (3) to develop and implement model programs and methods to keep students
"n elementary and secondary schools.. ." § 5634.

We at the Coalition believe that our Juvenile Delinquency Project besttypifles the type of activity the framers of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act wanted to develop.

The Coalition's Juvenile Delinquency Project has its roots in late 1977 when
a number of Indian communities and Indian controlled schools called theCoalition requesting assistance in establishing Juvenile delinquency preventionprograms. The Coalition staff and board members responded by doing pre-liminary research on the problems of American Indian Juvenile delinquency
as it relates to Indian education. In completing this research they discovered a
severe lack of data available on the subject. The lack of information inducedthe Coalition to develop a plan for a three year American Indian Juvenile
Delinquency Research Project. The project will study the Juvenile delinquency
situation among American Indians nationwide. This will be the first attempt,
ever, to conduct such research on such a large scale.

The Project objectives are:
1. To determine the extent of the American Indian juvenile delinquencyproblem and the factors that contribute to the problem; and, to determine if

tribal and/or regional differences in the extent and causes can be identified.
2. To assess the existing Juvenile justice system in relation to: The processingof first time and status American Indian Juvenile offenders; and the extent to

which the system effectively prevents Juvenile delinquency among American
Indian youth.

3. To compile the necessary research data and identify key resources for
development of model Juvenile delinquency prevent programs and model de.
institutionalization programs for American Indian youth.

News of the project was greeted with enthusiasm by American Indian tribesand organizations. The data generated by the project will benefit all American
Indians and, hopefully, will create programs that will reduce the Juvenile delin-
quency rate among Indian people.

The development and capacity building goals of the Act focus upon needs that
are well known to the Coalition. Through both the assistance requests from Indian
communities and the findings of the preliminary research we see that provenmodels, methods, approaches, and training efforts are not currently available at
either the national or local levels to American Indians. The goals of the Act asamended, allow both national and local efforts. We definitely and firmly support
the authorization of national and local efforts to develop model programs, meth.
ods, and approaches to preventing Juvenile delinquency, and to increase the capa-
bility of national and local organizations to effectively provide services to troubled
youth.

Our preliminary reseach uncovered no model programs for attacking AmericanIndian juvenile delinquency problems. Our preliminary research showed that
there are not even model methods or approaches suggested for attacking theproblems. The Act provides for research and development of both models andapproaches. We reaffirm the need for the research and development and support
the Act's goals and programs.

Our preliminary research pointed out that American Indians are left out ofJuvenile justice training and capacity building efforts. The Act provides a mech.anism for bringing tribes and Indian communities Into such efforts. We reaffirm
the need for training and capacity building programs for tribes and Indian com-
munities and we support the Act's goals and programs.

There are 271 federally recognized American Indian tribes in the lower 48 states
and 234 tribes and villages in Alaska. Each year more and more tribes are exer-cising Self-determination in regaining control of their own lands, laws, and serv-ices. But the advent of federally authorized Self-determination efforts (under P.L.
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93-638) is only five years old, and tribal efforts in Juvenile Justice areas are al-
most brand new. Among the over 500 federally recognized tribal groups:

(a) Few have esdubdsued youth auvocacy programs;
(b) Few have established community based Juvenile Justice training pro.

grams; and,
(c) Few have even implemented Children's codes into tribal law as codified.

Because of the increasing number of Self-determination moves by tribes, more
and more assistance for tribal efforts will be needed. Because of the lack of Ameri-
can Indian Juvenile Justice research and development data and the lack of avail-
able training and capacity building efforts, the need is currently unmet. The goals
of the Act authorize programs to meet these needs and the calls from tribes for
these programs are increasing. We, therefore, support reauthorization of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

THE COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN,
Reston, Va., April 15, 1980.

Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on the Constitution,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR, CHAIRMAN BAYH: Enclosed Is the statement of The Council for Ex-
ceptional Children regarding the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act Amendments of 1980 (S. 2441). The Council requests that this statement
be Included in the record.

Sincerely,
BARBARA J. SMITH, Ph. D.

Specialist for Policy Implemetnation.
Enclosure.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

We thank you for the opportunity to off ir the views of The Council for Ex-
ceptional Children with respect to S. 2441, a bill to amend The Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We take this opportunity to commend
you, Mr. Chairman, and the Subcommittee for the attention this Act gives toward
facilitating the treatment and prevention of delinquency. However, we bring
to your attenion the urgent need to provide language In the Act which would
facilitate appropriate services to exceptional troubled youth.

The Council for Exceptional Children is a national organization N ith a mem-
bership of approximately 65,000 professionals in the field of special education.
One of the most fundamental ongoing missions of the Council, which has brought
us to Capitol Hill on so many occasions through the years, is to seek continual
improvement of federal provisions for the education of America's exceptional
children and youth, both handicapped and gifted.

In our efforts to promote improved educational opportunities for exceptional
students, the Council has become acutely aware of the incidence of educational
and vocational special needs of the Juvenile delinquent population. As you are
probably aware, recent research efforts are evidencing an inordinately high
prevalence of mental retardation, learning disabilities, and other handicapping
conditions in the troubled youth population. Secondly, the few efforts to research
the question of the prevalence of giftedness in the delinquent population have
again reported a significant giftedness incidence rate. With the growing suspicion
that school failure and frustration may contribute to delinquent behavior, the
Council believes that the unusually high special educational needs of troubled
youth must be addressed in this Act. To this end, we offer the following comments.

THE INCIDENCE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS IN THE TROUBLED YOUTH POPULATION

Reports about the educational characteristics and the incidence of handi-
capping conditions among adjudicated youth have appeared at an Increasing
rate over the past two decades. Most of the studies have focused on the in-
cidence of mental retardation and learning disabilities in this population.

-Most investigations found a high prevalence (12 to 15 percent) of mental
retardation among incarcerated youth as compared to an occurrence of 2 to 3
percent in the general population. Above average figures have also been re-



449

ported for adjudicated youth with learning disabilities. Depending on the cri-
teria used, between 30 and 50 percent of that population have been diagnosed as
learning disabled. There is sufficient evidence to warrant the suspicion that the
incidence of both mental retardation and learning disabilities occurs at a higher
rate in the adjudicated population than in the population at large.

In a recent study of the number of handicapped youth in youth corrections
facilities in the state of North Carolina, the following was found:

The number of mentally retarded youth in correctional facilities was
approximately six times the number that can be expected from the general
population.

Youth expected to have learning disabilities far outnumbered the national
exrnected percentage.

The incidence of communication disorders such as speech and hearing im-
pairments were twice that of the general population.

Students significantly behind in academic skills, including those considered
handicapped by federal definition, totalled 89 percent.

A national study recently reported that 42 percent of the juvenile corrections
population were handicapped. In the same study, the average incarcerated youth
was found to be academically behind age peers by two to four years, and that
80 to 90 percent have not completed high school requirements. The Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) reports that 34 percent of the
juvenile corrections population is functionally illiterate. And, in contrast, re-
searchers in Colorado report that while gifted youth may not be more likely
t) commit delinquent acts, they may, however, be represented at least iII the
same proportion as in the general population, and those who do become adjudi-
cated evidence serious academic underachievement.

Thus, as you can see, Mr. Chairman, we are facing a serious problem. Namely,
if academic failure may be associated with delinquent behavior, schools and cor-
rectional agencies must attempt to remediate the prevailing serious educa-
tional problems of troubled youth.

STATUS OF CURRENT SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR TROUBLED YOUTH

Faced with this dilemma, The Council for Exceptional Children has begun
to look at current special education services for troubled youth. Our prelimi-
nary conclusions are twofold:

The information on special education programs and services for troubled
youth is surprisingly limited; and

The available information depicts a bleak picture of the current quality
of programs.

The reasons for these facts are many. Education has not historically been
a priority for corrections. Budget allocations for programs provide clear evidence
to this fact, State education allocations for correctional programs are as low as
5 percent of the total budget. Secondly, education and correctional agencies have
traditionally viewed their missions as quite different and separate, thus creating
few opportunities or reasons for sharing expertise and resources. Right to treat-
ment litigation efforts on behalf of handk-apped incarcerated youth and research
pioJects have consistently reported the following special education program
inadequacies:

A serious lack of trained special education and related services personnel.
Inappropriate or insufficient educational evaluation and identification pro.

cedures for determining special education needs.
Failure to meet even the minimum federally mandated special education

requirements.
Failure to plan cooperatively with education agencies for the transmission of

relevant educational information both when the student leaves the public school
arena and upon return.

Both educational and corrections agencies are becoming acutely aware of the
deficits in providing services to handicapped troubled youth. Dr. Ira Schwartz,
Director of the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
recently stated that in meetings with state corrections and human resources
administrators, both groups identified services to the handicapped offender as
areas of high priority. Education officials, likewise, in part to meet federal educa-
tional mandates, are beginning to bridge the gap between their agencies and
corrections by initiating liaison efforts and offering technical assistance and
training activities.
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FEDE AL SPECIAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS -FOR CORRECTIONS

The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142),
amending Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, mandates a free, ap-
propriate public education for all handicapped children, regardless of what
agency is serving them. Thus, correctional facilities are mandated to provide ap-
propriate special education services, and in fact, corrections agencies are speci-
fically mentioned in the implementing regulations for Public law 94-142:

Public agencies within the State. The annual program plan is submitted by the
State educational agency on behalf of the State as a whole. Therefore, the pro-
visions of this part apply to all political subdivisions of the State that are
involved in the education of handicapped children. These would include: (1)
The State educational agency, (2) local educational agencies and intermediate
educational units, (3) other State agencies and schools (such as Departments
of Mental Health and Welfare and State schools for the deaf or blind), and (4)
States correctional facilities. (45 CFR § 121a.2(b), August 23, 1977).

The current status of special education programming in correctional facilities
as discussed above, presents serious compliance implications. In brief, these
issues include:

State education agencies are responsible for assuring that all handicapped
students receive appropriate education, thus requiring new levels of interagency
cooperation and agreement between education and correctional agencies.

'Development and implementation of individualized education programs
(IEP's) requires that all educational and related services needed by handicapped
youth be delivered. Included will be many services not previously provided in
correctional settings.

Services for handicapped students are to be provided in the least restrictive
environment (LRE), but by their very nature correctional facilities are re-
strictive and typically have offered few alternatives.

Procedural safeguards, guaranteed under Public Law 94-142, provide the
adjudicated handicapped youth with a process for challenging the correctional
facility if it fails to provide an appropriate education. At the very least, issues
related to the appointment of educational surrogate parents and impartial
hearings are new policy areas for correctional institutions.

The law requires that any placement or change in educational placement
should be based on the student's written Individualized Education Program
(IEP). Educational decisions made at the correctional facility and at the school
the student attends upon release should be based on what is recommended in
the IEP. This will require considerable cooperation between the public schools
and the correctional facility.

Public Law 94-142 specifies that handicapped students receive services from
qualified personnel. This requirement has implications for personnel develop-
ment programs in the field of youth corrections work.

Efforts to bring correctional educational programs into compliance with Pub-
lic Law 94-142 are underway. States are initiating cooperative agreements
between correctional, educational, and other state agencies in order to provide
quality special education and related services to handicapped youth in cor-
rectional facilities. However, there is a great need for guidance in order to
remedlate the current program inadequacies.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the evidence that a large percentage of the delinquent population
possesses educationally handicapping conditions. The Council for Exceptional
Children strongly recommends provisions which directly speak to these special
needs, including:

The inclusion of special education in the definitions of "community based"
program (Sec. 103(1)), and "treatment". (Sec. 103(13))

The recognition of the benefit of having individuals to serve on the National
Advisory Committee and in state plan development who have knowledge about
the needs of the handicapped students. (Sec. 207(c)) (Se. 223(a)(3)(B))

The inclusion of special education projects as eligible for funding for the
development of advanced techniques in the prevention and treatment of de-
linquency. (Sec. 223(a) (10) (A))

The expansion of scope to include all federally recognized handicapping con-
ditions, i.e., change Sec. 224(a) (11) to read ".. . relating to juvenile delin-
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quency and handicapping conditions . . ." and See. 223(a) (15) to read
* . . minority youth and handicapped youth ... "
The amendment to include training on all (as opposed to only learning dis-

abilities) handicapping conditions and appropriate services for on-the-Job train-
ing programs for law enforcement and juvenile Justice personnel (See. 223
(a) (10)), as well as local runaway and homeless youth center personnel (See.
311).

Amending See. 206(a) (1) to reflect recent reorganization, i.e., Secretary of the
Department of Education and Secretary of the Department of Education and
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services.

The inclusion of the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Department of Education, as a member of the Coordi-
nating Council. (See. 206(a) (1))

The Council further recommends:
To define "handicapped" in accordance with P.L. 94-142 (EHA, Part B) for

provisions concerning the education of handicapped students:
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, orthopedically impaired, other
health impaired, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotion-
ally disturbed, or children with specific learning disabilities who, by reason
thereof, require special education and related services. (See. 4)

By adopting the EHA definition, Congress will facilitate consistent reporting
requirements between OJJDP and the Department of Education, which requires
an annual count from all agencies, based on this definition. The assessment and
identification procedures are subject to the evaluation safeguards as defined in
P.L. 94-142 (See. 612(5) ).

Second, for issues or services not related to education, a definition of handi-
capped should be in accordance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 which governs all programs and activities receiving or benefitting from fed-
eral financial assistance. In § 84.3(J) of the governing regulations, the § 504 defi-
nition of handicapped is:

"Handicapped persons" means any person who (I) has a physical or men-
tal impairment which substantially limits one or more major life activities,
(ii) has a record of such an impairment, or (iii) is regarded as having such
an impairment.

Again, conforming the definition of handicapped to current federal definition
with which correctional agencies must comply, facilities simplified recordkeeping
and procedural consideration.

Mr. Chairman, we offer our deepest appreciation for this opportunity to present
our concerns regarding the special education needs of trouble youth. To this end,
The Council for Exceptional Children offers all its informational resources to the
Subcommittee to better provide for America's handicapped troubled youth.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, INC.,

Senator BIRCH BAYH, Washington, D.C., April 28, 1980.
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Constitution of the Judiciary Committee,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR Ma. CHAIRMAN: The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention legisla-
tion that Is before your committee for consideration is very important to social
welfare planning. This is the only federal legislation that directly addresses the
adolescent community of our society and their families. Public programs such as
state social services, public welfare, and child protective agencies are greatly
influenced by it.

We believe that during the past six years the Act has had great influence on
social planning, a range of proper services for children resulting in the deter-
ment of entry into the juvenile justice system; the ability of communities to
offer many alternatives outside the juvenile justice framework; the expansion
of expertise and resources of the community to deal with the juvenile delin-
quency problem in their area; and federal leadership have been target areas of
largely successful efforts. Intense continued work needs to be maintained in
these areas for a sustained effect on the social welfare of the nation.

The national priority which this Act reflects in the late 1970's ought to be
demonstrated in the 1980's and its implementing agent, the Office of Juvenile
Justice Delinquency Prevention, needs the same opportunity. In order for the
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Office to operate with its own sense of purpose and urgency, a separation from
LEAA should be made with equal status under OJARS givens. More visibility,
autonomy, and independence for the Office would promote more emphasis on the
program than is presently given. The trend for the 1980's should be set by pro-
viding for the Office to be completely responsible and accountable for its efforts.

NASW heartily supports your reauthorization proposal of five years with
$200 million for fiscal year 198,-19&3 and $225 million for fiscal year 1984-1985.
This would ensure the continuation of a vital program and reaffirm Congress'
original commitment to juvenile Justice. It would also afford OJJDP the chance
to demonstrate its accomplishments and accountability.

Deinstitutionalization of status offenders from adult Jails and secure facilities
is very important for the adolescent, especially the minority adolescent. There is
a disproportionately high percentage of minority youth who enter and move
further into the system than other youth who commit similar offenses. The
negative concepts associated with youth incarceration as well as the physical
and psychological abuses incurred need to be curtailed. Therefore a time limita-
tion of five years for states to comply 100 percent in this area should be adopted
with an extension of two additional years for states that have achieved a 75
percent or better level of deinstitutionalization of their facilities.

In addition to this, more attention should be paid to community based treat-
ment and less emphasis should be placed on the violent crime segment which
the present senate legislation addresses. The adolescents who commit serious
and violent crimes are a small number of the total adjudicated population.

The ideal is still for adequate services available in all communities, including
rural underserved areas. For families in trouble, there should be individual and
family counseling available, establishment of family courts, psychiatric services
and placement of children outside their homes when required.

NASW and its 87,000 members of the social work community welcome the
opportunity to support this legislation and advance what we hope will be a re-
newed role for federal leadership in aiding troubled youth.

Sincerely,
CHAUNcEY A. ALEXANDER,

Executive Director.

THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE,
Pittsburgh, Pa., March 27, 1980.

Ms. MARY K. JOLLY,
U.S. Senate Judiciary Committcc, Con8titution Subcommittee, Dirkscn Senate

Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR "Ms. JOLLY: Please find enclosed 100 copies of "Special Report: A Sum-

mary of Reported Data Concerning Young People and the Juvenile Justice Sys-
tem, 1975-1977" for your information.

Sincerely,
DANIEL D. SMITH,

Enclosures. Associate Director.

A SUMMARY OF REPORTED DATA CONCERNING YOUNG PEOPLE AND THE JUVENILE
JusTIcE SYSTEM, 1975-1977

Prepared for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(By Daniel D. Smith, Associate Director, National Center for Juvenile Justice)

INTRODUCTION

This report has two general purposes. First, it is intended to present reported
data summarizing current information on the following: the characteristics of
youth processed by the nation's courts, transactional statistics regarding the
operation of the system, and significant trends for the years 1975 through 1977.
Second, this paper makes recommendations concerning the future generation,
processing, and use of relevant information.

,The data used for this analysis came from four sources. The first source was
Juvenile Court Statistics, 1974, written by Jacqueline Corbett and Thomas
Vereb, produced by the National Center for Juvenile Justice, and published by
the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention). This document consists of a
summary report presenting estimates of the nation's processing of Juvenile cases
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through courts with Juvenile jurisdiction. The second source consisted of pub-
lished and to-be-published estimates of delinquency cases and transactional
statistics regarding the courts' processing of youth. Included in this second
source was Delinquency, 1975, United State8 Estimates of Cases Processed by
Courts with Juvenile Jurisdiction, by Daniel D. Smith, Terrence Finnegan,
Howard Snyder, and Jacqueline Corbett, a report published by the National
Center for Juvenile Justice in August, 1979. In addition, two other documents
were utilized; Delinquency, 1976 and the preliminary draft of Delinquency,
1977, scheduled to be published In April, 1980. The third major source of In-
formation for this paper consisted of a special analysis of actual records that
were used as a basis for generating national estimates. Finally, the fourth
source of information was the FBI's Uniform Crime Report for the years 1975
through 1977.

The courts' statistical information presented in this report represents cases
processed by courts with juvenile jurisdiction. In this context, a "case" is defined
as a youth referred to the court on a new referral. Thus, the term "case" does not
necessarily refer to one youth, nor does it represent events or incidents of unlaw-
ful behavior.

Rates are developed by relating youth characteristics and/or system transac-
tions to an external information base. In developing rates, the National Center for
Juvenile Justice uses "youth population at risk," the number of young people
from age 10 to the upper age of the courts' jurisdiction. Rates will prove inval-
uable in isolating real changes or net changes in trends by holding population
constant.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This section summarizes information regarding United States youth and the
juvenile Justice system. It is divided into two primary sections: information
from court statistics and information from law enforcemnt agencies as reported
in the FBI's Uniform Crime Report.

Court Statistical Information
Since 1957 there has been a gradual increase in the rates of young people being

processed by juvenile courts. In the five years prior to 1975, rates for delinquency
cases disposed of by juvenile courts increased by 15.2 percent.

From 1975 to 1977, rates for delinquency cases disposed of by juvenile courts
increased by 0.2 percent. (Because of methodological differences in the way esti-
mates were developed prior to 1975, comparisons of rates for purposes other than
trending are not ad',ised.)

Between 1975 and 1977, the number of actual cases processed by the courts de-
creased by 3.6 percent from 1,406,100 in 1975 to 1,355,500 in 1977. During this
same period, youth population at risk decreased by 3.8 percent. The difference
between these two major numbers explains the slight rate Increase of 0.2 percent
from 1975 to 1977.

Detention was used an average of 21 percent of the time for all cases processed
by the courts from 1975 to 1977.

There was a rate decrease of 6.8 percent in the use of detention from 1975 to
1976.

There was a rate decrease of 7.8 percent in the use of detention from 1976 to
1977.

There was an overall rate decrease of 14.08 percent in the use of detention from
1975 to 1977.

From 1975 to 1977, the following rate changes were found for reasons for
referral:

Percent
Crimes Against People ------------------------------------ 7. 6
Crimes Against Property --------------------------------- +12. 3
Drug and Alcohol Offenses --------------------------------- 16. 9
Status Offenses ----------------------------------------- 18.2
Other Offenses ---------------------------------------- +15. 8

Referrals from law enforcement agencies represent 82 percent of the total re-
ferrals to juvenile courts. There were no meaningful changes In the trends re-
garding source of referral.

From 1975 to 1977, there was a decrease of 31.4 percent in the rate of cases in-
volving youths having one or more prior referrals for the current year.

During this same period, there was an increase of 18.6 percent in the rate of
cases involving youths who had had one or more prior referrals in previous years.
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Rates reflecting the use of probation show a drop of &16 percent for 1975 to
1977. During the same period, no meaningful difference was observed for the use
of delinquent institutions.

The ratio of cases involving males and females remained constant for the
years 1975 through 1977: the male-female ratio was 76 percent to 24 percent.

Court statistics show that as young people increase in age, the likelihood of
their involvement in the court increases markedly. For example, a person 17
years of age is almost four times more likely to be processed by the courts than
a person 13 years of age.

The total number of status-offense cases has dropped each year since 1975. For
instance, in 1975 there were an estimated 355,600 status-offense cases listed under
"reason for referral." In 1976, that number dropped to 320,500, a decrease of 9.9
percent. Again, it dropped in 1977 to 280,000 for a total decrease of 21.3 percent.
As a function of rates, a decrease of 18.2 percent was observed.

Females are more likely to be referred to courts as status offenders than are
males. (A total of 46 percent of all offenses involving females were for status
offenses, while 16.3 percent of all offenses involving males were for status
offenses.)

The most significant reason for a decrease in detention was the decrease in
status-offender detention. For 1975, a total of 116,000 detentions involved status
offenders. In 1976, this number of 103,000; in 1977, the figure was 59,000. Thus,
detention of status-offender cases decreased by 49.4 percent from 1975 to 1977.
The rate of status-offender detention from 3.79 to 1.99 cases per 1,000 youths for
a decrease of 47.5 percent.

A total of 57 percent of all cases processed in 1977 involved individuals with
no prior referrals to juvenile courts; conversely, 43 percent of the cases involved
young people who had had one or more prior referrals.

An examination of race reveals that 72 percent of all cases involved whites,
20 percent involved blacks, and 8 percent Involved members of other racial
minorities (Hispanics, Mexican Americans, American Indians, and so forth).
Accurate population figures for youths according to racial classifications are not
available from the U.S. Bureau of the Census because of the vague nature of its
dichotomous white-black racial categorization. For this -eason, rates involving
races cannot be developed. This situation Is unfortunate because if rates were
available, the overall picture would be considerably clearer with regard to the
variable of race. However, in the absence of rates, percentages must be employed.

Members of racial minorities (including all non-white groups) who are pro-
cessed by the courts have different demographic characteristics than do their
white counterparts--for example, age, sex, reason for referral, and number of
prior referrals.

Members of racial minorities are processed by the courts differently than their
white counterparts.

Holding constant the reason for referral, members of racial minority groups
still are processed differently than white youths.

Members of racial minorities ages 10 through 14 are more likely to be processed
than their white counterparts within the same age range. (A total of 86.2 percent
of all cases involving minorities were referred by law enforcement agencies,
while the comparable figure for whites was 82.9 percent.)

Minorities are much more likely than whites to have had prior referrals. (A
total of 55.1 percent of all cases involving minorities were comprised by individ-
uals with one or more prior referrals; for whites, the figure was 40.5 percent.)

Minorities are much more likely than whites to have had prior referrals during
the current year (While 53.2 percent of all cases involving minorities fell into
this category, the figure for whites was only 24.1 percent.)

Minorities are more likely than whites to be detained; however, within the
detained category, whites are more likely to be detained in jails and police sta-
tions. (A total of 26.0 percent of all cases involving minorities resulted in deten-
tion; and for whites, the figure was 22.6 percent. Use of jail or police station
detention was 3.2 percent for whites and 2.2 percent for minorities.)

Minorities are more likely than whites to be charged with crimes against
peQple. (A total of 16.3 percent of all cases involving minorities were for crimes
against persons. For whites, 6.4 percent of the cases involved crimes against
persons.)

Minorities are more likely than whites to be processed with a petition. (Mi-
nority cases were handled with a petition 48.9 percent of the time, and white
cases were handled with petition 42.5 percent of the time.)



455

Minorities are more likely than whites to receive a disposition of "case dis-
missed." (While 52.0 percent of minority cases were dismissed, 49.1 percent of
white cases were dismissed.)

Minorities are more likely than whites to be institutionalized. (Although 6.2
percent of all minority cases resulted in institutionalization, only 4.0 percent of
all white cases had this result.)

Cases involving whites are likely to be processed more quickly than cases in-
volving members of racial minorities. (Although 59.0 percent of cases involving
whites are handled within one month, only 49.2 percent of cases involving mi-
norities are handled within one month.)

Holding constant the reason for referral, a member of a racial minority is still
more likely to be detained than a white:

[in percent)

White Minority

Crimes against persons ------------------------------------------------------- 24.0 29.1
Crimes against property ----------------------------------------------------- IR. 3 22.0
Drug and alcohol offenses ---------------------------------------------------- 20.4 25.6
Status offenses --------------------------------------------------------------- 33.8 39.7

For crimes against persons, minority groups are more likely than whites to
be institutionalized:

On percentI

Disposition I

White Minority

P I P

Crimes against persons ------------------------------ 5. 7 10.0 15.9 25.2
Crimes against property ----------------------------- 46.1 49.4 50.2 47. 3
Drug and alcohol offenses ---------------------------- 9.4 5.3 6.9 3.6
Status offenses ------------------------------------- 25.3 15.7 14.4 9.1

' In this table, "P" represents a disposition of probation, and "I" refers to institutionalization. This table should be
read as follows: For crimes against persons, 5.7 percent of all cases involving whites resulted in probation, while 15.9
percent of all casesinvolving minority members resulted in probation.

The frequency of the use of Jails and police stations as means of detention
decreased from 80,516 in 1975 to 46,876 in 1977, for a 41.8 percent decrease. For
the same years, the rate decrease in the use of jails and police stations was from
2.61 to 1.59, for a decrease of 39.1 percent.

The use of detention homes as a means of detention increased from 132,571 in
1975 to 165,020 in 1977, representing a 24.5 percent change. The rate of detention
in detention homes increased by 34.1 percent; for 1975 the rate was 4.31, and for
1977 it was 5.28.
FBI Law Enforcement Information

The Uniform Crime Report is the most widely known and accepted index of
crime in the United States.

Figures presented by the FBI in this report are reasonably consistent with
court data and represent the courts' perspective when consideration is given to
the fact that approximately 53 percent of all police arrests result in referral to a
Juvenile court. The vast majority of the remaining arrests (38 percent) are
handled within police departments, while the remaining number are referred to
criminal courts (4 percent), welfare agencies (3 percent), and other police
agencies (about 2 percent).

The UCR figures most frequently available to the media, politicians, and
citizens do not reflect an accurate picture of the true nature of Juvenile delin-
quency in the nation's courts. These figures represent total arrests of youths
below the age of 18 and to take into account subsequent law enforcement dis-
position of the cases. The pictorial diagram on the following page shows the
approximate flow of cases from police arrest to final dispositions of delinquent
institutions.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Accurate, detailed information Is essential for understanding problems and
seeking solutions to these problems. Fortunately, the field of juvenile justice has
a great opportunity to make major advancement In the collection and process-
ing of information because the necessary technology is available, and feasi-
bility has been established. Now what is required is a commitment on behalf of
the federal government to make accurate, reliable information available in a
timely manner.

With this idea in mind, the following recommendations are offered:
1. The OJJDP should make a commitment to the collection and reporting of a

minimum, uniform level of statistical information.
2. The collection and reporting of information should be made mandatory for

all states.
S. States should be allotted a specified period of time (perhaps five years) to

achieve compliance.
4. The OJJDP should provide ample funding and technical assistance to ac-

complish this objective.
5. Through its National Institute, the OJJDP should explore all potential

avenues for the use of information, including the following:
Locating, developing, and transferring technology-for example, planning,

allocation of resources, development of decision models, court calendaring and
docketing, modeling and simulation, development of forecasting models, and con-
ducting operational research.

Using information for evaluation in special areas of emphasis.
The impact of utilizing this course of action will result in a long-range com-

mitment to system change and improvement. Importantly, it will make possible
more accurate planning and better management of resources. In addition, it will
satisfy evaluation requirements and will eliminate some forms of research in
favor of new avenues with more predictable impact.

NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOB YOUTH,
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1980.

Hon. BENJAmrI R. CrvILmETT,
Attorney General of the United States,
U.S. Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

DRAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL : Recently, It has come to our attention that the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration fiscal yeai 1981 budget request may
be cut as much as $135 million or more. In Ught of this possible budget cut, the
National Collaboration for Youth is concerned about those monies directly related
to the "maintenance of effort" provision of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act.

In Part F-Administration Provisions-Section 520(b) of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act it states that "the Administration shall maintain
from the appropriation for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, each
fiscal year, at least 19.15 percent of the total appropriations for the Administra-
tion, for Juvenile delinquency programs." This percent for fiscal year 1980 repre-
sents approximately 80 million dollars.

The "maintenance of effort" funds have been used by the states largely
to meet the deinstitutionalization of status offender and adult/youth offender
separation requirements of the Juvenile Justice Act. The hope of many, given the
progress among the states in these regards, Is that maintenance of effort funds
starting with fiscal year 1981 can be earmarked for programs for juveniles com-
mitting serious offenses.

In any event, a substantial reduction or elimination of maintenance of effort
funds would represent a lethal blow to the intent of Congress in enacting the
Juvenile Justice Act and the implementation progress that has been made. If
Federal funding to the states for Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention is
reduced to Just the formula grant allocations from the Office of Juvenile Justice &
Delinquency Prevention, it is doubtful that very many states will continue to
participate under the Juvenile Justice Act. Such an outcome would be tragic.

70-796 0 - 81 - 30
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We urge you and the Administration to be sensitive to these considerations as
the fiscal year 1981 budget request is reexamined.

Sincerely,
WALTER SMART,,

Chair, Executive Director,
United Neighborhood Centers of America, Inc.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

The National Association of Counties I is opposed to eliminating the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration and Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention through the budgetary process. NACO supports the goal of
reducing expenditures, but we believe this goal can be achieved through selective
cuts and outlay reductions which would permit the programs to survive. If you
adopt NACO's recommendations, outlined later In this statement, many of the
goals set by the Justice System Improvement Act that reauthorized the LEAA
program for four years last December could be achieved.

Of all the programs scheduled for budget reductions by the House Budget Com-
mittee, LEAA is the only agency In the Federal Government to be virtually elimi-
nated. Moreover, the Congress and the administration just completed a two-year
reauthorization process for LEAA. During that time, the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee did a thorough evaluation of LEAA and found that Federal criminal jus-
tice assistance meets Important needs of State and local governments. It made
changes in LEAA to address criticisms of the program and reported to the Senate
that the program should be reauthorized. Based on the committee's analysis the
Senate, in its wisdom, voted by a wide margin to reauthorize LEAA.

The closely related issue of whether to reauthorize the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention now is being considered in the Judiciary Committee.
The committee is hearing testimony from witnesses, ranging from juvenile court
judges to youth advocates and from Federal, State and local officials, praising the
accomplishments of the juvenile justice program and recommending that it be
continued. Eliminating OJJDP through budget cuts, at a time when the legisla-
tive mandates of deinstitutionalizing status offenders and separating children
from adults in jail are close to being achieved, would be a significant breach of
faith by Congress. Killing the program also would repudiate the overwhelming
bipartisan majorities which have passed and reauthorized the Juvenile Justice
Act twice since 1974.

For the Budget Committee to negate the extensive work done by the Judiciary
Committee and to contravene the expressed will of the Senate is, in NACO's view,
a perversion of the legislative process.

If the goal of Congress is Indeed to reduce ouilays-an issue for the Appropria-
tions and Budget Committees, and not to kill the program-an issue for the Ju-
diciary Committee, then NACO would appreciate your serious consideration of
our recommendations.

METHODS FOR REDUCING LEAA OUTLAYS IN FISCAL YEAR 1981

NACO proposes that LEAA be required to adopt the following three-part
strategy to reduce its outlays in fiscal year 1981 by at least $104 million.

1. Delay submission of fiscal year 1981 formula, national priority and discre-
tionary grant applications for a fiscal quarter, so that the first awards are not
made until January or February 1981.

2. Adjust the policy for use of funds: now they can be spent over a three-year
period-the award year plus two. Change this to allow expenditures over a four-
year period-the award year plus three.

ILThe 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 governments. The
goals of the organization are: To improve county government; to serve as the national
spokesman for county geernments; to act as a liaison between the Nation's counties
and other levels of government ; and to achieve public understanding of the ro!e of coun-
ties in the Federal system.
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3. Negotiate, on a State-by-State basis, agreements to reduce fiscal year 1981
outlays. States with significant amounts of unawarded funds should be asked to
formally agree to slow the distribution of these funds.

PROPOSED CUTS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1981 BUDGET

NACO recommends the following cuts in LEAA's fiscal year 1981 budget. They
would reduce outlays by $20.6 million, In addition to the reductions achieved by
taking the steps listed above.

Million

Formula Grant program (retains fiscal year 1980 level which was a
$100 million reduction from fiscal year 1979) ---------------------- $ 58

National Priority and Discretionary Grant program (maintains Con-
gressional mandated ratio with formula grant program) ------------ 15

Office of Juvenile Justice and l)elinquency Prevention (reduces program
from fiscal year 1980 level, but the cut would not seriously damage
the program, because there has been a slow outlay of funds) -- 25

Office of Community Anti-Crime programs (eliminates Increase over
fiscal year 1980) --------------------------------------------- 5

Total reduction in budget authority --------------------------- $108

IMPACT OF ELIMINATING LEAA

The $104 million reduction In outlays that would be achieved by eliminating
LEAA and OJJDP represents only 0.6 percent of the total $16.5 billion cut in
Federal spending recommended by the Budget Committee. 'Xhis contribution to
balancing the budget is minimal, and yet the Budget Committee recommendation,
if approved, would have an immediate and devastating effect on State and local
governments.

Intergovernmental cooperation and criminal justice coordination, perhaps the
most significant contribution of the LEAA program, would be disrupted.

Many successful programs funded by LEAA--career criminal prosecution,
statewide court reform, improved management, training of court and law
enforcement professionals, anti-fencing projects, victim-witness assistance-
would be cut-off from continuation funding prematurely and others would be
curtailed.

At least 40,000 persons would lose thetr jobs. Of these, approximately 40 percent
would be youth workers. Young people who are now In community bused facilities
would have to be transferred to jails or released into the community.

No new applications for innovative programs would be developed or accepted
after the program termination is announced. The opportunity for discovering
new methods for improvi'-' the criminal justice system and controlling crime
would be lost.

Efforts to remove status offenders from secure detention facilities and to
separate Juveniles from adults in adult correctional facilities would be under-
mined. As a condition of receiving assistance from OJJDP, 52 States and terri-
tories have agreed to take these steps. Of the 37 States required to remove 75
percent of the status offenders in secure detention in 1974, 34 have accomplished
the goal. In the next two years all States participating in the juvenile Justice
program must reach 100 percent deinstitutionalization.

Even if OJJDP is funded at the $100 million level proposed by President Carter
in early January, any substantial cut in LEAA's fiscal year 1981 budget would
have a severe negative, if not fatal, impact on the juvenile justice program.

We have three reasons for this assessment: First, 19.15 percent of the funds
appropriated for LEAA must be devoted to juvenile Justice and delinquency
prevention programs. If LEAA is eliminated, there would be about $74 million
less available for these programs. Second, the Juvenile Justice Act formula grant
program is administered by the State criminal justice councils (formerly State
planning agencies), most of which could not function without LEAA funds.
While States may use up to 7.5 percent of their Juvenile Justice Act funds for
planning, monitoring and administration, most Juvenile justice specialists depend
upon the State criminal Justice council apparatus to assist them in their work.
And, third, OJJDP's administrative budget is not a part of its appropriation,
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rather, it comes from the administrative budget of LEAA. If LEAA receives no
money, there would be no funds to administer the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNERS,
April 15, 1980.

Ms. M.&s K&RE JOuLy,

Staff Diretcor and Counsel, Subcommittee on the Constitution, U.S. Senate,
Wahingtofl D.C.

DzrA MARY: Enclosed are two copies of written testimony of Charles D.
Weller, Chairperson of the Association concerning the JJDP Act reauthorization
legislation to be entered into the record and for the Subcommittee's consideration.

On behalf of the Association, I wish to thank you for your interest and co-
operation in requesting testimony.

Sincerely,
MAY SHILTON,
Assistant Director.

Enclosures.
PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. WELLER

On behalf of the National Association of Criminal Justice Planners, I am
pleased to provide to you the Association's comments on reauthorization of the
juvenile and Delinquency Prevention Act.

The National Association of Criminal Justice Planners is a professional
organization that represents local and regional governments through local and
regional criminal justice planners. The Association also includes such mem-
bers as court administrators, line agency police planners and academic profes-
sionals.

Our Association is committed to advancing the performance of planning at all
levels In the field of criminal and Juvenile justice, and is engaged in assisting
planners in areas such as crime and data analysis, evaluation skills and techni-
ques, and examination of strategies that are employed In implementing changes
in agency operations.

Many of the Association's members have been involved in planning for youth
programs made possible by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
and the Runaway Youth Act. The Association endorses the reauthorization of this
Juvenile Justice legislation which has contributed to substantial improvements
in the Juvenile Justice System during the past years. However, the Associa-
tion Is concerned with the following issues which are addressed for the Com-
mittee's consideration.

1. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 223(a) (10)

See. 223(a) (10) provides that a percentage of funds made available to a
state under the JJDP Act shall be used for advanced techniques in developing,
maintaining, and expanding programs to prevent delinquency, divert juveniles
from the Juvenile justice system and provide alternatives to and within the
Juvenile justice system. Although this provision would appear to be sufficiently
general to facilitate the funding of a wide variety of projects and programs, this
section also includes a list of "advanced techniques" which may be interpreted
to exclude programs for youth gang members, violent or chronic youth of-
fenders and youth committing serious crimes.

In order to clarify the "advanced techniques" provision and to permit fund-
ing of programs for serious Juvenile offenders, it is suggested that this provi-
sion be amended to include programs for violent, chronic, and serious offenders.

It is also recommended that this provision should encourage states to focus
on programs within agencies and organizations which have the legal responsi-
bility for addressing Juvenile delinquency specifically, the police, courts, cor-
rections, probation, schools and human service agencies--public or private. The
overwhelming proportion of juvenile cases are dealt with at the community level.
While there may be problems surrounding the institutionalization of juveniles,
there are other equally important problems confronting institutions serving
youth. For example, schools must find ways to deter truancy, violence and
vandalism. These problems also affect the police, courts, and probation offices.
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Strategies need to be developed and implemented to deal with overall problems
and specific cases. The public has become more concerned about violence perpe-
trated by youth especially in those cases where the elderly are attacked.

These concerns need to be addressed in order to assure that response mecha-
nisms, other than instituttrralzation of violent youth, can be developed. Deinsti-
tutionalization cannot be fully implemented without such programs. The reau-
thorization legislation should be amended to make possible a wider ra-age of
youth programs.

2. RETAINING A NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION (NIJJ)

There is a need to devote greater attention to assessing the effectiveness of
treatment and control of Juvenile justice offenders. There is also a need to have
a coordinating center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination of data,
and for the training of persons involved in the juvenile justice system. These
functions have been performed by the NIJJ in the past, and the Asswiation
favors retention of a separate NIJJ in the legislation.

Separation of the research from the grant functions will encourage more rigor-
ous Independent assessments of juvenile justice programs. The Association be-
lieves that the NIJJ should be directed to emphasize assessing the Impact of the
JJDP program not only on juvenile but also on the agencies serving juveniles.

S. REPRESENTATION OF LOCAL MEMBERS ON THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
JUVENILE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The Association recommends that ten of the twenty-one regular members of
the National Advisory Committee should be members of local juvenile delinquency
councils. This provision would assure that the city and county perspective would
be represented on the Committee. It would also assure input from members of
Juvenile delinquency councils which are engaged in the improvement of juvenile
programs at the local level.

The Association feels strongly that every effort should be made to engage
local programmatic and appointed and elected officials In the National Advisory
Committee process.

In keeping with our foregoing comments, it Is Imperative that the JJDP pro-
gram bring its focus back to local and state agencies responsible for implement-
ing changes in the juvenile justice system. This re-direction cannot be ac-
companied without more local participation at the national policy level.

4. MEMBERSHIP OF STATE ADVISORY GROUP

The Association recommends that the State Advisory Group should be required
to have elected or appointed representatives of localities who are nominated by
their jurisdiction. It is also recommended that the Act be revised to permit
elected officials to chair a State Advisory Group. Similarly, guidelines issued
under the JJDP Act should permit the Chairman of the State Advisory Group
to either be or not be a member of the State Criminal Justice Council. These
recommendations are made to permit State Advisory Groups to encourage full
involvement of elected and appointed officials who are members and to eliminate
unnecessaAy restrictions on the type of person who may chair the State Advisory
Group.

5. RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT (RYA)

The Association endorses the concept of the Runaway Youth Act but recom-
mends that the responsibility for the program be assigned to OJJDP under a title
of the JJDP Act. The consensus of our members is that administration of the
RYA by the Department of Human Resources (HEW) has made it difficult, If
cot impossible for local governments to coordinate Runaway Projects and service
projects funded by LEAA or JJDP Act funds. The lack of coordination of this
funding process has been dysfunctional.

In order to remedy this situation, it is recommended that the Runaway Youth
Act should be modified to become a program administered by OJJDP under the
JJDP Act. It is also recommended that this proviion should be amended to per-
mit state and local governments to be awarded grants and to require local
elected officials to sign off before local private agencies are funded.
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6. DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY BASED

The A isolation believes that the definition of "community based" should be
revised to include the concept of the "least restrictive alternative". It is also
believed that the definition's reference to "programs of community supervision
and service which maintain community and consumer participation in the plan-
ning, operation, and evaluation" is beneficial and should be retained.

The concept of "least restrictive alternative appropriate to the needs of the
child and the community" should be incorporated to refer to the guiding and
acceptable considerations for placing children in community based facilities.

It Is also believed that the language of the present definition referring to
programs of community supervision and service should be retained because this
provision encourages state operated or licensed programs to utilize communinty
and consumer participation. Community and consumer participation and support
for the planning operation and evaluation of juvenile Justice programs is essential
to the long term replication and maintenance of effort for such programs. Without
community support and involvement, community based programs do not become
truly "community based" but remain isolated.

7. REASONABLENESS OF RULES AND REGULATIONS

As mentioned above, it Is believed that the Act and rules promulgated there-
under should encourage states and localities to participate in the programs to
the fullest possible extent. It is recommended that the legislation include a pro-
vision directing the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to
ensure that regulations promulgated are reasonable and appropriate in consider-
ing impact on states and localities.

S. PASS-THROUGH OF FUNDS TO LOCALITIES

The JJDP Act has allocated grants to the States on the basis of relative popula-
tion of people under age eighteen. It is the recommendation of the Association
that seventy-five percent of the funds made available to states under the JJDP
Act should be passed through to populated localities on the basis of relative
population of people under age eighteen to the total state population of those
under age eighteen. The money to be allocated to jurisdictions receiving $10,000
or less under this formula would be awarded by the state in its discretion on
a competitive basis. States could use the remaining twenty percent allocation
to supplement the small Jurisdictions' awards and to fund state sponsored
programs.

As discussed in the foregoing comments, it Is the Association's position that
greater local participation should be fostered by the JJDP Act program. In order
for this to be possible, local governments must be given a share of funding re-
sponsibility. The funding responsibilities of local governments should reflect
the true role they play in administering, and improving the Juvenile Justice
system.

This approach to local funding of programs would make possible improved
coordination of JJDP Act funded programs with other public and private funded
programs. A single comprehensive plan for JJDP Act and LEAA funds could be
forwarded by local governments to the states for approval.

If this pass-through provision is added to the legislation, it is also recom-
mended that the chief executive officer of a unit of local government or com-
bination of units assign responsibilities for preparation and adw:10stration of
the local government's application to a local Board such as a Criminal Justice
Advisory Board organized under the JSIA, or a local or regional Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council (CJCC). The local Board or CJCC would be required to
have adequate representation of members from various components of the
juvenile Justice system.

9. AUTHORIZATION OF ADMINISTRATOR TO MAKE GRANTS TO LOCALITIES

It is recommended that the JJDP Act should include authorization to make
grants to states and local governments or combinations of local governments.
This language should be resolved in order to encourage localities to participate
in the program where a local area is in compliance but a state Is not and declines
participation.
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CONCLUSION

I wish to thank you for this opportunity to provide you with the Association's
comments on issues related to the JJDP Act reauthorization. Our organization
supports passage of this legislation and is hopeful that some advancements can
be made to encourage improved community planning and involvement in the
program. Community participation and greater responsibility for administering
the program will assure progress in meeting the goals of the legislation during
the years to come.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES,
March 81, 1980.

Ms. MARY JOLLY,
Staff Director and Counsel, Subcommittee on Constitutions, Rayburn Senate

Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The NCSL State-Federal Assembly will meet at the Key-

Bridge Marriott in Rosslyn, Virginia April 23-25, 1980. The Committee on Law
and Justice, one of the nine committees within the State-Federal Assembly,
oversees pending federal criminal justice legislation and develops policy reso-
lutions to guide NCSL's lobbying efforts on those issues.

Legislation to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act is of major concern to the Committee. Last August, the Committee voted
to "sunset" the NCSL position on JJDP. Rather than amending this policy
position, the Committee decided to review the issue and draft a position pend-
ing reauthorization this year. The Committee intends to deal with this issue
at the April meeting.

It would be helpful if you could meet with the Committee to brief them on
the legislation that is pending before Congress. I have set aside time on Thurs-
day, April 24 at 2:00 p.m. for this meeting. I realize that your schedule is tight
and suspect you may have a problem meeting at the Key-Bridge Marriot; how-
ever, it may be possible for us to make arrangements to meet on the hill. Our
agenda is not final as of yet and we will be happy to work with you to make
arrangements at the most convenient time and place.

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely.

MARY FAIRCHILD,
Research Assistant.

Enclosure.
NCSL POLICY PosrrIoN

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY (EXPIRED 8/79)

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 authorized 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. Programs should therefore be committed to basic prevention, with
special attention to home, school and community centered programs aimed at
youth in danger of becoming delinquent.

Recognizing the very seniors 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
with the federal Juvenile Justice Act requirements which deal with status
offenders and the incarceration of Juvenile offenders with adult offenders.

No more than fifteen percent of the appropriated funds should be made avail-
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able 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.

LAW AND JUSTICE

NCSL testified in strong opposition to a bill which would remove the reappor-
tionment power of state legislators and place it under the control of bipartisan
state commissions. Conference policy opposes "any federally mandated proce-
dures, structures or substantive standards for redistricting, which NCSL believes
would constitute a fundamental revision of the accepted constitutional role of
the state legislatures and of the historic federal-state relationship." Though Sen-
ate and House redistricting proposals remained in committee at the end of the
first session, renewed congressional interest in the measures is likely to be
prompted by the 1980 census and impending reapportionment.

After sunsetting its policy in support of overturning the Supreme Court ruling
in Illinois Brick Co. v. Illinois pending further review of the Issue, NCSL re-
adopted a position in favor of legislation to reverse the Court decision. At the
close of the 1979 session, legislation supporting the right of states to recover
damages in federal antitrust suits had been reported out of committee in the Sen-
ate and was still before the House Judiciary Committee.

NCSL worked extensively during the last Congress on legislation to reorganize
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). After months of con-
gressional review, legislation was adopted to create a new umbrella organization
to oversee LEAA and the new research/data collection agencies. The legislation
retains the 90/10 match requirement under the formula grant program, increases
the role of large cities and counties by assuring them a fixed allotment of funds
and reduces much of the bureaucratic red tape formerly required by the agency.

NCSL will continue to support revision and simplification of the federal crimi-
nal code, while opposing expansion of federal criminal jurisdiction into the tra-
ditional areas of state responsibility. Action on a comprehensive Senate bill
could take place early in 1980, and a less sweeping House measure might also
be ready for a vote in the coming session.

NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE AsSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., April 2, 1980.

Ms. MARY JOLLY,
Chief Counsel, Senate Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on the Constitution,

Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MS. JOLLY: I am enclosing herewith 25 copies of the testimony of Lee

M. Thomas, Director of the South Carolina Division of Public Safety Programs
and Chairman of the National Criminal Justice Association on reauthorization
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as amended.

We greatly appreciate the opportunity afforded Mr. Thomas by the Subcom-
mittee on the Constitution to submit testimony on this importan mater.

Sincerely,
GWEN ADAMS HOLDEN,

Director of Program Coordination.
Enclosures.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LEE M. THOMAS, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF PUBLIC SAFETY
PROGRAMS, STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CRIMINAL
JUSTICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee: As Chairman
of the National Criminal Justice Association' and as Director of the South

I The National Criminal Justice Association represents the directors of the 57 state
and territorial criminal justice councils (CJCs) created by the states and territories to
plan for and encourage Improvements in the administration of adult and Juvenile justice.
The CJCs have been designated by their Jurisdictions to administer federal financial
assistance programs created by the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (the
JSIA) and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prvention Act of 1974 (the JJDP
Act). During fiscal year 1980, the CJCs have been responsible for determining how best
ti allocate approximately 62 percent of the total appropriations under the JSIA and
approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations under the JJDP Act. In essence,
the states, through the CJCe, are assigned the central role under the two Acts.
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Carolina Division of Public Safety Programs, I appreciate the opportunity you
have extended to me to address you on the matter of reauthorization of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended.

The National Criminal Justice Association supports the reauthorization of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

Crime and delinquency like defense are problems that are uniquely the re-
sponsibility of the government to manage. While crime and delinquency are
essentially local problems that must be dealt with first by state and local units
of government, the resources and expertise of and the encouragement and co-
ordination by the federal government are sorely needed to support such state
and local efforts.

The President's Crime Commission in 1967 and the Congress in 1974 found
a litany of needs and problems related to the prevention and control of Juvenile
delinquency and the administration of Juvenile justice systems. Without the
leadership and assistance of the federal government, Congress determined
Juvenile crime and delinquency would continue to grow at even more rapid
rates and the Juvenile justice system would perpetuate its ineffective and some-
times inequitable treatment of youthful offenders.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had a major impact
on how states and localities handle status and non-offenders. Thirty-four of
thirty-seven states have met the interim deinstitutionalization mandate of the
Act and over thirty states have revised their Juvenile codes. However, more has to
be done not only with respect to status and non-offenders, but with respect to
violent, serious and chronic offenders as well as in preventing crime and delin-
quency. Federal assistance is needed.

The goals of the Juvenile Justice Act have stood the test of time well, but the
program administration has proven to need some fine tuning. What follows are
some suggestions on how to improve the Act by the primary administrators of
the service delivery system and some reactions to the amendments proposed
by the authors of S. 2434, S. 2441 and S. 2442.

(1) The Act should maintain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Asistance Administration.

The National Criminal Justice Association joins Senators Bayh and Dole as
well as the Administration and the National Governors' Association in calling
for the Office of Juvenile Justice to remain within LEAA. The last five years have
demonstrated the absolute necessity for close cooperation and coordination be-
tween LEAA and the office of Juvenile Justice.

(a) Criminal justice agencies and programs frequently don't distinguish be-
tween adults and juveniles for purposes of jurisdiction or program design. Pro-
grams designed to promote crime prevention, and improve the police and courts
usually address both Juvenile and adult offenders. Concepts and models for
screening and rehabilitation of offenders are frequently transferable.

(b) The administrative rules and procedures should be the same for LEAA,
OJJDP and the JSIA and the JJDPA. 19.15 percent of the JSIA funds must be
spent on Juvenile delinquency. The same state agency does and frequently the
same grantee will administer funds under both Acts simultaneously. It is also
common for funds of one Act to continue a program initiated with the funds of
the other. Differing rules result in confusion, audit exceptions and unnecessary
red tape and bureaucratic maneuvering. One set of administrative rules should
be established by LEAA for both offices and programs.

(c) Long-term reform in some cases Is making the Juvenile justice system
mtre like the adult criminal justice system, and in other cases reformers suggest
that part of the Juvenile justice system be abandoned. Waiver of Juveniles to the
criminal justice system Is becoming more prevalent. With the foregoing changes,
the Office of Juvenile Justice must coordinate its efforts with LEAA to ensure
that the impact of new Juvenile policies on the adult system can be planned for
by LEAA.

(d) With diminishing resources, it does not make sense for LEAA and OJJDP
to duplicate functions and resources when consolidation can yield efficiencies and
greater effectiveness.

(2) The Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice should be
under the policy direction and control of the Administrator.

The National Criminal Justice Association supports Senator Dole and the
National Governors' Association in clarifying that the OJJDP Associate Admin-
istrator is and should be subordinate to the LEAA Administrator. In addition to
adopting the amendment proposed by Senator Dole, the Committee should amend
the Justice System Improvement Act by deleting Section 820(a). We strongly
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oppose Section 201 of E. 2441. The amendment proposed by Senator Bayh would
exacerbate the potential for conflict between the LEAA Administrator and the
OJJDP Associate Administrator, a potential that was realized under the present
legislation just a few short months ago.

(3) Section 223(a) (13) of the Act should continue to require the sight and
sound segregation of Juveniles from adults in institutions but should permit
delinquents to commingle with youthful offenders under certain circumstances.

The National Association is concerned with the Administration's proposal to
require removal o'f Juveniles from institutions holding adults rather than pro-
hibiting Juvenileti from having regular contract with adults. The Administration's
proposal raises a number of unanswered questions.

(a) What Is achieved by detaining and incarcerating Juveniles in institutions
different from adults which is not achieved by sight and sound separation?

(b) Will state and local units of government respond to a requirement to remove
Juveniles from adult institutions by opening separate detention and correctional
facilities specifically for Juveniles? Will the opening of separate Juvenile institu-
tions result in more beds for Juvenile delinquents? If there are more institutional
beds for Juveniles, will more Juveniles be incarcerated?

(c) It is possible that an absolute separation requirement would result in the
waiver of a greater number of Juveniles to the criminal system?

(d) Is Is known what progress state and local units of government have made
in achieving sight and sound separation, both In enacting legislation and in imple-
menting the mandate? What problems have been eAdenced in Jurisdictions that
have achieved sight and sound separation that would warrant expanding the man-
date to require total separation?

(e) Is it known how much money has been expended to meet the mandate of
sight and sound separation? How much of this investment would be lost if total
separation were required? How many state and local units of government now
meet the sight and sound mandate? How much money would it require nation-wide
to achieve absolute separation?

(f) Is it known whether the Administration's proposed five year timeframe for
the achievement of the mandate is reasonable?

(g) Does the federal government have an absolute separation requirement for
its own Institutions? How many states presently require total separation, have,
in fact, implemented such requirements, and what has been their experience?

The National Criminal Justice Association believes Congress should consider
amending Section 223(a) (13) of the Act to permit an exception to the separation
mandate for state youthful offender programs. The Association has recommended
thgit regular contact between adult and juvenile offenders be permitted in youthful
offender programs where such programs have been specifically approved by the
LEAA Administrator on the basis that these programs (1) will substantially
benefit the youthful offenders, and (2) such placements will not harm the
Juveniles.

The basic premise of the separation mandate is that Juveniles are young, and
therefore, inexperienced, easily influenced and emotionally and physically vulner-
able. They must consequently be kept out of contact with adult offenders who are
older and more experienced, and necessarily a negative influence and potentially
abusive. Where the association of Juveniles and adults threatens the well-being of
the Juveniles, they must be separated. But there are instances in which the ages,
behavioral characteristics and the treatment needs of the one individual, classi-
fied as a juvenile and the other individual, classified as an adult are so similar that
there does not appear to be any programmatic Justification to prohibit these indi-
viduals from regular contact. Where the safety and general well-being of each
individual can be provided for, it would appear to make good programmatic and
financial sense that their treatment needs be met in a single setting.

(4) The 19.15 percent maintenance of effort requirement should be modified
to direct that an adequate share of funds received under the Justice System Im-
provement Act of 1979 be used for Juvenile delinquency programming.

The National Criminal Justice Association supports Senator Dole, the National
Governors' Association and the National Association of Counties in calling for a
substitution of the rigid requirement that OJARS, LEAA and related agencies
direct 19.15 percent of their funds to Juvenile delinquency programs with pri-
mary emphasis on programs for convicted or adjudicated offenders. The fore-
going Associations are opposed to overcategorizing federal programs. The 19.15
percent requirement has in some cases required money to be spent in areas which
are not of high priority and in other cases served to operate as a ceiling as well
as a floor, inhibiting a greater commitment of funds to the area of delinquency.



467

The National Criminal Justice Association opposes Section 211 (b) of S. 2441
which reduces the flexibility of the maintenance of effort requirement even
further by requiring that all such funds he expended on programs aimed at curb-
ing violent crimes committed by juveniles. The need to curb violent juvenile
crime is not the same all over this country. Some States and localities m-y have
no violent juvenile crime problem.

Senator Dole's proposal (Section 4 of S. 2434) to amend the maintenance of
effort requirement is worth considering. The reservation the Association has is
that data supporting the relative expenditure standard may not be available.

(5) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
should be abolished and its functions consolidated into OJJDP, NIJ and BJS.

The National Association supports Representative Andrews' suggestion ap-
pearing in H.R. 6704 to abolish the National Institute for Juvenile Justice. This
position Is supported by many of the national public interest groups including
the National Governors' Association, the National Association of Counties, the
National League of Cities and the International Association of Chiefs of Police.
The consolidation of the National Institute functions li consistent with the
National Governors' Association longstanding policy to consolidate agencies and
functions in order to promote efficiencies and a more coordinated policy and
program implementation.

(6) Administiative provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act should be identical
with provisions of the Justice System Improvement Act.

The national public interest groups agree that the following administrative
provisions of the JSIA should be adopted in the Juvenile Justice Act reauthorifa-
tion for both programmatic and administrative reasons: (a) the cost of federally
funded projects should be assumed after a reasonable period of time, (b) the
civil rights provisions of the two Acts should be identical, (c) the juvenile justice
comprehensive plans should be three year plans with annual updates, and (d)
state juvenile justice plans and all applications should be acted upon within 90
days of submission.

(7) In order to reduce red tape and administrative costs Section 223(a) (14)
of the Act should be modified to permit a substitution for monitoring of Ju-
venile detention and correctional facilities.

The Act should be amended to provide that states having statutes that pro-
hibit institutionalization of status offenders and the commingling of adults and
youths in places of incarceration will not have to monitor those places of con-
finement unless the Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration determines that the state statutes do not adequately provide for
deinstitutionalization, separation or the enforcement of these mandates.

(8) Funds unobligated in one year for a particular Act program should re-
main available for that program until expended.

The National Association strongly opposes the second sentence of Section
211(a) of S. 2441. The requirements of the Act and the nature of the programs
and grantees require that funds appropriated remain available for obligation
until expended. The result of requiring money to be obligated by the end of the
fiscal year will result in poor planning, dumping of money at the end of the
fiscal year, and fewer operating juvenile justice programs. The suggestion to
revert unobligated money to the Department of Human Rescurces is unprece-
dented. This reversionary fund provision would result in money automatically
going to DUR without being appropriated by Congress. Moreover, the proposed
amendment would complicate both the budget and appropriations processes.
Different appropriations subcommittees have Jurisdiction over the Department
of Justice and Department of Human Resources programs Additionally, juve-
nile justice programs are funded under a different budget function category than
Runaway Youth Act programs.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to share our views with you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR JAMES B. HUNT, JR. ON BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL GOVERNORS' AsSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I would like to express the
views of the National Governors' Association on the issue of Reauthorizing the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

First, Mr. Chairman, the nation's governors believe emphatically that the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 sItould be reau-
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thorized. We commend congress for enacting the legislation that provided re-
sources for developing programs in the control and treatment of juvenile delin-
quency, and programs that help our youth in general crisis situations. The
mandate of deinstitutionalization has brought about healthy innovations in
our treatment not only of status offenders, but of all youth in trouble. This
process helped our effort to develop more substantive programs for youth in
non-secure community based facilities. For example, we worked with private
non-profit groups and local governments in planning juvenile facilities which
met the letter and spirit of the legislation.

Our youth are the nation's greatest asset for the future; we must cultivate and
develop them so they grow to become productive citizens-respecting those
values that have made this nation strong and great. To this end, the governors
believe that programs designed to develop youth and prevent delinquency must
emphasize strengthening family relationships, building better and more pro-
ductive schools, and establishing better and more coordinated community serv-
ices. Al of these institutions must work together to help our youth develop to
their full potential.

We want to commend you and the committee, Mr. Chairman, for several amend-
ments in the proposed legislation (S. 2441) which we vigorously support. First,
we especially commend you for providing state and local governments the flexi-
bility to develop programs to deal with the serious juvenile offender, particularly
the emotionally disturbed Juvenile offender. This has been a rather neglected
section of juvenile programs.

Second, we commend you for maintaining the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion. And we believe that yoor position should be strengthened so that the
director of OJJDP reports to the administrator of LEAA. Coordination between
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration is of utmost importance in developing a strategy
for dealing with the problem of Juvenile crime and delinquency at the federal
and state levels. We recognize the need for a special office to plan for juvenile
services, and we have given our full support to that office since it was established
by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The creation of a separate office may appeal to some short term interests of
juvenile justice proponents. But, governors and most all governmental officials,
both elected and appointed, have consistently called for program and functional
consolidation in order to improve program administration and service delivery.
The president himself has proposed several federal reorganization plans that
emphasize agency consolidation and coordination. For example, the federal emer-
gency management agency brought together some eleven agencies and func-
tions under one agency in order to better coordinate emergency assistance for
state and local governments.

Furthermore, it is in the long term interest of juvenile proponents to have
OJJDP remain within LEAA for it to have the ability to oversee well the LEAA
financial assistance directed at juvenile justice, which is approximately 20 per-
cent of all LEAA investments.

The National Governors' Association urges Congress to consider the following
proposals as it reauthorizes the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974:

1. There should be parallel authorization periods for the JJDP Act and the
JSIA Act. This would help states to assess, manage, and implement all justice
programs during a reauthorization cycle.

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 reauthorizes the LEAA program,
among others, through September 30, 1983. Thus, the Juvenile Justice Act should
be reauthorized for the same period of three years.

2. The "adequate assistance" provision that applies to courts and corrections
should apply to all components of the criminal justice system including juvenile
justice.

In lieu of the requirement that 19.15 percent of the Justice System Improve-
ment Act funds be committed to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention pro-
gramming, legislation should be amended through the juvenile justice act amend-
ments of 1980 to specify "adequate assistance" be given to juvenile justice. Gov-
ernors are opposed to overcategorizing federal programs. Governors believe that
the needs of all elements of the Justice system within a state should be con-
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sidered in determining allocations. Unnecessary categorization should be elimi-
nated so that the greater needs of each state can be met. Considering the great
needs of juvenile justice throughout the country which have been identified
because of the JJDP Act, "adequate assistance" may well require an allocation
of more than the presently mandated 19.15 percent.

3. The state agency designated by the governor to develop a state's criminal
and juvenile justice plan should coordinate all juvenile justice programs that
receive federal funding.

We believe no program funding under the act should go directly to a local unit
of government or a private non-profit agency without the advice and comments
of this agency. States are interested in coordinating federal and state funds to
promote a comprehensive criminal and juvenile justice system.

Voluntarily over the past few months, OJJDP has coordinated with the states
in this way. The benefits in improved morale and more effective use of funds
have been striking.

4. The legislation should direct the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention to ensure that rules, regulations, definitions, and responsibilities pur-
suant to the act are reasonable and consider the impact on the states. Further-
more, they should be designed to encourage full participation in the program
by all states.

We are very optimistic that the administrator of OJJDP, Mr. Ira Schwartz
will work closely with the states, realizing we can be twice as effective when we
work closely together. Likewise, we are pleased to know, Mr. Chairman, of your
support to encourage full participation in JJDP by all the states.

In addition, we recommend that effrts be made to conform certain adminis-
trative provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act with similar administrative provi-
sions of the Justice System Improvement Act. Specifically, we suggest:

That the Juvenile Justice Act should be amended to require that the cost of
federally funded projects be assumed after a reasonable period of time;

The civil rights provisions of the Justice System Improvement Act should be
fully incorporated in the Juvenile Justice Act; and

Action on state juvenile justice plans by OJJDP should be required within
90 days.

Approximately two years ago, we testified before the house subcommittee, on
economic opportunity and said that:

"In this mass of tangled federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first priority is to provide services
to children in trouble with the law. It must distribute funds to be spent to help
our troubled children as if it were a crisis, for in fact it is. Getting assistance
down to the service provider and the young person in the street must be the
top priority."

We still believe this, and urge Congress to form a partnership with the nation's
governors to strengthen the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention program
through reauthorizing legislation to ensure effective intergovernmental actions
in addressing the problems of juveniles in this country.

Considering the fact that the JJDP program is implemented through each
state, the governors appreciate your serious consideration of our priority recom-
mendations. We look forward to working with you to plan for the implementa-
tion of these recommendations.

APPENDIX

Policy Position-National Governors' Association

Prevention and control of Juvenile delinquenoti
The National Governors' Association believes that greater emphasis should

be placed on coordinating and planning services for the prevention, control, and
treatment of juvenile delinquency. Each state should strengthen its commitment
to this effort by emphasizing programs to build better families, schools, and
community services.

The Association commends Congress for enacting the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act (PL 93-415) of 1974. The act provided resources
for developing programs in juvenile delinquency and treatment.

Because the problems caused by juvenile delinquency continue, the National
Governors' Association urges Congress to incorporate the following principles
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when it works on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act:

1. The act should maintain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The director of
OJJDP should report to the administrator of LEAA.

2. There should be parallel authorization periods with the Law Enforcement
Assistance Act. This would help states to assess, manage, and implement all
criminal justice programs during a reauthorization cycle.

3. The "adequate assistance" provision that applies to courts and corrections
should apply to all components of the criminal justice system including Juvenile
justice.

4. The state agency designated by the Governor to develop a state's criminal
and Juvenile justice plan should coordinate all Juvenile justice programs. No
program should be funded directly under the act without the advice and com-
ments of this agency.

5. Discretionary grants should provide an equitable share of funds to rural
and urban states for the development of Juvenile justice programs.

6. The legislation should direct the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention to ensure that rules, regulations, definitions, and responsibilities
pursuant to the act are reasonable and consider the impact on the states.
Furthermore, they should be designed to encourage full participation in the
program by all states.

Adopted July 1979.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR JOSEPH ScHERE, DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENTAL RELA.
TIONS, THE NATIONAL PTA AND DoRis LANGLAND, PARENT

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention have been concerns of the Na-
tional PTA, and the PTA supports passage of legislation aimed at improving
the care and protection of children and youth. The PTA supports the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended in 1977, for the
following reasons:

1. The legislation emphasizes the need to strengthen the family unit so that
juveniles may be retained in their homes rather than be institutionalized;

2. Emphasizes prevention rather than punishment;
3. Promotes keeping students in school and prevents unwarranted and arbitrary

suspensions and expulsions; and
4. Encourages new approaches and techniques with respect to the prevention

of school violence and vandalism.
The PTA justifies support of legislation aimed at protecting children and

youth based on its experience that Juvenile crime is related to those home envi-
ronments that impact on the family, i.e. distorted through death, divorce, sep-
aration or desertion of one or both parents. The PTA's concern parallels those
expressed in an FBI report on Juvenile Delinquency and Crime.

The absence of one or both parents for any reasons, results in, greater responsi-
bility being placed on the community. Often such home environments lead to
status offenders such as truancy, and truancy is a major problem among youth
under age 16. Truancy may lead to suspension or expulsion from school and once
separated from school the student and society become victims of "free time".
Expulsion does nothing to improve a students job training and ability to cope
with the time she/he has on their hands.

Recently the PTA completed a one-year study titled "The PTA in the Urban
Context". Hearings were held in Kansas City, Miami, Houston, Seattle, Phila-
delphia and Washington, D.C. The hearings were entitled "The PTA Challenges
the Cities: What Can We Do For Your Schools?" Leaders from the business
community, education leaders Government officials, labor leaders, parents, teach-
ers and students all testified concerning the problems in an urban environment.
One of the five major problems cited was youth unemployment, which is one of
the causes of Juvenile delinquency and crime. Crime, violence, and vandalism
were also cited as a problem. One of the solutions discussed Included providing
students job training.

One measure of our demonstrated concern for causes and effects of youth ag-
gressive behavior is the existence of the highly publicized National PTA Tele-
vision Violence Project. The National PTA just released results of the fall 1979
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monitoring of prime television programs. Recently, in a Chicago suburb, a
family was watching an action shown on television, in which one actor suffocates
another with a pillow. When the show was finished, one of the youngsters takes a
pillow from the living room sofa, walks over to the family dog, and presses the
pillow in the dog's face. What would have happened If the parents were not in
the room when this happened and it was a brother or sister and not the ddg?
In a very Immediate way, this case history illustrates the fact that there can
be a direct, causual relationship between violence seen on TV, and aggressive,
hostile behavior by certain kinds of children.

Often juvenile justice is a local problem and is best dealt with in a com-
munity. Many of the problems that lead children to commit crimes Include
alcoholism, child abuse, neglect and lack of constructive leisure time activities.
In Fairfax, Virginia a youth forum was held and one of the main problems that
the kids specified was the lack of recreational activities. In early March, the
District Government announced that due to budget constraints, many recrea-
tional areas, including existing facilities, would not open this summer. This will
also mean a loss of jobs for area youth. When you compound these two factors,
the delinquency and crime rates for people under 20 could top the 50 percent
mark this summer in our nations capital.

One of the major purposes of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 was to prevent
appropriate young people from entering our failing juvenile justice system. The
National PTA supported the provision of the Act that required states to find
alternatives ot institutionalization for status offenders. Children who have run
away from home or are charged with truancy should not be placed in Jails with
convicted juveniles or adult criminals. The requirement of the Juvenile Justice
Act has been successful in forcing an end to this practice and we would like to see
it maintained until states comply 100 percent.

It is the position of the National PTA that Congress could better serve the
interests of the youth of our country by reauthorizing the 1974 Act, as amended
in 1977, without 1980 amendments.

The National PTA does support the Title III amendment to Section 302(a)-
changing the name of the Act from "Runaway Youth" to "Runaway and Home-
less Youth".

The priority being placed on the serious offender is out of proportion with the
actual need. The priority should be placed on prevention, deinstitutionalization
of status offenders, end dependent and neglected children. Programs are being
added, but no new movies are being authorized. We feel that more programs for
serious or violent offenders should be added, but not at the expense of existing
programs.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should be a separate
office under the authority of the Attorney General. Juvenile Justice gets lost
under LEAA, particularly in the budget process, somewhat similar to the way
education was treated under HEW. It seems reasonable that an office whose
priority Is delinquency prevention and also provding a wide range of youth serv-
ices should be independent and not under the Law Enforcement Agency.

In closing, we would like to make one recommendation to the subcommittee.
There is a lack of parental involvement In the juvenile justice system, and we
would recommend that there be parental representation of both the state and
federal advisory committees.

We would like to thank the subcommittee for inviting our comments. We
have worked closely with the subcommittee in the past and hope to continue this
relationship in the future.

NEw Dacn ioqs FOR YOUNG WOMEN,
April 1, 1980.

MS. MARY JOLLY,
Counsel and Staff Director, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on the (onstitutlon, Rue-

sell Building, Washington, D.C.
DLa M AY: Enclosed is a copy of a letter we sent to Senator DeConcini and

Congressman Udall as well as the other representatives from Arizona.
I received a letter from Ira Schwartz saying there were additional funds for

more advocacy projects and we were being considered. So that sounds hopeful.
I hope the Senate hearings were successful. What are the latest rumors con-

cerning appropriations for O.J.J.D.P.?
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I have sent a copy of what would have been our testimony at your Senate hear-
ings to Senator Bayh under separate cover.

I'm sorry I was unable to attend. Please do consider us again.
Warm regards,

CAROL ZIMMERMAN, Executive Director.
Enclosure.

MARCH 31, 1980.
Hon. MoRRIS UDALL,
U.S. House of Representatives, Longworth Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mo: We are very concerned about proposed budget recommendations
which might cut or eliminate funding for the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

As long time youth advocates we feel it is absolutely vital that money continue
to be appropriated to fund positive programs to combat Juvenile delinquency.

Even in these times of severe inflation it would be unfortunate to reduce or
eliminate the already minimum funds which the Office of Juvenile Justice has
so productively used over the past few years.

We urge you to support the re-authorization of the Juvenile Justice Act and
an -tdequate level of funding for Juveuile programs, and if It is necessary, please
consider the Office of Juvenile Justice as a separate entity from the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration.

We would appreciate knowing your views on this matter. Thank you for your
support and efforts in the past.

Sincerely,
CAROL E. ZIMMERMAN,

Executive Director.
RUTH L. CROW,

Project Director,
National Female Advocacy Project.



PART VI.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF STATE
ORGANIZATIONS

DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Lansing, Mich., March 31, 1980.

Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Subcommittee on the Constitution, Senate Juliotary

Committee, Rus8ell Senate Office Building, IVashington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR BAYH: On behalf of Michigan's Advisory Committee on

Juvenile Justice, we offer the attached testimony submitted in support of the
reauthorization and reappropriation of The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 as amended by The Juvenile Justice Amendments of
1977.

We learned last week that the House Budget Committee has recommended
the reduction of the appropriation for the Office of Justice Assistance Research
and Statistics for fiscal year 1981 from $571 million to $50 million. This action
would completely eliminate the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, as well as the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the
grants program for state and local government.

Although we understand and support the need to attempt to balance the fed-
eral budget, it is incomprehensible that these Juvenile and criminal justice
programs be totally eliminated at a time when state and local governments must
continue to concentrate efforts to address crime and to continue to improve the
Juvenile/criminal justice system. As you are undoubtedly aware, LEAA and
OJJDP are the only federally supported efforts to address juvenile delinquency
and crime within the several states.

We hope that the reauthorization and reappropriation will receive prompt
action and support and that any amendments be of the sort that will maintain
and enhance the intent of the Act.

As is described in the testimony, one change that would, in our opinion,
greatly strengthen the effort toward administration of programs for juveniles
in the justice system Is the separation of OJJDP from LE)AA. Such a rearrange-
ment would add emphasis to the needs of those to whom the Act addresses it-
self and to the concerns of those who administer programs in their behalf.

Sincerely,
CLAUDIA GOLD,

Chairperson, Legislative Subc committee.
ILENE ToMBEn,
Chairperson, ACJJ.

Enclosure.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHIGAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE
(SAG)

The committee as authorized by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974 is composed of lay and professional people involved in the Ju-
venile justice area. Their representation Is broadly based to include the Director
of the Michigan Department of Labor, a Chairman of a Board of County Com-
missioners, a Prosecutor, a Sheriff, a representative of the State Police, a Ju-
venile Court Judge, youth members, private and public agencies, representatives
of the volunteer sector and university faculty members, and a state legislator.
Our chairperson, Ilene Tomber, is a past president of Michigan's League of
Women Voters and is also Vice Chairperson of "he Michigan Commission on
Criminal Justice.

Throughout our testimony you will see that the concern of the Committee Is
that the focus and Intent of the Act not be changed extensively and that its

(473)
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emphasis on development and coordination of community based programs be
continued to ensure that there is change in the treatment of delinquent and
status offenders. That and its deinstitutionalization requirements and monitor-
ing have been of great benefit to the State of Michigan.

The money provided by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act has enabled Michigan to put in place programs that have removed juveniles
who are charged with being status offenders from secure detention and instead
place them in community based programs designed to help both the juvenile
and his/her family avoid further contact with the juvenile justice system. But
in addition to providing these programs, the Act has been the major impetus
toward helping change the policy and philosophy of the juvenile courts, the
agencies that deal with juveniles und the community, toward a more humane
and productive way of dealing with the problems of young people who are
headed in the direction of delinquent behavior.

By setting up the mechanism of the state advisory groups, the Act has enabled
us to bring together in a working relationship, for the first time, all the interested
parties of the system and representatives of interested citizen groups. The Ad-
visory Committee in Michigan has been an effective force in helping to shape
opinion and policy to implement the intent of the JJDP Act.

Michigan has been able to reach 75 percent compliance with the deinstitu-
tionalization requirement and is working toward 100 percent compliance. At the
same time work has begun on a major initiative in the prevention area, revision
of the state juvenile code, evaluation of the state institutional needs for addi-
tional secure beds, a regional detention plan and a review of existing state pro-
grams in all areas with the aim of setting up a model evaluation for such pro-
grams. All these activities have been undertaken by the state advisory committee
staffed by juvenile specialists at the state planning agency.

Prompt reauthorization of the JJDP Act with adequate funding and a sepa-
rate and accountable Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention under
the OJARS administration is essential to continue the work that we have begun
so successfully in Michigan.

The following detailed positions presented in this testimony were developed
by the Advisory Committee after careful analysis of what would be, in our
opinion, the most effective rewrite of the Act.
IL

OJJDP

It is our concern that the primary focus of any change in the position of OJJDP
be directed toward a consolidation and strengthening of Juvenile justice initia-
tives within the sphere of the Department of Justice. To that effect, we would
recommend that OJJDP become a separate entity parallel to LEAA under
OJARS. Such a change would expand the mandate and accountability of that
office. We feel that a separate statutory basis would, as well, place emphasis on
the often unique responsibilities in the juvenile justice area.

It is also our strong recommendation, understanding that the establishment of
OJJDP as a co-equal entity would change the relationship of the two agencies,
that OJJDP continue to administer and set policy direction for LEAA Juvenile
delinquency programs. No matter where the offices are located, juvenile justice
issues should be guided by OJJDP with consultation and approval of the LEAA
administrator.

We would further suggest that the NIJJDP (National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention) should remain separate. Although there is
some possibility of a duplication of effort with the other research agencies,
we are again concerned that the often separate thrust of juvenile justice concerns
not be weakened.

AUTHORIZATION

Recognizing the obvious budgetary strictures present in the 1980's, we would
still wish that there be increased provision of funding. Our group suggested that
funding be $200 million in the first year, $225 million in the second, to reach a
level of $250 million in the last period of the authorization. If OJJDP should
remain within LEAA, we would recommend that juvenile justice programs re-
tain their identity and priority.

We also recommend the extension and reauthorization of the Runaway Youth
Act under the office of H.E.W. or H.H.S.
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MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

We feel that the requirement for maintenance of effort funds in the JSIA
greatly strengthens the juvenile justice system. We would suggest that even
stronger language should be developed regarding the OJJDP administrator's
responsibilities to publish guidelines for LEAA funded juvenile justice pro-
grains. We would not be adverse to the change from 19.15 percent to 20 percent
to simplify accounting procedures. Again, our concern is that nothing be altered
that would dilute efforts in the juvenile j,:cice area.

POTENTIAL MATCH REQUIREMENT

We would support the suggestion that states be allowed to decide if there be
a match requirement for programs. The concern of our Committee is that such
a provision m-ght seriously hamper the efforts of often innovative financially
limited programs. The possibilities for discrimination against those private
agencies that could only provide in-kind services for match might create a
change in the intent of the Act as the Act was to permit the funding of private
agencies.

Even with those reservations we feel it would be fiscally responsible to allow
a match with certain limitations. We would recommend that should such a
match be considered that it be only on the basis of a 90 percent state-10 percent
agency/group match with the potential for waiver on basis of need.

COORDINATION

We consider the role of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention to be extremely important and would suggest continua-
tion and strengthening of the implementation of Interagency programs and
projects.

SUBSIDY ISSUE

We are aware of the request of the National Association of Counties for such
a program to assist units of general purpose local government through the use
of subsidy as could be defined in Sec. 103(14) of the Act. While we do not dis-
agree with the needs of local governments, we believe that a centralized state-
wide source for funding is more efficient and effective and will not be confusing
to potential applicants.

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS

We would suggest that the language of7Section 223(a)3(F)ii be changed to
provide that the S.A.G.'s shall advise the governor and legislature of the states.
We would also wish that the S.A.G.'s be further represented somehow on the
National Advisory Committee to offer more input to that group.

COMPLIANCE

While we recognize the difficulties of 100 percent compliance, we recommend
that there be no change in the language of the Act so that there is no diminu-
tion of effort toward compliance. We reject the suggestion that the requirements
for and terms secure detention or correctional facilities in Section 223(a)12A
be modified to allow States more leeway in meeting the objectives of the Act.
The inappropriate placement of a child in a detention or correctional facility,
even if it is not secure, is counterproductive. It is the position of our group that
the use of secure detention should be restricted to youth alleged to have com-
mitted criminal violations and should he used only for youth who:

1. Have a high risk of failing to appear before the court,
2. Represent a clear public danger.
Some have wished to amend the Act to provide that states that prohibit

institutionalization of status offenders and commingling not have to be moni-
tored unless there is a determination of failure. We would not support such a
provision: the monitoring effort should not be weakened.

JAILING

In addition, the jailing of status offenders, abused or neglected children, and
delinquent offenders should be completely prohibited. Youth should have the
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right to bail commensurate with the right of adults, including the right to
request bail in cases in which his/her parents refuse it. Regarding Section 223(a)
(13) that mandates that there be no commingling, we would encourage that no
less emphasis be placed on that issue in the Act. Our state is in compliance with
the Act as it is written.

SERIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDERS

It is our objective opinion that the focus of the Act not be changed and that
the JJDPA funds continue to be used for the prevention and diversion of
Juveniles. We are concerned that disproportionate amounts not be directed
toward the violent offender and that the definitions of a serious offender not
be changed.

FORMULA AND SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS

We have found the existing formula to be reasonable, but we would request
a revision to 80 percent of population formula basis and 20 percent discretionary
Special Emphasis funds.

Thank you for your attention to our Committee's concerns.

MARcH 18, 1980.
Senator BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Wash4ngton, D.G.

DEAR SENATOR: I am enclosing position statements developed by the Juvenile
Justice Committee of the Michigan Chapter of the National Association of Social
Workers for your consideration in connection with your review of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

Sincerely,
MARCIA MAOMULLAN,

Chairperson, Juvenile Justice Commttee.
Enclosure.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE POSITION OF THE MICHIGAN STATE COUNCIL OF SOCIAL
WORKERS ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN MICHIGAN

On behalf of professional social workers engaged in and concerned with the
problems of families which are in contact with Juvenile courts, the Michigan State
Council of Social Workers, NASW, submits the following propositions as guides to
the process of evaluation of the complex network contained in the Justi.ce system.

I. It is in the best interest of society and the individual child that problems of
control and supervision of children be recognized as family centered, and that
remediation of such problems must be attempted within the context of the family
as a total unit.

A. Legal, jurisdictional, and administrative obstacles to the communication of
the needs and problems of families which are having specific conflicts with society
should be reduced or eliminated whenever and wherever possible.

1. A family court structure is superior to the present conflict between probate
and circuit court jurisdictions.

2. The Juvenile division of the probate court (or a family court if created) is
in the best position vis-a-vis the judicial and the executive branches of govern-
ment to receive communication concerning high risk children and families and
to responsibly coordinate fact-finding and the allocation of services. The court is
necessary to ensure fair administration of Justice and accountability among
service providers. The Juvenile code should be amended to provide specific au-
thority and standards for the referral, coordination, and review functions of the
Juvenile court. Such functions are complementary to the rule-making and evalua-
tion functions of executive agencies, and should be written to provide a clear
check on service providers and on regulating agencies.

II. The Juvenile (or family) court was designed to prevent the processing of
minors into the criminal Justice/correctional system and was specifically given
civil jurisdiction for this reason. This principle is valid and should be preserved.

A. Protection of the constitutional rights of children and their parents requires
access to legal counsel at all phases of Juvenile court processing and proper notice
of each proceeding.
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1. Formal adversary proceedings should be avoided except In matters relating
to serious danger to life and property for the reason that adversary proceedings
escalate conflict and focus on individual guilt rather than on solutions to problems
within families and between families and institutions.

2. Matters relating to support and custody of children, the role performance of
minors (e.g. school attendance, incorrigibilityy" complaints) or of parents (child
itbuse and neglect) should be decided through a formalized mediation process
within the jurisdiction of the juvenile (or family) court. The consent docket
provisions of the juvenile court rules should be amplified to provide criteria and
sanctions for a full-fledged mediation process.

III. Standards for personnel who provide Justice and program services to chil-
dren and families at risk should be arrived at through a process that provides
equal participation of the judicial and executive branches 0f government, rep-
resentatives of the behavioral science profession, and representatives of the
public.

A. Arbitrary standard setting by one branch of government or by one dominant
self-interest group should not be allowed to develop; the standards now being
written under PA 116 should be submitted to appropriate and concerned profes-
sional and public associations for review and comment prior to submission to the
legislature.

B. The core discipline that should be identified and required for professional
counselors, diagnosticians, and therapeutic staff is knowledge of family net-
work-its structure, dynamics, communication styles and processes. Legal pro-
fessionals should be required to obtain a minimum of eight hours credit in family
structure and process in order to qualify to practice in the juvenile (or family)
court.

IV. An information system that enables all constituent members of the Juvenile
justice network to retrieve data relative to the effectiveness of programs, popu-
lation characteristics and projections, and which pinpoint duplication as well as
gaps in services should be instituted at the state level as a guide for local as well
as state planning.

A. There is no need or justification for the state to collect individual names in
CCPIS or any other information system that purports to be dedicated to improv-
ing services to families at risk. At present, CCPIS is of no value for local
planning nor is it reliable.

B. Wherever data is collected which uses the names of individuals involved
in court actions, or allows for easy identification of individuals, the persons
identified should be advised that their names are being entered on an informa-
tion system and they should be given opportunity to review and challenge the file.

C. Any information system which purports to identify program-level needs fnd
problems in the juvenile justice system must be cognizant of the intake from the
two major referral sources: the police and public schools. The following recom-
mendations relate to data collected by schools and police:

1. Standard criteria for police reporting of delinquency should be established
along with provisions for the correction and expungement of police records.

2. There should be established in Michigan an accurate statewide school en-
rollment census and with this an early warning system to signal children who
are dropping out of school and from what localities. Current legislation to amend

the State School Aid Act should incorporate an acurate and reliable census-tak-
ing process. (Reference: Children Out of School in America, publication of the

Children's Defense Fund, 1946 Cambridge Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
02138, October, 1974).

3. There should be established in Michigan a state-wide policy for school disci-

plinary actions which requires a fair hearing and prohibits the widespread schizo-
phrenic practice of punishing school truancy with suspension from school. This
policy should provide for a census of disciplinary actions by schools, according

to the category of the "offense" and the action taken by the school.

CHILDREN'S RIGHTS TASK FORCE STATEMENT

The State Task Force on Children's Rights and Responsibilities devoted the

past year to study and discussion of the standards concerning the rights and re-
sponsibilities of children and to preparation of the following proposed statement.

The Task Force reviewed national NASW policy and other sources, such as the

United Nations Declaration of the Rights of the Chili. From this review the

Task Force concluded that practical guidelines for courts and other regulatory



478

agencies were lacking in the NASW and most other statements. The Task Force
attempted to identify and state in simple language those broad abstract principles
which the members felt were most essential.

Present NASW national policy concentrates on the family as a primary social
unit, and does not directly address the particular rights of children except in
positions supporting the legal due process rights of children in juvenile court
proceedings. Task Force members believe that, especially in the International
Year of the Child NASW should provide leadership in formulating guidelines
applicable to child custody, abuse and neglect issues. Drafters of the statements
were: Ellen Fetchlet, Marcia MacMullan, Barb McKnight, Julie Ruhal, and
Ralph Strahm.

STANDARDS OF CHILDREN'S BIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

After the first year of life, in addition to the above, the child requires expand-
ing opportunities to explore the environment while at the same time the child
continues to require protection.

I. Children have the right to physical nurture sufficient to ensure their develop-
ment up to the limits of their biological potential.

Comment: This right Includes basic food, shelter, protection from the elements,
health care consistent with sound medical principles, protection from life threat-
ening conditions (i.e. unsafe housing, lead paint, physical abuse, etc.). This
right implies that health and safety standards and regulations of the community
should be monitored with respect to the child's basic survival rights. In addition,
this right implies that social workers and others responsible for decisions should
evaluate the probabilities and potentialities of environments in which the children
may live.

II. Children have the right to obtain bonds with affectionate and protective
adults who are responsible for their care and custody.

Comment: Positive bonds with his/her caregivers are the basis for a child's
social and intellectual development and future as an autonomous, responsible, and
effective adult. This right implies that professionals responsible for decisions eon-
cerning child custody must give the highest priority to precise evaluation of the
bonds which exist in the child's life and to assessment of the consequences of
changes in custodial arrangements.

III. Children have the right to learn by trial and error, to explore boundaries
within the physical, psychological and cultural dimensions of their world.

Comment: Children need the opportunity to develop their sense of self, to
know their special skills and innate abilities through explorations conducted in-
dividually as well as with peers and adults. They should neither be overpro-
tected nor underprotected in this process of discovery and reality testing; their
individuality must be respected. This implies that children are entitled to iden-
tify, compare, contrast boundaries of their environment as reflected in people of
varying life states, in differences of sex, nationality, race, and socio-economic
status; and through communication of various beliefs about social order and
normative behavior.

Children are entitled, and should be encouraged, to be curious.
IV. Children have a right to develop a moral framework.
Comment: Children and youth need to be able to interpret behavior in them-

selves and others according to a code of ethics as a basis for independent Judg-
ment and socially responsible conduct. This right implies that social workers
and others responsible for child custody need to frankly include assessment of
the ethical capacity and character of children's caretakers, especially where cus-
tody is an issue. This right also implies that those persons involved in direct
treatment with children and youth, psychiatric social workers, counselors, thera-
pists, need to be concerned with and are responsible for influencing and facili-
tating the ethical development of the children and youth under their care.

V. Children have a right to be free of professional malpractice.
Comment: Children are entitled to services free of malpractice. This right

implies that professionals working with children have an obligation to develop
their own ethical awareness. This also implies that society is entitled to expect
the professional organizations to monitor adherence to professional standards
and to expose and correct violations of these standards on both an individual
and organizational basis.
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CHILDREN'S RESPONSIBILITIES

VI. According to a child's developmental stage, a child has the responsibility
to make known his or her physical, emotional, and intellectual needs.

Comment: This standard implies that children have a responsibility to respond
to family members or other caretakers, and to seek and provide feedback.

VII. According to a child's developmental stage, the child has the responsibility
to identify and respect the physical, emotional, and intellectual needs of others
within their own family and immediate neighborhood. -

Comment: This standard implies that children should recognize and acceptthat they are part of a social world in which they need to learn to negotiate
---- with others, and to operate in a cooperative mode.

VIII. According to a child's developmental stage, the child has the responsibility
to accept the caring he or she receives from others and to be willing to care for
others.

Comment: Interdependent relationships are the matrix for all human trans-actions; in order to promote Individual and collective survival and maximumdevelopment of their potential, children must take responsibility for the impactof their behavior on others within the limits of their Individual development.__..,..Submitted by NASW Task Force on Children's Rights and Responsibilities
8/79.

JUVENILE CODE
General observations

HB 4774 contains very few changes from the much-amended and debatedversion of a Juvenile code in circulation last winter as substitute HB 6104. Lesswidely known but quite important legislative innovations appear in bills tie-barred to the main body of the code. These bills would require, among otherthings, that child care funds be spent on voluntary foster care as well as on-- ourt-ordered care, would require the Department of Social Services to developa 24-hour runaway shelter system for youth, and would allocate a percentage- of state Income tax collections to the general fund of each county.There is a widespread expectation that the total package of juvenile codebills will finally be passed in this session of the legislature, thus rounding outa general overhaul of Michigan's entire probate system. (The mental healthcode was substantially revised in 1975 and decedents estates probate In 1978.)Last ditch efforts to defeat the bill by an alliance of Wayne County and ruralcounty probate Judges, and also certain police groups, are anticipated.
Salient features

The dominant theme of HB 4774, like its earlier versions, Is a strengtheningof the adversary process in Juvenile court and conversely, a significant reductionin the degree of freedom permitted to the Juvenile Judge and his/her staff. Thecourt's authority is circumscribed by precise definitions of child abuse andneglect, delinquency, and by specific standards analogous to Jurisdictional processin adult criminal courts. Status offenses are redefined to fit within the legalconcept, Family in Need of Services (FINS). Procedural steps in the FINSsections, however, are purposely designed to limit the court's power to certainextreme, "last resort" situations.
The accountability of Juvenile courts, including court social workers and policeagencies, Is greatly Increased under the proposed code. For example, time limitsare established at each step of the Jurisdictional process, from petition to dis-position; access to detention is carefully restricted; the use of jail is banned

three years after the passage of the code; standards for detention administration
are spelled out.
Questions of concern to e8ocial workers

There persists a concern that the virtual removal of the status offense case-load- from Juvenile court Jurisdiction will have the side effect of exacerbatingclass and racial inequities now evident in the social services available to childrenand youth on a voluntary basis, as contrasted with involuntary, court-orderedservices. Voluntary, preventive services to "hard core" or "high risk" childrenwill have to be expanded considerably in the light of the well-documented factthat the poor and especially poor blacks are at present referred In dispropor-tionately high numbers to Juvenile courts. While many of those youth presentlylabeled and processed through Juvenile courts as status offenders, under the
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proposed code, would presumably escape being branded and treated as law
violators, stereotyping of youth referred on delinquency to the juvenile court
as criminal would tend to be encouraged by the definitions built into the proposed
code.

Related to the question of equitable distribution of services Is the question
of accountability. As noted, the proposed code would make courts, police, and
the Department of Social Services highly accountable for their actions; social
workers will have to justify and defend their case decisions. Standards set
forth in the xiew code, however, do not extend to voluntary foster care or treat-
ment oriented services obtained by voluntary means. For standards in this
regard, a watchful eye should be kept on the Department of Social Services
regulations for child placing agencies: NASW's declassification-issue chickens
could be flying home to roost In a remodeled juvenile code.

Perhaps the most overshadowing question is, as always, financing. According
to expert estimates, HB 4476, the revenue-sharing bill, would generate about
10 million in tax rebates to the counties. Since there is yet to be published an
authoritative and detailed breakdown of the price tag for the proposed juvenile
code, estimates of the cost of implementation are purely guesswork. It is certain,
-however, that expenditures for professional legal services must rise significantly.
Whether or not the 10 million from HB 4476 will be sufficient to enable counties
to develop the necessary voluntary, alternative services, or whether the addi-
tional revenue will be absorbed by attorneys' fees and other court costs, remains
unknown. It should also be noted that although the State Child Care Fund would
be opened up to pay for voluntary foster care there is at present no plan to
increase appropriations to the Child Care Fund. Decisions as to the capability
of the Child Care Fund to carry the additional load await a detailed financial
analysis of the present usage of the fund.

The State Juvenile Justice Committee reviewed and endorsed the essential
features of the proposed juvenile code in April of 1978. In the committee's view,
the proposed changes are essentially constructive, necessary, and overdue. The
committee will meet in Lansing on October 12 to review current developments;
members are encouraged to direct their questions or comments to the committee
in writing via the state office. Submitted by: Marcia MacMullen, Chairperson.

JUVENILE JUSTICE ISSUES: STATUS OFFENSES (RUNAWAYS, TRUANTS)

Editor's Not.-Following the adoption of an amendment to the Michigan posi-
tion statement on juvenile justice Which specifically addresses the status offen-
der issue, the Chapter has received petitions to have the matter debated in the
newsletter. The history of the development of the Michigan state position and
the pro and con arguments are presented herewith:

The Juvenile Justice Committee has passed through three distinct phases since
its establishment by the pre-reorganizatibn state council: analysis of pending leg-
islation and related issues; formulation of NASW positions; revision of positions.
The original committee, composed of seven members designated by their local
units, met frequently during 1976 and developed a series of propositions which
were first adopted by state council in April of 1976 and re-adopted by the new
state board in November of 1976. The membership of the Juvenile Justice Com-
mittee began to expand rapidly in January 1977 and at the same time some of
the original members left the committee. A request to change the wording of the
original position to make an explicit statement on status offenses was presented
to the state board in March and referred to the committee. In April, the com-
nittee considered and adopted the proposal to amend the position statement on
Juvenile Justice, which was presented and adopted by the state board in its May
meeting. Meanwhile, because of the depth and complexity of social problems em-
bedded in proposals to restructure juvenile justice services, the committee chair-
person recommended that a task force be established to concentrate on the phil-
osophical issues of children's rights and responsibilities. Ralph Strahm was
appointed by the board to form this task force, which expects to meet in July.
Persons interested in joining this task force should contact him at 318-674-4717.

It is important to understand that the full text of the Michigan position state-
ment on juvenile Justice sets forth four interrelated propositions covering the
authority and structure of Juvenile Justice, personnel standards, Information
systems, and criteria for police and school processing of Juvenile cases. Excerpts
from the statement relevant to the status offender issue are given below, together
with the recently adopted amendment. In addition, relevant portions of the na-
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tional policy statement on Juvenile justice, adopted at Delegate Assembly, are
presented. Submitted by Marcia McMullan, Juvenile Justice Chairperson.

POSITION STATEMENT EXCERPT (MICHIGAN CHAPTER)

I. It is in the best interest of society and the individual child that problems
of control and supervision of children be recognized as family centered, and that
remediation of such problems must be attempted within the context of the fam-
ily as a total unit.

A. Legal, jurisdictional, and administrative obstacles to the communication of
the needs and problems of families which are having specific conflicts with so-
ciety should be reduced or eliminated whenever and wherever possible.

1. A family court structure Is superior to the present conflict between probate
and circuit court Jurisdiction.

2. The Juvenile division of the probate court (or a family court if created) is
in the best position vis-a-vis the judiical and the executive branches of govern-
ment to receive communication concerning high risk children and families and to
responsibly coordinate fact-finding and the allocation of services. The court is nec-
essary to ensure fair administration of Justice and accountability among service
providers. The Juvenile code should be amended to provide specific authority and
standards for the referral, coordination, and review functions of the Juvenile
court. Such functions are complementary to the rule-making and evaluation func-
tions of executive agencies, and should be written to provide a clear check on
service providers and on regulating agencies.

II. The Juvenile (or family) court was designed to prevent the processing of
minors into the criminal Justice/correctional system and was specifically given
civil jurisdiction for this reason. This principle is valid and should be preserved.

A. Protection of the constitutional rights of children and their parents requires
access to legal counsel at all phases of Juvenile court processing and proper notice
of each proceeding.

1. Formal adversary proceedings should be avoided except in matters relating
to serious danger to life and property for the reason that adversary proceedings
escalate conflict and focus on individual guilt rather than on solutions to prob-
lems within families and between families and institutions.

2. Matters relating to support and custody of children, the role performance
of minors (e.g. school attendance, "incorrigibility" complaints) or of parents
(child abuse and neglect) should be decided through a formalized mediation
process within the jurisdiction of the Juvenile (or family) court. The consent
docket provisions of the Juvenile court rules should be amplified to provided cri-
teria and sanctions for a full-fledged mediation process . .. (Italics added)

AMENDMENT

The Michigan State Chapter of NASW supports the removal of Juvenile court
jurisdiction over all acts which if committed by an adult, under law, would not
be an offense.

NATIONAL POLICY EXCERPTS

We affirm that juveniles should not be placed in locked detention for acts
that would uiot be criminal if they were performed by adults. At the same time we
assert that troubled juveniles must not be ignored by the community.

We must recall that historically the Juvenile Court was set up to be of as-
sistance to juveniles in trouble rather than for them to be dealt with by the
punitive devices of the adult system of justice. Children in trouble generally
means families in trouble. It is not enough to merely divert juveniles from the
Justice system. Adequate services must be available in all communities for
families in trouble, including individual and family counseling, establishment
of family courts, psychiatric services, and provision for placement of children
outside their home when required. Care must be taken to assure that no stig-
matization is attached to these services . . .

. . . Such review of statutes and ordinances should be directed to the elim-
ination of statutes defining as criminal behavior such conditions as drug addic-
tion and alcoholism, which may be more appropriately handled as medical and/
or mental health problems. Further, the Juvenile and criminal justice systems
should not bear the major responsibility for coping with other social problems
such as prostitution, incorrigibility, truancy, and mental illness. . ..

Published in the Michigan NASW newsletter, June, 1977.
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MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNINo & ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Augusta, Maine.

MARY JOLLY,
Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on

the Constitution, Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group of Maine strongly

supports overall reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act and the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention in carrying out the mandates of the Act. After extensive
review by our Legislative Committee and discussion by the entire JJAG, we
have concluded that reauthorization of the -Act is crucial to our efforts in
improving the juvenile justice system in Maine. I am enclosing the positions
that we have adopted on eight of the issues dealing with reauthorization. We
urge you to support reauthorization of the Act so that we may continue to deal
with the crucial problems of the Juvenile justice system.

I would be pleased to forward to you any further information you may need.
Sincerely yours, -

A. L. CARLISLE,
Chairman,

Enclosure. Juvenile Justice Advisory Group.

ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE IN REAUTHORIZATION

Issue I: New Title: Continued Creation of Alternatives to Incarceration via
State Subsidy and Other Funding

Issue II: Special Emphasis-Delinquency Prevention*
Issue III: Definition: Detention or Correctional Facility
Issue IV: The Structural Position of The Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention*
Issue V : State Advisory Groups'
Issue VI: Maintenance of Effort Funds*
Issue VII: Authorization Periods for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention Act and the Law Enforcement Assistance Act'
Issue VIII: Appropriations: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention
Issue IX: Runaway Youth Act
Issue X: Match requirements for Part B Funds
Issue XI: Treatment of Serious Offenders-Findings
Issue XII: Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

vention
Issue XIII: Administration of Juvenile Delinquency Programs through the

Crime Control Act
Issue XIV: Monitoring Requirements*
Issue XV: National Advisory Committee*
Issue XVI: National Institute for Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention
Issue XVII: Definition of Community Based
Issue XVIII : Special Emphasis-Rural Initiative

POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE IN REAUTHORIZATION

The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group strongly supports overall reauthorization
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the strengthening
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in carrying out the
mandates of the Act.

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Issue 1I.-Delinquency Prevention has not been the priority originally in-
tended by Congress. Special emphasis must be focused on delinquency prevention
and adequate funding is required to maintain an ongoing delinquency preven-
tion program. More and better resources focused on youth prior to their contact
with the Juvenile justice system has the potential for greater impact.

THE STRUCTURAL POSITION OF OJJDP

Issue IV.-LEAA has recurringly suffered from public and Congressional dis-
satisfaction while OJJDP has been praised for its success and continues to in-

'Positions on these issues are attached.
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crease its credibility. Therefore, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention should be a separate and autonomous fourth box in the new reor-
ganized OJARS structure at the same organizational level as LEAA, the National
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics.

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS

Issue V.-The State Advisory Groups should be strengthened as they play an
integral role in the Juvenile justice area. The language of the Act in Section 223
should be changed to state that the State Advisory Groups "shall" advise the
Governor and State legislature, as well as the State Planning Agency and its
supervisory board, regarding Juvenile delinquency policies and programming.
It is also recommended that the State Advisory Groups receive an increased
allocation (more than 5 percent) to be utilized for training and hiring of staff.

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT FUNDS

I88ue VI.-Maintenance of Effort funding must be continued at 20 percent of
the LEAA appropriation. The provision was originally established to prevent
LEAA from supplanting the current Juvenile justice funding with JJDPA
monies, thereby gaining no true gain in dollars spent on juvenile justice. It is
felt that "adequate share" language could decrease the amount of money utilized
in juvenile justice. It is further encouraged that LEAA fund Juvenile-related
programs over and above the 20 percent maintenance of effort minimum.

AUTHORIZATION PERIODS

I8ue VIl.-The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should be
authorized for a three year period and up for reconsideration by the Congress
in a different year than the OJARS legislation. This is consistent with the con-
cept of OJJDP's separate identity and maintaining its own credibility.

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

Issue XIV.-The current language of Section 223(a) (12) dealing with moni-
toring requirements should be retained. A method of monitoring the deinstitii-
tionalization, separation, and community-based nature of facilities needs to be
maintained as mandatory. A State's passage of legislation cannot suffice as proof
that there are no longer abuses or that it is enforcing its legislation.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Issuc XV.-There should be increased representation from State Advisory
Groups in the membership of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. It is recommended that ten of the twenty-
one members of the NAC shall be members of their state advisory groups. Each
SAG member shall represent a different federal region. This will ensure that
SAG's are adequately represented and that there is equitable geographic repre-
sentation.

SPECIAL EMPHASIS-RURAL INITIATIVE

Issue XVIII.-Special attention should be given to a rural initiative focused
on the needs of youth in underserved rural states. The major emphasis has al-
ways been on the urban, densely populated states because of the concentrated
problems and high proporion of serious crime. The needs of less populated,
highly rural areas are acute and deserve at least equal emphasis.

MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
April 4, 1980.MARY JOLLY,

Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the
Constitution, Russell Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Region I Coalition of State Advisory Group Chairs, com-
posed of the chairmen of the State Advisory Groups from Maine, New Hamp-
shire, Vermont, Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island, recently met to
discuss the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
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Act. After a thorough discussion of the issues around reauthorization based on
the positions taken by each State Advisory Group, the Coalition developed
positions based on a regional perspective. The Coalition strongly supports overall
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and
the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
in carrying out the mandates of Act. The specific position adopted by the Coalition
are enclosed for your information and consideration.

The Coalition urges you to- support reauthorization of the Act and would
be willing to forward to you any further information you may need.

Sincerely yours,
A. L. CAiusLE, (Thairman.

Enclosure.

1. NEW TITLE: CONTINUED CREATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION VIA STATE
SUBSIDY AND OTHER FUNDING

The Region I Coalition sees no need for the creation of a new title within
the JJDPA and believes that sufficient emphasis on the deinstitutionalization
of delinquent as well as status offenders already exists under the current lani-
guage of the Act. The Coalition sees little to be gained by creating a separate
title when resources for Implementation are limited, and significant debate
continues over the currently existing "deinstitutionalization of status offenders"
mandate.

If a state Is sincerely committed to the principle of the "least restrictive alter-
native" for youths, there is nothing in the present legislation to prohibit the
state from implementing such a policy.

2. SPECIAL EMPHASIS-DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The Coalition maintains that there should be only two Special Emphasis
initiatives. Programs for primary prevention and for violent juvenile offenders
should be the focus of Special Emphasis funding.

8. DEFINITION : DETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

The Coalition agreed that a definition of juvenile detention and correctional
facility should be written Into the Act so there will be no confusion about
interpretation.

4. THE STRUCTURAL POSITION OF 'Il(E OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PRFTENTION

The Coalition supports the position that LEAA and OJJDP should exist as
separate and autonomous offices within the Office of Justice Assistance, Research
and Statistics (OJARS). The placement of the OJJDP as a separate arm of
OJARS would allow OJJDP the independence it requires in order to carry out
the mandates of the JJDPA in the most productive way. The Coalition feels
that the focus of OJJDP is distinct from that of LEAA and warrants this
administrative autonomy.

5. STATE ADVISORY GROUPS (SAG'S)

The Coalition is in favor of increasing the state advisory group allocation to
7 percent of the minimum annual allotment available to any state. This would in-
crease the SAG allocation to $15,750 for each state.

The Coalition is also in favor of amending Section 223(a) (3) of the JJDPA
to include a provision allowing SAG chairs to declare a vacancy on the state ad-
visory group due to a member's lack of attendance. In addition, Section 223(a)
(3) (F) (ii) of the JJDP should be amended to read: Shall advise the governor-
and the legislature on matters related to its function.

6. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

The Coalition supports the continuation of the Maintenance of Effort provision
and recommends that the applicable percentage be increased from 19.15 percent
to 20 percent to simplify accounting calculations.
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It is the Coalition's belief that the "adequate share" language is too vague to
be a useful measure of conformity with the maintenance of effort provision of
the JJDPA.

7. AUTHORIZATION PERIODS FOR THE JJDPA AND LEAA

The Coalition is in favor of retaining separate authorization periods and proc-
esses for the JJDPA and LEAA legislation.

8. APPROPRIATION LEVEL FOR OJJDP

The Coalition supports an increase in the reauthorization appropriation level
as shown below:

Authorized to be
appropriatedFiscal year ending: (millions)

September 30, 1981 ------------------------------------------ $200
September 30, 1982 ------------------------------------------- 225
September 30, 1983 ------------------------------------------ 250

9. RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT

The Coalition believes that there should be no change in the administration
of the Runaway Youth Act.

10. MATCHING FUNDS REQUIREMENT

The Coalition favors the retention of a "no-match" provision for action funds
and the 50 percent or dollar-for-dollar match on planning and administration
funds.

11. TREATMENT OF VIOLENT OFFENDERS

The Coalition supports amending the "advanced techniques" provision of the
JJDPA to include: "alternative institutional programs for the treatment of
violent juvenile offenders." In supporting this amendment the Coalition suggests
that if such alternative institutional programs are to be considered advanced
techniques, then the Act must clearly describe and define the population to be
served in such programs.

Therefore, the Coalition proposes that the "Definitions" section of the Act
should be expanded to include definitions for both the chronic repeat offender
and the violent offender.

In addition, the Coalition was in agreement that states should not be locked
into spending any set percentage on this initiative if the serious offender is not
an issue in the state. For example, tree states in Federal Region I, Maine, New
Hampshire, and Vermont, do not have this problem.

The Coalition is also in support of the Attorney General's recommendation
that Section 101(a) (4) should be changed by adding "alcohol and" after "abuse"
and before "drugs."

12. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The Coalition is in agreement with the position of Gordon Raley (Staff, House
Subcommittee on Human Resources), as summarized below:

1. 5 percent of the office appropriation should be used for implementing joint
inter-agency programs and projects. However, none of these funds should be used
for planning such programs and projects.

2. The Coordinating Council should be authorized to review joint funding
efforts.

3. The Attorney General should not be authorized to delegate his authority as
Chairman of the Council, but should be encouraged to attend the four meetings
per year of the Council.

4. Any staff for the Coordinating Council should come from existing Federal
positions and not be created through the diversion of program money.
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18. ADMINSTRATION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS THROUGH THE CRIME
CONTROL ACT

The Coalition recommends that the OJJDP continue to administer and get
policy direction from all LEAA juvenile delinquency programs.

14. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

The current language of Section 223(a) (12) dealing with monitoring require-
ments should be retained. A method of monitoring the deinstitutionalization,
separation and community-based nature of facilities needs to be maintained as
mandatory. A state's passage of legislation cannot suffice as proof that there
are no longer abuses or that it is enforcing its legislation.

15. NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

The Coalition recommends that:
1. At least 10 of the members of the NAC should be members of their state

advisory groups at the time of their appointment, one such member to be drawn
from each federal region.

2. The level and purpose of financial support for the NAC should be specified in
the JJDPA.

3. The Executive Director of the NAC should be appointed by the chair of the
NAC, witb the consent of the majority of both present and voting members.

4. The chair of the NAC should be empowered, with the consent of the majority
of present and voting members, to declare a vacancy if any member misses a
specified number of board meetings.

5. The President should be requested to fill all vacancies within 30 days.
6. The NAC should be empowered to elect a Vice Chairperson from among its

members, and, in the event of a vacancy in the chair, the Vice Chairperson should
serve until another chair is appointed by the President.

16. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The Coalition supports the need for the NIJJDP and recommends that it con-
tinue to be located within the OJJDP. Further, the Coalition is in favor of
directing the NIJJDP to develop a mechanism for requesting and receiving infor-
mation from state planning agencies and state advisory groups.

17. DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY-BASD

The Coalition supports the existing definition of community-based with one
exception. In the definition the word "open" should be deleted and replaced by
"non-secure".

MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Augusta, Maine, April 11, 1980.

MARY JOLLY,
Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the

Constitution, Russell Off ce Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group of Maine strongly

supports overall reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act and the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in carrying out the mandates of the Act. After extensive review by our
Legislative Committee and discussion by the entire JJAG, we have concluded
that reauthorization of the Act Is crucial to our efforts in improving the juvenile
justice system in Maine. I previously forwarded the positions that we adopted on
eight of the Issues dealing with reauthorization. I am now enclosing the positions
that we adopted on the remaining reauthorization issues. We urge you to support
reauthorization of the Act so that we may continue to deal with the crucial
problems of the juvenile justice system.

I would be pleased to forward to you any further information you may need.
Sincerely yours,

A. L. CARLsLE,
Chorma,

Juventle Jwetice Advisory Grosp.
Enclosure.
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POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE IN REAUTHORIZATION

ISSUE III: DEFINITION: DETENTION OR COBECTIONAL FACILITY

A definition of juvenile detention and correctional facility should be written
into the Act so there will be no confusion about interpretation.

ISSUE VIII: APPROPRIATIONS: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

There should be an increase in the reauthorization appropriation level as
shown below:

Authorized
to be appropriated

Fiscal year ending: (in millions)
September 30, 1981 --------------------------------------- $200
September 30, 1982 --------------------------------------- 225
September 30, 1983 --------------------------------------- 250

ISSUE IX: RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT

There is no position regarding the Runaway Youth Act.

ISSUE X: MATCH REQUIREMENTS FOR PART B FUNDS

The JJAG favors the retention of a "no-match" provision for action funds
and the 50 percent or dollar-for-dollar match on planning and administration
funds.

ISSUE XI: TREATMENT OF SERIOUS OFFENDERS-FINDINOS

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should define "serious
offender", "violent offender", and "repeat offender".

ISSUE XlI: COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
I'EVENTION

The JJAG recommends the following:
1. 5 percent of the Office appropriation should be used for implementing joint

inter-agency programs and projects. However, none of these funds should be
used for planning such programs and projects.

2. The Coordinating Council should be authorized to review Joint funding
efforts.

3. The Attorney General should not Beauthorized to delegate his authority
as Chairman of the Council, but should be encouraged to attend the four meet-
Ings per year of the Council.

4. Any staff for the Coordinating Council should come from existing Federal
positions and not be created through the diversion of program money.

ISSUE XIII: ADMINISTRATION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS THROUGH THE
CRIME CONTROL ACT

The JAAG recommends that the OJJDP continue to administer and set policy
direction for all LEAA juvenile delinquency programs.

ISSUE XVI: NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

The JJAG supports the need for the NIJJDP and recommends that it continue
to be located within the OJJDP. Further, the JJAG is in favor of directing the
NIJJDP to develop a mechanism for requesting and receiving information from
state planning agencies and state advisory groups.

ISSUE XVII: DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY-BASED

The JJAG supports the existing definition of community-based with one excep-
tion. In the definition the word "open" should be deleted and replaced by "non-
secure".
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MAINE CRIMINAL JusrICE PLANNINo & ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Augusta, Maine, April 14, 1980.

Me. MARY JOLLY,

Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the
Constitution, Russell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MS. JOLLY: As you may be aware, the Budget Committee of the House
of Representatives and the Administration have recommended the elimination
(through zero appropriation for fiscal year 1981) of the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration (LEAA). The impact of cutting the LEAA formula
grant program to the states, which, by law, allocates approximately 20 percent
to be spent on Juvenile justice, will severely cripple juvenile programming in
Maine.

Without this supplementary funding, it would be exeremely difficult for a state
Uke Maine to carry out the mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. Maine is strongly committed to achieving full compli-
ance with the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Act as well
as to funding community-based programs, but this major cut will negate the
advances of the Act. Congress will be breaking an agreement made in 1974 to

provide the necessary funds to meet those mandates and to encourage the devel-
opment of community alternatives.

The Maine Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance Agency (MCJPAA),
through LEAA funds, has been the catalyst for criminal justice and Juvenile jus-
tice reform in Maine. For example, MCJPAA was responsible for the Criminal
Justice Academy, innovative court reform and implementation of major stan-
dards compliance efforts at the State correctional institutions and Jails.

In the juvenile area specifically, MCJPAA was responsible for creating the
present network of group homes and emergency shelters, which provide short-
term, intermediate and long-term plAcement for juveinles, as well as necessary
jail reform to provide adequate sight and sound separation of juveniles and
adults as mandated by the Act. LEAA funds have supported a major revision
in Maine's Juvenile Code, provided emergency purchase of service funds for
clients of juvenile intake and probation, was instrumental in the establishment
of youth service and youth aid bureaus, and in developing alternatives to in-
carceration for juveniles.

Without juvenile justice monies, Maine will be halted in its catalytic develop.
meant of a range of delinquency prevention programs targeted at the schools, em-
ployment, the family, and the community.

Because Maine is a poor, rural state, it is important to understand that LEAA
funds support basic minimal criminal and juvenile justice services and do not
supplement already existing services. In light of the current fiscal climate and
the massive cuts in Title XX, Maine does not have any alternative resources
available at the State or local level to maintain juvenile programs without as-
sistance from the federal government.

In conclusion, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group urges you to strongly sup-
port a minimum reasonable appropriation to LEAA for implementation of the
Justice System Improvement Act. Without the 20 percent juvenile justice allo-
cation, the effectiveness of Juvenile programs will be severely jeopardized. The
present reauthorization effort in Congress is meaningless without adequate
funding.

Sincerely yours,
A. L. CARLISLE,

Chairman,
Juvenile Justice Advisory Group.

MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Augusta, Maine, June 2, 1980.

MARY JOLLY,
Staff Attorney, Senate, Committee on Judiciary, Subcominittee on the Constitu-

tion, Russell Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MS. JOLLY: The Juvenile Advisory Group of Maine urges your strong

support of reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act and the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre.
vention (OJJDP) in carrying out the mandates of the Act. OJJDP has encouraged
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juvenile programming for delinquency prevention, deinstitutionalization, alterna-
tives for Juvenile offenders and major juvenile justice reforms. If OJJDP dies
now or is severely crippled, in this year of budget cutting, states like Maine
will revert to past practices due to lack of federal incentive to improve services
to juveniles.

.In order to implement the Act and to have a significant impact on juvenile
justice, adequate funds are necessary, and we urge support of a FY 1981 ap-
propriation of $200 million. In light of the potential elimination of LEAA,
such an appropriation is necessary to cover the loss in LEAA maintenance of
effort funds and the loss of administrative support currently provided to OJJDP
by LEAA.

It is also critical, in this period of reauthorization, to establish OJJDP as an
Independent "fourth box" of OJARS with complete autonomy and to create a
state structure to advocate for the intents of the legislation.

Enclosed please find the JJAG's positions adopted in response to specific
reauthorization issues as proposed in current bills before Congress. Reauthoriza-
tion with an adequate appropriation is imperative.

Sincerely yours,
A. L. CARLISLE,

Chairman,
Juvenile Justice Advieory Group.

POSITIONS OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE TO RFAUTIHORIZATION

I. The JJAG opposes the amendment to HR 6704 requiring removal of all
Juveniles from adult Jails. A rural state with a small population like Maine
does not have the financial resources to Provide separate facilities or a range
of adequate alternatives with the severe cutbacks In LEAA funds.

Maine would be unable to provide for absolute removal of juveniles from
adult Jails. The mandate of complete removal is not feasible considering the
present fiscal climate, The JJAG recommends, that instead of mandating absolute
removal of Juveniles from adult Jails, the maintenance of the sight and sound
separation mandate with a provision requiring a minimal level of programming,
adequate supervision and necessary appropriate services. The JJAG also recom-
mends a strong stance on enforcement of the monitoring requirement. With
such limited financial resources, prior to such a strong mandate of absolute
removal, the enforcement of Intensive monitoring and a striving for true separa-
tion should be required.

II. The JJAG strongly opposes the title and the thrust of 82441, "Violent
Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980." The JJAG acknowledges the need for an
emphasis on the serious/violent juvenile offender but this drastic change in focus
loses the thrust of the original Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 'revention Act
of 1974 which highlighted delinquency prevention and alternatives for the
juvenile justice system.

III. The JJAG strongly re-emphasizes its existing position regarding OJJDP
as an autonomous entity responsible for administering and setting policy for all
juvenile justice programs (See. 2.01). The JJAG further urges that the reauthor-
ization legislation address all issues relative to OJJDP standing on its own with
full administrative, grant and contract authority and clearly define by whom
funds will be administered, how OJJDP will be set up and administer funds at
both the federal and the State level.

IV. The JJAG recommends that the NAC membership be maintained at 21
members (See. 207). A reduction to 15 members would provide too few members
for the sub-committees. The NAC should also include 10 SAG representatives
from each federal region to ensure broad representation.

V. The JJAG recommend&-tbat the age for youth membership should be
maintained at 26. The JJAG agrees with the change in the proportion of youth
membership (1/5 instead of 1/3). (See. 223(a) (3) (E))

VI. The JJAG recommends that the SAG "shall" be given a role in monitoring
State compliance. It is a critical provision of the JJDPA relative to the major
mandates of deinstitutionalization and separation and should be an area of
priority for SAG's (See. 223(a) (3) (F) (iv)).

VII. The JJAG recommends re-emphasizing prevention as a priority area for
special emphasis monies (See. 224.(a) (5)). Special emphasis should be directed
to prevention and adequate funds provided for that area.

70-796 0 - 81 - 32
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VIII. The JJAG supports changing language from "SPA" to "SAG" (See.
225(b)).

IX. The JJAG supports the 20 percent maintenance of effort. Those monies are
crucial to the operation of the Juvenile Justice system in Maine. The JJAG fur-
ther recommends that if LEAA is eliminated, those funds be reallocated to Juve-
nile Justice. The JJAG does though oppose requiring that MOE be used for
programs aimed at violent crimes (Sec. 261(b) ).

X. The JJAG favors reauthorization at $200 million in fiscal year 1981, $225
million in fiscal year 1982, and $250 million in fiscal year 1983 (See. 261 (a)).

XI. The JJAG opposes the reversion of unobligated funds to the Runaway
Youth Act (See. 261 (a)).

XII. The JJAG supports the equitable distribution of runaway grant funds to
the states based on population under 18 (See. 311 (a)).

XIII. The JJAG opposes establishing a new Runaway Hotline. It is the JJAG's
understanding that a nationwide hotline exists at present and supports that
effort (See. 311).

MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANCE AGENCY,
Augusta, Maine, June 17, 1980.

MS. MARY JOLLY,
Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Suboommittee on the

Constitution, Rusell Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MS. JOLLY: The Region I Coalition of State Advisory Group Chairs,

composed of the Chairmen of the State Advisory Groups from Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Coanecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island recently met
to discuss specific reauthorization Issues as proposed in current bills before Con-
gress. After a thorough discussion of the specific reauthorization Issues, the
Coalition adopted positions based on a regional perspective which are enclosed
for your consideration.

The Coalition urges your strong support of reauthorization of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the strengthening of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in carrying out the man-
dates of the Act.

Sincerely yours,
A. L. CARLISLE, Chairman.

Enclosure.

THE REGION I COALITION OF SAG CHAIRS' POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY
IMPORTANCE TO REAUTIIORIZATION

1. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs expresses strong opposition to the
title and thrust of the Secate bill, (S2441), "Violent Juvenile Crime Control
Act of 1980".

2. The Region I Coalition of S,4G Chairs supports removing all limits.on the
maintenance of effort provision and favors increasing the maintenance of effort
requirement from 19.15 percent to 20 percent.

3. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports of five year reauthorization
level and a funding level of $200 million 1981-1983 and $225 million, 1984-85.
The Coalition also supports, in the event that LEAA is eliminated an increase
to the fiscal year 1981 original appropriation of $100 million for the first three
years and $125 million for the last two years to compensate for the loss o
maintenance of effort funds.

4. The Region I Coalition recommends no change in Section 222(b) concerning
reallocation of unobilgated funds.

5. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs strongly supports the House bill,
(HR6704) which includes OJJDP as a 4th box of OJARS, with the additional
autonomy of the Senate bill which gives OJJDP the authority to administer and
set policy for all Juvenile Justice programs.

6. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports deletion of Section 228(a)
of the JJDPA.

7. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs opposes reducing the membership
of the NAC from 21 to 15 members. The Coalition recommends that 10 of the 21
members of the NAC be SAG representatives, one from each federal region.

8. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports the monitoring require-
ment (See. 223(a) (14)).
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9. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs opposes the deletions of Section
223(a) (10) (H) and supports the additions.

10. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs recommends that the SAG In con-
Junction with the SPA review discretionary grants (See. 225(b)).

11. The Region I Coalition urges that the reauthorization legislation address
the structure for the continuing administration of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention funds at both the federal and the State level in the event
that LEAA is eliminated. -

BLACK CATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAYMEN'S COUNCIL,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER,
Russell Senate 01lce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR SCHWEIKER: One of the more important programs which Con-
gress has passed and funded during the past few years, In my opinion, is the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I understand that Congress is now considering reauthorization of this act. I
am writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-off power
on discretionary grants.

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to
keeping young people out of the Juvenile justice system and In preventing crime.
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funding were no longer available. We would
ask that you not confuse the money which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEAA budget
cuts. We think the OJJDP funds are critical to the future of the country.

Thank you for listening to our views.
Sincerely,

ROBERT PITTS,
Executive Director.

BLACK CATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAYMEN'S COUNCIL,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ, III,
Russell Senate Offlice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HEINZ: One of the more important programs which Congress
has passed and funded during the past few years, in my opinion, is the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I understand that Congress Is now considering reauthorization of this act. I am
writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-off power on
discretionary grants.

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to
keeping young people out of the Juvenile justice system and in preventing crime.
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funding were no longer available. We would
ask that you not confuse the money 'which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEAA budget
cuts. We think the OJJDP funds are critical to the future of the country.

Thank you for listening to our views.
Sincerely,

ROBERT PITTS,
Executive Director.

BLACK CATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAYMEN'S CoUNcIL,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1,1980.

Hon. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD,
Pittsburgh, Pa.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MOORHEAD: One of the more important programs which
Congress has passed and funded during the past few years, in my opinion, is the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I understand that Congress is now considering reauthorization of this act. I am
writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office of
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-off power
on discretionary grants.

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to
keeping young people out of the Juvenile justice system and in preventing crime.
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funding were no longer available. We would
ask that you not confuse the money which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEAA budget
cuts. We think the OJJDP funds are critical to the future of the country.

Thank you for listening to our views.
Sincerely,

ROBERT PITTS,
Executive Director.

YWCA OF GA&TER PITTSBURGH,
April 1, 1980.

Hon. RICHARD S. SCHWEICKER,
Russell Senate Offioe Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR SCHWEICKER: I am writing to ask your support for the reauthor-
ization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. This
important legislation allows for diversion from the Juvenile Justice system of
young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community level
to deal with troubled youth.

We have begun to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out
of adult Jails, as it is now illegal in our state.

In order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult
offenders, I think it Is important to spend this money now to help Juveniles.

Please vote for this Important reauthorization legislation with independent
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (OJJDP).

Thank you.
Sincerely,

- LAVERA BROWN,
President.

YWCA OF GREATER PITTSBURGH,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.Hon. DON BAILEY,

Greensburg, Pa.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BAILEY: I am writing to ask your support for the re-

authorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
This important legislation allows for diversion from the Juvenile Justice sys-
tem of young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community
level to deal with troubled youth.

We have begun to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out
of adult Jails, as it is now illegal in our state.

In order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult
offenders, I think It is important to spend this money now to help Juveniles.

Please vote for this important reauthorization legislation with Independent
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention (OJJDP).

Thank you.
Sincerely,

LAVERA BROWN,
President.
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YWCA OF GREATER PITTSBURGH,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ, III,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HEINZ: I am writing to ask your support for the re-
authorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
This important legislation allows for diversion from the Juvenile Justice sys-
tem of young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community
level to deal with troubled youth.

We have begun to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out
of adult Jails, as it is now illegal in our state.

In order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult
offenders, I think It is important to spend this money now to help Juveniles.

Please vote for this important reauthorization legislation with independent
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention (OJJDP).

Thank you.
Sincerely,

LAVERA BROWN,
President.

PENNSYLVANIA CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS, INC.,
Harrisburg, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ. ITT.
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEA2 SENATOR HEINZ: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974 is up for reinthorization in Congress.

I am writing to ask you to vote for it, and to give the Administrator of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention independent sign-off
power on grant applications.

This legislation providing funds for delinquency prevention and community-
based programs is very important for Pennsylvania's youth. We have seen
improvements in our state in keeping children out of Jails and help for status
offenders and their families.

If we spend this money now to prevent delinquency the eventual cost to the
taxpayer will be reduced for adnlt Jails and penitentiaries.

Thank you for consideration of our views.Sincerely,
FRANK PATTERSON,

Juvenile Justice Chairman.

PENNSYLVANIA CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS, INC.,
Harrisburg, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GAYDOS: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 is up for reauthorization in Congress.

I am writing to ask you to vote for it, and to give the Administrator of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention independent sign-off power
on grant applications.

This legislation providing funds for delinquency prevention and community-
based programs is very important for Pennsylvania's youth. We have seen im-
provements in our state in keeping children out of Jails and help for status
offenders and their families.
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If we spend this money now to prevent delinquency the eventual cost to the
taxpayer will be reduced for adult Jails and penitentiaries.

Thank you for consideration of our views.
Sincerely,

FRANK PATTERSON,
Juvenile Justice Chairman.

BALDWIN COMMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. RICHARD S. SCHWEIKEB,
Russell Senate Office Building,
WVashington, D.O.

DF.AR SENATOR SCHWEIKER: It is our understanding that the Bayh Act (Juv-
enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) is up for reauthorization.

We are writing to ask your support for this important legislation to fight
crime and prevent delinquency.

The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to re-
ceive if It is reauthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth
to be started. It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent
yonng people from being involved in delinquency.

When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention separate sign off
power on proposals.

Thank you for consideration of our views.
Sincerely,

Ms. NORMA BoEcuKM
Lay Leader.

BALDWIN COMMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
Pitt8burgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ, III,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HEINZ: It is our understand that the Bayh Act (Juvenile
Justic and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) is up for reauthorization.

We are writing to ask your support for this important legislation to fight crime
and prevent delinquency.

The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to receive
if it is reauthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth to be started.
It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent young people from
being involved in delinquency.

When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention separate sign off
power on proposals.

Thank you for consideration of our views.
Sincerely.

Ms. NORMA BOECKER,
Lay Leader.

BALDWIN COMMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,

Hon. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980.

Rayburn House Offlce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GAYDOS: It is our understanding that the Bayh Act
(Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) is up for re-
authorization.

We are writing to ask your support for this Important legislation to fight crime
and prevent delinquency.

The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to receive
if it is reauthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth to be started.
It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent young people from
being involved In delinquency.
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When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention separate sign off
power on proposals.

Thank you for consideration of our views.
Sincerely,

Ms. NORMA BOECKER,
Lay Leader.

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS,
GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION,

PROVIDENc, R.I., April 14, 1980.
Senator BIRCH BAYH,
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Constitution,
Russell Senate OOlce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: You will soon be considering legislation to reauthorize
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. During the past several
months, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee and the Juvenile Justice Sub-
committee of the Governor's Justice Commission has been reviewing the re-
authorization legislation which has been proposed by President Carter and posi-
tions which have been adopted by various national organizations. After discuss-
ing this material in relation to the needs of the State of Rhode Island, the com-
mittees have formulated a series of recommendations. These recommendations
are being forwarded to you for consideration during the reauthorization process.

RECOMMENDATION ONE
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should maintain an

emphasis on delinquency prevention and the provision of services to status
offenders.

There are several new references in the proposed legislation to increased
services for "serious, repeat and chronic offenders." (e.g., S101(A) (8), S223
(A) (10)). While the importance of providing services to this troubled pop-
ulation is recognized, the concern is that this not be accomplished at the expense
of diverting resources from the deinstitutionalization of status offender efford.
Given the limited funding level associated with the. Act, fulfillment of both
purposes is not possible.

RECOMMENDATION Two

The definition of a Juvenile institution contained in section 103(12) should
be amended with the clause, "except for facilities which are used for short term
diagnostic purposes."

A major problem with the current definition is that it does not allow for the
secure confinement of status offenders for initial assessment, crisis intervention
and treatment planning purposes. This situation limits the ability of the Juvenile
Justice System to identify and respond to the needs of the individual and/or
the family unit. Without a thorough knowledge of the background, circumstances
and content of status offense cases, the provisions of adequate and appropriate
services is jeopardized. This information can usually be obtained without secure
confinement, but, in a significant number of cases such as chronic runaways,
confinement for diagnostic purposes is necessary. The time period which is
needed for this initial assessment seldom exceeds 30 days.

The proposed amendments to the definition would permit federal regulations
to respond to this legitimate need.

RECOMMENDATION THREE

The administration of the runaway youth act and the Juvenile Justice and
delinquency prevention act should be assigned to one federal agency.

Since both of these programs are designed for the same population, both should
be administered by the same agency. This would improve program focus and
consistency, as well as facilitate the development of joint funding initiatives.

Other recommendations which have been developed in Rhode Island relate
to the coordination of the LEAA and JJDP programs. Given recent developments,
these recommendations are not being presented at this time.



496

If further information is desired concerning any of these recommendations,
please contact Dan Donnelly, Senior Criminal Justice Planner, at (401) 277-
2620. Mr. Donnelly would be most willing to provide additional information or
to appear before your committee to discuss these recommendations in more
detail.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

PATRICK J. FINGLISS,
Executive Director.

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT,

Olympia, Wash., June 20, 1980.
MIS. MARY JOLLY,
Staff Director and Counsel, Scnate Constitution Subcommittee, Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Ms. JOLLEY: Washington State has had a continued interest in the

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This State has participated in
the Act since it's initial passage. One major achievement of our participation
has been the passage of comprehensive changes in Washington State's Juvenile
laws, which incorporated many aspects of the national legislation. These legisla-
tive changes have resulted in Washington State being found in compliance with
the mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for the
past two years.

As an additional measure of interest, the Governor's Council on Criminal Jus-
tice and the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee of Washington
State have reviewed issues and adopted resolutions relating to the reauthoriza-
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act this year. I am
pleased to forward their resolutions regarding reauthorization for input in your
deliberations.

Sincerely,
RONALD J. MCQUEEN,
Assistant Director, OFM,
Division of Criminal Justice.

EnclOsure.

RESOLUTIONS FOR THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

RESOLUTION NO. 1

Whereas, the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice recognizes that funding
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration program is very doubtful at
best,

Whereas, The loss of those 19.15 Maintenance of Effort Funds would reduce
the ability of the states to implement the JJDP Act and address the ever increas-
ing problem of Juvenile crime in the country.

Hereby resolves, that the funding level appropriated for the JJDP Act should
be no less than 200 million dollars, half of which would address the purposes
of the JSIA maintenance of effort provisions, if LEAA loses funding.

RESOLUTION NO. 2

Whereas, Senate Bill 2441 (a) amends the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 as follows: "* * * appropriated funds not obligated by-
the end of each fiscal year, shall revert to the Secretary for the purposes of Title
III, not later than January 1, of the subsequent fiscal year."

Therefore, the Governor's Council is opposed to this amendment and supports
the retention of the existing administrative policy concerning unobligated funds.

RESOLUTION NO. 3

Whereas, S. 2441 placed emphasis on the violent Juvenile offender; and,
Whereas, S. 2441 specifies that the maintenance of effort funds from the JSIA

must be used to address Juvenile involvement in the violent crimes of murders,
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault and arson with bodily harm; and,
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Whereas, the number of Juveniles involved in these violent crimes in Western
States is only a minor portion of all juveniles involved in the Juvenile Justice
system; and,

Whereas, the present level of funding is inadequate to handle all of the Juvenile
Justice issues, it seems inappropriate to earmark already scarce resources to a
group which represents only a small portion of the total problem: and.

Therefore, be it resolved: that the members of the Governor's Council strongly
urge the Congress to eliminate the restriction on the expenditure of maintenance
of effort funds to the violent Juvenile offender.

RESOLUTION NO. 4

Whereas, the JSIA as passed in October of 1979 provides that the 19.15 per-
cent Maintenance of Effort funds used for Juvenile Justice programs must be
used with primary emphasis on programs for Juveniles convicted of criminal
offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of an Act which would be a
criminal offense if committed by an adult,

Whereas, this requirement restricts the use of funds to a small Juvenile popu-
lation, restricts the ability to provide prevention and diversion services to ju-
venile offenders,

Therefore, be it resolved that the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice
supports the targeting of Maintenance of Effort funds for the offender popula-
tion, but wants the elimination of the restriction on adjudicated offenders.

RESOLUTION NO. 5

Whereas, the amendment submitted by Rep. Coleman and agreed to by the
House Education and Labor subcommittee during "markup" of H.R. 6704 al-
lows "... violation of a valid court order would be grounds for placing, including
status offenders/non-offenders, in secure detention and correctional facilities;
and,

Whereas, this amendment would allow for the incarceration of status offenders
and non-offenders who have not committed a criminal act and would result in
the increased use of detention for youth for whom it is inappropriate;

Therefore, be it resolved that the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice op-
poses this amendment which would allow for the incarceration of status offenders
and non-offenders who have violated a court order.

RESOLUTION NO. 8

Whereas, the HR 6704 amends Section 206(a) (1) by including the Commis-
sioner of the BIA on the Federal Coordinating Council of the JJDP Act to pro-
vide the effective use of federal funds for improved juvenile services, and

Whereas, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Interior Department) has major
responsibility for the provision of educational and supportive services to Na-
tive American youth and their families,

Therefore, be it resolved, the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice supports
the amendment that the Commissioner of BIA be placed on the Federal Coordi-
nating Council.

RESOLUTION NO. '

Whereas, Section 228(b) of the JJDP Act presently allows JJDP formula
funds to be used to match other federal resources with the authorization of the
OJJDP Administrator; and,

Whereas, the use of JJDP funds as match is an innovative mechanism to ex-
pand and develop prevention, diversion and community-based services to youth
and provides the opportunity for coordinated and cooperative interagency de.
livery of services; and,

Whereas, the ability to match other federal funds (i.e., Title XX of the Social
Security) with JJDP Act funds results in a greater impact for the limited fed-
eral dollar; and,

Therefore, be it resolved that the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice
supports the conscientious, comprehensive study by OJJDP addressing the im-
pact of any such proposed legislation on local Juvenile Justice systems and pro-
vide the opportunity for states and localities to comment and provide input.
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CATHOLIC FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICES,
Bellingham, Wash., March 7, 1980.

Ms. MARY JOLLY,
Staff Person, Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Ms. JOLLY: I am writing in respect to the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). From my perspective as Director of a
community social service agency focusing on the needs of children, adolescents,
and their parents, I believe it is essential that the very worthwhile activities of
the OJJDP be continued and, if at all possible, at a level of increased financial
support.

I would lke to emphasize that over the last eight years OJJDP has been in-
strumental in cooperating with our Agency in the establishment of a number of
specialized residential placement resources for children who are manifesting
various levels of psycho-social dysfunction and who have come to the attention
of authorities because of various acts of delinquency. We have closely monitored
the progress of these programs and the activities of Juveniles who have benefited
from them. I am pleased to report that our post-placement evaluations Indicate
the level of recidivism to be approximately 25 ertent. Although this certainly
leaves room for considerable improvement, the fact that we were able to meas-
urably assist 75 percent of the children in our facilities in making a more per-
sonally satisfying and social acceptable contribution underscores the project's
inherent value as community based activities. Again, without the cooperation
of the OJJDP, it Would have been virtually impossible for our Agency to develop
such resources and make them available to children and adolescents in Washing-
ton State.

Another area in which the OJJDP has made a measurable contribution per-
tains to the matter of education and training of personnel concerned with the
field of Juvenile delinquency and prevention. I have personnally been able to bene-
fit from participation in such training programs and with the cooperation of
the federal office, have been able to implement a localized training program
which was open to various agencies and individuals within the Western Wash-
ington area. These skills and training experiences are now being incorporated
by the participating individuals in Implementing their respective duties as mem-
bers of Diversion Boards, Juvenile Probation offices, child placement agencies,
Youth Service Bureaus, etc.

Finally, I believe that the OJJDP has been instrumental in promoting critical
research which can provide valuable clues as to appropriate program design,
modification and development. In our own area, we have been most fortunate in
being able to capitalize on these kinds of services with a view to developing a
comprehensive plan within the Northwest region that avoids costly duplication,
emphasizes methodology which is effective resulting in a broad Juvenile preven-
tion system which has measureable imputs in our area.

While I have provided just a topical defense for continued funding and support
of the OJJDP in this communication, I strongly hope that my illustrations will
serve to encourage your support for the federal office and that you will be able
to encourage your colleagues to also adopt a favorable view of this office and its
most worthwhile endeavors.

Very sincerely yours,
EARL H. DANGELMAIER, ACSW,

Executive Director.

GREATER BOSTON STREET YOUTH: THEIR CHARACTERISTICS, INCIDENCE, AND NEEDS

(By Margaret B. Saltonstal, The Bridge, Inc.)

FOREWORD

The cooperation of many people was essential to the completion of this report
and grateful thanks are extended to all those who so willingly participated.

Individual observations and ideas of all Bridge staff members were insightful
and prescient. Staff input was crucial in the preparation of the client question-
naire and the interview schedules. The Runaway and Drug Counselors and In-
Service Trainees provided invaluable assistance in developing the informal
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screening process which ensured client accessibility and involvement. Particular
thanks are due to the Executive Director and Administrative Staff of Bridge
whose wise advice and counsel played a major role in guiding the project
throughout its duration.

One hundred and forty-seven young Bridge clients shared their thoughts and
concerns, recounted their experiences--often painful in the telling-and articu-
lated their hopes for the future. They offered numerous sensitive and constructive
suggestions which are included in this report. To them go singular thanks and
gratitude.

I. PURPOSE, METHOD AND SCOPE OV STUDY

The Bridge, Inc. (Bridge Over Troubled Waters) has helped thousands of
wandering and/or homeless children and youth sine 1970. In 1978 alone, the staff
had contacts with 21,458 young people through Its medical van, dental clinic,
streetwork team, and "in-house" counseling at the headquarters, 23 Beacon
Street, Boston, Massachusetts. Some of these young people are runaways, others
are victims of physical, sexual, and psychological abuse, or throwaways-the so-
called "orphans of the living"-but the largest group are the "street people",
adolescents and young adults, most of whom have no fixed residence and whose
lives are unstable and chaotic at best.

Bridge's statistical records, comprehensive, extensive and invaluable for
program development as they are, do not document certain information about
the heretofore undescribed street population which the organization serves. No
authenticated examination of the incidence, general characteristics, and needs
of this youthful subculture in the Greater Boston area had been undertaken,
although for some years Boston has been nationally recognized as a major locus
of such a group." What was available was at best fragmentary, consisting of dis-
connected and disparate impressions unsupported by hard evidence. Questions
needed answering-most important of which were the all-inclusive

"is Bridge meeting the needs of those we are mandated to help?""what do they need or want that Bridge is not providing?"
"how can Bridge do more?"
"are there program changes that should be made?"
The proposal was made that "In-house" research be undertaken when feasible'

in an effort to provide answers to some of these pressing questions.
The broad objectives of a research project were outlined by the Director and

the Resource Developer and presented to the staff for suggestions, criticism,
and extensive discussion which lasted more than three months. Client ques-
tionnaires and interview schedules were drafted, modified and expanded, re-
drafted and finalized only when total staff agreement as to content, method of
presentation and procedures was reached. This paper, "Greater Boston Street
Youth: Their Characteristics, Incidence and Needs", is a response to that com-
bined staff effort.

The in-houce study commenced in late December of 1977 and continued
throughout 1978 In order that seasonal variations, if any, could be observed. The
sample group of young people numbered one hundred and forty-seven; participa-
tion by the clients was entirely voluntary.

Questionnaires were self-administered in the main Bridge facility. There
was no distribution of questionnaires on the Bridge Medical Van or at the Bridge
Dental Clinic because of limitations of time, space and the unavailability of
sufficient counseling staff in the event debriefing was indicated.

The fifty in-depth interviews were also held In-house and conducted on a one-
to-one basis without limit of time.

Participants were assured that the information they provided would be held
in confidence and that their anonymity would be preserved. They were advised
and encouraged not to reply to questions they did not wish to answer.

'Bridge records for former years were carefully scrutinized with the exception
of individual case records. These were not examined nor incorporated In the
findings of this study because of their confidential nature. The client data re-
ported here are therefore original.

Other agencies, social and governmental, and individuals whose activities
touch upon Bridge's target population were consulted for pertinent Information

1 8egal, Baunmohl, and Johnson, "Falling Through the Cracks; Mental Disorder and
Social Margin in a Young Vagrant Population'.
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and were helpful. Additionally, existing writings about street children and
youthln other urban centers was reviewed.

Types of Street People
Three distinct types of street children and young adults have come to Bridge

during the past eight years, whom the staff describe as follows:
The '"lrter"-he is seventeen years of age or younger, habitually absent from

school either without the parents' knowledge or with their tacit acquiescence ;'
he spends the day with others of his peer group, congregating on the Common
and similar public places, but invariably returns home at night to sleep.

The "binger"-he has a similar life-style during the day but his sleep habits
are erratic; he may not return home for several nights, and allays parental
concern by saying he is "staying over" with a friend. This pattern may become
a prolonged cyclical one with a week or more at home, followed by a week or
more on the street.

The "hard core" street youth---spends twenty-four hours a day on the street
and liternally has no home. The reasons for this are multiple: the parent may
refuse to let him in; he may, for reasons known only to himself, refuse to go
home; he may have "eloped" from one of the Commonwealth's protective or
Judicial systems--e foster home, group home, mental health facility, detention
center and, occasionally, a jail or house of correction.

Although Bridge provides services to everyone described, a major program
effort is directed toward helping the "hard core" street children and young
adults. This group provides the material which follows.

It is painful, indeed poignant, to classify children in their teens as "hard core"
street persons, but they are present in number on the streets of the City of Bos-
ton and its suburbs today.

Exactly how many there are remains an unknown quantity. It has proved
more impossible to obtain an accurate head count of youthful street people
than of the older, less mobile group of homeless adults who make up a substan-
tial part of the street population, a project that was undertaken a few years ago.3
With few exceptions, one of which is the Pine Street Inn,' private agencies do not
keep running totals of the numbers of young persons who approach them for
help in meeting their complex of survival needs. Public records from official
sources do not contain the categorical information necessary for such a tabula-
tion. A consensus of opinion estimates the number of youthful street persons at
between 1,000 and 2,000 on any given day.

II. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GROUP STUDIED

The ages of the young persons who participated in this series cover a thirteen-
year age span. There are more females (81) than males (66) in the total group:
this unequally in numbers is not reflected in Bridge's average client caseload. It
indicates only that proportionally more girls and young women were willing to
take part in the survey. Racial and ethnic identifications fall within normal
expectations of 1980 census figures. Table 1 illustrates these groupings.

2A phenomenon peculiar to Boston which frequently reflects racial unrest in the
city's public schools: Twenty-two percent of children in grades 1-12 are absent on any
given school day according to a report issued on January 27 1979 by the Citywide
Parents Advisory Council, created to monitor the desegregation process as part of
the federal court's 1974 desegregation orders. Many of the 14,000 out-of-school young-
sters-an "incredible" figure-"Congregate in 'fast food' restaurants, subway stations,
and outdoors in places like the Boston Common. One popular hangout is an amusement
center located in downtown Boston near the Combat Zone. It was the site of a recent
stabbing". The Boston Globe, January 29, 1979.

'This total population was estimated to be between 5 000-8 000 by the former Director
of the Homeless Adult Unit of the Department of Public Welfare. It is unsubstantiated
and though by some observers to be high. From a report on Emergency Serdvces,
U.C.P.C. ; by Paul McGerigle, April 1977.

Pine Street Inn receives D.P.W. reimbursement on a per capita basis for beds pro-
vided nightly to "unemployable men".
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TABLE .- 147 STREET YOUTH

I.A--AGE AND SEX

Number of street youths

Age Male Female

13......................... ....................... ..... .
14 ...............................................................15....................................... ... ......... .
16o.................... .............................. .
17..... ... ................ ................... . .
18 .................... ......................... . .
19.... ........... ............................... .....
20.. ................... ......... .°...............
21°°............................... ......... ...
22 to 26 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

TotaL. ............. .. ...................... .....

I
4
5
8

12
7
7
4
3

15

66

Total

2
11
20
13
7
7
9
6
1
5

81

3
15
25
21
19
14
16
10
4

20

147

1.0.-RACIAL COMPOSITION

Race Number Percent

White ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 122 82. 99
Black -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 17 11.56
Hispani-- ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 4 2.72
Native American --------------------------------------------------------------- 4 2.72

I.C.-ETTHNIC IDENTIFICATION

Number Parcon

Italian -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 40 27.21
Yankee ---------------------------------------------..--------------------- 28 19.04
Irish --------------------------------------------------------------------------- 29 19.72
French Canadian ---------------------------------------------------------------- 18 12.24
Spanish -------------------------------------------------------- 4 2.72
PrtusA . -------------------------------------------------------------------- 3 2.04

't ndlan ------------------------------------------------------------------ 2 1.36
Jewish ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 1 .68
Welch ... .... ....---------------------------------------------------------- 1 .68
American Indian ---------------------------------------------------------------- 4 2.72
Unrecorded --------------------------------------------------------------------- 17 Ii 56

The great majority are Massachusetts natives and have stayed In the Com-
monwealth by choice. More than half of the total group (5850 percent) have
always resided in a city and there were half again as many suburban residents
(24.48 percent) as rural (17.01 percent). Residential patterns are explained In
Table 2.

TABLE 2.-RESIDENTIAL HISTORY-147 STREET YOUTH

Place of origin Total Percent Residential setting left Tot,I Percent

Masachustts -------------------- 110 74.82 City-.----------------- - 86 58.0
Other' . ..------------------------ 37 25.17 Suburb------------------- 36 24. 48

Rural --------------------- 25 17.01-

1 Ariona (3), California (4), Connecticut (4), District of Columbia (1), Florida (2) Illinois (3), Louisiana ('1), Maine (1),
Maryand ), Michipn (1), Now Ytk (6), North Carolina (1), Oklahoma (2), South Carolina (1), West Indies (1), WestVirtlis (3).
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No accurate examination of the economic background of the participants could
be made since the information provided about family income and employment
was incomplete. Ten individuals reported parents engaged in academic or pro-
fessional pursuits; twenty-four replied "don't know"; more than half of the.
total group left the economic questions blank. Although the absence of this in-
formation is regrettable, it is understandable and not significant. Young people
are often reluctant to seek such information from their parents and if they do
receive it are equally reluctant to divulge it to strangers.
Family situation

A careful scrutiny of the family structure of the group as a whole revealed that
only 55 young persons (37.41 percent) were living in two-parent households at
the time of their departure. For the remaining 92 (62.58 percent), a disorganized
living arrangement was the rule: their parents were divorced, separated, re-
married, never married or the young people themselves had been placed in a
foster or an adoptive home.

Comparative figures for the state are not available for the total age range
(13-26) in this survey. However, 1970 federal census data reported 86.3 percent
of Massachusetts children 18 years of age and under were living with both
natural parents. Of the 97 young persons in this sample who are 18 years of
age and under, only 36 or 37.11 percent resided In two-parent households. Despite
the sharp increase in the divorce rate since the 1970 census, this figure points
to an extraordinarily high concentration of family disruption in this series.'

Additionally, individual interviews revealed the presence in some households
of an inactive parent--one who took no part in family decision-making, verbal
disputes between a child and the other parent, and who did not intervene in in-
stances of actual physical violence involving the child and his siblings or the
other parent. The children who described this passive or inactive parent also
expressed strong resentment of the parent and hostility to such behavior.

The young people in this series were discontented or dissatisfied with the liv.
Ing circumstances they left-whatever they might have been; in other cases
they were summarily thrown out. To leave, for some, represented a heretofore
unfulfilled need for independent decision making. Conflict with their parents
or disagreement with a parent-figure; failure to meet parental demands and ex-
pectations with respect to life-style, choice of friends, educational achievement,
leisure time activities or employment were the most common reasons for depart-
ture. Many, as Table 3 makes clear, left for a combination of reasons.

TABLE 3.-REASONS FOR LEAVING "HOME"

Cause Number Percent

Parent/child conflict ------------------------------------------------------------- 114 77.55
Child abused ------------------------------------------------------------------- 47 31.97
Thrown out --------------------------------------------------------------------- 33 22.44
Emotional problems ------------------------------------------------------------ 31 21.08
Desire for Independsnce --------------------------------------------------------- 13 8 84
Sibling problems ---------------------------------------------------------------- 9 6.12
School problems --------------------------------------------------------------- 6 4.08
Peer Problems ------------------------------------------------------------------ 4 2.72
Multiple reasons ---------------------------------------------------------------- 110 74.8

The number who left because they were abused or thrown out (Throwaways) "
was significant, striking in its magnitude and seemed excessive. No current or
accurate documentation is available on the total number of children in Massa-
chusetts who have been abused in their homes or thrown out of them each year.
In an effort to acquire some perspective on the dramatic increase in the incidence
of these two factors, the children 17 and under in this series who reported them-
selves as "abused" or "throwaways" were isolated from the sample. They repre-

'The Honorable Francis J. Poitrast, presiding justl'i,. of the Boston Juvenile Court,
suggests a correlation between family dysfunction and juvenile delinquency. In a
radio Interview in late December 1978, he remarked that over fifty percent of the
Juveniles appearing before his court came from broken homes.

'Throwaway children are those who literally have been ejected from their homes
and told never to return.
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sent 70.21 percent of all abuse cases in the series and 48.28 percent of the
"throwaways" total.

The figures were then compared with the incidence of abused and throwaway
childr*.n in a 1973 report by the Massachusetts Committee on Children and
Youth I with the following result:

1978 bridge series 1972 MCCY seres
total (83 children) total (178 children)

Number Precent Number Percent

Abused children ------------------ --------- 33 39.75 16 9.0
Throwaway children ......................... 16 19.27 8 4.5

This further reinforces the view of several Bridge counselors that young
people who leave home prematurely today do so for more serious and com-
pelling reasons than they did even a few years ago. The number of Huckleberry
Finns on Boston's streets has decreased sharply and the flower children have
vanished altogether.

Experience has demonstrated that the longer a young person is "on the
street" the less likely he is to return to the setting he left. For some-the
"throwaway" in particular-the option of returning "home" does not exist at
all. The fact that most (75.51 percent) of the individuals in this series had been
away for more than six months makes such a possibility extremely unlikely.

TABLE 4.-LENGTH OF TIME ON STREET

I week to
Age 3 mo 3 to 6 6 mo to I yr I to 3 yr 3 yr and over Total

17 and under_ _ _ 23 11 15 15 19 83
Percent----------- (27.71) (13.25) (18.07) (1&.07) (22.89).....

18 to 26 ................ 2 0 8 It 43 6
Percent ------------ (312)----.. -- (1.25) (17.18) (67. 18 -------------

Total ....... 25 It 23 26 62 147
Percent. (17.00) (1.48) (15.64) (17.68) (42.17) ..............

The estrangement they felt when they left does not appear to have abated dur-
ing the street experience. At best, contact with "home" is sporadic and tenuous.
Only one-fourth of the group maintains better than occasional family communi-
cation. It should also be noted that when a relationship is renewed it is fre-
quently with a favored sibling and not with a parent.

It proved possible to measure the educational achievement of the individuals
in this series with considerable accuracy. Taken as a whole they are underedu-
cated for their chronological age: only 13.6 percent have completed a high school
education. However, 76.87 percent were at normal grade level (or above) for
their age at the time they left a structured living situation. Few have advanced
beyond this cut-off point; street living has precluded further formal education.

III. PRESENTING AND UNDERLYING NEEDS

It is difficult to ask for help under the most auspicious circumstances. For the
young street person, already mistrustful of others and fearful of yet another
rejection, seeking help can be a threatening and stressful experience. It is per-
haps significant that the individuals in this series were able to express their
own needs more freely and explicitly on the self-administered written question-
naire which preserved their anonymity than they were in conversation. The
compilation of these needs' shows them to be a group experiencing extraordi-
nary hardships when they apeared at Bridge for the first time.

'"Runaways and Street Children in Massachusetts". MCCY, Feb. 1973, p. 18. Afollow-up report by the Committee in 1976 "Perspectives on Runaway Youth' reports
(p. 11) an increase In children who cannot return home, but contains no hard figures.

U Individual problems frequently drug/alcohol connected or emotional disorders, were
sometimes unacknowledged Initially, but later emerged and were assigned a suitable
priority In the asesement of client needL
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TABLE 5.-PRESENTING NEEDS-147 STREET YOUTH

Number of total Percent of total
Need group in need group in need

Food ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 70 47.61
Shelter ------------------------------------------------------------------- 89 60.54
Clothin.g--------------------.- 748---------------------71 48.29
Job trainiJfinding ------------------------------------------------------- 81 55.10
More education/G.E.D ------------------------------------------------ ........ 68 46.25
Orugakohol-related problems ----------------------------------------------- 69 46.93
Counseling ---------------------------------------------------------------- 46 31.29
Money --------------------------------------------------------------------- 63 42.85
Multiple needs ------------------------------------------------------------- 117 79.59

Although they are frequently without shelter, food. clothing-the basics of
survival-they want, above all else. someone to love them, to care about or for
them, to want them, even to notice them and provide relief from the overwhelm-
Ing loneliness that is the constant of their lives. One hundred and twenty-one
Individual young 4.:,ple (82.31 percent of the series) wanted "someone who
cared" above all else.*

They were asked to respond to the question, "How are you feeling about your-
self these days" and their responses are summarized as follows:

TABLE 6.-EMOTIONAL INDEX-147 STREET YOUTH

Number Percent

happy7 4. 76
Ver happy ---------------------------------------------------------- 7 1 10.70Pr happy --------- ............. -.-------------------------- 6 46. 93
Up and dowit -------------------------------------------------------- 69 46
Pretty down ---------------------------------------------------------------- 26 17.6
Very down - ------------------------------------------------------- 30 20.4,

This self-assessment reveals a high incidence of depression and the reasons
for it are many. Their positive life experiences have been minimal. Street living,
fraught with danger, fear, uncertainty, hostility and hardships as it is, is
physically and mentally exhausting. They have few successes to point to in their
lives to date and are unable to anticipate any in the future. The concern for their
well-being and the "caring" atmosphere they have found at Bridge often repre-
sents the first they have encountered in a long time.

The boredom of their lives also contributes to their depression. A large part of
their days and nights is spent in search of basic survival needs-a place to stay,
a place to get clean, a place to keep warm and get something to eat. It is a repeti-
tious pattern that palls, and is often anxiety-producing, particularly when the
search is fruitless. Their diversions are few-because they have no money. There
is an unrewarding, monotonous sameness about their daily existence. Many of
them have no fun at all.

IV. PRESENT WAY OF LIFE

The use/abuse of alcohol and other drugs by young people is a serious na-
tional problem; it is not one which is peculiar to the street subculture. The drug
problem has permeated American schools, private as well as public: first con-
fined to the high schools, it has filtered down through the system to such an
extent that many youngsters have experimented with one drug or anoher before
they are twelve or thirteen years old.

The young people themselves acknowledge that drug and alcohol use are the
biggest problem facing their own generation."0 The key reasons cited for the
prevalent use of drugs and alcohol by the Uailup sample and WAlAS cu'ieL i1ride
series are identical. They are: escape from pressures-home, school, peer, societal,
street-living, or from inner frustrations; conformity-being part of the group,
doing the "in" thing; relaxing, having a good time, and the widely-held belief
that Individual performance and creativity are enhanced with drug use. Ex-
perienced professionals working in the field of substance abuse share the con-

'This information was volunteered and acquired "by accident". The words "love".
"loneliness" do not appear in the questionaire.

It Gallup Youth Survey. "Why Teens Take Drugs". Boston Globe, July 29, 1977.
p. 31.
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viction that emotional problems and deviant behavior are not caused by ex-
cessive drug/alcohol use; they precede it.

Only seventeen individuals in this series were abstemious and had never in-
gested any drug at any time in their lives. The majority use a wide variety of
substances, alone or In combination. What they ingest at any given time Is de-
pendent on what is available at what price or what someone may offer to share
during a casual street encounter. The older, wiser street person, who has had
unfortunate experiences with at so-called "dirt-reefer" or similar adulterated drug
is likely to be selective about the source of supply. But the younger unsuspecting
child will willingly buy anything he can afford or take anything given him.

As it group they are singularly unconcerned about the potential physical and
mental damage to themselves that can result from excessive use of drugs and
alcohol. It requires skill, lersistence anl patience to engineer a successful at-
tltuditnal change in the driig-involved client.

During the course of this study, the participants reported an increase in the
use of hallucinogens, 1('P in particular, and a concomitant decline In barbiturate
ingestion which is retlected in Table 7.

TABLE 7.-PATTERNS OF DRUG USE BY l7 STREET YOUTH

Substance and
frequency of use

Wine:
Never ......................
Occasional -------------------
1-2 week ....
3+ week ......... ..........
Stope -...................

Beer:
N ever . .................. ...
Occasional -------------------
1-2 week ..............
3+ w eek --------------------
Stopped .................. ..

Whiskey:
Never ......................
Occasional .................
1-2 w eek -- _ ----------------
3+ week ----------------
Stopped .

Other alcohol:
Never ......................
Occasional.
1-2 week ..................
3+ week ..................
Stopped ---------------------

Tranquilizers:
Never.. . . . . . . . . . .

Occasional -------------------
1-2 w eek ....................
3+ week ................
Stopped ----------------

Marihuana:
Never.... ... .. ... ... .
Occasional -----------------
1-2 week ------------------
3+ week ------------------
Stopped...... .... .... .

Number Percent

34
71
14
24
4

18
62
18
45
4

68
44
9

18
8

47
49
12

8

76
39
8

18
6

26
42
11
66
2

23. 12
48. 29
9. 52

16.32
2. 72

21.24
42. 17
12.24
30.61

2.72

46.25
29.93

6.12
12.24

5.44

31. 97
33.33
8. 16

21.08
5.44

51.70
26.53
5.44

12.24
4.08

17.F8
28. 57

7.4'8
44.89

6.36

Substance and
frequency of use

Hallucinogens:
Never .....................
Occasional .................
1-2 week ....................
3+ week- -.. ..... . ---. .
Stopped ----------------

PCP:
Never .................
Occasional..............
1-2 week ..................
3+ w eek ....... . ..........
Stopped ..................

Amphetamines:
Never ......................
Occasional .................
1-2 week ------------------
3+ week ..................
Stopped ...................

Barbiturates:
Never ......................
Occasional..............
1-2 week.-----------
3+ week ..................
Stopped ..................

Cocaine,Never ...................
Occasional .................
1-2 week...-----------------
3+ week .................
Stopped ...................

Heroin:
Never ----------------------
Occasional .................
1-2 week ..................
3+ week ...............
Stopped ----------------

Number Percent

72
46
6

16
7

70
42
17
11
7

68
55
8
9
7

90
35
3

10
9

77
53
3
9
5

117
14
2
4

10

48.97
31.29
4.08

10.88
4.76

47.61
28. 57
11.56
7.48
4.76

46.25
37.41
5.44
6.12
4.76

61.22
23.80
2.04
6.80
6.12

52.38
36.05
2.04
6.12
3.40

79. 59
9.52
1.36
2.72
6.80

The young peoplee in this series received little or no medical care during the
course of the study-a lack which is common among adolescents and young adults
throughout the country." A very few--those who suffer from seizures or dia-
betes--are routinely assigned to their care. For the most part they find available
sources of care hostile and/or threatening: identification must e produced, forms
have to be filled out. They rely therefore on the Bridge Medical Van for their
health needs.

The four young persons of Hispanic origin in the series believed they were dis-
criminated against because of their race. They contended that the derogatory atti-

11 Over a two-year period, 37 percent of the adolescent and young adult population go
without any medical care at all. National Center for Health Statistics: Vital and Health
Statistics, Series 11. No. 153. I)IEW Publication No. (HRA) 76-1635. Washington;
U.S. Government Printing Office; October, 1975. Page 10.

70-796 0 - 81 - 33
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tude expressed by their white street peers influenced others who likewise came to
perceive them as less desirable companions. In the competitive milieu of street
survival they felt deprived of choices which were available to others and per-
ceived themselves as outcasts from a society of outcasts. The Black youth in the
series expressed no such anxiety and diminution in self respect. Both groups are,
however, too limited In size to draw any firm conclusions as to the pervasiveness
of racial discrimination iii the street subculture.

Many girls and young women spoke bitterly of their experiences with sex dis-
crimination on the street. They believe they are more subject to rape and physical
assault, to unprovoked overtures from pimps (reported to be increasingly violent
and threatening) and to unwarranted police questioning and arrest "on suspicion"
simply because they are females. Because they are where they are, they say they
are constantly "pestered" by men, automatically assumed to be prostitutes and
"fair game" for anything, when in fact many have left home to avoid just such
abuses. Current evidence substantiates some of their assertions: 1978 saw a
twenty percent increase In drug and sex-related crimes as well as a thirty-five
percent increase in the number of females arrested in the Commonwealth,
according to Joseph P. Foley, Massachusetts' Commissioner of Probation.'

The Commissioner further stated that the reasons for the sharp Jump in female
arrests would require additional research. As for the greater susceptibility to
unequal treatment at the hands of the law, one highly placed government official
recently remarked that a girl who is apprehended by a law-enforcement officer
is more likely to be detained than a male. le then continues to say: "If detained,
she is detained longer. If held, she Is held in more secure institutions. The brutal
truth is that the young woman who has done nothing more threatening to the state
than run away from home is likely to be treated just as harshly as a young man
who has held up a store." 13

The young women also maintained that it was consistently more troublesome
(often to the point of impo ssibility) for a female to find emergency shelter lodg-
ing for a night than It was for their male counterparts. This assumption proved to
b6--nftoly correct. The approximately 400 beds available nightly " for the home-
less men and women of Boston is woefully inadequate. And the number of those
specifically earmarked for men-270---is indeed disproportionate. Despite a com-
mendable on-going effort by concerned groups I to expand emergency shelter
facilities, no substantive change can be anticipated in the immediate future.

Trouble comes to people in many guises, at different stages of their lives, in
varying degrees of severity. The children and young adults In this series are
not strangers to it: for many of them trouble appeared earlier, occurred with
greater frequency and had more serious consequences than for the general
population. First came trouble at home which deprived them of a natural appro-
priate place to live with their own families and in their own communities. When
most young person's growth pattern-in terms of protection, physical and emo-
tional maturation, educational competence, life-coping skills and resources--
Is still on an upward curve, theirs has been severed, often at a critical and
particularly vulnerable time in their lives.

Trouble abounds on the street and the risks of potential trouble for the street
person has increased in the past several years as day-to-day street survival has
become more difficult. Many of the sources of free (or very inexpensive) lodging
food and clothing so prevalent in the late 1960's and earlier in this decade of the
1970's has diminished in inverse proportion to the need for them. Public facilities
in airport and bus terminal waiting rooms or train stations no longer provide
refuge unless an individual is In possession of a valid ticket for the day In ques-
tion. Security police now patrol hospital waiting rooms; laundromats close at
eleven p.m. The assumption that the young street population has declined is
without any factual basis while its increasing poverty has become noticeable,
and living is harder.

Street people are homeless. In common parlance they have no "roof over their
heads" and do not know with any certainty where they will sleep on any given
night."" They find shelter In bizarre places and in so doing can run into trouble.

U Interview with radio station WEEI, January 7. 1979.
IsJohn M. Rector, Director, U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

tion in "The Reality Gap for American Girls", The Boston Globe, July 18, 1978, p. 15.
u McGerigle, Paul, op. cit.
"The major current effort is led by The Coalition of Downtown Ministers.
16One resourceful fifteen-year-old young lady spends every night on top of an exterior

ventilator at one of the city'n bus stations where, she protests, she is invisible if
uncomfortable.
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Their beds are in the parks-on the benches or in the grass (city property) ; in
subway or rapid transit stations (Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
property) ; on the stairs in the hallways and doorways of abandoned buildings,
in the back seats of parked automobiles (private prol)erty) ; and under shrubbery
and trees (usually church property). Such beds are not only uncomfortable and
unsafe, but can mark the end of living entirely within the law and the begin-
ning of trouble with it. If discovered they can be, and frequently are, appre-
hended and found guilty of a variety of offenses-vagrancy, trespassing, break-
ing and entering, auto theft, to naime but a few. If they are fortunate, it friend
may offer occasional space or a bed in a room or an apartment-this is perhaps
the optimmn sleeping arrangeinent.

The end of the line, and it has proved to be just that for numerous very young,
very unsuspocting and very desperate street people, is the bed offered and accepted
from the pimps and the pushers who comprise one of the most dangerous and
(estructive elmiemnts in society today. The ramifications (if accepting such an offer
are unpleasant and can be life-threatening. Trouble with police for prostitution,
possession of a controlled substance withm intent to use, distribute or sell are
commnonlhplae occurrences. Such am association invites physical and emotional
trouble. It is often an introduction to the violence of the streets and to that sick
and vicious element of the plopulajio who do beat, rob, stab, rape and indeed
kill not only the unsuspcting and unwary child but the more seasoned veteran
of tile street if its demands are not iet.

Other necessities, which are so taken for granted in.st people never think of
them, go hand in hand with rootlessness. ('oping with liasic sanitation nee(isd-
finding a bathroonl, a place to change or wash clothes, to bandage a cut-presents
a constant challenge. Free facilities are terribly limited, and whein they can be
found are rarely clean. To satisfy these needs, st reet people often resort to -spare-
changing" Ipanlimnding whihh is illegal and another incipient cause of trouble.
A comfortable chair, a b)ok to read, a table to sit at are unheard of luxuries. The
street person's life is devoid of comfort and of privacy.

Free food sources are scattered about the city. By a systeniatic adherence to r,
rigid schedule, travelling back and forth to assure arrival at tile right place at
the right time, a miodicunm of nourishing food is available at no cost.

Other means of allaying hunger and satisfying iminimal nutritional require-
ments are either threatening or time-consunming. Stealing food is no longer a
common practice. The risks involved are not worth the trouble that ensues if ,ne
Is caught. The street culture, together with the so-called "straight" society has
felt both the Inflationary )inch and the influence of the health food faddist.. It
was, in the not-too-distant past, relatiN ely simple to ask one individual for a (ime
for a cup of coffee. Today to ask for thirty-five cents for a glass of orange juice-
often means approaching three or four different people and the possibility of beingg
aplrehended Is increaed accordingly.

Like food which is donated, some free clothing is still available and accepted
eagerly. If the garmuemt provde(ld is new, clean, welI-titting or an "in" style, It is
even more welcome and meaningful. Street people seldom have clothes suitable
to the season and never In a quantity to permit change for the sake of cleanliness
or variety. Their garments are all too often inadequate: they are without warm
sweaters or jackets or waterproof coats and are frequently wet or miserably cold.
Well-fitting boots are something they dream about but do not own-this they
regard as aim additional deprivation iii a youthful society where "your boots are
your badge".

What clothes they do have are likely to be stolen from them-a not surprising
fact given the informality of their sleeping arrangements. They steal from one
another readily. If they manage to keep garments throughout one season, and they
are still serviceable, they have no place to store them until they are needed next.
Street people steal clothing more often than they do food, money or drugs.
Whether they steal from clothing or department stores more often than do their
counterparts living at home is a moot question. Probably not, since numerous
children and young adults from both groups are apprehended for shop-lifting
daily. Many children and young people who live at home break the law but are
never, apprehended or adjudged delinquent. The street inhabitant is far more
vulnerable and susceptible to trouble with the authorities simply because he has
no home. As a group the street people in this series are undereducated (See Page
10) and in consequence they are chronically underemployed. Most jobs available
to them are menial. A few, who can provide a fixed address (more often than not
fictitious) drive taxicabs. For most of them illegal activities provide the money
they need to survive. This again results in trouble with the law as Table 8 attests.
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TABLE 8.--LEGAL HISTORY-147 STREET YOUTH

Major offense Minor offense No arrest record
Ae Male Female Maile Female Male Female Total

13 --------------------- 1 0 0 2 0 0 3
14 --------------------- 4 1 0 7 0 3 1515 ..................... 0 3 1 10 4 7 25
16 --------------------- 0 2 6 4 2 7 2117 --------------------- 4 4 3 1 5 2 1918 ------------------- 4 1 3 3 0 3 14
19 --------------------- 0 1 4 6 3 2 16
20 --------------------- 4 1 0 2 0 3 1021 --------------------- 1 0 1 0 1 1 4
22 to 26 ................ 8 2 2 1 4 3 20

Total. ......... 26 15 20 34 19 33 147

V. CLIENT RECOMMENDATIONS

In the course of the project, fifty individual young street people were inter-
viewed after they had completed the client questionnaire. None of the fifty was
new to the Bridge staff: all had received or were receiving supportive help from
one or more of Bridge's components. Their familiarity with the program combined
with their street experiences provided a unique device for determining client
needs, uncovering gaps In present services, evaluating the effectiveness of exist-
ing operations, and proposing changes in them.

Initially they were shy and drew back when asked to suggest improvements
or additions which they felt might be interpreted as critical of the Bridge pro-
gram. To do so appeared to be disloyal, ungratefuk-even threatening in some
intangiVjle way. As one yotng man remarked when he was asked for suggestions,
" * . youJust don't * * ** even I don't * * go out to bite off the only hand
that's fed you". Once reassured that what they had to say would be confidential
and useful, their reluctance dissipated and numerous Insightful recommendations
resulted. In some areas they project a positive note for themselves: for example,
as In-service streetwork trainees or in-service peer counselors In a residential
facility. This reflects the high value they place in the current In-service training
program at Bridge, and the admiration and respect they have for their peers
who are a part of it.

They made an eloquent case for an urgently needed small, multi-purpose resi.
dential facility at Bridge. This facility would house all current components(including the dental clinic) and in addition would provide: (1) shelter on an
emergency basis to the desperate, the sick and the very young; (2) temporaryshelter for others until mutually-agreed-upon stable living arrangements could
be developed; (8) shelter without fixed limit of time for those trying to finish
Job training and establish an Independent living situation. They are not proposing
a Pine Street Inn for the young nor are they trying to put Bridge into the hotelbusiness. Rather, they envision all Bridge current services under one roof, and
an added small (twenty-two bed) residency program operated on the basis of
need.

Such a plan cannot be dismissed out of hand an, despite all the weighty prob-
lems, pitfalls and difficult decision-making involved, should be considered in the
organization's long-range future planning.

Those interviewed shared an over-riding concern for the physical safety of
their young peers who are newcomers to the street scene. They know with a
certainty born of bitter experience that events can move with a terrifying swift-
ness on the street and that what happens often happens without warning and
with devastating effect on a young child. For this reason, they believe that
Bridge should have more publicity: "The young kids out there need to know
there's a place they can go and get helped". They do not enviulon a large-scale,
sophisticated Public Relations venture. They suggest that the Medical Van go
on a series of city-wide tours, making frequent stops at which time streetworkers
assisted by clients would circulate and distribute flyers with the Bridge address,
phone number, the van's regular schedule and any other pertinent information.
Such Is their faith in the competence and ability of the Bridge staff to cope
with anything, that they saw no necessity for staff increase to accommodate an
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increased caseload. They also suggested periodic, intensive crash rescue opera-
tions conducted by Bridge streetworkers, carefully selected patrolmen and In-
service trainees attached to the streetwork team to talk the younger children
off the street and place them in protective shelter while the child's problems
were resolved. The medical van, they believe, should be on the street offering
health services seven nights a week.

The clients would like a shower In the client bathroom at the central facility
at 23 Beacon Street. Keeping clean is Important to their self-image and. as earlier
reported, is difficult. If Bridge had a shower," they attest, we would not have
to "go out looking grubby and have people look at us and think 'there's another
bum'. The cops pick you up if you're dirty and they're in a bad mood."

They suggest maintaining a "petty cash fund for clients" to help them with
their transportation needs and to enable them to wash and dry their clothes since
often, "If your clothes get dirty when you're on the street, you Just have to throw
them away". Such a fund would have the added advantage of "cutting down on
the panhandling" and reduce the liability of arrest.

The G.&). (Graduate Equivalency JDiploma) program is available to clients
in Bridge's central office. Enrollment in it, however, is circumscribed by the re-
quirement that one must be eighteen years of age to enter the program. Clients
not yet eighteen would like to b in the program which is geared to Individual
need and level of achievement. The tWtoring offered at Bridge is Ideally suited
to their needs. Indeed it Is the only viable method of instruction for so many of
them whose education bas been on a catch as catch can basis since leaving home,
and who would be uncomfortable and unable to function productively In a struc-
tured classroom setting. The feasibility of abolishing tie present age requirement
should be explored along with other efforts to continue their educational ex-
perience.

In recent months the staff has had informal social evenings for tie clients
which were universally enjoyed. Clients would welcome the development of a
purely recreational program which would include weekend as well as evening
activities.

A concluding note: There is minimal, if any, client awareiie;s of the extent of
extra staff time and extra funding which would he required if all their recom-
mendations were to be implemented.

The material in this section has been excerpted verbatim from interviews and
questionnaires and is presented without explanatioiii or embellishnent. It speaks
for itself with unusual clarity and impact.

V. CLIENT COMMENTS

About Their IAre8

The be t things to date havc bocn:
"A pet cat."
"Absolutely Nothing."
"Everything turning beautiful on a sunny morning."
"Learning new things."
"Having a dog to show affection to."
"Nothing. Its boring."
"There was never anything good about it."
"Riding the subways."
"How simple it all was when I was little and how happy I was all the time."
"Learning things you never thought possible. Finding things out about yourself

you've never known before."
"Nothing I can think of."
"My dog and my 11 year old brother. And thats absolutely all."
"Once when I was small and my parents took me on a picnic."
"My dog. She's part collie and part shepherd and I want her back."
"Spending my time in trouble because then I get a lot of attention."
"Thinking about the day someone will come and take me out of all this."
"I have no fond recollections."

1? Most available showers cost $1.00 (Y's). Others, the Salvation Army facilities are
"almost always too aggressive with kids. Keeping clean on the road is easier because almost
every truck stop has a shower".
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And The Worst Things:
"Nobody cares about you. Nobody wants to know you."
"Everything."
"Its scarry at times."
"Not having a Mother and Father."
"No one hasn't cared about me."
"Got beat up too much."
"Misery, misery."
"Not having a place to go home to. Not having a family."
"Living on Planet Earth."
"Being a Spanish person I can't go where I want since I'm not welcome.""Dying."
"Getting knocked around by Father and Mother."
"My family * * did not want me. Been on my own since 11 except for a so

call Aunt."
"Getting beaten up by my step-parents."
"Not having no one that cares."
"Living on the street with drugs and violence. But its better to get beat up by

a stranger on the street than by someone you care about at home."
"Hunger and insecurity not having a home life."
"Trying to Survive. My parents don't want me there."
"Being alone and having no friends."
"Taking your life in your on hands."
"Staying Alive."
"Not being in a warm house."
"Being adopted because I wonder who my real parents are."
"I'm afraid to die."
"The constant darkness I seem to be in.""Trying to stay alive."
"Being afraid to grow up."
"Being on so many foster homes."
"Its lonely and scairry."
"I never stayed with my family after I was three and I have a social worker

that's not too smart. She don't use her head."
"Almost all the people I know and hang around with are not on the side of the

law and they are not stable friends. I have on one to depend on in a time of
crisis."

"I have no one to talk to at night."
"Knowing that I'll die soon."
"Getting old."
"Women are crazy."
"The realization that all my fantasies (things that the Bible taught me should

be true) may never come * * * I am disenchanted."
"Not being sure of the reason for this life."
"Being found after I ran away the first time."
"I get lonesome. I wish I had a family."
"Being cold is the worst thing."
"Being poor. Its awful and degrading to be poor."
"Violent people. There was too much violence at home and on the street too."
"I don't have a group."

About Their Parents

"I don't love my mother-how can you love someone who gave you and your
two brothers away as if you were pieces of candy. I can't forgive her for that
but I guess I respect her."

"Maybe bad things will happen to me on the street but I'm more afraid to go
back home to my mother. She drinks all the time and hits me and then my step-
father beats me. I've never seen my father or if I have I don't remember what
he looks like. I want to go to Dallas, Texas to live with my father who loves me."

"I'm not staying away from home out of spite. My father kicked me out. He
Just listens to my stepmother who hates me. I can't go home. I'm tired of being
hurt and being afraid of being hurt and crying and crying."

"My father was too hard of a person on the family; no emotional feelings
shown or expected by him."
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"3y Mother had lots of promble drinking hitting us and marriage."
"My mother can't handle taking care of kids."
"My stepfather he pick me pl) and throw me on the floor, lie hit me In my head

and stomach with a shoes. lie said that lie is going to messed up my face, etc. My
Mother tell me nasty words, call me names."

"'I hate my Mother."
"My mother has children without any idea of the reslKmsiblilities that go along

with it. My father scroos up peoples lives * * * I do not have a home."
"My father--he's all pain. lie's fussie, cheap, big liar * * Why I hate my fa-

thier is because he loves beating on women and me."
"My father does not communicate with me, in anyway and if I had a gun or

anything I'd probably kill him--in order to make him pay some attention to me-
and tell tie that he loves me--but my father's biggest love is the bottle and race
horses."

"My mother has bem away from tie not tie away frm her."
"My mother gave us kids U) to welfare."
"Our family is no united."
-My stepfather beat ne up almost every day and then no one would talk to

me."
"I did not get along with my father and I -did not like my father and I love

Mother."
"It makes me tremble all over just to think about my father * * a man who

raped his own daughter and beat up his son."
"If you please your parents you please the world."
"I was never anything to my mother but another kid to feed and throw around

when I was small * * * then whela she thought I was big ('11ough she told me to
get out and not come ba.k. I was thirteen."

"I would like to live oi another planet with my mother. She's very adjustable
but my father hates tie."

"My father always came home drunk and would wake tie up and beat me up.
And my ma used to cry and I used to make her coffee after (lad went to sleep and
she used t(o talk to me and lput bandages oil imy cuts and cry."

"I have a chipped tooth from where my mother threw me against the stove * * *
once when she though I took a quarter she held me out the window upside down.
I was nine then."

"I'd like to live my life over with my real parents who loved me enough to give
tie up when I was two."

"I want to live with my father in West Virginia * * * I don't knov," him but
I know he loves tie."

"I'm afraid my father will kill ie * * * not kill me so hard they'd have to put
me in the ground but he shoves tie against the wall hard and he has such a bad
temper eslweially if you nag him."

"I wamat to find my real mother and have her take care of me and I'll kill my
stepmother who is the meanest of all the mean people in this world."

"My father was my whole life at one time but now that I'm older I'm drifting
away and he doesn't like it * * *. Ile keeps yelling 'what did I do to deserve you
you slut' * * * and when I won't eat spaghetti because I'm not hungry its an
insult to the whole of Italy."

"I don't get along with my mother. My father just goes along with her and
doesn't speak for himself."

About Theinsclves

"I want to feel good about myself. I want to be recognized by intelligent people
as being worthwhile."

"I feel like a bum."
"I feel like a package that keeps getting wrapped up and mailed from house to

house."
"Myself is the worst and the best thing about my life * * *. My head doesn't

always get what it needs."
"I feel like a piece of furniture."
"I don't know where I'm going."
"I want to matter at least to one person."
"I would like to develop lots of relationships with people, put my past

aside * * $ and get through this life being as healthy as possible. Life is truly a
choi'e. I'm exhausted."
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"I have not accomplished a great deal in my life. I straighten out and then I go
back to the old life * . I try * to work things out but that is probably not
possible."

"I need to find myself and where I belong who I am and what I want and
which direction to go in life."

"How would you feel about yourself if you had to do the things I've done to
survive on the street *** and its so lonely and so cold** * its like that always.
You're Just alone.

"I would really like to start my life over again beginning at age 2."
"I'd like to be Bobby Brady in the Brady Bunch on T.V. or Timmie in Lassie

with a close family who love each other and have new parents and be a normal
kid. I want that childhood I never had and I want it so bad. So much * * * its
another dream that can't happen."

"I want to make very good use of the time I have on this planet. I want to go
to college and have a career I can be proud of and satisfied with."

"I'm depressed because I'm not doing anything."
"I am the main character in a modern day Perils of Pauline."

About Bridge

"I think that this is a very together organization, and it has helped me very
much. Especially ."

"* * * there is understanding here where there are times you cannot find it.
I would be lost if I did not have somebody down here to talk to when I need
them. There is really nowhere else to turn to."

"I know I need help with my life and I can find it here."
"This place Is already working great. This is a helpful organization which

asks nothing in return for services * * *. They have the van and the clinic. I'm
going tonight and the fact stand outside and people to talk to you and food and
that's terrific. They help you if you try and it kind of helps to have someone on
your side. If they know you'll try they really stay with you."

"You can always come here. Everywhere else you have to make an appoint-
ment * * *. They're always saying they're too busy. Here * * * they don't send
you around from place to place. They take time with you here."

"I'd like to say that if it wasn't for Bridge and -- I wouldn't be here
writing this."

"This project has benefited me a lot in wisdom of myself in past years."
"They do a lot here that is really needed. They should have more publicity

so that more people-like the really young girls who are out there-would know
they can be helped."

"Bridge is the one place where I always feel welcome and that people care
about me. Other people have an investigative attitude but here they try to get
to know you first and treat you as a person not a problem. They don't take you
on a dependency trip * . They gave me the emotional back-up which was very
necessary for me."

"Sometimes they are very strict with me. It makes me sad because then I
won't have no place to go if they make me leave."

"Bridge is great * * *. I wish I had known it existed sooner."
Is Is the Commander of the Bridge. She loves people so she helps them."
"I keep coming back here because I need help with my feelings and that is

what they help me with."
"No one should be allowed to work at Bridge who hasn't been on the street

and been through it * * * if the Counselors haven't been on the street they are
walking cliches, suburban brats who give you pre-determined programmed
responses out of textbooks from their liberal arts 90-day wonder kid degrees.
I need psychiatric help and they don't have a psychiatrist here."

"They help me keep my sanity the first couple of years on the street when
there were so many new faces and new religions that were strange and you
had to get used to * * *. Now I know its time for me to plan, not dream and
finish my education. That's how they help me."

"Its the first time I ever asked for help * * *. Now, of course, I wish that I had
come sooner."

"I've been coming here for four years and they give me most what I need
most * * *. They make me feel like they care about what happens to me * * * but
I can't ask them for another childhood * * * how can anyone give you a child-
hood you never had or make you be born again with a whole new family ?"



313

"Sometimes when I come in here I feel so good to be welcomed and wanted
Iti like taking your first bike ride or the first time you catch a pass in football.
They're the things you don't forget ever."

"They can't hold my hand forever but the feeling of closeness I need some-
times is here and they give it to me when I need it."

"They are very helpful here and respect your independent feelings and don't
baby you. They have the best foster homes too * *. I ought to know, I've been in
seven in the last two weeks."

"They don't give up on you easily * * * sometimes I get drunk or something
and don't do what I planned to do and don't keep dates with Bridge * * * they
really want you to try. Sometimes I don't try."

"Everybody on this staff Is great tho everybody shouldn't be. Some people
who come in act awful and ungrateful and the people at Bridge try hard."

"When I called late at night, - came and got me and took me to this real
super lady's house for the night. I was really scared and hungry and they fed me
and were super nice to me. Then this morning - talked to me for a long
time and to my father and really helped us both."

Il. AN OPTIMISTIC NOTE

The role of Bridge in the lives of the runaway children and young street
people who have been helped either on the street, in the office, in the dental
clinic, or on the medical van is not that of a salvage operation-timely, useful,
necessary certainly, but a one-shot event. Rather It is a life-saving one which-
responds instantly to the critical life emergency, but remains to sustain, support,
guide and encourage.

Instantaneous, magical solutions to an individual's kaleidoscope of problems
are rarely, if ever, arrived at. These young people's problems are too serious, their
emotional wounds are too deep. It is no exaggeration to say that some, when they
left home, had only one chole to make--street life or death. Most had lived under
conditions unusually detrimental to their health, growth, and development---
circumstances any one of which signify the need for protective services as defined
by The Child Welfare League of America."

Malnourished, ill-clad, dirty, without proper shelter or sleeping arrangements
Without supervision, unattended
Ill and lacking essential medical care
Denied normal experien that produce feelings of being loved, wanted, secure

and worthy (emotional neglect)
Failing to attend school regularly
Exploited, overworked
Physically abused
Emotionally disturbed, due to continuous friction in home, marital discord,

mentally ill parents
Exposed to unwholesomeness and demoralizing circumstances.
For almost ten years, Bridge has been the life saver for countless Boston street

youth. Other people, their parents included, have rejected them, have no time
for them. Most of them have gone through life unnoticed until, through one means
or another, they arrive at'Bridge and the slow. steady process of hauling in the
lifeline begins.

This report would fail in its intent if the young people involved in it were
submerged in the stark statistics of hunger, cold, drug abuse, rejection, depres-
sion, abandonment, etc., which were discussed earlier. It would be a great dis-
service to them to ignore those qualities that make so many of them want to
improve their lives and inspire others to help them.

At the end of fifty interviews it seems fair to say that this is an idealistic
group. They care a great deal. They care about the world they live in, and they
care about the quality of life. They %sould end war, racism, crime, poverty, and
pollution. They care about people, small children especially. They would end
human misery, degradation, and unhappiness in whatever form It takes. They
would strengthen family life; those who say they plan to marry and have chil-
dren project a picture of a secure and loving household with their own children
and foster children in a peaceful world.

Many value self autonomy, and take pride in the fact that they have survived
on the street. They want to live truly independent lives and recognize the need
to acquire the skills which will enable them to do so.

Is Standards for Child Protective Services, 1069. P. 10 CWLA.
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They do not like "mean" people.
They are articulate. They are grateful for help and able to express their grati-

tude. Some are above average in intelligence, some are artistic, others have
literary dexterity.

Many share a quality which is hard to put a label on: wistful expectancy,
perhaps. It embraces the stoicism and resilience with which they meet the vicissi-
tudes of everyday living; the desire to survive and the determination to do so;
their hopes for the future which involve not so much material successes and gains,
but philanthropic work in day care centers or an agency "like Bridge". Their
idea of Utopia has grace and gentleness as they do themselves.

They are worth saving. No effort is too great. "Nothing Is enough; we must
keep doing more." "

APPENDIX A

A Glossary of Street Terms Compiled by the In-Service Trainees

Druga
Amonitrate-poppers.
Benzedrine-bennies.
Butylnitrate-locker room, rush.
Cocaine-blow, breeze, CeeCee, ciz, coke, flake, girlfriend, lips, nostril, snow,

Sally, Toot.
Codeine-aerosol, 292's, 293's.
Demerol-demi-tab.
Heroin-boy, Chinese green, dobee, fixer, horse, junk, Mexican mud, Mrs. Jones,

scag, sister, smack, stuff, sugar.
Hycodan-harps, hypes.
L.S.D.-acid, anchors, blotter, clear light, disco acid, gunk, King Tut, Mr.

Natural, orange sunshine, purple haze, pyramid green, rainbow, red dragon, sun-
shine, window pane, yellow sunshine.

Marijuana-Acapulco gold, bones, Bowie Maul, Columbian red, dew, grass,
gungee, hash, Hawaiian, herb, Jamaican Brown, Joints, Marry Janes, pot, red
bud, reef, reefer, smoke, weed.

Mescaline-S.T.P., purple microdot.
Methadrine-crank, crystal, crossroads, hot rock, speed.
Opium-Thai sticks.
Percodan-endos, goofers, hay-hay, P's, pink, perks, yella bird.
P.C.P.-angel dust, angel hair, big D, Delta 8, Delta 9, hog, rocket fuel, spear-

mint, super weed, the boss, the killa.
Qualude-714, ludes, quaqua.
Valium-blues, bombs, rave, Vee's, white, yellow.

Other
Good-alright, bad, cool, dynamite, down with it, hot stuff, freaky, gonso,

slick, smokin', right on, sweet.
Pan-handling-bumming, spare changing, leaching, mooching, stemming,

scrounging, scavenging.
Pick pocketing-dipping, playing the shots, spanking.
Place to stay---crib, crash, done, pad, place.
Stealing--clip, mug, roll, sting.
Under the influence of drugs/alcohol-blown away, bummed out, buzzed,

cooked, discoherent, dusted, flying, freaked out, flashed back, high, mellow, nod-
ding, perked, plastered, ripped, stoned, smashed, toasted, torn up, tripping,
wasted, zipped, zoned out, zonked out, zooed out.

Break the ice--get what you want.
Chomping off, playing on your not-belittle.
Cop a square-borrow a cigarette.
Cruising-looking someone over.
Dealing--selling drugs.
From the get and go, from Jumpstreet--since the beginning, from way back.
Girlfriend-fellow streetwalker.
The gallery-heroin dealer's house.
Hoeing-prostitution.

"Barbara Whelan, Executive Director, In an Vnguarded moment in the Bridge hallway.
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Hoe straw-area frequented by prostitutes.
Ilomes-person from the same place.
Homey-ugly..
Hustling-male prostitution.
The joint-jail.
Murphy-hoax by a pimp or prospective customer.
Nightrider-street person who robs other street people.
A player-manipulator.
Poo putt-low-class hustler.
Scamming-to blanket an area pan-handling.
Set of works-syringe, needle, cooker, etc. for drug injection.
Shank-lilt with a heavy object.
Shine them on-agree with someone to keep quiet.
Spi--stab.
The spot-hustler's house.
Square job-9 to 5; 10 to 6 etc. with taxes deducted.
Tap it-communicate with a friend.

PROGRAM UPDATE-PREPARED BY: TiE BRIDGE, INC.

PROGRAM UPDATE-BRIDGE SERVICE COMPONENTS
I- trect work

During 1979, the Bridge s.reetwork team was temporarily reduced from four
people to three. This was due to funding limitations in the spring; fortunately,
this was the only service cutback required to deal with last year's financial diffi-
culties. In the fall of 1979, the agency began its search for an additional worker
to complete the team. Because of the need for streetworkers to serve as positive
role models for youth on the streets, i-ridge takes care to ensure that its street-
workers can relate to the needs of all youth-males, females, white youth, and
minorities. A fourth streetworker was hired in January of 1980 to return the
team to its full strength.

Statistics for 1979 show 16,426 streetwork contacts. This figure is down from
the 1978 total of 21.458 but when one considers that there were only three street-
workers in 1979 compared to four in 1978, the number of contacts per streetworker
actually increased from 5,364 to 5,487.

Two new developments in Bridge's streetwork activities should occur in 1980:
first, the existing streetwork team will expand its service locations by working
in the Washington Elms-Newtowne Courts Housing Projects in Fast Cambridge.
This will be a six-month experiment; at the end of this period; Bridge will deter-
mine if working near these housing projects is an effective way of reaching out
to alienated youth. Second, Bridge has received funding to hire an additional
streetworker to be stationed in the "Combat Zone"-Park Square areas of Boston.
Youth in these areas are particularly vulnerable to being exploited and/or
exposed to criminal activities and violence. A streetworker, who could intervene
In the "normal" risks youth face in the Combat Zone and Park Square, could
help provide them with alternative opportunities for counseling, education, em.
ployment, and other support services at Bridge. The streetwork team leader is
completing a needs assessment to determine how this additional streetworker
might best make an impact on the needs of young people in these "high-risk
areas of Boston.
2-Free medical van

In 1979, the demand for actual medical care on the van remained fairly steady;
there were 1,940 visits for care compared with 2,089 in 1978. The van's outreach
services increased as it reported 5,053 non-medical visits for food, referrals, in-
formal counseling, and "drop-ins."

The purchase of a new microscope replaced one which was stolen in December
of 1978 and the van Is once again able to provide gram stains, wet preps, uranal-
yses, and other diagnostic services for Its patience. An intensive drive to recruit
volunteer physicians has resulted in an active pool of 22 doctors who work on the
van, compared to 12 in 1978.

Future developments for the van include a proposed agreement with Children's
Hospital to provide follow-up care for patients who need more extensive diag-
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nostic tests or treatments which cannot be delivered on the van. Also, the van
vill follow Bridge streetworkers into East Cambridge and the "Combat Zone"
as a demonstration of how Bridge can follow up its outreach programs with real
services to meet youths' needs.

Based on the receipt of necessary funds, Bridge hopes to conduct a needs assess-
ment/evaluation study of the Medical Van and the Dental Clinic to determine
how both facilities might be modified to meet the changing needs of alienated
youth.
3-Free dental clinic

In the fall of 1979, the Dental Outreach Worker, who had supervised the clinic's
operations since 1974, left Bridge. In an innovative response to the need for new
leadership at the clinic, Bridge replaced this worker with a part-time licensed
dentist to assess the clinic's present operations and recommend any changes to
improve its ability to respond to needy young people. This dentist is assisted
by two youth participants who help maintain clinic equipment and whS also
staff its nightly sessions. The clinic recorded 1,480 visits for dental care in 1979,
compared with 1,577 in 1978.

In December of 1979, a grant was received to replace the clinic's aging evacu-
ator with a new one; other equipment needs will be the basis for future grant
requests. A possible change in ownership of the teen center which houses the
clinic is being monitored by Bridge staff regarding any impact this may have
on the clinic's occupancy of rent-free space in the teen center.

Together with the Medical Van, the Dental Clinic represents the only portion
of Bridge's service program which has not yet developed its own renwable fund-
Ing base. Bridge staff will continue their efforts to secure such a base in the
future.
4-oun8eUng services

In 1979, Bridge continued to experience a steady increase in the demand for
personal counseling by youth who visit the agency's counseling center at 23
Beacon Street, Boston. In 1979, a total of 6,256 client visits were recorded, up 14%
from 1978. This increase occurred despite Bridge's decision not to increase its
counseling staff during 1979.

Toward the end of 1979, Bridge added a new component-the Youth In Service
Participation Project-which provides for youth participation in the agency's
total service program. While this project is described in more detail below, its
inclusion of counseling and educational support services for youth should be
noted here. Bridge now has its own full-time educational staff, consisting of a
G.F).D. teacher and a bilinqual reading specialist.

Future plans for Bridge's counseling component include an expansion of its
educational and career development services. The agency intends to develop
stronger linkages with local schools and employment training programs to pro-
vide clients with a structured "next step" in their progress toward independent
and self-sufficient lifestyles.
5-Runaway program

The number of runaways served by Bridge in 1979 increased over the previous
year for the sixth year in a row. In 1978, Bridge responded to 297 individual
runaway incidents; in 1979, this figure rose 14% to 339. The Bridge runaway
counselor continues to coordinate the agency's services to these young people in
crisis. Since October of 1979, she has been assisted by a youth participant who
helps her to deliver services to runaway clients. Still, Bridge recognizes that
expecting a single runaway counselor to respond to such a growing number of
crisis situations is unrealistic. Local foundations will be requested to provide
funds to hire an additional counselor to improve Bridge's ability to deal effective-
ly with them any runaways it sees. This strategy is necessary because the
federal government is unlikely to be able to increase its support for Bridge's
runaway services despite its recognition of the high quality of these services.

In June of 1979, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
recognized Bridge as the "exemplary" runaway center in New England. A copy of
the letter informing Bridge of this determination is available on request.
6-Project home front

Calendar 1979 was the first year of service for this research and demonstration
project to test the delivery of family lf9 skills education services to teenage
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mothers and their babies. In that first year, 208 women were referred to Home
Front, of whom 112 became active Home Front clients. Some 44 of their children
also regularly accompanied their mothers to the Home Front offices at 150
Bow,.oin Street, Boston.

TL.a initial research and demonstration period will expire in October of 1980;
a detailed research report on the needs of adolescent parents and the relative
success of Home Front's attempts to meet those needs will be published by
January, 1981.
7-Youth in service participation project

Bridge's newest service component, its youth participation/employment and
training project, began in October of 1979. Through a federal grant, Bridge can
now employ a total of 10 youth aged 14-21 as part-time staff in each agency
service component. These 10 youth receive formal and informal training services
while they work at Bridge, and in addition have access to personal and group
counseling services. An important element of this project is delegation of pro-
gram planning and development responsibilities to the youth involved. In weekly
staff meetings, they discuss their future needs and plan strategies to meet them.

The Bridge youth project also requires that participants attend high school
or spend at least six hours per week in an equivalent classroom education pro-
gram. The G.E.D. teacher and bilingual reading specialist who work at Bridge
through this grant not only serve this purpose for the 10 youth employed in the
project; they also offer educational services to a number of other Bridge clients
as well.

Future plans call for the agency to develop a referral network to encourage
youth to take advantage of other employment, training, and educational oppor-
tunities in Boston. A joint grant request to develop such a link with empLoy-
ment/educational resources at A.B.C.D. is currently being considered by the
Massachusetts Department of Manpower Development.
8-Research

In May of 1979, Bridge published Greater Boston Street Youth: Their Charac-
teri8tics, Incidence, and Need8, by Margaret B. Saltonstall. This study was based
on interviews with 147 Bridge clients in an attempt to quantify our knowledge
of who these youth are and what types of services might best serve their needs.
Bridge undertook the responsibility for such a report because (A) there is little
documentation of the origins and needs of street youth; and (B) few other
agencies are able to maintain contact with these young people.

Copies of the report were mailed to foundations and government agencies
throughout Eastern Massachusetts. Additional copies are available on request
from Bridge. The study found that 40 percent of the subjects aged 11-17 were
victims of abuse, and 19 percent of these children in the same age bracket had not
run away but were in fact thrown out of home by their parents. The most signifi-
cant needs expressed by youth interviewed in the study were housing (61 per-
cent), jobs (55 percent), education (46 percent), and money (48 percent).

Future plans for Bridge's research efforts include the initiation in March, 1980,
of a study on the motivation of street youth. This study will focus on why youth
choose to live on the streets and what sorts of reasons would convince them to
seek alternatives to that lifestyle.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Bridge administrative staff have stabilized funding for all agency services
er..ept for the Medical/Dental Component as of February 15, 1980. For fiscal 1979,
this was accomplished through grants from local foundations in addition to
Bridge's regular state, federal, and other funding sources. During fiscal 1980,
increased funds have been secured from government agencies and local sources as
well. Particularly noteworthy have been the receipt of H.E.W. funds to support
Bridge's youth project and Bridge's acceptance as a United Way member agency
effective January 1, 1980. The United Way voted to allocate $47,000 to Bridge
from January-December of 1980. Because Bridge's fiscal years begin on July 1
and end on June 30 of each year, only half of United Way's allocation, or $23,500.
may be spent in fiscal 1980. The remaining $23,500 will be available for the first
half of Bridge's fiscal 1981. The result of this "overlap" of fiscal years means that
Bridge still needs approximately $23,745 by June 30, 1980 in order to avoid closing
this fiscal year with a deficit.
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Perhaps the most significant improvement in Bridge's management systems
over the past year was the institution of the agency's own evaluation meclanism.
During the first week of October of 1979, all Bridge staff attended a week-long
workshop for the purpose of examining the entire service prograin of the agency.
Before this time, Bridge was evaluated four times annually by state and federal
agencies. While these evaluations of Bridge continue to take place, agency stalf
felt the need to conduct a program evaluation Iased on the staff's own perceptions
of youth's needs and how to address them in the most effective manner.

All Bridge operations were reviewed and subject to recommendations for imi-
l)rovement. A number of program changes which originated in this evaluation
have already begun to take place. They include: the expansion of streetwork and
medical van service areas to include East Cambridge. the hiring of a part-time
dentist to replace the )ental Outreach Worker at the Bridge Free Dental Clinic.
the continuation of Bridge's research efforts, and a nmnber of meetings among
different agency service components to develop increased conttinuity of services at
Bridge. Because of the positive impact of the 1979 evaluation workshop. Bridge
hopes to conduct similar workshops each autumn.

FUTURE PLANS AND GOALS

Bridge staff have identified two long-range goals for the agency which would
Improve its ability to respond to the needs of alienated youth. They are:

The establishment of educationall programs and tir possible evolution into
an "aterna tirc school" design.--Virtually all of the youth who come to Bridge
have not yet completed a high-school education. However, at the same time, most
of them have been alienated by their previous -cholastic experiences and will re-
sist any referrals to local schools, even "alternative" schools. Bridge has had
some success in providing G.E.D. instruction at its counseling center: youth seem
to respond well to the informal atmosphere maintained by agency staff. Because
of the Inultiple educational needs of street youth, the addition of other teachers
who could provide remedial and advanced academic instruction would help
Bridge clients to prepare for success In school and unemployment where their
previous efforts had resulted in failure.

Establishment of an in tcrmcdiatc 8heltr-carce facility.-The most overwhelm-
ing need expressed by Bridge clients is for housing. Except for "crisis" shelters
and other time-limited facilities, there are no resources to provide youth with
a stable residence. While it is possible to arrange for youth to begin employment
and then budget rent money out of this nev-found income, this is a risky ven-
ture when the youth must begin work before lie or she has a definite place to
live. Arriving at the job on time. obtaining a social security number. and even
landing a joh in the first place are all made more difficult when one has no place
to call home. For many youth, the ability to manage a household and pay monthly
bills are skills which they must learn in order to live independently.

Bridge would hope to purchase a building in the Beacon Hill-Boston Common
area of Boston and move its counseling, educational, and employment training
programs into it. The building would also contain a number of small apartments
which could be used to provide youth with living arrangements which are not
long-term, but which are long enough to allow them to stabilize their lives and
learn how t,, manage independent living. Such an addition to Bridge's present
array of services would be an important way for Bridge to respond to one of the
most difficult needs of homeless, alienated youth.

CONCLUSION

Bridge's unique outreach programs and its ability to provide a number of
services needed by alienated youth have been at the heart of the agency's exist-
ence as the "first agency" to contact so many youth. Without extraordinary ef-
forts on the part of service providers to meet these youth where they are, many
of them cannot or will not attempt to reestablish contact with society. While
Bridge does not try to establIsh itself as the only agency to which a youth will
turn for assistance, it recognizes the need to demonstrate to Its clients that there
are resources available to help them, and that there are settings in society in
which they can be respected as individuals.

'Bridge's goal for all of its clients is for them to return to society as individuals
who can make independent choices about their personal and career goals. Bridge
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sees its immediate responsibility to be the provision of services to help them sur-
vive and to reestablish trust between the youth and society. After this crucial
period is past, Bridge works to link the youth with other community resources--
employment opportunities, educational facilities, specialized social service pro-
grams, etc.-who can integrate their resources with the continuing needs of the
youth as he or she progresses toward an independent lifestyle. Thus, Bridge sees
its responsibilities to fall into the following two tasks:

To provide services which are designed to meet the needs of individual alien-
ated youth ; and

To advocate for an increased abilty to respond to alienated youth by the human
service community.

True to its name, Bridge "bridges" the gap between street youth and straight
society, working to bring each group within closer reach of the other. As the
agency reaches its tenth anniversary on June 24, 1980, its stair, volunteers, and
clients look forward to a new decade of leadership in the field of youth services.



PART VIL-ADI)ITIONAL STATEMENTS OF PRIVATE
CITIZENS

(From the Juvenile Justice l)igest, April 19M0)

OJJI)P-A QuEs'r FOR AUTHORITY

(By John Rector)

The authority to act was an esset ial element (if the ,uvelifc Ju8ticl alnd De-
linfilqufly Prc'eiitiol Aot's establishmet of an office within the federal govern-
ment to address juvenile justice issues.

In a report to Congress a year after the I1) . act's passage in 1974, the General
Accounting Office said "the law provides increased visibility to the problem and
a focal lpint for * * * juvenile delinquency activities in tit federal government
by creating the Office of Ju nvenile Justice and I)elinquency Prevention ( OJ.I)P).

'* * * rids will be tile first organizati nial unit that can identify existing
arid needed resources identify amld set priorities amd develop strategies to in-
plleluent a cimiijrehensive attack on juvenile delinqueiicy," tle (AO said, adding
that "for the first t0ile, specitiV efforts to hoth prevent al(d control juvenile
delinquency will be one agency's respviinsi ability "

Even chronic p.,sinists. however, wo ul lie shucked to len rn that six years
after the acts passage, delegation of grant avard auth'orlty remais a central
Issue of debate.

BEGINNINGS

The movement to estAilish by law a distinct 0..11)l) began i six decades before
passage of tile 197.4 act. At that lime. the government initiated studies in the
field of juvenile dolinqueiicy. By 1 926, statistics on delinquency were being re-
ported. It 1935. tit, Social Secticity Adni nistration's Children's Bureau was
administering child welfare grants supporthig a wide range oif activities, some
of which were oriented toward delinquency prevention.

But prior to 1912. other than gathering statistics and supporting activities
and studies ilicideiital to Child welfare work, there was little evidence of federal
concern.

This pa,-si've approach changed significantly in the 1950's. In 1953. the Senate
Judiciary Committee established a new Suheoinin it tee it Study Juvenile De-
linquency in the United States all( a separate juvenile delinquency project was
within the Bureau,

In 1955, the State of the 71nion message delivered by President Eisenhower
caihod for federal legislation to as ,ist states in dealing vith juvenile delinquency.
In . major bill introduced that year. Sen. Estes Kefauver proposed that the
Bureau and its juvenile delinquency unit be elevated to an Office of Children's
Affairs to report directly to the secretary of IHEW.

The Kefauver bill proved so controversial, however, that the legislation was
later introduced separately so as not to jeopar(lize tile programmatic aspects of
the IEW measure.

Although Kefauver's measure did not become law, by the end of the 1950s the
Children's Bureau had established the D)ivision of Juvenile Delinquency Serv-
ices to develop standards and provide technical assisttmce for public and volun-
tary agencies in delinquency protection and control services.

With strong Kennedy administration support, the activities of the previous
decade culminated In 1961 in passage of the Jurctile Dclitiqueticy uuid Youth
Offciise8 Comtrol Act. Initially the act was administered by an Office of Juvenile
Delinquency and Youth Development In the Office of the IIEW secretary. How-
ever, in 1963 an Office of Juvenile Delinquency within HEW's new Welfare
Administration was assigned responsibility for the program.

In 1968, it was expected that the Juvenile D'linqucncy an.d Coltrol Act would
'ipport and continue the best programs developed and evaluated since 1961.

(520)
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However, the act was not well received by the Johnson administration. Al-
though a new Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration
was established by HEW within Social and Rehabilitative Services, the under-
staffed and underfinanced unit was without a director for two years.

Sen. Birch Bayh, chairman of the Senate's Judiciary Committee's Subcommit-
tee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, said in 1971 that the program's lack of
significant success could be linked "to a great extent, not in the conception and
design of the act but rather in its inadequate administration."

In 1971, the program and its non-statutory unit were in great disfavor. The
National Governor's Conference narrowly defeated a resolution to abolish the
HEW office. Others suggested that it be elevated to the level of HEW's Office of
Education. Still others proposed the establishment of a separate and independent
juvenile institute.

At the same time, criticism was also leveled at LEAA by Sen. Bayh for its
failure to establish any juvenile unit. The final conclusion of oversight hearings
held in 1971 was that there was no centralized leadership and no entity with
the authority to act at the federal level in the fight against Juvenile crime.

ESTABLISHING OJJDP

Few were surprised in February 1972, when Sen. Bayh proposed legislation
to establish in the Executive Office of the President a national Office to co-
ordinate, review and evaluate all federal Juvenile programs.

In the spring of that year, Senate Republicans proposed legislation also de-
signed to provide appropriate authority and visibility to the federal Juvenile
delinquency effort. The Republican bill would have established a Juvenile Ad-
ministration within HEW, comparable to LEAA within the Justice Department.

The need for a separate federal office to focus on juvenile delinquency and to
exercise proper authority and accountability permeated congressional hearings
in 1972 and 1973. Nixon administration officials from both HEW and LEAA op-
posed this concept and supported the 8tatus quo.

In the fall of 1973, with the Watergate Scandal in f,ll bloom, the Senate balked
at establishing a national juvenile office within the White House "at a time when
* . . there is serious need to strengthen existing departments of government."

As a result, a bill was reported out in March 1974, establishing the OJJDP
within HEW with a full delegation of authority. This prospect awakened the
8talus quoers. They were determined, although they had been unable to defeat
the bill, not to allow more progressive Juvenile supporters to control its im-
plementation.

Tragically, they succeeded. In order to assure passage of the landmark
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, it was agreed to place OJJDP
within LEAA without statutory delegation of authority.

In September 1974, just after President Nixon resigned, President Ford re-
Jected veto recommendations from his Office of Management and Budget, HEW
and the Department of Justice, and signed the JD Act into law.

To enhance its visibility, the OJJDP was to be headed by a person selected by
the President and confirmed by the Senate. The OJJDP was also given statu-
tory authority over all LEAA juvenile programs which were required to be
maintained by LEAA at a constant level.

OJJDP's legislative authorization was not made parallel to LEAA's to rein-
force the Juvenile office's separate identify, clearly an effort to make sure
OJJDP would not be eclipsed or dominated by issues arising out of the LEAA
reauthorization cycle.

Thus, at least on paper, the Congress for the first time had mandated the
establishment of a separate office to focus on Juvenile delinquency. Regrettably,
however, it was nearly a year before the OJJDP was actually set up. Even more
time elapsed before its first head was nominated and it was never given more
than an illusory delegation of authority by the LEAA.

In fact, the LEAA administrator and general counsel retained all actual au-
thority. Even OJJDP's program announcements and annual reports were signed
by the LEAA administrator. OJJDP was a paper tiger.

A SORRY CHRONOLOGY

A multitude of explosive issues arose regarding the LEAA's failure to imple-
ment the act. Had OJJDP been delegated the authority Congress anticipated most
of these problems would have been avoided or quickly resolved.
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This sorry chronology of LEAA domination is well documented in the Senate
Judiciary Committee's two-volume report, Ford Stifles Juvenile Justice Program.
Typical of tile manner iin which the central issue of delegated authority arose
Is the following dialogue in May 1976, between Subcommittee Chairman Sen.
Bayh and the LEAA Administrator:

BAYII. " * * * the whole thrust of this program was to try to have someone with
the authority to act to stop the buck passing * * * I am sure you have enough
other decisions to make so you will not miss this burden.

VFLDE. "I have generally ratified what 'Mr. Luger (the OJJDP administrator)
has recommended * * * "

BAY1. "I believe this authority must apply to tle LEAA maintenance of effort
(MOE) funds as well as the Juvenile Justice Act funds. Are we on the same wave
length! I don't want to make a Supreue Court case out of this, but if we are
going to get results this is what must be done."

VELDE:. "Although I retain an interest. concern and commitment in this area,
Mr. Luger is a Presidential appointee, lie knows the field better than I, even
though I did have a couple of years experience as a staff member on this sub-
committee. He has had a career inl the field and I certainly defer to his expertise
and judgment."

BAY11. "I don't wish to demean your responsibility * * * However, the whole
thrust of this act was to bring in someone that could really pull the old and on-
going efforts together with the new )rograms, knock some heads, and in con-
sult-ation with you, put this prograil together so when we have oversight hearings
you could be doing something else. I know that would pain you greatly, but the
person who is running the program wilh the proper delegation of authority would
be on the hot seat."

All efforts to obtain a proper delegation of authority for OJJDP from LEAA
failed. Thus, three years later when the OJ. II)P reauthorization bill was intro-
duced. Sen. Bayh emphasized, again, the vital importance of a proper delegation
of authority when he observed:

"We intended in 1974 that LEAA administer this program through the new
office and that it (tile OJJI)P) shall be delegated all the administrative, manage-
rial. operation and policy responsibilities * * * "

lteauthorization hearings yielded a b~road range of opinion regarding the au-
thority and related OJJlI issues. Le, Thomas. a member of the 1,EAA task
force that estallishe( 0J.11)1', Itestifled on bhalf of the National Conference of
State Criminal .Justiee Planning Administrators (now the National Criminal
Justice Association) and against the iayhi bill. Thomas spoke to the authority
Lsue as follows:

"The National Conference 0l)1Kses any other section which %%rest control of
the Juvenile Justice Act from the direction of the i LEAA) a(linistrator * * *
A major lproblihm with the OJJI)l' has been that it has virtually been a separate
agency within LEAA * * * What is far greater control and coordination by
the ( ,EAA) administrator over this entity running adrift."

In stark contrast. Christopher Mould, one of the few persons actually involved
Ill lTevvlol)lent of the act and representing the Collaboration for Youth, testified
that (0.JDP had been:

"'* * * Wholly dominated and subordinated by LEAA's superstructure and the
bur(' atiratic patterns and policies developed for administering the Safc Strct.-
Act (SSA) * * * (and) the office * * * treated by the LEAA leadership as a
mere apl endage * * * Imnlementation of the ID Act has almost been smothered
in appropriate regulations, policies and guidelines developed for the SSA * * *
(and) engraftcd to the JD Act * * *"

Mould concluded his testimony by recommending that a statutory delegation of
authority to make grants was essential.

Similarly, the presidentially-appointed members of the OJJDP's advisory com-
mittee recommended that the:

"* * * Assistant Administrator of the OJJDP be delegated all administrative,
managerial, operational and policy responsibilities related to the act * * * Under
the present arrangement the assistant administrator bears the responsibility
without having the corresponding authority."

Some spoke of establLshing an OJJDP separate from LEAA, but the general
sentiment on this was reflected by the National Youth Alternatives Project (now
the National Youth Work Alliance) :
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"The drawba ks of such a move include the cost of establishing a parallel
system of support services for the office apart from LEAA and the difficulty
of coordinating juvenile justice activities * * under maintenance of effort provi-
sions of the Safe Streets Act."

.T~e Project also emphasized that a proper delegation of authority to OJJDP
should lead to more effective operation of the program.

CONGRESSIONAL INTEkT REITERATED

Following the hearings, strong statementij of congressional intent regarding a
proper delegation of authority for OJJDP highlighted each of the 1977 reports on
the reauthorization legislation. The Senate Judiciary Committee report stated
flatly that "the LEAA administrator did not delegate the authority for the
assistant administrator to fully implement the program."

The committee noted that it had in 1974 and was again in 1977 underscoring
the "importance of the office" and the need for "authority and necessary clout to
carry out the act's mandates unfettered by intermediate review or ratification."

Attorney General Griffin Bell echoed similar intention in a May 1977, speech
when he stated that "we will delegate to OJJDP authority to run all LEAA youth
programs * * *"

RENEWED BUT NAIVE OPTIMISM

The reauthorization legislation clarified the authority of the OJJDP and to
facilitate implementation of the program, the head of the OJJDP was made an
associate administrator of LEAA rather than an assistant administrator.

In the summer of 1977, with renewed, through somewhat naive, optimism, the
OJJDP began to acquire a role within LEAA more consistent with its mandate.
The Juvenile formula grant program (65 percent of the OJJDP budget) was
transferred from the LEAA's Office of Regional Operations to the OJJDP with its
head delegated full authority to implement its provisions-including the removal
of non-offenders from secure placement and the separation of incarcerated adults
and Juveniles. The OJJDP administrator no longer reported to an LFAA deputy
but directly to the LEAA administrator. OJJDP signed its own program announce-
ments and even had its own stationery.

The OJJDP continued to acquire-bit by bit-its mandated authority. In early
1978, the LEAA administrator approved a major OJJDP reorganization and
manpower increase. OJJDP was able to acquire its own legal advisor and a new
policy, planning and coordination division.

The new division was responsible for program development, policies and pro-
cedures, budgets and guidelines; the coordination of federal programs and the
OJJDP advisory committee; and the maintenance of effort activities. Additionally,
the division's fiscal branch monitored fund flow, the processing of grants and
generally monitored the operation and productivity of each OJJDP division.

Late in 1978, OJJDP acquired its first and to date only delegation of authority
to award discretionary funds. Nearly 60 grants totalling $6 million for projects
designed to curb the detention of non-offenders and the jailing of Juveniles were
awarded.

During oversight hearings that year, the OJJDP administrator again stressed
the difficulty associated with being held accountable but not being delegated
proper authority.

Others, however, persisted in their opposition to change. The representative
of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators
testified that " * * the administrator (of OJJDP) has effectively freed himself
from accountability to either the acting LEAA administrator or the Attorney
General. * * * In essence the office has been going its own way."

Unfortunately, the reality was that OJJDP still had far to go to free itself.
Each discretionary grant, after being cleared by the LEAA comptroller, the
OJJDP staffer, the OJJDP division head and the OJJDP administrator was
(and still is) reviewed and subject to rejection by the LEAA comptroller, auditor,
general counsel, grant review board and, finally, by the LEAA administrator.

THE FOURTH BOX

While the LEAA hierarchy continued to withhold full delegation of authority,
a new forum foT discussion of the issue developed. A department-wide Juvenile
justice reauthorization task force rejected additional authority for OJJDP or
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the office's separation from LEAA-the so-called fourth box. The task force
recommendation to the Attorney General who later concurred, supported th6
status quo.

Major arguments against further delegation and/or the fourth box included:
A proliferation of semi-independent agencies would increase administrative

costs and complexity.
Since OJARSl has limited ability to resolve conflicts and insure coordination, a

separate entity would create more confusion.
The creation of a specific juvenile justice system component is logically in-

consistent with the OJARS restructuring along functional lines (i.e., assistance,
statistics and research).

Major arguments for the fourth box included the claim that the OJJDP would
be able to much more expeditiously review and award grants and that such
an organizational change would assure that OJJDP would have the authority
commensurate with its responsibilities.

However persuasive, both of these important objectives can easily be ob-
tained for the OJJDP within LEAA through proper delegation of authority.
Tie delegation route would also avoid the cited pitfalls involved with the estab-
lishment of a new bureaucratic unit-not the least of which would be the creation
of endless confusion in the field, which at this juncture is only beginning to
re ilize the original objectives of the 1974 .11) Act.

ROLLING BACK PROGRESS

With the delegation of full authority and the fourth box rejected by tile Justice
Department, the LEAA general counsel in early 1979 drafted an OJJDP reau-
thorization measure ostensibly consistent with such policy judgments. Tile gen-
eral counsel's bill added an amendment that would have substituted the TEAA
administrator for the OJJDP administrator as the vice-chairman of the Coordi-
nating Council on Juvenile Justice and )elinquency Prevention.

Fortunately, the administration ill-recently introduced by request by Sen.
Bayh (see story, Vol. 8, No. 6, p)-did not incorporate this provision to further
dilute OJJDP authority.

The effort to diminish the OJJDl1 role continued. In the spring of 1979, both
the OJJDP legal advisor and the policy, planning and coordination division,
which were so vital to productivity in 1978, were abolished and O.JJDP positions
were reduced.

In short, modest progress by OJJDP toward the realization of its mandate has
been all but eliminated. On the brink of fiscal year 198,0, the O.JJDP found itself
more ill equipped than in fiscal year 1976.

Later in 1979, the issue of delegation of authority was referred to a manage-
ment task force by the LEAA administrator. The task force recommended that
OJJDP be dropped as a member from the LEAA grant and contract review
board.

If this were not enough, the OJARS transition task force selected by the LEAA
administrator concluded in November 1979, that OJJDP should remain within
LEAA with no additional authority.

The Department of Justice has echoed similar sentiments in response to ques-
tions raised by the Senate Appropriations Committee. The department asserted
that OJJDP as a fourth box under OJARS could "result in needless duplication
of administrative services and would be inconsistent with the functional division
of programs underlying the Justice System Improvement Act." The department
also supported the repeal of the non-parallel authorization period which has
helped to assure a distinct OJJDP identity.

Recently, the LEAA administrator also stripped the OJJDP of key responsibli-
ties under the formula grant program, such as the final decision on whether the
state of California should be dropped from the program because of its comingling
of Juveniles and adults in secure institutions.

NO "SUMMER SOLDIERS"

For many who have been involved in the more than half-decade effort to secure
proper authority for OJJDP, it is difficult to be optimistic. Such endeavors are
certainly not for "summer soldiers." It is long-distance runners who make a
difference in such matters.
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Yet, there is hope. The new LEAA administrator, Homer Broome, does uot seem
inhibited by past poticles. His proposed reorganization of LEAA significantly in-
creases OJJDP's prolie. Also, he will soon consider a proper delegation of
authority for OJJDP. Such positive action on his part, which is exclusively within
his- authority, wojld certainly endear him to key congressional sponsors and
other long-term propbAlents of the JD Act.

Hope springs eternal.
Editor's Note: John Rector was the OJJDP administrator from June 1977 to

May 19"19. Prior to that Rector was staff director/chief counsel (1973-77),
deputy chief counsel (1971-13) for the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investi-
gate Juvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of police brutality cases, Department
of Justice Civil Rights Division (1969-71). Rector is a graduate of the Berkeley
School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law.

(From the Juvenile Justice Digest, June 1980)

OVERVIEW: THE UPS AND DOWNS OF THE OJJDP FUNDFLOW SiEMW

'I HOPE YOU DO EVERYTHING POSSIBLE TO GET UNOBLIOATED FUNDS TO FOLKS WHO
OAN USE THEM'

(By John Rector)
When former President Ford chose to ignore the veto recommendations of his

staff and signed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, he
hastened to add that his administration would not seek funding for the new
program.

Congress authorized an appropriation of $350 million for OJJDP's three initial
fiscal years. Ford cited the availability of LEAA maintenance-of-effort funds re-
quired by the act as adequate support for the nation's Juvenile crime and delin-
quency prevention effort.

The presidential request for an actual OJJDP appropriation was for 3ess than
10 percent of the authorized $350 million ceiling and provided nothing for FY
'75 and '76. Even an effort to reprogram surplus LEAA money, a strategy ap-proved by the administration's Office of Management and Budget (074B), was
overruled.

At more than a dozen encounters between members of Congress and the Ford
administration, there was heated debate over OJJDP funding. Bipartisan con-
gressional forces, led by the JD Act's author, Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), defeated
several administration attempts to defer or rescind money appropriated for the
OJJDP. Eventually, the office was provided with $140 million for fiscal years
1975, 1976 and 1977.

From the outset, the Carter administration has provided only modest support
for OJJDP funding. In 1977, the JD Act was extended for three years with an
authorized appropriation ceiling of $525 million. A reflection of administration
support was the Attorney General's requested appropriation of $50 million for
fiscal year 1980 when $200 million was authorized for that particular year.

Fortunately, Congress appropriated $100 million to the OJJDP for fiscal years
1978, 1979 and 1980.

Until 1977, the primary issue of debate was OJJDP survival. When compared to
other federal youth programs, the OJJDP war chest was meager. Little attention
was focused on OJJDP's allocation of its discretionary dollars. Few speculated
there was a slowness, much less a backlog in the discretionary dollar obligation
rate.

When the JD Act was extended, the setaside for special emphasis discretionary
funding was cut by 50 percent. The cut was largely the result of natural tension
between governmental interests and the private, non-profit organizations that
benefit most from discretionary grant awards.

Had Congress know at the time It reviewed and amended the act's provisions
that the OJJDP was hoarding many millions of dollars in unobligated discretion-
ary funds, that category would have no doubt been cut even more drastically.

During its formative years, .the OJJDP was the object of considerable opposi-
tion in many arfas other than funding. In all fairnes, it is Important to state that



526

multi-faceted Justice Department opposition to the program significantly dim-
inished the ability of tile OJJDP, and the willingness of the LEAA, to obligate
JI) Art funds in a timely manner..

During the JD Act reauthoriation hearings in the spring of 1977, the acting
LEAA administrator pointed out that only six percent of the fiscal year 1975
and 1976 JD Act formula grant funds had been expended by the state planning
agencies (SPAs) and only 27 percent of the expended dollars had been sub-
granted for specific projects.

Still, while it was becoming apparent that the OJJI)P was experiencing chronic
difficulties in spending even a small portion of its formula grant appropriatlohi
no concern was voiced regarding the obligation rate for JD Act discretionary
funds.

In fact, while OJJDP officials conceded that such funds had not yet been
actually obligated. they said the money had been earmarked for specific programs
and projects. They even intimated that the OJJI)l' would have beeni able to
handle more money for discretionary grant awards in fiscal year 1975, 1976 and
1977.

DISCRETIONARY 'REFORM' DOLLARS

The OJJDI's ability to distribute funds on a discretionary basis was all in-
tegral part of the compromise which in 1974 transferred the federal juvenile
program from lIEW to LEAA. It was intended by Congress that those invloved
in youth crime prevention and juvenile justice system refrom efforts, especially
non-traditional private groups, lie able to receive direct support from the OJJDP.

In short, it was intended that the OJJJ)P discretionary funidng procedure for
such groups include only minimal inrolcrm'nt of the traditional LEAA block
grant delivery system through the SPAs. The Senate Judiciary Committee on the
1977 .D Act amendments left no doubt about this matter:

"The Committee strongly emphasies and( reaffirms the intended role of State
Planning or local agencies regarding Special Emphasis assistance. Namely, as
Senator Bayh explained, that under 225(b) (5) and (8) they have solely an
advisory role and under no circumstances (1 the views of such agencies have
it determinative effect. These sections were intended merely to infrom those agen-
cies of Special Emphasis grants and contracts."

Each year, discretionary funds amounted to nearly 40 percent of the total
appropriated by Congress for the O.JJI)P. In addition to special emphasis funds
the OJJI)P had discretionary money available in the categories of concentration
of federal effort. technical assistance and the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

As the JD Act reauthorization process continued through the summer of 1977,
if any general impression existed at all regarding OJJDP discretionary funds it
was that hundreds of worthy applicants had been unfortunately rejected because
of a lack of woney.

After confirmation, the new OJJ1)P administrator named by President Carter
learned otherwise. OJJDP was in the final quarter of fiscal year 1977 and had
on hand $14 million in JD Act discretionary funds-only $19 million of which had
been appropriated for fiscal year 1977.

Somehow the OJJI)P had managed to squirrel away more than 70 percent of all
the discretionary funds appropriated to the office since 1974. With less than three
month remaining in fiscal year 1977, the OJJI)P had not yet completed a single
bpeclal emphasis initiative or major discretionary program.

THE FUNDFLOW PROBLEM

Those who struggled for years against tremendous odds to make certain that
discretionary funds were available to the OJJDP could hardly fathom an expla-
nation. Many factors contributed to this astounding situation with all its scan-
dalous potential.

As noted, Congress intended that OJJDP discretionary dollars be awarded
directly to grantees. But with few exceptions, and only to the extent such funds
were obligated, the awards were made to the very SPAs Congress had intended
to bypass.

The internal audit staff of the Justice Department found that this practice
had a direct bearing on the OJJDP "fundflow" problem. A March, 1979 report
submitted to the Attorney General concluded in part that:
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"Grants were awarded to SPAs for subgranting to the projects rather than
awarding grants directly to the projects * * * These decisions did not further
the intent of the JD Act, and also contributed to delays in initiating some
projects * * *"

The audit report refers directly to OJJDP discretionary funds awarded to
SPAs for diversion projects:

"Problems were encountered in awarding the grants as a result of the decision
to fund the projects through the SPAs * * * award was delayed (five months)
because the SPAs included two special conditions $ * * by August 1977, the Mil-
waukee project was not fully operational (awarded Sept., 1976). A similar situ-
ation existed with the three New York projects. The grants were awarded on
Nov. 26, 1976 but as of June 30, 1977 the New York SPA had awarded a contract
to only one of the projects."

A second and more direct cause of the funds backlog was the OJJDP policy
decision to whenever possible expend Crime Control Act (CCA) money transfer-
red to it from the LEAA in lieu of JD Act funds. For example, in 1976 the OJJDP
diversion initiative was funded with $8,445,060 in CCA discretionary funds
(Parts C & E) and only $111,858 in JD Act discretionary funds.

OJJDP officials explained to Justice Department auditors that the primary
reason for using CCA funds was that there simply was not enough JD Act dis-
cretionary money available to support all the program Initiatives planned for
1976.

In reality, except for the transfer of $6 million to HEW, the diversion initia-
tive was the only major OJJDP program in all of 1976. Similarly, the deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders initiative was the only major discretionary
program funded by the OJJDP in 1975--and it, too, was funded primarily through
SPAs with CCA dollars.

The auditors found that after three years the OJJDP had awarded $25 million
in CCA discretionary dollars and $28 million in JD Act discretionary funds-and
the latter figure Included transfer of the $6 million to HEW already mentioned
and $12 million in expenditures by the OJJDP's National Institute.

SABOTAGED JD ACr

At the next congressional oversight hearing, the new OJJDP administrator
characterized these and other related OJJDP/LEAA policies as actually hav-
ing sabotaged the JD Act. Use of CCA funds in lieu of JD Act money not only
helped create a horrendous backlog under an administration opposed to any
funding for the program, but it also kept key aspects of the JD Act inoperative.

For example, the act required that 20 percent of discretionary funds be
awarded to private non-profit groups. The act also had a preference for a soft
or Inkind match. A cash match was required for CCA (Part E) funds for which
private, non-profit groups were not even eligible.

Importantly, the continuation funding section of the JD Act was also left
dormant by such practices. In 1976, for example, the general counsel for the
national SPA conference wrote the OJJDP special emphasis program director
urging the use of CCA funds for the diversion program. This, in part to avoid
the continuation funding policy of the JD Act.

STAF No PROBLEM RICAL

OJJDP's fundflow problems were complicated by the fact that the office did
not and has never had sufficient staff. Although reasonable people will differ
about such things, a management firm's study of the office's grant award and
management process which focused on the fundflow problems, found that:

"The office was initially staffed with personnel from LEAA's existing juvenile
unit. Largely because of this and because LEAA opposed passage of the JD Act,
the newly created office did not institute new programs in response to the act.
Old programs were continued but with increased funding. One result of this
approach was that millions of dollars of multi-year funds were not awarded in
a timely fashion. This backlog of funds and a staff disinclination to explore new
programs concepts were inherited by the new OJJDP administrator."

Ironically, "heady" policy discussions on new strategies seemed to abound
at OJJDP. Several supergrade staffers were enlisted through fellowship grants
and interagency transfers to devote their time to such esoteric matters. All the



whilee" what was needed was a bread-and-butter, nuts-and-bolts drive to obligate
discietlonary funds in conformance with the objectives of the JD Act.

Fortunately, contemporaneous with the discovery of OJJDP's backlog, a de-
tailed review of OJJDP funding policy was completed by the LEAA's Office of
Planning and Management. The report made the following suggestions to the
new O.JJDP administrator:

The office's various subunits should be centrally controlled and directed so
their functions are effectively integrated.

The range of special emphasis priorities should be narrowed so there are
fewer programs to develop and manage.

Multi-year grants of larger dollar value should be awarded.
Applicant eligibility should be restricted or grantees preselected so as to

diminish the number of proposals submitted, and the role of the SPAs as funds
recipients should be eliminated.

OJJDP'S OPEN DOOR

The new OJJDP administrator adopted each of these recommendations. A new
planning, policy and coordination division with staff expert In fiscal-program
Issues was established. An essential aspect of the new unit's eventual success
was its legal advisor col)onent.

Concomitant decisions to fund organizations directly, rather than through
SPAs, and use the Federal Register, rather than the SPA national conference,
as the primary vehicle for comninunicating policy and promulgating new regula-
tions subjected the OJJDP administrator to tremendous political pressure.
Nevertheless, the office held fast to its new open door policy.

During the next year, the new trend in OJJDP administration generated
a myriad of comments, charges and even threats. The new division, especially its
fiscal staff, were constantly criticized by certain OJJDP staffers and LEAA
officials as "too much, too fast, too different." At the same time, the new OJJDP
administrator was characterized as insensitive, brutal, arrogant, anti-union,
racist, sexist, Machiavellian and even in need of "value clarification."

With the word out on the OJJDP's fundflow problems, there was little sympathy
in Congress, especially in the House oversight committee. Rep. Shirley Chisholm
(D-N.Y.), formerly a staunch ally of the office, blasted the OJJDP in the spring
of 1978 for the three year discretionary funds backlog. Chisholin cited the backlog
as her reason for not fighting for the OJJDP budget that year.

Fortunately, others on Capitol Hill disagreed with the New York Democrat.
Sen. Bayih fought for a $140 million appropriation for OJJDP to help fund new
programs on restitution, youth advocacy and children in custody.

The new wave of 0,lJ)P activity also met with considerable opposition within
LEAA. In retrospect it seems that most objections were chased on increased work-
load rather than actual opposition to reform efforts. Clearly, the road would have
been consideraly less rocky had the OJ.Jl)IP heen 'delegated proper authority
to award its own discretionary grants with the exception of $6 million awarded
directly by the office for nearly 60 projects designed to remove Juveniles from jails
and prevent the incarceration of'non-offenders, each discretionary grant awarded
in 1978--even after OJJDP approval-was submitted to the LEAA comptroller,
grant review board, general counsel and administrator for final approval.

In spite of these and other obstacles, the OJJDP had a banner year. In fiscal
year 1978, the office awarded $12 million in CCA discretionary flnds, $61 million
in JI) Act formula grant funds and more than $65 million In JD Act discretionary
funds. WNith the exception of several controversial children in custody grants
awarded early in the next fiscal year, the OJJDP concluded fiscal year 1978 with
a carryover of less than one percent of money available to it on Oct. 1, 1977. In
contrast to fiscal year 1977 when 48 discretionary grants totaling $12 million were
awarded, the OJJDP awarded 178 discretionary grants totaling nearly $80 mil-
lion. in fiscal year 1978.

Certain OJJDP critics likened the office to a ship flying only one flag--deinsti-
tutionalization of status offenders. In truth, this was the congressionally man-
dated objective of the JD Act's formula grant program and it did generate con-
siderable controversy and resistance.

But an actual review of the office's discretionary funding pattern, especially
in fiscal year 1978, revealed that such a characterization was inaccurate. Start-
ing with the summer of 1977, the OJJDP invested $12 million in the prevention
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initiative; $20 million for'children In custody programs covering incarceration
from the non-offender to the serious offender; $20 million for the restitution
program; $6 milion for assistance targeted on female juvenile offenders; $8
million for the landmark law-related education program; $7.5 million for an
extensive number of model programs; $2 million for concentration of federal
effort; and millions more for essential evaluation of major OJJDP programs.
Diversion/school violence, which had been funded In fiscal year 1976, the serious
offender youth advocacy and alternative education programs, were all nearing
final preparation stages. Those who discerned only one Hag atop the OJJDP ship,
simply missed the boat.

GETTING THE AXE

Concurrent with the OJJDP's record activity, was the administration's develop-
ment of budget cut plans. It late June, 1978, the OJJDP's fiscal and political
picture changed drastically when the Justice Department was told to cut its up-
coming fiscal year 1980 budget proposal by $112 million.

Historically, such cuts were absorbed by the LEAA and in this case the OJJDP
was requested to bear the brunt of the cut. The OJJDP administrator refused, in
writing, to voluntarily implement the requested $50 million reduction, stating that
in view of the record performance anything but a cut was In order.

Nevertheless, the OJJDP budget reduction was ordered and in August, when the
office appealed, It was to no avail. The stated reason for the cut was that tradi-
tionally the office bad not obligated its discretionary funds. It was assumed that
this pattern had continued and when OMB, LE)AA and Justice Department offi-
cials learned of the unprecedented OJJDP activity they were both amazed and
alarmed.

The declson makers involved were already beyond the point of no return as far
as ordering the cut, but suddenly they found themselves in search of a new excuse.
In the end, they seized upon the fact that the SPAs had a backlog of juvenile
formula grant funds on hand. The SPA backlog was characterized as a "pipeline"
problem. A subsequent General Accounting Office report to Congress completely
debunked the "pipeline" argument.

SPA'S ENRAGED

The proposed fiscal year 1980 budget presented to OMB by the Justice Depart-
ment in late September reduced JD Act formula grant funds from $64 million to
$16 million, down 75 percent, and cut discretionary funds by six percent to $34
million-$5 million for special emphasis; $6 million for concentration of federal
effort; $10 million for technical assistance; and $13 million for OJJDP's National
Institute.

As word leaked out on the new "pipeline" theory, the SPAs became enraged.
Ironically, however, it had been testimony by the SPA National Conference which
inaccurately predicted a massive surplus of discretionary funds that started the
ball rolling at OMB to cut the OJJDP by $50 million. The end result was cruel
yet poetic justice.

Simultaneous with the presentation of- the Justice Department's proposed
OJJDP cut to the OMB, the fiscal year 1979 OJJDP program plan Was approved
by the acting LEAA administrator. Unfortunately, a change in LEAA adminis-
tration reflecting a more established approach, coupled with the pending budget
cut for the agency, combined to delay final approval of the plan until mid-January.
OJJDP did, however, continue to obligate its discretionary funds at the record
clip of fiscal year 1978.

UNWISE, UNNECESSARY, UNFAIR

During the fall and early winter of 1978, the "pipeline" excuse for cutting the
LEAA/OJJDP budget in fiscal year 1980 was the subject of considerable debate.
The states organized and made considerable impact on Capitol Hill. Finally, the
proposed OJJDP cut was redrawn with the formula grant allocation increased to
$30 million and the discretionary funds reduced to $20 million. Curiously, although
the cut was to be shared throughout the OJJDP, the "pipeline" argument was
retained as the official rationale for slashing the budget proposal.

As the controversy continued, Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.), called the
cut "unwise, unnecessary and unfair." Sen. Bayh told the Senate Appropriations
Committee he was extremely disappointed by the Carter request for OJJDP,
adding "there Is no credible basis on which to conclude that these funds are

70-796 0 - 81 - 34
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being subgranted and awarded at unacceptable rates or that large amounts of
these funds remain uncommitted to specific Juvenile justice projects."

The Justice Department persisted with its inaccuracies, however. For example.
Attorney General Griffin Bell told the Senate Judiciary Committee that the
0J3LDP did not spend any of the $100 million allocated for the previous fiscal
year and that OJJDP would be lucky to spend the $50 million requested. At best.
tho AG was stubbornly parroting assertions made in early 1978 and long since
proven false.

In March, 1979, the OJJDP administrator responded to the AG's charges. In
reference to the testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee, the OJJDP
head said, "Such persistent inaccurate statements about my efforts and OJJDP
performance make the management of OJJDP an even greater challenge. It
would be informative to know the why of all of this but for the record the
facts are as follow:

"By 1/78, nearly .50 percent of the funds available to OJJDP had been awarded.
"By 10/78, the OJJDP had awarded all but five percent of the $136 million

JD Act dollars available to it on 10/1/77. The five percent was earmarked and
in fact awarded very early in fiscal year 1979.

"Indeed, some of the activity throughout fiscal year 1978 was frantic. It took
frantic, though well-planned efforts, to make the OJJDP a productive unit. The
proof is in the pudding, whether measured by the funds awarded, grant activity
or the quality of the programs funded.

"In fact, if anything, the third and fourth quarter activity of the OJJDP wag
more balanced than other major LEAA offices.
. "This year (fiscal year 1979), we are continuing our record-setting pace. To
date, more discretionary dollars have been awarded than the total for fiscal year
1977 and $59 million, or 95.9 percent of our formula grant funds have been
awarded. As a matter of fact, by March 1979, 70 percent of the $107 million in
JD Act funds had been awarded. As of Feb. 5, 1979, these awards accounted for
48 percent of LEAA's total awards.

"Certainly when the dust clears, objective folks will determine that we have
addressed the past failure of the LEAA regarding the OJJDP. It is my view that
OJJDP is the victim of its success, not its failure."

There were more objective, non-political folks in the Justice Department. In
March, 1979, the departmental audit of OJJDP discretionary fund flow reported
that the "administrator of OJJDP has initiated a policy of utilizing JD Act
funds prior to using CCA funds, and grant awards under recent initiatives have
been made directly to projects. These actions have been effective in eliminating
problems."

Likewise, the Spring Planning Call Fiscal Year 1981 Zero Based Budget
Estimates prepared by the Justice Department included the following narrative
on the OJJDP:

"It is important to view the funding history of this program for an understand-
ing of the importance of a moderate increase over the current funding level.
Since initial fundings of the program in late fiscal year 1975 up through fiscal
year 1978, there were difficulties encountered in obligating appropriated funds
on a timely basis. This resulted in large end-of-year balances of the Juvenile
justice program funds for carryover. In fiscal year 1978, an increased public
awareness and a greater internal effort resulted in the obligation of all carryover
funds as well as most of the $36.2 million appropriated for fiscal year 1978.
Many new programs were funded and program initiatives implemented."

"SLOWDOWN"

In May, 1979, the OJJDP administrator resigned. During the remainder of the
fiscal year, few new projects were developed and the office concluded the period
without completing one major initiative. The $24 million earmarked for serious
offender projects, youth advocacy and alternative education at the beginning of
fiscal year 1979 was carried over into fiscal year 1980.

In spite of the record pace of obligations in the first six months of fiscal year
1979, the OJJDP carried over 40 percent of its discretionary funds. Some specu-
lated that the LEAA/OJJDP hierarchy encouraged a "slowdown" to support the
proposed budget cut. Others argued that the OJJDP had merely regained the
character it displayed in fiscal year 1975, 1976, and 1977.

Since the "slowdown" started last May, the OJJDP has been relatively stag-
nant. In fact, no more Vhan $18'mUlon.ofJD Act discretlonarT funds have been
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awarded in the last 12 months. This is in sharp contrast to the more than $75
million awarded between May 1, 1948 and the same date in 1979.

In addition to a more leisurely pace, it appears that several other factors now
bear on developments at OJJDP:

When the OJARS budget submission for fiscal year 1980 was presented to
Congress in January, 19,9, it stated that the OJJDP "intends to fund a major
discretionary grant program on problems associated with violent juvenile of-
fenders. It will target heinous crimes committed by repeat offenders with a
major goal being the more expeditious prosecution of such cases." The program
was publicly announced in Feuruary, 1979, but later dropped causing delay and
replanning-all with a directly negative impact on fundfiow.

A policy decision, now the subject of litigation, was made to not provide con-
tinuation funding for projects originally funded under unsolicited OJJDP pro-
grams. Thus, additional discretionary funds became available.

When it became apparent that the alternative education program would not
be prepared until early 1980, OJJDP/LEAA officials refused to allocate funds
for the continuation of 60 so-called Track 11 projects aimed at removing chil-
dren from jails. Thus, $4 million of the funds available in October, 1978, are still
unobligated.

The OJJDP has closed its doors completely to the funding of unsolicited
projects

Rather than awarding the total $63 million In available fiscal year 1980 for-
mula grant funds to the states, the OJJDP set aside the amount that would have
been awarded to non-participating states and then converted this money to
special emphasis funds. This added to the discretionary dollar surplus and de-
nied participating states the funds.

The OJJDP has scaled down the youth advocacy initiative approved by the
LEAA administrator In September, 1978. Initially, the program was cut back
to $7 million but reportedly may be funded at the $10 million to $12 million
level. In any case, several dozen meritorious applications will not be funded
and the leftover money will not be allocated.

CHALLENGE IS CLEAR

The new OJJDP administrator claims his office has a plan which will result
in no carryover Into fiscal year 1981. The challenge is clear. In the remaining
months of the fiscal year, over $40 midilon in JD Acl discretionary funds must
be obligated.

Whether OJJDP succeeds or not Is of no small consequence. Already, the House
Budget Committee has voted a zero fiscal year 1981 budget for the office. Even
the OJJDP's patron, Sen. Birch Bayh, considered including a provision in the
pending Senate JD Act reauthorization bill which would have shifted all un-
obligated OJJDP funds as of Sept. 80, 1980, to HEW's Runaway and Homeless
Youth program. Instead, the pending measure deals with unobligated funds by
directing that they go to states participating in the JD Act, based on population,
for programs aimed at removing children from jails.

If the OJJDP does succeed in obligating all of its funds it will probably be
chastised for "dumping" the bulk of its fiscal year 1980 budget in the last quar-
ter of the fiscal year. A House committee has reported out legislation limiting
such fourth quarter expenditures to a level far below what is necessary for the
OJJDP to succeed.

By killing LEAA, the fiscal year 1981 Carter budget eliminates nearly $100
million for Juvenile Justice programming heretofore provided by the JD .4c1's
maintenance-of-effort provision. This leaves the OJJDP as the sole source of
federal funds to prevent and curb juvenile delinquency and crime.

In this year of catastrophic budget cuts, if the OJJDP does not perform ex-
ceedingly well, few questions will be asked if a dramatic and perhaps fatal
budget reduction is enacted for the office.
* Expressing just such a concern to the current OJJDP administrator during a
recent oversight hearing on the pending JD Act reauthorization measure, Sen.
Bayh said:

"I would hope you do everything possible to get these unobligated funds out
there to the folks that can use them, not only because that is solving a problem,
but I know exactly what the president told us last year when he tried to cut
the program in half. The reason for that was, "Well, there is money in the pipe-line."'
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"The fact of the matter is, there was not money in the pipeline but when you
have unobligated funds there about the time the Budget Committee is looking
at next year's level, and in particular when we get into the appropriations proc-
ess, if we continue to have significant amounts of unobligated funds, then it is
going to be even more difficult for us to get the resources we need."

Editor's Note: John Rector was the OJJDP administrator from June 1977,
to May 1979. Prior to that Rector was staff director/chief counsel (1973-77),
deputy chief counsel (1971-73) for the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to In-
vestigate Juvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of police brutality cases, Depart-
ment of Justice Civil Rights Division (1967-71). Rector is a graduate of the
Berkeley School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law.

[From the Juvenile Justice Digest, July 11, 1980]

JUVENILES IN JAIL: 1980

OR, WHAT YOU THINK YOU SEE 15 NOT WHAT YOU GET

(By John Rector)

Close your eyes and throw a dart at a map of America. Anywhere the dart
strikes it will be close to a community which illegally jails children or holds
them in some sort of inappropriate detention. The Jailing of children is a scan-
dal without boundaries as expensive in human terms as it is in dollars.

Children are jailed in metropolitan, suburban and rural communities. White,
black, Asian, Hispanic and Native American youths are in Jail. There are "A"
and "F" students, the tough and the helpless, some charged with a crime and
some accused of no crime at all. There are young citizens held in jail awaiting a
hearing or court action, transfer to a Juvenile prison or some other placement.
And, of course, some are just "doin' time."

As the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
has proce-Cd through Congress this year, we have once again been asked to look
In isolation at tht, issue of Juveniles in Jail.

But let us not ignore the harmful collaboration of those in the Juvenile and
adult criminal justice systems who aid and abet the inexcusable reliance on in-
carceration. Whether through the "helping" rhetoric of the former or the "puni-
tive" pronouncements of the latter, once again much deceptive hyperbole abounds
regarding the jailing of juveniles.

Unfortunately, today's so-called debate is being conducted in a vacuum with
scant reference to past failures and successes. Sensitive veterans know, however,
that emotional reformers blind to the past simply play into the hands of the
status quo.

Indeed, past Is prologue for the future. And it is with this in mind that the
following chronology and observations are offered:

The jailing and inappropriate detention of minors was called a "national
disgrace" twenty-five years ago in the first report of the Senate Judiciary's
Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency. In addition to estimating that as many
as 100,000 to one million children were held in such facilities, the subcommittee
also expressed concern over the more than 1,500 youths under 18 confined in
jails while awaiting disposition of their federal cases.

After describing a wretched but typical Jail, and a well-kept detention "home,"
with brisk schedule and close supervision, the report noted:

"Anyone who recalls the warm imprint that two weeks in a good camp can
leave on the life of a teenager can imagine by contrast the cold imprint that the
detention home will leave. Will it make her want to live a better life? Not a
chance. It will tell her 100 times a day that the adult world distrusts, despises,
blames and hates her, and she will distrust and hate right back * * *"

Fifteen years later, while attempting to resurrect concern and set the stage for
legislative and administrative responses at the federal level to this national
catastrophe, a similar report observed:

"Children have been unnecessarily detained and held too long in order to build
up Justifiable caseloads; the detention home has become the 'catch-all' for ne-
glected, dependent and delinquent children . . . An attempt has been made to
tailor the (detention home) program to the needs of the non-delinquent and
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mildly delinquent children. Ironically, this has often resulted in the Jail deten-
tion of the serious delinquents for whom the detention home was intended; the
so-called detention home is no longer able to care for the serious delinquent or is
overcrowded with children who do not belong there."

Witnesse" for the subcommittee's hearings in 1970 suggested that regulations
contain- .. i the Crime Control Act for state plans submitted to LEAA be modi-
fiedto vide an estimate of how many minors were being confined with adults
and to , rovide a detailed schedule for the elimination of jailing youths under 18.

In the spring of 1971, the subcommittee's new chairman, Sen. Birch Bayh
(D-Ind.), conducted hearings focusing on the inappropriate incarceration of
those who could not vote.

Among the findings, which in 1972 were incorporated into the proposed JD
Act, was the observation that detention rates varied greatly, from all children
arrested to less than five percent, that half of those detained were ultimately
dismissed; that the most serious problem in juvenile justice was the inappropri-
ate admission of minors to detention homes and jails and the unnecessary time
children were held pending court disposition; that such admissions were partly
a function of the lack of established screening practices but were even more a
result of the attitudes of those who did the screening; and that excessive bed
space was for accommodating unreasonable court delays rather than for ex.
pediting the processing of cases.

"It appears," Sen. Bayh noted, "that juvenile institutions are run as going busi-
ness concerns which must be filled to capacity to justify their existence."

At the conclusion of these hearings, the senator directed his staff to develop a
comprehensive bill with primary focus on alternatives to incarceration-whether
in "homes," jails, prisons or other correctional facilities-as well as the much-
neglected area of delinquency prevention.

In February 1972, without a single co-sponsor, the proposed JD Act was intro-
duced. 8-3148 incorporated numerous provisions relevant to the detention/Jailing
of juveniles. But the most essential provision was an amendment to the U.S. Crim-
inal Code which prohibited the Attorney General from detaining, confining or
placing those who could not vote in any institution in which adult persons con-
victed of crimes or awaiting trial on criminal charges were confined.

The provision was an absolute ban on the federal jailing of juveniles. It applied
to the U.S. Marshals Service, Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Park Service and other federal agencies.
Obviously, it was felt that the federal government should provide a model for
states and local communities. The provision was hailed by such notables as
Dr. Karl Menninger and Marion Edelman, who had just established the Children's
Defense Fund.

During the summer of 1972, as hearings on S-3148 wore on, Bayh's separate
Runaway Youth Act (RYA) passed the Senate. Finding that police and juvenile
justice officials were already overburdened with actual cases of delinquent or
criminal conduct, the Congress was attempting through RYA to establish shelter
facilities for runaways, throwaways and homeless children and thereby avoid the
common practice of their incarceration. Unfortunately, that year RYA died in the
House Committee on Education and Labor.

5-3148 REFINED INTO 8-821

In early 1973, Bayh, supported this time by several dozen co-sponsors, reintro-
duced RYA as a separate bill and refined 8-3148 in 8-821. In addition to the ban
on federal incarceration of juveniles in adult facilities, S-821 incorporated a simi-
lar prohibition on the state level as a condition of state receipt of JD Act formula
grant funds. And a companion section was added totally prohibiting the incarcera-
tion of status offenders and other non-offenders such as dependent and neglected
children.

Under S-821, states were to eliminate punitive/coercive placement of status and
other non-offenders in detention within two years. The p.acement of juveniles in
adult facilities was to be halted immediately. Related provisions were included in
the act's discretionary grant provisions to develop and maintain alternatives to
incarceration.

The Justice Department and other federall agencies opposed each of these
JD Act provisions.
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By early summer of 1973, the RYA had again passed the Senate but even the
sensational murders of 27 runaways ini Houston did not yield a bill from the
House.

"House version of S-821 was introduced, but while HR-6265 included the
state level formula grant ban on incarceration of juveniles with adults, it did not
prohibit'such llractices by the Justice Department and other Federal agencies.

BAYH: 'HOW CAN WE TOLERATE * *'

Reacting to administration opposition to S-821, Sen. Bayh scheduled unprece-
dented hearings targeted solely on the detention and jailing of juveniles. The
Senator opened the September inquiry by asking: "How can we tolerate the con-
tinued practice of locking up young people in a jail cell with adults':"

And Bayh stressed that it was well documented that only 10 percent of those
under 18 who were arrested required secure custody. Bayh: "The same problems
of brutalization, abuse and neglect of children may be as present in juvenile cen-
ters as in adult jails."

Researcher Rosemary Saari reminded the subcommittee that for every 10
youths incarcerated, nine were held in jail or detention; those jailed were dispro-
portionately poor, minority and/or status offenders; females were more likely to
be detained and once held they would be jailed longer; 10 percent of young women
detained were status offenders; and that the existence of a detention home does
not prevent the jailing of juveniles with adults.

John Downey, after reviewing 18,000 cases of juvenile incarceration, told the
subcommittee that most children held in jail did not need to be locked up; of those
who required secure custody, most only did for a day or two; the way most State
laws banning or limiting the jailing of juveniles were administered and monitored
undermined the statutes and the will of the electorate; and that of those in jail,
less than four percent were there for offenses against a person.

Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court Judge Walter Whitlatch, the president-elect
of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, claimed that at
least 200,000 minors would never be incarcerated if their cases were properly
screened and they were expeditiously released from custody.

John Shope, the past-president of the National Juvenile Detention Association,
spoke of detention as a necessary evil but to be used only as a last resort and only
then as a consequence of serious conduct. He cautioned the subcommittee, that "in
an emotional appeal to get kids out of jails, let's not create juvenile Jails as an
alternative." Shope said he had been involved in an effort in Georgia where"what we did (through the use of regional and local detention) was to expand
from a situation where we had some children in the county jail to one where we
probably increased the number of children in secure custody three-fold or four-
fold on an average daily basis."

'WHATEVER THEIR LABEL'

By early summer of 1974, the Senate Judiciary Committee reported out S-821,
but with an additional provlsion-223(a) (10) (H) -which not only prohibited
states from incarcerating non-offenders but also mandated participating states
to provide incentives or subsidies (such as changes in reimbursement rates) de-
signed to "reduce the number of commitments to any form of juvenile facility as
a percent of state Juvenile populations and increase the use of nonsecure com-
munity-based facilities."

In this way, the bill not only reflected and supported the notion that very few
juveniles should be confined but also worked to prevent shell games, such as
relabeling status offenders as delinquents. In short, the states were to reduce the
total number of secure placements of youths under 18, whatever their label.

The bill reported out by the House dropped the Section H provision and where
the Senate mandated action on nonoffenders and adult facilities such as jails,
the House bill only "encouraged" such goals. The measure eventually enacted
kept the Senate mandates, the twice-approved Runaway Youth Act and amend-
ments to the U.S. Code.

'REGULAR CONTACT' SUBVERTED

The JD Act's formula grant provlsion-223(a) (13)-and the U.S. Code amend-
ments were modified to prohibit "regular contact" in any institution between
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juveniles and adults. Congress focused on the need for so-called environmental
separation requiring that any child placed under the regular contact standard
also be provided adequate "food, heat, light, sanitary facilities, bedding, clothing,
rcreation, education and medical care, including necessary psychiatric, psycho-
logical or other care and treatment." Certainly, few if any jails provided such
assistance and were thus not acceptable under the regular contact standard.

It is important to state at this juncture that Congress did not intend to isolate
one type of inappropriate incarceration. The purpose of JD Act provisions was to
adress all such costly and counterproductive violations of human and civil rights.

Congress took aim at all forms of unconscionable reliance on secure custody,
not just a particular manifestation of the underlying policy such as the Jailing
of Juveniles.

Congress flatly rejected traditional "solutions" which urged only the upgrading
of personnel and services and the refurbishing of facilities.

Congress called for an uncompromising departure from the status quo which
worked to undermine the family unit, as well as religious, school and other local
community influences.

Although President Ford ignored the recommendation of the Justice Depart-
ment to veto the JD Act, this did not stop subsequent interpretations of the act's
provisions designed to divert its purpose and sabotage its intent.

Within weeks of the JD Act's passage, LEAA lawyers determined that the
effective date for the prohibition on regular contact between Juveniles and adults
in jails really meant as soon as it was feasible. It was next determined that feasi-
bility was whatever a particular state said it could accomplish and when it said
it could be accomplished. Thus, as long as a state said it would eventually comply,
LEAA determined this a satisfactory plan.

The actual objective of the act's regular contact section was also diluted
significantly. Rather than construing regular contact in the context of the type of
services to be provided, which as already noted virtually no jail in America
provided, the LEAA substituted the so-called "sight-and-sound" standard which
totally subverted concern for minors placed in the same environment with adults
without services tailored to their special needs.

LEAA' CREDIBILITY * * *

And even this inappropriate substitution met with stiff resistance from the Na-
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators (now the
National Criminal Justice Association). In the fall of 1975, the LEAA regional
administrators reported to headquarters that even their efforts to implement the
sight-and-sound interpretation was causing LEAA to lose credibility with its
constituents.

By early 1976, several of the so-called constituent groups, including the Na-
tional League of Cities and the National SPA Conference, recommended that
the mandatory aspect of the already weakened regular contact section be deleted
and in its place, "good faith effort" be substituted.

Late in 1976 in a related development, the Children's Defense Fund, the ACLU's
National Prison Project and Sen. Bayh's staff assessed the policies and practices
of the Bureau of Prisons regarding its implementation of the ban on jailing of
juveniles at the federal level.

It was found that the Bureau had contracts with over 400 jails for the pre-
trial and post-trial incarceration of juveniles. Other Department of Justice
agencies were obviously following the LEAA lead.

THE FIRST REAUTHORIZATION

But Congress did not give up. In 1977, the JD Act reauthorization strengthened
Section H; added emphasis on alternatives to incarceration including 24-hour in-
take screening and home detention; the delegation of all formula grant authority
to the OJJDP administration including implementation of the ban on regular con-
tact and a requirement that the interagency Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice review the policies and practices of federal agencies on matters such as
the jailing of juveniles and report on the extent to which the feds were a part of
the problem rather than the solution. Although an amendment that would have
denied LEAA maintenance-of-effort (MOE) funds to states for non-compliance
with 223(a) (13) was not incorporated the Congress did reject all efforts to
weaken the provision.
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Although the LEAA guidelines contained only the modest sight-and-sound
standard, by the fall of 1977 only two states were found to be in compliance. Cali-
fornia reported that it would not even attempt to comply because it felt that the
California Youth Authority (CYA), which appeared to violate the letter of the
law, did not run afoul of the spirit of the act. As a result, the CYA was denied
access to JD Act funds and later to MOE money (see related articles on OJJDP/
LEAA action against the CYA, Vol. 7, No. 23, p 1 and Vol. 8, No. 1, p 1).

CHILDREN IN OTSTODY

In 1978, the OJJDP funded or supported a variety of activities aimed at getting
juveniles out of jails Perhaps the most significant was the Children In Custody
(C-I-C) initiative. The decision memorandum signed by the LEAA head approv-
ing this discretionary effort cited the findings of the Bayh subcommittee hearings
in 1973. Children In Custody was the single largest discretionary effort in history
to attempt reduction of the total number of incarcerated minors.

Unfortunately, not all of the projects selected for C-I-C funding by the OJJDP
were approved by the LEAA. LEAA's partial basis for rejecting the National
Coalition for Children's Justice (NCCJ) application provides a graphic illustra-
tion of tactics employed to stifle compliance with the JD Act's 223(a) (13)
provision.

In December, 1978, a legal memo from the LEAA general counsel which was
later adopted by the agency chief, presented the following analysis to support
rejection of the OJJDP-approved NCCJ application:

The states and not OJJDP are responsible for implementation of 223(a) (13)
and monitoring to assure the plan is followed.

Since the states already have a contractual obligation to achieve the objectives
that the NCCJ would attempt to expedite, the effort would be duplicative.

The NCCJ objectives go beyond the sight-and-sound standard by clearing all
juveniles from five adult jail systems and requiring substantial state and local
expenditures.

In view of such perverted interpretation of the JD Act, it was of little actual
significance that OJJDP had tightened the guildelines for implementation of 223
(a) (13) to more closely approximate the true intent of Congress.

Relevant activities were planned by the OJJDP for fil'al year 1979 to "help
assure that the Federal Bureau of Prisons complies with the policies of 223
(a) (13) and the U.S. Code provisions." Tragically, both the federal juvenile

Justice reform program and Phase II of C-I-C were scuttled by the LEAA.

THE SECOND REAUTHORI7.ATION

While these events unfolded, Congress was holding hearings on legislation
introduced by Rep. John Conyers (D-Mich.), chairman of the House JudiciarS
Subcommittee on Crime, which would have reorganized the LEAA and repealed
most of the JD Act.

At the same time, the Department of Justice started its review of the act in
preparation for the upcoming reauthorization process. A departmental study
group recommended that Section H be retained and, in view of the OJJDP's
settlement of the California issue in early 1979, that there be no change in 223 (a)
(13). The department also rejected the Conyers initiative.

The California agreement has since come unraveled and denial of OJJDP funds
because of CYA's non-compliance with sight-and-sound could become the subject
of litigation.

In the spring of 1979, while the National SPA Conference contended that the
existence of state laws requiring sight-and-sound separation were tantamount
to compliance and thus eliminated the need for monitoring, the new National
Coalition for Jail Reform strongly supported the wholesale removal of juveniles
from adult jails as a first step toward the general reform of jails. Ironically, the
research arm of the Bureau of Prisons-the National Institute of Corrections-
was and still is a Coalition member.

In mid-summer, the National Council of Juveniles and Family Court Judges
moved that OJJDP's top priority should be the removal of children from Jails.
The group also held that the office should place far less emphasis on removal of
status and other non-offenders from detention. NCJFCJ had opposed such status
offender provisions in 1974 and unsuccessfully attempted to delete the deinstitu-
tionalization mandate-223 (a) (12) -from the JD Act in 1977.
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'At a year's-end meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice,
chaired briefly by Attorney General Benjamin Civiletti, the focus was on an
agenda approved by Attorney General Griffin Bell-the federal effort to comply
with the status offender and juveniles-in-jail provisions of the JD Act. The result
of the meeting was to downgrade the Council's emphasis on securing federal com-
pli'ance with 223(a) (12) and 223 (a) (13).

CURRENT CONTROVERSIES

In early 1980, various bills were introduced to extend the JD Act (,e story,
Vol. 8, No. 4, p 1, and No. 6, p 1). On the House side, IR-6704 made no reference
to juveniles in jail and like the Conyers initiative substantially weakened the
status offenders section and repealed Section H, which as noted requires states
to reduce the total percentage of minors held in any type of secure facility (see
story, Vol. 8, No. 11, p 1). The Bayh and Carter administration bills left both
223(a) (13) and Section H intact.

During subsequent hearings, witnesses including Deputy Attorney General
Charles Renfrew, offered testimony supporting an amendment to 223(a) (13)
that would prohibit the jailing of juveniles "under any circumstances."

It was left unclear whether Renfrew had been apprised of numerous past
efforts in this area when he told the House it now has an opportunity to address
the issue of juveniles in jail (see story, Vol. 8, No. 6, p. 1).

Specifically, Renfrew said the Congress should amend the act to "absolutely
prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in any institution in which
adults, whether convicted or awaiting trial, are confined."

Without mentioning it, Renfrew was voicing support for the original S-821
section. But no mention was made of the companion section of the 1973 bill which
would have added identical text to the U.S. Code prohibiting the department and
other federal agencies from directly (or indirectly through contracted place-
ment) jailing juveniles or placing minors in prison.

The Deputy Attorney General asserted that most states had pledge to comply
with 223(a) (13), but that more than separation by sight and sound should be
the goal. Renfrew noted that such separation often results in placing children in
solitary confinement without appropriate services.

What was not mentioned was that the original JD Act could not conceivably
be interpreted to allow such results and that such abberations were solely the
result of the department's efforts.

The department official also noted that "programs are now being developed to
demonstrate the efficacy of this course of action (removing children from jails)."

In 1974, the JD Act was predicated on the finding that plenty was already
known regarding the suitable establishment of alternatives to incarceration.
Basic to the 1974 act was the finding that technical obstacles no longer existed;
reducing the number of incarcerated children and probiting the jailing of chil-
dren was simply a matter of will and commitment.

The Senate version of the current JD Act reauthorization bill (S-2441), re-
tains all of the 1974/77 language in Section H, and 223(a) (13), and rejects
efforts to weaken 223 (a) (12). The Senate Judiciary Committee report on S-2441
speaks to these issues:

"The Committee is concerned that * * 223(a) (13), which was intended to
prohibit the placement of Juveniles in any adult facility, including jails, has not
been properly implemented. In fact, during the March hearings the Department
of Justice revealed that six years after this section became law only 10 states
reported compliance with this laudatory provision. Of similar concern is that such
disappointing progress relates to a standard of "sight and sound" developed by
the Department of Justice, rather than the fuller prohibition intended by the
1974 act. In that regard, it was never intended that the words "regular contact"
in Section 223(a) (13) allow less than full compliance, as does the "sight and
sound" standard. The prohibition on "regular contact" was designed to allow
co-mingling of juveniles and adults under specialized circumstances such as a
short-term employment training program in order to avoid costly duplication."

THE HOUSE ROLLBACK

The House Education and Labor Committee reported out its JD Act reau-
thorization measure (HR-6704) which repeals the key Section H language,
amends the status/non-offender sections by rolling back the ban on incarceration
through detention, and requires after seven years that "no Juvenile shall be



538

detained or confined in any jail or lockup for adults" (five years for substantial
compliance and an additional two for complete compliance).

Not only does the House prohibition apply solely to the states and not the
federal government, but it also displays an extraordinarily limited view of the
scope of the Juveniles-in-jail problem.

Although the House heard testimony stressing the beneficial economies of a
ban on the placement of juveniles in jail, detention or even shelter facilities, the
House version does not incorporate the needed reduction strategy.

In fact, no reference is made to the importance of detention release criteria and
their essential 24-hour application. The House report clearly states that its ban
on the jailing of juveniles does not require or even encourage the release of any
Juveniles from detention.

Such excessive reliance on detention would surely bankrupt any hope for
development of non-punitive alternatives to incarceration. Where wholesale de-
tention has been substituted for jailing the number of Juveniles confined has
substantially increased. And it should be noted that detention is three times more
costly than jailing and the average period of confinement in detention is more
than twice that for those Jailed.

Moreover, by limiting its ban to only those within the jurisdiction of the
juvenile court, the House excludes most jailed children from coverage. A recent
OJJDP study found, for instance, (exclusive of juveniles held for 48 hours or
less) that of the 4,910 persons under 18 jailed on a particular day, only 1,611
were under Juvenile court jurisdiction.

Thus, on an annual basis, over 250,000 of the nearly 375,000 children in this
category would not be covered and would continue to be held under the sight-and-
sound standard. Additionally, a significant portion of those covered, from 25
percent to 45 percent, would be status offenders who are presently jailed in viola-
tion of the JD Act.

Even the recent OJJDP initiative designed to "remove children from adult
jails and lockups," which targets on all jailed youth, would be placed in Jeopardy
by the House approach. Whatever the legal label, certainly all those youths under
18 would be vulnerable to the horrors and brutality of jails.

The juvenile population in prisons has increased from 1,970 in 1973 to 2,697
in 1979. One state, North Carolina, imprisons 22 percent (596 persons under 18)
of the national total. As is the case with juveniles in jail, more than half of those
imprisoned are convicted for property crimes.

Recently, the OJJDP administrator expressed concern that the JD Act does
not explicitly prohibit the placement of Juveniles in adult jails and prisons and
that sight-and-sound separation is neither sufficient nor feasible.

Clearly, the House version of the JD Act reauthorization covers only juveniles
in Jail, and even then not all juveniles in jail. And the House version also allows
the temporary jailing of Juveniles for up to six hours. This means that even if
separate facilities for Juveniles are developed a jail would still be legally bound
to maintain costly sight-and-sound separation capability.

If, on the other hand, the "regular contact" language were to be deleted
from 223(a) (13) and the U.S. Code, as was the case with Bayh's original 8-821,
placing anyone under 18 in any adult facility would be flatly prohibited in all
states participating in the act. And at least as significantly, this would make
such practices by federal bureaucrats illegal.

The House report on its JD Act reauthorization bill also discusses regressive
changes in the status/non-offender section of law. After noting that the present
statute requires states to remove such cases from both detention and correctional
facilities, it states that the new criterion for compliance would include 100 per-
cent removal from correctional facilities.

-Specifically, it is stated:
"that eligibility could also be continued if a state had totally removed status

offenderes and other non-offenders, from correctional facilities . . . . Secure
detention, while still harmful to status offenders and non-offenders, is of shorter
duration. The committee is concerned about children who have committed no
criminal offenses being locked away in secure correctional placements for long
periods of time."

It is inconsistent for the House to express concerns for non-offender youths
placed in confinement for long periods of time while not including youth confine-
ment in long-term institutions such as prisons, reformatories and youth correc-
tions systems in its "ban" on incarceration with adults.
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Lastly, the House report is curiously silent on the fact that its bill repeals the
key Sectibn H language which requires the states to reduce the total number of
juveniles in any type of secure placement. The reality seems to be that through
the* amendments to 223(a) (12) and (13), the House expects a substantial in-
crease in youths detained in Juvenile "halls," juvenile "homes" and/or other types
of Juvenile Jails.

'ONE CAN ONLY WONDER *

Certainly, Deputy Attorney General Renfrew should be commended for his
personal interest and initiative. The House bill does not seem to reflect his per-
spective on juveniles in jail and the need for less incarceration of any type.

As Capitol Hill prepares to compromise on the two versions of the JD Act re-
authorization, matters are complicated because despite Renfrew's support the
Justice Department has not submitted actual legislative text through the Office
of Management and Budget and the Vice President to the House and Senate.

Renfrew's testimony was also not sufficiently specific on "technical details."
And the situation is further complicated by the failure of the Justice Department
to include the federal government within its proposal.

It seems the feds, while asking the states to make further strides to get chil-
dren out of Jails, would have been as willing to get their own house in order.
Apparently they are not.

At a minimum, as chairman of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice,
the Attorney General could support an executive order requiring all federal
agencies to cease and desist from providing any support for what the federal
government has, itself, called a "national catastrophe."

It is also somewhat contradictory that the Department of Justice proposed
elimination of the $90 million in MOE funds for the OJJDP, a significant portion
of which has been allocated by the states to assure proper monitoring of com-
pliance with 223(a) (12) and (13). And the department has made no request
for additional appropriations to help the OJJDP maintain even its current statu-
tory obligations.

While one hopes that these seemingly conflicting developments are not the
result of a complicated ruse, one can only wonder.

THE BOTTOM LINE

In The Smell of Wastc, Susan Fisher reminds us that pre-trial or preventive
detention in Jail under the "punitive" notion or incarceration in Jails or deten-
tion homes under the so-calleL "helping" notion:

"* * * represents the failure of all structures in urban society-family life,
schools, courts, welfare systems, organized medicine and hospitals. It is the final,
common pathway to wretchedness."

It is difficult to settle for half a loaf on issues of such gravity. The economics
of wholesale detention in lieu of Jail, or expansion of detention without proper,
timely screening are such that even a 25 percent detention reduction policy,
rather than a maximum of 10 percent of those arrested, would make development
of other alternatives to incarceration simply not feasible.

The bottom-line must be as Pat Wald has cautioned us:
"Detention does not deserve to be a major part of the juvenile Justice process.

It should be brief, terribly selective, and modest in its aims. If the rest of the
system behaves, it should almost disappear . . Detention should not be, as it is
now, the hidden closet for the skeletons of the rest of the system."

Editor's Note: This is the third in a series of articles on issues affecting the
Juvenile Justice system by John Rector. Rector was the OJJDP administrator
from June, 1977, to May, 1979. Prior to that he was staff director/chief counsel
(1973-77), deputy chief counsel (1971-73) for the Senate Judiciary Subcom-
mittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of police brutality

cases, Department of Justice Civil Rights Division (1969-71). Rector is a gradu-
ate of the Berkeley School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law.

APRI 25, 1980.

Re Budget Cuts for LEAA & Office Juvenile Justice & Delinquency

DEA SENATOR BIRCH BAYH: We understand that the President and the House

and Senate Budget Committees have proposed the elimination of the Law En-

forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) including the office of Juvenile
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) which housed within it. Once
again it is the programs which have proven their effectiveness and are the most
beneficial to people that are the first to go.

In 1974 Congress passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
though a commitment was made to remove children who are status offenders
(held for crimes which would not be considered crimes if committed by an adult)
from secure detention and correctional facilities, and to remove delinquents
from adult jails and lockups. Federal funds were and still are needed for states
to be able to comply to this very worthy cause. Much progress has been made,
to date, 34 of 37 participating states have reached 75 percent compliance with
this Act. If funds are cut off now, Congress would essentially be breaking an
agreement to support states in these worthwhile efforts. Alternative programs
to Jail and secure detention are desperately needed, and these programs cost
money. If funds are cut it will give an excuse to reactionaries to negate the
advances made by the Act, and therefore to the good intentions of Congress.

In addition, the JJDP Act and LEAA, through the Justice System Improve-
ment Act of 1979, provide funds for many worthy community based programs
which are very beneficial to children, which prevent delinquency, which divert
inappropriate Juvenile cases from the criminal Justice system, which protect
children's rights, and which reduce recidivism.

It has been rumored that if the Office of Juvenile Justice is not abolished that
only the discretionary program will be retained. We understand that this is a
far less effective program than the block money that goes to the states.

If these funds are withdrawn it will be a great step backward for Juvenile
Justice and for the protection of society through delinquency prevention.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. K. PRANSKY.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLEL W. G. REITZEB

The Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(1976 Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice) stated there is "no key solu-
tion" to the prevention of delinquency (p. 15). It admitted "people and organiza-
tions may have widely differing views on the subject of delinquency prevention"
(p. 41). It called for "a special effort" to be made to help those concerned with
prevention to "understand their own views on delinquency" (p. 41).

My statement is in response to these points. It consists of an essay entitled
"The Biblical Approach to Juvenile Delinquency." It is founded on a concern
for bringing solutions to the Juvenile delinquency problem which looms so large
today. It is facilitated by an educative background in law and theology. I am
currently writing an extensive book on the Ten Commandments. May the Com-
mittee and the Senate find useful principles in their consideration of legisla-
tion on this important subject.

THE BIBLICAL APPROACH TO JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Delinquency by juveniles keeps escalating: more cheating; more drinking and
drug taking-and at increasingly lower ages; more sexual experimentation and
pregnancies and abortions; more vandalism of property; more violence against
persons-all with declining feelings of guilt. At the same time there is more con-
fusion over causes and more frustration at finding solutions.

Evidence keeps appearing that certain alleged causes such as housing, environ-
ment, poverty are really not that instrumental. Columbia, a model community in
Maryland near the capital, was found to have the same delinquency problems as
elsewhere. Other solutions develop harmful consequences. Recreational facilities,
for example, while keeping youngsters more acceptably occupied, turned out to
have the harmful effect of keeping them too much away from home.

The Bible contains numerous precepts that bear directly on Juvenile delin-
quency's major questions. Now that other approaches have failed, let us give more
attention to precepts which are founded on the wisdom and authority of God.

I. JUVENILE CAPACITY

Too many spokesmen downgrade the responsibility of juveniles for their acts.
Even at Common Law a child under age 7 was conclusively presumed of insuffi-
cient capacity. And between 7-14, it was rebuttably presumed not to have reached
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the ability to entertain criminal intent, that is, to know that an act is wrong as
distinguished from right. But this is contradicted by experience.

Throughout ancient Israel children started formal learning of the Law in their
fifth year. However, children even of harder age have a good appreciation of right
and wrong. It is not merely a matter of intelligence, but of conscience, and a sense
of shame, and also the working of God the Holy Spirit upon an individual soul.
Incidentally, conscience is primarily the mental/emotional reflection of a built-in
attunement to natural law-not cultural conditioning (Rom. 2: 14, 15). So there
are tests of right and wrong which are available to smaller children.

However, much delinquent behavior is clearly wrong: idleness, disobedience,
tardiness, slovenliness, disrespect, assault, destructiveness, over-indulgence of
food, profanity, smoking, intoxication. There is no Justification for such behav-
ior-and Juveniles know it. Whoever makes excuses for them merely makes him-
self ridiculous in their eyes, and further complicates the situation.

The chief problem is not so much juvenile incapacity to behave properly, but
Juvenile, parental, institutional, and societal permissiveness.

II. PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

Parents are of course primarily responsible for their children's upbringing.
There are a number of important features.

(a) One is what to teach. Naturally they want to teach& what is right, but
that means not what they consider right, rather what is right in the sight
of God.

An excellent illustration here is Apostle Paul's protege, Timothy, who "from
a babe" had "known the Scriptures"-a reference to his education from in-
fancy (2 Tim. 3: 15). After this remark, Paul went on to say that Scripture is
able to make one "wise unto salvation", which is the principal aim of child
rearing. Then he elaborated further that Scripture is inspired of God and
profitable for four things: (i) for factual instruction, (ii) for purposes of au-
thentication, (iii) for encouragement, and (iv) for morality and piety. These
purposes have the practical objective of making one perfect, fully equipped for
every kind of good activity.

Admittedly it Is not easy to know what the import of Scripture is on a par-
ticular matter. But Scripture itself promises divine assistance in the under.
taking through God the Holy Spirit (John 16: 13; 1 John 2: 20; 27).

It is of utmost importance that parents become expert in Bible knowledge and
Interpretation in every particular. Because everything they do or not do In-
volving children has its impact, for good or for bad, from breast-feeding to
infliction of punishment.

The beginnings of juvenile delinquency are assisted by parental delinquency.
And parental delinquency is frequently due to failure to see one's own short-
comings-and to do something about it. Fathers are weak: giving the mother
too much reign. They are intemperate in eating and drinking. They spend too
much time on their jobs and not enough with their children. They are mate-
rialistic-minded. They are immoral, criminal. Mothers are insubordinate to
fathers, not interested in home-making, too possessive, neurotic. As a result
the children lose respect, and feel justified in doing as they please.

(b) Another is how to teach. Again Biblical principles must be followed.
Several times Paul warns fathers-who are to "preside" over their house.

hold (1 Tim. 3: 4)-not to exasperate their children so that they become dis-
heartened (Col. 3: 21; Eph. 6: 4). Church of England theologian H.C.G. Moule
remarked: "Unwise, unloving, parental despotism, exacting, needlessly chiding,
interposing for the sake of interposition, is a fatally sure challenge to the
child's will." Therefore the Apostle Paul adds that upbringing must be in the
"nurture and admonition of the Lord." That is, God's guidance is essential.

Much depends on the right attitude. It may seem inconguous, but some par-
ents evidently have difficulty loving their offspring (Tit. 2: 4). They should
remember that each child is a certain composite reflection of his progenitors,
having both good and bad characteristics inherited from them. It is their noble
task to eliminate the bad and enhance the good, and in so doing appreciate
more what God is up against with us and whet He iq trying in us to accomplish.

An integral part of child upbringing is the family clan concept. Many juveniles
today evidently are discouraged by the false Ideas and emphases held out to
them by the public school system, the mass media, the industrial complex, that
they as individuals have little importance and little hope of success. Juvenile
suicide keeps increasing. And much of what the world offers as valuable and
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prestigious is instinctively or subconsciously known to be false. A person's worth
and aspirations are promoted when he recognizes his efforts are important to the
well-being not only of his own offspring but to his descendants to the third and
fourth generation (Ex. 20:5). This explains why some men attain unusual
heights in wisdom, in piety, or even in a specialized area such as music. A family
name should live on, and ever increase!

Apostle Paul himself manifested exemplary parental attitude in his concern
for his converts. This comes out In a letter to the church at Thessalonics:

"We were gentle in your midst, as a nurse would cherish her own children.
Thus, being fond of you, we were pleased to have Imparted to you not only the
Gospel of God, but also our own selves, because you had become beloved to us.
For you remember, brethren, our labor and our toll, working night and day, so
as not to burden any of you . . . You are witnesses, and God, how holly and
righteously and blamelessly we were among you who believe. You know how we
exhorted and comforted and charged every one of you, as a father does his chil-
dren, that you would walk worthy of God .. ." (1 Thes. 2:7-12).

c) This does not preclude parental anger and punishment if such affection
and dedication is met by child disobdience.

The Stoics-and some present-day authorities-condemn all anger. Some ad-
vice doing away with the idea of punishment. But Paul did not rule it out. He
warned a proud faction in the Corinthian church: "What will ye? should I come
with a rod or in love?" (1 Cor. 4:21). In a real sense the disabedient themselves
choose how they will be treated.

Moreover, Scripture presupposes that a child will need at times corporal
punishment. The Book of Proverbs notes: "Foolishness is bound up in the heart
of a child, but the rod of correction shall drive it far away from him" (22:15).
Elsewhere it advises: "He that sipareth his rod, hateth his son; but he that
loved him chasteneth him betimes" (13:24). See also the classic passage in
Hebrews (12:5-11).

Few parents have an adequate understanding of punishment. In my esasy
"The Biblical View Of Punishment" I sketch 12 purposes: I) the punitive-the
creation of an alternative of suffering to law abidance, ii) the righteous-that
punishing lawbreakres is a right thing to do, iii) the retributive-the paying
back of inflicted suffering with inflicted suffering, iv) the purgative-the cleans-
ing of the jurisdiction of the defilement caused upon it by lawbreaking, v) the
educational-the telling to everyone how serious an affront an offense is, vi) the
deterrent-the threat of pain to prevent transgression and repetition, vii) the
relief and the restitutive-the removing of an oppression and the repayment of
the loss inflicted, viii) the propitiative--the appeasement of the righteous wrath
of the lawmaker and those injured, ix) the vindicative-the vindichtion~of the
authority, the wisdom, the compassion, the power, and the faithfulness of the law-
maker, x) the vengeant-the actual judicial doing what the law calls for when
it has been broken, xi) the justicial-the provision for the kind and severity of
penalty that is equivalent to the wrong done, and xii) the correctional-the hope
that the punished will learn that the law and its penalty is good.

Scripture recognizes that some juveniles may turn out to be incorrigible. In
fact, a recent Time magazine lead article on juvenile crime estimated that 10
percent of the offenders age 10-17 are Incorrigible (July 11, 1977 issue). In such
cases parents are required to deliver their child up to suffer the death penalty
(Dt. 21:18-21). This they should do in the best interests of themselves and of
society. If they do not, they become delinquents themselves, and become respon-
sible for all the evil their child inflicts on others.

One of the major complaints against parents is erratic discipline. Therefore
It Is important that they become more expert in this area.

It Is frequently said that strict religious background contributes to delinquency.
But It must be recognized that there is bad strictness and good strictness. The
Apostle Paul said he was always ready to deal with every disobedience (2 Cor.
10:6). It is also characteristic of God (Heb. 2:2). It is the failure to deal prop-
erly with each evil act that allows it to grow and grow and become more and
more irradicable.

Parental delinquency has Its own punishments. One of the penalties for general
failure to live up to God's commandments is offspring that bring no enjoyment
(Dt. 28:1, 32, 41). No doubt this is to give such parents a taste of the displeasure
that they themselves have been to God. Child neglect in particular brings to
parents shame (Prov. 20:1U>.
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M. CHILD RESPONSIBILITY

A child's duty to respect and obey parents is so important it ranks not only as
one of the Ten Commandments but also carries a special promise of blessing:
well-being and long life (Dt. 5:16).

It is obvious that parental love is to be returned in kind: by filial affection.
But even if parents are delinquent, children are not thereby justified in being
delinquent themselves. If they love their parents, they may help them by exem-
plary behavior.

For a fact, children frequently are ashamed of their parents. This is due to a
conflict in values. Often this is because parents fall to follow God's standards,
or do not explain sufficiently the beauty, the worth, the rewards of the good
standards they have.

In this regard Jesus furnishes a superb example. At age 12 He had already
surpassed His parents in spirituality. He was also able to astound the theologians
of His day with His wisdom and insight, which He evidently acquired largely
on His own (Lk. 2:41-50). My own conviction is that Jesus had to struggle to
reach the level of His attainment-to demonstrate that any youngster can go
far if he will strive with God's help. On the other hand, Jesus also demonstrated
He was able to remain submissive to His parents until he reached majority
(v. 51).

Juveniles like heroes to look up to. But they follow the wrong ones. They
would rather go to movies and watch television with its unreal, warped, mis-
leading fantasy world and look up to "stars" who are by and large shallow,
permiscuous, misguided, extravagant, deceitful, exploitive, than do in-depths Bible
study and emulate Abraham, Sarah, Joshua, Daniel, Ruth, Mary, and Jesus.

Juveniles must be constantly reminded they are surrounded by evil forces
which are ever ready to lead them astray. A person's worst ememy may be some-
one in his own household (Mt. 10:36). Although children are to obey parents
in all things (Col. 3:20), there is one condition: that the parents be "in the
Lord" in what they require of a child. If they are not, a child has the right to
refuse (Eph. 6:1). But it must be sure that God's will is different. Otherwise it
becomes responsible. If it is not sure, it better do what the parents want.

There are also unseen evil spiritual forces that pose grave threats. This
requires that one put on the whole armor of God to be able to withstand them
(Eph. 6:10 ff.).

One great temptation for teen-agers i, to think too highly of themselves, to
want to do more then one is capable of. As Paul indicates, one must learn to
constrain himself to stay within God's will. (Rom. 12:1-3). This is the solution
to many juvenile problems. There is no identity crisis or low esteem when God
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit is one's highest good, when He defines
one's role in life, and directs all one's goings and comings. There is no desire to
be different, to be independent, to experiment with sex, to want money for buying
power, to want a car for prestige, to follow dress and grooming styles that are
constantly changing, to belong to a group, to have a need to be loved by* someone,
to feel bored. lonely, or rejected.

On the other hand, behavior outside God's will carries severe penalties. Making
light of parents puts one under a curse (Dt. 27:16). Cursing, mocking, smiting
parents carries the death penalty (Ex. 21:15, 17; Prov. 30:17). Sexual misbe-
havior between parents and children has its own serious penalties (Lev. 20:11;
21:9).

The tragedy is that even the severest penalties do not keep some from delin-
quency. As the prophet Isaiah lamented: "Why Should ye be stricken any more?
ye will revolt more and more" (1:5). Therefore incorrigible teenagers were to
be executed. However, the prospect of this might reach some of them who would
not have been reached otherwise.

IV. EDUCATOR RESPONSIBILITY

As elaborated in my essay "The Fatal Defect Of Public Education", we have
come to the point where the Biblical basis which existed in the nation's school
system has been completely removed so that it can no longer be said to be accept-
able to God. In fact. the public schools while claiming to be modern and scientific,
are anti-Christian: they leave God out of all the subjects. Sex education, for
example, without the divine element is destructive. In many cases it is left up to
the students to chose what is truth'and worthwhile.
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Secular schools foster a teen-age subculture: with its own dress styles, vocab-
ulary, fads, music, social life, intoxicants-which in turn foster Immaturity
rather than' integration into an adult world. Peers and friends become more
important than parents or education. At the same time grades become more
important than knowledge and skills. And only those who go on to college are
considered worthy, so that many have a sense of worthlessness and failure before
reaching maturity.

There are also severe penalties on those who presume to teach the young but
who are actually leading them s-stray. Jesus said that whoever causes little ones
to stumble from the truth are worthy of the death penalty (Mt. 18:6).

V. SOCIETAL RESPONSIBILITY

All of society has some influence on youngsters growing up, which has prompted
some analysts to suggest that all of society must be improved in order to make
the most improvements against Juvenile delinquency.

Indeed, the principles of Scripture aim at nothing les than a perfect society.
Consequently it is a sad awakening to realize that the U.S. Constitution is an
imperfect document and a poor substitute for Scripture. And it is an even
sadder awakening to discover that over the last several hundred years the laws
and court decisions have steadily gone farther and farther away from interpreta-
tions that had a Biblical orientation, with the result that today there is more
licentiousness than ever-all in the name of freedom and rights. It is over-
looked that no one has the freedom to put out false information or to exploit
others; yet today's advertising, magazine, books, radio and television are full
of that-and still increasing.

Where do teenagers get the idea that it is preferable to be clever (getting the
most for the least effort), to be tough (making other people kowtow), to pursue
excitement as an end in itself, to make rip-offs, to consider oneself protected
by lady luck, and similar falsities?

God imposes corporate responsibility on society. One person's wrongdoing
adversely affects everyone, not only causing decrease in God's blessings and
increase in His chastisements, but also resulting in the weakening of the social
moral fiber so that society is less able to withstand the various enemies that
threaten its welfare and less able to carry on Its normal functions. That is wh)
society has the right to punish each violation of law as a crime against itself.
To impress society with its corporate responsibility, incorrigible teenagers were
to be stoned to death by all the men of the city.

If society does not deal diligently with juvenile and parental delinquency it
will suffer the same decline and fall that happened to ancient Israel and the
Roman Empire. Incorrigibles beget more incorrigibles, and as this element pro-
liferates, society becomes less able to cope with it-as we are increasingly
finding out.

VI. GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

The first responsibility of government is to make good laws. These define
delinquency. Next, to attach appropriate penalties. And then to enforce them:
police must police, prosecutors must prosecute, judges must judge, juries must
convict, sentences must be carried out. The difficulty is there are many links
in the chain, and the chain is no better than its weakest link. Today there al-
ways seems to be a weak link somewhere. And delinquents are quick to learn
about it and to take advantage of it.

Scripture states that government is God's agent; it must act according to
His will (Rom. 13:1-4). If it does not, then it becomes a prime problem.

The Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency (1976) stated that
every piece of legislation and every operation of governmental agencies should
consider the impact on family stability, and advised consistent policies for
strengthening the family unit (p. 15). But recent legislation goes directly in
the opposite direction: the Equal Rights Amendment, easier divorce laws, homo-
sexual rights, removal of laws against adultery and fornication.

Legislatures appropriate money for juvenile delinquency programs that em-
ploy false (non-Biblical) principles. One principle concerns the concept of
punishment. But the Biblical principle of punishment is being resorted to again
here and there, and found to be valid. The Time article stated: "The evidence
suggests that a tougher policy toward violent youths reduces crime" (p. 28).
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If the government considers itself parens patriae--responsible for the protec-
tion of persons non sul juris-then it must be prepared fully to act like a parent
in all respects (in accordance with Biblical principles), and not, as recently in
New York, punishing parents for corporally punishing their children.

CONCLUSION

Scripture makes a wonderful promise: "Train up a child in the way he should
go, and when he is old, he will not depart from it" (Prov. 212:6).

Today there is much concern about saddling a youngster with a bad record.
But it must be remembered that everything a person does is his record whether
it ever gets down on paper or in a computer file or not. And a skillful interrogator
can extract it from him. And if he lies about it, he merely makes his record that
much worse.

Furthermore, everyone will have to give an account of everything he has done
to God in the Judgment-even every idle word he has uttered (Mt. 12:36).

Thus it behooves us to stress the avoidance of delinquency. But if it does occur,
to deal with it in such a way that it will likely not happen again. If leniency
causes repetition, then we are not doing delinquents any favor. Obviously we need
the wisdom of God. That means we need to give more attention to His Word.

70-796 0 - 81 - 35



PART VIII.-STATISTICAL REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION
JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT APPROPRIATION

DISCRETIONARY AWARDS MADE BY LEAA MAR, 25, 1980 (MIDWAY THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1980)

Fica Fiscal yea
(Oct. 1, 1378) 980 Total

Awarded to date

UJJur unit carryover (Oct. 1, 1979) awarded (C) (n) Total Awards (c) (n) new awarded Balance unoblipted

Concentration of Federal effort ---------- 447,051 1,000,000 1,447,051 ---------------------- 350,000 1 1 ------------- 31.0 1, 127,051 69. 0Technical assistance ----------------- 215,248 3,000,000 3,215,248 274.)200 16,500 290,700 5 3 2 9.9 2,294,455 90.1Special emphasis-----------------15,794,987 21,250,000 37,044,987 3, 271, 995 401,232 3,673,227 17 15 2 9.7 33,371,760 92.3JunvenileJustice Institute-------------- 19,187 11,000,000 11,019,187 2,179,486 958,840 3,138,326 10 6 4 28.0 7,81M,7'0 72.0Total ------------- 16,506,473 36,250,000 52,756,473 16,075,681 21,376,665 7,452,346 33 25 8 14.0 45,304,129 86.0

181 percent. 2 19 percent.
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