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Public Law 93- 415
93rd Congress, S. 821

September 7, 1974

To provide a comprehensive, coordinated approach to the problems of Juvenile
delinquency, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives o/ the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may Juvenile Justice
be cited as the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of and Delinquency
1974". Prevention Aot

of 1974.
42 USC 5601

TITLE I-FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE notes

FINDIN'OS
S

SEc. 101. (a) The Congress hereby finds that- 42 Usc 5601.
(1) juveniles account for almost half the arrests for serious

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

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

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

(4) existing programs have not adequately responded to the
particular problems of the increasing numbers of young people
who are addicted to or who abuse drugs, particularly nonopiate
or polydrug abusers; 88 SAT. 1109

(5) juvenile delinquency can be prevented through programs 88 STAT. 1110
designed to keep students in elementary and secondary schools
through the prevention of unwarranted and arbitrary suspen-
sions and expulsions;

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

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

(b) Congress finds further that the high incidence of delinquency
in the United States today results in enormous annual cost and im-
measurable loss of human life, personal security, and wasted human
resources and that juvenile delinquency constitutes a growing threat
to the national welfare requiring immediate and comprehensive action
by the Federal Government to reduce and prevent delinquency.

Szc. 102. (a) It is the-purpose of this Act-- 42 USC 5602.
(1) to provide for the thorough and prompt evaluation of all

federally assisted juvenile delinquency programs;
(2) to provide technical assistance to public and private agen-

cies, institutions, and individuals in developing an r implement-
ing juvenile delinquency programs;
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(3) to establish training programs for persons, including pro-
fessionals, paraprofessionals, and volunteers, who work with
delinquents or potential delinquents or whose work or activities
relate to juvenile delinquency programs;

(4) to establish a centralized research effort on the problems
of juvenile delinquency, including an information clearinghouse
to disseminate the findings of such research and all data related to
juvenile delinquency;

(5) to develop and encourage the implementation of national
standards for the administration of juvenile justice, including
recommendations for administrative budgtarY, and legislative
action at the Federal, State, and local level to facilitate the adop-
tion of such standards;

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

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

(b) It is therefore the further declared policy of Congress to pro-
88 STAT. 1110 vide the necessary Vresources, leadership, and coordination (1) to
88 SAT. 1111 develop and implement effective methoai of preventing and reducing

juvenile delinquency; (2) to develop and conduct effective programs
to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the traditional juve-
nile justice system and to provide critically needed alternatives to
institutionalization; (3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in
the United States; and (4) to increase the capacity of State and local
governments and public and private agencies to conduct effective
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation pro-
grams and to provide research, evaluation, and training services in the
field of juvenile delinquency prevention.

DEFINITIONS

42 USC 5603,

42 USC 3711.

SEc. 103. For purposes of this Act-
(1) the term "community based" facility, program, or service

means a small, open group home or other suitable place located
near the juvenile's home or family and programs of community
supervision and service which maintain community and consumer
participation in the planning operation, and evaluation of their
programs which may include, but are not limited to, medical, edu-
cational, vocational, social, and psychological guidance, training,
counseling, alcoholism treatment, drug treatment, and other
rehabilitative services;

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

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

(4) the term "Law Enforcement Assistance Administration"
means the agency established by section 101(a) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended;
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(5) the term "Administrator" means the agency head desig-
nated by section 101(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended; 42 USC 3711.

(6) the term "law enforcement and criminal justice" means
any activity pertaining to crime prevention, control, or reduction
or the enforcement of the criminal law, including, but not limited
to police efforts to prevent, control, or reduce crime or to appre-
hend criminals, activities of courts having criminal jurisdiction
and related agencies (including prosecutorial and defender serv-
ices, activities of corrections, probation, or parole authorities, and-
programs relating to the prevention, control, or reduction of
Juvenile delinquency or narcotic addiction; -- .. 8 STAT. 1111

(7) the term "State" means any State oi the united States, tMe 88 STAT, 1112
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and any territory or posses-
sion of the United States -

(8) the term "unit of general local government" means any
city, county, township, town, borough, parish, village, or other
general purpose political subdivision of a- State, an Indian tribe
which performs law enforcement functions as determined by the
Secretary- of the Interior, or, for the purpose of assistance eligi-
bility, any agency of the District of Columbia government per-
forming law enforcement functions in and for the District of
Columbia and funds appropriated by the Congress for the activi-
ties of such agency may be used to provide the non-Federal share
of the cost of programs or projects funded under this title;

(9) the term 'Combination" as applied to States or units of
general local government means any grouping or joining together
of such States or units for ihe purpose of preparing, developing,
or implementing a law enforcement plan;

(10) the term "construction" means acquisition, expansion,
remodeling, and alteration of existing buildings, and initial equip-
ment of any such buildings, or any combination of such activities
(including architects' fees but not the cost of acquisition of land
for buildings);

(11) the term "public agency" means any State, unit of local
government, combination of such States or units, or any depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality of any of the foregoing;

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

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

TITLE I1-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND. DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

Part A-Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Office

ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE

Szec.. 201. (a) There is hereby created within the Department of 42 USC 5611.
.Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Office of
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (referred to in this Act
as the "Office").

Administration. (b) The programs authorized pursuant to this Act unless otherwisespecified in this Act shall be administered by the Office established
88 SrAT. 1112 under this section.
88 STAT. 1113 () There shall be at the head of the Office an Assistant Administra-tor who shall be nominated by the President by and with the advice

and consent of the Senate.
(d) The Assistant Administrator shall exercise all necessarypowers, subject to the direction of the Administrator of the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration.
(e) There shall be in the Office a Deputy Assistant Administratorwho shall be appointed by the Administrator of the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration. The Deputy Assistant Administrator shallperform such functions as the Assistant Administrator from time totime assigns or delegates, and shall act as Assistant Administrator
during the absence or disability of the Assistant Administrator or inthe event of a vacancy in the Office of the Assistant Administrator.

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

Post p. 1125. this Act.
(g) Section 5108(c) (10) of title 5, United States Code first occur-

rence, is amended by deleting the word "twenty-two" and inserting
in lieu thereof the word "twenty-five".

PERSONNEL, SPECIAL PERSONNEL) EXPERTS. AND CONSULTANTS

42 USC 5612.

5 USC 5332
note.

80 Stat, 416.

5 usc 5332
note..

42 US? 5613.

4? USC 5614.

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

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

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

(d) The Administrator may obtain services as authorized by sec-tion 3109 of title 5 of the United States Code, at rates not to exceedthe rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the General Sched-
tile by section 5332 of title Iof the United States Code..

VOLUNTARY SERVICE

Sirc. 203. The Administrator is authorized to accept and employingcarrying out the provisions of this Act, Voluntary and uncompensated
services notwithstanding the provisions of section 3679(b) of the
Revised Statutes (31-U.S.C. 665(b)).

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORTS

SEC. 204. (a) The Administrator shall implement overall policy anddevelop objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and activities relating to preventi ,n, diversion, training,
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treatment1 rehabilitation, evaluation, research, and improvement of
the juvenile justice system in the United States. In carrying out his
functions, the Administrator shall consult with the Council and the
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

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

(1) advise the President through the Attorney General as to
all matters relating to federally assisted juvenile delinquency pro-
grams and Federal policies regarding juvenile delinquency;

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

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

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

(5) develop annually with the assistance of the Advisory Coin- Annual analysis
mittee and submit to the President and the Congress, after the and evaluation,
first year the legislation is enacted, prior to September 30, an submittal to
analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs President and
conducted and assisted by Federt! departments and agencies, the Congress.
expenditures made, the results achieved, the plans developed, and
problems in the operations and coordination of such programs.
The report shall include recommendations for modifications in
organization, management, personnel, standards, budget requests,
and implementation plans necessary to increase the effectiveness
of these programs;

(6) develop annually with the assistance of the Advisory CoM- Annual compre-
mittee and submit to the President and the Congress, after the hensive plan,
first year the legislation is enacted, prior to March 1, a compre- submittal to
hensive plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs, with President and
particular emphasis on the prevention of juvenile delinquency Congress.
and the development of programs and services which will encour-
age increased diversion of juveniles from the traditional juvenile
justice system; and

(7) provide technical assistance to Federal, State, and local
governments, courts, public and private agencies, institutions, and
individuals, in the planning establishment, funding, operation,
or evaluation of juvenile delinquency programs.

(c) The President shall, no later than ninety days after receiving Reports to
each annual report under subsection (b) (5), submit a report to the Congress and
Congress and to the Council containing a detailed statement of any Counilo
action taken or anticipated with respect to recommendations made by
each such annual report.
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as, (d) (1) The first annual report submitted to the President and the
Congress by the Administrator under subsection (b) (5) shall contain,
in addition to information required by subsection (b) (5), a detailed
statement of criteria develoP by the Administrator for identifying
the characteristics of juvenile delinquency, juvenile delinquency pre-
vention, diversion of youths from the juvenile justice system, and the
training, treatment, and rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents.

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

(e) The third such annual report submitted to the President and
the Congress by the Administrator under subsection (b) (6) shall
contain, in addition to the comprehensive plan required by subsection
(b) (6), a detailed statement of procedures to be used with respect to
the submission of juvenile delinquency development statements to
the Administrator by Federal agencies under subsection ("I"). Such
statAment submitted by the Administrator shall include a description
of information, data, and analyses which shall be contained in each
such development statement.

(f) The Administrator may require, through appropriate authority,
departments and agencies engaged in any activity involving any
Federal juvenile delinquency lirogram to provide him with such
information and reports, andto conduct such studies and surveys, as
lie may deem to be necessary to carry out the purposes of this part.

(g) The Administrator may delegate any of his functions under
this part, except the making of regulations, to any officer or employee
of the Administration.

ern- (h) The Administrator is authorized to utilize the services and
es facilities of any agency of the Federal Government and of any other
ies, public agency or institution in accordance with appropriate agree-
. ments, and to pay for such services either in advance or by way of

reimbursement as may be agreed upon.
(i) The Administrator is authorized to transfer funds appropriated

under this title to any agency of the Federal Government to develop
or demonstrate new methods in juvenile delinquency prevention and
rehabilitation and to supplement existing delinquency prevention and
rehabilitation programs which the Assistant Administrator finds to be
exceptionally effective or for which he finds there exists exceptional
need.
- (j) The Administrator is authorized.to make grants to, or enter into
contracts with, any public or private agency, institution, or individual
to carry out the purposes of this part.

n (k) All functions 6f the Administrator under this part shall be
coordinated as appropriate with the functions of the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare under the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.).

(1) (1) The Administrator shall require through appropriate
sub- authority each Federal agency which administers a Federal uvenile

delinquency program which meets any criterion developed by the
Administrator under section 204(d) (1) to submit annually to the
Council a juvenile delinquency development statement. Such state-
ment shall be. in addition to any information, report, study, or survey
which the Administrator may require under section 204(f).
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(2) Each juvenile delinquency development statement submitted to
the Administrator under subsection ("1") shall be submitted in accord-
ance withprocedures established by the Administrator under section
204(e) and shall contain such information, data, and analyses as the
Administrator may require under section 204(e). Such analyses shall
include an analysis of the extent to which the juvenile delinquency
program of the Federal agency submitting such development state-
ment conforms with and furth6ers Federal juvenile delinquency pre-
vention and treatment goals and policies.

(3) The Administrator shall review and comment upon each juvenile
delinquency development statement transmitted to him under sub-
section ("I"). Such development-statement, together with the com-
ments of the Administrator, shall be included by the Federal agency
involved in every recommendation o-r request made by such agncy for
Federal legislation which significantly affects juvenile delinquency
prevention and treatment.

JOINT FUNDING

Swc. 205. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, where funds
are made available by more than one Federal agency to be used by any
agency, organization, institution, or individual to carry out a Federal
juvenile delinquency program or activity, any one of the Federal
agencies providing funds may be requested by the Administrator to
act for al in administering the funds advanced. In such cases, a single
non-Federal share requirement may be established according to the
proportion of funds advanced by each Federal agency, and the Admin-
istrator may order any such agency to waive any technical grant or
contract requirement (as defined in such regulations) which is incon-
sistent with the similar requirement of the administering agency or
which the administering agency does not impose.

Juvenile de-
linquenoy do-
ve lopment
statements
review*

42 USC 55159

Non-Federal
share require-
ment
Establishment.

COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

Szc. 206. (a) (1) There is hereby established, as an independent Establishiment.
organization in the executive branch of the Federal Government a 42 USC 5616.
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(hereinafter referred to as the "Council") composed of the Attorney Membership.
General, the Secreiary loeH tiFaucaton, and Welfare, the Secre-
tary of Labor, the D rector of the Special Action Office for Drug.
Abuse Prevention, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development,
or their respective deignees, the Assistant Administrator of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Deputy Assistant
Administrator of the Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, and reprsentatHvesf such other agencies as the President
shall designate. 'K

(2) Any individual designated under this section shall be selected
from individualsr-wi-oxeerese significant decisionmaking authority
in the Federal alncy involved.

(b) The Attorney General shall serve as Chairman of the Council. Chairman. -
The Assistant Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention shall serve as Vice Chairman of the Council.
The Vice Chairman shall act as Chairman in the absence of the
Chairman.

(c) The function of the Council shall be to coordinate all Federal Funotions.
juvenile delinquency programs. The Council shall make recommen-
dations to the Attorney General and the President at least annually
with respect to the coordination of overall policy and development of
objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams and activities.

67-988 0 - 76 - 2
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Meetings. (d) The Council shall meet a minimum of six times per year and
a description of the activities of the Council shall be included in the

Nilv p. 1114. annual report required by section 204(b)(5) of this title.
(e) (1) The Chairman shall, with the approval of the Council,

appoint an Executive Secretary of the Council.
(2) The Executive Secretary shall be responsible for the day-to-

day administration of the Council.
(3) The Executive Secretar may, with the approval of the Coun-

cil, appoint such personnel as le considers necessary to carry out the
purposes of this title.

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

Appropriation. (g) To carry out the purposes of this section there is authorized to
be appropriated such sums-as may be necessary.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

National Advis- Szc. 207. (a) There is hereby established a National Advisory Com-
ory Comittee mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter
for Juvenile referred to as the "Advisory Committee") which shall consist of
Justioe am twenty-one members.
Delinquency (b) The members of the Coordinating Council or their respective
PErbtion. designees shall be ex officio members of the Committee.Estblisment. (c) The regular members of the Advisory Committee shall be
Mem1sersip,. appointed by the President from persons who by virtue of their train-

ing or experience have special knowledge concerning the prevention
and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the administration of juve-
nile justice, such as juvenile or family court judges; probation, correc-
tional, or law enforcement personnel; an-d representatives of private
voluntary organizations and community-based programs. The Presi-

-dent shall designate the Chairman. 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 mem-
bers shall not have attained twenty-six years of age on the date of their
appointment.

Terms of (d) Members appointed by the'Presidant to the Committee shall
oftos. serve for terms of four years and shall be eligible for reappointment

except that for the first composition of the Advisory Committee, one-
third of these members shall be appointed to one-year terms, one-third
to two-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 enactment of this title. Any members

- appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the
terip for which his predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed for
the remainder of such term.

DUTIES OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meetings. Swc. 208. (a) The Advisory Committee shall meet at the call of the
42 uSC 5618, Chairman, but not less than four times a year.
Reoomendations (b) The Advisory Committee shall make recommendations to
to Adminstr- the Administrator at least annually with respect to planning, policy,
tor. priorities, operations, and management of all era juvenile

delinquency programs.
(c) The Chairman may designate a subcommittee of the members

of the Advisory Committee to advise the Adminictrator on particular
functions or aspects of the work of the Administration.
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(d) The Chairinan shall designate a subcommittee of five members
of the Committed to serve, together with the Director of the Nationa)
Institute of Corrections, as members of an Advisory Committee for
the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion to perform the functions set forth in section 245 of this title

(e) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of five members
of the Committee to serve as an Advisory Committee to the Admin-
istrator on Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice to
perform the functions set forth in section 247 of this title.

(f)-The Chairman, with the approval of the Committee, shall
appoint such personnel as are necessary to carry out the duties of the
Advisory Committee.

COMPENSATION AND EXPENSES

Sxc. 209. (a) Members of the Advisory Committee who are employed
by the Federal Government full time shall serve without-compensation
but shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence and other necessary
expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties of the Advisory
Committee.

(b) Members of the Advisory Committee not employed full time
by the Federal Government shall receive compensation at a rate not
to exceed the rate. now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States Code,
including traveltine for each day they are engaged in the performance
of their duties as members of the Advisory Committee. Members shall
be entitled to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and other neces-
sary expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties of the Advi-
sory Committee.

PART B--FJ)F.RA, ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

Subpart I-Fonmula Grants

SEC. 221. The Administrator is authorized to make grants to States
and local governments to assist them in planning, establishing, oper-
ating, coordinating, and evaluating projects directly or through
contracts with public and private agencies for the (evelopment of
more effective education, training, research, prevention, diversion,
treatment, and rehabilitation programs in the area of juvenile delin-
quency and programs to improve the juvenile justice system.

ALLOCATION

SEc. 22. (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 ag eighteen. No such
allotment to any State shall be less than $200,000, except thut for the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands no allotment shall be less than $50,000.

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

88-S'A?. 1116

Eo.oli p. 1127,

42 USC 5619,

5 USC 5332
note,

42 USC 5631.

42 USC 5632.
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of funds,
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(Q) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
a portion of any allotment to any State under thispart shall be avail-
able to develop a State plan and to pay that portion of the expendi-
tures which are necessary for efficient administration. Not more than
15 per centum of the total annual allotment of such State shall be
available for such purposes. The State shall make available needed
funds for planning ana administrtion to local governments within
the State on an equitable basis.

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

STATE PLANS

Szo. 223. (a) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a
State shall submit a plan for carrying out its purposes consistent with
the provisions of section 808(a), (11, 13), (5), (6), (8), (10), (11),

12), and (15) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Satle
streets Act of 1968. In accordance with regulations established under

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

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

(2 contain satisfactory evidence that the State agency desij-
natd in accordance with paragraph (1) (hereafter referred to in

this part as the "State planning agency") has or will have
authority, by legislation if necessary, to implement such plan in
conformity with this part;

(3) provide for an advisory group appointed by the chief exec-
utive of the State to advise the State planning agency and its
supervisory board (A) which shall consist of not less than twenty-
one and not more than thirty-three persons who have training,
experience, or special knowledge concerning the prevention and
treatment of a juvenile delinquency or tie administration of
juvenile justice, (B) which shall include representation of unitsof
local government, law enforcement and juvenile justice agencies
such as law enforcement, correction or probation personnel, and
juvenile or family court judges, and public agencies concerned
with delinquency prevention or treatment such as welfare, social
services, mental health, education, or youth services departments,
(C) which shall include representatives of private organizations
concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment; concerned
with neglected or dependent children; concerned with the quality
of juvenile justice, education, or social services for children; which
utilize volunteers to work with delinquents or potential delin-
quents; community-based delinquency prevention or treatment
programs: and organizations which represent employees affected
by this Act, (D) a majority of whose members (including the
chairman) Rhall not be full-time employees of the Federal, State,
or local government, and (E) at least one-third of whose members
shall be under the aFe of twenty-six at the time of appointment;

(4) provide for the active consultation, with anad participation
of local governments in the development of a State plan which
adequately takes into account the needs and requests of local
governments;
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(5) provide that at least 66% per centum of the fuids received
by the State under section 222 shall be expended through pro-.
gams of local government insofar as they are consistent with
Vhe State plan, except that this provision may be waived at the
discretion of the Administrator for any State if the services for
delinquent or potentially delinquent youth are organized pri-
marly on a statewide basis;

(6) provide that the chief executive officer of the local gov-
ernment shall assign responsibility for the preparation and
administration of the local government's part of a State plan, or
for the supervision of the preparation and administration of the
local government's.part of the State plan, to that agency within
the local government's structure (hereinafter in this part referred
to as the "local agency") which can most effectively carry out the
purposes of this part and shall provide for supervision of the pro-
grams funded under this part by that local agency;

(7) provide for an equitable distribution of the assistance
received under section 222 within the State;

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

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

(10) provide-that not less than 75 per centum of the funds
available to such State under section 222. whether expended
directly by the State or by the local government or through con-
tracts with public or private agencies, shall be used for advanced
techniques in developing, maintaining, and expanding programs'
and services designed to prevent juvenile delinquency, to divert
juveniles from the juvenile justice system, and to provide com-
munity-based alternatives to juvenile detention andcorrectional
facilities. That advanced techniques include-

(A) community-based programs and services for the pre- i
vention and treatment o juvenile delinquency through the
development of foster-care and shelter-care homes, group
homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home health services,
and any other designated community-based diagnostic. treat-

* meant, or rehabilitative service;
(B) community-based programs and services to work with

parents and other family members to maintain and
* strengthen the family unit so that the juvenile may be

retained in his home;
(C) youth service bureaus and other community-based pro-

grams to divert youth from the juvenile court or to support,
counsel, or provide work and recreational opportunities for
delinquents and youth in danger of becoming delmquent;

(D) comprehensive programs of drug and alcohol abuse
education and prevention and prgrms for the treatment and
rehabilitation of drug addicted youth and "drug depndent"
youth (as defined in section 2(q) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 201 (q))) ;

WUP p. Il8.

tudy.

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

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

(G) youth initiated programs and outreach programs
designed to assist youth who otherwise would not be reached
by assistance programs;

(H) provides for a statewide program through the use
of probation subsidies, other subsidies, other financial incen-
tives or disincentives to units of local government, or other
effective means, that 'nay include but are not limited to pro-
grams designed to-

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

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

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

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

(12) provide within two years after submission of the plan that
juveniles who are charge with or who have committed offenses
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities, but must
be placed in shelter facilities;

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

(14) provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, deten-
tion facilities, and correctional facilities to insure that the
requirements of section 223 (12) and (13) are met, and for annual
reporting of the results of such monitoring to the Administrator;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(19) provide reasonable assurance that Federal funds made
available under this part for any period will be so used as to
supplement and increase (but not supplant), to the extent feasible
and practical, the level of the State. local, and other non-Federal
funds that would in the absence of such Federal funds be made
available for the programs described in this part, and will in no
event replace such State, local, and other non-Federal funds;

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

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

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

(b) The State planning agency designated pursuant to section
223(a), after consultation with the advisory group referred to in
section 223(a), shall approve the State plan and any modification
thereof prior to submission to the Administrator.

(c) The Administrator shall approve any State plan and any modi-
fication thereof that meets the requirements'of this section.

(d) In the event that any State fails to submit a plan, or submits a
plan or any modification thereof, which the Administrator, after rea-
sonable notice and opportunity for hearing, in accordance with sections
509, 510, and 511 of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, determines does not meet the requirements of this
section, the Administrator shall make that State's allotment under
the provisions of section 222(a) available to public and private agen-
cies for special emphasis prevention and treatment programs as defined.
in section 224.

(e) In the event the plan does not meet the requirements of this
section due to oversight or neglect, rather than explicit and conscious
decision, the Administrator shall endeavor to make that State's allot-
ment under the provisions of section 222(a) available to public and
private agencies in that State for special emphasis prevention and
treatment programs as defined in section 224.

Subpart lI-Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs

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

42 USC 3733,

&rde p. 1119.

State plant •
approval.

42 UTC 3757-
3759.

. pe 118.

Grnt s And
4ontn6ts4
42 USC 5634.
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Pos!±. p. 1127.

42 UWO 5635.

Reports.

Fisoal control
and 1%md ao-
ooimting.

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

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

(3) develop and implement effective means of diverting Juve-
niles from the traditional juvenile justice and correctional
system;

(4) improve the capability of public and private agencies and
organizations to provide services for delinquents and youths in
danger of becoriing delinquent;

(5) facilitate tie adotion of the recommendations of the
Advisory Committee on Standards for Juvenile Justice and the
Institute o.w set forth pursuant to section 247; and

(6) develop and implement model programs and methods to
keep students in elementary and secondary schools and to pre-
vent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions.

(b) Not less than 25 per centum or more than 50 per centum of the
funds appropriated for each fiscal year pursuant to this part shall be
available on y for special emphasis prevention and treatment grants
and contracts made pursuant to this section.

(c) At least 20 per centum of the funds available for grants and
contracts made pursuant to this section shall be available for grants
and contracts to private nonprofit agencies, organizations, or insti-
tutions who have had experience in dealing wit youth.

cONSIDERATIONS FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

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

b) In accordance with guidelines established by the Administrator,eachi such application shall-
(I)provide that the program for which assistance is sought

will be administered by or under the supervision of the applicant;
(2) set forth a program for carrying out one or more of the

purposes set forth in section 224;
(3) provide for the proper and efficient administration of such

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

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

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

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

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

(c) In determining whether or not to approve applications for
grants under section 224, the Administrator shall consider-
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(I) the relative cost and effectiveness of the proposed program
in effectuating the purposes of this part;

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

(3) the extent to which the proposed program meets the objec-
tives and priorities of the State plan, when a State plan has
been approved by the Administrator under section 223(c) and
when the Io.ation and scope of the program makes such con-
sideration appropriate;

(4) the increase in capacity of the public and private agency,
institution, or individual to provide services to delinquents or
youths in danger of btcomig delinquents;

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

(6) the extent to which the proposed program facilitates the
implementation of the recommendations of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Standards for Juvenile Justice as set forth pursuant to
section 247.

OENERAL PROVISIONS

Withholding

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

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

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

the Administrator shall initiate such proceedings as are appropriate.

USE OF FUNDS

S x. 227. (a) Funds paid pursuant to this title to any State, public
or private agency, institution, or individual (whether directly or
through a State or local agency) may be used for-

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

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

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

PAYMENTS

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

(b) At the discretion of the Administrator, when there is no other
way to fund an essential juvenile delinquency program not funded
under this part, the State may utilize 25 per centum of the formula

a p. 1119.

.. 0p, 1127,

42 USC 5636o

42 USC 5637,

Limitalvne.

42 15 5638.
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grant funds available to it under this pail to meet the non-Federal
matching share requirement for any other Federal juvenile delin-
quency program grant.

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

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

PART C-NATIONAL IN STITUTE Y)R JUVEN ILlK JUMiICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Establishment,.
42 USC 5651.

Ante, p. 1112.

Data oolleotion.

Training.

Adc itional
pow 1 rs.

SEc. 241. (a) There is hereby established within the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Office a National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and I)elinquency Prevention.

(b) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention shall be under the su pervision and direction of the Assist-
ant Administrator and shall be headed by a Deputy Assistant
Administrator of the Office appointed under section 201(f).

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

(d) The Administrator shall have responsibility for the administra-
tion of the organization, employees, enrollees, financial affairs, and
other operations of the Institute.

(e) The Administrator may delegate his power under the Act to
such employees of the Institute as he deems appropriate.

(f) It shall be the purpose of the Institute to provide a coordinating
center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination of useful data
regarding the treatment and control of juvenile offenders, and it shall
also be the purpose of the Institute to provide training for representa-
tives of Federal, State, and local law enforcement officers, teachers,
and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers, juvenile
judges and judicial personnel, probation personnel, correctional per-
sonnel and other persons, inclu ding lay personnel, connected with the
treatment and control of juvenile offenders.

(g) In addition to the other powers. express and implied, the Insti-
tute may-

(1) request any Federal agency to supply such statistics, data,
program reports, and other material as the Institute deems neces-
sary to carry out its functions;

(2) arrange with and reimburse the heads of Federal agencies
for the use of personnel or facilities or equipment of such agencies;

(3) confer with and avail itself of the cooperation, services,
records. and facilities of State. municipal. or other public or
private local agencies;

(4) enter into contracts with public or private agencies, organi-
zations, or individuals, for the partial performance of any func-
tions of the Institute; and

(5) compensate consultants and members of technical advisory
councils who are-not in the regular full-time employ of the United
States, at a rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the
General Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States
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Code and while away from home, or regular place of business, 5 USC 5332
they may be allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu note.
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United
States Code for persons in the Government service employed
intermittently.

(b) Any Federal agency which receives a request from the Institute
under suisection (g) (1) may cooperate with the Institute and shall,
to the maximum extent practicable, consult with and furnish infor-
mation and advice to the Institute.

INFORMATION FUNCTION

SEC. 242. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency PreventioIl is authorized to-

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

(2) serve as a clearinghouse and information center for the
preparation, publication, and dissemination of all information
regarding juvenile delinquency, including State and local juvenile
delinquency prevention and treatment programs and plans, avail-
ability of resources, training and educational programs, statistics,
and other pertinent data and information.

RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, AND EVALUATION FUNCTION8

SrC. 243. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to-

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

new, innovative techniques and methods to prevent and treat
juvenile delinquency;

(3) provide for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquency
programs assisted under this title in order to determine the
results and the effectiveness of such programs;

(4) provide for the evaluation of any other Federal, State,
or local juvenile delinquency program, upon the request of the
Administrator;

(5)prepare, in cooperation with educational institutions, Fed-
eral, State, and local agencies, and appropriate individuals and
private agencies, such studies as it considers to be necessary with
-es pect to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency

and related matters, including recommendations designed to
promote effective prevention and treatment;

(6) disseminate the results of such evaluations and research
and demonstration activities particularly to persons actively
working in the field of juvenile delinquency; and

(7) disseminate pertinent data and studies (including a periodic
journal) to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned
with the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency.

42 USC 5652.

Information
ol eari nghous e.

42 USC 5653.



XXVIII

Pub. Law 93-415 - 18 - September 7, 1974

42 USC 5654.

42 USC 5655.

Antej p. 1117.

TRAINING FUN(71 ONS

Si. 244. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to--

(1) develop, conduct, and provide for training programs for
the training of professional, paraprofessional, and volunteer per-
sonnel, another persons who are or who are preparing to work
with juveniles and juvenile offenders;

(2) develop, conduct, and provide for seminars, workshop, and
training programs in the latest proven effective techniques and
methods of preventing and treating juvenile delinquency for law
enforcement officers, juvenile judges, and other court personnel,
probation officers, correctional personnel, and other Federal, State,
and local government personnel who are engaged in work relating
to juvenile delinquency

(3) devise and conduct a training program, in accordance with
the provisions of sections 249, 250, and 251, of short-term instruc-

- tion in the latest proven-effective methods of prevention, control,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency for corivetional and law
enforcement personnel, teachers and other educational personnel,
juvenile welfare workers, juvenile judges and judicial personnel,
probation officers, and other persons (including lay personnel)
connected with the prevention and treatment of juvenile delin-
quency" and

(4) develop technical training teams to aid in the development
of training programs in the States and to assist State and local
agencies which work directly with juveniles and juvenile
offenders.

xNs-rrrum ADVISORY CoMMIrrE.

Szc. 245. The Advisory Committee for the National Institute for
.Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention established in section
208(d) shall advise, consult with, and make recommendations to the
Deputy Assistant Administrator for the National Institute for Juve-
nile .Justice and I)elinquency Prevention concerning the overall policy
and operations of the Institute.

ANNUAl, REPORT

42 USc 5656. SEC. 246. The Deputy Assistant Administrator for the Xational
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall
develop annually and submit to te Administrator after the first year
the legislation is enacted, prior to June 30, a report on research, demon-
stration, training, and evaluation programs fii-nded under this title
including a review of the results of such programs, an assemsmentoi
the application of such results to existing and to new juvenile delin-
quency programs, 40 detailed recommendations for future research,

Report to Presi- demonstration, tr inning, and evaluation programs. The Administrator
dent and Con- shall) include a summary of thesa results and recommendations, in his
gress, report to the President and Congress required by kstion 204(b) (5).
Ante p. 1113.

I)EVEIOrMENT OF STANDAR)S FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

42 USc 56579 Syc. 217. (a) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, under the supervision of the Advisory Committee
on Standards for Juvenile Justice established in section 208(e), shall
review existing reports, data, and standards, relating to the juvenile
justice system in the United States.

AA aPAT 1127fir _ql'l '. 1177.
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(b) Not later than one year after the passa of this section. the Report to Presi-
Advisory Committee shall submit to the president and the Congress dent and Congrss.
a report which, based on recommended standards forthe administra-
tion of juvenile justice at the Federal, State, and local level-

(1) recommends Federal action, including but not limited to
administrative and legislative action, required to facilitate the
adoption of these standards throughout the United States; and

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

(c) Each department, agency, and instrumentality of the executive Information,
branch of the Government, including independent agencies, is author- availability.
ized and directed to furnish to the Advisory Committee such informa-
tion as the Committee deems necessary to carry out its functions under
this section.

SEc. 248. Records containing the identity of individual juveniles Reoords, dis.
gathered for purposes puisuant to this title may under no circum- olosure or
stances be disclosed or transferred to any individual or other agency, transfer, re-

c o pstriotion.
public, or private. 42 usc .5658

ESTABLISHMENT OF TRAINING PROGRAM

S.c. 249. (a) The Administrator shall establish within the Institute 42 Usc 5659.
a training program designed to train enrollees with respect to methods
and techniques for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delin-
quency. In carrying out this program the Administrator is authorized
to make use of available State and local services, equipment, personnel,
facilities, and the like.

(b) Enrollees in the training program established under this section
shall be drawn from correctional and law enforcement personnel,
teachers and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers,
juvenile judges and judicial personnel, probation officers, and other
persons (including lay personnel) connected with the prevention and
treatment of juvenile delinquency.

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

Stc. 250. The Administrator shall design and supervise a curricu- 42 USC 5660.
lum for the training program established by section 249 which shall
utilize an interdisciplinary approach with respect to the prevention
of juvenile delinquencyy, the treatment of juvenile delinquents, and
the diversion of youths from the juvenile justice system. Such cur-
riculum shall be appropriate to the needs of the enrollees of the
training program.

ENROLLMENT FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

Szc. 251. (a) Any person seeking to enroll in the training program Application.
established under section 249 shall transmit an application to the 42 USC 5661.
Administrator, in such form and according to such procedures as the
Administrator may prescribe.

(b) The Administrator shall make the final determination with
respect to the admittance of any person to the training program. The
Administrator, in making such deternlination, shall seek to assure that
persons admitted -to the training program are broadly representative
of the categ ries described in section 249(b).

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

PART 1--ATjIORIZATON or APPROPRIATIONS

42 USC 5671,

Additional
funds,

42 USC 5672.

42 USC 2000d-2,

42 USC 5601
note.

A p. 

Runaway Youth
Act.
42 USC 5701
note.

42 USC 5701.

SEc. 261. (a) To carry out the purposes of this title there is author-
ized to be appropriated $75,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, $125,000,000 for the fiscal year ending .June 30, 1976, and
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1977.

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under this section, the
Administration shall maintain from other law Enforcement Asist-
nice Administration appropriations other than the appropriations for

administration, at least the same level of financial assistance for jiive-
nile delinquency progranis assisted by the Law Enforcement Assist-
11nce Administration during fiscal year 1972.

NONDISCRIMINAriON. PROVISIONS

S. 262. (a) No financial assistance for any program tinder this
Act shall be provided unless the grant, contract, or agreement with
respect to such program specifically provides that no recipient of funds
will discriminate as provided in subsection (b) with respect to any
such prgrain.

(b) No person in the United States shall on the ground of race,
creed, color, sex, or national origin be excluded from participation in,
be denied the benefits of, be subjected to discrimination under, or be
denied emplowinent in connection with any program or activity receiv-
ing assistance under this Act. The provisions of the preceding sen-
tence shall be enforced in accordance with section 603 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. Section 603 of such Act shall apply with respect
to any action taken to enforce such sentence. This section shall not be
construed us affecting any other legal remedy that a person may have
if such person is excluded from participation in, denied the benefits
of, subjeieo to discrimination under, or denied employment in con-
nection with any program or activity receiving assistance tinder this
Act.

F.FCT-rIVE CLAUSE

Siw, 263. (a) Except as provided by subsection (b), the foregoing
provisions of this Act shall take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.

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

TITE III-RUNAWAY YOUTH

SHORT TITLE

SF4. 301. This title may be cited as the "Runaway Youth Act".

FINDINGS

SEc. 302. The Congress hereby finds that-
(1) the number of juveniles who leave and remain away from

home without parental permission has increased to alarming pro-
portions, creating a substantial law enforcement problem for the
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communities inundated, and significantly endangering the young
people who are without resources and live on the street;

(2) the exact nature of the problem is not well defined because
national statistics on the size and profile of the runaway youth
population are not tabulated;

(3) many such young people, because of their age and situa-
tion, are urgently in need of temporary shelter and counseling
services;

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

(5) in view of the interstate nature of the problem, it ib the
responsibility of the Federal Government to develop accurate
reporting of the problem nationally and to develop an effective
system of temporary care outside the law enforcement structure.

RULES

Szc. 303. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (here-
inafter referred to as the "Secretary") may prescribe such rules as he
considers necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
title.

PArr A-GsA .'r PROGRAM

PU-OS OF GRANT PROGRAM

Src. 311. The Secretary is authorized to make grants and to provide
technical assistance to localities and nonprofit private agencies in
accordance with the provisions of this part. Grants under this part
shall be made for the purpose of developing local facilities to deal
primarily with the immediate needs of runaway youth in a manner
'which is outside the law enfrCIenmnt-structure and juvenile justice
system. The size of such grant shall be determined by the number of
runaway youth in the community and the existing availability of
services. Among applicants priority shall be given to private organiza-
tions or institutions which have had pnst experience in dealing with
runaway youth.

ELIGIBILITY

Szc. 312. (a) To be eligible for assistance under this part, an appli-
cant shall propose to establish, strengthen, or fund an existing or
proposed runaway house, a locally controlled facility providing tem-
porary shelter, and counseling services to juveniles who have left
home.without permission of their parents or guardians.

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

(1) shall be located in an area which is demonstrably frequented
by or easily reachable by runaway youth;

(2) shall have a maximum capacity of no more than twenty
children, with a ratio pf staff _tochildren of sufficient portion to
assure adequate supervision and treatment;

(3) shall develop adequate plans for contacting the child's
parents or relatives (if such action is required by State law) and
assuring the safe return of the child according to the best interests
of the child, for contacting local government officials pursuant to
informal arrangements established with such officials by the run-
away house, and for providing for other appropriate alternative
living arrangements;

42 USC 5702e

Localities and
nonprofit
agencies$ as-
sistanoe.
42 USC 5711.

42 USC 5712,

Runaway house,
requirements.
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Aftercare counsel-
ing.

Records, infor-
mation disclosure,
restriction.

Annual reports
to Secretary.

Budget estimate.

42 USC 5713.

42 USC 5713.

Report to
Con press.
42 USC 5715.

(4) shall develop an adequate pla for ssrilig I1 Vhi- hl-
tions with law enforcenwiet peaomuil. and the ret ,r of rnimawny
youths from correctional institutions-,
' (5) shall develop an adequate plan for aftercare counseling
involving runaway youth and their parents within the State. in
which the runaway house is located and for assuring, as possible,
that aftercase services will be provided to those children who are
returned beyond the State in whioh the runaway house is located;

(6) shall keep adequate statistical records profiling the children
and parents which it serves except that records maintained on
individual runaway youths shall not be disclosed without parental
consent to anyone other than another agency compiling statistical
records or a government agency involved in the disposition of
criminal charges against an individual runaway youth, and
reports or other documents based on such statistical records shall
not disclose the identity of individual runaway youths;

(7) shall submit annual reports to the Secretary detailing how
the house has been able to meet the goals of its plans and report.
ing the statistical summaries required by paragraph (6) ;

(8) shall demonstrate its ability to operate'under accounting
procedures and fiscal control devices as required by the Secretary;

(9) shall submit a budget estimate with respect to the plan
submitted by such house under this subsection; and

(10) shall supply such other information as the Secretary
reasonably deems necessary.

APPROVAL, BY SECRETARY

Sr.c. 313. An application by a State, locality, or nonprofit private
agency for a pant ander this part may be approved by the Secre.
tary only if it is consistent with the applicabl e provisions of this
part and meets the requirements set forth in section 312. Priority shall
be given to grants smaller than $75,000. In considering grant applica-
tions under this part, priority shall be given to any applicant whose
program budget is smaller than $100000.

GRANTS TO PRIVATE AUENCiF S STAFING

Sic. 314. Nothing in this part shall be construed to deny grants to
nonprofit private agencies which are fully controlled by private boards
or persons but which in other respects meet the requirements of this
part and agree to be legally responsible for the operation of the
runaway house. Nothing in this part shall give the Federal Govern-
ment control over the staffing and personnel decisions of facilities
receiving Federal funds.

REPoRTr

S c. 316. The Secretary shall annually report to the Congress on the
status and accomplishments of the runaway houses which are funded
under this part, with part icular attent ion to-

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

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

(3) their effectiveness in strengthening family relationships
and encouraging stable living conditions for children; and
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(4) their effectiveness in helping youth decide upon a future
course of action.

FEDERAL 8HARE

SEC. 316. (a) The Federal share for the acquisition and renovation 42 Usc 5716.
of existing structures, the provision of counseling services, staff train-
ing, and the general costs of operations of such facility's budget for
any fiscal year shall be 90 per centum. The non-Federal share may be Non-Federal
in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated by the Secretary, including plant, shire.
equipment, or services.

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

PART B-STATISTICAL SURVEY

SURVEY; REPORT

SEc. 321. The Secretary shall gather information and carry out a 42 USC 5731.
comprehensive statistical survey defining the major characteristic of
the runaway youth population and determining the areas of the
Nation most affected. Such survey shall include the age, sex and socio-
economic background of runaway youth, the places from which and to
which children run, and the relationship between running away and
other illegal behavior. The Secretary shall report the results of such Report to
information gathering and survey to the Congress not later than Congress.
June 30,1975.

- RECORDS

SE.c. 322. Records containing the identity of individual runaway
youths gathered for statistical purposes pursuant to section 321 may
under no circumstances be disclosed or transferred to any individual
or to any public or private agency.

PART C-AUTIKORZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SFC. 331. (a) To carry out the purposes of part A of this title there
is authorized to be appropriated for each of the fiscal years ending
June 30, 1975, 1976, and 1977, the sum of $10,000,000.

(b) To carry out the purposes of part B of this title there is
aut horized to be appropriated the sum of $500,000.

TITLE IVW-EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT OF THE
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

YOUTil DEVELOPMENT DEMONWFRATIONS

Shc. 401. Title I of the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act is
amended (1) in the caption thereof, by inserting "AND DEMON-
STRATION PROGRAMS" after "SERVICES"; (2) following the
caption thereof, by inserting "PART A-CoMmuNrY-BASED CooRDI-
wATED YouTm Sviczs"- (3) in sections 101, 102(a), 102(b) (1),
102(b) (2),103(a) (including paragraph (1) thereof), 104(a) (includ.
ing paragraphs (l), (4), (5), (7), and (10) thereof), and 104(b) by
striking out "title" and inserting "I'part" in liet thereof: and (4) by
inserting at the end of the title following new part:

Disclosure or
trnsfer, re-
striot ion,
42 USC 5732,

42 USC 5751.

42 USC 3811.

42 JSC 3812-
3814.

67-988 0 - 76 - 3
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Cranta.
42 'ISe 3821

Limitation.

42 1SC 3898.

42 USC 37,j1
note,
Repeal*
42 "SC 3889.

42 USC 3583.

42 USC 3882.
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"IAiwr B- :MoxsrATIo's IN Yovi- I)1vr.uori-t,:xT

"Sic. 105. (a) For the purpose of assisting the demonstration of
innovative al)l)roaches to youth development anid the prevention and
treatment of delinquent behavior (including payment of all or part of
the costs of ininor remodeling or alteration), the Secretary may make
grants to any State (or political suxivision thereof), any agency
thereof, and any nonprofit private agency, institiltion, or organization
that submits to the Secretary, a tisrc time and in such forim and man-
ner as the Secretar'v's regulations shall pres'rihe. all application con-
taining a decriptio'n of the purpo ses for which the grant is sought and
assurances satisfactory to the Secretary that the applicant will use
the grant for the plurl)oes for which it is provided and will comply
with surh requimcumellnts relating to tile submission oi reports. methods
of fiscal accounting, the inspection and audit of records and other mate-
rials, iuid such other'rules, regulations, standards, and procedures, as
the Secretary may impose to assure the fulfillment of the purposes of
this Act.

"(b) No demonstration may be assisted by a grant under this section
for more than one year."

CONSULTATION

SvA'. 4012. (a) Section 408 of such Act is amended by adding at the
end of sulbsection (a) thereof the following new subsection:

"(b) The Secretary shall consult with the Attorney General for the
lmriose of coordinating the development and inp lenlientation of pro-
grais and activities funded under this Act with those related pro-
grams and activities funded under the Omnibus ('rini Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968";
and by deleting subsection (b) thereof.

(b) Section 409 is repealed.

R)PEAL OF MINIMUM STATE ALIAYIMENTS

S:'. 403. Section 403(h) (d such Act is rewaled. and section 403(a)
of such Act is redesignated section 403.

EXTENSION( OF PROGRAM

Src. 404. Section 402 of such Act, as amended by this Act, is further
amended in the. first sentence by inserting after "fiscal year" the follow-
ing: "and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal year 1975".

TITLE V-1MISCELLANEOUS AN!) CONFORMING
AMENI)MENTS

PAr A-AMF,.N'DMm: TO THE FFI)ERAL JUVENILE
DELINQUENcy At-r

SyEc. 501. Section 5031 of title 18, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows:
"§ 5031. Definitions

"For the purposes of this chapter, a juvenilee is a person who has not
attained his eighteenth birthday, or for the purlose of proceedings
and disposition under this chapter for an alleged act of juvenile delin-
quenchy, a person who has not attained his twenty-first birthday, and
'juvenile delinquency' is the violation of a law of the United States
committed by a person prior to his eighteenth birthday which would
have been a crime if committed by an adult."
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DINQUENCY PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT COURTS

Sw. 502. Section 5032 of title 18, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows:
"§ 5032. Delinquency proceedings in district courts; transfer for

criminal prosecution
"A juvenile alleged to have committed an act of juvenile delin-

quency shall not be proceeded against in any court of the United States
unless the Attorney General, after investigation, certifies to an appro-
priate district court of the United States that the juvenile court or
other appropriate court of a State (1) does not have jurisdiction or
refuses to assume jurisdiction over Sid juvenile with respect to such
alleged act of juvenile delinquency, or (2) does not have available
programs ond services adeuate for the needs of juveniles.

"If the Attorney General does not so certify, such juvenile shall be
surrendered to the appropriate legal authorities of such State.

"If an- alleged juvenile delinquent is not surrendered to the
authorities of a State or the District of Columbia pursuant to this
section, any proceedings against him shall be in an appropriate district
ourt of the United States. For such purposes, the court may be con-

vened at any time and place within the district, in chambers or other-
wise. The Attorney General shall proceed by information, and-no
criminal prosecution shall be instituted for the alleged act of juvenile
delinquency except as provided below.

"A juvenile who is alleged to have committed an act of juvenile
delinquency and who is not surrendered to State authorities shall
be proceeded against under this chapter unless he has requested in
writing upon advice of counsel to be proceeded against as an adult,
except that, with respect to a juvenile sixteen years and older alleged
to have- committed an act after his sixteenth birthday which if
committed by an adult would be a felony punishable by a maximum
penalty of ten years imprisonment or more, life imprisonment, or
death, criminal prosecution on the basis of the alleged act may be
begun by motion to transfer of the Attorney Genera in the appro-
priate district court of the United States, if such court finds, after
hearing, such transfer would be in the interest of justice.

"Evidence of the following factors shall be considered, and findings
with regard to each factor shall be made in the record, in assessing
whether a transfer would be in the interest of justice: the age and
swaial background of the juvenile; the nature of the alleged offense;
the extent and nature of the juvenile's prior delinquency record; the
juvenile's prsent intellectual development and psychological
maturity; the nature of past treatment efforts and the juvenile's
response to such efforts; the availability of programs designed to treat
the juvenile's behavioral problems.

61easonable notice of the transfer hearing shall be given to the
juvenile, his parents, guardian, or custodian and to his counsel. The
juvenilra shall be assisted by counsel during the transfer hearing, and
at every other critical stage of the proceedings.

"Once a juvenile has entered a plea of guilty or the proceeding has
reached the stage that evidence has begun to be taken with respect to a
crime or an alleged act of juvenile elinquency subsequent criminal
prosecution or juvenile proceedings based upon such alleged act of
delinquency shall be barred.
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"Statements made by a juvenile prior to or during a transfer hear-
ing under this section shall not be admissible at subsequent criminal
prosecutions."

CUSTODY

Sw. 503. Section 5083 of title 18, United States Code is amended
to read as follows:
"§ 5033. Custody prior to appearance before magistrate

"Whenever a juvenile is taken into custody for an alleged act of
juvenile delinquency, the arresting officer shall immediately advise
such juvenile of his legal rights, in language comprehensive to a
juvenile, and shall immediately notify the Attorney General and the
Juveniles parents, guardian, or custodian of such custody. The arrest-
ing officer shall also notify the parents, guardian, or custodian of therights of the juvenile and of the nature of the alleged offense.

"The juvenile shall be taken before a magistrate forthwith. In no
event shall the juvenile be detained for longer than a reasonable period
of time before being brought before a magistrate."

DUTIMB OF XAGITrMATZ

So. .504. Section 5034 of title 18, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows:
"§ 5034. Duties of magistrate

"The magistrate shall insure that the juvenile is represented by
counsel before proceeding with critical stages of the proceedings.
Counsel shall be assigned to represent a juvenile when the juvenile
and his parents, guairian, or custodian are financially unable to obtain
adequate representation. In cases where the juvenile and his parents,
guardian, or custodian are financially able to obtain adequate repre-
sentation but have not retained counsel, the magistrate may assign
counsel and order the payment of reasonable attorney's fees or may
direct the juvenile, his parents, guardian, or custodian to retain private
counsel within a specified period of time.

"The magistrate may appoint a guardian ad item if a parent or
guardian of the juvenile is not present, or if the magistrate has reason
to believe that the parents or guardian will not cooperate with the
juvenile in preparing for trial, or that the interests of the parents or
guardian and those of the juvenile are adverse.

"If the juvenile has not been discharged before his initial appear-
ance before the magistrate, the magistrate shall release the juvenile
to his parents, guardian custodian, or other responsible party (includ-
ing, but not limited to the director of a shelter-care facility upon their
promise to bring such juvenile before the appropriate court when
requested by such court unless the magistrate determines, after hear-
ing, at which the juvenile is represented by counsel, that the detention
of such juvenile is required to secure his timely appearance before the
appropriate court or to insure his safety or that of others"

DETrNTION

Szc. 505. Section 50 of this title is amended to read as follows:
"5035. Detention prior to disposition

"A juvenile alleged to be delinquent may be detained only in a
juvenile facility or such other suitable place as the Attorney General

" SM. 11-15
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may designate. Whenever possible, detention shall be in a foster lio ite
or community based facility located in or near his home community.
The Attorney General shall not cause any juvenile alleged to be
delinquent to be detained or confined in any institution in which the
juvenile has regular contact with adult persons convicted of a crime
or awaiting trial on criminal charges. Insofar as possible. ailegred
delinquents shall be kept separate from adjudicated delinquents. Every
juvenile in custody shall be provided witi adequate food. heat, light.
sanitary facilities, bedding, clothing, recreation. education, and m1iedi-
cal care, including necessary psychiatric, psychological, or other care
11n1d treatmentt"

SPEEDY TRIAL

Szc. 506. Section 5036 of this title is amended to read as follows: 18 USc 5036.

"§ 503& Speedy trial
"If an alleged delinquent who is in detention pending trial is not

brought to trial within thirty days front the date upon which such
detention was begun, the information shall be dismissed on motion of
the alleged delinquent or at the direction of the court, unless.the
Attorney General shows that additional delay was caused by the juve-
nile or his counsel, or consented to by the juvenile and his counsel, or
would be in the interest of justice in the particular case. Delays attrib-
utable solely to court calendar congestion may not be considered in
the interest of justice. Except in extraordinary circumstances, an
information dismissed under this section may not he institutede"

DISPOSITION

SEc. 507. Section .5037 is amended to read as'follows:
"5037. Dispositional hearing

"(a) If a juvenile is adjudicated delinquent, a separate dispositional
hearing shall be held no later than twenty court days after trial unless
the court has ordered further study in accordance with subsection (c).
Copies of the presentence report shall be provided to the attorneys for

the juvenile and the Government a reasonable time in advance of
thehearing.

"(b) The court may suspend the adjudication of delinquency or the
disposition of the delinquent on such conditions as it deems proper,
place him on probation, or commit him to the custody of the Attorney
General. Probation, commitment, or commitment iii accordance with
subection (c) shall not extend beyond the juvenile's twenty-first birth-
day or the maximum term which could have been imposed on an adult
convicted of the same offense whichever is sooner, unless the juvenile
has attained his nineteenth birthday at the -time of disposition, in
which case probation, commitment, or conumitment in accordance with
subsection (c) shall not exceed the lesser of two years or the maximum
term which could have been imposed on an adult convicted of the same
offense.

"(c) If the court desires more detailed information concerning an
alleged or adjudicated delinquent, it may commit him, after notice and
hearing at which the juvenile is represented by counsel, to the custody
of the Attorney General for observation and study by an appropriate
agency. Such observation and study shall be conducted on an out-
patient basis, unless the court determines that inpatient observation
and study are necessary to obtain the desired information. In the case
of an alleged juvenile delinquent, inpatient study may be ordered only

18 USC 5037,
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with the consent of the juvenile and his attorney. The agency shall
make a complete study of the alleged or adjudicated delinquent to
ascertain his personal traits, his capabilities, his background, any pre-
vious delinquency or criminal experience, any mental or physical
defect, and any other relevant factors. The Attorney General shall sub-
mit to the court and the attorneys for the juvenile and the Government
the results of the study within thirty days after the commitment of the
juvenile, unless the court grants additional time."

JUVDNILE RECORDS

S.c. 508. Section 5038 is added, to read as follows:
"§ 5038. Use of Juvenile records

"4(a) Th roughout the juvenile delinquency proceeding the court
shall safegur the records from discloreUpntecnptonf
any juvenile delinquency proceeding whether or not there is an adjudi-
cation the district court shall order the entire Mie and record of such
proceeding sealed. After such sealing, the court shall not release these
records except to the extent necessary to meet the following
circumstances:

"(1) inquiries received from another court of law;
2"() inquiries from an agency preparing a presentence report

for another court;
"(3) inquiries from law enforcement agencies where the request

for information is related to the investigation of a crime or a posi-
tion within that agency;

"(4) inquiries, in writing, from the director of a treatment
agency or the director of a facility to which the juvenile has been
committed by the court; and

"(5) inquiries from an agency considering the person for a posi-
tion immediately and directly affecting the national security.

Unless otherwise authorized by *this section, information about the
sealed record may not be released when the request for information is
related to an application for employment, license, bonding, or any
civil right or privilege. Responsesto sueh inquiries shall not be differ-
ent from responses made about persons who have never been involved
in a delinnuency proceeding.

"(b) District courts exercising jurisdiction over any juvenile shall
inform the juvenile, and his parent or guardian. in ;writing in clear
and nontechnical language, of rights relating to the sealing of his
juvenile record.

"(c) During the course of any juvenile delinquency proceeding, all
information and records relating to the proceeding. which are obtained
or prepared in the discharge of an official duty by an employee of the
court or an employee of any other governmental agency, shall not be
disclosed directly or indirectly to anyone other than the Judge, counsel
for the juvenile and the government, or others entitled under this sec-
tion to receive sealed records.

"(d) Unless a juvenile who is taken into custody is prosecuted as
an adult-

"(1) neither the fingerprints nor a photograph shall be taken
without the written consent of the judge , and

"(2) neither the name nor picture of any juvenile shall be made
public by any medium of public information in connection with a
juvenile delinquency proceeding."
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COMMITMENT

SEC. 509. Section 5039 is added, to read as follows:
"§ 5039. Commitment

"No juenile committed to the custody of the Attorney General may
be placed or retained in an adult jail or correctional institution in
which he has regular contact with adults incarcerated because they
have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charge

"Every juvenile who has been committed shall be provided with
adequate food, heat light, sanitary facilities, beddi ng, clothing, recr-e-
at ion, counseling, education, training, and medical care including nec-
essary psychiatric, psychological, or other care and treatment.

"Whenever possible, the Attorney General shall commit a juvenile
to a foster home or community-based facility located in or near his
home community."

SUPPORT

SEc. 510. Section 5040 is added, to read as follows:
"§ 5040. Support

"The Attorney General may contract with any public or private
agency or individual and such community-based facilities as halfway
houses and foster homes for the observation and study and the custody
and care of juveniles in his custody. For these purposes, the Attorney
General may prontulgate such regulations as are necessary and may
use the appropriation for 'stipport of United States prisoners- or such
other appropriations as he may designate."

PAROLE

Sh:c. 511. Section 5041 is added to read as follows:
"§ 5041. Parole

"The Board of Parole shall release from custody, on such conditions
as it deems necessary, each juvenile delinquent who has been com-
mitted. as soon as the Board is satisfied that he is likely to remain at
liberty without violating the law and when such release would be in the
interest of justice."

REVOCATION

SEc. 512. Section 5042 is added to read as follows:
"§ 5042. Revocation of parole or probation

"Any juvenile parolee or probationer shall be accorded notice and a
hearing vith counsel before his parole or probation can be revoked."

Ss~c. 513. The table of actionss of chapter 403 of this title is amended
to read as follows:
"See.
"1801. Definitions.
"5032. Delinquency proceedings in district courts; transfer for criminal

prosecution.
8033. Custody prior to appearance before magistrate.

'5034. Duties of magistrate.
"505. Detention prior to disposition.
"5036. Speedy trial.
"1567. Dispositional hearinS.
"5038. Use of Juvenile records.
'8039. Commitment.
"5040. Support.
"5041. Parole.
,5042. Revocation of parole or probation.".

18 USC 5039e
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PART B-NAoNAL INwrrru'r or ConuEVNos

Sr-c. 521. Title 18, United States Code, is amended by adding a new
chapter 319 to read as follows:

"CHAPTER 319.-NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
CORRECTIONS

Establishment. "SEc. 4351. (a) There is hereby established within the Bureau of
18 usc 4351. Prisons a National Institute of Corrections.

"(b) The overall policy and operations of the National Institute of
Memberships Corrections shall be under the supervision of an Advisory Board. The

Board shall consist of sixteen members. The following six individuals
shall serve as members of the Commission ex officio: the Director of
the Federal Bureau of Prisons or his designee, the Administrator of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration or his designee,
Chairman of the United States Parole Board or his designee, the
Director of the Federal Judicial Center or his designee, the Deputy
Assistant Administrator for the National Institute for Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention or his designee, and the Assistant
Secretary for Human Development of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare or his designee.

"(c) The remaining ten members of the Board shall be selected as
follows:

"(1) Five shall be appointed initially by the Attorney General of
the United States for staggered terms; one member shall serve for one
year, one member for two years, and three members for three years.
Upon the expiration of each member's term, the Attorney General
shall appoint successors who will each serve for a term of three years.
Each member selected shall be qualified as a practitioner (Federal,
Stare, or local) in the field of corrections, probation, or parole.

"(2) Five shall be appointed initially by the Attorney General of
the United States for staggered terms, one member shall serve for one
year, three members for two years, and one member for three years."
Upon the expiration of each member's term the Attorney General shall
appoint successors who will each serve for a term of three years. Each
member selected shall be from the private sector, such as business,
labor, and education, having demonstrated an active interest in cor-
rections, probation, or parole.

Compensation for "(i) The members of the lioard shall not, by reason of such mem-
expenses* bers)ip, be deemed officers or employees of the LVrnited States. Members

of the Commission who are full-tim, officers or employees of the United
States shall serve without additional compensation. but shall be reim-
bursed for travel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred in
the performance of the duties vested inthe Board. Other members of
the Board shall, while attending meetings of the Board or while
engaged in duties related to such meetings or in other activities of the
Commission pursuant to this title, be entitled to receive compensation
at the rate not to exceed the daily equivalent of the rate authorized for

5 UsC 5332 GS-18 by section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, including travel.
note, time, and while away from their homes or regular places of business

may be allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence equal to that authorized by section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code, for persons in the Government service employed intermittently.

Chairman and "(e) The Board shall elect a chairman from among its members who
vi oe-ohairman, shall serve for a term of one year. The members of the Board shall

also elect one or more members as a vice-chairman.

80 STAT. 1139.
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"(f) The Board is authorized to appoint, without regard to the Appointmerr
civil service laws, technical, or other advisory committees to advise the oommittees
Institute with respect to the administration of this title as it deems
appropriate. Members of these committees not otherwise employed by
the United States, while engaged in advising the Institute or attending
meetings of the committees, shall be entitled to-receive compensa-
tion at the rate fixed by the Board but not to exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the rate authorized for GS-18 by section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code, and while away from their homes or regular places of 5 USC 5332
business may be allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu note.
of subsistence equal to that authorized by section 57a3pf title 5, United
States Code, for persons in the Government service employed
intermittently.

"(g) The Board is authorized to delegate its powers Unlder this title Delegation
to such pe -ons as it deems appropriate, powers.

"(h) 'he Institute shall be under the supervision of an oiicer to Direotor.
be known as the 1)irector, who shall be appointed by the Attorney
General after consultation with the Board. The )irector shall have
authority to supervise the organization, employees, enrollees, finan-
cial affairs, and all other operations of the Institute and may employ
such staff, faculty, and administrative personnel, subject to the civil
service and classifications laws, as are necessary to the functioning of
the Institute. rhe I)irector shall have the power to acquire and hold
real and personal property for the Institute and may receive gifts,
donations, and trusts on behalf of the Institute. The I)irector shall
also have the power to appoint such technical or other advisoy oun-
oils comprised of consultants to guide and advise theTBoard. The
)irector is authorized to delegate his powers under this title to such

persons as he deems appropriate.
"SC. 4352. (a) In addition to the other powers, express and implied, Additional

the Nationaf Institute of Corrections shall have authority- authority.
"(1) to receive from or make grants to and enter into contracts 18 USC 435'

with Federal, State, and general units of local government, public
and private agencies, educational institutions, organizations, and
individuals to carry out the purposes of this chapter;

"(2) to serve as a clearinghouse and information center for
the collection, preparation, and dissemination of information on
corrections, including, but not limited to, programs for preven-
tion of crime and recidivism, training of corrections personnel,
and rehabilitation and treatment of criminal and juvenile
offenders;

"(3) to assist and serve in a consulting capacity to Federal,
State, and local courts, departments, and agencies ii! the develop-
ment, maintenance, and coordination of programs, facilities, and
services, training, treatment, and rehabilitation with respect to
criminal and juvenile offenders;

"(4) to encourage and assist Federal, State, and local govern-
ment programs and services, and programs and services of other
public and private agencies, institutions, and organizations in
their efforts to develop and implement improved corrections
programs;

" 5) to devise and conduct, in various geographical locations,
seminars, workshops, and training programs for law enforcement
officers, judges, and judicial personnel, probation and parole per-
sonnel, correctional personnel, welfare workers, and other per-
solis, including lay ex-offenders, and paraprofessional personnel,
connected with the treatment and rehabilitation of criminal and
juvenile offenders;

tof

of

2,
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"(6) to develop technical training teams to aid in the develop-
ment of seminars, workshops, and training programs within the
several States and with the State and local agencies which work
with priners, parolees, probationers, and other offenders;

"(7) to conduct, encourage, and coordinate research relating
to corrections, including the causes, prevention, diagnosis, and
treatment of criminal offenders;

"(8) to formulate and disseminate correctional policy, goals,
standards, and recommendations for Federal, State, and local
correctional agencies, organizations, institutions, and personnel;

"(9) to conduct evaluation programs which study the effective-
ness of new approaches, techniques, systems, programs, and
devices employed to improve the corrections system;

"(10) to receive from any Federal department or agency such
statistics, data, program reports, and other material as the Insti-
tute deems necessary to carry out its functions. Each such depart-
ment or agency is authorized to cooperate with the Institute and
shall to the maximum extent practicable, consult with and fur-
nish information to the Institute;

"(11) to arrange with and reimburse the heads of Federal
departments and agencies for the use of personnel, facilities, or
equipment of such departments and agencies;

"(12) to confer with and avail itself of the assistance, services,
records, and facilities of State and local governments or other
public or private agencies, organizations or individuals;

;'(13) to enter into contracts with public or private agencies,
organizations, or individuals for the performance of any of the
functions of the Institute; and

"(14) to procure the services of experts and consultants in
accordance with section 3109 of title 5 o? the United States Code,
at rates of compensation not to exceed the daily equivalent of the
rate authorized for GS-18 by section 5332 of title 5 of the United
States Code.

"(b) The Institute shall on or before the 31st day of December of
each year submit an annual report for the preceding fiscal year to the
President and to the Congress. The report shall include a compre-
hensive and detailed report of the Institute's operations, activities,
financial condition, and accomplishments under this title and may
include such recommendations related to corrections as the Institute
deems appropriate.

"(c)-Each recipient of assistance under this shall keep such records
as the Institute shall prescribe, including records which fully disclose
the amount and disposition by such recipient of the proceeds of such
assistance, the total cost of the .project or undertaking in connection
with which such assistance is given or used, and the amount of that
portion of the cost of the pro ect or undertaking supplied by other
sources, and such other records as will facilitate an effective audit.

"(d) The Institute, and the Comptrol!er General of the United
States, or any of their duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for purposes of audit and examinations to any books, docu-
ments, papers, and records of the recipients that are pertinent to the
grants received under this chapter.

"(e) The provision of this section shall apply to all recipients of
assistance under this title, whether by direct grant or contract from
the Institute or by subgrant or subcontract from primary grantees or
contractors of the Institute.

"SEC. 4353. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such
funds as may be required to carry out the purposes of this chapter."

88 STATe 1141
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PAW 0-0ONFORMINO AMENDMENTS

Sm. 541. (a) The section titled "DECLARATION AND PURPOSe" in title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
amended (82 Stat. 197; 84 Stat. 1881; 87 Stat. 197), is amended by 42 usc 3701.
i serting immediately after the second paragraph thereof the follow-
inf new paragraph:

'Congress fnds further that the high incidence of delinquency in
the United States today results in enormous annual cost and im-
measurable loss in human life, personal security, and wasted human
resources, and that juvenile delinquency constitutes a growing threat
to 'he national welfare requiring immediate and comprehensive action
by the Federal Government to reduce and prevent delinquency.".

(b) Such section is further amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

"It is therefore the further declared policy of Congress to provide
the necessary resources, leadership, and coordination to (1) develop
and implement effective methods of preventing and reducing juvenile
delinquency; (2) to develop and conduct effective programs to prevent
delinquency, to divert juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice
system and to provide critically needed alternatives to institutionali-
zation; (3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United
States; and (4) to increase the capacity of State and local govern-
ments and public and private agencies to conduct effective juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation programs and
to provide research evaluation, and training services in the field of
juvenile justice and Aelinquency prevention.".

Sc. 542. The third sentence of section 203(a) of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as amended
(82 Stat. 197; 84 Stat, 1881; 87 Stat. 197), is amended to read as fol-42 USC 3723.

'lows: "The State planning agency and any regional planning units
within the State shall, within their respective jurisdictions, be repre-
sentative of the law enforcement and criminal justice agencies includ-
ing agencies directly related to the prevention and control of juvenile
delinquency, units of general local government, and public agencies
maintaining programs to reduce and control crime, and shall include
representatives of citizens, professional, and community organizations
Including organizations directly related to dclinqjuency prevention.".

SC. 543. Section 303(a) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by adding after the first sen-42 USC 3733,
tence the following: "In order to receive formula grants under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 a State shall
submit a plan for carrying out the purposes of that Act in accordance
with this section and section M3 of that Act.". -Ant p. 1119o

SEC. 544. Section 520 of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by (1) inserting "(a)" after 42 USC $768.
"Sre. 520." and (2) by inserting at the end thereof the following:

"(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261(a)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the , r. 1129.
Administration shall expend from other Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration appropriations, other than the appropriations for
administration, at least the same level of financial assistance for juve-
nile delinquency programs as was expended by the Administration
during fiscal year 1972.".

Si-'. 545. Pait F of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 42 USC 3751.-
lowing new- sections:
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42 USC 3772.

42 USC 3773.

Ante, p. 1112.
42 VSC 3774.

5 USC 5332
note.

"Sc. 526. The Administrator is authorized to accept and employ,
in carrying out the provisions of this Act, voluntary and uncompen-
sated services notwithstanding the provisions of section 3679(b) of
the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665(b) ).

"Suc. 527. Al programs concerned with juvenile delinquency and
administered by the Administration shall be administered or subject
to the licy direction of the office established b section 201 (a) of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention let of 1974.

"S 528. (a) The Administrator is authorized to select, employ,
and fix the compensatioh of such officers and employees, including
attorneys as are necessary to perform the functions vested in him and
to prescribe their fmctionL

" (b) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 5108 of title 5, United
States Code, and without prejudice with respect to the number of
positions otherwise placed in the Administration under such section
5108, the Administrator may place three positions in (8-16, 0S-17,
and GS-18 under section 5382 of such title 5.".

Approved September 7, 1974.
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FORD ADMINISTRATION STIFLES JUVENILE
JUSTICE PROGRAM

TUESDAY, APRIL 29, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SUBcommrrrrE To INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY,

COMMITTEE ON THE JFDIIARY,Vashfttoi, D.O.

The subcommittee (composed of Senators Bay I, Hart, Burdick,
Kennedy, Tunney, Hruska, lFong, and Mlathias) met, pursuant to
notice, at 9:40 a.m., in room 318, Russell Senate Office Building,
Senator B1irch Bayh (chairman of the subcommittee), presiding.

Present: Senator Bayh.
Also present: John M. Rector, staff director and chief counsel;

Mary KIaaren Jolly, editorial director and chief clerk; Alice Van-
Landingham, assistant to the chief counsel; Kevin 0. Faley, assistant
counsel; Gordon G. Alexander, research assistant; and Ray Yuen,
minority staff assistant to Senator Fong.

Senator BAYH. We will convene our hearing this morning.
The subcommittee's enabling resolution, S. Res. 72, section 12, 94th

Congress, is hereby noted for the record. Also, I will ask to be in-
cluded in the record the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency- Prevention
Act of 1974, Public Law 93-415.'

Immediately after my opening statement, we will have a state-
ment from our distinguished Republican member, Senator Mathias,
who very eloquently expresses his support for this program ahd con-
cludes by saying, 'I applaud this oversight effort which the subcom-
mittee has undertaken, and regret that instead of an opportunity to
review the early activities of the program we are still considering
how to launch this ship, but if we must continue to struggle to ob-
tain the proper attention to juvenile justice, then we shall do so. I
am resolved, and I know you are, also, Mr. Chairman." -

Senator Mathias has been one of our most adamant supporters.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BIRCH BAYH, CHAIRMAN

Senator BAYH. It is unfortunate that today's hearing will not actu-
ally assess the numerous steps which should have been taken to imple-
ment the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974-
Public Law, 93-415-which passed the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives last summer by votes of 88 to 1 and 329 to 20, respectively.

'See pp. Xt-zLIV. (1)
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In fact, since the Ford administration has responded to this congres-
sional mandate with little more than indifference, the impetus for the
hearing and its focus is to attempt to fathom the reasoning which
underlies their public policy designed to stifle a major bipartisan con-
gressional and citizens mandate tailored to address the soaring rate of
juvenile crime and to prevent delinquency.

The act is designed specifically to prevent young people from
entering our failing juvenile justice system, and to assist communi-
ties in developing more sensible and economic approaches for young-
sters already in the juvenile justice system. It creates an OMfice of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration of the Department of Justice to
coordinate all Federal juvenile justice programs now scattered
throughout the Federal Government. It establishes a National Ad-
visory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to advise LEAA on Federal juvenile delinquency programs. It also
provides for block grants to State and local governments and grants
to public and private agencies to develop juvenile justice programs
with special emphasis on alternative treatment and prevention.

Who can dispute the need for immediate action? The recently
released Federal Bureau of Investigation report on trends in crime
for 1974 presents a frightening picture of the rising tide of criminal
activity in America. Serious crime in the United States rose 17 per-
cent last year, the highest annual increase since the FBI began col-
lecting crime data 45 years ago. In fact, the increase for the final
quarter of 1974 had reached 19 percent.

The suburban increase for last year was 20 percent while crime in
rural areas increased 21 percent. In smaller communities-under
10,000-crime increased by 24 percent last year while robbery went
up by 30 percent.

It is important to stress that these are problems that impact on
the lives of our citizens in rural, suburban, and urban areas. In fact,
one who reviews the top 50 crime centers, based on the number of
serious crimes per 100,000, will discover Phoenix, Ariz.; Daytona
Beach, Fla.; Fresno, Calif.; and Albuquerque, N. Mex. among thie top
10 in the Nation.

The seriousness of the present situation was dramatically under-
scored in testimony submitted just 2 weeks ago at our subcommittee's
inquiry into juvenile delinquency in our elementary and secondary
schools. It was estimated at that hearing that vandalism in our
schools is costing the American taxpayer over $590 million per year.
Moreover, a survey of 757 school districts across the country con-
ducted by the subcommittee staff found that teachers and students are
being murdered, assaulted and robbed in the hallways, playgrounds,
and classrooms of American schools at an ever-escalating rate. Be-
tween 1970 and 1973, for instance, 362 teachers were assaulted in
Dayton, Ohio, schools. In the Kansas City school system over 250
teachers were attacked in that same period. Each year, in fact, ap-
proximitely 70,000 teachers are physically assaulted in this country--
ranging from the shooting death of an elementary school principal
in Chicago by one of his pupils, to the beating of a high school math
teacher in Omaha just last month.
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ADMINISTRATION'S GAP BETWEEN RHETORIC AND REALITY

Obviously we are confronting a very serious situation and I, for
one, am becoming increasingly frustrated with the enormous gap
between the rhetoric and the reality of this administration's concern
over rising crime. We cannot begin to solve the problems of crime
in our businesses, streets, and homes by gathering statistics and
wringing our hands over the sad picture they present.

It is quite apparent that the increase in crime in America is largely
a product of the rapidly escalating crime level among our young
people. While youths between the ages of 10 and 17 make up 16
percent of our population they account for fully 45 recent o all
persons arrested for serious crime; 51 percent of those arrested for
property crimes and 23 percent for violent crimes had not yet reached
their 18th birthday. That part of our population under 22 years old
account for 61 percent of the total criminal arrests in this country.

This is not the first occasion on which I have found it appropriate
to emphasize these tragic and startling statistics nor are my com-
ments solely in reaction to President Ford's recently announced de-
sire to insure domestic tranquility and to protect innocent victims of
crime.

For more than 4 years as chairman of the subcommittee, I have
stressed these concerns; but, more importantly, the failure of the
Federal Government to adequately respond to juvenile crime and to
make the prevention of delinquency a Federal priority.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is the prod-
uct of these many years of work. It was developed and supported
by bipartisan groups of citizens throughout the country and was
sent.to the President by strong bipartisan majorities in both Houses
of Congress.

The act recognizes that our present system of juvenile justice is
failing miserably. It is based on our findings that the present system
is geared primarily to react to youth offenders rather than to prevent
the youthful offense. It is, likewise, predicted on conclusive evidence
that the system fails at the crucial point when a youngster first gets
into trouble. The juvenile who takes a car for a joy ride, or the young-
ster who thinks shoplifting is a lark are often confronted by a sys-
tem of justice completely incapable of dealing with them in a con-
structive manner.

I'm all too aware of the limited alternatives available to the juve-
nile judges in communities across this Nation when they are con-
fronted with the decision of what to do with a juvenile involved in
an initial, relatively minor offense. In many instances the judge has
but two choices-send the juvenile back to the environment,, which
created these problems in the first place, with nothing more than a
stern lecture; or, incarcerate the juvenile in a system structured for
serious offenders where the youth will invariably emerge only to es-
calate the level of law violations into more serious criminal behavior.

CHILD "CRIMES" VERSUS ADULT CRIMES

In addition to the dilemma we now face as to what we do with the
young troublemaker, we are also confronted with thousands of chil-
dren who have committed no criminal act in adult terms. In fact,
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almost 40 percent of all children involved in the juvenile justice sys-
tem today have not done anything which could be considered a viola-
tion of criminal law. Yet these children-O percent are young girls-
often end up in institutions with hardenedjuvenile offenders and
adult criminals. Instead of receiving counseling and rehabilitation
outside the depersonalized environment of a jail, these youngsters
are comingled with youthful and adult offenders. There should be
little wonder that three of every four youthful offenders commit
subsequent crimes.

Some youthful offenders must be removed from their communities
for society's sake as well as their own. But the incarceration should
be reserved for those youths who cannot be handled by other alterna-
tives.

Each year an excessive number of juveniles are unnecessarily in-
carcerated in crowded juvenile or adult institutions simply because
of the lack of a workable alternative. The need for such alternatives
to provide an intermediate step between essentially ignoring a youth's
problems or adopting a course which can only make them worse, is
evident.

Past Federal efforts to provide alternatives have been inadequate
and have not recognized that the best way to combat juvenile delin-
quency is to prevent it. The act is based on the age-old proven con-
viction that an ounce of prevention is worth more than a pound of
cure. The act represents a Federal commitment to provide leader-
ship, coordination and a framework for using the Nation's resources
to assist State and local agencies, both public and private, to deal
more effectively with juvenile crime and delinquency prevention.

We recently marked the 200th anniversary of the beginning of our
struggle to establish a just and free society. From this beginning
whatever progress we have made in that direction rests in large part
on the willing ess of our people to invest in the future of succeeding
generations. I think we can do better for this young generation of
Americans than setting them adrift in schools racked by violence
and communities staggering under soaring crime rates.

I understand the President's concern that some programs be cur-
tailed to help the country to get back on its feet. But, I also believe
that when it can be demonstrated that Federal spending is an invest-
ment which can result in savings to the taxpayer far beyond the cost
of the program in question, the investment must be made.

Few areas of national concern can demonstrate the cost effective-
ness of such an investment as well as an all-out effort to reduce de-
linquency.

It is important to understand that the costs involved in our attack
on juvenile crime and delinquency which this act authorized; name-
ly, $75 million, $125 million, and $150 million for-fiscal years 1975,
1976, and 1977 respectively, are far less than the cost to" society of
continued Federal inaction.

What we want to learn today is at what point will the President
and his administration awaken to their responsibility to the Ameri-
can people? How many more of our citizens will be terrorized in
their neighborhoods, schools, businesses and homes before they get
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serious and attempt to address the problems of juvenile crime and
delinquency prevention I

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is after all
"the law of the land."

Today we want to learn:
Why the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), after tenta-

tively approving the use of available LEAA funds to begin to im-
plement the act last fall, recently reversed this decision, in spite of
specific Senate and House Appropriation Committee endorsement
of this allocation?

Why was the appointment of the National Advisory Committee,
required by law to be established by early December 1974, delayed
until March- 1975?

Why the President requested $5 million for title III of the act-
the Runaway Youth Act-for fiscal year 1976, and opposed funding
of the major grant programs for the same year?

Why the Coordinating Council, established in the act, held its first
meeting last week-more than 8 months after the President signed
the measure ?

Why the President refuses to nominate an individual I to administer
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention?

What the administration expects to happen to the numerous pro-
grams currently funded by the HEW Office of Youth Development-
representing an investment of $30 million-which were scheduled to
be transferred, at least in part, to LEAA?

What LEAA has done to implement sections of the-act requiring
State and local supervisory boards to include more representatives of
public and private individuals with expertise and experience with
youth?

What LEAA has done to meet the act's mandate that they con-
tinue to fund, from law enforcement sources, at their fiscal year 1972
level?

This morning the subcommittee will pursue these and other related
questions. We are especially pleased that so many people uniquely
qualified to answer these questions are on the agenda today. I look
forward to a productive and informative session.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES MoO. MATHIAS, JR.

Senator MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, in September 1974, President Ford
signed into law S. 821-the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of
1974. This act represents the culmination of a long-time effort on the
part of my distinguished colleague Senator Bayh and the Subcommit-
tee To Investigate Juvenile Dlinquency to develop a comprehensive
Federal program to effectively deal with the ever-mounting juvenile
delinquency problem in our Nation. I am happy to have been a part
of that effort. Today. the subcommittee wil hold hearings on the
implementation of this act, and I believe it is an appropriate time
to again stress the enormity of this problem and to rededicate our
efforts toward realizing the goals of this legislation.

I Milton L. Luger, of New York, was confirmed by the U.S. Senate to be Assistant Ad-
ministrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on November 11, 1975.

67-88 () - 76 - 4
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Mr. Chairman, I believe the following figures will tragically de-
monstrate the urgent need for a national effort to combat juvenile
delinquency:

One: It is estimated that at least 1 million youngsters under 18
will be involved with juvenile courts during 1975;

Two: One of every six boys in the Nation will be referred to juve-
nile court for delinquency before he reaches 18 years of age;

Three: According to the FBI, in the 20 years from 1952 to 1972,
juvenile arrests for serious crime increased 1,600 percent;

Four: The recidivism rate among juveniles is estimated at 74 to
85 percent;

I ive: More crime is committed by children under 15 than by adults
over 25.

Mr. Chairman, these facts are well known. They were the basis
upon which the Congress passed the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974, an act which had strong biparti-
san support and which represented the best efforts of persons of all
political persuasions.

Mr. Chairman, the problem of government at any time is one
of priorities. This is particularly true in times of austerity, such
as these. But Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the sense of
priorities within the Congress is quite clear. It is that the problem
of juvenile crime is one which demands the highest order of at-
tention. That is why we passed S. 821 last year. This is why we
provided for funds-funds specifically in addition to those already
being spent-to try and impact the problem of juvenile crime,
prevention and rehabilitation.

But despite the urgency which we feel, and the urgency we have
sought to convey, these problems continue to receive inadequate and
even casual treatment. S. 821 authorized a funding level of $75,
$125, and $150 million for fiscal years 1975, 1976, and 1977. In addi-
tion, it was the intent of Congress that an additional $10 million
be appropriated each year for 3 years to implement the Runaway
Youth Act. In signing this legislation into law, the President in-
dicated that no new moneys would be available for the implementa-
tion of this act. It is a total misrepresentation of the spirit of S. 821
to allow the diversion of funds already being spent on other juvenile
delinquency efforts in order to begin implementing this act. S. 821
also called for a governing body consisting of a 21-member Advisory
Board and an Administrator. No Administrator has yet been named.
The act stipulated that the Advisory Board nominees be named no
later than December 5, 1974; the nominees were not named until
March 19. 1975. The Board has held their first meeting, April 25,
1975, but have no Administrator to whom to report.

Mr. Chairman, I applaud this oversight effort which the sub-
committee is undertaking. I regret that., instead of an opportunity
to review the early activities of the program, we are still considering
how to launch this ship. But if we must continue to struggle to
obtain the proper attention for juvenile justice, then we shall do
so. I am resolved and I know that you are also resolved, Mr. Chair-
man.
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PRIMARY LEGISLATIVE RESPONSIBIITY

Senator BAYH. This subcommittee has the primary legislative
responsibility in the Senate of the United States to deal with the
study and hopefully make suggestions relative to the way in which
we can make progress toward diminishing the amount of juvenile
delinquency in the country.

We have developed numerous proposals over the past several
years directly relating to juvenile delinquency.

Perhaps the most significant of our legislative proposals is a
product of about 4 years of effort on the part of this subcommittee
and some 50 citizen organizations throughout the country which
was consummated in its passage--the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974, Public Law 93-415. This passed
the Senate, and the House 'of Representatives last summer by votes
of 88 to 1 and 329 to 20 respectively. Now none of us who have
labored in the drafting, forging, and ultimately its passage expected
a miracle. We did see a new progressive and comprehensive approach.
to deal with the problems of the young people in trouble, a way that
would prevent many acts of juvenile delinquency, many acts of
lawlessness and ultimately make constructive lives for juveniles
who were headed for deep trouble-perhaps lifetimes of crime,
lifetimes behind bars and in various institutional settings.

I will not belabor our witnesses and those who are here this
morning with a recitation of the tragic details of the interrelation-
ship between juvenile delinquency, juvenile crime, and the alarming
statistics that have been recently releasd from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation-citing once again that crime has skyrocketed. This
last year's increase being the largest since the FBI has kept records,
and the largest in the history of our country. Fortunately we have
been able to convince the country, and the &Congress, built we have
not yet been able to convince people in the White House of the
direct relationship to the mission that brings our witnesses here, and
the major purpose of this subcommittee and this criminal activity.
Our studies have shown more than one-half of the serious crimes
in this country involve young people who have not yet reached their
19th birthday.

ACTUALLY A FORESIGHT HEARING-LAW NOT IMPLEMENTED

So for many reasons, the act which I just referred to, which was
designed to deal with the problems of juvenile delinquency is an
important step toward reducing the criminal problem in the country
generally. Unfortunately, it has come to my attention as chairman
of the subcommittee-and to all who are concerned about it-that
the administration has not enthusiastically accepted the program
presented by Congress, as many as its features are not yet even im-
plemented. I cannot honestly say that our purpose here today is to
conduct a typical oversight hearing because I think the first steps
toward implementation, with the exception of the appointment of
an Advisory Committee-which is composed of very distinguished
individuals with whom I had a chance to meet very briefly last
week have not taken place. Thus this is a "foresight" hearing I* .
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Our witnesses this morning are in positions to give us a clearer
idea of what has and what should have happened to date. I am very
grateful that Mr. Elmer Staats, the Comptroller General of the United

states is here with his assistants, Mr. Fogel and Mr. Stanton represent-
ing the General Accounting Office.

We appreciate your efforts to give us insight on the act. We in
the Congress are indebted to you, Mr. Staats, and the others who
work under your leadership, for the kind of penetrating analysis
which you are continually giving in a broad number of areas to
inform the Congress of exactly how programs are working or should
work. As busy a you are, I appreciate the fact that you are here
with us this morning.

Mr. STAATS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF ELMER B. STAATS, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES; ACCOMPANIED BY DANIEL F. STANTON, ASSO-
CIATE DIRECTOR, GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION, AND
RICHARD L. YOGEL, AUDIT MANAGER, GENERAL GOVERNMENT
DIVISION, GAO

Mr. STAATS. We are pleased to be here today to discuss our ob-
servations on the Federal Government's attempt to coordinate its
juvenile delinquency programs.

Our views are presented in detail in our April 21, 1975, report
to the Congress entitled, "How Federal Efforts To Coordinate Pro-
grams To Mitigate Juvenile Delinquency Proved Ineffective." 1 We
will today highlight the issues addressed in that report.

Reducing crime is a many-sided problem, but it is one which
people of all socioeconomic levels and political persuasions agree
must be addressed more effectively.

As this subcommittee knows-and has noted for several years-
to prevent or reduce crime, juvenile delinquency must be curbed.
An analysis of crime statistics shows that one way to more effectively
address the crime problem is to concentrate on preventing and
controlling juvenile delinquency. In 1973 juveniles under 18 ac-
counted for 45 percent of arrests for all serious crimes. Total arrests
of juveniles rose 144 percent between 1960 and 1973 compared to
only a 17 percent increase for others.

Despite the significance of the problem and the evidence of this
huge increase in juvenile crime, there apparently has not been a
widespread realization of this within our Government.

Prior to passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974, there was no adequate national program to focus
the Nation's resources in a concerted attack on the prevention and
control of juvenile delinquency. We believe the 1974 act. provides a
sufficient framework for executive agencies to improve coordination
of their efforts. The issue now facing the Federal Government is
how effectively the new act will be implemented.

Improving coordination of such efforts will not necessarily lead
immediately to reducing juvenile delinquency, but it will at least

ISee Appendix, p. 191.
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mobilize the Federal Government's resources so they cih begin
addressing the issue more effectively. The causes of juvenile de-
linquency are complex and involve a multitude of psychological,
sociological, and economic factors. At a minimum, the Federal
Government should begin to marshal its resources to develop a
coordinated strategy to study those factors and develop efforts to
test solutions.

Today, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
of the Department of Justice is the primary Fcaeral agency spend-
ing funds for juvenile delinquency preveifion and control. The De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfl re's (HEW) Office of
Youth Development also provides funds direc'1y to the effort.

The Special Analysis section of the Presid.nt's fiscal year 1976
budget indicates that the Federal Government will spend an esti-
mated $177.5 million on juvenile delinquency prevention and control
efforts. A breakdown of the amount indicates that about 80 percent
of the moneys are for programs already being administered by
LEAA.

To emphasize the need for prompt and proper implementation
of the 1974 act, I would like to briefly discuss problems we noted
in the past efforts to coordinate juvenile delinquency programs.

PROBLEMATIC PAST FEDERAL EFFORTS

No Federal agency has identified the significant causes of juvenile
delinquency, determined the resources available for combating them,
or developed a plan to implement a strategy to address one or more
aspects.

The Federal Government's major strategy to prevent juvenile
delinquency apparently has been to rely on the myriad of anti-
poverty and social welfare programs in hopes that a significant
impact would be made.

We cannot say how much greater the increase in juvenile de-
linquency might have been had those programs not existed, but the
strategy, whatever positive impact it has had, has not been effective
because juvenile delinquency continues to be a serious problem.

NO EFFECTIVE COORDINATION

Despite efforts dating back to 1948, there has been no effective
coordination of Federal juvenile delinquency efforts.

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968
gave the Secretary of HEW responsibility for coordinating all
Federal activities in juvenile delinquency, youth development, and
related fields and for providing national leadership in developing
new approaches to the problems of juvenile crime. However, these
responsibilities were not adequately fulfilled. The 1971 annual report
of HEW made a statement which I will quote:

There was little coherent national planning or established priority structure
among major programs dealing with the problems of youth development and
juvenile delinquency. * * * The present array of programs demonstrates th9
lack of priorities, emphasis, and direction in the Federal Government's efforts
to combat delinquency.
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A major problem in the administration of the 1968 Act was the
confusion of the roles of HEW and LEAA because the scope of
their appropriate laws-the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968 and the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act-somewhat overlapped. HEW was to provide assistance
to States in preparing and implementing comprehensive State
juvenile delinquency plans, and LEAA was to make block grants
to the States to address all criminal justice problems including
juvenile delinquency.

In 1971 HEW and LEAA redefined their roles:
Each State was to develop a single comprehensive criminal justice

plan which would comply with the statutory requirements of both
acts.

HEW was to concentrate its efforts on prevention and rehabilita-
tion programs outside of the traditional juvenile justice system.

LEAA was to focus efforts on programs within the system.
To assist in the coordination of juvenile delinquency programs,

the Congress, in 1971, authorized an Interdepartmental Council
composed of representatives from HEW, Justice, Labor, HUD, In-
terior, Transportation, Agriculture, OEO, OMB, and the Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention.

However, coordinating efforts were made more difficult by the
lack of a definition for "juvenile delinquency program." Neither
legislation nor executive agencies developed a definition or criteria,
for use in selecting and designating Federal programs s juvenile
delinquency programs. The Interdepartmental Council, in develop-
ing a directory of Federal programs in the juvenile delinquency
and youth development areas, defined "juvenile" as persons between
I -day-old and 24 years of age. Consequently, programs were included
that impact on youth in some way and at various stages of their
lives, but their significance to juvenile delinquency, if any, was not
known.

Using the directory as a guide, we asked appropriate Federal
officials about the relationship of their programs to juvenile de-
linquency. Most believed their programs did not significantly-affectjuvenile delinquency, although most did believe their programs
helped youth, generally. Many of the officials were unaware of what
their programs' roles could or should be in preventing or controlling
juvenile delinquency.

INEFFECTIVENESS OF INTERDEPARTMENTAL COUNCIL

The Interdepartmental Council has not been effective in coordinat-
ing juvenile delinquency programs primarily because of the lack of
adequate funds and staff and the uncertainty by the council about
the-authority it had to coordinate Federal efforts in the juvenile
delinquency area.

The council had to rely on funds provided by the member agencies.
Questions arose as to what each of the member agencies could or
could not fund with its contributed funds. Further, member agencies
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generally did not appoint people-to-the council with the authority
to speak for their agencies or commit funds for council activities.
It was difficult to maintain continuity of the chairman, members,
or staff. For example, 8 of the 10 member agencies have changed
their designated representatives at least once and some as many as
three times. After the first year of operation, support staff donated
by member agencies dissipated.-

Although the 1971 amendment to the 1968 Juvenile Delinquency
Act stated that the council was to coordinate all Federal juvenile
delinquency programs and prepare an annual report, the act did
not indicate what authority the council was to have to coordinate
activities by the agencies. After its first year of operation, the council
identified a number of major problems and policy issues which it
believed required guidance from the White House. In a memoran-
dum to the White House dated February 7, 1973, the chairman of
the council, the LEAA administrator, sought guidance regarding:

Proposed national policy objectives and specific agency objectives
_for both short- and long-term impact on the juvenile crime problem.

A proposed re.trudcturing of the council which would give it au-
thority to implement the proposed objectives, insure the support
of its constituent agencies, and provide it with permanent staff
and funding support.

The drafting of major legislation in the juvenile delinquency area.
The White House did not act on this request.

FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS PLACE LOW PRIORITY ON JUVENILE CRIME

'ihe Federal Regional Councils, established in 1972 in the 10
standard regions to develop closer working relationships between
Federal grantmaking agencies and State and local governments
and to improve coordination of the categorical grant-in-aid systems,
are another mechanism available for coordinating juvenile de-
linquency efforts. However, they have not been significantly used in
this area because of inadequate Washington leadership; an absence
of national goals and standards; the overlap between various Federal
agencies; and the lack of leadership by LEAA at the regional level.

The two Federal Regional Councils we visited in Boston and
Denver did not regard juvenile delinquency as a high priority
problem.

Senator BAYH. Excuse me. I don't want to interrupt the statement
unnecessarily, but are these regional LEAA councils?

Mr. STAATS. Well, the regional councils are made up of all of
the Federal agencies who have major grant programs to State and
local governments, and they were designed to provide basics for
better coordination of the related programs at the regional level.
Now there are ten of these located in places like Chicago, San Fran-
cisco, and Kansas City. There are ten of them around the country,
and they have determined boundaries for all Federal activity grant
programs.

Senator BAYH. I am familiar with them. I wondered -why they
suggested that juvenile delinquency was not a high priority prob-
lem. Did they think crime was a high priority?
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oMB ETABLISHES UTE HIGHER PRIMS

Mr. FOGE. Generally, Mr. Chairman, Federal Regional Councils
are under the guidance of the Under Secretaries who are in Wash-
ington, D.C. In working through the Under Secretaries Group
and the Office of Management and Budget,, they develop a set of
major issues to be addressed each year.I think the ones we looked
at did recognize that crime and juvenile delinquency was a problem,
but there were h iher priority issues that they were concentrating
on. So I do not think that we could say that there was a total lack
of awareness of the problem, but according to the OMB officials
we talked to, there were other higher priorities at the time that
these councils wanted to deal with.

Senator BAYH. Yes. Well, was there a general understanding that
many of the problems that young people have--which lead to
juvenile delinquency and ultimately to adult crime-are not presently
addressed by the way we now categorize our problems?

Mr. FOGEL. I think the best way to get at that is to look at what
we-found when we talked not to just the Federal Regional Council
people or OMB people, but to representatives of programs and
other agencies that we thought directly or fairly indirectly related
to the juvenile delinquency issue. Most of these officials did not
consciously operate their programs with the intent to try to address
the juvenile delinquency problem. For example, the Office of Educa-
tion had certain programs where they recognized that providing
better education might reduce the juvenile delinquency problem for
children, but there was not a direct awareness on most Federal pro-
gram officials part that there was this interrelationship.

Mr. STAArS. We have been interested, Mr. Chairman, in looking
at the operation of the Regional Council more generally. We did a
report on this for the Congress some time ago. The priorities are
essentially determined by the group called the Under Secretaries
Group here in Washington. This is a coordinating group made up
of the same agencies who participate in the Regional Councils and a
liaison between the Under Secretaries Group and the Regional
Council is the OMB. It is a fairly loose structure, I must say, and
we feel that a lot can be done here in the way of giving post-Council
guidance, giving them enough authority delegation to decide them-
selves what are the things of most concern to that area.

Mr. FOGEL. If you like, Mr. Chairman, we would be glad to insert
in the record' the digest of that report on the assessment of the
Federal Regional Council which was dated January 3, 1974.

Mr. STAAT8. The Regional Council potentially could be a very
useful instrument in accomplishing the kind of coordination we are
talking about here. It is not a substitute for more effective coordina-
tion here in Washington. I want to stress that.

STATE AND LOCAL EFFORTS ALSO UNCOOMRINATED

Circumstances at the State level in Colorado and Massachusetts,
and the local level in Boston and Denver were similar to those at
the national level:

I See Appendix, p. 185.
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Officials of agencies and organizations that had a mandate in
the juvenile delinquency area or worked with delinquent or high-
risk youth were most aware that their programs could play a role
in the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency.

No single agency was responsible for implementing a comprehen-
sive strategy to provide a systematic approach to the juvenile de-
linquency problems and coordinate the efforts of agencies serving
youth.

Very little program evaluation had been done to determine the
impact of programs on the problem.

The situation at the State and local levels was due in part to the
fragmented way the Federal Government has handled the problem.
To help fund their activities, the State and local agencies had to
respond to the specific categorical grant programs of the Federal
agencies. Each program had its own objectives, requirements, and
restrictions. They could not look to one Federal agency to obtain
information on funding and other Federal resources in the juvenile
delinquency area. There was little incentive for the State and local
agencies to coordinate their activities because of the lack of co-
ordination at the Federal level.

ACT TO IMPROVE DELINQUENCY EFFORTs

The Juvenile Delinquency and Prevention Act of 1974 should
improve the Federal Government's coordination of juvenile de'-
!inquency efforts and thus alleviate many of the problems discussed
in our report.

The law provides increased visibility to the problem and a focal
point for juvenile delinquency activities in the Federal Government
by creating an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
within LEA.A. For the first time, there will be an organizational
unit that can identify existing and needed resources, identify and
set priorities, and develop strategies to implement a comprehensive
nttack on juvenile delinquency. Also, for the first time. specific efforts
to both prevent and control juvenile delinquency will be the
responsibility of one agency. This should provide for innovative
prevention programs.

It also establishes within the Office a National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to provide ongoing
research into new techniques for working with juveniles, to serve
as a national clearinghouse for information on delinquency, and to
offer training to personnel who will work with juveniles.

To make the executive agencies more accountable, the law requires
executive agencies to subit several different types of annual reports
to the Congress. These reports should help focus Federal efforts
more precisely and increase Federal, State and local officials' aware-
ness of their roles in the prevention and control of juvenile de-
linquency.

Provisions have been made for improving the coordination of
Federal juvenile delinquency programs, policies, and priorities. The
law establishes a Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention as an independent organization in the
executive branch to be composed of persons who exercise significant
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decisionmaking authority in their respective Federal agencies. It
authorizes staff and funds for adequately carrying out the functions
of the Council.

-It also establishes a National Advisory Committee for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention whose duties include making
annual recommendations to the LEAA administrator regarding
planning, policy, priorities, operations, and management of all
Federal juvenile delinquency programs. Membership includes both
government and public representatives to help insure broad expertise
as well as new views on methods to combat juvenile delinquency.

The law authorizes new programs of delinquency prevention,
diversion from the juvenile justice system and community-based
alternatives to traditional incarceration. It also requires LEAA's
State Planning Agencies and Regional Planning Units to establish
advisory groups to include representatives of citizen, professional,
and community organizations related to delinquency prevention.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

The act, which was enacted in September 1974, has not as yet
been funded. The administration did not request any new funds
to implement the act in either fiscal year 1975 or 1976. A request by
LEAA to reprogram $10 million of unspent funds under the Safe
Streets Act for setting up the new juvenile effort was approved by
the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, but the OMB
did not approve the implementation plan. Limited funding will
almost preclude adequate implementation.

For example, some State criminal justice planning agencies, which
apparently are not able to develop adequate, comprehensive plans
for spending other LEAA funds, are also required to develop more
plans to comply with the 1974 act. There is a question as to whether
plans may be noncomprehensive because of inadequate funding of
planning efforts or because of the way LEAA and the States have
worked together in terms of common purpose and agreed objectives.
But the 1974 act gives specific, more extensive emphasis to ]uvenile
issues which may well require additional funds for adequate ac-
complishment.

Accordingly, the subcommittee may want to examine the extent
to which the executive branch is willing to request funds to imple-
went the act. Since -juveniles account-for almost half the. arrests
for serious crimes in the Nation, it appears that adequate funding
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
would be an essential step in any strategy to reduce crime in the
Nation.

Section 544 of the 1974 act amends the Safe Streets Act of 1968,
to require the maintenance of at least the same level of financial
assistance for juvenile delinquency programs from law enforcement
appropriations as was expended during fiscal year 1972. In view
of the administration's proposed budget cuts to LEAA's programs
you may also want to look for the fulfillment of this requirement.

Assuming the act is funded, there are several interrelated issues
the subcommittee may wish to consider and discuss with the executive
branch in carrying out your oversight responsibilities.
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NATIONAL 8TRATEOY

The way LEAA is developing a national juvenile delinquency
strategy is one such issue. There are many factors that should be
considered in developing such a strategy, but perhaps the most basic
is the emphasis that the Nation should give to juvenile delinquency
prevention versus rehabilitation programs. Which definition of
juvenile delinquency prevention programs should be used? Should
emphasis be given to preventing children from committing delinquent
acts or should the emphasis be on recidivism reduction ?

There has been considerable effort directed, in past years, at
rehabilitation to reduce the amount of subsequent crimes committed
by adults and youth. Recidivism among juveniles is extensive. Con-
sequently, there is a -real need to assess such past efforts to shape
future planning and programing for significant impact in -this area.

Also important is the consideration of how and when government
should intervene to prevent delinquency. Should primary efforts
be focused in the schools or in the home or should special institutions
and organizations be established to address the problem? At what
age grouy should programs be directed? How should resources be
mobilizedI

In examining LEAA's actions to develop a national strategy the
subcommittee may wish to discuss with LEAA questions similar
-to those noted above. We believe it is now appropriate to begin
such an examination because LEAA has had over 6 months to
implement the act. It is probably unrealistic to expect that such
a strategy could be developed to the point where fiscal year 1976
juvenile delinquency funding decisions by other Federal agencies
and the States could be based on such a strategy, especially given the
lack of such a plan prior to passage of the 1974 act. But we believe
such a strategy should be developed during fiscal year 1976 and
affect fiscal year 1977 funding decisions.

COMPREHENSIVE STATE PLANS

The State plans, which form the basis for how most of LEAA
funds will be spent on juvenile delinquency, will have to be closely
related to the national strategy for there to be a national coordinated
effort to combat juvenile delinquency. Therefore, the extent to which
the State plans reflect the national strategy will depend, in part,
on the timeliness With which the national strategy is completed.

The State plans must be comiiehensive to-insure that all pertinent
issues are addressed and that maximum benefits are obtained from
available resources. The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act, as amended, requires that a comprehensive program for the
improvement of juvenile justice, including priorities, must be in-
cluded in the State plan before the plan may be approved. However,
LEAA did not provide the States with specific guidelines for the
development of this portion of the State plan.

LEAA and the States are currently developing guidelines for
improving juvenile delinquency planning which should impact on
how fiscal year 1976 funds will be spent. Accordingly, the subcom-
mittee may want to examine the adequacy of the States' fiscal year
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1976 juvenile delinquency planning efforts in terms of meeting the
requirements for planning noted in section 223 of the 1974 act and
the extent to which they reflect the national strategy as it exists at
that time. This would enable the subcommittee to not only assess the
adequacy of State planning and LEAA's abiility to effectively review
such plans, but would also permit implementation of any needed
improvements before fiscal year 1977 plans were developed.

COORDINATION

Another issue the subcommittee may want to examine is the ex-
tent to which LEAA is able to effectively implement certain pro-
visions of section 204 of the act, such as those which basically give
LEAA authority to coordinate and direct certain juvenile delin-
quency-related efforts of other Federal agencies. Effective use of
such authority by LEAA and other agencies' acceptance of it is
essential if Federal efforts are to be truly coordinated.

The State plans submitted to LEAA for approval must be com-
prehensive and address the need to coordinate State and local efforts.
This should include providing for coordination of juvenile delin-
quency programs in areas such as education, health, and welfare. If
not, most funds will probably continue to be spent similarly to the
way they were in Colorado and Massachusetts at the time of our
review, that is, in a relatively uncoordinated manner.

We believe such coordination should become a reality for fiscal
vear 1977, once LEAA has developed a national strategy and the
States have made funding decisions based on comprehensive juvenile
delinquency plans.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We will
be pleased to respond to any questions you may have.

Senator BATH. Thank you, Mr. Staats.
Are you able, after your study, to come to a conclusion, or reach

a judgment, as to whether the general purpose of the Juvenile Jus-
tice Act-merging the Federal effort under one roof and trying to
emphasize attention to the problem at an earlier time, prevention
particularly-is a step in the right direction I

ACT I NE EDED--IMPORTANT STATUTE

Mr. STAATS. I think the act is a good statute. There are some par-
ticular points where the act might have been improved upon, but
generally our conclusion is that the act is a needed, very important,
step in the right direction.

What has been lacking, of course, is implementation, and that
means funds and that means programs, setting of priorities, and
working with the States in getting them to develop comprehensive
plans. The act itself basically is, we believe, a good statute.

Senator BAYh. Is it not fair to sav from listening to your testi-
monv. and from reading the report, that this act is really not going
to b implemented unless we can interest those at the highest levels
of the executive branch-White House. OMB. Domestic Council-in
forcefully carrying out the purpose of the act? Is that a fair assess-
ment?
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Mr. STAATS. Yes, I think that it is a fair reading of our report.
One of the difficulties, Mr. Chairman, as we have noted in our report,
is that the Justice Department really has not had the kind of charter,
even though the authority is vested in them, that they need to bring
all of the agencies together.

There are a large number of agencies involved. Each one has, you
might sa~. pieces of the problem, elements in their programs which
could be directed to the end objective of the statute. But unless there
is an Executive order, or unless there is a clear directive on thepart
of someone who can act in behalf of the President, to tell the agencies
what is expected of them-how funds are to be made available, how
programs are to be related-I would be very doubtful that LEAA,
acting on its own, even with the charter that it has and the statute,
is going to be able to do the job.

Now I have worked around the White House for 26 years or more
before I came into this job that I am in today. This kind of situation
we have here, it would seem to us, is really not all that unusual. Al-
most in all cases, of the type that we are faced with here-in my
own experience--you have to have some directive from the White
House to the agencies of the central objective in order to get the
job done, irrespective of what is provided in the statute.

The heads of the agencies all report to the President, and look to
the White House and OMB for guidance on matters of this type.

Senator BAYh. I do not see that there is much to be gained by
loud-voiced, acrimonious, finger pointing. I ask these questions, not
with that in mind, hut in order to determine whether we placed the
authority on the right shoulders, located it in the right places, so as
to effectively accomplish the purpose if the will is there- at the top
echelons. We want to follow through on the suggestions that you
have made relative to how, perhaps, we can strengthen this measure.
Regarding strengths and weakness at this point your assessment is
very helpful.

CONGRESS CANNOT ADMINISTER LAWS

But in the final analysis, Congress is not an administrative body.
We can organize the process so that programs can be implemented
in such a way to accomplish and maximize the possibility of accom-
plishing certain goals.

I remember sitting in executive session in 1972 with Senator Cook
and Senator Mathias, and we were all disgusted with the delinquency
effort being made at HEW. This agency was supposed to be doing
the juvenie delinquency work, but they were doing very little. They
did not ask-and I am not saying that they were, perhaps, to blame-
but at best they were prohibited from asking for resources. There
was no relationship between their effort and what LEAA was doing
and the other branches of Government. So we developed the coordi-
nating council-the Interdepartmental Council. It, however, did not
even meet, for all intents and purposes, as far as aggressively tack-
ling these problems. Thus, it was very unsatisfactory. Then we ap-
proved the new Coordinating Council under the new act. Its members
have only recently been appointed, and first met last week--despite
the fact that the act has been on the books since last September.
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But you seem to feel, at least, there is some movement there. Do I
detect that in your statement?

Mr. STAATS. "Yes; I do, but I think we are also saying something
else. Before LEAA is going to be able to really perform its coordi-
nating functions-the charter that it has under the new 1974 legis-
lation-we say that it is going to require at least two things. One, it
will have to be some kind of a directive by the White House--or
someone acting for the White House, the OIB, the Domestic Coun-
cil-with respect to the groundrules of how the agencies are to re-
late their efforts to the responsibilities of the LEAA. That is point
one.

Point two has to do with the question of the funding. Now we refer
to that in our report, and discuss that rather extensively. I believe
you are familiar with the status of the funding--or perhaps more
accurately, the non-funding--of this new legislation.

Senator BAYJI. Mr. Lynn is going to be here later today and we
will have a chance to talk to him about that. I guess it is the hope
that dwelleth eternally in the heart of an optimist that causes me to
believe that, perhaps,% we are in a period of transition where-with
a new Attorney General that I know is fully cogniz-ant of the im-
portance of this-I see some movement now: I think he is, indeed,
doing battle with some of the forces on the 6ther side who have been
dragging their feet. The net result at this date, of course, is that still
nothing has changed, but I see things moving behind the scenes.

[EXHIBIT NO. 1]
TESTIMONY FROM NOMINATION OF EDWARD H. LEVI To BE ATTORNEY GENERAL

HEARINGS BEFORE TIE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. SENATE, 94TH CONGRE18,
1 ST SEFSION, JANUARY 2T 1975

Senator BAYH. As one member of the committee, and that is all I can
speak for, I certainly will lend my voice as loud or as soft as it may be
considered downtown.

Let me ask one other question, and then I will yield to my distinguished
colleagues who have not had a turn.

Are you familiar with the legislation that was passed-and our distinguished
colleague from Nebraska who was here a moment ago was instrumental in
helping me as chairman of the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee with
this-the Juvenile Justice Act, which provides for a new approach to the
problems of juveniles and the part they play in crime?

Mr. LEVI. I know that in a general way.
Senator BAYH. We continue to be concerned about the dramatic continuing

increase in crime. I think there was a 16-percent increase last year, and I was
shocked, as one who thought he was familiar with the problem of Juveniles,
when I first started studying this awhile back, to find that the majority of
the serious crimes that are committed today are committed by young people
under the age of 20 or 21.

We have now a new approach to try to emphasize rehabilitation and pre-
vention which I think more than anything else can deal with the problem
of crime, as well as prevent the loss of tens of thousand of lives to crime,
once they get in a rut.

I would like to have your thoughts on the importance of this kind of legis-
lation. It is a new program that is in the process of being implemented, and
the success or failure could well depend on whether you, as the Attorney
General, are willing to lend your significant influence in support of the con-
gressional program which is now the law of the land.

Mr. Lm. Well, I think it is enormously important. If you wish me to say
more, let me say all programs of that kind do depend on administration, but
it would be hard to think of anything more important in the criminal law
field.
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Senator BATH. Then you feel comfortable in a commitment to implement
the provisions of that act in the field of prevention and rehabilitation?

Mr. LEVI. As far as I can, yes
Senator BATH. Let me go back to my distinguished colleague from Nebraska

and let the record show for the second time I have expressed the important
role that he played in the drafting and the passage of the Juvenile Justice
Act, and that I was asking the distinguished witness for his thoughts and
his commitment to proceed at an administrative level to consummate the
efforts that we began up here.

I want to ask one other question in this area. We are in a significant budget
crunch as we all appreciate. When the President signed this legislation he said
I am going to sign it but I am not going to ask for any new money.

To the credit of the people down at LEAA and the Appropriations Com-
mittees of the Congress, we now find this situation where there has been
about $20 million in the old LEAA programs that are being expended in this
field, and there has been a reprograming request-approved by both the House
and the Senate for another $20 million. The authorization provided in this
bill for next year is for $125 million. Now that is a lot of money. It is par-
ticularly a great deal compared to this year's appropriation, but when you
look at the cost of crime and the significant component of crime that is related
to our inability to provide prevention and rehabilitation for young criminals,
I suggest this is probably the best way we can invest our money.

But as Attorney General you are going to be hard pressed when you look
at that new budget which I understand does not have $1 in it to implement
the program that you feel as I do is important. Do you have any thoughts on
that problem?

Mr. LEvi. Well, I suppose that I would gather, and I would hope that the
State plans that have been drawn up will in fact provide funds for this pro-
gram.

Senator BATH. From where?
Mr. LEVI. Well, they will have to take it from somewhere else. And, of

course, this relates to how good their conception is as to a unified program,
and the part that this can play in a unified program. So I do not know the
answer to that until one sees the plans which are drawn up and the emphasis
which is given in them to the Juvenile delinquent and his or her rehabilitation.
It Just might be that considerable emphasis will be placed upon that area.

Senator BATH. With all due respect, let me suggest that the distinguished
gentleman sitting behind that microphone is going to have as Attorney Gen-
eral a louder voice than anybody else in the administration in determining
where those priorities are going to be, and that is why I asked the question,
not to embarrass you, but we have to have a champion downtown In that
very important role as Attorney General who realizes that we are concerned
about lost lives and we are concerned about crime. We had better start at an
age early enough that when we invest a dollar we are going to get a return
on it, which we have not had after a person has been In the big house two or
three times and we direct our attention to him. Those people, unfortunately,
are pretty well lost, and we have to protect society from them. To keep future
generations from individuals like this, from being thrust on the public, we
have to be willing to stand up here, and you down there, and say Mr. Presi-
dent, Mr. Director, of the Office of Management and Budget, we feel that this
is a good investment and we are going to do a Job of reapportioning our
resources to get the necessary money to implement these programs.

Mr. LEVI. Well, I'm not sure I can say more than to say that my Interest
in this is very genuine. I would be a champion for it. I do think the way the
LEAA funds are to be committed depends a great deal on local decisions so
that it is not quite clear that this champion has it in his hands to do quite
what you say, and I think you may be asking me a question about the total
Department of Justice budget which Congress will have something to say on,
and as to that it's very difficult for me to make Judgments.

Senator BATH. Well, let me Just say, and I don't want to come close to the
line of badgering-

Mr. ]EvI. I don't feel badgered.
Senator BATH. My involvement in this is perhaps the reason for the in-

tensity of my feeling. I think the problem is legitimate. As I understand the
new budget, It purports to, and I salute the President, look for ways to effect
economics, but in your responsibility down there, and in other departments
involved in enforcement, this is the kind of thing where we cannot very well
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economize unless we are going to do a less prudent job of enforcing. Budgetary
cuts are going to be felt by you down at the Justice Department, and they
are going to come out of LEAA funds, and that means the shoe is going to
get pretty tight. That means that we are going to have to have an Attorney
General, and an administrator of LEAA, as well as some of us up here on the
Hill, who are willing to go to the mat to see that as these cuts are felt we
do not have a program that is new and is Just getting started totally ignored.
That is why I direct your attention specifically to this area.

Mr. Lzvi. Well, I think it is a very important program. I must say as a
university president who has had to cut budgets, I don't think you can always
measure the effectiveness of the program by the amount of money that is
spent on it, and I don't mean that to be taken as indicating a lack of interest,
because I think this is an extremely important program, and I am certainly
going to be a champion for it.

Senator BATH. I agree with you that there are measures of success other
than dollars, but when the budget request is zero I think that question is
moot, and where local @nd State decisions have an impact on LEAA funds,
where you have a new program that is just getting started, and we are talk-
ing about changes and new representatives on State planning boards with
LEAA to try to see whether Congress and the Federal Government that allo-
cates these resources mean business. If I were on one of those planning com-
mittees and saw no money in that budget, I would get the message pretty
quickly. That is why I think, sir, we have to count on you, and count on our
appropriate committees up here to allocate the resources that we need down
there in the Justice Department.

Mr. LEv. But there is a requirement for unified programs, there is a re-
quirement that takes into account the Juvenile justice problem, and maybe
part of the answer is to make sure that really is implemented.

Senator BAYH. Agreed, but we all know that to implement them Is going to
take money. I am not talking about-and I want to emphasize this now-
we are not talking about mollycoddling young Juveniles who commit adult
kinds of offenses, who have been in the system, and only their age keeps
them from being described as an adult threat to society. We are talking about
the commingling of runaways and truants in the system with that other kind
of individual which results in breeding a whole generation of those that know
all the tricks of the trade.

One of the things that concerns me is that we have some good programs
that are started in LEAA, the youth service programs, and many of them, if
not all of them, are very successful, but many of them are now faced this
fiscal year with having their 3-year grant of Federal funds terminated, and
thus we are not going to be able to continue the good work that it being done,
let alone implement a new program and expand its provisions unless we get
more money.

I will not pursue this further, but I am going to be asking you-if this is
not inconsistent-to stand up and to go to the mat at the same time on these
important programs.

Mr. Lrv. Well, I will not forget the point.
Senator BATH. Thank you, sir.

Senator BAYH. Would you address yourselves to the OMB role in
this situation I Was 0MAB given the opportunity to comment on your
report?

Mr. STAATS. I defer to my colleagues to respond.
Mr. STA-TON. Yes.
Senator BAYTI. Did they respond? "What. was their assessment?
Mr. FOoEL. Yes they did. Mr. Chairman. In accordance with our

normal policy, we provided an opportunity for 0MB, Justice and
HEW to respond to the report, because they were the primary Fed-
eral agencies involved. OMB's response was provided to us orally
in a meeting; they were not able to provide us a written response,
as was the Justice Department.

Basically. OMB stated that they supported the principles set forth
in the act, and recognized there is a need for more coordination and
better direction in the Federal Government's efforts. 'And they
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pointed out that the President stated that he had suppored that, in
September of 1974. when he signed the bill.

However, they did not discuss with us the issue of funding; and
said that in accordance with the President's statement-at the time
he signed the act-that he would not fund this program. That was
their decision when we had the meeting.

Senator BAYII When was that meeting?
Mr. FOOF.L. We had a meeting with them on April 4.
Senator BA.IL Was that after the new Director, Mr. Lynn, had

been appointed ?
Mr. I OOEL. Yes, sir, it was.
Senator BAnIi. Was he the one who reached that conclusion?
Mr. FOOEL. No. We met with the Chief of the Budget Examiners

for Justice and Treasury Branch, and we are aware that he did talk
to some of the higher officials in OMB before reaching this conclu-
sion.

0MB OPPOSES IMPLEIENTATION OF ACT

Senator IhyYi. Are you saying that this conclusion came from the
top of 0MB?

Mr. FcoEL. I do not know. I prefer that you ask the 0MB people
exactly who it was from. I do know that we accepted it as being
OMB's official position, in terms of responding to our report. So in
that sense, I think you could say that it was OMB policy.

Senator BAYu. I am more concerned about what their opinion is
today. Perhaps there has been a change in judgment? But, it is your
opinion from that statement that they are not going to support
funds for the act; and, thus would oppose-implementation.

Mr. FOOEL. I think that is correct, Senator.
Mr. ST.ATS. Ve cannot supply, I am afraid, the background for

the statement the President made at the time he signed the act as to
why lie was not going to fund it. We can only-assume that it relates
to the policy of not fundhig new programs in 1976.

Whether this is a new program or not, I think, is a somewhat de-
batable question in view of the fact that the $10 million would have
been, in a sense, a reprograming of funds which will be spent any-
Way.

Senator ibyii. Let me ask you to look at that part of your state-
ment. I think one could assess this act as being a partially new pro-
gram, inasmuch as it changed focus and changed emphasis. The bulk
of the resources and much of the programing was to come from a
reorganization and meshing together from those agencies-both
l)rivate and l)nblic-who are already doing a job and seeing that they
did it more effectively.

So I suppose you could interpret this either as an old or a new
program-perhaps both. Both the House and the Senate agreed to
reprogram up to $20 million for funds that had been returned to
LEAA under programs administered through the Safe Streets Act,
and thus to start implementation of the new act by using old funds.

So that for those who are concerned about expenditures and new
appropriations, it seemed to us that this was a way to start to refocus
our emphasis and deal with this problem of crime-safe streets and
cities-in a more effective way, at an earlier stage, without immedi-
ately obtaining new money.

07-9s8-70--.
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OMB RENEGED ON REPROGIL MING REQUEST

Now our understanding is-at least, as of this moment-that 0MB
reneged on earlier representation to Congress and has refused to re-
program any available dollars, even though Congress has approved
this use.

Can you give us your assessment: first, of the wisdom of this; and,
second, whether ONLB was justified.in rejecting this reprograming
request?

Mr. STAATS. Well, as I have indicated, Mr. Chairman, I believe
Mr'. Lynn will have to speak to questions of whether and on what
basis they made this judgment. It was obviously a judgment reached,
either at OMB or the White House. But it would appear, to me at
least, that this is not new money; it is a reformulation of funding
within a total program to deal with crime and juvenile delinquency.

So that once the money that is now made available to the States
is not used by the States, it does come back to LEAA, and it can be
spent. It is not a question of saving that money; it is a question,
really, of how it is programed. That is the way, at least, it seems to
us.

Senator BAYtH. We will have a chance to talk to Mr. Velde about
this later on. I have found him to be cooperative; or, at least, to
understand what Congress is trying to accomplish here.

We have spent a tremendous amount of money through LEAA.
Some of it has been well spent; but with some of it, I think, one
might question the return, on the investment as to whether it has
really had an effect on lessening crime. The statistics show that
whatever the approach to the problem has been in the past, it must
have failed. Crime continues to increase. We were hopeful that, in
addition to a new program, we could redefine the ways moneys are
now being spent. This did not mean we had to get solely a major
new commitment. We need some new moneys, but we should get an
equal amount of reprograming into more effective approaches.

Mr. STAATS. The additional point, Mr. Chairman, that we have
made-and which I think needs emphasis-is that if we are to move
ahead with this program, even for fiscal year 1977, it is important to
have more money available for planning. Because, we see that even
if we start today, we are going to need most of fiscal year 1976 to do
an adequate job of planning so that you can spend money effectively
in 1977. So it is important to have that money available at the earli-
est possible time;

WHOSE DECISION TO STOP PROGRAM?

Senator BAYr. In the conversations with 0MB, were you able to
determine whether the decision to stop this program had come from
the White House-whether the President had really been involved,
or whether he had been advised.

I am concerned that, collectively, we have not sent the message to
him. Maybe it is being shortstopped with someone else in the White
House.

Mr. FOGEL. Mr. Chairman, we had no indication from 0MB offi-
cials as to who, exactly, made the decision. Ilowever, we were aware
of an article that appeared in the March 18 edition of The Washing-
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ton Post which discussed a staff memo prepared by OMB personnel.
This not only talked about some of the progress and problems that
LEAA is having, but also noted that they had recommended-this
is at the staff level within 0MB-up to $40 million worth of fund-
ing for this act. In fiscal 1976, I think it was.

Now we are not aware at what level above that a decision was
made not to go along with that recommendation; but we would have
to assume that it was either at the ilirector's level of OMB, or that
the White House was involved.

Senator BAY]. Someone must have lost the papers on'their way
to the reviewers.

AX.LYSIS IN 1'OD B'DG6ET FAULTY

Now you cite that Special Anaiyses Section on the Prrsident's
budget, indicating the Federal Government will spend an estimated
'177.5 million on juvenile delinquency prevention and control efforts,

and that 80 percent of these moneys are for programs in LEAA.
Could you break down those .qgures more specifically for us? Of

the 80 percent, where and for what is that going to be spent? Of the
remaining $35.5 million, who iv spending it and what for? Do you
have any ,iea what proportion of these total moneys are for pre-
vention V

(EXHIBIT NO. 21

TABLE N-3-FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR THE REDUCTION OF CRIME BY MAJOR PROGRAM AND SELECTED ACTIVITY a

(In thousands of dollars

Major program and selected activity

Outlays

1974 1975 1976
actual estimate estimate

Crime research and statistics:
Statistics on crime, criminals, and criminal justice system......... 31, 509 37, 988 37, 342
Research on criminal behavior and sociology of crime........ 64, 661 72, 401 72,881

Program total ............................................ 96, 170 110, 389 110,223

Reform of criminal laws ............................................ 3.292 3, 907 3,879

Services for prevention of crime:
Public education on law observance, enforcement, and crime pre-

vention .................................................... 26,158 27,620 18, 964
Special programs for the rehabilitation of narcotic addicts .......... 146, 771 223. 351 227,113
Prevention and control of juvenile delinquency ................... 168,992 169, 951 177. 509
Development of other community crime prevention services ........ 42, 507 35, 682 32. 255

Program total ............................................ .384.428 456, 604 455, 841

Criminal law enforcement:
Investigations into violations of Federal criminal law .............. 676, 992 781,236 839,177
Federal protection of individuals and facilities .................... 51,285 56.453 63. 063
Assistance to State and local governments for enforcement ......... 183, 449 221,599 234, 287

Program total ............................................ 911,726 1,059,288 1,136,527

I Defense Department outlays for crime reduction are not included in this analysis. However, a summary of Defense
Department outlays for law enforcement are estimated as follows (in thousands of dollars):

1974 1975 1976

Department of Army ........................................ 312,874 327, 169 341,726
Department of the Navy - - -- --.............................. 11,633 11, 662 9, 248
Department of the Air Force ................................. 430, 824 433,102 451,406

Total. Department of Defense .............................. 755, 331 771,933 802, 380
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Mr. FOoEL. The best indication we have is from information we
have gathered from LEAA in developing our April 21 report. InI
the OMB special analyses the-way the breakdown is-and these are
actual fiscal 1974 figures-that about 80 percent is LEAA money,
about 19 percent was HEI 's money, and 0.6 percent was from the
Department of Defense-and they cite the Panama Canal Zone. We
are not aware what funds in the P)anama Canal Zone are being used
for the prevention of juvenile delinquency.

Senator BAYR. The Panama Canal Zone?
Mr. FoOEL. Yes. I think you would have to ask the Defense De-

partment or OMB officials for the details of how that money is being
spent for delinquency control and prevention.

Mr. STAATS. It is a very small amount, less than 1 percent.
Mr. F(Xw.L. The best information we have on a breakdown of

LEAA funds is for fiscal 1972. Even these are rough estimates, how-
ever. Since then LEAA has gone back to try to recalculate very
specifically what they have spent for fiscal 197 2 in light of the act's
requirement that they maintain the 1972 funding level effort.

During fiscal year 1972, LEAA estimates that about $136 million
was spent on juvenile delinquency. About $41 million went to reha-
bilitative programs; about $21 million went specifically for preven-
tion programs, and there were certain other areas-they had about
$33 million going to upgrading resources in this area-about $18
million for drug abuse, and about $16 million for diversion. So I
think that you could say that-linking both diversion and preven-
tion-possibly as much as up to $37 million out of $136 million went
directly for prevention efforts.

Senator BAYJi. Is it possible to investigate the validity of this
assessment?

Mr. FOGEL. Do you mean of the funding figures?
Senator BAYII. Yes.
You see what concerns me-and I say this with the new admini-

strator sitting here, fully recognizing that he is not fully responsible
for the actions of his predecessor-is that we were not able to get a
concrete breakdown of how LENk was spending money for juvenile
programs. All we could get was vague estimates. It was not until
we introduced and passed in the Senate a provision requiring first
a 20 percent, and then in the following year a 30-percent commit-
ment of all LEAA funds to juvenile delinquency that we were ever
able to get the LEAA to listen to us-that we really meant business.
[See Exhibit 3.]

Then we got a 19-percent figure, and that is what I am particu-
larly concerned about. Our new act, as you know well, has a much
larger commitment of old moneys than new moneys the first year.
We are talking about $140 million of old moneys that ought to be
being invested now in juvenile delinquency prevention under the
maintenance of effort section of the act.

Though we are concerned about the request for new money, which
we are handling up here, I think it is even more important that we
nail down those percentages of old moneys that are being spent. You
can do a lot of prevention with that kind of money.

Do you have an assessment ? Is it correct to say that we are spend-

' See testimony of Mr. Velde on p. 89; admitting figure to be $112 million and that
$136 million was inflated. See also Exhibit 9, chart I, p. 87.
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ing 21 percent on prevention? Is there any way of really nailing that
downI

Let me give you examples of answers we have. The moneys that
are spent for food stamps have been suggested, in the past by other
agencies, as being part of the juvenile delinquency prevention pro-
gram. Or that police cars and officers riding in them are really part
of tle juvenile delinquency prevention program.WVell, of course, we need those things. lut, certainly, I do not think
that Congress, in passing this act, intended for moneys that were
used for normal law enforcement vehicles and personnel, and other
very important tasks, be considered as part of this new program
designed to prevent, or at least lessen, the need for hardware.

[EXIIIBIT NO. 31
[Extract from the Congressional Record, June 28. 1973, pp. S 12441-21

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT NO. 287 TO AMENDMENT NO. 248, TO II.R. 8152

Mr. BATH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the amendment be
considered as read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Amendment (No. 287) is as follows:
On page 12, line 13, after the period, insert the following: "No-State plan

shall be approved as comprehensive, unless it includes a comprehensive pro-
grain for the Improvement of juvenile justice, as defined in part G, section
601(n), and provides that at least 20 percentum of Federal assistance granted
to the State under parts C and E for the first fiscal year after enactment of
this section be allocated to such comprehensive program for the improvement
of juvenile justice, and that at least 30 per centum of Federal assistance
granted to the States under parts C and E for any subsequent fiscal year be
allocated to such comprehensive program for the Improvement of juvenile
justice."

On pal'e 52, after line 23, insert the following:
"(n) 'A comprehensive program for the improvement of juvenile justice'

means programs and services to prevent juvenile delinquency, rehabilitate
Juvenile delinquents, and improve the juvenile justice system, which includes,
but is not limited to, the following:

"(1) community-based programs and services for the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency through the development of foster-care and
shelter-care homes, group homes, halfway houses, and any other designated
community-based diagnostic, treatment, or rehabilitative service;

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

"(3) community-based programs to support, counsel, provide work and
recreational opportunities for delinquents and youth in danger of becoming
delinquent;

"(4) comprehensive programs of drug abuse education and prevention, and
programs for the treatment and rehabilitation of drug addicted youth, and
'drug dependent' youth (as defined in section 2(g) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201(g));

"(5) educational programs or supportive services designed to keep de-
linquents or youth in danger of becoming delinquent in elementary and
secondary schools or In alternative learning situations:

"(0) diagnostic facilities and services on a statewide, regional, or local
basis;

"(7) expanded use of probation as an alternative to Incarceration, Including
programs of probation, subsidies, probation caseloads commensurate with
recognized optimum standards, the recruitment and training of probation
officers and other personnel, and community-oriented programs for the super-
vision of juvenile probationers and parolees; and

"(8) programs and services, including training of court and correctional
peramon d-tto improve the administration of juvenile justice, and to protect
the gights of juveniles".
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Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I wish to emphasize the fact that this amend-
ment has not only the endorsement but the strong support of the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the distinguished Senator from Mary-

-land (Mr. MATHIAS), and my following distinguished colleagues: Mr. Abou-
rezk, Mr. Bentsen, Mr. Case, Mr. Hart, Mr. Humphrey, Mr. Kennedy, Mr.
M cGovern,.Mr. Nelson, Mr. Pearson, Mr. Scott, Mr. Hatfield, Mr. Gravel,
Mr. Cannon, and Mr. Javits.

Mr. President, I have the good fortune of serving on the Judiciary Com-
mittee with the floor manager of this bill, the distinguished senior Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. MCCLKLLAN). I know how hard he and the other mem-
bers f that committee including the distinguished Senator from Nebraska,
have labored to provide strong and effective legislation in this area.

The amendment the Senator from Indiana proposes at this time is not de-
signed to find fault with their efforts. Rather, it is designed to carry out the
responsibility that th Senator from Indiana has as the chairman of another
very closely related subcommittee of the Judiciary Comittee, the Juvenile
Delinquency Subcommittee.

The Senator from Indiana thinks that this measure, which is cosponsored
by the 15 other Senators I have mentioned, will make it possible for us to
control crime with more efficiency and with a higher degree of success.

Mr. President, as chairman of the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, I
know beyond question that Juvenile delinquency is one of the most critical
aspects of the crime problem facing our Nation today. The statistics are
alarming, and too often ignored. During the past decade, for example, arrests
of juveniles under 18 for violent crimes, such as murder, rape, and robbery,
jumped 193 percent. During the same period, arrests of Juveniles for property
crimes, such as burglary and auto theft, increased 99 percent. Recidivism
among Juvenile offenders is currently estimated to be between 74 and 85
percent. One can only conclude that existing programs are inadequate and
ineffective.

Today I am offering an amendment to the bill extending the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration which will be an important first step in revers-
ing this alarming trend. Two of my distinguished colleagues on the Juvenile
Delinquency Subcommittee, Senator CooK, the ranking minority member,
and Senator MATHIAS, are joining with me in introducing this measure.

Our amendment requires a State to allocate 20 percent the first year, and
30 percent in every subsequent year,-of the LEAA block grants it receives
to a comprehensive program to improve Juvenile justice. Our amendment
does not authorize any additional appropriations: it simply insures that
States will allocate crime control funds more nearly in proportion to the
seriousness of the Juvenile delinquency problem than is now the case.

While the percentages vary from State to State, more than half the States
allocated at least 20 percent of their LEAA funds to Juvenile delinquency
in fiscal 1971. In my own State of Indiana, for example, 21.3 percent of the
block grant funds were allocated to Juvenile delinquency programs in fiscal
1971. Although State by State percentage breakdowns are not available for
fiscal 1972, the average percentage of block grants allocated to Juvenile
delinquency has increased slightly this past year to 21 percent. Thus, our
amendment, which requires that 20 percent of block grant funds be allocated
to Juvenile delinquency programs the first year and that 30 percent be allo-
cated in any subsequent year, would allow the States adequate time to make
the necessary transition.

In light of the fact that juveniles account for half the crime problem in
this country, we believe that our amendment requires only the minimal
acceptable effort. To do less would be unthinkable.

During the past 2 years, the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee has con-
ducted numerous hearings and heard from countless witnesses about the
failure of our existing effort to prevent and control Juvenile delinquency,, We
have learned that the Juvenile justice system too often makes hardened
criminals of first offenders through a woefully unsatisfactory program of
incarceration and nonrehabilitation. We have learned that it is far more
effective as well as less expensive to treat a first-time Juvenile offender with
intensive probation services, while he remains at home, than to lock him
away in an institution. We have learned that nothing less than a dedicated
effort-like the one this amendment will begin-has a chance to reverse the
alarming upward spiral of juvenile delinquency.
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It is the shame of the entire system of justice in this country that once a
teenager is arrested for experimenting with marihuana or stealing a car for
a joyride that the treatment he is likely to receive can set him oil on a life
of crime which might easily have been prevented.

Hundreds of thousands of young children enter the juvenile justice system
because they are charged with juvenile status offenses, such as running away
from home or being truant from school. These children have done nothing
criminal; rather, they are the victims of parental and societal neglect. Too
often, these children are locked up with sophisticated offenders in institutions
where they are physically beaten, homosexually assaulted, or terribly neg-
lected. We need programs to respond to the needs of these young people,
programs that will help them remain in their families, their schools, and their
communities. We cannot be assured of these progressive programs unless we
act-act now to pass this amendment.

The amendment which the Senator from Kentucky and the Senator from
Maryland and I, as members of the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, are
offering today is designed to strengthen the effort that our Nation is making
to prevent that first juvenile offense and to try to rehabilitate that offender
once he or she has committed that juvenile offense.

If we look at the statistics, we see that 95 percent of all adult felons have
juvenile records, and that half the crimes in this country are committed by
youngsters not old enough to vote. These are alarming facts which point to
one very sad conclusion: whatever we are doing in the area of prevention
am rehabilitation has been a dismal failure.

The Senator from Indiana and those who have Joined him in this effort are
trying to apply the age-old principle that an ounce of prevention is worth
a pound of cure. If by investing more of our resources, we can get the young
people back in school, if we can provide dispositional alternatives to a juve-
idle court judge, instead of incarcerating juveniles in jail with hardened
criminals or sending young people to reform schools which do not rehabilitate
them. Instead, If we can provide adequate resources to deal with the prob--
lenis of young people, perhaps many more young people can avoid criminal
lives.

Very simply, Mr. President, the amendment before us would do two basic
things. First of all, it' would require that any State, in its comprehensive
planning application for LEAA block grant funds, would have to include a
comprehensive program for treating the problems of juvenile delinquents and
potential delinquents.

Second, and of equal importance, we are going to assure that each State
gives adequate attention to the problems of juvenile delinquency. We need
to do more than talk about rehabilitation and correction. We are going to
require the States to invest 20 percent the first year, and 30 percent in every
subsequent year, of their block grant funds In this comprehensive juvenile
justice component.

This amendment Is not a straitjacket. It is not tying the hands of the
State; rather It is requiring them to invest in a wide variety of prevention
and treatment programs so that the juvenile may be retained in his home, in
his school, in his community; community-based programs and services to
work with parents and other family members; community-based programs to
support, counsel, provide work and recreational opportunities; comprehensive
programs of drug abuse education and prevention; educational programs and
supportive services designed to keep delinquents In the school system.

We are trying to get this country to commit within a year 30 percent of
TEAA resources in a wide variety of programs to prevent juvenile delin-
quency, rehabilitate juvenile delinquents, and to improve all aspects of the
juvenile justice system.

I would like to ask the opinion of the Senator from Arkansas concerning
the effect of a voice vote-assuming the pending amendment Is accepted,
will we have just as good a chance of sustaining the Senate position in con-
ference on a voice vote as if we require all Senators to come back at this
hour for a rollcall vote?

Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, I am in full accord with the general pur-
poses of the amendment.

The States are spending that much money now for Juvenile purposes. If we
take it all together, they are already spending more than 21 percent directly,
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and if we take into account all the other money for correctional and other
purposes, It would probably reach 30 percent all together, if we allocate the
proper part of It to the juvenile effort.

This is setting a precedent. But as far as the 30 percent is concerned, I
have no objection to-it. I would be glad to give the amendment my support
to that extent. I cannot tell the Senator whether the House would be ada.
mant or not.

Mr. BAYH. May I inquire-
Mr. MCCLELLAN. Whether I am going to make an out-and-out, life-and-

death fight I do not know. I do not know what the situation will be, and the
Senator knows I do not know that until I get there.

Mr. BAYH. No one knows what the situation will be, but we are faced
here-

Mr. MCCLELLAN. If the Senator wants a rollcall, that is all right with me.
I try to accommodate everyone.

Mr. BAYR. I do not want to insist on a rolicall, as long as the manager
of the bill will tell us what interpretation is going to be put in the RECORD.
I appreciate the fact that the Senator has accepted our amendment's require-
ment that 30 percent of each State's LEAA block grant funds must be allo-
cated to juvenile delinquency prevention and treatment programs. That may
be the answer to the question. I yl, 'd back the rest of my time. I ask unani-
mous consent to dispense with -the request for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The question is on agreeing to the amendments offered by the Senator from

. Indiana, the Senator from Kentucky, and the Senator from Maryland (putting
the question).

The amendment was agreed to.

NO ADEQUATE DEFINITION OF DELINQUENCY PROGRAM -

M'. FoOE. Mfr. Chairman. as we have pointed out in our report,
that has been one of the problems in the past; that there has beeii
no adequate definition of what the juvenile delinquency program is.
And those types of programs you have cited have always been in-
cluded in figures that, have related to juvenile delinquency.

One of the efforts that LEAA has underway-and I think this is
required in some of the rvporting requirements of the law-is that
they define more precisely what juvenile delinquency programs are
so they can get a dollar figure to tie down those programss which
are directly related to control of juvenile delinquency. Our under-
standing is that LEAA has implemented a way to try to better
focus on programs which relate to delinquency.

But in response ot your earlier question, I tiink it is possible for
us to take a look at LEAA's figures. And I know recently they have
done some more work to try to get a more. accurate figure on what
they have spent during fiscal year 1972. I am sure Mr. Velde and
his staff have that information, but it is possible for us to go back
and look at that information once they present it and try to de-
termine the accuraev of how they categorize those funds.

Senator BAYTr. Is there any way that you can help us? We might
l)e in a very objective'search, perhaps 'tilting in another way? Is
there any wayv that you. as an objective referee, could look at this? It
is very important.

.Mr. STAATS. W19hat Mr. Fogel is saying, it seems to me, Mr. Chair-
man, is that the right approach is to come. into agreement, first on
definitions as to what constitutes a. juvenile delinquency program:
then I believe the pricing out is relatively easy. But until there is
afrieement as to definition as to what a program is., it is croincr to be
very difficult to (et w-srvement on the dollars.
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Senator BAYH. Are we talking about LEAA expenditures?
Mr. STAATS. Yes. This would also be true of any other agency.
Senator BATH. Well, you are right, except that in determining

the funding p"bgraming level of this new act, we are tied to LEAA
nonieyv expended. The whole thrust of what-we are trying to ac-

complish is to broaden the interpretation of juvenile lelinquency
programs in LEAA. If we are going to get prevention we are going
to have to do that.

But I thinl it is grossh unfair to add Labor funds, IEWI, social
secluritv fundz, in as.essing this effort.

11'. STAATS. The LEAA grants to States also have to be thought
of here. These are essentially block grants. That does not in any
sense. however, prevent us from having a reporting system on how
they budget their money against program definitions, and how they
spend that money against program definitions.

Senator BAY~h. That is why a lot of the moneys that were in juve-
nile delinquency were in the block grant progriams. Well, given the
understanding that, we still have not nailed down a definition, can
you in the weeks ahead help us try to understand at varying levels
of definition what the funding levels are? Would you do that? We
are going to have to work together on this with you and LEAA.

Mr. STAATS. Yes. We would be happy to work with you.
Senator BAYI. You say right now we have a real problem getting

money for planning; that the act requires money immediately in
orde: to start providing the basic plans on which you can ultimately
fund programs. Is this one of the real concerns that you have?

Mr. STAATS. Yes.

PREVENTION VERSUS IIEHABILITAT[ON

Senator BAYIr. In your statement you point, out that we have to
make a decision as to how much emphasis to put on prevention
versus rehabilitation. Have you had a chance in your study of this
problem to make an assessment about present or past efforts atrehabilitation ?.

There is a great deal of discussion about rehabilitation, a lot of
chest pounding and breast beating about how the benevolent society
has been trying to rehabilitate those who run afoul of its laws. But
looking at the recidivism rate, one begins to wonder just how much
preventing we are doing especially when you listen to the track records
of how we trvat status offenders, runaways, and truants.

One comes to the conclusion that it almost defies common sense
to understand how vou can expect to rehabilitate youngsters who are
incarcerated with those who have committed much more serious
offenses than they have. Can you give us your ns'essnt of whether
we are really rehabilitating: anyone right now?

Mi'. STAN.TON . Sir, we have not really done much work in this
area. We have iust initiated a review 'of tile Federal Bureau of
Prisons Tnstitutions for Youthful Offenders. but it will be several
months before we would have a report on that.

Mr. Foopr,. We did do some previous work in LEAN looking at
certain projects which were designed to improve the criminal justice
system and redr.ce crime. Two of the types of projects we looked
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at were directly related to juvenile delinquency,- youth service bu-
reaus and group homes for juveniles. And we were able to determine
in that work that there were varying degrees of success that these
youth service bureaus and group homes for juveniles had in pre-
venting recidivism by the juveniles.

The problem that we ran into, though, was that neither LEAA
or the States had defined sufficiently, in our view, the ol)jectives in
these types of operations or the tvl)es of data needed to be. collected
to make an assessment from the national standpoint. This resulted
in difficulties in trying to say whether they were basically effective.
But we would be glad, if you would like, to supply that information
on recidivism.

Senator BAT!!. I wish you would. I think LEAA. the Justice
Department. and perhaps even the White Htouse would like to have
that kind of information. I certainly would, because I have seen
youth services bureaus. I understand how they work. Some are
'working and some are not. It depends on the operation. Calling it
a youth service bureau does not mean it. is going to solve the problem.

I am hopeful about the youth service approach, because it is a
comprehensive approach. If administered properly and staff does
not, compartmentalize the 1)roblem. it brings it all together and deals
with all the interrelated aspects of the problem.

Have you had a chance to examine whether the provision of the
act which requires advisory groups with one-third of the member-
ship under the age of 26 have been implemented by the States?

CONFLICTING REPORTS AND DIRECTIVES

M r. FOoEL. Mr. Chairman, we are aware that there were some
conflicting reports and directives provided by people to the State
planning agencies as to whether or not theyv should move ahead
with changing the composition of their advisory groups. We also
know that LEAA has very recently contacted the State planning
agencies to try to get a handle on how they are setting up the neces-
sary mechanisms to comply with the act, and this is one of the
specific issues they requested the States to respond on. We do not
know what those responses are, but I would suggest that the LEAN
witness would probably have some indication of how the States
are coming. But we are aware that LEAA has not been sitting still.
They have been trying to implement some actions to get the new
act going.

I think it is important to point out that in appendix 1 of our
April 21 report, the Assistant Attorney General for Administration
notes that, because of the complexities 'inherent in developing a new
office without an appropriation, LEAA has had some. difficulties in
funding and getting the new act going. But they have recently
issued some draft guidelines to the States that they must follow if
they want to establish comprehensive plans under the 1974 act. They
have also set aside about $8.5 million discretionary funds available
to LEAA to formulate a program to keep Juvenile status offenders
out of traditional correctional facilities; and they have done several

See Appendix, p. 186.
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other thin gs in trying to plan how they might allocate their own
staff and develop some new juvenile justice standards.

Senator BATh. I would appreciate it if in your future study, you
include a review of what response we are getting from the State
and local levels. However concerned we are, or LIEAA becomes,
ultimately the sensitivity of the program is going to be determined
at the local level-and to a lesser degree at the State level. When
we look at some of these LEAA State planning advisory boards
and regional units, and find that no one has had any experience in
juvenile delinquency or youth prograiini1, then it is reasonable
to expect the way these programs are administered in that State,
or at the local level, is not going to be as sensitive to this problem
as tlhey should be. 'lhese changes are imperative and anything you
can provide would be helpful.

Now, you point out that y"ou have been using a directory as a
guide to find the relationship between the agencies in juvenile
delinquency and youth area programs. I guess it was a directory
of Federal programs in juvenile delinquency youth areas developed
by the old interdepalmental council that I am referring to; and that
in discussing this, or asking questions of Federal officials about the
relationship of these. programs to juvenile delinquency, many of
them were unaware that they could or should be doing anything to
prevent juvenile delinquency. Could you elaborate on that?

Mr. Foomr.. Yes, sir; we. could. I think we made this point earlier.
Most of these Federal officials were aware, for example, that their
programs might relate to youth activities fiom a mental health
standpoint, as officials in the Drug Abuse' and Mental Health As-
sociation stated to us. But they were not administering the program
specifically with the intent. to have an impact on juvenile delin-
qutency, aid they really did not consider that issue in administering
the programs. For example, Social and Rehabilitation Service of-
ficials who deal basically with welfare and medicaid, stated that
they did have l)rograis'that dealt specifically with youth develop-
ment, but that they had not intended to specifically relate to
juvenile delinquency'and youth criminality. I think that was fairly
true of statements we got from the Department of Labor officials
and OEO officials, and even IU) officials. We think that. those
responses indicate. that the Congress' decision to require juvenile
delinquency developmental statements from agencies that the ad-
ministration eventually determine should relate to juvenile delin-
quency, should overcome this problem. Our belief was that some
of these programs could relate to juvenile delinquency, especially
prevention, and that by requiring these agencies to develop these
developmental statements, you could make them more. aware of
how their programs might have an impact on juvenile delinauency.
But I do not think it is fair to criticize them twcause they (lid not
administer the t)rograms with this intent, because that* was not
the basic intent of their legislation.

WHITE HOUSE URTERS LONc.-T11M JUT7ENITE CRIME PROPOSAUR

Senator BAYT. The reason I think that question i. very significant
is that it was on the basis of these same departments and sub-
departments that, in 1973, before this subcommittee, HEW and
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LE4,AA said that there were billions of dollars spent on juvenile
delinquency, and thus this new act was not necessary-that the job
was already being done. And yet tile people, at least on the im-
plementatiion level, were not even aware that tley were Sull)osed
to have a (iilet impact on juvenile delinquent'\ .

Now. that is past history; but, in looking at lhow we funded these
Programs. I think we need to look at where we were. Now, -on
mentioned the memorandum dated February 7. 1973 from the LE'A
administrator. as chairman of the interdepartmental council for the
White House regarding the proposed national policy agency objec-
tive. short- and long-term iml)acts on juvenile crime and the needs
for fuinids. and support permanent staff counseling. To whom at tle
White IHouse was that nemnorandumi addressed. (1o you remember?

Mr. I-(r.t,. Yes, to Mr. Geoff'rey Sheppard, who was on the staff
of tlh (1oWstic council.

Sector MiYI[. WNas there any response received?
Mr. FxO!.. We are not aware of any response in writing.
Senator ]x.kvlr. No response ?

'Mr. 1O(u:I,. No response that we are aware of.
Senator B.hrIl. One of the primary l)rollems with the old inter-

de-partmental council was lack of funds and staff. Has I his situation
changed with the new council? Are they going to be better staffed
and better funded? It is just now starting to meet; and frankly. in
the conversation I have had with the new Attorney General. I feel
that lie wants to get this act. implemented. )o you see any indication
of that. as far as the staff of this council?

Mr. FoOI:rh. I think it is significant to point. out that the new legis-
lation provides the interdepartmental comcil with a separate ap-
propriation. We are not aware of any action, though. that has been
taken to (late to seek funding of positions other than that there
appears to Iv expressed desire on the part of LEAA and the Justice
Department to try to get started. The provision in the new act. that
sets lp this cofincil as an independent body in the executive branch,
and pirocides its staff, should make it more effective.

Senator B.Au. I am aware of the Separate funding mechanism.
Have any funds been requested by the administration to take ad-
valtage of this o)portuni ty?

Mr. Ft cmE. We are not aware of any, sir.

Xi"%tMINISTrn.\T[ON CITES CCNEW ElW I.U,1S'M" TO BLOCK PROOR:M

Senator B.\i-r. Neither am I.
Now. one additional concern. as a result, of a letter dated April 4

froi Mr. Glenn Pommerenin. the Assistant. Attorney General for
Administration. to GAO-he stated that the I)epartrnent of Justice
foresees the concept of "New FederelUsm" as an impediment to carry-
in'f out. the provisions of the act. Would yoi care to elaborate on
this?

[EXIHIBIT NO. 41
U.R. DEPART'.Mi..XT OF JUSTIcE,

Washington, D.C., April 4. 1975.
Mr. VICTOR L. LowE.
Director. General Governmint Division,
7.1q. (tiemraZ Aeounting Offlce,

ma.,: ntoh, D.C.
MI' MR. TLOWE:: This letter Is In response to your request for comntsfi
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on the draft report titled "IneffectIvenes of Federal Attempts to Coordinate
Juvenile Delinquency Programs."

Generally, we agree with the report findings regarding the need to address
the problem of courdii. ng the many Federal, State, and local programs
which could affect Juvci.ile delinqeuncy prevention and control. Furthermore,
the brief historical overview of Juvenile delinquency prevention and control
progress presented In the report indicates that the Department will face a
difficult challenge in its efforts to create it nationally coordinated approach.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 authorizes
the establishment of mechanisms within (he Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) to attack the coordination problem; but the Depart.
meant foresees two conditions which may impede efforts in carrying out the
provisions of the act. These are: (1) The limited role of the Federal Govern-
ment in establishing uniformly defined national criteria; and (2) The ag-
gressiveness with which the Office of Management and Budget (0MB)
actively encourages coordinated planning through its funding and oversight
responsibilities.

The first condition presents a serious policy problem. The Department has
interpreted "New Federalism" to mean that it is restrained from imposing
substantial guidelines and definitions other than those implementing statutory
requirements and statutory standards upon State and local law enforcement
and criminal Justice operating agencies. For example, interpretation of
exactly what constitutes a "Juvenile" or a Juvenile delinquency program
varies among States and jurisdictions within States. An essential first step
to coordinated planning is agreement regarding appropriate terminology.
Although the Department Is not authorized by law to establish such uniform
definitions, it does attempt to utilize more indirect means such as funding
incentives and training to encourage movement in this direction.

The second condition refers to a recurring theme throughout the report
that fragmentation of effort, on the State and local level is directly related
to fragmentation of effort on the Federal level. The GAO report asserts that
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's Interdepartmental Coun-
cil To Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs ". . . has not
met Its mandate." The Council's efforts to bring back sustained interagency
cooperation were Impeded by the lack of adequate staff and funds and be.
cause the Council was not certain about the authority it had to coordinate
Federal efforts In the assistance of 0MB, in their role as an oversight body,
to support our efforts in Implementing any national strategy to resolve juve-
idle justice issues.

Through the authority vested In It by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), LEAA has initiated a concerted
effort to resolve many of the problems that have traditionally limited Federal
efforts to coordinate Juvenile delinquency programs. LEAA has already begun
developing a national strategy for the effective coordination of these activities.

Written objectives have been established for implementation and adminis-
tration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
These objectives provide for development of the capability within LEAA to
organize, plan for, and coordinate LEAA and Federal efforts aimed at sup-
porting programs that will foster improvement in the Juvenile justice system
and aid in the prevention of Juvenile delinquency. These objectives also pro-
vide for development of a plan to establish a National Institute of Juvenile
Justice and Implement all other provisions of the new Juvenile delinquency
prevention legislation. In addition, special emphasis will be placed on the
development of standards for Juvenile delinquency.

On August 8, 1974, a task force was established to develop plans for inte-
grating the new office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention into
LEAA. Task force membership Included high level representatives front every
division in LEAA.

Because LEAA Is also faced with the complexities inherent in developing
a new office without an appropriation, a Juvenile delinquency task group has
been established. The task group, under the leadership of a newly appointed
acting assistant administrator, consists of LEAA personnel who were work.
ing In the area of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention prior to the
enactment of the new Juvenile delinquency legislation. The task group has
been delegated the authority and responsibility for both ongoing LEAA juve-
nile justice activities under the Crime Control Act of 1073 and for the plan-
ning and development activities associated with Initial implementation and
administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
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1974. In addition, the task group has been delegated the responsibility for
coordinating Its functional activities with other LEAA offices and other gov-
ernmental agencies to avoid duplication of effort and ensure effective pro-
gram delivery. Ten of the 15 individuals on the task group are professionals,
and the group has been alloted five additional temporary professional posi-
tions. To date, the operations of the task group have included such activities
as:

1. Development of guldclincs.-Gudelines are being developed in a variety
of areas under the new legislation. The need tor guidelines can generally be
broken down into those which are required immediately and those that will
be necessary for the proper implementation and administration of the new
act on a continuing and long-term basis. Among the guidelines required Im-
mediately are those (a) specifying the mechanism needed to meet the fiscal
year 1972 level of funding as required by the new Juvenile Delinquency Act,
and (b) assuring representation of individuals on the State advisory board
who are knowledgeable of Juvenile Justice and youth programs.

2. Devclopmvnct of flscal plans.-Essentially, two fiscal plans have been
developed to fund new Juvenile justice programs. One Involves $20 million of
LEAA fiscal year 1975 discretionary funds, and the other involves $10 million
of LEAA fiscal Tear 2974 reversionary funds.

Public Law 93-415 authorizes $75 million to LEAA for implementing the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974. No new funds have been
sought by the Department as the President, when signing the act into law,
indicating lie would not seek new monies due to his policy of fiscal constraint.
However, preliminary discussions to reprogram $10 million of reversionary
funds for Juvenile justice programs are currently underway among the De-
partment, OMB and the Congress. The reversionary funds are intended to
supplement the approximately $20 million in discretionary grant monies
budgeted by LEAA in the Juvenile area during fiscal year 1975.

Actions are already underway to implement the plan involving LEAA dis-
cretionary funds. The primary thrust of this plan involves the deinstitutionali-
zation of status offenders. This effort is designed to have a significant and
positive impact on the lives of thousands of youths who are detained and/or
institutionalized each year for having committed offenses which would not
be considered criminal if committed by an adult.

It is contemplated that the above plans will provide the necessary impetus
to launch the Juvenile justice program and enable the orderly and efficient
use of funds under the new act without requiring major ianounts of current
year funds or committing the administration to substantial additional fund-
ing in ftuuot StPdyars. No effort can be made to begin a State formula grant
funding activity under the new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act until funds are provided under the new legislation.

3. Development of a work plai.-One of the first objectives of the task
group was to develop a work plan for fiscal year 1975. This objective entailed
reviewing and integrating the existing Juvenile delinquency work plans of
LEAA's Office of National Priority Programs and National Institute of- Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

4. Information dlasemination.-As a means of disseminating information
pertaining to provisions of the act to affected and/or interested parties, a
slide presentation has been developed. The slides have been used to orien-
tate both central office and regional office personnel of LEAA, the executive
committee of the State Planning Agency National Conference, and several
public interest groups that have requested information about the new legis-
lation.

5. Transfer of functions from the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEW) to LEAA.-There have been several formal meetings be-
tween the staffs of HEW and LEAA to facilitate the effective and orderly
transfer of program responsibilities from HEW to LEAA in accordance with
the new legislation and to lay the groundwork for further coordinating efforts.

In addition, the President has appointed 21 representatives to the National
Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as
mandated by the Act. The members of the committee are scheduled to hold
their first meeting April 24-25, 1975. The Interdepartmental Council estab-
lished in the IEW Act and charged with the responsibility to coordinate all
Federal Juvenile delinquency programs has been replaced under LEAA's
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legislation with the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. The first meeting of this council has been delayed due to the
recent turnover in the President's cabinet. All relevant material has been
sent to the Office of the Attorney General.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report. Should you
have any further questions, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely,
GLEN E. POMMERENINO,
Assi8tant Attorney General

for Administration.

LEAA SI[oUE ) PROVIDE Nx.NAOX.i LEADERSHIP

Mr. Fov,*,,m. Well, I think that this response is basically consistent
with tie position that LEAA has taken in administering their pro-
4rams under the Safe Streets Act. They believe their role is to
provide certain technical assistance timing and research guidance
to the States. and try to work with the States in a cooperative effort
to develop effective programs. Now, basically, in our reports to the
Congress on LEA, activities, we had not taken exception at all
Io the block g1ant concept.

Our main concern, though, is that LEAA provide enough national
leadership to provide accountability in the broadest sense of the
word; not just fiscal accountability, program accountability to the
('omgress for the way Federal funds are spent, and that they also
tfike an effective leadership role in saying how they think that
I'Federal funds could best be spent for tle programs. I think that
their response to our April 21 report does raise some question as
to whether LEAN. is interpreting ti 1974 ,Juvenile )elinquency
A;ct to give it the same mandate for leadership and direction ats is
inlte rpreted in the Safc Streets Act. Our reading of the laws is that
the Juvenile Delinquency Act of 1974 provides LEAA a stronger
basis for providing direct national leadership. But, I think you
would have to question administration witnesses to see whether
they are interpreting "New Federalism" to mean that they do not
want to try to provide aggressive leadership.

Mr. STATS. It is true they do not have authority to order the
States in this area, but it is a question of lea(lership on developing
guidelines. and sitting down with them to try to work out the
problems.

Senator BAYiH Of course. we did write it into law. and the law
does now say that there should be a change of complexion, as far
as the SPA and regional units are concerned at the State level;
and stresse( the importance of bringing private agency people on
board at the regional and local level.

Mr. STAATS. It is accomplished through approval or disapproval
of the State planning-

Senator B.YI[. Right.
Mr. FooRx,. And there is every indication that in LEAA's guide-

lines that the States must follow in developing these plans, thnt they
are going to require the States to fulfill the requirements. mnd that
they do intend to try to aggressively monitor the States' actions,
to make sure that they conform.

Senator BAYiT. That is good to know.
The Assistant Attorney General for Administration, Mr. Porm-

merening, where is his mandate for suggesting that the "New
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Federalism" is going to be an impediment ill carrying out this
congressional mandate. Who is lie speaking for?

Mr. FooE,. Our normal procedure in the Justice Department,
when we submit draft reports for comment, is to address our
letters to the Attorney General. He has the Assistant Attorney
General for Administration respond, but he is speaking for tle
Justice Department as a whole. So inl this instance, lie is not only
speaking for the Department, but also for LEAA.

Mfr. STAATS. I[is role basically Mr. Chairman, is to coordinate all
views in the I)epartment, and give us a departmental )osition.

Senator BAY11. WCell, gentlemen, I appreciate very much your
thoughts, and we will look forward to working with you.

Mr. STAATS. We will be happy to help in any way we can. We will
try to follow ip.

Senator BAYnr. I hope that you will. Again, I want to thank you
for your contribution to date. I think that we are beginning to
levelo) a greater national awareness now, and an awareness ill
the minds of a number of officials who have administrative responsi-
bilities. Rather obviously, we still have not reached everybody with
the message. I wish, in talking about the "New Federalisnm" busi-
mess-whatever that means-it were not necessary for us to sit here

on Capitol Hill and try to put together a program With restrictions
and guidelines that will ultimately reach down to the home com-
munities of every State in the Nation. But what we are doing
now has not worked. We are failing dismally. I think one of the
reasons we are failing dismally is that we are locking too many barn
doors after the horses are out. 'We are not really aggressively dealing
with the problems of young people in trouble before they become
serious, complex and unmanageable. Then, the expenditures of all
of the money in the world is really not going to have the end results
we want.

So we appreciate your response.
[r. STAATS. Thank you very much.

Senator BAyH. Our next witness is Mr. Richard WV. Velde. the
administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
the U.S. Department of Justice.

Ifr. Velde. we appreciate your being with us.
Mr. Vm:Lr)rn. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BAY1. I mentioned before you arrived, and again after

you were here, that we appreciate the special attention you are giving
itis responsibility.

MNr. Vmw.o. Thank you very much.
Senator BArn. Pleaseproceed, we are looking forward to what

you have to say this morning.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. VELDE, ADMINISTRATOR, LAW
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED
BY MARK 3. DAVIS, LEGAL ASSISTANT, OFFICE OF CONGRESS.
SIONAL LIAISON, LEAA, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

. fr. VELDE. Thank you. I am accompanied by Mr. Mark ,T. Davis.
Mr. Chairman, I have a statement which would take approximately
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20 minutes to read. It has been submitted for the record.' I could
proceed if that is your desire, or submit to questioning. I know that
you have a heavy schedule of witnesses.

Senator BAIK. You may either read or highlight your statement.
Mr. VELDE. All right, sir.
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear today before the Senate

Subcommittee To Ivestigate Juvenile Delinquency to discuss the
efforts undertaken by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion to address the pi'oblem of juvenile delinquency and to implement
Public Law 93-415, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974.

I hardly need to emphasize before this subcommittee the serious-
ness of juvenile criminality in the United States today. Nevertheless,
it is a fact that in the 13 years from 1960 to 1973, arrests of persons
under 18 years of age for homicide, forcible rape, robbery, ag-
gravated assault, and other FBI part I offenses have increased by
more than 144 percent. During the same period, arrests for persons
18 and over increased only 17 percent. Almost 45 percent of those
arrested for part I crimes were juveniles; 23 percent of those ar-
rested for viol ent crimes were juveniles. In addition, it is noteworthy
that the LEAA-sponsored National Crime Panel Survey indicated
that, while juveniles are more likely to be the victims of crime than
any other age group, a great deal df juvenile crime goes unreported.
In fact, the age group 12 through 19 represents the largest category
of unreported crimes. This finding is particularly important iv'wheli
considered together with the "Uniform Crime Report" figures which
I cited previously.

VIOLENT OFFENDER AGE-LEVEL LOWER

Tie situation seems no brighter this year. The overall crinne
)icture continues to be very serious, and the contribution of the

young and very young grows even larger. The average age of the
violent offender falls each year.

We are fast approaching or surpassing the level of violent crime
which the citizenry of many of our major urban areas can tolerate.
The rate of homicides per 10.000 population has now come within
several tenths of a percent of the level of the record year of 1933.
It is also notable that violence is more likely today than ever before
to be committed between strangers, and to occur outside of tradi-
tionmlly violence-prone areas.

As a consequence, youthful offenders today face a substantial
possibility in many jurisdictions, either in law or in fact, the
favored legal status which they have enjoyed since the early years
of this century. It is crucially 'important, therefore, that those who
believe in a juvenile justice system dedicated to the reintegration
of youthful offenders into useful roles in the community take steps
to increase that system's effectiveness. I might add Mr. Chainnan,
that attempts to divert the so-called status offenders from the
juvenile justice sytem may be having an unintended backlash effect.
Many of these juveniles are being charged with more serious crimes
and losing their protected status.

See p. 46.
67-989-M -6 ....
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Senator BATh. There are many parts to this puzzle, but certainly
one of the significant parts is status offenders-what can society
do to lessen the number of status offenders? Are you saying that
a young person or persons who commit a strictly status offense or
offenses are charged for more serious offenses, is that what you are
saying?

Mr. VELDE,. Yes. It. appears that many young people who have been
classified as status offenders have also committed more serious acts.
In the past, they may not have been charged for these infractions.
,Juveniles are, however, now being frequently charged with these
serious offenses. This seems to be the case in the State of Texas
which. as you know, Mr. Chairman, changed its State laws in 1973
to enable diversion of status offenders from the juvenile justice
system. The juvenile population in State institutions went down
considerably in the wake of that change in the law, but now the
population seems to be growing again. It appears that one of the
reasons, for this increase is the fact that young people have pre-
'iously been classified as status offenders are now being charged
with the more serious offense. This is certainly not the intent of the
new law, but does seem to be occurring in some cases.

Senator I3AY:. It is, of course, one thing to say you have a
status offender if he or she runs away from home or does not go
to school; but it is another thing to say that while he or she is not
in school they steal television sets. It seems to me that we are talking
about different things. The question that concerns me is the response
we had to the first offense, the status offense, like putting a truant
in boys' school. This may put him in close contact with those who
have committed more serious offenses; so that after they are back
out on the street again, they are much better skilled at committing
more serious offenses.

Mr. VELDE. I don't want to overemphasize this situation, Mr.
Chairman. We are looking at the accumulating evidence and be-
lieve it important to bring the situation to the subcommittee's
attention.

Reintegration of juvenile offenders into society, was a primary
purpose of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974. The act substantially increased the Federal Government's
role in fostering reform in'the Nation's juvenile justice system,
consolidating the bulk of suchi activities within the Law Enforce-
ment Assistnnce Administration rf the Department of Justice.
LEAA was chosen as the focus of this new responsibility largely
because of the Agency's substantial involvement and experience ini
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs.

NO BUDGET REQUEST SUBMIr'rED BY ADMINXISTAL-TION"

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, President Ford indicated when
he signed the act into law last September that no new funds would
be requested for the program until the general need to restrict
Federal spending has abated. He noted at tha- tine that the Federal
Government was spending a significant amount annually for juvenile
programs. This year, the President has stated his intention to pro-
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lpose no new spending initiatives in areas other than energy and
national defense. Because the need to restrict Federal spending has
not. yet abated, no budget request for this act has been submitted
by the administration for either fiscal year 1975 or 1976.

LEAA, nevertheless, has been taking administrative steps to
respond to as many aspects of the act's mandate as possible, using
our existing resources. Even before enactment, a task force was
established in August of last year to prepare plans for implemen--
tation. The task force developed initial organizational- and staffing
proposals.

After the act became law, an organizational unit was created to
manage all existing juvenile programs in LEAA and prepare for
initiation of new programs. Staff previously assigned to the Juvenile
Justice I)ivision of LEAA's Office of National Priority Programs and
the Juvenile Delinquency Division of the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice were detailed to a new Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Operations Task Group on
November 18, 1974. This group has been augmented by three positions
and now consists of 13 persons who are devoting their full time to
the administration of previously authorized programs, funding of
research projects, and implementation of the new act. A proposed
reorganization plan creating the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, as specified in the act, was approved by
the Department of Justice last Friday, April 25, 1975.

Senator BAYH. You have an office established?
Mr. VrtLrD. Yes. The Office of ,Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention replaces the task force I discussed. We have no additional
positions authorized at this time other than the complement of 13 that
T mentioned. This is an organizational step that is a legal necessity
in order that we may make certain internal organizational changes.

Senator BAY1T. Would this office, b& run by the Assistant Admini-
strator if and when he or she is ever appointed?

Mr. VELDE. That is correct.
Senator BATM Do you have any indication about when that

might happen? What can we do, together, to increase the chances
of it happening rapidly?

Mr. VE.DE. I understand that there is presently effort underway
in this area. This job, although created by the terms of the new
act, must. under the terms of other law, be classified by the Civil
Service Commission. Since it is an appointment, the specific grade
is not specified in the law.

Senator BAH. Are you saying the reason this person hasn't been
appointed is that the "poor old" Civil Service Commission has
been falling down on the job?

Mr. VELDE. Not falling down, sir. It is a "Catch-22 "-type situa-
tion; which comes first, the chicken or the egg?

Senator BATrH. Are you sure it's not a Harry Truman pass-the-
buck situation? rLaughtcr.1 And I don't direct that at you, but at
others, because I frankly feel you are anxious to get this matter
resolved.

Mr. VELDE. We are anxious, of course, to implement the act.
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Senator BAYI Whi-at do we need to do now? Who needs the re-
quest? And why has the request not been made of Civil SVrvici.
to come up with a classification?

Mr. VELDE. A request has been made.
Senator BAYII. When?
Mr. VELDE. A request to classify the position of Assistant Ad-

ministrator as a GS-18 was forwarded by LEAA to the DepaZt-
ment of Justice on February 14, 1975, and by the Department to
the Civil Service Commission on Febuary 25, 1975. The Civil
Service Commission was originally unable to classify the job
because it had no idea of the number of personnel or the responsi-
bilities of the office since thoe office had not been created as an
organizational entity. There could be no office created unless there
were resources made available, and so on down the line. We think,
Mr. Chairman, that these impediments now have largely been
removed and there presently are individuals under consideration
that are undergoing the nomination process within the admini-
stration for consideration by the President. I am hopeful that now
that these legal and other impediments essentially are out of the
way, this process will be accelerated.

Senator BAY11. It is fair to say-without putting myself in defense
of the Civil Service Commission, which I don't think needs ime
to defend it-that they are much more able to make a classification
if there has been a request for funds and personnel, which giv'-s
them some idea about what the class to be classified will be; is that
not true?

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. I do not intend to criticize the Civil Servicev
Commission at all.

H1OW TO GET PIlOXIIAM INITIATED?

Senator BAYJ. All right. I did not interpret it that way. I just
wanted to make sure we could finally resolve this problem. Before
I get the top man on the Civil Service Commission on the horn1 and
ask what's going on, I would like to have a little better under-
standing as to where we are.

I think we are back where we were: at "go," namely. Irow do
we get the program initiated through funding and programing
requests?

Mr. VELDE. The act calls for the establishment of two bodies to
assist LEAA in implementation of the nev program. A National
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, composed of 21 members has been appointed by the
President. The first meeting was held in Washington on Apr'il 24
and 25 under the leadership of its chairman, J.D. Anderson of
Omaha. A highlight of that meeting was a luncheon address by
the chairman of this subcommittee.

Senator B\Ylr. What was that you said?
Mr. VF.LDE. By yourself, sir.
Senator BA1-r. I thought you said something about highlight.

I wasn't there for the whole meeting; I aim sure that was an
exaggeration.
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1lr. \EDME. I don't tlink so. sir.
The Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention consists of the heads of the Federal agencies most
directly involved in delinquency and youth programing, and is
chaired by the Attorney General. Attorney General Levi presided
over tie irst meeting o-f the Coordinating Council on April 22.

One of LEAA's major efforts over the past 7 months has been
to marshal all available resources to begin implementation of the
act, while still keeping within the existing budgetary restraints.
LEAA has attempted to make maximum use of t[Re approximately
S20 million of action and research funds which it had already allo-
cated to the juvenile delinquency area for fiscal year 1975. In that
regard. Mr. Chairman, I had a computer search made of our data
base of grants. I would submit, for the subcommittee's records, a
summary printout, dated April 24, which indicates that in fiscal
year 1975 to that date tlere have been 37 categorical grant awards
for juvenile delinquency programs. Other funds set aside for
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention will push this year's
total substantially beyond the $20 million initially allocated for
these purposes. Included in this total are funds for a discretionary
grant program that we recently announced for deinstitutionalization
of status offenders. We have allocated $8.5 million for this effort.
None of that has as -yet been awarded.

This computer printout shows the categorical awards for the
past 4 fiscal years. Over 300 projects are accounted for. If the sub-
committee wishes, we can make this document available.

Senator BAYTi. We would like to have that, if you please.
Mr. VXELDE. All right, sir.

[EXHIBIT NO. 51
LEAA CATEGORICAL GRANTS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE SINCE FISCAL YEAR 1972

Amount awarded Number of grants

Fiscal ear:
1972 .......................................... $18,867,005 123
1973 ....................................... .................... 17, 841,006 891974 .............................. .. . "........................ 13,592,651 741975 ...............................................................: 19,363,227 37

Grand total .. ............................................ 69,663,889 323
Items retrieved ........................................................................... 323

L.EAA SEEKING TO REPROGRAM FUNDS

Mt. ViiL.. The States have also been encouraged to initiate,
simiilar programs ,with their existing block grant funds.

Additionally, LEAA is seeking authority to reprogram available
funds from existing appropriations for juvenile justice and de-
]in(uency prevention efforts. If the request is approved, the actual
amount put to use will del)end upon the amount -f funds revertingy
to the agency. Our latest estimate, Mr. Chairman, made in early
April. is that approximately $14 million will be coming back to
LI'0AA. However, it should be noted, Mr. Chairman, that the De-
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apartment of Justice has requested to transfer some of these funds
for other needs of the Department of Justice. These requests for
reprograining are now pending with the House and Senate Appropri-
ations subcommittees. There are two requests, totaling approxi-
mately $7 million. That would cut down the total available for
reprograming to about $7 million to serve the juvenile delinquency
program. Those requests were transfers to the Department and have
not yet been approved by the Congress.

Senator BAY!!. Well, those requests are some time after previous
reprograming requests for the $20 million were agreed to by the
Congress directing the money for use under this new act. Is that
right?

Mr. VELDE. That is correct. This is operating under the assump-
tion, Mr. Chairman, that the reprogramed funds would not be
available for LEAA's use.

Senator BAYTi. Could you give us a breakdown as to what the
requested services are for which this money has been requested?

Mr. VrLDE. The Department's request?
Senator BAYR. Yes. The way I understand it, this takes money

out of the pot that Congress has already gone on record specifying
they want to program in this Juvenile Justice Program.

Mr. VELDE,. That is correct, sir.
Senator BAYI1. I don't need that right now, but I would like

to have that so I can give it personal attention.
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir, I can supply that for the record.!
Let me proceed to describe activities which ILEAA has under-

taken during the past 7 months to effectuate congressional intent
as expressed in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act. To the extent possible under the legal authority of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, LEAA has attempted to use
its existing funds so as to carry out the most imporant of tle new
act's purposes.

The act's provisions can most easily be described under fomr
broad categories--the concentration of Federal efforts; the initiation
of a new formula grant program for the States; the creation of
a new "special emphasis" funding program at the Federal level
for six specified objectives outlined in the act; and the commence-
ment of a number of research, evaluation, and training activities
by a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention.

In the area of concentration of Federal efforts, I have previously
mentioned the first meeting of the Federal Coordinating Council
which was held last week.

Senator BAY]R. Mr. Velde, before you move on, let me ask, when
you say "the commencement of a number of. research evaluation
and training activities by a National Institute of Juvenile Justiceand Delinquency Prevention", has that, in fact, been established?

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. By the Department of Justice order of last
Friday which also established the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.

1 See Appendix, p. 274.
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Senator BAYXI. So you havc acted pretty quickly. This is Wednes-
day.

.Mr. VELDE. We already have authority to spend funds for juvenile

justice research under the formerly existing National Institutes-$ 4

million allocated to that institute are being made available for such

purposes this fiscal year.
Senator BAYXi. The important thing is as of last, Friday, about

6 months after the act passed, you now have an Executive order
establishing this national institute?

Mr. VELR. Not an Executive order; an order from the Depart-,
ment of Justice. The Department has the necessary organizational
authority.

Senator BATYi. The authority is there?
Mr. VELDE. Yes, and it has now been exercised.
Senator BAYh. How long does it take to get a program imple-

mented after the authority has been granted? In other words, can
you transfer some of these things immediately, or does it take some
time? What is the prognosis as far as the future?

ABSENCE OF RESOURCES CAUSED DELAY

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of questions in
that regard. Certain legal and organizational changes can be
effectuated almost immediately. The key question, however, is
whether or not the resources are available to breathe life into the
organizational structure. The absence of such resources has been
a primary reason for the delay, not lack of organizational authority
to proceed. We have not had the resources in terms of money and
permanent personnel being allocated to implement the program.

Senator BAYIL Would it be possible under the institute program
to look, for example, at those youth service bureau programs and
see which ones succeed and which ones fail and why?

Mr. VEiDE. Yes, sir. We have a number of evaluation efforts
underway in the juvenile area, including a hard look at certain
youth services bureaus. A 3-year evaluation effort of the deinsti-
tutionalization program in Massachusetts is underway. A large
5-year program, now in its fourth year at the Un'iversity of
Michigan, is expected to produce a 'national assessment of the
effectiveness of juvenile programs. There are a number of additional
evaluation efforts underway. These will be expanded as more funds
and staff become available.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, under the terms of the 1973
amendments to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act,
LEAA was given a mandate, a directive from Congress, to evaluate
its programs. Because juvenile crime is so much a part of the
overall crime problem, this is an area on which we will--continue
to place heavy emphasis.

The Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, at I$ AMU-l 22 rieeting, discussed its general course of
action for the &mediate future. Three specific activities to pursue
were chosen. First, the council will undertake a budget analysis
of juvenile delinq icy programing of the various Federal agencies
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to show where the moneys are being spent and to suggest ways in
which program organization call be improved.

Second, the council will have prepared a compendium of. all
delinquency projects funded by the Federal Government, with
cross indexes to their subject matter and other common features.
It was additionally agreed that a special study should be done on
Federal research activities in this area. A similar study has been
done in the drug abuse area. By using this prior study as a model,
it is believed a portfolio of research projects can be put together
very quickly.

Finally, a major paper will be commissioned to identify a
limited number of important areas on which the council can focus
its attention to assure that appropriate activity is taking place.

We have taken steps to prepare for the State formula grant
prograin by drafting programmatic and fiscal guidelines for im-
plementation. These are now undergoing external clearance.

I have attached as an appendix to my statement the draft guide-
lines,' as well as other pertinent guidelines which have been promul-
gated.

LEAA's regional offices have been monitoring the progress of
the State p)laning agencies in bringing their supervisory boards
into'compliance with the new requirements. A significant number
of the States have already initiated the necessary changes, despite
the often complicated administrative and legislative action required.
A of last Friday, Mr. Chairman, we had received responses from
40 out of 55 State planning agencies to our inquiries as to the status
oT their compliance. Fourteen indicated they were in full compli-
amice. Another six to eight indicated they were in substantial compli-
ance. The balance were in various stages of compliance. Only a
few indicated that they had not made any progress.

We have a May 9th deadline for these responses to come in. The
next opportunity we will have to ensure compliance will be in
connection with the fiscal 1976 planning grant applications that
the State planning agencies will submit to us early this summer.

A similar situation occurred in the wake of 1971 amendments
to our enabling legislation, whereby regional planning units were
required to have a majority of local elected officials placed on their
boards. We found that through close scrutiny of these planning grant
applications, including in a few cases the actual withholding of
planning funds, we were able to bring them into compliance.

Mr. Chairman, I do not anticipate, over the period of the next
2 or 3 months, any significant problem in bringing the States into
compliance in this area.

Senator BAYH. Excuse me. That involves not only State com-
pliance but local and'regional compliance, as far as States with
a number of young people.

GOVERNOR)8 RESPONSIBILITY TO APPOINT BOARDS

Mr. VELDE. The Governors of the various States generally have the
responsibility under the law for appointing these bodies. Unless the
authority has been delegated, it is up to the Governor to effectuate

See p. 50.
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changes in their makeup, Legislative action is also, sometimes,
required. As you know, there are 15 new Governors this year, Many
Governors are starting from scratch and totally reconstituting
their Advisory Boards. In some States a substantial number of
changes are being made across the board.

Senator BAY11. What about the requirement that regional local
planning elements have representation in private organizations as
well as your other requirements?

Mr. VELDE. The survey, which I mentioned, is looking into com-
pliance with these requirements. May 9th is the deadline for the
responses to this questionnaire. It appears that there will not he
substantial problems regarding compliance nationwide. I am sure
there may be a few exceptions in some States, but we do not
anticipate any significant problem at this time.

In the area of categorical special emphasis or discretionary grants,
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Task Force Group
has made progress in its attempt to replan the uses to which it will
put approximately $14.5 million of fiscal year 1975 funds remaining
at its disposal. Almost $7 million of these funds will be awarded
to applicants whose requests for support for a variety of innovative
juvenile justice programs were pending at the time the new act was
passed. As I mentioned previously, the remaining funds have been
earmarked for the discretionarT grant program involving deinstitu-
tionalization of status offenders. Guidelines for this program which
were issued last month. We can make additional copies available.

Senator BAY1r. I would like to have one for our records.1
Mr. Vr.ADE. There is considerable interest in this new program,

Mr. Chairman. In fact, we have already gone through three print-
ings of the guideline book. Our supply has been very quickly ex-
hausted.

Senator BAY1I. Do you suppose that the fact that the guidelines
are a bestseller indicates the kind of public interest or public concern
that exists in the country as far as this whole program is concerned?

Mr. VEI4 DE. I would not necessarily use it as a measure or gage
of general public concern. However, among the professionals in
the juvenile area who are familiar with Federal aid programs, there
are indications this would be an extremely popular profrarn. This
assessment is based on not only legislative' priorities of the act, but
on evaluative data and a recognition of the realities of the costs of
institutional programs.

With respect to the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquencv Prevention, the act calls for a wide variety of activities
in four basic areas. The research personnel of the Op'erations Task
Group. the core of the new Institute itself, utilizing approximately
s-3.7 million in research funds available out of our current r search
budget for the fiscal year, are implementing programs in three of these
areas. Slightly more'than one-third of these funds have been Nwarded
for projects previously identified. The remaining $2.4 million are
beiilg ulled for purposes contemplated by the act.

For the information of the subcommittee I am including .9s an
appendix to my testimony a coinpenidium of all outstanding LE.N

I See Appendix. p. 267.
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discretionary and research grants and contracts in juvenile delii-
quency areas.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission. I will submit the balance
of my statement for your record, including the attachment and
appendix.

Senator B,'ixr. Without objection, we will put that l in the
record.

[Mr. Velds testimAony continues on p. 76.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICIIARI) W. VELDE

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear today before the Senate Subcommittee
To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency to discuss the efforts undertaken by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to address the problem of juve-
nile delinquency and to implement Public Law 93-415, the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I hardly need to emphasize before this subcommittee the seriousness of
Juvenile criminality in the United States today. Nevertheless, it is a fact that
in the 13 years from 1960 to 1973, arrests of persons under 18 years of age
for homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny and
auto theft-the FBI's part I crimes-increased by more than 144 percent.
During the same period arrests for persons 18 and over increased only 17
percent. Almost 45 percent of those arrested for part I crimes were juveniles;
23 percent of those arrested for violent crimes were juveniles; juveniles
accounted for 51 percent of the arrests for serious property crimes. In ad-
dition, it is noteworthy that the LEAA-sponsored National Crime Panel
Survey indicated that, while juveniles are more likely to be the victims of
crime than any other age group, a great deal of Juvenile crime goes unreported.

The situation seems no brighter this year. The overall crime picture con-
tinues to be very serious, and the contribution of the young, and very young,
grows even larger. The average age of the violent offender falls each year.

We are fast approaching or surpassing the level of violent crime which the
citizenry of many of our major urban areas can tolerate. The rate of homi-
cides per 100.000 population has now come within several tenths of a percent
of the level of the record year of 1933. It Is also notable that violence is more
likely today than ever before to be committed between strangers, and to
occur outside of traditionally violence-prone areas.

As a consequence, youthful offenders today face a substantial possibility
in many jurisdictions of losing, either In law or in fact, the favored legal
status which they have enjoyed since the early years of this century. It is
crucially important, therefore, that those who believe In a juvenile .ustice
system dedicated to the reintegration of youthful offenders into useful roles
in the community take steps to increase that system's effectiveness.

This was a primary purpose of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974. The act substantially increased the Federal Govern-
ment's role in fostering reform in the Nation's Juvenile justice system, con-
solidating the bulk of such activities within the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the Department of Justice. LEAA was chosen as the focus
of this new responsibility largely because of the Agency's substantial involve-
ment and experience in Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman. the President indicated, when he signed
the act into law last September, that no new funds would be requested for
the program until the general need to restrict Federal spending has abated.
He noted at that time that the Federal Government was spending a significant
amount annually for Juvenile programs. This year, the President has stated
his intention to propose no new spending initiatives In areas other than
energy and national defense. Because the need to restrict Federal spending
has not yet abated, no budget request for this act has been submitted by the
administration for either fiscal year 1975 or 1976.

IEAA. nevertheless, has been taking administrative steps to respond to as
many aspects of the act's mandate as possible. Even before enactment, a task
force was established to prepare plans for Implementation. The task force
developed initial organizational and staffing proposals.



47

After the act became law, ain organizational unit was created to manage
all existing juvenile programs and prepare for initiation of new programs.
8taff previously assigned to the Juvenile Justice Division of LEAA's Office
of National Priority Programs and the Juvenile Delinquency Division of the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice were detailed
to a new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Operations Task Group
on November 18. This group has been augmented by three positions and now
consists of 13 persons who are devoting their full time to the administration
of previously authorized programs, funding of research projects, and imple-
inentation of the new act. A proposed reorganizati n plan specified in the
act, is currently under discussion within thp Depart- tent of Justice.

Pending establishment of the Office, the Department has not submitted a
recommendation to the President for the position of Assistant Administrator
for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Civil Service
Commission action on classification of the Assistant Administrator position
is also being awaited. Frederick P. Nader and John M. Greacen have been
identified as the persons who will fill the positions of Deputy Assistant Ad-
minstrator of the Office and Deputy Assistant Administrator for the National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Personnel actions
for their appointment to these positions are pending creation of the Office
itself. Mr. Nader is currently serving as Acting Assistant Administrator and
Director of the Operations Task Group. Mr. Greacen is assisting the Task
Group in the formulation of the programs which will fall within the re-
sponsibility of the new Institute.

The act calls for the establishment of two bodies to assist LEAA in Imple-
inentation of the new program. A National Advisory Committee for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, composed of 21 members qualified in the
field, has been appointed by the President. The first meeting was held in
Washington on April 24 and 25 under the leadership of its Chairman, 3. D.
Anderson of Omaha, Neb. A highlight of that meeting was a luncheon address
by the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Bayh.

The Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
consists of the heads of the Federal agencies most directly Involved in de-
linquency and youth programing, and is chaired by the Attorney General.
Attorney General Levi presided over the first meeting of the Coordinating
Council on April 22.

One of LEAA's major efforts over the past 7 months has been to marshal
all available resources to begin implementation of the act, while still keeping
within the existing budgetary restraints. LEAA lias attempted to make maxi-
muni use of the approximately $20 million of action and research funds which
it hit(] already allocated to the juvenile delinquency area for fiscal year
1975. The States have been encouraged to do the same with their existing
block grant funds.

Additionally, LEAA is seeking authority to reprogram available funds from
existing appropriations for Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts.
If the request is approved, the actual amount put to use by the Agency will
depend upon the amount of funds reverting to the Agency.

Let me proceed to describe activities which LEAA has undertaken during
the past 7 months to effectuate congressional intent as expressed in the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquiency Prevention Act. To the extent possible under
the legal authority of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, LEAA
has attempted to use Its existing funds so as to carry out the most important
of the new act's purposes.

The act's provisions can most easily be described under four broad cate-
gories-the concentration of Federal Juvenile delinquency efforts; the initiation
of a new formula grant program for the States to allow for State-planned and
funded delinquency programing: the creation of a new "special emphasis"
funding program at the Federal level for six specified objectives; and the
commencement of a number of research, evaluation, and training activities by
a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORTS

The new act provides for the Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention to serve as the basic vehicle for the coordination
and unified planning of the Federal Government's Juvenile programing. That
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effort is now underway with that body's first meeting having been held on
April 22, as I indicated previously. The Council discussed its general course
of action for the immediate future, choosing three specific activities to
pursue. First, the Council will undertake a budget analysis of juvenile de-
linquency programing of the various Federal agencies to show where the
moneys are being spent and to suggest ways in which program organization
can be Improved. Second, the Council will have prepared a compendium of
all delinquency projects funded by the Federal Government, with cross indices
to their subject matter and other common features. Finally, a major paper
will be commissioned to identify a limited number of important areas on
which the Council can focus Its attention to assure that appropriate activity
is taking place. Included for pursuit could be areas where there are presently
major knowledge gaps and which afford promising directions.

STATE FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM

LEAA has taken steps to prepare for It by drafting programmatic and
fiscal guidelines for its implementation, by assuring the completion of several
other changes in the operation of the Safe Streets Act program mandated
by the new act, and by planning for the allocation of additional juvenillt'.
justice planning funds to the States.

Programmatic guidelines for the formula grant program have been drafted
and are currently being reviewed by affected public interest groups. Fiscal
guidellpes have been completed and are presently it internal clearance within
LEAA.'For the subcommittee's full Information, I am pleased to submit copies
of all guidelines developed to date.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act amended the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act in two significant ways. It requires repre-
sentatives of community groups and public and private juvenile program
personel to be included on State planning agency supervisory boards. And,
it requires LEAA to maintain funding for juvenile programs under the Safe
Streets Act at a level at least equal to expenditures in fiscal year 1972.

LEAA's Regional Offices have been monitoring the progress of the State
planning agencies in bringing their supervisory boards Into compliance with
the new requirements,. A large majority of the States have already made
the necessary changes, despite the often complicated administrative and
legislative action required. A guideline implementing the maintenance of
effort requirement is currently in internal clearance. We expect no difficulty
in assuring that the awards in the juvenile area for this fiscal year will reach
the computed fiscal year 1972 level of expenditure of $112 million.

Assuming the availability of funds, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Operations Task Group expects to transfer up to $14 million to
the States during the current fiscal year to provide them with additional
resources for planning in the juvenile delinquency area. This amount would
allow each State planning agency to add one full-time juvenile planner to its
staff.

CATEGORICAL SPECIAL EMPHASIS PREVENTION AND TREATMENT GRANTS

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Task Group has made
major progress in its attempt to replan the uses 'to which it will put approxi-
mately $14.5 million of remaining fiscal year 1975 Safe Streets Act funding
currently at its disposal. Approximately $8.8 million of these funds will be
awarded to applicants whose requests for support for a variety of innovative
juvenile program approaches were pending at the time the new act was
passed.

The remaining $8.5 million has been earmarked for a major new program
to encourage the removal of juvenile status offenders-youths who become
involved in the juvenile justice system for conduct which would not be crii-
Inal if committed by an adult-from detention and correctional institutions.
"Deinstitutionalization" of status offenders, as you know, Mr. Chairman, is
one of the major focuses of the new act. Every State receiving formula grauits
under the act will be required to assure that it will remove all such status
offenders from secure institutions within 2 years after submitting its first
plan for funding.
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The status offender initiative is representative of the program planning
approach which LEAA plans to take in the future for all major Juvenile de-
linquency discretionary and "special emphasis" funding efforts. Areas of
-plcial importance will be identified by careful analysis of congresslonul in-
tent, by a review of pertinent research findings, and through a comprehensive
planning process. Program strategy will then be translated into guidelines
which will receive widespread scrutiny froin knowledgeable practitioners and
researchers in the field. Special teams will be enlisted to advise us on the
formulation of these programs and to maximize the extent to which projects
funded may be evaluated. Final guidelines will be widely disseminated and
applications solicited. Awards will be made to the best applicants and the
projects implemented. Nationwide evaluation should provide information on
the effectivenes of particular approaches, as well as of the program as a
whole.

The Operations Task Group plans to undertake a demonstration program
similar to the deinstitutionalization initiative which would encourage the
diversion of youthful criminal offenders from formal Juvenile justice proces-
s lng. In future years, similar concentrated funding programs will be planned
to prevent delinquency and 0 develop effective responses to serious juvenile
crime.

In conjunction with its najor program initiatives, the Task Group Is also
planning for the provision of technical assistance in advanced program tech-
niques and methoods. Tie $1.6 million of I,EAA's technical assisttmice funds
have been allocated for this purpose in fiscal year 1975.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILk JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The new act calls for a wide variety of activities in four basic areas to be
undertaken by the authorized research institute. The research personnel of
the Operations Task Group, utilizing approximately $3.7 million of research
funds available, are implementing programs in three of the areas. Slightly
more than one-third of these funds have been awarded for projects previously
identified. The remaining $2.4 million are being used for purposes contem-
plated by the act. For the information of the subcommittee I am including
as an appendix to my testimony a compendium of all outstanding LEAA dis-
cretionary and research grants and contracts in the Juvenile delinquency area.

In the area of information gathering and dissemination, LEAA's National
Criminal Justice Reference Service has increased its capability to provide
information relating to juvenile delinquency and its prevention. The Task
Group has prepared a variety of material on the new act for dissemination
to interested individuals and organizations. LEAA has agreed to assume
responsibility for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's Juve-
nile Court Statistics program, and has awarded funds to the National Council
of Juvenile Court Judges to begin an assessment of juvenile court information
systems. Additionally, LEAA's National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service will soon be publishing its 1972 and 1973 surveys of youths
in juvenile institutions.

One of the major roles of the new institute Is to provide evaluation support
for action program. Approximately 60 percent of the funds currently available
to the research arm of the Task Group is allocated to the planning and con-
ducting of the evaluation of the status offender initiative described previously.
A series of assessments of common juvenile deliiquency prograin types is also
being conducted In conjunction with the National Evaluation Program of
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. "Phase I"
assessment of program activities in the areas of youth service bureaus, alterna-
tives to incarceration, diversion, alternatives to detention, and delinquency
prevention have been or soon will be funded.

Other problem assessment activities are underway or are in the planning
stage to address the increasing levels of Juvenile gang violence in large cities,
and the growing problem of school violence, as recently documented by this
suleomnimlttee. Also to be addressed Is the development of effective means of
coping with the behavior of serious Juvenile offenders.

Training is presently being carried out under several of the programs of
LEAA's Office of Technology Transfer are related to Juvenile delinquency
programs. One provides regional training in effective crisis counselling tech-
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niques. Another effort offers an introduction to the work of the Providence
Education Center. This is a successful project funded by the LEAA High
Impact Program in St. Louis, which provides remedial education and counsel-
ling services for youths referred by the Juvenile court.

In the field of research, several ongoing efforts, initiated by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, will be continued. One
project will provide projections of future crime and delinquency trends, as
well as likely institutional responses. It Is hoped that additional research
money provided from reprogramed reversionary funds will be used to address
problems of the serious Juvenile offender.

The new act requires LEAA, acting with the advice of a subcommittee of
the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention, to promulgate standards for Federal, State, and local Juvenile justice
activities. This is to be done within 1 year of passage of the act. The task
group has begun a series of activities which it hopes will result in the an-
nouncement of some standards within that time frame. A joint commission
of the American Bar Association and the Institute for Judicial Administration
will receive continued funding for standards development efforts. In addition, a
grant in the amount of $447,565 has recently been awarded to provide support
for a nationally representative Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. By utilizing the results
of these efforts and obtaining the assistance of the Coordinating Council to
elicit the views of affected federal agencies, the staff will seek to develop
standards for some areas of juvenile justice, together with plans for their
implementation, by next September.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I assure you that LEAA has been actively
pursuing means that will allow adequate implementation of the programs
mandated by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974, while at the
same time observing the fiscal restraints which the President has indicated
are necessary on behalf of all Federal agencies. Increasing the effectiveness
of all Juvenile programs funded by LEAA is one of the agency's major priori-
ties. We have taken our responsibilities under this important legislation
seriously, and have worked earnestly to observe congressional intent and
follow as many of the act's mandates as possible.

SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF RICHARD W. VELDE

DRAFT AND FINAL GUIDELINES IMPLEMENTING CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THE JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 194

Guideline Dealing with Make-Up of State Planning Agency Supervisory Boards,
March 21, 1975-M 4100.1D

Section 2. Basic administrative requirements
15. Application format.-This section contains the basic administrative ele-

ments required for the full planning grant application. The basic requirements
are set out in block type and specified as Application Requirements. For
planning grant applications these administrative elements (Requirements)
need to be submitted only if they have been changed or if the requirement has
changed. However,, the State Planning Agency must submit with the appli-
cation, the completed certified checklist contained in appendix 2-5.

16. State planning agency supervisory board.-(a) Authority.-(1) Estab-
lishmcnt. The act authorizes LEAA to make grants to the States for the estab-
lishment and operation of State law enforcement planning agencies for the
preparation, development and revision of the State plans. LEAA requires
that the State Planning Agency have a supervisory board, (i.e., a board of
directors, commission, committee, council, etc.) which has responsibility for
reviewing, approving, and maintaining general oversight of the State plan
and its implementation. Since the SPA supervisory board oversees the State
plan and its implementation, it must possess the "representative character"
required by the act.

(2) Application Requirement. By what State authority does the State
planning agency supervisory board exist? Attach documentary evidence au-
thorizing the State planning agency supervisory board to function as stated
above.
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(b) Organ ization/Composition.- (1) Reprcsen iatives Character. The act re-
quires that the State Planning Agency supervisory board must be representa-
tive of law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, including agencies
directly related to the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency, units
ot general local government, public agencies maintaining programs to reduce
and control crime, and shall include representation of citizens, professional
and community organizations, including organizations directly related to de-
linquency prevention. An individual may serve as a member of a State Plan-
ning Agency or regional planning unit while concurrently serving as a member
with representative character, it is possible for one board member to be repre-
sentative of more than one element of interest.

The composition of such boards may vary from State; however, balanced
representation Is required and must include the following:

(a) Representation of State law enforcement and criminal Justice agencies,
including agencies directly related to the prevention and control of juvenile
delinquency.

(b) Representation of units of general local government by elected policy-
making or executive officials;

(c) Representation of law enforcement officials or administrators from
local units of government;

(d) Representation of each major law enforcement function-police, cor-
rections, court systems and juvenile jitice systems-plus, where appropriate,
representation identified with the act's special emphasis areas, i.e., organized
crime and riots and civil disorders;

(e) Representation of public (governmental) agencies in the State main-
taining programs to reduce and control crime, whether or not functioning
primarily as law enforcement agencies;

(f) Representation that offers reasonable geographical and urban-rural
balance and regard for the incidence of crime and the distribution and con-
centration of law enforcement services in the State;

(g) Representation, as between State law enforcement agencies on the
one hand and local units of government and local law enforcement agencies
on the other, that approximates proportionate representation of State and
local interests;

(h) Representation of citizen, professional and community organizations,
including organization directly related to delinquency prevention.

(2) Examples of juvenile delinquency related agencies and citizens, profes-
sional and community organizations.-(a) Agencies directly related to the
prevention and control of juvenile delinquency may include:

(1) Public agencies concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment
such as juvenile justice agencies, juvenile or family court judges and welfare,
social services, mental health, education, or youth service departments.

(2) Private agencies concerned with delinquency prevention and treatment:
concerned with neglected or dependent children; concerned with the quality
of juvenile Justice, education, or social services for children.

(b) Citizens, professional, and community organizations including organiza-
tions directly related to delinquency prevention may include:

(1) Organizations concerned with neglected children;
(2) Organizations whose members are primarily concerned with the welfare

of children;
(3) Youth organizations; and
(4) Organizations utilizing volunteers to work with delinquents or potential

delinquents.
(c) These examples are by no means exhaustive.
(3) Participation by Federal Offcials.-Federal representation on State

Planning Agency supervisory boards as voting members is not allowed (except
in D.C., American Samoa, Guam, and Virgin Islands). Federal officials may
continue to assist State Planning Agencies in any advisory or other non-voting
capacity which is mutually agreeable.

(4) Evaluation.-Because of the existing diversity of State governmental
structures and of law enforcement conditions within the States, the repre-
sentative character of a State Planning Agency and its staff will be evaluated
by the cognizant Regional Office on a case-by-case basis in determining com-
pliance with the statutory requirements.
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(5) Application Requiremcnt.-Describe the organization and functions of
the State planning agency supervisory board. Include functional organization
and staffing charts. (Forms for staffing lnformttion are provided in appendix
2-3).

(c) Operating Procedure8.-Applicatlon Requirement: Describe the rules
governing frequency of meetings, the establishment of subcommittees and the
conduct of business, the functions, composition and authority of any executive
committees or other standing committees of the supervisory board.

17. State planning agency staff and adrninistration.-(a) Authority.-(1)
Provi8ion. The act requires as a condition of a State's receipt of a grant under
part B that a State Planning Agency be created or designated by the chief
executive of the State and subject to his jurisdiction.

(2) Application Requirement. Attach documentary evidence (statute, execu-
tive order, etc.) under which authority the State planning agency Is currently
operating.

(b) Structure/Organization.-Application Requirement: Describe the struc.
ture and organization of the State planning agency staff, including functional
and organization charts.

(c) Staff.-(1) Minimum Standard8. State Planning Agency programs and
resources must provide reasonable assurance that the required agency func-
tions can be properly executed. The following minimum standards are estab-
lished for the State Planning Agency staff:

(a) An administrator who devotes full-time to the SPA's work.
(b) A 8tafy complement of adequate size (i.e., no less than five full-time

professionals for the entire SPA) and competencies (e.g., Police, Courts, Cor-
rections, Planning, Evaluation, Grants Management, Juvenile Delinquency
Systems/Communications, Audit, etc.) to determine annual planning priorities
and to manage the develppment, implementation, monitoring and evaluation
of the State's annual criminal justice improvements pln. The measurement
of competence should include experience factors as well as academic back-
ground and be consistent with the State planning agency's need for analytic
and program development skills necessary for the design of a coordinated
attack upon the Identified deficiencies within the criminal justice system.

Guideline Requiring Reference to All State Juvenile Programs in State Plan

81. Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.-(a) Juvnile ju8tice.-The
act requires that each comprehensive State plan must direct adequate atten-
tion to the problems of juvenile justice whether or not Juvenile justice is
funded through the State Planning Agency.

(b) Plan rcquirement.-Summary page reference: Provide a page reference
to the location of all pertinent text and data relevant to juvenile justice activi-
ties of the State planning agency and other agencies within the State.

(c) Reserved.-(Maintenance of effort.)
82. Reserved (for guidelines to implement the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974).
83. Technical assistance.-(a) Requircnent8.--(1) T'he Act requires [Sec-

tion 303(a)(10)] that the comprehensive plan shall demonstrate the willing-
ness of the State to contribute technical assistance or services for programs
and projects contemplated by the statewide comprehensive plan. Technical
Assistance is defined to include: conferences, lectures, seminars, workshops, on-
site assistance, training, and publications, as those activities are provided to
planning and operating agencies to assist them In developing and Implementing
comprehensive planning and management techniques, In Identifying the most
effective techniques of controlling specific crime problems, in Implementing
new programs and techniques, and in assisting citizens and other groups in
developing projects to participate in crime reduction and criminal justice
improvements.

(2) The planned delivery of technical assistance is primarily a way to
reslind etflhiently and effectively to the problems and needs addressed within
the State plan, and ultimately is a major vehicle for insuring effective plan
implementation. It is essential to develop a technical assistance strategy which
encompasses all levels of the LEAA delivery system-local, regional, State,
and national.
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(3) Grantees or sul)-grantees do not always possess the expertise they need
to perform effectively and achieve the objectives stated within the grant. Even
when assistance or services are available they may not be delivered in an
efficient, cost-effective manner. For instance, a State may have a number of

))lice departments experiencing the same or very similar records management
utilization problems. A technical assistance strategy would not only identify
problems but would also identify and target the resources to respond to those
problems in a systematic manner.

(b) Plan Requiremct.-State planning agencies must formulate and indi-
cate a willingness to implement a comprehensive program of technical assist-
ance or services for programs and projects contemplated by the comprehensive
plan. The comprehensive program must detail the strategy the SPA will follow
in delivering technical assistance or assuring that technical assistance is pro-
vided. If such a strategy statement is not contained elsewhere in the plan, it
must be set forth here. If it is contained in the plan, a page reference to the
location of all pertinent text and data relevant to the State's plan for technical
assistance is to be proved here.

(c) Presentation of Technical Assistance Plan.-If the technical assistance
plan is contained in the relevant sections of the comprehensive plan, it should
still address time same elements as those indicated below. For SPA's who set
forth their technical assistance plan here, the following elements of such a
plan should be included.

(1) An inventory of the resources within the State available to address the
technical assistance priorities. This inventory should include but is not limited
to a description of services, expertise, and resources available within the
State. both within time SPA and elsewhere in the State In both public and private
U agencies.

(2) An assessment and analysis of the technical assistance needs and prob-
Imis surfaced within (he State plan.

13) As far as possible, a prioritization of those technical assistance needs,
dec eribing the process by which such priorities were made.

(4) A technical assistance program plan which:
(a) Specifies which resources described above will be utilized to address

specific needs and priorities.
chapterr 27. Deinstitutionalization of status offendcrs

184. Purpose.-The purpose of this effort is to design and implement model
programs which both prevent the entry of juvenile status offenders Into cor-
rectional institutions and detention facilities and remove such juveniles from
institutions and detention facilities within 2 years of grant award by provid-
ing community-based alternatives and using existing diversion resources.
Removal should result in reduction of the total population of Juveniles in
correctional institutions within the designated jurisdictions, as well as pro-
vide assistance that reentry will not occur following the 2-year grant period.

Ia) The program turyct is juveniles who have committed offenses which
would not be criminal if committed by an adult. (Status offenders).

0)) Subgoal. ore: (1) Develop and implement neclhanisms at both the
pre-adJudicatlon and post-adjudication stages which utilize alternatives to
secure detention.

(2) Remove juvenile status offenders incarcerated in correctional insti-
tutions.

(3) Identify and develop community-based services which provide effective
alternatives to institutional and detention placement along with mechanisms
foi)r referral which hold service )rovi(hers accountable on a per child bass.

(4) Evaluate efforts and develop information on the effectiveness of tie
various models which can be used to guide program development for juvenile
status offenders in future years.

185. Range and duiration of grants.-All awards for this program will be
approved for 2-year support, but will be funded in annual increments of 12-
munth periods. LEAA's commitment to fund in the second year is contingent
upon satisfactory grantee performance in achieving stated objectives and
compliance with the terms and conditions of the grants. No continuations are
contemplated beyond the 2 years. It is anticipated that grants will range
up to $1.5 million over the 2-year period, depending on tihe size of the project
nud number of juveniles served. Funds for this program are allocated under
the Crime Control Act of 1973.
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186. Eligibility.-All public or private not-for-profit organizations and agen-
Oies are eligible to apply.

187. Possible program stratcgis.-(a) Project proposal are invited from
jurisdictions which may vary in their:

(1) Community tolerance of status offenders.
(2) Accessibility of resources for status offenders.
(3) Legal approaches to status offenders.
(4) Degree of control over client activit ies.
(5) Interrelationships with the juvenile justice system.
(b) Program strategies are: (1) Action projects which remove populations

of status offenders from, correctional institutions and detention facilities and
prevent their future placement in institutions and detention facilities. Programs
which seek new legislation or modification of existing juvenile codes may be
needed in certain jurisdiction. Therefore applications specific to this con-
cern or combined with an acting program will be entertained.

(2) Projects which strengthen alternative service delivery organizations
such as national youth serving organizations, public and private agencies,
professional organizations, and so forth, for these specific purposes.

188. Project specifications.- (a) Working A.suimptions.-The program is
based on the following assumptions: (1) As derived from the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Preventio~i Act of 1974, juveniles labeled as "status of-
fenders": (a) Are detained, committed, placed, and adjudicated for offenses
which would not be considered criminal if they were adults; and their deten-
tion and incarceration in correctional institutions is inappropriate and often
destructive.

(b) Present adjustment problems centered in their family and community
and can best lie treated through conmnmunily-liased services.

(e) Can be treated more effectively wid economically outside incarcerative
settings.

(2) Community resources: (a) Have ti responsibility, interest, and ca-
pacity to ri.spond in creative and re.lonsile ways to the development and
delivery of sv'ices which support more colistructive juvenile behavior
patterns.

(b) Their response is likely to vary as, a function of: (1) Community
tolerance for juienile problem behavior.

(2) Resource Lvaihability/accessibility.
{3) Legal provisions for dealing with status offenders separately from

delinluent offenders.
(4) Degree (if control exercised by the juvenile justice system over com-

miuity-based treatmnent/service progranis for status offenders.
(5) Extent to which prograhis for the treatment of status offenders control

and regulate the activities of their clients.
(c) May deal with status offenders by: (1) Modifying their available re-

sources to fit the presun(id underlying etiology of types of problem behavior
with which it is confronted.

(2) Redefining the nature of the presenting problem of the youth to fit
ti resources thia are available.
(3) The juvenile justice system: (a) In status offense cases, detain, adjudi-

(ate and incarcerate as a lust alternative when other community resources
and services are not available, fail, or are unable to respond.

(b) Will, through its broad discretion and tradition of diverting children
and youth from t criminal justice system, support alternatives to institu-
tionalization and detention.

(c) Can make more effective uise of its limited resources if status offenders
are handled in a different manner.

(0 8ite Slceftion and Data Ntcds. I'rifernce in selection of projects will
be given to those applicants who plan to remove total populations of status
offenders from specific correctional Institutions, detention facilities, and jails
and block entry within 2 years; and those which institute practices and pro-
cedures designed to reintegrate juveniles into the community with minimum
Criminal Justice System penetration. When appropriate, upder a specific pro-
grain area and essential to understanding the dimensions of the problem, the
application should address the following data needs:

(1) A profile which describes and documents the dimensions of the problem,
e.g., operative jurisdiction definition of status offense, percentage and num-
ber of status offenders In juvenile court caseload, disposition, population of
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target institutions, Jails, and detention facilities and percentage of status
offenders from the target jurisdictions, age range, types of offenses, length
of institutionalization, and institutional expenditures for status offenders. It
should also provide comparable data for the remainder of youth involved in
the Juvenile Justice System for the target jurisdiction.

(2) An inventory of existing community services Which are to be used,
described in terms of services presently being provided, gaps, need for new
services, anticipated need for modification in scope of delivery mechanisms, and
commitment to participation in the project.

(3) A system description and flow chart of the Juvenile Justice System as
it impacts status-offenders, e.g., source of referral, disposition, current al-
ternatives to- institutionalization.

(4) A description of how the Juvenile Justice System is to participate, the
kind of mechanisms to be developed to prevent institutionalization and
detention; and those methods to be used in coordinating the activities of the
court, law enforcement and social agencies. This information should be sup-
ported by statements from the court and other participants describing their
anticipated involvement and responsibility for achievement of stated goals.
It should also include a description of mechanisms which will ensure account-
ability for service delivery on a per child basis.

(5) A description of the statutory rules pertinent to the deinstitutionaliza-
tioiT of status offenders within the target jurisdiction. It should also include
a brief description of any administrative policies, procedures and/or court
rules which might hinder or facilitate implementation of the project.

(6) A chart which describes program goals and subgoals with milestones
and details for removal of status offenders from institutions and detention
facilities and the phasing out of entry into institutions and detention facilities.

(7) A description of alternative services to institutionalization and deten-
tion supported by a description of strategies and methodology for develop.
ment.

(8) In addition to appropriate baseline data, all applications must Include
a description of program objectives in measurable terms and a preliminary
work schedule which relates objectives to specific milestones.

(9) Provide a budget of the total costs to be incurred in carrying out the
proposed project. Indicate plans for supplementing potential LEAA funds
with other Federal, State, local or private funds in excess of the required
10 percent cash match.

189. Deflnitions.&-(a) Community tolerance for 8tatu8 offenders refers to
the willingness of significant professional and/or lay -members of the coi-
munity to absorb status offenders in the fabric of their social institutions,
such as school, church, family, welfare, recreational and employment struc.
tures. Low tolerance would be manifested by denial of responsibility for status
offenders by these structures. The tolerance exhibited by communities may
range upward to include the capacity to absorb status offenders into sonie
but not others of their institutions. While no community may be expected to
be totally tolerant of problem behavior, -there are those sufficiently tolerant
to accept and support a variety of efforts to sponsor their absorption and
"normalization". Examples of low tolerance are:

(1) Schools refuse to readmit students expelled for "problem" behavior.
(2) Recreational agencies refuse to accept into their programs youth known

to police and courts for minor infractions.
(3) In response to community sentiment and pressure, police enter delin-

quency petitions on youth accused of status offenses.
(4) Community or agency programs established to deal with problem youth

In the community have n exclusively delinquent clientele.
(5) A sharply negative attitude with respect to the employment of youth

with any kind of Juvenile court record.
(b) Resource accessibility refers to the degree to which a community has

within it organizations capable of absorbing status offenders and a demon-
strated willingness to serve them as clients.

(1) There may be many, some, or few agencies and organizations available
to serve the needs of status offenders.

(2) Most, many, or few of the available agencies may be either willing or
able to acquire the staff and competence to provide the services needed by
status offenders.
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(c) Legal approaches refers to the existence, or lack thereof, of special
statutes (PINS, CHINS, MINS) relating to status offenders. These are usually
State statutes, which may be supported -by local codes and ordinances. The
provision of a separate category for status offenders will affect the readiness
of a community or jurisdiction to implement the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders.

(d) Control over clients refers generally to the degree to which the lives
and activities of status offenders are determined by Agency staff and pro-
cedures. Examples of extreme control over clients include:

(1) Inhouse requirements and provisions of jobs, tutoring, therapy, and
recreation.

(2) Regulations concerning curfew, dating, peer associates, and interaction
with family members.

(3) Close and detailed monitoring of conformity to house or Agency rules,
Including a schedule of penalties for infractions.

(e) The opposite pole-of the client control continuum is represented by an
absence of surveillance and regulations, exemplified by programs that:

(1) Utilize local schools for the educational needs of clients.
(2) Permit client autonomy in choice of peer associates, recreational ac-

.tivity, and the pursuilt--of normal interests.
(3) Encourage continuous interaction with family members.
(4) Foster maximum participation in agencies and institutions that serve

the needs and interests of the nondelinquent youth of the community.
(f) Control by the justice system refers to the extent to which status

offender programs are controlled by and/or are accountable to correctional,
court, probation, or police officials, rather than community organizations and
agencies outside the Juvenile Justice System. Controls in this sense can be
fiscal, administrative or political. Examples of high program control by the
Justice System include:

(1) Police or probation personnel in decisionmaking positions, or on pro-
grain staff.

(2) Requirements imposed on program staff to transmit to police or court
personnel detailed reports of client behavior.

(3) Status offender treatment programs organized and conducted by Juve-
nile justice agencies.

(g) Low justice system controlled programs are typically sponsored, staffed,
and managed solely by community-based agencies and organizations. Lines of
accountability run chiefly to their or other governing bodies and to their
source of funding support. If these are public agencies, they are concerned
with health and welfare functions, and they are formally and legally inde-
pendent of agencies in the Juvenile Justice System. However, in view of the
necessary involvement of juvenile justice agencies in programs serving the
needs of court designated status offenders, most will exhibit mixed forms of
control. Again, the precise degree to which there exists control by and ac-
countability to the Juvenile Justice System is open in principle to precise
specification.

(h) Coordination.-(1) The mechanism for coordination of all parties with
jurisdictional authority over affected juveniles and resources essential to
provision of suitable alternative services, among others, will include the
juvenile court and its key operational components (diagnostic or intake and
probation division, the agency or agencies responsible for Juvenile correctional
facilities and law enforcement, agencies responsible for provision of human
services and educational Institutions in the affected Jurisdiction(s).

(2) This mechanism must be supported by written agreements which re-
flect concurrence with overall project objectives, specify the action steps to
be taken by each party in relation to disposition of status offenders or the -
resources to be provided In support of workable community based human
services. Additionally, agreements should include commitment of staft time
for planning and coordination.

(3) While such mechanisms may be operational at the preliminary appli-
cation stage, a description of preliminary or supportive activities within the
designated jurisdiction must be provided in sufficient detail to permit re-
viewers to assess feasibility of the project achieving stated goals.

(i) Alternative Services. Development and management of alternative serv-
ices must be supported by existence of or plans for development of:
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(1) A Management Information System which provides systematic feedback
on court disposition of all Juvenile offenders by referral source and kind of
offense, placement of Juveniles in affected correctional institutions by kind
of offense, and expenditures on a per child basis for Juveniles referred for
services identified as "alternatives to_Institutional placement".

(2) A Monitoring System which assures that standards defined for alterna-
tive services are maintained, and specifically accounts for actual service
delivery on a per-child basis.

(j) Programs which minimize the stigmatizing of Vouth are those which:
(1) Avoid the use of labels which carry or acquire adverse connotations for
the youth or organlzation.,.,lth_ whom they may be affiliated.

(2) Avoid the segregatlohtof youth for the purposes of special treatment.
(3) Avoid the Identification programs in such a way that they exist only

for the purpose of helping youth with serious problems. Generally, non-
stigmatizing programs should be structured in such a way as to ensure
that participating youth experience the least possible impediments to family
life, school and employment.

(k) Detention facilities are those which provide temporary care in a
physically restrictive facility prior to adjudication, pending court disposition
-or while awaiting transfer to other facilities as a result of court action.

(1) Institutions for purposes of this program are those which are physically
restrictive and where placement extends beyond 30 days.

190. Special evaltqtion requircments.-(a) Since the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administrdtion will provide for an independent evaluation of all
projects funded in this program, determination will be made during the
application stage of costs to be incurred by grantees for evaluation. All
grantees selected will be required to participate In the evaluation, make
reasonable program adjustments which enhance the evaluation without re-
ducing program effectiveness, and collect the Information required by the
evaluation design.

(b) Data to be collected for program evaluation purposes will refer in some
instances to specific projects and in others to the overall LEAA deinstitu-
tionalization program design. With respect to the latter, grantees will be
required to assist in the provision of data pertinent to:

(1) The effectiveness of delnstitutionalization on changes in delinquent and
conforming behavior of clients.

(2) The relevance of deinstitutionalization to the Interruption of delinquent
career patterns suggested by the stigmatizing process and labeling theory.

(3) The comparable ease of implementation and effectiveness of programs
in community settings:

(a) Having higher and lower tolerance for juvenile behavior.
(b) Having higher and lower resource accessibility.
(c) With and without special and general legislative approaches to status

offenders (PINS, CHINS, etc.).
(4) The comparative effectiveness of programs:
(a) Higher and lower in degree of control over clients' lives.
(b) Higher and lower in program control by components of the formal Juve-

nile justice system.
(5) Tie Impact of the deinstitutionalization program on the use of the

limited resource of the Juvenile justice system.
(c) Other things being equal, priority will be given to project proposals

which incorporate feasible experimental control designs compatible with
achievement of program goals.

(d) The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration will require that data
collection procedures specified by the evaluator ensure the privacy and
security of Juvenile records. The evaluator will ensure that information
identifiable to a specific private person Is used only for the purpose for which
obtained and it may not be used as a part of any administrative or Judicial
proceeding without the written consent of the child and his legal guardian or
legal representative.

191. Selection criteria.-ApplicatIons will be rated and selected equally in
relation to all of the following criteria. Preliminary applications will be re-
viewed and rated in relation to paragraph 191b, c, f, and i.

(a) The extent to which a stable fifndilg base for continuation of aTterna-
tives to incarcerative placement of status offenders can be established when
LEAA funding ceases.
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(b) The size of the Juvenile population affected in relation to costs and
,quality of service.

(c) The extent to which there are plans for use of other public and private
funds in execution of the overall plan.

(d) The extent to which exciting private and public youth serving agencies
are incorporated into the planning and implementation of the plan.

(e) The extent to which alternative services: (1) Maximize use of non-
stigmatizing service approaches sponsored by public and private agencies.

(2) Involve youth and significant others in assessment of needs and service
options.

(3) Employ program strategies which seek to Identify and address prob-
lenis located within service delivery systems.

(f) The degree to which the mechanisms for coordination: (1) Include
essential parties and specificity with respect to their respective commitments.
(See paragraph 189h).

(2) Indicate that there will be a reduction in the number of Juveniles In'
carcerated within the affected jurisdiction. - -

(g) The extent to which there is accountability for service on. a per child
basis.

(h) The extent to which the project can be evaluated in relation to experi-
mental design and availability of data.

(i) The extent to which there is assessment of impact of deinstitutionaliza-
tion upon affected institutions and agencies and inclusion of program strat-
egies which promote greater public awareness of the issues and community
support for the program.

192. Special requirements.-(a) To support coordination and information
exchange among projects, funds will be budgeted in applications to cover the
cost of six meetings during the course of the 2-year projects. Meetings shall
be ldanned with the grantees by mutual agreement, with the exception of the
first, which will be called 1 week following grant award. A meeting schedule
will be developed and the LEAA project monitor informed of any changes
within-2 weeks of a scheduled meeting.

(b) Two weeks following grant award, grantees shall submit a revised
statement of work which reflects essential adjustments In tasks and mile-
stones.

(c) Service providers must coordinate submissions with agencies and Insti-
tutions directly responsible for removal of juveniles from institutions within-
a designated jurisdiction.

(d) Applicants with submissions which cross state or territorial boundaries
in the areas of capacity building and legislative reform shall make site selec-
tions in conjunction with LEAA following award of action programs in order
to maximize opportunities for impact.

193. Submission requirement8.-(a) Preliminary Application. (1) All ap-
plicants must simultaneously submit the original preliminary application to
the State Planning Agency (SPA) for the affected jurisdiction(s), one copy
to the cognizant Regional Office (RO) and one copy to the LEAA Central
Office; or the original and two copies to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Task Group (JJDPTG) in Washington, D.C., If the proposed pro-
grain extends beyond state boundaries. One copy should be sent to the ap-
propriate A-95 Clearinghouse.

(2) Upon receipt, SPAs will review and, if appropriate, coordinate pre-
liminary applications within their state. They will forward their comments
to the appropriate RO and the JJDTG in Washington, D.C. All institutions/
not-for-profit organizations interested in submitting preliminary applications
shall be allowed to do so.

(3) Regional Offices, following review, will forward their comments to the
JJDTG in Washington.

(4) Upon receipt of SPA and RO comments, the JJDTG will select those
preliminary applications judged to have elements most essential to successful
program_ development. Notification will be sent to all applicants with infor-
mation copies forwarded to SPAs and ROs.

(5) Preliminary applications must be mailed or hand delivered to the State
Planning Agency or the JJDTG at the LEAA by May 10, 1975.

(a) Preliminary applications sent by mail will be considered to be received
on time by the SPA or LEAA if the preliminary application was sent by
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registered or certified mail not later than May 10, 1975, as evidenced by the
U.S. Postal Service postmark on the wrapper or envelope, or on the original
receipt from the U.S. Postal Service.

(b) Iland delivered preliminary applications must be taken to the SPA
or, when appropriate for LEAA, to Room 742 of the LEAA building at 633
Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and
5:30 p.m., except Saturdays, Sundays or Federal holidays.

(b) Application. (1) The deinstitutionalization of status offenders pro-
grain has been determined to be of national impact, and the format for appli-
cation submission as stated in paragraph 11, Chapter 1 of Guideline Manual
4500.1C has been modified.

(2) Application distribution should be as follows: (a) Original and two
copies to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Task Group, LEAA,
033 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C., 20531.

(b) One copy to each of the appropriate A-95 Clearinghouses.
(3) LEAA will forward a copy of the application to the cognizant Regional

Office and State Planning Agency for review and comment.
(4) State Planning Agency comments should be forwarded to the cognizant

regional office within 20 days following receipt of the application.
(5) Regional office comments should be forwarded to the JJDTG along

with State Planning Agency comments within 30 days of receipt of appli-
cation. Review comments will be considered received in time for incorporation
into the final selection process If postmarked not later than September 19, 1975.

(6) Applications will be reveiwed by the JJDTG and final recommendations
made in accordance with predefined selection criteria. In most cases, awards
wil be made to the appropriate State Planning Agency with subgrants to the
applicant.

(7) Program monitoring will be done by the JJDTG In conjunction with
the cognizant regional office.

104. Preliminary applicatio.-Part IV, the narrative statement of the pre-
liminary application should address the following specific data needs in no
more than 12 pages. You may include as appendixes supportive data or docu-
Imients.

(a) Statement of need.-(1) Briefly describe the dimensions of the prob-
lemn and the efforts within the jurisdiction to develop alternatives to institu-
tional placement which would be available to status.offenders., Include statis-
tical data on the number of status offenders, their socioeconomic characteristics,
primary referral sources, and the manner in which they are presently handled
by the juvenile justice system. Describe alternatives available to juveniles at
each stage of processing. Include in this section the operative jurisdictional
definition of status offense, jurisdictional boundaries within which your
program would operate, and sufficient demographic information to permit
assessment of potential program impact.

(2) Applicants proposing projects under Paragraph 187b(2) of this Manual
should provide the data most relevant to the activities to be undertaken, in-
cluding descriptive information which makes clear the relationship between
proposed activities and problems associated with status offenders. Programs
which exceed State boundaries should identify those geographic areas in which
they would expect to have the greatest impact.

() Project Goa8 and Objcctive.-Goal statements should be specific to
the expected activities of the juvenile justice system, service providers, Juve-
niles affected, and others who may be involved In implementation of the
proIject. Ti major objectives of the proposed project should be stated In
imvisurable terns, e.g., slciflc activities in relation to expected results.
Based upon these objectives, provide a timetable for completion of major
tasks.

c) Methodology.-Descrlbe the way in which project components would be
developed and applied to the problems described. Show the relationship be-
tween these activities and achievement of objectives. Identify specific agree.
ments essential to project success and describe your progress in securing them.
Include copies of agreements that have been consummated.

(d) Benefits Expectcd.-Describe expected impact upon the school system,
service providers, Juvenile justice system (court, police and correctional
facilities), and other relevant institutions In the affected Jurisdictions. Identify
the expected positive and negative Implications of this impact and briefly
explain your plan for response.
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(e) Expericnce of Applicant.-Describe the nature of your accountability
for services to juveniles, experience of key personnel, fiscal experience, kind
and scope of program(s) administered, relationships with organizations, in-
stitutions and interest groups vital to achievement of stated goals.

(f) Evaluation Requirement.-Provide a brief statement which assesses
where your project would be placed in relation to the five dimensions listed
under paragraph 187a of this manual. The information provided must be
sufficient to permit LEAA to locate the project along each of these dimensions.
Supporting data should be supplied, if available, but we are not requesting
collection of data at this stage. Also provide assurance that your project
would cooperate fully in the evaluation effort as outlined in paragraph 190a of
this manual.

21. Special Requirements for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974.-(a) Applicability.-The provisions of this paragraph apply
only to those State planning agencies which are applying for funds under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (hereafter referred
to as the J.J. & D.P. Act). They do not apply to the comprehensive program
for the improvement of juvenile justice developed pursuant to the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended.

(b) Plan Supervision and Administratio.-(1) Act Requirement. Accord-
ing to Section 23(a) (1) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, the State plan must "designate the State planning agency estab-
lished by the State under section 203 of such title I (i.e. Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended) as the sole agency for
supervising the preparation and administration of the plan ;".

(2) Application Requirement. The SPA should indicate the name, profes-
sional background, functions and responsibilities of the individual or indi-
viduals who are responsible for preparing and administering the juvenile
justice component of the comprehensive State plan.

(3) Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Planning Person. In order
to provide for the necesary supervision of the preparation and administration
of the plan, it is recommended that there be at least one full-time juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention planning person in the SPA. This person's
sole responsibility should be in the juvenile justice area.

(c) Plan Implenieptation.-(1) Act Requirement. SectIoDl 223(a) (2) of
the J..T & D.P. Act requires the State plan "contain satisfactory evidence
that the State agency designated in accordance with paragraph (1) (here-
after referred to in this part as the "State planning agency") has or will
have authority, by legislation if necessary, to implement such plan in con-
formity with this part;".

(2) Application Requirement. The $PA must specify how it has and will
exercise its requisite authority to carry out the mandate of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

(3) Coordination of Services. This mandate requires a coordination of
human services to youth and their families in order to insure effective de-
linquency prevention and treatment programs. This would include all offices
within the State responsible for the delivery of human services such as edu-
cation, welfare, health and other State offices which directly impact juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention.

(d) Advisory Group.-(1) Act Requircment. Section 223(a) (3) of the
J.J. & D.P. Act requires that the State plan "provide for an advisory group
appointed by the chief executive of the State to advise the State planning
agency and its supervisory board (a) which shall consist of not less than
21 and not more than 3.3 persons who have training, experience, or special
knowledge concerning time prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency
or the administration of juvenile justice, (b) which shall include represen-
tation of units of local government, law enforcement and Juvenile justice
agencies such as law enforcement, correction or probation personnel, and
juvenile or family court judges, and public agencies concerned with delin-
quency prevention or treatment such as Welfare, social services, mental health,
education, or youth services departments, (c) which shall include repre-
sentatives of private organizations concerned with delinquency prevention or
treatment; concerned with neglected or dependent children; concerned with
the quality of juvenile justice, education, or social services for children;
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which utilize volunteers to work with delinquents or potential delinquents;
community-based delinquency prevention or treatment programs; and organiza-
tions which represent employees affected by this act, (d) a majority of whose
members (including tile chairman) hall not be full-time employees of the
Federal, State, or local government, and (e) at least one-third of whose
members shall be under the age of 26 at the time of appointment;".

(2) Application Requirement. (a) The SPA must indicate how it has ful-
filled the requirements of this section, through submitting a list of appointees
and a statement of bow they meet the requirements for advisory group
membership.

(b) The application must include a list of responsibilities, duties, functions
and frequency of meetings of the advisory group. The role of the advisory
group in reference to State plan development and project review must be
explicated.

(c) The advisory group should make recommendations to the SPA director
and the supervisory board with respect to planning, priorities, operations,
andi management of all juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs
within the State.

(d) The relationship of the advisory group to the supervisory board and
the SPA must be explicated. Pursuant to Section-223(b) the advisory group
shall be consulted about the State plan prior to its approval.

(e) Con8ultation tvith Local Govcrnrnent.-(1) Act Requirement. Section
223(a) (4) of the J.J. & D.P. Act requires that the State Plan "provide for
the active consultation with and participation of local governments in the
development of a State plan which adequately takes Into account the needs
and requests of local governments;".

(2) Application Requirement. The application must indicate tile frequency
and quality of the consultation process specified in this subsectlon. Describe
how local governments participate in the development of tbe State plan and
how the State planning agency takes into account their needs and incorporates
their requests.

(f) Participation of Local Governmnent&.-(1) Act Requirement. Section
223\a) (6) of the J..T. & D.P. Act requires that the State plan "provide that
the chief executive officer of the local government shall assign responsibility
for the preparation and administration of the local government's part of a
State plan, or for the supervision of the preparation and administration of
the local government's part of the State plan, to that agency within the local
government's structure (hereafter in this part referred to as the 'local agency')
which can most effectively carry out the purposes of this part and shall pro-
vile for supervision of the progralns funded under this part by that local
agency ;".

(2) Application Requlremetts.-The application must: (a) Designate which
unit or combination of units of local government within the State will par-
ticipate for purposes of this section and how this determination was made.

(b) Designate the name and title of the chief executive officer of each of
the units or combination of units of local government listed above.

(c) Designate the name of the agency within each.unit or combination of
units of government which the chief executive officer has designated; also,
explain its function and relationship to the local government.

(d) Explain in each case the reasons why that agency was determined
to he able to most effectively carry out the purposes of this part.

(e) Explain how the chief executive officer of each unit or combination
of units of local government shall provide for supervision of the programs
funded by each local agency.

(g) Paas-Through Requirement.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (5)
of tile J.J. & D.P. Act requires that the Sthte Plan "provide that at least
662/3 percent of the funds received by the State under section 222 shall be
expended through programs of local government insofar as they are consistent
with the State plan except that this provision may be waived at the discre-
tion of the administrator for any State if the services for delinquent or
potentially delinquent youth are organized primarily on a statewide basis;".(2) Application Requirement. The application must provide assurance that
at least 662/3 percent of the funds received by the State under section 222
shall be expended through programs of local government.
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(3) Inclusion of Funds. Formula grant funds made available to local govern-
ments for planning and administration purposes by the State planning agency
shall be included in calculating the amount of funds to be expended through
programs of local government.

(4) Waiver of Pa8sthrough Requirements. The Administrator is authorized
to waive the passthrough requirement for any State upon making a determi-
nation that the planning grant application adequately demonstrates that the
State's services for delinquent or potentially delinquent youth are organized
primarily on a statewide basis. Upon granting the waiver, the Administrator
shall substitute a passthrough requirement representative of the proportion
of services organized primarily on a statewide basis. In making the determi-
nation under tihe section the Administrator will examine the State's total
program of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention including the entire
range of available youth services. A request for-waiver must be accompanied
by a statement setting forth the following:

(a) The extent of implementation of juvenile delinquency programs at the
State level and at the local level.

(b) The extent of financial responsibility for Juvenile delinquency programs
borne at the State level and at the local level.

(c) The extent to which services provided by the State or direct outlays
by the State are made for or on behalf of local governments (as opposed to
statewide services).

(d)- The approval of the State Planning Agency Supervisory Board.
(e) Comments from local units of government.
(h) Nonsupplantation of State, Lojal, and Other Non-Federal Funids.--

(a) Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (19) of the J.J. & D.P. Act requires that
the State Plan "provide reasonable assurance that Federal funds made avail-
able under this part for any period will be so used as to supplement and in-
crease (but not supplant), to the extent feasible and practical, the level of
the State, local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the absence of
such Federal funds be made available for the programs described in this part,
and will in no event replace such State, local, and other non-Federal funds ;".

(b) Application Requirement. Provide such assurances as are necessary to
comply with this provision. Identify and describe procedures used to insure
that this nonsupplantation requirement is met.

82. Special Requirements for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 197.-(a) Applicability. The provisions of this paragraph
apply only to those State Planning Agencies which have elected to apply for
and accept funds under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974. These provisions do not apply to the comprehensive program
for the improvement of Juvenile justice which the State Planning Agency
must address in order to comply with the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act requirements.,.

(b) Relationship to Overall Comprehensive Plan. Planning for the JJDP
Act programs and expenditures shall follow the basic steps prescribed for
tihe comprehensive law enforcement plan under the Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act, as set forth in Chapter 3 of these Guidelines, including
a description and assessment of existing Juvenile justice systems and avail-
able resources, the development of tv multi-year plan, and the preparation of
annual programs and related plans, programs and systems. Plans and action
programs relating to Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention may be
integrated with all other portions of the comprehensive law enforcement plan,
but must be sufficiently distinct so that they can be reviewed independently
of other parts of the State plan. The remainder of this chapter sets forth
additional items which must be included and additional standards which must
be met for the State's comprehensive plan to qualify for funds under the
JJDP Act. The State plan shall describe the way in which the special re-
quirements which follow have- been incorporated within the State's compre-
hensive law enforcement plan.

(c) Detailed Study of Needs. (1) Act Requirements. Section 223(a)(8)
of the JJDP Act requires that the State plan "Set forth a detailed study of
tihe State needs for an effective, comprehensive, coordinated approach to
Juvenile delinquency prevention and treatment and the improvement of time
Juvenile justice system. This plan shall include itemized estimated costs for
the development and implementation of such programs."
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(2) Plan Requirements. (a) Dcflnitions. (1) Juvenile. The State plan must
Indicate the State's definition of Juvenile.

(2) Delinquent. The State plan must indicate the State's definition of
delinquent, dependent, neglected, in need of supervision or other status which
will subject youths to the jurisdiction of the Juvenile or family court.

(b) Scope of Study.-The State plan must include a study of the State's
Juvenile justice system's handling of Juvenile offenders, including a descrip-
tion of the structure and functions of units of the Juvenile justice system
(police, Intake, detention, probation, and correctional institutions) and a
description of the flow of youths through the system (on a calendar year
basis). The descriptive flow should include a summary of the number and
characteristics (age, sex, national origin, race) of -youths (utilizing the
State's definition- 9f "juveniles") within the State and a summary of the
number and characteristics (offense, age, sex, national origin, race) of youths
handled (including arrests and petitions) by each unit of the Juvenile justice
system within each calendar year, and dispositions-made by each unit (in-
cluding the number and characteristics of juveniles within each dispositional
category).

(1) The study should also include data addressing the effectiveness of the
Juvenile justice system, in terms of recidivism (arrests or return to the
system) and other' measures deemed relevant by the State.

(2) The study must also address the nature of the delinquency problem
within the State (in addition to arrests and petitions that would be indicated
in police and court handling above). This analysis should at least include
unemployment rates and school dropout, suspension and expulsion rates, and
other causal or contributing conditions considered or determined to be rele-
vant to delinquency prevention programming.

(c) Description of Existing Programs.-The study must include a compre-
hensive description of existing programs for youth in the State. This descrip-
tion shall include both special programs In the juvenile system (in addition
to the major units of the Juvenile justice system under section E above) and
outside of it. The description shall include all. programs supported by Federal,
State, local and private funds. Indicate tMe source of funds and the dollar
amount involved. -

(d) States might wish to consider a 2-year effort for this study outlined
in sections (b) and (c) above. The first year would be devoted to the compre-
hensive descriptions of programs within the Juvenile justice system and pro-
viding whatever-data are available called for under subparagraph (b). The
review of programs outside the Juvenile justice system, and the collection
of data not currently available would be added in the second year. If this
option is elected, the first year study must also state how the second year's
study will be accomplished.

(e) Statement of Itemi zcd Estimated Costs and Prioritization of Programs.
Programs contained in the multiyear plan and annual action programs must
include itemized estimated costs for their development and Implementation.
These programs must also be Iirloritized in light of available and anticipated
resources. Plans for reallocation of resources both from LEAA funds and
other funds to meet the programmatic needs must be included. All necessary
programs shall be-identified even If there are insufficient resources from any
source to implement them.

(d) Equitable Distribution.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (7) of
the JJDP Act requires that the State plan "provide for an equitable distribu-
tion of the assistance received under section 222 within the State ;".

(2) Plan Requirement. The State plan must indicate how it has made the
determination that the distribution of the assistance received under section
222 within the State is equitable.

(e) Participation of Private Agencies and Utilization of Basting Programs.
- (1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (9) of the JJDP Act requires that
the State Plan "provide for the active consultation with and participation
of private agencies in the development and execution of the State plan; and
provide for coordination and maximum utilization of existing Juvenile de-
linquency programs and other related programs, such as education, health,
and welfare within the State ;".
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(2) Plan Requirements. (a) Consultation wvith and Participation of Private
-Agencies. (1) -The State plan must indicate the frequency and quality of
the consultation process specified in this subsection. Describe the methods
used to gain input from private agencies about the development and execution
of the State plan.

(2) The relationship of this process of consultation to the advisory group
and the supervisory board must be explained fully.

(b) Coordination and Utilization of Eisting Programs. The State plan
must identify all State efforts related to delinquency prevention and reh~bili-
tation whether Federal, State, locally or privately funded. The pla. 5nust
demonstrate how the SPA plans to coordinate and maximally utilize these
services.

(f) Advanced Tcchniques-M(1) Act Requirements. Section 220(a) (0)
requires that the State Plan "Provide that not less than 75 per cent of the
funds available to such State under section 222, whether expended directly
by the State or by the local government or through contracts with public
or private agencies, shall be used for advanced techniques in developing,
maintaining, and expanding programs and services designed to prevent
juvenile delinquency, to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system,-
and to provide community-based alternatives to juvenile detention and cor-
rectional facilities. -That advanced techniques include:

(a) Community-based programs and services for the prevention and
treatment of juvenile delinquency through the development of foster-care and
shelter-care homes, group homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home
health services, and any other designated community-based diagnostic, treat-
ment, or rehabilitative services;

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

(c) Youth service bureaus and other community-based programs to divert
youth from the juvenile court or to support, counsel, or provide work and
recreation opportunities for delinquents and youth in danger of becoming
delinquent;

(d) Comprehensive programs of drug and alcohol abuse education and
prevention and programs for the treatment and rehabilitation of drug addicted
youth and "drug dependent" youth (as defined in section 2(q) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201(q) ) ) ;

(e) Educational programs or supportive services designed to keep delinquents
and to encourage other youth to remain in elementary and secondary schools
or in alternative learning situations;

(f) Expanded use of probation and recruitment and training of probation
officers, other professional and paraprofessional personnel and volunteers
to work effectively with youth;

4g) Youth initiated programs and outreach programs designed to assist
youth who otherwise would not be reached by assistance programs;

() Provides for a statewide program through the use of probation sub-
sidies, other subsidies, other financial incentives or disincentives to units
of local government, or other effective means, that may include but are not
limited to programs designed to:

(1) iReduce the nunrber of commitments of juveniles to any form of Juve-
nile facility as a percentage of the State Juvenile population;

(2) Increase the use of nonsecure community-based facilities as a percent-
age of total commitments to Juvenile facilities; and

(3) Discourage the use of secure Incarceration and detention;"
(2) Plan Requlrements.-(a) The SPA must clearly demonstrate in its

plan that at least 75 percent of the juvenile justice and delinquency preven-
tion act funds shall be used for support of advanced techniques as enumerated
in section 223(a) (10) a through h.

(b) The State may provide for advanced techniques other than those
enumerated in 223(a) (10) a through h, provided that those "other" tech-
niques are used for the purpose of developing and Implementing effective
methods of preventing and reducing juvenile delinquency; developing and con-
ducting effective programs -of diverting juveniles from the traditional juve-
nile Justice system, and providing alternatives to institutionalization.

(c) If the State chooses to utilize advanced techniques other than those
enumerated in section 223(n)(10) a through h, it must define what it con.
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elders to be advanced techniques, indicate why it has chosen these techniques,
aud why it considers them "advanced". It should also explain how it expects
them to impact on its unique problems.

(d) The selection of advanced techniques shall he determined by each
State's detailed study of needs required by section 223(a) (8). However, recog-
nition should be given to the requirements set forth in paragraph 82c.

(3) Community bascd programs and services -are those which have among
their characteristics local community participation in program planning and
influence upon management; have geographic, social and psychological ac-
cessibility; and build into their services provisions for retention of relation-
ships between juveniles and "significant others".

(a) Key factors of community-based programs or services are the:
(1) Frequency;
(2) Duration; and
(3) Quality of linkages between the community and the program or-service,

and linkages between the Juvenile and the community.
(b) Generally, as frequency, duration and quality of these relationships

increase, the program becomes more community-based. Another characteristic
of a "community-based facility" is its non-secure quality which allows for
maximized linkages or relationships between the youths and the community,
including the youths' families.

(4) Youth in Dan ger of Becoming Delia quent.-(a) This phrase refers
specifically to behavior which is likely to result in youths-being adjudicated
"delinquent". "Youth in danger of becoming-delinquent" should not be identi-
fied through:

(1) Early detection by. means of psychological testing.
(2) Invasion of parental responsibility for supervision of children.
(b) The State should also avoid usage of labels such as "predelinquent"

and "potential delinquent".
(5) Education Programs or Supportive Services.-(a) Two examples of

such programs are: (1) Lay advocates to represent students and parents in
due process procedures that may be instituted when a student is suspended
or expelled.

(2) Counseling groups outside the school that can assist students in ad-
justing to a hostile school environment and can advise a student and his or
her parents of their due process- rights.

(b) It is also suggested that programs designed to prevent students from
being pushed out of school be focused first on school districts having a dis-
proportionate number of minority suspensions and expulsions, and, second,
on school districts demonstrating abnormally high suspensions and expulsion
rates for all students regardless of race.

(g) Research, Training and Evaluation Capacity.-(1) Act Requirement.
Section 223(a) (11) requires that the State Plan "provide for the development
of and adequate research, training, and evaluation capacity within the State ;".

(2) Plait Requirements. The State plan must provide for the development
of an adequate research, training, and evaluation capacity within the State.

(a) "An adequate research capacity" is the capacity to gather and analyze
the information required for the detailed study of needs specified in para-
graph 82c. The plan must indicate the resources which the State will utilize
to accomplish the detailed study of needs and, if they are not presently ade-
quate to the task, the steps which will be taken to augment them. For the
initial period of implementation of the JJDP Act, no State will be required
to develop or demonstrate the capability to conduct a major program of
basic or applied research beyond the detailed study of needs.

(b) "An adequate training capacity" is the capacity to meet the training
needs identified through the State's Juvenile justice planning process. The
plan must Indicate those needs identified which can best be met by training
of existing or future Juvenile justice and other youth service personnel, the
resources which the State will utilize to meet these needs, and, if they are
not presently adequate to the task, the steps which will be taken to augment
them. This plan should take into account and make maximum use of the
training programs provided by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention. Needs which cannot be met at the State level
should be communicated to the NIJJDP for use in planning future programs.



66

(c) "An adequate evaluation capaoity" is the capacity to carry out the
requirements of paragraphs -20 and 85 -of this Guideline Manual. The plan for
those paragraphs must specify the applicability of each section to juvenile
delinquency programing.

(h) Status Offenders.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 228(a) (12) of the
JJDP Act requires that the State plan "Provide within 2 years after sub-
mission of the plan that juveniles who are charged with or have committed
offenses that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities, but must be placed in
shelter facilities.

(2) Purpose. Recognizing the differences between adult and Juvenile of-
fenders and offenses, this provision is intended to divert juvenile status
offenders from the normal correctional processes, and to provide them with a
meaningful opportunity for growth and development.

(3) Status offenders are juveniles who are charged with or have committed
.an offense which would not be an offense If committed by an adult.

(4) Determination of status offenders. For purposes of determining status
-offenders, the following classifications would apply: (a) Post adjudicative
dispoitons.-(1) A youth who commits a status offense and is Institu-
tionalized as a result of such offense Is a status offender.

(2) A youth who commits a series of status offenses and Is institutionalized
as a result of the multiple offenses is a status offender.

(3) A youth who is made "a ward of the court" for neglect or dependency
-and Is placed under custody of a child care agency, and then commits a status
offense and is institutionalized as a result of a petition or affidavit of such
agency which requested such institutionalization, is a status offender.

(4) A youth who is made a "ward of the court" for neglect or dependency
and is institutionalized as a result of such finding is a non-offender.

(5) A youth who is charged with a criminal-type offense, which is reduced
to an adjudication of a status offense, and is institutionalized as a result of
such finding, is a status offender.

(6) A youth commits a status offense and is placed on probation. While
on probation he commits a status offense, and is institutionalized, as a result
of either the subsequent offense or the technical violation of probation. He
is a status offender.

(7) A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is placed on probation and
is subsequently discharged. He now commits a status offense and is institu-
tionalized as a result of such offense. He is a status offender.

(8) A youth commits a status offense, is institutionalized and is subse-
quenly placed on parole. While on parole he commits a status offense and is
returned, either administratively or by court order. He is a status offender.

(9) A youth commits a status offense, is institutionalized and is subse-
quently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a criminal-
type offense and is returned administratively. He is a status offender.

(10) A youth commits a criminal-type offense and is institutionalized as a
result of such offense. He is a criminal-type offender.

(11) A youth commits a criminal-type offense and a status offense, and is
institutionalized as a result of both offenses. He is a criminal-type offender.

(12) A youth commits a criminal-type offense and is placed on probation.
While on probation lie commits a status offense and is institutionalized as a
result of the violation of his rules of probation. He is a criminal-type offender.

(13) A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is given a suspended Institu-
tional commitment and is placed on probation. While on probation, he commits
a status offense and is Institutionalized. He is a- criminal-type offender.

(14) A youth commits a status offense, is institutionalized, and is subse-
quently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a criminal.
type offense and is returned by court order. He is a criminal-type offender.

(15) A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is institutionalized and is
subsequently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a
status offense and is returned, either administratively or by court order. He is
a criminal-type offender.

(16) A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is institutionalized and is
subsequently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole he commits a crim-
inal-type offense and is returned, either administratively or by court order. He
is a criminal-type offender.
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(b) Detentlon-(1) A youth who is arrested, placed In detention, and
charged with a status offense is a litatue-offender.

(2) A youth who is placed in detention and charged with dependency or
neglect is a non-offender.

(3) A youth who is found in detention without being-charged with anything
is a non-offender.

(4) A youth who is arrested, placed in detention and charged with a crimi.
nal-type offense is a criminal-type offender.

(5) Impleinentation. The requirements of this section are to be planned and
Implemented by a State within 2 years from the date its plan is submitted, so
that all juvenile status offenders will be placed in shelter facilities, group
homes or other community based alternatives as identified in 223(a) (10) (A)
rather than juvenile detention or correctional facilities '1y the end of that 2-
year period.

(6) Plan Requirement. (a) Describe in detail the State's specific plan, pro.
cedure, and timetable assuring that within 2 years of submission of its plan
juvenile offenders, if placed outside the home, will be placed in shelter facili-
ties rather than juvenile detention or correctional facilities. Include a specific
description of all existing and proposed shelter and correctional facilities.

(b) Describe the constraints the State will face in meeting the objectives of
this section.

(7) Shelter facilities for status offenders may be defined as a temporary or
emergency care facility in a physically non-restrictive environment. They are
ui,,d as a temporary living facility for the purpose of arranging a longer range
plan for the juvenile. The period of shelter care should be sufficiently long to
develop a suitable plan for the Juvenile and should not extend beyond that
point (preferably within 30 days).

(i) Contact with Incarcerated Adults.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 223
(0) (13) of the JJPD Act requires that the State Plan "Provide that juveniles

alleged to be or found to le delinquents shall not be detained or confined-in
ay institution in which they have regular contact with adult persons incarcer-
ated because they have been- convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on
criminal charges.

(2) Purpose. This provision is intended to assure that juveniles alleged to
le or found to be delinquent shall be kept separate and apart from Incarcer-
ated adults so as to eliminate, insofar as possible, contact of such juveniles
with incarcerated adults.

(3) I implementation. The requirement of this provision is to be planned and
implemented immediately by each State in light of the constraints on im-
mediate implementation described below.

(4) Regular Contact. The State Plan must provide that juveniles -alleged
to be or found to be delinquent shall not be detained or confined in any Insti-
tution in which they have-regular contact with adult persons incarcerated be-
cause they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges. This prohibition against "regular contact" permits no more than hap-
hazard or accidental contact between juveniles and incarcerated adults so as
to effect as absolute a separation as possible. For example, separate living,
dining, -recreational, vocational, educational and transportation facilities must
lie provided or the time period for utilization of these facilities formally ar-
ranged in order to avoid contact between adults and Juveniles.

(5) Plan Requirement. (a) Describe in detail the State's specific plan, pro-
cedure and timetable for assuring that juveniles will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they have regular contact with incarcerated
adults.

(b) For those institutions in which juveniles and incarcerated adults will
continue to be confined, set forth in detail the procedures for assuring no regu-
lar contact between such juveniles and adults.

(c) Describe the constraints, including physical, judicial, fiscal, and legis-
lative which preclude the immediate separation of juveniles from incarcerated
adults in any particular institution where juveniles are detained or confined.

(d) The State must ensure that juveniles are not reclassified as adults in
order to Avoid the intent of segregating adults and juveniles in correctional
facilities.

(j) Monitoring of Jails, Detention Facilties and Correctional Facilities.-
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(1) Act Requirement. Section 223 (a) (14) requires that the State Plan "provide
for an adequate system of monitoring Jails, detention facilities, and correc-
tional facilities to insure that the requirements of section 223(12) and (13)
are met, and for annual reporting of the results of such monitoring to the
Administrator."

(2) Plan Requirements. (a) The State plan must indicate how the State
plans to provide for accurate and complete monitoring of Jails, detention facil.
itles, correctional facilities, and other secure facilities to insure that the re-
quirements of sections 223(12) and (13) are met.

(b) For purposes of paragraph 82h, above, the monitoring must include a
survey of all detention and correctional facilities Including the number of
juveniles placed therein during the report period, the speclflc offense charged
or committed, and the disposition, it any, made for each category of offense.

(c) For purposes of paragraph 821, above, the monitoring must include a
survey of all Institutions in which juveniles may be detained or confined with
incarcerated adults, including a detailed description of the steps taken to
eliminate regular contact between juveniles and incarcerated adults.

(d) The State Plan must provide for annual onsite inspection of Jails, de.
tention, and correctional facilities.

(e) Describe the State plan for relating the monitoring data to the goals.
objectives, and timetables for the implementation of paragraphs 82h and i

-as set forth in the State Plan, ln the annual report to the administrator.
(3) Reporting Requirement. The State Planning Agency shall make an an-

nual report to the LEAA Administrator on the results of monitoring for both
sections 22313) and (13). Tie first report shall be made no later than )e-
ceniber 31. 1976. It, and subsequent reports, must. indicate the results of Inoni-
toring with regard to the provisions of sections 223(12) and (13), including:

(a) Violations of these provisions and steps taken to ensure compliance, if
any.

(b) Procedures established for investigation of complaints of violation of
the provisions of (12) and (13).

(c) The manner in which data were obtained.
(d) The plan implemented to ensure compliance with (12) and (13), and

its results.
(e) An overall summary.
(k) Equitable .i sistaijce to all Disadrant aged Youth.- (1) Act Requircment.Section 223(a) 15) requires that tile State Plan "'rovide assurance that assis-

tance will be available on an equitable basis to deal with all disadvantaged
youth including, but not limited to, females, minority youth and mentally
retarded and emotionally or physically handicapped youth.

(2) Plan Rcquiremcnt. The State Plan must demonstrate a determined effort
to assure that the needs of disadvantaged youth have been analyzed and com-
sidered and that such youth will receive an equitable share of tile assistance
to be provided out of Federal funds granted for juvenile delinquency progranis
and projects. Tie plan should include a review of other Federal, State, local
and private programs affecting these youths.

(1) Right of Privacy for Recipients of Serviecs.-(1) Act Rcquirenents. Sec-
tion 223(a) (16) requires that the State Plan "provide for procedures to be
established for protecting the rights of recipients of services and for assurig
appropriate privacy with regard to records relating to such services provided
to any individual under the State Plan ;"

(2) Plan Requiremcnt. (a) The State Plan must describe the State's methods
or procedures for protecting the rights of recipients of services and for assur-
ing appropriate privacy of records, including access and use of records and
safeguards.

(b) The State Plan must describe any State laws andl regulations pertaining
to this requirement.

(m) Equitable Arrangemcnts for Employees Affcctced by Assistance undcr
this Act. (Reserved)

(n) Analysis and Evaluation.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 223(a) (20)
requires that "the State Planning Agency will from time to time, but not less
often than annually, review its plan and submit to the administrator an analy-
sis and evaluation of tile effectiveness of the programs and activities carried
out under the plan. and any modifications lit the plan. including the survey
of State and local needs, which it considers necessary ;"
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(2) Plai Reqtiirenent. After the first year of funding under the JJDP Act.
the State Planning Agency must analyze and evaluate the effectiveness of the
programs and activities carried out under the plan. The results of this analysis
and evaluation should serve as an integral part of the planning process for the
next year's comprehensive plan. The evaluation methodology should be the
same as that employed in evaluating the effectiveness of programs and activi-
ties carried out pursuant to the Safe Streets Act.

(o) Other Terms and Conditions.-(1) Act Requirement. Section 223 a) (21)
requires that the State Plan "contain such other terms and conditions-as the
administrator may reasonably prescribe to assure the effectiveness of the pro-
grams assisted under this title."

(2) Plan Requirement. In order to assure the effectiveness of the Informa-
tion clearinghouse and evaluation functions mandated for the National Insti-
tute for Juvenile nd Delinquency Prevention, the State plan shall contain an
asurance that the State planning agency will provide such information at such
times as the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion shall reasonably deem necessary to - the effective accomplishment of its
tasks, including, but not limited to, information concerning rates of delinI-
quency, caseloads and performance of juvenile justice system agencies, delin-
quency prevention and treatment programs snd plans, availability of resources,
training and educational programs, and other pertinent statistics and data.

APPENDIX TO TESTIMONY OF RICHARD V. VELDE

Compendint of Outstanding LEAA Discretionary and Research Grants In The
Juvenile Delinquency Area

RESEARCH GRANTS

I.

Grantee_
City, State-
Project director -------
Project title-
Award amount --------
Award period ---------
Purpose --------------

Grantee_
City, State -
Project director -------
Project title-

Award amount --------
Award period-
Purposes

Grantee.
City, State
Project director -------
Project title -----------
Award amount-
Award period ---------
Purposes

University of Michigan.
Ann Arbor, Mich.
Dr. Robert Vinter and Dr. Rosemary Sarri.
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections.
$79,057.
July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975.
Conducting a survey of juvenile justice systemm,

juvenile courts and juvenile corrections in 16 States.

II

College of William and Mary.
Williamsburg, Va.
Dr. Charles Thomas.
Impact of the Legal Process and Formal Legal Sanc-

tions on Juvenile Deliquents.
$146,710.
Nov. 1, 1974 to Apr. 30, 1976.
The project will test hypothesis derived from labeling

theory, which suggests that formal adjudication tf
juveniles as delinquent may often increase rather
than decrease the probability of his continued in-
volvement in delinquency.

III

Institute of Judicial Administration.
New York City, N.Y.
Mr. Wyane Mucci.
Juvenile Justice Standards Project.
$266,015.
June 1, 1974 to May 31, 1975.
To develop legal and administrative standards for

juvenile justice in 26 areas.

67-988-76-----8
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IV
Grantee ------------- University of Southern California.
City, State ----------- Los Angeles, Calif.
Project director ------- Dr. Malcolm Klein.
Project title ---------- Pivotal Ingredients of Police Diversion Programs.
Award .amount -------- $43,656.
Award period --------- July 1, 1974 to September 30, 1975.
Purposes ------------- An examination of police diversion programs in 47

police departments in Los Angeles County.

V

Grantee_
City, State
Project director -------
Project title -----------
Award amount --------
Award period
Purposes _

(Grantee__
Organization, City,

State
Project director -------
Project title ..........
Award amount --------
Award period........
Purposes------------

Grantee------------
Organization, city,

State.
Project director-------
Project title -----------

Award amount --------
Award period.......
Purposes

Grantee............
City, State_
Project director -------
Project title -----------
Award amount --------
Award period-
Purposes ...........

National Council of Juvenile- Court Judges.
Reno, Nev.
Dr. Lawrence Boxerman.
Juvenile Information Systems Requirements Analysis.
$124,291.
March 10, 1975 to March 9, 1976.
This project will conduct a survey of the more than

40 juvenile justice information systems. The survey
will examine the scope, requirements, methods, pro-
cedures and effectiveness of juvenile information
systems.

VI

Center for Criminal Justice.
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Dr. Walter B. Miller.
Youth Gang-Violence.
$48,890.
September 1, 1974 to August 31, 1975.
This is a pilot study which is examining the nature

and extent of youth gangs in the Nation's 20 largest
cities.

VII

Center for Criminal Justice.
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.

Dr. Alden Miller.
An Evaluation of the Effects of Alternatives to Incar-

ceration-Cohort Analysis.
$199,808.
Aug. 15, 1974 to Aug. 14, 1975.
This project is evaluating the effectiveness of the

community-based programs established by the
Massachusetts Department of Youth Services since
the closing of the training schools in 1972.

VIII

American Justice Institute.
Sacramento, Calif.
Mr. Robert Cushman.
Standards and Goals Task Force on Juvenile Justice.
$447,565.
Apr. 10, 1975 to June 9, 1976.
This project will develop a volume of standards and

goals in the area of juvenile justice. The standards
and goals will be developed by a task force of 14
citizens and practitioners broadly representative of
the Juvenile Justice System.

i .
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Grantee-_-
City, State.....
Project director .......
Project title .......
Award amount -------
Award period.
Purposes -------------

Grantee_
City, State
Project director .......
Project title- - -

Award amount --------
-Award period
'Purpose

Grantee.
Organization, city,

State.
Project director
Project title-.

Award amount --- ----
Award period
Purposes

Grantee...........
City, State-_
Project director ........
Project title -----------

Award amount --------
Award period.
Purposes

Grantee.
Organization, city,

State

Ix
Institute for Juvenile Research.
Chicago, Ill.
Dr. William Simon and Mr. Joseph Puntil.
Delinquency in American Society.
$361,749.
July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975.
This project is undertaking analyses of data collected

in a statewide Illinois survey of 3,000 youth. This
survey included self-reported measures of delinquent
behavior.

x
University of Southern California.
Los Angeles, Calif.
Dr. Solomon Kobrin and Dr. Malcolm Klein.
Development of an Evaluation Plan for the Status

Offender Program.
$57,455.
Feb. 1, 1975 to Nov. 30, 1975.
To develop an evaluation plan for the deinstitutionaliza-

tion of status offender program currently being
implemented by the JJDPOTG. The evaluation
plan will provide the basis for the future evaluation
of the deinstitutionalization program.

Center or Vocational Education.
Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio.

Dr. Jerry Walker.
Phase I Assessment of Delinquency Prevention

Program.
$143,000.
Feb. 15, 1975 to Sept. 15, 1975.
To determine what is currently known about the

operations and effectiveness of various delinquency
prevention program types; what additional informa-
tion could be provided through further evaluation;
and the -cost and value of performing those
evaluations.

XII

University of Minnesota.
Minneapolis, Minn.
Andrew Rutherford.
Phase I Assessment: Diversion and Alternatives to

Incarceration for Juveniles.
$306,300.
Mar. 15, 1975 to Oct. 15, 1975.
To determine what is currently known about the

operations and effectiveness of programs which
provide alternatives to juvenile justice system proc-
essing (diversion) and alternatives to incarceration
for juveniles.

XIII

Metropolitan College.
Boston University, Boston, Mass.
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Project director -------
Project title--------

Award amount .......
Award period

Purposes-----------

Grantee...........
City, State
Subgrantee_
Project director
Project title
Award amount --------
Award period ---------
Purposes...........

Grantee-
Address-----------
Project director -------
Project title- -

Award amount --------
Award period
Purposes-

Arnold Schuchter and I)r. Ken Polk.
Phase I Assessment of Youth Service Bureaus, Under

National Evaluation Program.
$245,000.
July 15, 1974 to 'March 31, 1975--Final report under

revision by grantee.
To determine what is currently known about the opera-

tion and effectiveness of Youth Service Bureaus
(YSB's) what additional information could be pro-
vided through further evaluation of YSB's, and what
would be the cost and value of obtaining the addi-
tional information.

ACTION GRANTS

I
Utah State Law Enforcement Planning.
Logan, Utah.
Utah State University, Logan, Utah.
Art Jones.
Multi-County Juvenile Justice Project.$137,515.
Signed and obligated April 23, 1975.
The USU program demonstrates Federal coordination

activities between the Extension Service, USDA,
and LEAA. The project will provide diversionary
programing (or 200 juvenile court referrals; experi-
mental and control measurements will relate Exten-
sion Service 4-I1 programing to the reduction of
delinquent behavior.

II
American Public Welfare Association.
1155 16th St. NW., Waushington; I"C.
Nora Kalb Booker.
American Public Welfare Youth Community Coordin-

ation Project.
$285,840.
Nov. 1, 1974 to Oct. 30, 1975.
The American Public Welfare Association (APWA), a

voluntary nonprofit organization, will be implement-
ing this comprehensive project to develop better
mechanisms of coordination between the Juvenile
Justice System and other human service agencies.
The project has two components: a community com-
ponent, and the APWA component. The community
component is divided into two phases: (1) Data
collecting regarding statutory mandates, policies,
procedures, et cetera, of juvenile justice agencies
and other human service agencies; and (2) develop-
ment of coordination forums to examine the data
and develop better mechanisms for agency interfac-
ing in order to provide more comprehensive service
to youth, thus reducing the likelihood of Criminal
Justice System involvement. The APWA component
will include staff selection and training; instrument
development for the data collection; observation of
the processes of coordination; and the development
and disemination of a report about these processes
and steps necessary for effecting more effective
coordination.



'Grantee --------------
City, State
Project director-------
Project title-
City, State ..........
Award amount .........
Award period.

Purposes...........

Grantee_

City, State
Subgrantee_

Project director -------
Project title-.

Award amount .......
Award period
Purposes...........

Grantee ....

Address
Project director -.....
Project title-
Award amount --------
Purposes.- -
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III

National Council of Juvenile Court Judges.
Reno, Nev.
Hunter Hurst III.
National Center for Juvenile Justice.
Pittsburgh, Pa.
$199,135.
July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975 (second-year con-

tinuation).
This project seeks to assist in making the problems

of juvenile justice and yotith problems a national
priority for resolution, to collect relevant informa-
tion, statktics, and knowledge concerning juvenile
justice; to analyze, coordinate, and conduct research
within the field; and to provide technical assistance
and information throughout the Juvenile Justice
System.

Iv.
State of New York, Division of Criminal Justice

Services, Office of Planning und Program Assistance.
New York, N.Y.
Ilenrv Street Settlement, 265 Henry St., New York,

N.Y.
Anne 1). Rudenstine.
Henry Street Supported Employment Diversionary

Program for Criminal Justice System-Involved
Adolescents.

$181,104.
October 15, 1974 to January 14, 1976.
The purpose of this part-time supported work program

for adolescents who have entered the Juvenile Court
*System is to test whether the integration of supported
work experiences with counseling, education, recrea-
tion and other services and activities can reduce
incidences of antisocial and delinquent behavior.

V
National Board of YMCA's--National Youth Project

Using Minibikes.
714 W. Olympic Blvd., Los Angeles, Calif.
Fred Y. lHoshiy'ama.
National Youth Project Using Minibikes (NYPUM).
$677,688.
NYPUM is a juvenile delinquency prevention, diver-

sion and rehabilitation project using the small
group outreach methodology of the National Board
of Y.MCA's. NYPUM works with hard-to-reach
junior high school youth, ages 11 to 15, and uses
minibikes as outreach tools to establish rapport
between the youth and the outreach worker. The
project goals for the fourth and final funding year
are to: (1) Divert 2,250 adjudicated youth into
NYPUMs and to achieve for these youth, while
they are in the program and for six months there-
.fter, a significantly less recidivism rate than
equivalent offenders in the community; and (2) to
serve 3,150 delinquency prone and/or arrested
youth in NYPUM and to achieve for these youth
truancy and arrest records significantly less than for
for equivalent offenders in that community.
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Grantee
City, State.
Subgrantee ....
Project director .......
Project title-.
Award amount.
Award period-
Purpose_

Grantee ......

City, State_
Project director -------
Project title -----------

Award amount
Award period.
Purpose --------------

Grantee --------------
City, State.
Subgrantee----------
Project director ........
Project title -----------
Award amount ---.....
Award period-
Purposes

Grantee.
City, State_
Project director -------
Project title-----

Award amount --------
Award period.......
Purposes...........

Grantee_..........
City, State._
Subgrantee_........

Project director .......

VI

Transfer to region I

Maine SPA.
Augusta, Maine.
Office of the Governor.
Charles Sharpe.
Children and Youth Services Delinquency System.
$314,631.

- July 1974 to July 1076.
To provide a concentrated effort which focuses on the-

improvement of the coordinated delivery of services.
to youth.

VII
Transfer to region II

Essex County, New Jersey Administrative Office of
the Courts.

Newark, N.J.
None.
Essex County Juvenile and Domestic Relations

Court.
$323,783.
January 1975 to January 1976.
To establish an innovative court intake unit which

will reduce detention commitments and formal
court processing with 100 percent of detained youth
receiving court hearings within 24 hours of initial
detention.

VIII
Transfer to region I

Massachusetts SPA.
Boston, Mas.
"Mayor's Office of Criminal Justice, Boston.
Kenneth Shaffer.
Boston Youth Advocacy Project.
$294,880.
September 1, 1974 to September 1, 1975.
To respond to both short-term school desegregation

problems and long-term delinquency preventionissues in the Bo~son school system.

Ix
Transfer to region I

National Council of Juvenile Court Judges.
Reno,- Nev.
None.
New England Juvenile Court Judges Training Insti-

tute.
$9,165.
October 1974.
To train juvenile court judges in the -New England

area.
x

Transfer to region I
Connecticut SPA.
Bridgeport, Conn.
Connecticut )epartment of Children and Youth

Services.
Commissioner Francis Maloney.
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Project title........

Award amount ......
- Award period

Purposes ............

Grantee.
City, State.
Project director -------
Project title. -- --
Award amount -------
Award period
Purposes -------------

Grantee.
City, State ..........
Project director .......
Project title........
Award amount --------
Award period ......
Purposes.

Grantee...........
City, State.
Subgrantee.........
Project director.....
Project title.-.........
Award amount --------
Award period.......
Purposes-

Grantee...........
City, State.
Project director_
Project title .....
Award amount --------
Award period.......
Purposes...........

National Management and Training Seminar
Juvenile Delinquency Program Administration.

$26,520.
September 1974 to April 1975.
To hold a training seminar for juvenile delinqu

program administrators around the country
exchange information and develop problem-sol
approaches.

XI

for

mey
to

ving

Transfer to region I

Juvenile Court.
Hartford, Conn.
None.
Neighborhood Probation Office.
$88,324.
July 1974 to July 1975.
To provide a decentralized delivery of court and pro.

bation services to youth in the neighborhood, han-
dling all significant transactions from referral to
disposition.

XII

Transfer to region I

Juvenile Court.
Bridgeport, Conn.
None.
Case Assessment Unit.
$234,621.
July 1974 to July 1975.
To establish a i intake unit to conduct a total assess-

ment of children referred to court to determine
needs and services which should be provided.

XIII

Transfer to region I
Vermont SPA.
Montpelier, Vt.
Washington County Council of H[uman Services.
Ken Ley Ph. D.
Washington County Youth Service Bureau.
$100,000.
July 1, 1974 to June 31, 1975.
To aid in the diversion of youth from the criminal

justice system by both providing- direct services
and coordinating the existing community services.

XIV

Rock Island Board of Education.
Rock Island, Ill.
Mr. Don Jones.
Center for Youth Services.
$168,454.
June 15, 1974 to June 14, 1975.
It is a program that purports to create positive peer

groups in the schools meeting daily to help youth
resolve problems which lead to physical violence,
delinquency and dropping out of school. The project
objectives are: (1) Reduce number of court petitions
on students by 50 percent; (2) reduce dropout rate
by 35 percent; and (3) reduce number of violent
incidents in school by 50 percent.
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Mr. VELDE. I would be pleased to respond to any questions you
may have, sir.

Senator BATYI. I do have some questions, Mr. Velde, and I do
appreciate your being here.

As I said earlier, as chairman of this subcommittee, I have
appreciated your cooperation and your sensitivity relative-to con-
gressional desire. We approach this whole problem with different
perspectives, but that does not mean that we have or need to agree
on all aspects. But certainly, I think if we are going to succeed,
we must have this kind of cooperation. We all have much to gain
from it, and a great deal to lose without this kind of cooperation.
I appreciate it.

IS LEAA PREPARED TO IMPLEMENT ACT?

The questions that I might ask, relative to past programmatic
efforts, will only be based on our efforts to try to move on ahead and
ausess where we were and are today. I assume from what you told
us that you are prepared now for the full implementation of -this
act, if you have the resources and the mandate to do that from the
execute branch.

Is that accurate?
"Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. I make that statement with the following

consideration: There is an existing administrative structure in
LEAA. To the extent of available resources, we have been able to
t ove ahead in a number of these areas, utilizing existing mechan-
isms. It is not as if there has been no action at al since the program
was authorized and signed into law.

Senator BAYH. If you had received the full authorization for
fiscal 1975, how would you have allocated that under the act?

Ir. VELDE. We developed several contingency plans, assuming
vario-us levels of funding under the act. We prepared in-house
estimates for four different appropriation levels.

Senator BAYH. Considering everything that has been said by
various officials, I do not suggest that it is unreasonable to not have
anticipated the full 1975 appropriation. Just as a benchmark, I
would like to see what we might have expected if we had had the
kind of infusion of resources that we were shooting for--personnel
and programs that could have been instituted.

Last September, when President Ford signed the act, he said, and
I quote: "I do not intend to seek appropriations for the new pro-
grais authorized in the bill in excess of amounts included in the
1975 budget, until the general need for restricting Federal spending
is abated."

In view of the President's statement, you requested that OMB
grant permission to make up to $20 million of previously appropri-
ated funds available for juvenile programs. It is my understanding
that both Houses of the Congress concurred in this reprograming.
and additionally, you began to explore personnel alternatives to-as
you said in an October 17 letter to me-permit the immediate
assignment of responsibilities and initiation of new programs
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mandated by the act. Now you have discussed in your statement
some of these initiatives.

[EXHIBIT NO. 61
SEPTEMBER 16, 1Q74.

Hon. WVILIAst B. SAXBE,
Attorney Gencral,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ATTORNE-'Y GENERAL: As you know, the President recently signed
the Juvenile Justice and Deliilquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-
415). The new program for Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention, the
Coordinating Council and the Advisory Committee established by Public Law
93-415 can provide the leadership, coordination and resources, heretofore Inade-
quate at the national level, necessary to assist those working throughout the
Nation to deal more effectively with the ever escalating incidence of Juve-
ile delinquency and Juvenille (rime.

In preparation for a supplemental aplroprlation for the new program, I am
presently reviewing the law's various mandates. In this regard, your Depart-
ment's assessment of the personnel and resources necessary to fully implement
the program would be especially instructive and appreciated.

Those of us who participated In the 3-year bipartisan effort which led to
passage of S. 821, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. lok
forward to working with you and your staff as tile Department of Justice
responds to the congressional mandate embodied in publicc Iaw 93-415.

With warm regards.
Sincerely,

]BIRCnII ]AYJI,

Chairman.

OCTOBER 17, 1974.
11on. BIRCH BAY11,
Chairman, Su beonnittee on Jurcnilc Dclinquency, Commilice on the Judiciart,

U.s. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter to the Attorney Gen-

eral seeking the assessment of tile Department of Justice regarding the per.
sonnel and resources necessary to fully implement the recently enacted Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-415).

As I am sure you are aware, the President indicated when he signed the
legislation that here was a general need to restrict spending by the Federal
Government due to current economic difficulties. With this in mind, the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration has been carefully studying means that
woudl allow adequate implementation of the act's programs, while at the same
time conserving Federal resources.

We are requesting permission to make up to $20 million of previously appro.
priated funds available for Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention pro.
grains. We are also exploring personel alternatives to permit the immediate
assignment _qf responsibilities-tand initiation of the new programs mandated
by the act.

We believe that is absolutely essential that funds and positions be available
If LEAA is to initiate programs or provide assistance designed to lay the
groundwork to meet our congressional mandate. While the use of previously
appropriated funds would not result in an increase in obligational authority
this fiscal year, it will enable us to place special emphasis on those juvenile
delinquency problems deemed most urgent, provide technical assistance whieh
is imperative if we are to truly pact on the many problems associated with
Juvenile delinquency, and cover the administrative support costs of the Per-
sonnel required.

If all of the appropriate concurrences In our request are received. LEAA will
have available for central office distribution for fiscal year 1975 approximately
$40 million-the $20 million previously appropriated, plus some fiscal year
1975 discretionary funds-for programs dealing with juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention and to implement other aspects of the legislation. This
will provide a firm foundation on which to base an expanded fiscal year 1976
appropration request for programs under the new act.
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Your Interest in this matter and In the programs of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration is appreciated.

Sincerely,
RXCUARD W. VELDE,

-Admini8trator.

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir.
Senator BAY!!. What has happened with them? Has there been

anything more that you would like to discuss with us relative to
the two initiatives l

O11B'S IMPACT ON I3PLEMENTATION OF ACT

Do you want to give us your assessment of what the impact of
0MB, relative to reprograming, was on the implementation of
the act?

Mr. VELDE. If the funds contained in the reprograming request
are not made available, the level of funds for implementation
programing will be reduced.

Senator BAYii. Right now they have been rejected, have they not?
They have been rejected! After you made the requests and Congress
concurred in the reprograming; OMB decided that they would
exercise their informal veto? OMB reneged-didn't they?

Mr. VELDE. No, Mr. Chairman. The request is still pending and
has not been finally disapproved. I understand that it is now under
consideration for final decision at the highest levels in the executive

branch.
Senator BAYxr. When did you make that request?
Mr. VELDE. Our initial implementation plan, which was a con-

dition of the reprograming request, was submitted to the Depart-
ment of Justice by LEAA on January 10. On February 3, the plan
was submitted to the Office of Management and Budget. On February
28, OMB did send a letter to the Department denying the repro-
graming request. However, as a result of a meeting between the
Attorney General and Mr. Lynn, OMB agreed to reconsider that
denial.

Senator B~triy. Can you give us some assessment-as best you
can-as to what causes the winds to blow in different directions?
We have here a letter of December 5, to Senator Pastore from
Assistant Attorney General Pommerening, saying that the OMB
had given approval to his request. And then, here we are rapidly
moving toward May-almost one-half year later-and that money
has not been forthcoming.

Congress concurred in the need and gave their approval. What
happened?

[EXIIITUT NO. 7]
DECMBER 5, 1974.

lion. Joni 0. PASTORE,

Chairman, Sbommittee on Departmcnt8 of State, Jistice, Commerce, the Judi.
ciary and Related Agewice of the Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate,
"Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: This Is to request approval for the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to reprogram up to $20.000,000 in funds
appropriated under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act to be
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obligated under the "block grant" component of part C of the act. These are
funds which were appropriated and obligated to the States in prior years and
which have been or will be allowed by the States to revert to LEAA. Ordinar-
ily, LEAA would reobligate such reversionary funds to the other States; how-
ever, it is proposed that they be reprogramed to several other budget activities
in order to permit LEAA to carry Out several targeted Juvenile Justice and
delinquency prevention initiatives.

The budget activities into which these reversionary funds would be repro-
grained are Part B, Planning; Part C, Discretionary; Part D, Technology_
Analysis, Development and Dissemination; Part F, Technical Assistance, and
Management and Operations.

While this reprogramming authority would not address directly LEAA's new
mandate under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
It would represent an initiative in recognition of the Increased responsibilities

- that exist in this area. Specifically, the new act requires LEAA to develop,
implement and conduct effective methods and programs to prevent and reduce
juvenile delinquency, including the diversion of juveniles from the traditional
Juvenile Justice System and the provision of alternatives to institutionaliza-
tion; to Increase the capacity of State and local governments, as well as public
and private agencies, to conduct effective juvenile justice and rehabilitation
programs, and to provide research, evaluation and training services in the
field of juvenile delinquency prevention.

The need for a sustained national effort in this area was Indicated repeat-
edly during the hearings prior to the passage of the act. The President has
expressed his Intention not to seek new appropriations during the current
R'cal year for the newly authorized programs because of his determination to
restrain Federal spending.The Department and LEAA have been seeking alter-
native means to implement juvenile justice initiatives, and the reprograming
of reversionary funds is the most desirable means available. Enclosed is a
brief paper outlining in monewhat more specific terms the nature of the pro-
gram that would be carried out with the reprogramed funds. LEAA has also
been required to submit ,a detailed description of program priorities, admini-
strative procedures to rtosure effective implementation, and the evaluation
component which will assure comprehensive program assessment in future
years.Because of the large and serious responsibility assigned to LEAA in this
area and because this reprograming would not result in an increase in new
obligational authority this year, we look forward to favorable and early con-
sideration of this request. The Office of Management and Budget has given Its
approval of this request.

Sincerely, GLEN F. POMMEEENINO,

Assistant Attorney General for Administration.

REQUEST CONDITIONED ON 031B APPROVAL

Mr. VELDE. Well, sir, the original request to Congress was con-
ditioned on 0MB approval of the implementation plan. There are
a number of factors which 0MB might -have taken into consider-
ation. I would not want to speculate on OMB's behalf. I understand
a witness from 0MB will be here later this morning.

Certainly, overall economic conditions, the state of the budget
and the long-term impact of the startup of such a program are
factors that were considered.

Senator BAYH. Well, it would seem to me if we are to get long-
term startup times, we should at least provide some early-on money
for planning. Like Mr. Staats pointed out, what you are really
having to do is borrow from Peter to pay Paul to get this thing
moving. You are not really getting the "kind of new money you
need to make a commitment - to startup a rather comprehensive
program. You are really scraping the bottom of the barrel to try
to use what opportunity you have.
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Right now you are operating with one hand tied behind your back
back.

Mr. VELDE; We are utilizing our existing resources in the best
possible fashion so as to comply with congressional intent.

Senator BAH. It is fair to say that if you had that $20 million
back in December or January, you could be doing a lot better job
now than you are.

Mr. VmrDE. It is fair to say our implementation plans would be
moving ahead faster than they are now, yes, sir.

Senator BAyTH. Now, ani I right in my understanding that you
proposed several level budgets to the Department of Justice "for
fiscal 1976, varying levels of implementation?

Mr. VELDE. We had an option paper prepared by our budget
staff and our juvenile justice program group internally. Only one
recommendation went forward to the Department.

I have already indicated, Mr. Chairman, that I will make those
estimates available to the subcommittee.

Senator BAyH. In other words, after a preliminary multilevel
funding approach,_you found in favor of one?

Mr. VELDE. Yes. That final amount was arrived at after consid-
eration of numerous factors including the overall amount the Depart-

_nment could have expected to receive for the cofiing fiscal year.

[EXHIBIT NO. 8]
LEAA BUDGET JUSTIFICATION FOR $40 MILLION FISCAL YEAR 1976 JUVENILE JUS-

TICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION APPROPRIATION--(REJECTED BY OFFICE OP
MANAGEMENT AND BUMGET)

JUSTIFICATION OF PROGRAM INCREASES

8. Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention program $38,800.000: (a)
Allocation to States according to population under the age of 18 $23,000.000;
(b) Special emphasis prevention and treatmefit programs $10.000.000; (c)
Technical assistance $500,000; (d) (onceutration of Federal effort $500.000;
and (e) National institute for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
$4.800,000.

The enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 is a major move to significantly strengthen Federal efforts to provide an
immediate and comprehensive approach to combat Juvenile delinquency and
improve juvenile justice in the united States. Congress has declared thnt ex-
isting Federal programs have not provided the direction, coordination, resources
and leadership required to meet the crisis of delinquency and has called for
immediate and comprehensive action by the Federal Government to reduce
and prevent delinquency. To carry out this mandate, Congress has established
within LEAA an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention charged
with the task of providing the resources, leadership and coordination necessary
to develop and implement new and innovative programs, assure continuity of
existing Federal juvenile Justice programs while unifying Federal initiatives
to achieve a coordinated approach to the problems of juvenile justice, delin-
quency prevention and control.

a. Allocation to States according to population finder the age of 18 $23,000.000.
Funds are requested for grants to States and local governments to assist

them in planning, establishing, operating, coordinating, and evaluating projects
directly or through contracts with public and private agencies for the develop-
ment of more effective education, training, research, prevention, diversion,
treatment, and rehabilitation programs In the area of Juvenile delinquency and
programs to improve the Juvenile justice system. A portion of each State allo-
cation will be available to develop a State plan and to pay for expenditures
which are necessary for efficient administration, provided these costs are not
in excess of 15 percent of the annual amount.
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States involved in this program would devote the bulk of their limited re-
-sources to selected objectives set out in the law. The program areas include:
community-based programs and services for the prevention and treatment of
Juvenile delinquency; community-based programs and services to work with
parents and other family members to maintain youth service bureaus and other
community-based programs to divert youth from the Juvenile court or to sup-
port and counsel delinquents and youth in danger of becoming delinquent;
comprehensive programs of drug and alcohol abuse education and prevention
and programs for the treatment and rehabilitation of drug addicted youth;
educational programs or supportive service designed to keep delinquents and
other youth in schools or alternative learning situations; expansion of the
use of probation and to recruit and train probation -officers, other professionals
and paraprofessional personnel and volunteers to work effectively with youth;
youth initiated programs and outreach programs designed to assist youth who
otherwise would not be reached by assistance programs; and provision of
statewide programs using probation subsidies, financial incentives, or disin-
centives to units of local government or other effective means designed to
reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to any form of Juvenile facility,
increase the use of nonsecure community-based facilities as a percentage of
total commitments to juvenile facilities, and discourage the use of secure
incarceration and detention. Exhibit I distributes the funds by State.

b. Special emphasis prevention and treatment programs $10,000,000.
Funds are requested for grants and contracts with public and private agen.

cles, organizations, institutions or individuals to develop and implement new
approaches, techniques, and methods with respect to juvenile delinquency pro-
grams. The act stresses the need for developing and maintaining community-
based facilities as alternatives to traditional forms of institutionalization,
developing and implementing effective means of diverting juveniles from the
traditional juvenile justice and correctional systems, improving the capability
of public and private agencies and organizations to provide services for delin-
quents and youths In danger of becoming delinquents, and development model
programs and methods to keep students in elementary and secondary schools
or alternative learning situations and to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary
suspensions and expulsions.

All programs funded under this section are to be evaluated and continuation
funding will be available for those projects which receive a positive evaluation.
Such projects can then serve as models or be replicated to reduce juvenile
-crime and delinquency.

The act provides that not less than 25 percent or more than 50 percent of
funds appropriated shall be available for special emphasis. Thus, it is clear
through both the title "Special Emphasis," and the magnitude of the funding
mandated, Congress intends this to be a significant effort.

c. Technical assistance $500,000.
Recognizing the complexity of the act, Congress has directed LEAA to pro-

vide technical assistance to Federal, State and local governments, courts, public
and private agencies, institutions and Individuals. The technical assistance
effort will focus on the areas of planning, establishment, funding, operation,
and evaluation of juvenile delinquency programs. The emphasis on new and
innovative programs, and the massive changes in programs and organizations,
which are either mandated or implied in the act, will require substantial tech-
nical assistance to all groups involved in carrying forth the purposes of the
act to assure adherence to the letter as well as the spirit of the law.

d. Concentration of federal efforts $500.000.
The Administrator of LEAA, through the Office of Juvenile and Delinquency

Prevention, is responsible for the development and implementation of overall
policy objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs
and activities; advising the President about matters relating to Juvenile delin-
quency programs and policies; assisting operating agencies with the develop-
ment and promulgation of guidelines and regulations; conducting and support-
ing evaluations and studies of Federal Juvenile delinquency programs; and the
development of annual reports and an annual plan for all Juvenile delinquency
programs.

e. Nat ional institiitc for Juvenile Just8ice and delinquency prevention $4,800.000.
Part C of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974

establishes within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
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a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The
funds requested will enable the Institute to carry out its congressional man-
date to provide research, demonstration, and evaluation; training; information;
and the development of standards for juvenile justice.

-In the areas of research, demonstration, and evaluation, the Institute will
conduct, encourage, and coordinate research and evaluation into any aspect of
juvenile delinquency; encourage the development of demonstration projects
in new, innovative techniques and methods to prevent and treat juvenile de-
linquency; provide for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquency programs
assisted under title II of the hct and any other Federal, State, or local juvenile
delinquency program, upon request of the Administrator of LEAA; prepare
necessary studies for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency;
and disseminate the results of evaluation, research, demonstrations, and other
pertinent data to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned with the
prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency.

Section 249 of the act provides for the establishment of a training program
within the Institute. The legislation requires the Institute to undertake a com-
prehensive effort to develop, conduct and provide training programs for per-
sons now working with or preparing to work with juveniles and juvenile offend-
ers; develop, conduct, and provide for seminars, workshops, and training pro-
grams in the most effective techniques and methods of prevention, control and
treatment of juvenile delinquency for persons engaged in the juvenile justice
system; and to develop technical training teams to assist State and local agen-
cies in the development of training programs for preventing and treating
juvenile delinquency. The legislation further requires the Institute to design
a curriculum responsive to training requirements mentioned above.

Funds are also necessary to permit the Institute to carry out Its responsi-
bilities to serve as a clearinghouse and provide for the collection, preparation,
publication, and dissemination of information regarding juvenile delinquency,
the availability of resources, training and educational programs, statistics, and,
other pertinent data and information.

In compliance with section 247 of thw act, the National Institute will review
existing reports, data, and standards relating to the juvenile justice system
in the United States and develop recommended standards for the administra-
tion of juvenile justice at the Federal, State. and local level, including recom-
mendations for action to facilitate the adoption of these standards.

9. Management and operations ($21,000,000 in 1975) an Increase of 51 posi-
tions and $1,200.000: (a) Office of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention,
40 positions and $912,000; (b) Office of regional operations, an increase of-
10 positions and $27Q,000; and (c) Office of operations support, an increase.
of 1 position and $18,000.

(a) Office of juvenile justice and delinqucyeji prevention, 40 'Po8itio s and
$912,000. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, signed into
law September 7, 1974, established within LEAA the Office of Juvenile ustice
and Delinquency Prevention. The act substantially revises and extends existing
Federal laws and places primary responsibility within the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention for providing direction, leadership and'
coordination of Federal juvenile delinquency prevention efforts and for admin-
istering the delinquency prevention and juvenile justice programs authorized,
In the act. Forty positions are requested for the Office to lay the groundwork
to meet its congressional mandate. [Exhibit II illustrates the proposed organi-
zation structure and related functions of the new Office.]

The legislation authorizes a far-ranging new program to combat delinquency-
and specifically emphasizes the need for new and innovative programs with
primary focus on new approaches, techniques, and methods. Three Juvenile
Justice program specialists are needed to develop and implement effective
methods of preventing and reducing juvenile delinquency-develop and conduct
effective programs to prevent delinquency, divert Juvenile. from the traditional
Juvenile justice system, and provide critically needed alternatives to. institu-
tionalization. These programs are designed to serve as models which can he
utilized or replicated to reduce juvenile crime and delinquency. In addition,
two clerical positions are also requested to support and increase the effective-
ness and productivity of the professional staff.

The impetus behind the development of this act emerged from a lack of
concentrated Federal effort In the area of juvenile justice. The pervasive sense-
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of the act emphasized the need for one focal point within the Federal Govern-
ient responsible for coordinating all aspects of juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention. Three professionals and one clerical position are requested
to provide policy and priority development for all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs; assist other Federal agencies in the development and promulgation
of guidelines and procedures; develop and evaluate a comprehensive Federal
plan for juvenile justice; develop theoretical models of coordination; implement
model programs to test coordination mechanisms among various Federal, re-
gional, and local agencies; and prepare annual reports as required by law.

To assist in the accomplishment of the legislative mandates, Congress has
provided, in addition to the Oflice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. for the establishment of a Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, and a National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention. One professional and one clerical position
are requested to administer the operations of the Coordinating Council oni
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Funds are also requested for the
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to cover
travel costs associated with functions of the Council.

Four program specialists are requested to provide specialized technical assis-
tance to define and develop innovative programs in light of local as well as
national conditions, bringing together innovative policymakers and practition-
ers to help maintain an ongoing process of innovation; work in high crmie
areas to develop comprehensive coordinated programs to reduce and control
juvenile crime; assist voluntary agencies in their new role of juvenile justice
programing; translate information from research and evaluation and the infor-
imation clearinghouse into programmatic efforts and prescriptive packages, and
translate standards and goals into programmatic efforts. With the thrust on
innovation, an ongoing process of planned change will be required. In addition,
one clerical position is required to adequately support the program staff.

To provide overall policy and direction to assure the effective execution of
program responsibilities assigned to the Office, four professional positions are
requested for the Office of the Assistant Administrator. The positions include
an Assistant Administrator, two deputies whose specific responsibilities are set
forth in the legislation, and a special assistant. Three clerical positions are
also requisted to perform secretarial and receptionist services for the Office.

1Part C of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 estab.
dishes within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention a
National Institute Justice and Delinquency Prevention to serve as a research
and information center and provide training in the treatment and control of
juvenile offenders; demonstrate and evaluate projects established by the Insti-
tute or other Federal juvenile programs; and develop and implement standards
for juvenile justice. (Exhibit III reflects the proposed organization Atructure
and related functions.)

Four professional and one clerical position are requested to conduct, encour.
age, and coordinate research and evaluation in any aspect of juvenile delin.
quency; encourage the development of demonstration projects in new, inno.
vative techniques and methods to prevent and treat juvenile delinquency;
prepare such studies as considered necessary with respect to the prevention
and treatment of juvenile delinquency and related matters, and disseminate
pertinent data and studies (including a periodic journal) to individuals, agen.
cies, and organizations concerned with the prevention and treatment of Juvenile
delinquency. A major responsibility mandated of the Institute is the evaluation
of all special emphasis programs supported under this act.

Four professional and two clerical positions are requested to develop, con-
duct, and provide national training programs, seminars, and workshops; de-
velop a national training program within the Institute and permit the in-house
development of a curriculum for this program; and develop technical training
teams to assist State and local agencies in the development of training pro-
grains for preveii'ing and treating juvenile delinquency. Such programs will
lie geared to persons preparing to work with juveniles and juvenile offenders
and persons engaged in or connected with the prevention and treatment of
Juvenile delinquency.

To fubill its mandate to serve as an information bank and clearinghouse,
two professional and one clerical position are needed in the Institute to collect,
prepare, publish. and disseminate all information regarding juvenile delin.
quency, the availability of resources, training and educational programs, sta-
tistics, and other pertinent data and information.
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Two professional and one clerical position are also needed to review existing
reports, data, and standards relating to the Juvenile justice system in the
United States and develop recommended standards for the administration of
Juvenile justice at the Federal, State, and local level, including recommenda-
tions for Federal, State, and local action to facilitate the adoption of these
standards.

(b) Oflce of regional operations, an increase of 10 positions and $270,000.
Ten juvenile delinquency program specialists are requested-one for each
regional office. These specialists wilr assist in the development of consistent
guidelines for State plans; provide expertise and guidance to the States in
the development of their comprehensive juvenile justice plan; and perform
the necessary review of the plans to assure compliance with the letter as well
as the spirit of the law. The specialists will also monitor the implementation
of the State plans; provide limited technical assistance; and share in the
responsibility for monitoring special emphasis grants in their region.

(c) Office of operations support, an increase of 1 position and $18,000. The
creation of a new office to accomplish the functions established by the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 will require additional Office
of Operations staffing to provide necessary support.

One personnel specialist is required in the Personnel Division to recruit and
place new personnel and process personnel actions on a continuing basis.

Allocation of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention block fuhds by State
Stale

Alaska

Arizona _
Arkansas ........
California -
Colorado
Connecticut
D e law are - -....
District of Columbia ....
Florida__
Georgia -
H1awaii.
Idaho-
Illinois-
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine ......
Maryland _
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota- --
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana-
Nebraska__-
Nevada------

Allocation
$360, 000
200, 000
200, 000
200, 000

1,944, 000
224, 000
296, 000
200, 000
200, 000
614, 000
479, 000
200, 000
200, 000

1, 107, 000
536, 000
283, 000
216, 000
324, 000
404, 000
200, 000
402, 000
546, 000
948, 000
402, 000
245, 000
452, 000
200, 000
200, 000
200, 000

State Allocation
New Hampshire ---------- $200, 000
New Jersey --------------- 695, 000
New Mexico -------------- 200, 000
New York --------------- 1,705, 000
North Carolina 514, 000
North Dakota 200, 00Ohio -------------------- 1, 094, 000
Oklahoma ---------------- 243, 000
Oregon ..------------------ 202, 000
Pennsylvania ------------ 1, 122, 000
Rhode Island ------------- 200, 000
South Carolina ----------- 278, 000
South Dakota ------------- 200, 000
Tennessee 387,000Texas ------------------- 1 171, 000
Utah -------------------- 200,000
Vermont ----------------- 200, 000
Virginia ----------------- 464, 000
Washington -------------- 338, 000
West Virginia ------------ 200,000Wisconsin --------------- 462, 000
Wyoming --------------- 200, 000
American Samoa --------- 50, 000 -
Guam ------------------- 50,000
Puerto Rico ------------- 343, 000
Virgin Islands ------------ 50, 000
Trust Territory ---------- 50, 000

Total ------------- 23,000,000

ASSESSMENT FOR OPERATIONAL NEEDS

Senator BAYMI. Who makes the assessment of how you ought to run
your shop? You cannot operate in a vacuum. I am sure you have
heard me express a great deal of sensitivity about people who are
given a task of running an agency, a bureau, or administering a
)rogram, and then being handcuffed by others who do not have

operational responsibility.
Are you given an opportunity to make a professional assessment

of what it takes to run the job, or do you crank in a tax program
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and assess what is going to happen to industrial production or
someone else, before you are permitted to make a professional
judgment?

Mr. VELDE. Sir, we obviotisly-have the authority and responsibility
to prepare the besb estimates of what our funding requirements
and needs- are for various fiscal years. There are others in the
executive branch of Government who have to take into consideration
the big picture.

Senator BATh. I understand that. But you see, you are a pro-
fessional with a job to do-to run LEAA. And one of the responsi-
bilities is administering this program.

If I am sitting-to take a wild example--as, let us say, the
President, or- the head of the Domestic Council advising the
President, or as the top man in 0MB, and I get a request from a
man whose judgement I respect as a professional, which has been
watered down or shaped by other forces; perhaps I am not able to
put as much reliance on your emphasis of the program as I would
otherwise.

Well, without belaboring that, would you give us, for the record
the high, medium and low level programs that you discussed?

Mr. Vi:LDE. I would be pleased to supply that for the record.' I
do iiot happen to have those documents with me.

Senator BAYh. I would assume those were your earliest estimates,
before you looked back in your Economics I textbook and tried to
figure out what the stock market would do to your request. You will
pardon me for being just a little bit facetious, here, which I should
not be.

Could you tell us the amount of your ultimate request?
Mr. VELDE. $40 million.
Senator BAY11. What happened to that? Was it forwarded to

the White House?

PRESIDENTIAL DECISION TO DENY BUDGET

Mr. VEmLDE. It was forwarded to the Department, which in turn,
forwarded it to OMB, which irn turn, submitted it to the President.
My understanding is that the President made the decision not to
include the money in the 1976 budget.

Senator BArY. But the Department did forward that to the
White House?

Mr. VELDE. Yes sir.
Senator BAYH. Was your agency involved in any formal discussions

with OMB about this decision? Were you brought into the channel
of communication?

Mr. VELDF,. In September, when our budget request for the
agency was being considered we did undergo an extensive review
by the Department of Justice, as well as by OMB. The departmental
review team was headed by the Deputy Attorney General.

Thus, before the details of the President's budget were finally
agreed upon, this matter was discussed formally at the Depar-
ment and OMB by LEAA.

1 See Appendix, pp. 2S1-287.
67-988 ---- 9
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Senator BAYh. I may not have asked the question exactly the way
I should have.

I was referring to the request that you made for the implemen-
tation of the Juvenile Justice Act,

Mr. VELDE. The $40 million that we requested be included ill
the administration's fiscal 1976 budget?

Senator BATH. It is hard for me to understand how you could
have had a great deal of input in the decision not to spend the
funds you were requesting in the implementing act; if, indeed,
the input you had in this discussion occurred before the act was law.

Mr. VE..DE. We make projections and estimates of what our needs
are going to be for a number of fiscal years in the future. Our
request for funds for the new program was based upon our assess-
ment of the likelihood of new authority coming to us. We made
plans based on our estimates of what authority we might have in
the new fiscal year.

As another example, we made an estimate. for request of funds
to implement new authority which Congress ultimately did not
pass last year. This estimate was later removed from our budget
request. I am referring to the Public Safety Officers Death Benefits
program. The Senate passed one version and the House passed
another. The conferees never resolved the differences.

We made estimates on necessary funding, based on either the
House version or the Senate version, on th' contingency that either
one, with some modification, might become law.

Senator BATH. I am not being critical of your assessment. I am
trying to find out if, indeed, you-as the man charged with imple-
menting what you thought would be new prdgrams--or your advice
or counsel was sought before the decision to turn down your request
was made.

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. We did have consultation With the Depart-
ment and with OMB before the final decisions were made. OMB
did recommend to the President that the $4 million be included
in the 1976 budget. But the President had to m ke the hard decision,
based upon the overall big picture of the Feder spending situation.
Our request represented one of approximatel 1,200 Federal aid
programs where some very difficult decisions ad to be made and
cutbacks ordered.

LEAA took a $110 million cut in its current b dget. Additionally,.
a decision was made not to include our reques for funds for the
new program.

Senator BtyH. Let me ask you, to help us reso e some conflicting
assessments of the kinds of commitment the Natio has been making
in the juvenile delinquency area.

In your statement today, as I recall, you specified that back in
1072 we were funding $11h2 million to this program. When the
President, signed the bill into law, lie specified we were spending
$155 million. OMB claims, in their special analysis Qf budgeting,
that we are going to be spending $177 million-we will have a
chance to ask them how this figure was derived.

I note the following testimony from LEAA before this subcom-
mittee: On June 27, 1973, during.fiscal 1972, LEAA awarded nearly
$140 million on a wide ranging juvenile delinquency program, and
then this is broken down. I will put that in the record now.
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[EXHIBIT NO. 9]
TESTIMONY OF RICHARD W. VELDE BEFORE THE SUacoM.MITTEE T% INVESTIGATE

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, JUNE 27, 1973

EXTRACTS FROM REPORT OF TIlE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. SENATE,
ON E. 821 (REPORT NO. 93-1011), PP. 84, 88, 90.

On June 27, 1973, LEAA Asoclate Administrator, Richard W. Velde, re-
ported to the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate
Juvenile Delinquency that:

"During fiscal 1972, LEAA awarded nearly $140 million on a wide-ranging
Juvenile delinquency program. More than $21 million, or 15 percent, was for
prevention; nearly $16 million, or 12 percent, was for diversion; almost $41
million or 30 percent went for rehabilitation: $33 million, or 24 percent, was
spent to upgrade resources; $17 million, or 13 percent, went for drug abuse
programs; and $8 million, or 6 percent, financed the comprehensive Juvenile
delinquency component of the High Impact Anti-Crime Program."

0 $

TABLE I.-BREAKDOWN OF FISCAL YEAR 1972 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY EXPENDITURES BY LEAA

'Percent of
Amount Percent $136,213,334

Prevention:
Block ............................................ $19,934,592 94.8 ..................
Discretionary ..................................... 1,096,442 5.2 ..................

Total .......................................... 21,031,034 ................... 15.4

Diversion:
Block ............................................ 14,143,396 89.2 ..................
Discetionary - ............................. 1,540,096 10.8 ..................

Total .......................................... 15,683,492 .................. 11.5

Rehabilitation:
Block ............................................ 37, 779,491 92.0..
Discretionary ..................................... 3,013,773 8. 0.............

Total .......................................... 40,793,264 .................. 29.9

Upgrading resources:
Block ............................................ 30,725,095 93.3 .............Discrtonary ..................................... 2,212,286 6.7 .............

Total .......................................... 32,937, 381 .................. 24.2

Drugs:
Block ............................................ 14, 431,179 77.4 ..................
Discretionary. .............................. 3, 262, 002 22.6 ..................

Total .......................................... 17,693,181 .................. 13.0
High impact .................................. 8,075,000................... 6.0

Total ......................... : ................................................... 100.0
Block total ............ ...................... 117,013,735...................5.4
Discretionary total. ............................... 1i, 124, 599 ................... 14.6
High impacty......................................... ,075,000 ............ ........................

Total .......................................... 136,213,334 ....................................

LAw ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, JUVENILE
PROJECT SUMMARIES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972

DELINQUENCY

Final totals LEAA fiscal year 1972 funding

Prevention ------------------------------------------------- $21,031,034
Diversion --------------------------------------------------- 15, 683, 492
Rehabilitation ---------------------------------------------- 40, 793, 264
Upgrading resources ----------------------------------------- 32, 937, 381
Drugs ----------------------------------------------------- 17, 693, 181

Juvenile delinquency total ------------------------------ 128, 137, 352
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In addition to the above monies, approximately 25 percent of action funds
available forJhe High Impact Cities Program ($32.3 million in fiscal year 1972)
will be spent In the area of Juvenile delinquency.

NoTF..-The following is an extract from the total report of Fiscal Year 1972
funds. It shows all the prevention and diversion programs. It does not include
rehabilitation, upgraded resources and drugs because of the volume of material
involved.

PREVENTI [ON
Community involvement: Amount

Information, education, public relations ------------------ $I, 534, 153
Police/community/youth relations ------------------------ 4, 985, 479
School and community programs .------------------------ 9, 842, 309
Youth involvement -------------------------------------- 863, 750
Volunteers ---------------------------------------------- 269, 675
Special youth services ------------------------------------ 2, 772, 794

Stubtot-.l ---------------------------------------------- 20, 268, 060
Research and development ---------------------------------- 762, 874

Prevention total ---------------------------------- 21, 031, 034

LEAA ESTIMATES 31ISLEADING

M11'. VELDE. I was speaking on behalf of LEAA.That represented our estimate of what was available at the time,
and the amount of money that would be spent during that fiscal
year. As you kiiow, that estimate has now been translated into a
funding base in the new legislation.

Since the new legislation was enacted, an ad hoc internal task
force has been established to review every grant to see whether
our initial classification efforts were valid, and whether the assump-
tions which went into this estiniate proved to be correct 2 years after
the awards in question were made.

It additionally had to be determined whether the grants were,
in fact, ever implemented or consummated. Just because a grant
award is made does not necessarily mean that -the program will
actually be carried out. In many cases the local government, or
State agency, will not be able to secure the necessary matching
funds; there may be a failure of management or political support;
the project might be terminated prematurely; the total amount of
funds originally set aside might not be spent; or, more funds may be
requested. Also, in many cases it is difficult, before the fact, to
accurately classify a multipurpose grant and to allocate to the
different functions, percentages of that grant award. If you look
at the overall portfolio of LEAA grants as reflected by our aug-
mented data base, you will find that about 40 percent are awarded
for more than one purpose. These purposes are not always subject
to convenient classification, such as police, courts or corrections.

The purpose of one grant may cut across the board; a training
grant at a criminal justice facility may have personnel from different
agencies participating; funding might be provided for a criminal
justice facility at the county level which could have a youth service
bureau, the county jail, judges' chambers, and the sheriff's department
all in one facility.

Under those circumstances, there has to be an administrative
decision made as to which is going to be charged to which account.
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We have gone through that process with respect to these 1972
block funds which were the basis of the formulated juvenile pro-
gram funding figure and have arrived at an estimate of $112 million.
That figure is what we will administratively consider as a base for
application of the formulas, mandated -by the new authority.

That $112 million figure is a final, firm estimate, based u11pon
careful review of how- the 1972 fund were actually expended. The
0MB estimate contained in this year's budget was based in part
upon our very preliminary estimates of what the spending was
likely to be in fiscal 197- for those purposes. The 0MB figure
included not only block grant funds, which were accounted for in
the 1972 estimate, but other categorical funds as well.

Senator BATIK. What really concerns me is to look back on the
purpose of those hearings. I am sure you will recall that the sub-
committee was being rather critical about the fact that LEA.
was not spending a high enough percentage of moneys in the
juvenile delinquency area. In an attempt to dissuade us from that
thing, you represented that LEAA was spending $140 million, each
year, on juvenile delinquency.

Obviously, you were not spending $140 million!
Mr. VEL . I think the figure I used, Mr. Chairman, was $1636

million. That was our estimate at the time.
Senator BATIK. I quoted specifically: "Nearly $140 million." I

suppose that a conservative interpretation of that would be $136
million.

Mr. VELDE. I think that was the actual figure cited. The estimated
allocation of the funds totalled $136 million; that estimate was
mentioned by Mr. Staats this morning.

Senator BAYH. What definitions are being used now? Could we
have an opportunity to look at those and put those definitions in
the record so we will know exactly what we are talking about, now,
as far as what benchmarks you use; so we will have some idea about
what benchmarks are going to be used in the future?

Mr. V.LDE. We will be pleased to provide for your records the
assumptions made by the task force which arrived at this determina-
tion. If you wish, Mr. Chairman, I could also submit the portfolio
of the awards themselves for your perusal, and for the committee's
recArds.

Senator BATM. That would be helpful to us.
As Mr. Staats pointed out, part of the problem has been-and I

suppose still will continue to be-defining exactly what is the juvenile
delinquency program.

Mr. Vm 6r,. Yes. sir.
Senator BAYTi. To use one example: Does street lighting constitute

a juvenile delinquency program?
Mr. VE. iD,. I think you will find, Mr. Chairman, that the funding

determination of $112 million was a conservative estimate. It was
based upon programs, directly related to the conventional under-
standing of what the term juvenile delinquency means. There was
no attempt to bring in street lighting, or promote tangentially related
projects.
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49PREVENTION ELEMENT OF TiE ACT

Senator BAY1. When looking toward the future in establishing
new guidelines as well as definitions for old programs, what empha-
sis are you going to place on the prevention element of this new act?

It seems to me we have had a lot of discussion about rehabilitation.
At least the figures would show that we do not have a very good
track record as far as results are concerned. I would hope that LEAA
could give a great deal of emphasis to starting early in the lifespan
of these youngsters so that perhaps we will not have to worry about
rehabilitation; we will be dealing with them at the-time, in an envi-
ronment that prevents then from entering into the system as juvenile
delinquents.

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, this is a response which would require
an assessment of a number of decisions which have to be made not
only by LEAA, but by States in administering their block grant pro-
grams and developing comprehensive plans.

We hope to arrive at an estimate shortly of what State juvenile
program allocations will be within 1975 block grants. All but three
block grant awards are signed. We have not made the final tabula-
tiois yet. We will soon know what-the States, in their best judgments
say will be spent on the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
programs. It may then be possible to try to break out the major fund-
ing categories within the juvenile justice area.

Senator BATyh. The reason 1 am so concerned about this, and so
determined to do whatever I can to try to implement the act is. we
have gone for years-and I think it has been the assessment of LEAA
and everyone generally that the Safe Streets Act has really inhibited
us from investing moneys purely for prevention, particularly with
the private sector which now has been brought in and coordinated in
this act. What can you and I do, working together, to establish guide-
lines and create the incentive for States to take a new look now and
to emphasize the wisdom of major prevention programs?

Just to digress a moment on evidence presented at hearings we
held recently on school vandalism and violence. Once a young man
gets to the place that he is going to go into the fifth grade classroom
and rape a teacher in the full vision of the students, or once he de-
cides to set fire to the school building, at that stage of the game I do
not think there is very much we can do to rehabilitate him. I mean,
we can try. but the question is, what can we do earlier on in that hui-
man being's life to prevent the circumstances that lead to that violent,
illegal outburst I

I am not excusing that kind of response; that person is really a
criminal, not a status offender. What can we do to keep those young
people that are aged 6 to 10 right now from resorting to that kind
of conduct in 5 to 10 years? What are our best chances of success?
What can we do to create that kind of an awareness in the local com-
munities and States where these decisions are now being made as to
how block grant-funds are going to be expended?

Mr VEJ DE. Well sir, let me give you an example.
Block grant funds in Colorado in the amount of $2 million, over

a 3-year-period, have been invested totally in three projects in the
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juvenile justice system. These projects have resulted in all extremely
interesting finding.

In one case, 100 percent of juveniles confined to State institutions
have what are defined as learning disabilities. In another case the
figure is 90 percent, while in the third case, 80 percent.

We are looking at this data now to attempt to validate it and see
whether or not the definitions presented are definitions that can hold

-up legally. There would thus seem to be a close cause-and-effect re-
lationship between learning disability and juvenile delinquent activ-
ity. rhis assessment is based upon the results of research and evalua-
tioh.

USE NEW APPROACII-EMPHASIZE PREVENTION

Senator BATH. This is where we step on the toes of the architects
of the old bureaucratic ways of doing things. And that is why I
think, under this act, you have a very sober responsibility. It will
not be an easy job, and I want to do everything I can to help you.
But I do not know how you can say that learning disabilities, which
is in the area of HEW education functions, does not ultimately im-
pact on the juvenile delinquency-the crime problem. We just have
to convince people to put aside some of those old stereotypes.

Well, you are aware of that I am sure. But let us have the courage
to take on some of these new ways of doing things, because the old
ways have failed. As I said earlier, what you have in the new act is
not a magic potion that we can take and stiddenly not have any juve-
nile delinquency, but I think we can begin to make progress if we
are willing to approach it from a new standpoint, a comprehensive
standpoint, emphasizing prevention. I will not dwell on this further,
but I hope that our staffs can work together so that we can use our
oint influence to try to reach those who make the decisions back
iome as to how this money is going to be spent.

We must have a new day; we cannot continue to treat the effect.
IWe must zero in on how we can prevent the cause.

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman. if I may, I would like to continue with
-that thought for a minute. it is an essential issue.

I cited one example where there seems to be a causal relationship
regarding a matter which is normally not in the province of the ju-
venile justice system. Let me cite another example which is perhaps
more closely related.

The public school system in Alexandria received an almost $100,000
grant from the State of Virginia to develop and improve school se-
curity systems. I recently went through that project and looked at
it firsthand.

In 1971 the school system lost about $150.000 due to vandalism.
Over 500 calls were made to the police of incident reports, but ofly
five arrests. Last year after this new system was fully implemented ,
less than $40,000 was lost due to vandalism. Only about 100 calls
went to the police, yet 60 arrests were made. Incidetnlly. the arrests
were primarily of children from 7 to 11 years old that were commit-
ing these acts of vandalism.
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This suggests that by improving security systems and by school
management administrators paying attention, delinquency can be re-
duced. Here is one school system that faced the issue squarely and
with the help of experts in security and alarm systems and good man-
agement, they were able to bring the problem essentially under con-
trol.

Senator BAYh. Where did they obtain these ft!nds?
Mr. VEUi. The State of Virginia, through LEAA block grant

funds.
Senator BATMh. State security was provided through LEAA block

grant funds?
Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. It is a 3-year project. The Federal money has

now been utilized and the program is now fully operational.
Senator BATh. We have had extensive discussions with Mr. Grealy

and Mr. Burton of the school security organization about these prob-
lems.

Mr. Vztj)F. Yes, sir. We have been in touch with them, too.
Senator BAYij. I found Mr. Grealy's approach very enlightened,

where he recognized the hard reality of security as an important
aspect. But lie also recognized the fact that the way the young people
are handled and the time you began dealing with ihe problem has an
impact on the kind of secur-ity problem you will have 5 years from now.

Mr. VELDE. Yes. I cite thes two examples perhaps as extremes of
the range of possibilities for action. I also come back to the point that
the act itself gives us some additional guidance on the scope of pro-
grams which should be implemented. In the long run, the emphasis
placed by the act on advanced techniques and innovative programs of
special emphasis to try out the unconventional,- may result in some
of these funds being "wasted." But only in this way, with the help
of careful evaluation, will we find out what approaches- work. The
authority that we now have to work with groups outside of govern-
mental agencies also offers some very exciting possibilities. It is im-
portant to note that a considerable amount of LEAA funds have
been invested in prevention programs despite suggestions that it
would be not appropriate for LEAA money to be so spent. The
States, using their broad authority and discretion under the block
grant concept. have made investments in this area. We are finding
that some of these have significant payoffs.

I cite extremes, Mr. Chairman, to emphasize that we now have the
authority and flexibility to try some new things. Based on our prior
experience, we now have the means to develop some of the answers
we have been searching for.

PROGRAM'S INTEGRATION WITH PRIVATE GROUPS

Senator BAYI. Another area gets very much into the area of pre-
vention that we have been discussing. As you know, the act for the
first time really brings into the whole LEAA program an integra-
tion of private groups that are working with young people in trouble.
There has been some criticism brought to the subcommittee's atten-
tion that the contact and involvement of these groups have been after
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the fact-after the decisions have been made-instead of earlier to
see how they might best assist. How do you assess or respond to that
kind of criticism?

As you know, the special emphasis grants in the programing of the
new act requires that 20 percent of these funds are going to be desig-
nated to private groups. In talking to the States in programing the
coming years' efforts, have you taken that into consideration?

Mr. VELDE. Yes, sir. There are two aspects to your question. First,
with respect to coordination with outside interest groups, the guide-
lines that I mentioned earlier this morning are currently being dis-
cussed with and reviewed by a rather extensive list of outside groups.

The Attorney General and I have met with representatives of
these groups in the juvenile area and I look forward to establishing
a continuing relationship directly to receive their views. In addition,
representatives of these groups serve on the new National Advisory
Committee.

I certainly would do all I can to encourage coordination and foster
a good working relationship with outside groups. This will be to our
mutual advantage. With respect to nonprofit private groups being
direct grantees, IEAA has not had authority in the past to make
such grants directly, with certain exceptions. We have found, how-
ever, that in many cases, either by subcontract or by subgrant, these
groups were able to participate significantly in a number of projects.
Now there is a clear authority whereby they can receive grants
directly.

Perhaps the largest example of participation by private groups in
a LEAA-funded program was our $6 million investment in the
State of Massachusetts in the program which resulted in the closing
down of the State juvenile institutions and the creation of a network
of 13 group homes throughout the State to assume this function. All
13 of these groups are nonprofit corporations.
-Although the money was first awarded to State agencies, they in

turn entered into contracts or grants arrangements with the non-
profit groups. It is not as if these groups were not participating in
our program in the past. Now there will be additional authority to
work more directly with them. It is a bit premature to determine
whether the 20-percent minimum funding specified by the act will
work a hardship. For the most part, it should not.

Senator BAY11. It should not be interpreted as an upper limit
either.

Mr. VELDPF. No, sir; not at all.
Senator BAYH. What we are-trying to do, of course, is to recog-nim that we have private groups making significant contributions in

most communities. It is folly for a government, State, local, or Fed-
eral, to set up a competitive agency or a system of delivering the
services which the private group has already delivered.

Mr. VEJiDE. Yes. Already, Mr. Chairman, the response received re-
garding our status offender discretionary grant program has indi-
cated a strong interest on behalf of private groups. I think there will
be significant private participation in the new program.

Senator BAyr. Good. We will look forward to working with you in
this extremely important area.
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Thank you very much for being with us.
Mr. VELDE. Thank you, sir.
Senator BAYIT. Our next witness is Mr. Paul O'Neill, representing

Mr. James Lynn, Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
If Mr. O'Neill and whomever is accompanying him care to come

forward we will resume our hearings.
Mr. O'Neill, I see you have Mr. James Purcell on my right and

Mr. David Bray on my left. All right, fine. If you will proceed, we
will get on with our hearing.

I appreciate your b2ing here.

STATEMENT OF PAUL H. O'NEILL, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET; ACCOMPANIED BY DAVID M. BRAY,
AND 3AMES N. PURCELL, ;R.

Mr. O'NEILL. Both Director Lynn and I indicated at our confirma-
tion hearings it is our commitment and our pleasure to appear before
duly constituted committees of the Congress to testify when the corn- -
mittees feel that is useful.

In view of the time, and with your permission, I will put my short,
prepared statement on the record and proceed to answer your ques-
tions as well as I can.

Senator BAYH. That will be fine if that is the way you would like
to proceed; the statement shall be put in the record.

[Mr. O'Neill's testimony continues on p. 100.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL H. O'NEILL

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to appear before
you today to discuss the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974. I have only a brief statement and then I will
try to answer any questions you might have.

In signing this Act into law, President Ford stated:
"This bill represents a constructive effort to consolidate policy direction

and coordination of all Federal programs to assist States and localities it
dealing with the problems of Juvenile delinquency. The direction of our Fed-
eral programs has been fragmented for too long. This restructuring of present
operations and authority will better assist State and local governments to
carry out the responsibilities in this field, which should remain with them.
Hopefully, the result will be greater security for all citizens and more purpose,
sense, and happiness in the lives of young Americans."

While the President did endorse the Act's provisions calling for improved
planning, evaluation, and coordination of Federal Juvenile delinquency pro-
grams, he did express concern over the increased funding authorizations con-
tained in the Act. Based on his concern over increased spending for this and
other programs, the President stated that lie did not intend to seek appropria-
tions for the new programs authorized in the bill in excess of amounts included
In the 1975 budget until the current economic situation improves. In the Inter-
im. the estimated $155 million in spending already available under current
programs would continue to provide a demonstration of strong Federal support
for juvenile delinquency programs.

Since the Act was signed into law, the Law Enforcement Administration has
initiated efforts to implement those aspects of the Act which are consistent
with Presidential policy guidance. Those efforts, which are described in detail
In Mr. Velde's statement, include:

Creation of an organization unit in LEAA to manage existing Juvenile pro-
granus;
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Creation of a Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Operations Task
Group to plan operations under the Act;

Selection of qualified individuals for several of the new positions created by
the Act;

Establishment of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (the President appointed members of this Committee
in March and they have just concluded their first meeting in Washington) ;

Establishment of the Coordinating Council for Juvenile Justice and DeUn-
quency Prevention; and

Development of plans to utilize $20 million of action and research funds
already allocated for Juvenile delinquency programs for fiscal year 1975.

We believe the approach presently being taken by the Administration in
implementing this new Act is both responsible and reasonable. It establishes a
process for assessing the past and prospective Federal roles in Juvenile delin-
quency programs and establishes a firm basis for future action, hopefully in a
way that avoids the mistakes of past Federal efforts to cope with this problem.

The Inadequacies of past Federal efforts in this area are well documented
in the recent (April 25, 1975) GAO report (How Federal Efforts to Coordinate
Programs to Mitigate Juvenile Delinquency Proved Inadequate). As this report
indicates, past Federal efforts have been characterized by:

Repeated legislative attempts to cope with the Juvenile delinquency pro-
gram, including: the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act
of 1961; the Juvenile Delinquency Protection and Control Act of 1968; and
amendments to the Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets of 1968; and

Repeated efforts to coordinate Federal Juvenile delinquency programs, in-
cluding: the Interdepartmental Committee on Children and Youth (1948);
coordination mechanisms established under the Juvenile Delinquency Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1968; the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate
all Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs (1971) ; and the Federal Regional
Councils (1972).

During this period, Federal involvement in the Juvenile delinquency pro-
gram increased substantially. In 1969, the Federal Government devoted $14.9
million to Juvenile delinquency. By 1974, this figure had risen to $169.0 million.
In 1974, the major agencies involved in the program were the Departments of
Justice and Health, Education, and Welfare, although other agencies includ-
ing OEO, Labor, HUD, and Interior were involved in the program.

As the major funding agency in the program by 1974, LEAA contributed
approximately $140 million annually to the program. The LEAA program,
which is primarily distributed to States on a formula basis, covered Juvenile
delinquency programs primarily related to prevention, diversion, rehabilita-
tion, upgrading resources, drug abuse, and Impact Cities programs.

After this extensive Federal involvement in the Juvenile delinquency area,
the GAO report concludes that:

The extent of Federal impact on Juvenile delinquency is difficult to pre-
cisely determine because, for the most part, Federal programs which might
have had a positive effect have not been administered with that specific intent;

No effective strategy has been developed and implemented to coordinate
Federal efforts;

There is a lack of uniform Federal standards as to what constitutes Juve-
nile delinquency;

There Is a possible overstatement of Federal involvement in the program;
Little is known about (1) which Federal programs affect Juvenile delin-

quency and (2) the impact and its extent; and
There is a lack of effective coordinated and comprehensive planning for

Juvenile delinquency programs at the State and local level.
Obviously, the solutions to these problems are of paramount importance

in determining the proper future Federal role in the Juvenile delinquency
area. These are Klso questions which the new Act is designed to answer.

We believe the Administration's efforts to carefully establish the planning,
evaluation, and coordination mechanisms specified by the Act constitute
essential first steps before launching Into a massive new funding program.
It will take time to assess and evaluate where we are and where we should
be going in this important social problem.

For these reasons, in addition to our national economic concerns, the
President has chosen not to request new budget increases for Juvenile delin-
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quency programs in 1975 and 1976. If reoriented to the major thrusts of the
new Act, the President believes that amounts available for juvenile delin-
quency under existing programs are sufficient to establish a firm foundation
for planning the future Federal role in juvenile delinquency programs.

Let me assure you, Mr. Chairman, that the Administration will work with
the Congress to assure adequate implementation of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

[EXHIBIT NO. 10]

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET-
FUNCTIONS AND ORGANIZATION--JANUARY 1974

I. FUNCTIONS -

Basho authority.-The Office of Management and Budget was established
by Part I of the Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1970, effective July 1, 1970
(84 Stat. 2085). The Plan designated the Bureau of the Budget as the Office

of Management and Budget. It transferred all functions vested by law to
the Office and its Director to the President, who, in turn, delegated them to
the Director of the Office of Management and Btdget by Executive Order
11541 of July 1, 1970.

The intent of the Plan was to provide the President with an institutional
staff capability in the various areas of executive management-particularly
In program evaluation and coordination, Government organization, infor-
mation and management systems, and development of executive talent. The
Office has continued to perform the key function of assisting the President in
preparation and execution of the Federal budget, and that function will be
strengthened by a greater emphasis on fiscal and program analysis.

Specifically, Reorganization Plan No. 2 enabled the Office to provide greater
emphasis on assessing the extent to which Government programs are actually
achieving their intended results and delivering the intended services to their
recipients. As a part of this effort, the Office was directed to seek greater
Interagenry cooperation and coordination, particularly at the operating level.
It also provided a continuous review of the organization of the executive
branch and its management techniques to assure that they meet the require-
ments of new programs and are effective in the administration of existing
programs. In addition, the Office was charged with the responsibility of
working closely with the Civil Service Commission to develop new programs
to recruit, train, motivate, deploy, and evaluate the top ranks of the civil
service and to establish a means of forecasting the Federal Government's
ctirrent and future needs for executive talent.

The basic authority for the Office's budget function is derived from the
Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended. Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1970 transferred that function to the President, who, in turn, delegated
it to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. This Act gave
the Bureau the authority "to assemble, correlate, revise, reduce, or increase
the requests for appropriations of the several departments or establishments."
The Act also safeguarded the budget as transmitted by the President to
Congress by denying Federal agencies the right to seek funds outside regular
budget channels except at legislative request. The Bureau was further
authorized to make detailed administrative studies for the President with a
view to "securing greater economy and-efficiency In the conduct of the public
service." The Act required the Bureau "at the request of any committee of
either House of Congress having Jurisdiction over revenue or appropriations"
to render "the committee such aid and information as it may request."

In response to a request by the Chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee, the President, in 1921, instructed the Federal agencies to submit
to him through the Director "all requests or recommendations for legislation,
the effect of which would be to create a charge upon the Public Treasury
or commit the Government to obligations which would later require ap-
propriations to meet them." The scope of this clearance procedure was later
extended to apply to all legislation.
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List of functions.-The responsibilities of the Office of Management and
Budget may be specifically identified as follows:

1. To assist the President in his effort to develop and maintain effective
government by reviewing the organizational structures and management proc-
esses of the executive branch to assure that they are capable of producing
the intended results.

2. To assist the President in the preparation of the budget and the formula-
tion of the fiscal program of the Government.

3. To supervise and control the administration of the budget.
4. To evaluate the performance of Federal programs and to serve as a

catalyst in the effort to improve interagency cooperation and coordination.
5. To provide leadership in designing programs for the development of

career executive talent throughout the Government.
6. To assist the President by clearing and coordinating departmental advice

on proposed legislation and by recommending Presidential action on legislative
enactm ats.

7. To assist in the consideration and clearance, and where necessary, in the
preparation of proposed Executive orders and proclamations-

& To plan and promote the improvement, development, and coordination
of Federal statistical services and to provide leadership in the development
of new information systems to provide the President with performance data.

9. To keep the President advised of the progress of activities by agencies
with respect to work proposed, work actually initiated, and work completed.
This, together with the relative timing of work between agencies is necessary
to assure that the work programs are coordinated and that the monies ap-
propriated by the Congress are expended in the most economical manner
possible with the least possible overlapping and duplication of effort.

Important statutory authortlations.-As stated previously, Reorganization
Plan No. 2 of 1970 transferred all functions vested by law in the Bureau of
the Budget and its Director to the President, who, in turn, delegated them
to the Director of the Office of Management and Budget. The most important
of these statutory authorizations, in addition to the Budget and Accounting
Act of -1921 which was discussed above, are the: (a) Budget and Accounting
Procedures Act of 1950, which significantly elaborated on the provisions of
the Budget and Accounting Act; (b) Act of August 1, 1956 amended these
two acts to further improve governmental budgeting and accounting methods
and procedures; (c) Government Corporation Control Act of 1945 extended
the Bureau's budgetary functions to wholly owned Government corporations;
(d) Section 3679 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, prescribed the pro-
cedure for the apportionment of appropriations by the Director and also
authorized him to establish budgetary reserves; (e) Section 305 to title 5,
United States Code required the Director to !Nsue and administer regulations
concerning the systematic review by agencies of their operations on a con-
tinuing basis; (f) Federal Reports Act of 1942 vested the Director with co-
ordinating authority with respect to Federal reporting services and required
his approval of questionnaires and other information-collecting activities pro-
posed by Federal agencies; and (g) Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act of -1966 and Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968
vested in the Bureau the authority to establish rules and regulations for
the coordination of Federal assistance in metropolitan areas; for the formula-
tion, evaluation, and review of Federal programs and projects having a
significant impact on area and community development; and for the provision
of specialized and technical services to State and local governments. Ad-
ditional functions were assigned to the Office of Management and Budget by
Section 102 of the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-050)
which required the Office to examine and review District of Columbia
appropriations to determine priorities of expenditures and where reductions
could be made; Section 3(c) -of the Federal Pay Comparability Act of 1970
(P.L. 91-056), which designated the Director and the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission as the President's agents for Federal employee pay
adjustments under that Act; Sections 201, 202, and 203 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970 (31 U.S.C. 1151-1153) which provided for the
establishment of a standardized information and data processing system
for budgetary and fiscal data; Federal Advisory Committee Act (P.L. 92-463)
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which authorized the establishment of a system governing the creation and
operation of advisory committees in the executive branch; and the Federal
Impoundment and Information Act (P.L. 92-599) which required the Di-
rector to submit to the Congress quarterly reports on the amounts of ap-
1propriatej funds being held in reserve.

Prinoipal Excculive ordero.-The statutory authorizations of the Office are
supplemented by a number of Executive orders. Some of these orders orig-
inally delegated authority to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. These
authorizations have been redelegated to the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget by Executive Order 11541 of July 1, 1970, discussed above.
The principal Executive Orders in this category are: (a) Executive Order
No. 9094 of March 10, 1942, which authorized the Bureau to coordinate and
improve mapping and surveying activities of the Government; (b) Executive
Order No. 9384 of October 4, 1943, which charged the Bureau with the review
of plans and projects for public works; (c) Executive Order No. 11030 of
June 19, 1962, as amended by Executive Order No. 11354 of July 1, 1967,
which provided for Bureau clearance of Executive orders and proclamations;
(d) Executive Order No. 10033 of February 8, 1949, which delegated responsi-
bility to the Bureau for coordinating departmental replies to requests for
statistical information from Governmental bodies; (e) Executive Order No.
10253 of June 11, 1951, which implemented the Bureau's functions with re-
spect to the collection and use of statistical information by Federal agencies
on the basis of the Budget and Accounting Procedures Act; and (f) Executive
Order No. 10579 of November 30, 1954, which required the Director to make
a final decision on appeal by an agency for any determination made by the
Administrator of General Services with respect to the establishment of an
Interagency motor vehicle pool or system. -

In addition, the following Executive orders delegated authority to the
Director of the Office of Management and Budget: Executive Order No. 11592
of May 0, 1971 delegated the function of granting certain approvals under the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1070 and the Flood Control Act of 1970; Executive
Order No. 11609 of July 22, 1971 delegated authorities involving: (a) regula-
tory functions with respect to quarters and facilities; (b) transfers of bal-
ances of appropriations; (c) land acquisitions, contracts for land acquisitions.
and other land transactions; (d) approval of regulations relating to rental of
substandard housing for members of the uniformed services; (e) approval
of use of funds for printing of periodicals; and (f) allocation of funds for
management improvement; and Executive Order No. 11686 of October 7,
1972 delegated certain functions under the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(P.L. 92-463).

II. ORGANIZATION

Director's Offce.-The Director's Office provides executive direction and
coordination for all Office of Management and Budget activities. The Di-
rector's Office consists of the Director and Deputy Director and their principal
assistants and support personnel.

General Counsel.-The General Counsel provides legal advice to the Di-
rector, Deputy Director, and the Office's staff. He is responsible for the dis-
charge of the Office's responsibilities with respect in- the executive branch
and participates in the development of legislative proposals to be sponsored
by the Office or which affect the performance of the Office functions or which
affect the performance of the Office functions. In addition, the General
Counsel maintains liaison with departmental general counsels and White
House staff on legal matters of mutual interest and performs such additional
duties as assigned by the Director.

The Assistants to the Director for Public Affairs, Administration, and Con-
gressional Relations provide staff support to the Director and Office staff.
The Assistant to the Director for Drug Management provides staff assistance
relative to the Federal Government drug abuse prevention programs.

Assistant Director for Budget Review.-The Assistant Director for Budget
Review coordinates and participates in the review of Government programs,
the preparation of the budget and supplemental estimates, and the system
of apportioning the funds made available by the Congress. He prepares fiscal,
economic, and financial analyses; recommends and participates in developing
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budget, tax, credit, and fiscal policies; schedules for preparation, and edits
and compiles documents for the annual budget submission; exercises central
responsibility for improvement of the Federal budget system; develops pro-
cedures and Information to improve the allocation of resources among dif-
ferent programs and major categ0ltw bf-the--budget; oversees the system of
budget control and review; and monitors budgetary trends. He also develops
and applies systems of employment control and serves as a focal point for
user charges matters.

Assistant Director for Executive Development and Labor Relatio.-The
Assistant Director for E~ecutlye Development and Labor Relations is re-
sponsible for assisting the Director and Deputy Director in providing leader-
ship and direction for the development of more effective Federal personnel
management systems.

Working closely with the Civil Service Commission, he assesses existing
programs and develops policy alternatives and new programs to recruit, al-
locate, develop, and evaluate personnel who comprise the top ranks of the
career civil service; evaluates and formulates policies concerning union.
management relations in the Federal Government; and reviews and develops
policy alternatives in the area of employment, compensation, benefits, and
status of Federal personnel. In addition, he determines, in cooperation with
the Civil Service Commission and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, pay com-
parability under existing statutes.

Assistant Director for Legislative Referencc-The Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference reviews the annual legislative programs of the agen-
cies, as submitted with the budget estimates and agency recommendations
for the President's legislative program. He assists the Director and the White
House Office in the preparation of the legislative portions of the State of the
Union Message, the Budget Message, the Economic Report, and other special
legislative proposals under consideration in the executive--branch and the
Congress. Primarily a staff arm of the Director, the Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference exercises the Office's responsibilities for clearing and
coordinating agency legislative proposals and reports on pending legislation,
except appropriation bills and reorganization plans; develops policy alterna-
tives where necessary; and reviews and coordinates the work performed by
other divisions as a part of the clearance process.

Associate Director for Ma ap.ou... d Operations.-The Associate Di-
rector for Management and 0;rations is responsible for the improvement of
organization throughout the executive branch and for the implementation
of government-wide statistical policies. He provides policy guidance in de-
signing government-wide information systems; in the improvement of agency
management and in government-wide procurement He Is responsible for the
overview and continued assessment of agency program evaluation functions
and for maintaining a capability for carrying out major Presidential objec-
tives. He also provides leadership in the area of intergovernmental rela-
tions and assistance to State and local governments and other grant recipients
by promoting improvements in the delivery of Federal funds and services,
encouraging simplification of grant-in-aid mechanisms, providing for in-
creased authority and information for Federal field managers and improving
coordination among them, ensuring Increased consultation and cooperation
with State and local officials, and assuring that State and local interests are
brought to bear in Federal decision-making processes impacting on those
levels of government. He devqtups-vt--m4ntains working relations with key
Federal officials in the field knd provides the channels for service support
and direction to Federal Regional Councils and Federal Executive Boards.

Associate Directors for National Security and Intcrnational Affairs, Human
and Community Affairs, Economics and Government, and Natural Resources,
Energy, and Science.-The line functions of the Office are performed by the
Associate Directors. In this regard, they are responsible for providing man-
agement oversight capability over the agencies and programs of the execu-
tive branch. They review agency programs and budget requests, assist in the
review and control of the execution of the budget, analyze proposed legisla-
tion and Executive orders, and initiate special projects aimed at establishing
goals and objectives that would result in long- and short-range improvements
in the agencies financial, administrative, and operational management.
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OMB '8 ROLE IN AGENCY BUDGET REQUESTS

Senator BAYJ1. I wish you would explain to us, Mr. O'Neill, the
role of OMB relative to an agency request for moneys to be in-
corporated into the President's budget. I understand one could
write a Ph. D. thesis on this. But here we are, the Congress, with a
piece of legislation and there are officials like Mr. Velde in various
agencies and departments that have the operational responsibility;
they prepare budgets relative to what their best estimates are and
then, sometimes, those are concurred with in the White House.
Sometimes they are not.

Where does OMB fit in that chain of command?
Mr. O'NErT,. As a general proposition, we play a facilitator role

for the President in pulling together all of those things throughout
the executive branch of the Government that require, continued fund-
ing or new funding or funding at increased levels over previous
commitments. As best we can, we elicit from the departments and
agencies the reasons why they think that Federal taxpayers' dollars
should be spent on a particular purpose; and, in addition to that,
to the extent that they and we are able to do so. to provide the
President an indication of what would be accomplished with those
additional or new dollars.

In your particular area of interest and the area of interest of this
committee, for example, trying'to understand how many young chil-
dren would be prevented from becoming delinquents with an expendi-
ture of an additional $1 million or $10"million or $100 million, how
many children could be helped out of juvenile delinquent status with
expenditures of additional amounts of dollars.

Senator BAYIr. Do you employ people at the Office of Management
and Budget who have expertise in juvenile delinquency?

Mr. O'N~T, I would say in the programmatic sense that your
question implies-no, not really. But I think we have generalists'who
tire well educated and have the ability to ask the right kinds of
questions, so that as the President considers all of the competing
demands for the Federal taxpayers' dollars, he has before him the
best information that it is possible to give him.

One other thing we try our best to do working with the depart-
ments and agencies is to make sure that we understand what is going
on. not just in Federal programs and Federal funding, but also
where that fits into what is going on in the society. In other words,
when we look at expenditures in a particular program area-let us
say medical schools-we are not simply interested in providing in-
formation to the President on what the Federal Government spent
in the past but also some indication of what is going in from private
soources and what is going in from tuition and what is going in from
State and local governments and all of the other sources of funds.

So then when a person looks at a program funding recommenda-
tion he looks at it in a material societal context and not in a narrow,
isolated way.

Senator BAYIr. I understand fairly well your general function. It
is an exceptionally large burden. What really concerns me-looking
at it from this small piece of turf-is the area of juvenile delinquency
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and how it relates to other areas. Our subcommittee has been study-
ing this problem, and I have been studying it, personally, for years.
Numerous people in the Government have been studying it for years.
Senator Hruska, my distinguished colleague who was really instru-
mental in helping get results on the differences that existed between
the House and the Senate amendments is, likewise, well versed. If a
matter such as this is studied at some length by specialists in the
area, it would seem to me doubly difficult for generalists to make a
decision that their judgment was wrong.

Mr. O'NEILL. I agree with you but I am not sure where that takes
us, because when we properly perform our function, I do not think
that we make decisions that are interposed between the departments
and agencies and the President.

If we were to follow the logic that your statement implies, then
it would suggest that the President simply send to the Congress all
of the recommendations for spending of all of the departments and
agencies of Government. But as I can tell you from experience. if
people were to do so, the debts we have experienced in the past few
years would be two or three times what we have now.

SPECIALISTS ASSESS ENTS NECESSARY TO DECISIONS

Senator BAYII. I do not suggest that at all. What I do suggest is
that perhaps the President should have the assessment of what
specialists think are really necessary, absent the interposition of the
generalists who take into consideration other factors so that they
are not bogged down as far as the clarity and intensity of feeling
about these issues. But I will not get into that.

Mr. O'NRIrL. May I pursue that a little bit, because I think it
might be useful to talk a little more about how the resource allo-
cation process works. Indeed, I do think that the President has an
opportunity, certainly this President has insisted on there being
an opportunity for program specialists to present their views directly
to him if they feel that they are not provided sufficient resources
to carry out their responsibilities as they see them.

Now with respect to the Department of Justice, it is my recollec-
tion that the Attorney General this year did not ask for a special
opportunity to appeal the allocations that were made by the Presi-
dent in the formulation of the 1976 budget. But many Cabinet sec-
retaries and agency heads did seek a special consultation with their
chief program people with the President and the President sat
down with them and listened to their arguments and looked at
their evidence before making the final decisions reflected in the 1976
budget.Senator BAYI[. Could you give me a better understanding of how

this kind of thing happens. Let's look at the specific question before
us today. My chief counsel, Mr. Rector, has discussed much of this
with Mr. Scott, your Assistant Associate Director, and also with
Mr. Pommerening of the Justice Department.

In the letter to Senator Pastore I we were led to believe that
OMB had given approval to the LEAA request to reprogram $20
million under the Act.

' See exhibit no. 7, p. 78.

67-988---76-10
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Is that an accurate assessment of what had happened last fall?
Mr. O'NEILL. I listened to previous testimony and my recollection

of the facts, as Mr. Velde gave them, was that they asked permis-
sion to reprogram reversionary funds. I am not sure, but I believe
that perhaps the Associate Director gave an indication that there
was not a problem with that, but when the budgetary process
brought the matter before the President in the form of a request
of the Justice Department-as I recall, Mr. Velde requested $40
million of new program activity in 1976-the President decided
that given the strains that already existed in the fiscal situation,
that they could not go along with that. A decision followed that
since we were not able to provide the funds in 1976, it did not make
sense to start something in 1975.

Senator BAY1n. So that is the context in which it was first ap-
proved. I do not think Mr. Pommerening would say in the closing
sentence of his letter that the Office of Management and Budget had
given its approval to this request unless that had actually happened;
do you?

So you [OMB] approved it. The House and Senate Appropri-
ations Committee approved it. Then you recently disapproved it?

Mr. O'NF.ILL. What is the date of that letter, sir?
Senator BATh. December 5.
Mr. O'N.ILL. That was before the President looked at the 1976

budget. The 1975 decision that has been made was a reflection of
a decision on 1976. When Mr. Velde indicated there was a new re-
quest under consideration, it was with the understanding that if
a reprograming was provided in 1975, he would find a way to con-
tinue anything he had started without having to ask the President
to increase the budget deficit over the $60 billion line that he had
drawn.

MANDATORY SENTENCES FORD'S SOLE RESPONSE?

Senator BAYH. I noticed from the speech, the rather strong speech
that President Ford made-it was in Connecticut-an expression of
a continued concern about crime and a recognition of the fact that
a lot of these'crimes were committed by repeat offenders. Then) was
a suggestion made that one of the answers is mandatory sentences?

Is that the only area of the problem of crime that the President
is concerned witl, or the only area where he thinks we can make
improvements?

Mr. O'NEILL. No, sir, I do not think so at all. I think the speech
you are referring to was one he gave the other night at the Yale
Law School in New Haven. I think you would be hard put to find
anyone who is more concerned about the problems of this country
than the President of the United States. He is deeply concerned
about our crime problems.

Senator BAY1I. I hope my question did not infer otherwise;
Mr. O'NEILL. At the same.time, I do not think that the President

believes we can simply solve all of the Nation's problems by spend-
ing the country into bankruptcy.

Senator BATH1. Well, does he think we can solve the problems of
crime solely by putting repeat offenders into jail with a mandatory



103

sentence which, incidentally, I support in many instances. Is that
going to stop the problem TI am certain the President is very con-
cerned about the problems. He has an impossible job to do, but I
hope and pray he does it. I know he will do it to the best of his
ability. What concerns me is that, what--all of us together and there
is no need to allocate blame, because I think all of us have to accept
some of it-we have been doing, society's response in trying to dimin-
ish the crime problem has failed.

Now Congress has recognized-and this was a very strong bi-
partisan 88-to-1 vote in the Senate and almost that big a response
in the House-that we need to give snme attention to a significant
new approach to the problem of juvenile delinquency. Through this
reprograming effort we are saying, okay, let's take old money and
start to clean up the act. Take some of the money that had been
pigeonholed for old ways that had not worked and try to apply it
in a new way that we hope would have favorable results. And yNet,
we are told: No! That the White House will not even try new ways
with old money.

Mr. O'NEILL. That is not the full context, Senator. That request,
as I recollect it, was tied to a recommendation of $40 million of
new and additional spending in fiscal year 1976, and it was reviewed
in the totality of that.

If there is anything we have learned beyond a shadow of a doubt-
it is that once a program is started, it is very, very difficult to, in any
way, slow it down. When the President looked at that $40 million
request, he said, in view of the need to keep the Federal deficit even
within the bounds that I accept; which means I must ask 35 million
old people not to take an 8-percent increase for cost of living but
instead settle for 5 percent. Ido not think in good conscience I can
ask the Federal taxpayer to do more in some of these other areas.

Senator BAY1I. I think if we get to citing statistics back and forth
and get away from what we are trying to do in the program, we are
both going to waste a lot of time. Ican ask you whether the Presi-
dent is content to let half of the serious crimes be continued to be
committed by young people under the age of 19. And I think the
answer is "no, he wants to do something about it."

Mr. ONE.It He wants to deal with the problem in a better way
than we have. There is no doubt about that. If we could show him
that we have the magic potion that you were talking about earlier,
he would be willing to take funds out of other areas and reprogram
them into this area.

NO MAOIC 1'OTION-BUT AN IMPROVEMENT

Senator BAYT. How do we do that? There is no magic potion,
you know. It takes the collective minds of a lot of people all over
the country who have worked with young people day in and day
out-some of them with absolutely no compensation. Perhaps y'ou
are more familiar with the problem on a day-to-day basis, or is the
President? We have to take their collective judgments. We have
incorporated them in the act.

How do we convince the President that if it is not a magic potion,
it is at least better than the old patent medicine which has failed?

Mr. O'NEILL. I think it would be helpful if we could pursue
the examples that Mr. Velde was indicating. If we can demonstrate
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that learning disabilities have 100 percent correlation with juvenile
delinquency, then once we have identified that problem we need
to know how to deal with the source of that problem, learning
disabilities. I do not really know. Then I think we would be willing
to recommend that the taxpayers spend their money in dealing with
that specific problem. But, I am not enchanted with the notion of
simply saying juvenile delinquency is a problem; let's spend more
money on it.

Senator BArn. I get the impression that you, downtown, think
that Congrem has no feeling about spending money and that you
[OMB] do. That is not right.

We have several volumes of testimony. I would be glad to give
them to you. We do not have them here. I assume that somebody
down there looked at the testimony provided by expert witnesses
before you advised the President that what these experts said
was wrong. Here we have the GAO report-you know, they are
not designed to sustain the right or wrong of our position but to
come to an objective conclusion. To suggest that 4re do not already
have a wealth of knowledge relating to learning disabilities to
juvenile delinquency is to suggest that somebody has been out of
touch with things.

M r. O'NEILL. I am not saying you do not have the evidence. I
am saying the next step is to identify the real problem; and once
you identify the symptom; say learning disabilities, identify what
is it you would have the President do in a specific program way
to solve that problem to the extent that it can be shown that
learning disability is synonymous with juvenile delinquency. I
must say I have not seen a compelling case made that we, together,
can yet identify those things in our society that give us the fright-
ening statistics that you cited and that Mr. Staats has written down
in his reports for us.

I have not seen that. I do not think that if we could clearly
identify those interventions that could be made with the Federal
taxpayers' dollars, that there would be any hesitancy to go ahead and
do it.

I would like to expand a little bit on your earlier questions to
Mr. Velde about how much money the Federal Government is
spending on juvenile delinquency. Now I understand that we should
be specific about what we are talking-about when we say juvenile
delinquency. But I for one would be hard put to argue that some
of the hundreds of millions of dollars that are being spent in the
social service program in HEW are not a juvenile delinquency
program. Indeed, I think they are. They are trying to help families
through cou.selling devices, through special education, and a lot
of other techniques to deal with the problems of juvenile delinquency.

LACK OF COORDINATIO'N AND ORGANIZATION,

Senator BAYr. Did you hear Mr. Staats or are your familiar with
his assessment that one of the major shortcomings in the past is
that there has been a total lack of coordination and organization,
so that the right hand did not know what the left hand was doing?

Mr. O'NEIm. Yes, I have looked at- his report.
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Senator BAYH. Then you are familiar with his concern that the
new act will provide this coordination and there is a desperate need
for money for planning. You apparently do not agree with that.

[No response.]
Senator BAli. What concerns me is we have to come to the assess-

ment that, what we have been doing in the past has failed. We have
been spending hundreds of millions of dollars to fight crime and all
the time we have been spending this money crime has been on the
increase. Without going chapter and verse, we have been spending
it for a lot of things; and apparently, we have not been spending
it the right way. 1

Now here Congress suggests that it be spent in a new way.
Perhaps instead of saying to the President, "Mr. President, we
suggest that you not be in favor of these reprograming funds
because they might lead to new expenditures next year, or will
lead to continuing a program that started this year, that perhaps

0you [0MB] could say, "Mr. President, we darned well ought to
have that new approach. And instead of providing new money,
we can take old money out of LEAA funds which are really not
doing the job, and put them into a new program."

Is that unreasonable?
Mr. O'NEiLL. No. What we are saying is that we need to find a way

to continue those things that would be started in 1975 reprograming.
That is a measure that is currently before the President.

Senator BAYH. Well, I would hope that that matter will be re-
solved as expeditiously as possible. Perhaps reclaiming old moneys
that are unwisely spent is as important, and maybe more important,
than getting new moneys.

Mr. O'Nm.u. I agree with that.
Senator BAyH. But in this area, as in some others areas, to suggest

that cutting out increased appropriations in the budget is going
to. per se, reduce the cost to society is not realistic.

We recently listened to testimony about a domestic Vietnam
occurring in the hallways and classrooms of America. It cost
society $590 million last year. As Mr. Velde pointed out, what
happened in Virginia-it increased expenditures $100,000-thus,
we should say "no," no more $100,000. But that program decreased
costs more than $50,000 the first year. Thus, in 2 years' time you
reclaim the cost of that initial investment.

JUVENILE CRI31ES COST $10 BILLION

I am sure you have studied the GAO report. It said that
juvenile crimes are costing us $16 billion a year; and that those
costs are going to go on whether we get new money or save money
by not spending $75 million to implement this program.

Mfr. O'NEILL. I think your point is certainly well taken but
having been in BOB and OMB over a time, I must at the same
time say to you that it is my judgment that we have gotten to the
point that we cannot afford, as a society, all of those things that
we have promised ourselves one way or another unless we are
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willing to increase the taxes, that we levy on our citizens by
perhaps 100 percent.

Senator BAYH. Can we afford to continue to let youth crime cost
us $16 billion a year?

Mr. O'NzML. No, I do not think we can, but I am not sure that
the Federal Government, as an institution,. can solve our problem.

Senator BAYH. One of the good things about this act is that it
does not pretend that the Federal Government is going to solve
the problem. It is going to give resources to local communities and
bring the private agencies into the picture in a way which has
not been done before. We would get these resources back to the
local community and let them do the job. We are not going to sit
here in Washington and solve the problem.

Mr. O'NEInL. I think as the President indicated in his statement,
he is very much in agreement with the thrust of the legislation that
you took the leadership in enacting. At the same time I think he
does feel very strongly that while the Federal Government can
provide some thrust, some movement, some motivation, that it
would not be wise or possible to assume all of the responsibility
on behalf of the Federal taxpayer to deal with all of these problems
that face State and local government and private groups.

Senator BAYI1. Well, if you consider the amount of money that
it would take to implement this act and add to that the very strong
evidence that not allof this need be new money, and you relate that
to the cost on society-and the deep fear and concern that exists
in society-because oi their inability to meet the problem adequately
in the past, I do not know how you could find a better investment
of taxpayers' money myself.

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, Senator. there are all kinds of competing
demands, as you know, and unfortunately they are all connected to
the bottom line. I am sure you know, yesterday, the House decided
that your children, my children, and everyone else's children in the
country ought to have a subsidy for their school lunch. Now if
that legislation comes to the President; if he were to sign it, it
means less funds available for other purposes. There are many things
we are either being told we must spend money on or we are con-
tinuing to spend money on that push down the ability to fund acts
like this particular act. For 25 years Presidents have been recom-
mending that we stop the impact aid program, the program that
subsidizes my children in Fairfax County. It is a crazy program.
And we have got a list of things where we are using the Federal
taxpayers' dollars and it is prohibiting us from fuiiding the kinds
of things you are talking about in this act, where the Federal Gov-
ernment perhaps does have a legitimate role in trying to play a
coalescing function and motivating function, but there must, indeed,
be a limit some place. And the President said when they got to
this $60 billion worth of deficit that that is all we can accommodate.

PRIORITY FOR JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Senator BAYI. Where do you put crime, juvenile delinquency,
and safety of schoolrooms on your priority list?

Mr. 0-'.Ii r,. I think they must be high priorities for the country,
as is education for your "children and mine and everyone else's,



107

health care for all of the citizens, food needs, clothing needs, shelter
needs, national defense. It is in an endless list of things that are
necessary-

Senator BAYH. It is not a high enough priority that you would
recommend spending $40 million to implement this new program.

Mr. O'NFiLL. I do not think we start from zero. My memory is
that the President has recommended $770 million for LEAA this
year. Within that total, as I recall, the Congress has required that
$140 million for juvenile delinquency activities come out of that
amount. And in addition to that the Justice Department has avail-
able to it-and Congress agreed to that rec6ommendation-$100 mil-
lion that they can allocate for discretionary program purposes.

Senator BAYIx. Are you going to recommend that since juvenile
crime constitutes more thaii one-half of the serious crime, that half
the LEAA money go in the direction of juvenile delinquency .

Mr. O'NEILL. Frankly, I think that is a judgment which ought
to be made by the Attorney General.

Senator BAYIt. But the Attorney General, or at least the past
recommendations made by the Justice Department, have been shot
out of the water by the Office of .Mfanagemet and Budget.

Mr. O'NEILL. I do not think the Justice Department has until
very recently recommended that there be a shift in the use of finds.

I have forgotten exactly what the number is. I think it was over
$900 million were appropriated for LEAA last year, and the Attor-
ney General and the LEAA and the other people competing for
funds appropriated by the Congress chose to allocate those funds
in a particular way.

Senator BAYH. Are you aware that my amendment to the exten-
sion of the LEAA act in 1973 would have mandated, by now, that
at least 30 percent of the LEAA funds be invested in the area of
crime and d-elinquency? The White House op osed that approach.

Mr. O'NEiLL. Yes, I think for a fairly good reason a judgment
that we are not close enough to the problem here in Washington
to be able to tell every grant of recipient LEAA funds that no
matter what else is going on in their community, they must provide
r number of dollars to this program area.

RESPOSIBILrT" TO REASSESS PRIORMTES

Senator BATn. I cannot understand that reasoning. You are
telling me that we should not have new money because we cannot
affordit to meet the problems of escalating crime. That it would
be bad for us because of all of the economic factors that you cited.
You said a moment ago that the reassessment and readjustment
of funds within LEAA made sense, and yet you are unwilling to
support it.

Unless we are willing to say that the hundreds of millions of
dollars that we spend to fight crime have done the job, then someone
has the responsibility, at tie national level, of reassessing our priori-
ties and saying we are- going to have to give more attention to
prevention of youth problems. How can we just blindly say we are
going to let mistakes be made?

I find it difficult to understand that.
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Mr. O'NEMI. Senator, I think unless we are willing at this level
to take complete control of the system, it is doubtful that we can
direct from Washington what the outcome is going to be in the
total effort that is going to be made by the society.

I think there is a substantial amount of evidence-I do not know
the LEAA program detail enough, but in other areas I am familiar
with, I think there is a substantial amount of evidence that we at
the Federal level have started out on our well intentioned objective
of helping an institution or a group of individuals. But we have
caused- State government or local government or private groups to
take their funds out of areas when the Federal Government enters
the area.

So the net effect from the societal viewpoint would be no increase
in effort, just a shift-in who pays for the activities that are going
on in that particular area, and I offer as an example that I know
quite well; the medical schools over the country, we just about own
them now. Several years ago we started out with a very good and
positive motivation-to help the medical schools. A couple of weeks
ago the dean of the Harvard Medical School told me that 90 percent
of his budget depends on the Federal budget. Twenty years ago
10 percent of the budget depended on the Federal Government; the
rest came from. private sources, tuition and State and local sources.

Senator BAII. Is the dean of the Harvard Medical School sug-
gesting that we cut out that 90 percent of the budget?

Mr. O'NEILL. No. What I am suggesting is that they have become
terribly dependent on the Federal Government. What I am suggest-
ing to you is that if we take the entire amount being spent in the
country on criminal prevention-detection and prisons and say that
we want to add $1 billion to it, I think we would be hard put to
do that. Because, to the extent that we intervene a billion dollars,
other taxpayers and other sources of funds would withdraw their
funds and go out and do something else.

Senator BAYLI. Where does this billion dollar figure come from?
Mr. O'NEILL. I am making it up. My recollection is that right

now we, as a nation, are spending something like $10 billion on all
of those things that are related to our criminal justice prevention
and detection systems.

TEN BILLION DOLLARS FOR ccMAGNIFICENT FAILURE

Senator BAYiI. Let us assume that that figure is accurate. I do
not know that it is, but it is a good round figure. Let us assume that
it. is accurate. That is a devil of a lot of money to be spending in a
way to perpetuate failure, is it not?

It would seem to me that when one. concludes that this Nation
is spending at least $10 billion and crime goes up 17 percent in 1
year, we would be looking for a new focus. Congress did provide
the new approach. And you are telling me we cannot afford
the money to implement it. It is just that simple. If vou read the
act you will learn that dictating all the answers to localcommunities
is prohibited. For the first time we have actually, officially, brought
in private nongovernment agencies and said, "Here, we do not want
to set up a youth service bureau in Terra Haute, Indiana to com-
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pete with the good people at the local YWCA." We have really gone
a long way to try to coordinate and stop duplication, and let local
communities run with the ball; but to give them some leadership
and advice as to what we have found to fail-namely, the old way
of doing things-and what could be better.

I do not see how anybody, any generalist, can look at the statistics
and not say, "Wait a minute, there is something wrong. We are
spending $10 billion for a magnificent failure."

Can we not start something new I
Mr. O'NEILL. I think the answer is yes, if we can find a way to

do it without going to the well again anid taking from the taxpayers,
or running a bigger deficit so that they all suffer the price of more
inflation.

Senator BAYr You ought to talk to the superintendent of schools
in Los Angeles or the superintendent of schools of Philadelphia or
Chicago or New York. You ought to talk to the directors and presi-
dents of the school security offices of this country. Tell them about-
how much money it is going to cost the taxpayers, and it is costing
them now, and about those who are on the scene who know of pre-
vention programs where an almost 90-percent truancy rate has been
nearly eliminated. Some of those programs should be funded
through the new act. But this is going to take some money and
frankly, I do not care whether it is new or old money. I would
prefer to take some of it from those programs which have not been
working-which are symbolic of the national failure.

We have an act that is ready to pull this all together but we
cannot do it unless we can get some help from-the OMB and the
White House. I must say that it does not speak well of whoever has
provide,,-t. baCkground for budgets assessment to say that we do
not have enough evidence to relate learning problems and disabili-
ties with delinquency.

We do, Mr. O'Neill, we have an abundance of evidence as to this
relationship.

Mr. O'NEILL. What causes learning disabilities?
Senator BAYH. Yes, there is little question. We have a pile of

evidence that [indicating] high.
Mr. O'NWEILL. What kind of program interventions can we make

to deal with learning disabilities?
Senator BAYH. Wat is that?
Mr. O'NEILL. Beyond identifying the learning disabilities as

highly correlated phenomenon in juvenile delinquency, has there
been a compilation of proven techniques for overcoming learning
disabilities in the first instance?

Senator BAYI. Yes, sir, there are a number of programs which
have worked very well.

M[r. O'NEI1L. I would be very happy to see that, and I would
personally look at every bit of it if you would send it to me.

I would like to go back, if I may,%to just one point,. I have indeed
talked with some superintendents of schools and all kinds of other
program officials, and their constant refrain is "send us more
money" for all of the things they are doing to help pay teachers'
salaries in their schools, to hell) them pay for all of the things that
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they must do in the process of educating the Nation's youth. It is
not an unfamiliar refrain. And my response to them is: Why is it
that Federal taxpayers should pay for it instead of your local tax?
And those who are candid will say "because we would rather have
the Federal taxpayer, whom we do not have to answer to in the
electoral process, fmd this than to ask our own local citizens to put
up the money."

As you know very well, Senator, better than I do, there is only
one source of money for the Federal Government, and that is to
take it away from the taxpayers.

Senator BAYH. That is a new and novel philosophy. I mean, you
know, we all realize that. I must say-having gone through a rather
tough re-election, of which I am sure you are aware-I do not ad-
here to the philosophy of those who want to spend Federal funds
that are beyond the reach of the taxpayers.

CONCERN FOR PEOPLE

It is a question of priorities. I must say that I do not know of
any priority where we have more concern for people-and a com-
bination of their normal love and concern for children, and their
safety in homes and their fears-than this area. I do not pretend
to be a lifelong expert. I do think the record will show, however.
that I have studied it as much in the last few years as any other
Member of Congress. I recommend to you, not solely my judgment.
but the combined assessment of the members and the leaders of
some 50 different organizations that deal with youth problems-
and have for generations-their assessment of how learning dis-
abilities accrue; of the problems of the home; of the response to
status offenders and where that leads. The provisions of this act
are designed to bring a new approach; to start at a time when we
have a chance for prevention and success. It is all well and good
for the President to talk only about putting repeat offenders away,
mandatorily. Does it not make a lot more sense to deal with those
human beings when they are 6 to 10 years old instead of waiting
for them to commit two or three serious crimes and then lock them
tip? We developed an act to deal with the problems they have. so
they can be producing and paying taxes rather than using taxpayers
dollars.

That is what we'are asking the White House to support t
Did the Office of Management and Budget, last summer, recom-

mend that the President veto S. 821?
Mr. O'NEILL. I do not remember, Senator. I could look at it in

niy book and give you a direct answer to that, but I guess I would
like to have an opportunity to think about whether or not I, as an
official of 0MB, should be'saying in a public hearing what my rec-
ommendation would be to the President.

Senator BAYIT. Well, you do not have any hesitancy to tell me
about all of these wasteful programs

I noticed in a Washington Post article-dated the 18th of March-
that an OMB staff memo recommended a $40 million line item in
the President's fiscal year 1976 budget for this program? Is that
accurate?
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Mr. O'NELL. Yes sir. I think that story was an accurate story.
Senator BAH. What happened to this recommendation? What has

happened between March 18 and right now I
Ar. O'NEILL. March 18 of 974?
Senator BATH. Of 1975. You see this act was not passed untilSeptember.51r. O'NrnL. I guess we are thinking about two different stories.

The one that you are calling to my mind is one that said during
that budget process last year that there was an OMB memorandum
recommending $40 million.

Senator BATH. The story herejf I might just capsulize it: "LEAA
use of funds called wasteful." It starts out, and this is an internal
Office of Management and Budget memorandum, saying that
"LEAA has spread its money too thin, supports irrelevant projects,
and has too often subsidized the purchase of interesting but un-
necessary equipment." And then it goes on to say, "Despite the
0MB staff's assertion that LEAA has serious problems, the memo
recommended -that the administration request the $776 million rec-
ommended by the Justice Department plus $40 million for. juvenile
delinquency program under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974."

Mr. O'NEILL. I think that that story is an accurate reflection of
a recommendation made by the OMB staff.

Senator BAYr. It further states "that the memo discussed but
i'ejected funding a new program by absorbing it into the $770 mil-
lion being requested." In other words, doing the kind of thing that
we are talking about, taking money from programs that have failed.

Is that accurate?

[EXHIBIT NO. 11]
[From the Washington Post, Mar. 18, 1975J
LEAA USE oF FUNDS CALLED WASTEFUL

(By Lawrence Meyer)
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has spread its money too

thin, has supported irrelevant projects and too often has subsidized the pur-
chase of "interesting but unnecessary equipment," according to an internal
Office of Management and Budget memorandum.

The staff memo to the director of OMB, the President's budget review
agency, reflects growing disenchantment with the way LEAA has spent $4.2
billion in federal funds since it was created in 1968 to dispense federal funds
to local law enforcement agencies.

Congressional criticism of the program has been growing in the face of an
alarming tqcTrease in the crime rate, but the OMB memo--coupled with the
administratipa's 976 budget request to Congress--suggests a profound disen-
chantment With LEAA in the executive branch as well.

The OMB memo, a copy of which was obtained by The Washington Post,
noted that LEAA funds have made it possible for all 50 states to establish
criminal Justice planning agencies as well as other programs "that may have
contributed to an improvement in the capabilities of state and local law en-
forcement agencies."

"On the other hand," the memo continued, "LEAA funds have been usedfor projects which have little or no relationship to improving criminal justice
programming, funds are so widely dispersed that their potential impact is
reduced, the absence of program evaluation severely limits the agency's ability
to identify useful projects and provide for their transfer, and too frequently
LEAA funds have been used to subsidize the procurement of interesting but
unnecessary equipment."
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The proposed budget appropriation for LEAA in fiscal 1976 submitted by
President Ford to Congress calls for about $770 million, a reduction of $110
million over the amount requested for the current fiscal year. The proposed
reduction represents the first time that less funds have been sought for
LEAA than in the preceding year.

During testimony before the House Appropriations subcommittee that re-
views the Justice Department's budget, Attorney General Edward H. Levi
said last week that the budget request for LEAA "recognizes that the dynamic
activity of LEAA's formative years has not permitted a thorough policy as-
sessment of major directions and which programs are most effective . . . We
hope that this year of decreased budget authority will afford a pause during
which increased emphasis can be placed on policy assessment."

LEAA Administrator Richard W. Velde declined through a spokesman to
comment on the OMB memo. At a press conference earlier yesterday, called
to review LEAA's progress, Velde acknowledged that "there has been waste
in our program."

Despite the OMB staff's assertion that LEAA has serious problems the
memo recommended that the administration request the $770 million recom-
mended by the Justice Department plus $40 million for juvenile delinquency
programs under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. The memo discussed, but rejected funding the new program by absorb-
Ing it into the $770 million being requested.

The final White House- budget request, however, neither sought the addi-
tional $40 million to fund the new program nor proposed to absorb its funding
into the $770 million being asked for LEAA.

At the time President Ford signed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act, last Sept. 8, he announced he would seek no new funds for
that program beyond the $155 million available in fiscal 1975. Velde, referring
to the program yesterday, said, "We are doing what we can within the limit
of our resources."

Mr. O'N.LL. I think that story is accurate in reflecting the staff
recommendations in OMB, yes, sir.

Senator BAYIr. What happened after that? Why is your assess-
ment here today different ?

0MB FUNDING RECOMMENDATION REJECTED BY PRESIDENT

Mr. O'NEIIL. I am not telling you that it is different at all. I am
agreeing that those facts as stated in that article are basically cor-
rect, that the OMB staff which work in the area of Justice and
Treasury and the general Government programs made that kind
of a recommendation, and that it went through a decision process
and went to the President and the President-made a decision.

Senator BATh. So the President of the United States overruled
his experts in the Office of Management and Budget who have
specific knowledge about the problems of crime.

Mr. 'NJILTJ. The President, following his responsibilities. was
making a decision as to 1ow under the total funds available, they
ought to be allocated.

Senator BAYH. OMB recommended that we spend $40 million to
implement the juvenile justice program and the President did not
accept this advice?

OMB IEADERSIIIP OPPOSED EFFORT TO CURB JUVENILE CRIME

Mr. O'NEILL. At that point I cannot leave the characterization
the way it is. I was careful to say and add that that was a staff
recommendation. My recollection is when we sat down and discussed
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it with the President, with all of the other competing demands
while the staff recommendation and certainly the Justice Depart-
ment's recommendation was for more funds, the recommendation
of the leadership of OMB was: Given the-other competing demands
that he not approve the $40 million.

Senator BAYH. I thought you said, just a moment ago, that the
President, exercising h -responsibility to make a tough decision,
made this choice.

Mr. O'NEiL. That is exactly right. Indeed, he did make that
choice. But I am clarifying for you an important point and that is
that the leadership officials in OMB -PdI not ne-essarily join in
staff recommendations which came to them.

Senator BAXH. Was the leadership at OMB satisfied with the way
LEAA was spending their mof ey . .

Mr. O'NEILL. On the basis of the staff input that we have, I would
say that the leadership had some concern about what was being done
with LEAA funds.

Senator BATH. Did they recommend to the President that there
be a reassessment of the allocation of LENA funds; that this money,
this ,40 million, be found by taking it from programs that, accord-
ing to the staff memo, were "interesting but not effective?

Mr. O'NEILL. As I recall, there was an option which was left open
to the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General once
the decision had been made.

Senator BAY1h. Did the Domestic Council have any input in the
decisionmaking process?

Mr. O'NEILL. Yes. In the process of reviewing the budgets the
Domestic Council individual or individuals who are generally as-
signed program areas participate in the discussion process and the
paper review process. .

Senator BATH. Is there an official OMB response, or does the
President have any response to the GAO study, which concluded
that if we are serious about attacking the problem of crime and
juvenile delinquency, we had better immediately implement this
Juvenile Justice Act?

Mr. O'NEU.L. As I have indicated to you, I have looked at the
report and I, frankly, have hoped in looking at the report that I
would find some of the answers to questions that you and I have
discussed this morning. I was sad that I did not find them or an
indication that someone has finally found some way that we can
more adequately solve the problems of juvenile delinquency. I must
say that I do not find them there and I think that there are recom-
mendations in terms of better coordination and the establishment of
a coordinating mechanism and other activities that are provided in
the act-

WHAT WILL IT TAKE?

Senator BAYH. W hat is it going to take? I want to do all I know
how to be in a meaningful position with those of you who I think
are as concerned as I am about crime and juvenile delinquency. You
may not agree as to the importance of the act or how to approach
it. and that may be a product of me being intentionally involved in
this and you being involved in a number of different areas as well.
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What can I dot What will it take to persuade you-the adminis-
tration-that we need $40 million or $50 million to implement this
act; that we need reprogramed money I What will it take?

You do not see it in the GAO report. I have been unable to per-
suade you here. There are 88 members of the Senate for it, with
only one opposed. What will it take?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, I think if, as the Attorney General has done,
there is a recommendation for priority reallocation of funds that
are available to the Department of Justice, that would be a fairly
compelling argument.

I think in order to make sure that we carry out our responsibilities
for the President, that that does not reduce or eliminate our re-
sponsibility to ask difficult questions. For example, if part of the
proposal is to provide more funds so that plans can be put in place
in all of the relevant jurisdictions, I think we would be derelict in
our duty if we did not pursue the question as to what it is a planner
is going to do that is not now done and how the existence of that
plan is going to help deal with the problems.

I must say-to you that I have been involved in domestic programs
over the years and I have frankly been dismayed at the way some
of the business has been done. The other night there was an article
-on the front page of the Star on Jerry Brown, who is Governor of
California, and he called a group of reporters in. I do not know if
you saw the story. I recommend it to your attention if you did not.
ie called a group of reporters in to help him figure out what the
words in an LEAA grant meant. And there was to me a biting
humor in that because it was not funny.

And if that-is what we are doing, then I do not think we are living
under the trust that we have. I think we have a responsibility as
we work with the President to see that we raise the right questions
as to what it is we would like to accomplish as we spend more money
or even the same money that we now are.

NEED SPECIFICS NOT GENERALITIES

Senator BAY1T. All right, Mr. O'Neill. But please, can we not get
specific as to what it takes? You are talking in generalities.

Sir, you have immense responsibility. I do not know how lona
you have been in government but I am sure it has been awhile. But
i think it is totaly unreasonable for you to suggest that you are
going to find any two-plus-two-equal-four solutions that are going
to guarantee that we are going to reverse generations of misdirection
or generations of increased complexities of social problems. There
are no two-plus-two-equal-four solutions. But what is it going. to
take to convince you that this act has within it the programing
that is going to make significant progress?

Now every time I ask that question, you say you have a responsi-
bility to the President. You analyzed this. To whom do you go to
analyze it? Do you take the judgment of these experts who say it
ought to be done or the judgment of generalists who do not have
expertise? What do I need to do to persuade you, so that we can
be moving together instead of combating?
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Mr. O'NEILL. I do not think you have to do a single thing to con-
vince me that operation under this act would be preferable over
where we are now. The Justice Department is really the best wit-
ness as to compounding the evidence to suggest how we can accom-
p lish more with the same or increased funding, not just for LEAA
but for any of the programs and activities of the Department.

And I must say I agree with you that there is no two-plus-two-
equals-four in the domestic social programs.

Senator BAYfI. Who are you going to listen to? Wrho are you to
say that you do not need anything to convince you that this is better
than where we are now? Yet, you have been unwilling to take the
initiative down there at OMB and the White House. ?Ou have been
unwilling-and I do not direct this to you, maybe you are the guilty
person and maybe you are not-to support the resources necessary
to implement the program.

Now who do we need I Who will you listen to? Who are the
people who are dragging their feet on this act? What will it take?

Mr. O'Niu. Let's separate two different things.
As I understood your original question, you were talking about

reprograming. That matter is under consideration right now. I
would think a decision on that would be forthcoming fairly soon.
With regard to whether or not there should be an additional $40
million in 1976, I think the request has to enter the competition
against all of the $17 billion worth of things we have been asked
to bite the bullet on, including the cap on Federal spending, the cap
on social security, et cetera.

Senator BAYHI. $722 million to Vietnam-do not go too far on
that one.

Mr. O'NEILL. I would be happy to pursue that side.

REJECTION OF STAFY SPECIALISTS OPINIONS

- Senator BAY1h. I do not think that is going to really deal with
the situation here. But, at the same time, we are biting the bullet.

Now, in the President's making of this decision, Mr. O'Neill,
was he made aware of the difference of opinion that existed between
the top experts over the top level generalists-the OMB managers
and the OMB staff specialists in the area of LEAA crime and juve-
nile delinquency? Was he made aware of that split in opinions?

Mr. O'NEILL. Yes, sir; he was.
Senator BAYTh. At this stage of the game, my major responsibility

is to do what is necessary to get the resources, either old or new,
to implement this act, because I think it will do the job. I think, in
the final analysis, it is going to save us a lot of tax dollars, as well
as a lot of human suffering. I am convinced. You have stressed that
the earlier decisions to i'eject support was based on the claim that
we had not made a good enough case. Who can make a case to your
satisfaction-and the satisfaction of OMB and the President-
that this kind of program will help deal with the problem of crime?
W17ho do we need to bring these concerns to your attention?

Mr. O'NEILL. On the question of new funds, Senator, it is not
simply a matter of saying that $40 million or more would help.
Maybe we can explore a little bit why not $400 million more?
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Senator BAY. The Congress has authorized $125 million.
Mr. O'NEILL. SO, yOU are saying we ought to really have $125

million.
Senator BAYI. That is what I would like to see.
Mr. O'NEILL. Once you change the authorization, why not make

it $1 billion or $2 billion, or $10 billion?
Senator BAYH. Yes, then you come up and testify and tell us it

was irresponsible.
Ml. ONEILL. Then a reasonably legitimate request. How does

one decide, $14 million, or $15 million, or $400 million, or $1 billion?
Senator BAYH. The same way you do it for anything else, Mr.

O'Neill.
Mr. O'NEILL. Senator, that is not quite so. Let me give you an

example of why that is not quite so. We know how many people are
going to be eligible for social security this year and how many dol-
furs they are going to have to be paid under the entitlement. We
know that same kind of thing for a lot of other activities in the
Federal Government, and we have fairly good predictive capability
for how many billions of dollars are going to have to be spent to
service the national debt. We know with some predictability how
many veterans are going to apply for and receive, care from veterans
hospitals; -those are all things that are predictable.

Senator BAYH. Do you think any of those programs are related
in complexity and difficulty, as far as finding cause and effect? Is
there any relationship? What we are talking about-everybody
knows is not as simple as a formula for social security recipients.

Mr. O'NEILL. There is a marked difference between the program
you are talking about here and many of these eligibility programs
the Congress has enacted. In many areas of the Government the
Congress has decided that however many people show up, who meet
the entitlement criteria, they shall be paid and there is no question
about that. This is a different kind of an area. It provided $16 mil-
lion worth of authorization. We have got tens of hundreds of those
kinds of authorizations.

QUESTIONST STILL NOT ANSWEIED

Senator BAYH. I am searching in vain for some way to be able to
make a record. Why can't you generalists rely on the report of the
specialists and their recommendations that this act be implemented.
So far you have not answered that question as to what this is going
to take. You have consistently played off on other things. I think
you have to take them into consideration. But that answer does not
help me reach a positive conclusion to my inquiry.

Mr. O'NEILL. Let me try and take it within the reprograming
question. That is one kind of a question. What is really being said
there is that the Attorney General feels that with the dollars made
available to the Department by the Congress, that there ought to
be some shift in priorities. That has to weigh very heavily. I am
sure the President will weight that recommendation very heavilyl,
as he considers the issues, but to say that $40 million additional
new money over those that are provided in the budget, which is al-
ready up to $355 billion, that has to be traded off against the
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minuses that the President recommended. Whether we like it or not,
that $40 million is competing with another percent or half a per-
cent increase for social security recipients and all of those other
things the President recommended curtailing. In addition to that,
we have not even talked about the kinds of things Congress has
under consideration for new-spending.

I did mention before what happened in the House. Its Budget
Committee recommended $8 billion of added deficit on top of the
President's recommendation. House Public Works thinks we should
be spending $5 million more on public works. There is a list as long
as my arm of things that the Congress apparently thinks we should
be funding.

Senator BAYII. $75 million is the first year's implementation cost.
What we are talking about is three-fiftis--$40 million-to imple-
ment the act. Has anyone down at OM[B studied these comparative
figures?

Mr. O'NEI ,. Yes, I think he looked carefully at the resource
allocations between the National Defense and the 'National Security
and international programs and all of those things in human re-
sources and community development and transportation and all the
other things. He has recommended this year that the dollars made
available for National Defense-it was $92.8 billion, which on a
cost per dollar basis is the equivalent of the amount that was pro-
vided by the Congress for the same purpose in 1951 and the lowest
amount" in constant dollar terms for National Defense purposes
since 1951, but at the same time, the amount he feels very strongly
is necessary for the National Security of the country. I think there
is one important aspect of the National Security budget that does
not receive sufficient attention. There is not anybody else, there is
not any State government or local government or private institution
that is going to provide for our National Security. If we do not do
it here, it is not going to be done, and the President is mindful of
the need for him to take the political lead that goes with recom-
mending what he believes is the proper amount of funding for the
National Defense, anid he has made his recommendation.

NEED FOR INTERNAL DEFENSE

Senator BAI. We know it is certainly right that the National
Government is the only Government that can fund National )e-
fense. I, for one, feel we need it to effectively oppose aggression
from outside our borders.

It seems to me we ought to have an effective internal defense to
deal with those who are preying on us within the country. Frankly,
I am persuaded that this act is important. It is important from a
standpoint of saving human lives and the compassion aspect of it.
I do not need any scare tactics, but when I look at the figures in
our schools and learn that more youths were killed in the war zones
of our classrooms in the 3 years that we have studied school violence
than were killed in Vietnam in the first 3 years, I think this is a
matter of internal defense that we ought to give a little more at-
tention to.

67-9SS---7#, lI
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Let me ask you this. Now you have stated that the top level ex-
ports at OMB are opposed to new funding, and the President is
opposed to new funding. Are you opposed to the implementation of
the act ? In other words, are those of you at the White House who
have been adamant in opposing new funding for this new approach
to the problems that deal- with delinquency and crime, equally
adamant in seeing that old moneys, that are misspent, are spent in
implementing this new program, or have you just been content to
say no?

Mr. O'NEiLL. No, sir; I do not think we are at all opposed to
those aspects of the act that go toward the purpose that you spoke
of earlier, the coordinating functions, trying to plan and make sense
out of what we are doing and what is being done at the State and
local level. We are not opposed to that at all.

Senator BAYH. What are you opposed to?
Mr. O'NEILL. We are opposed to adding more dollars to the Fed-

eral deficit in fiscal year 1976. 'We do not think we can sustain
adding on another $40 million here, and another $100 million some
place else, and $10 billion some place else.

Senator BAY1. You said that very eloquently and very adamantly.
But, are you in favor of taking money from'some other place and
implementing it? W6 are talking about priorities. It is a weighing
off. You have had a chance to study the staff internal memo here,
which is rather critical of LEAA; at the same time you are adamant
about new money. Are you equally adamant in opposition to taking
some of the old money that is misspent and implementing a new
program designed to deal with this problem in a different wav?

NEW ACT 15 BETTER

Mr. O'NIrALL. We think that the new act is better than the old
act. We have already discussed several points. There is a pending
request with regard to reprograming, and the decision is going
to be made soon.

Senator BAYR. When, do you know?
Mr. O'NEmJ. I would hope within a week, but I am reluctant to

say for sure it will be done within a week because events of the
last few days.. Senator BAYh. Suppose the House and Senate Appropriations
Committee-Congress in its appropriations process-appropriates
50 million new dollars. Would you recommend the President veto
the act?

Mr. O'NEmL. I do not know. It would depend on what else was
in that particular appropriation. As you know, it is a very large
appropriation bill. Let us just say for the purpose of argument that
that was the only addition over what the President had recom-
mended in his budget. Under the new procedures, what we think
are great procedures in the new Budget and Control and Impound-
ment Act of 1974, the President would not have to go to the point
of a veto for that kind of an overrun in his appropriations request
because he has available to him two other mechanisms. One' an
opportunity to recommend that the Congress ask the amount that
he does not feel he can add to the Federal deficit should be deferred



119

for a later use, or he has an option of recommending to the Congress
that they reconsider by proposing to them that they rescind par-
ticular amounts that are included in appropriations bill, so that
there are, thank goodness, a new set of devices that we can all work
with in dealing with the questions of fiscal policy.

Senator BAYII. Let us look at the line item authority the Presi-
dent now has. Would you recommend that the President rescind or
concur with the congressional appropriation to spend $50 million
to implement this act?

Mr. O'NIz.ILL Frankly, it would depend on the circumstances 5t
the time that that issue came before

Senator BATI. Suppose that it was right now?. Mr O'N~ . It is not a good time because neither the Senate nor
the House has yet got itself in order to vote a budget resolution for
the fiscal year 1976. If the House and the Senate voted themselves
a budget resolution providing a $60 billion limit on the deficit, as
tho President has recommended, and within the judgifient of the
Congress that $50 million ought to displace funding elsewhere in
the budget, I would think we would abide by that congressional
judgment.

It, on the other hand, the House or the Senate were- to draw a
budget resolution at $70 billion or $80 billion or $100 billion, it
would be impossible for me to say right now if you were to send
the President $50 million for this purpose that my recommendation
would be that he take it or that he not take it. Maybe you are sug-
gesting a different set of circumstances. I wonder, how would it
relate to the work that has been done by the Budgt Committee?
Have the Budget Committees included an increase for this purpose
in their resolution? I think the answer to that question is no. You
and your colleagues, in trying to make your own judgment as to
how to cut and fix this fiscal pie, I do not believe that you have
recommended there be an increase for this purpose. I think I am

senator BAYh. The House budget, as I recall, specifies $50 mil-

lion in this area.
Mr. O'NFuLL. Does the Senate budget recommend it?
Senator BATH. We have not detailed it yet.-
Mr. O'NELL. I think you will find that "if you look at the Senate

committee report that they have not provided and earmarked $50
million or any other amount for this purpose, and there still is a
$67.2 billion deficit.

Senator BAYH. Maybe by the time they are through it will be a
$67.250 billion deficit.

Would you recommend that the President, given that situation,
defer or rescind? It is a matter of priorities. Fifty or $75 or $100
million, what return that gets on the investment It is easy enough
to sit down there and red line and say no, no, no.

Mr. O'NEIU. Senator, it is not easy; it is not easy to say no. It
would be very much nicer if we could satisfy everybody and tell
every constituent group that they can have exactly what they want.
There is nothing I would like better to do than to be able to say yes
to every heartwarming, heartrending need that this country has.
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But somebody has got to take the responsibility for trying to put
together some sensibility in what we have.

Senator BAYIH. Rather obviously, I guess where our disagreement
exists right now, is that you are not convinced that this--whether
it is $50 or $125 million-investment is as important as in other
areas; and that the return on the investment is not as great in fight-
ing juvenile crime as you might feel it is in other areas.

fr. O'NEILL. I do not think that is a judgment that I should
make. If it is a judgment for the President to make-that is what
he is there for, to make those very, very difficult resource allocation
judgments between compet ,ng needs. If you are asking for my per-
sonal opinion, then I would have to say to you, before I put this
$50 mil ion in, I would want to go back and look at those programs
that we have proposed not be funded in fiscal year 1976; for ex-
ample, the increase for social security. Now, perhaps you are saving
that this is more important than the increase for social security.

Senator BAYh. I am surely not saying you have to have one or
the other.

-Mr. O'NEILL. Senator, that is what the resource allocation pro .e is
is all about.

PRESIDENTIAL DECISION-AND 1118 ADVISERS

Senator BAnH. That is why I bring in the $722 million from Viet.
nam. If you are going to put those three on a totem pole, then I say
put the first two ahead of the last. But I am sure that you would
not want to leave that impression, because you were quick to say
that this decision of the President, falling only on the President,
it is not his alone; there are those of you who advise him about such
matters.

Mr. O'NEiL. Yes, sir, that is absolutely right.
Senator, BAYIT. Mr. O'Neill, I know you are very busy and I ap-

preciate your taking the time to be here. Since there has been con-
siderable concern, understandably, about whether this act really
meets the need, perhaps the best way to deal with this is to send
you a copy of the record that is going to follow, because I am sure
you are not going to have time to sit here and listen to it.

We are going to have the chairman of the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency give us his opinion; we are going to have
The chairman of the AFL-CIO, Department of Community Service,
deal with how these services are applied as far as the Community
Services Act aspect of concern; wo are going to have the National
Association of Counties look at this from a county official's stand-
point: we are going to have the National Federation of Settlement
and Neighborhood Centers and the National Collaboration for
Youth, executive director; we are going to have the best representa-
tives of the YMCA's and girls' clubs; we are going to have che
National League of Cities to look at this from a city government
standpit;. we are. going to have the Task Force on *Juvenile Jus-
tie for the National Council of Jewish Women-an organization
which &as spent a lot of time out there working voluntarily with kids,
those who have a feel for how they can help their problems: we
are going to have the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges,



121

an organization which long ago recognized the need for some of the
provisions in this act-if those who wanted to have justice could
do it in a way that not only provides justice but ultimately leads to
a decrease in crime; we are going to also have testimony from the
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Adminis-
trators represented here.

These people who are giving their lives to this kind of work,
who are experts and could tell us whether thisprogram will really
do the job. You have made your assessment andyour recommenda-
tions to the President, but I hope you will have a chance to listen
and study what these people say. It is just not true that we do not
have ample evidence to support the results that can reasonably be
expected to come from the implementation. And particularly, in
looking at the reprograming requests, I would hope you would give
attention to how these people who really live with it more than I
do-I sit up here and work with a lot of youth groups who are
concerned about young people, as I am sure you are-but these
people live with It day in and day out. I would hope you would
give some professional attention to the expertise that is goina to
be present here. It has a remarkable ring to it of similarity, I think,
with the assessment of your own OMB experts in this area.

Thank you very much.
Mr. O'NUEILL. Thank you.-We will, indeed, look very carefully at

the record.
Senator BAY11. I know how busy you are, and I appreciate your

presence here.
We will now have the panel I mentioned a moment ago come for-

ward, we will proceed with the hearing.
It appears we have the complete panel now: Mr. Plumley, Mr.

Andrus, Ms. )umas, Mr. Smart, Mil. Maloney, M\s. Rothman; Mr.
I lealey, and] Mr. Wertz.

Let me say, as busy as you all are, as important a constituency
as you represent, I want to express appreciation on behalf of the
entire subcommittee for your taking the time to be with us. I apolo-
gize for the delay which has kept you here beyond the point where
we thought it would be necessary to finish, let alone to start.

Just in case some of you may wonder whether it is really worth
it or not=-the rather significant sacrifices you made by your presence
and your patienee-I cannot overemphasize the important role that
your organizations and your constituencies, as well as the constitu-
ency of some others I see that are represented and are sitting behind,
have played in the drafting and passing this legislation. I have to be
equally hopeful that your contribution will have a direct relationship
to the possibility of implementing this legislative vehicle that you
played such an important role in helping to draft and to pass. -

'r~o my knowledge, this act is the first effort that has been made
to really recognize the comprehensive nature of the crime and de-
linquency problem that brings us-here. Those who say give me proof.
give me a concrete example guaranteed to produce x number of
results out here, have contributed to the dismal failures of the past.
We had examples of success and we also had good, commonsense
answers to what has' succeeded and what has failed. This act is
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designed to recognize the indispensable role that private, nongovern-
mental agencies and people must play. We do not have a govern-
mental solution in Washington. I think we have an opportunity to
provide resources; but, in the final analysis, we are going to succeed
or we are going to fail by the ability of your organizations and
vour members and others to do the job at home. That is why vour
'role in the drafting and passing of this legislation has been so vital,
and that is why your role is equally important in its implementation.

PANEL REPRESENTING NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS CONCERNED
WITH J UVENIE DELINQUENCY

Senator BATH. Mr. Plumley, will you commence?

STATEMENT OF H. LADD PLUMEY, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY

MNrr. PLUMryEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mv formal statement on behalf of the National Council on Crime

and Delinquency is on file with the subcommittee, and I respectfully
ask that it be made a part of the record."

Senator BAYru. We will put all the statements in the record; you
can read them, capsulize them, add to them as you see fit. and then
perhaps, after you have each handled this as you see fit, we can
develop a dialog here.

;%r. PLUMrTY. I have a few summations from that testimony. I
believe I will be brief.

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency welcomes the
opportunity to testify concerning the implementation of this act
of 1974.

- During the development of this legislation. the National Council
and other groups communicated with some 46 million people whose
expectations were raised by this promise of reform. We commend
the subcommittee for holding an oversight hearing on this important
act. It. is precisely because of its potential importance that we urge
the subcommittee and Congress to continue their stewardship of the
act's implementation, for we believe that the crisis has prompted
the Conress to enact strong legislation in 1974 has, if anything.
grown more grave. More crime is committed by youths under 15
thtnn by those over 25. One out of every six boys will be referred
to a juvenile court by the time he is 18.

JUVNxILE COURT COSTS $1 BLLTON

And although the number of youths held in public institutions
dropped slightly between 1970 and 1973, juvenile court caseloads
hnve increased. The National Council projects that 1 million young-
sters will go before juvenile court judges this year. The monetary
cost for this caseload has reached $1 billion; the human cost can
only be inferred from the 74 to 85 percent recidivism rate for
juveniles.

See p. 124.
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And in that connection, Mr. Chairman, somo statistics indicate
that there is a relationship between the return rate and the length
of the first confinement. In other words, the return rate goes up
when these first confinements are lengthy. When we think what a
return rate means if it is only in the cost of new construction and
the economics alone-it is estimated to cost $50,000 in capital funds
to construct one new cell. The latest figures out of the State of New
York for the maintenance of a person in prison, not counting the
depreciation of the capital structure, is now $11,000 a year.

Senator BAYh. That is just the maintenance, not counting the
depreciation on the $50,000.

Mr. PLuxLEY. That is very true.
In nearly all juvenile court jurisdictions, 93 percent of all de-

tained youngsters are still kept with adult offenders.
Senator BATh. 93 percent!
Mr. PLUMLEY. And while incarceration of status offenders has

been reduced somewhat, still 70 percent of institutionalized girls
and 23 percent of the boys are status offenders.

In the State of Illinois, only 9 out of the 103 correctional homes
have separate facilities for youths. In Indiana, in 1972, 45 youths
died in institutions as a result of abuse by other prisoners.

There is plenty of data available-some of it is included in the
formal statement we have made-but we think a verbal review at this
time is necessary because this knowledge helps this Congress and
this subcommittee in helping formulate the act of 1974. The imple-
mentation of the act, it appears to us, has begun unsteadily. The set
of structures created by the act are, today, only partially realized.
The pace seems unduly and regrettably slow.

I would like to identify five of these structures, if I might.
One of these is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention. It has received no funding; it is understaffed and has
nbt been given a permanent administrator. Operating under these
circumstances, it is understandable, if unacceptable, that the office
has so far failed to produce the comprehensive plan for Federal
Juvenile programs that was due to be presented on March 1, 1975.
to both the President and the Congress. The program for status
offenders, however, was released to the public in the last few weeks.

The second structure is the Advisory Committee. It came into
being on April 15, 1975, some 3 months 'late, and is handicapped by
funding that fails to pay even for staff. It met for the first time last
week.

The Coordinating Council, the thirdstructure, met for the first
time on April 22, on 4 days' notice. This was another in a striking,
rapid-fire series of events signalizing some compliance with the act.

Yesterday. the LEAA guidelines for the implementation of the
act geared'to State publication and use. We were happy to note
flint, the direction of the guidelines is clearly that of the intention
of Congress.

A fifth. and in some ways the most promising structure, is the
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
The National Council, like Congress, is watching for signs that thetwo key functions, research and trainhig, do not meet the same
failure 'as the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, a hasty
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decision that seriously jeopardizes in its final and most productive
year the value of the 4-year, $2 million-plus effort.

PRESENT IGNORES CONGRESSIONAL INTENT

Funding of the act has been precarious, even though the over-
whelming enactment votes signified that Congress intended full
funding. The President warned that he would' seek no funds for
its implementation. -

Further, LEAA-Fafter competing with other government bodies
for responsibility of juvenile justice-suddenly appears to have
grown reluctant to aggressively pursue funding. If. as some fear,
the act has become a Jousting ground for White House and con-
gressional conflict, it would indeed be most regrettable.

State response to legislation is mixed, apparently reflecting what
States perceive as national indifference. While the aet requires that
States exercise initiative even on matters unaffected by funding.
many States have done nothing, saying they await full funding.
TheN',tional Council's analysis of State plans drawn lu after the
legislation became law confirms the mixed response of States.

The analysis classified u State as progressive, moderate or reares-
sive on the basis of three juvenile justice system characteristics-
namely. legislation, programs, spending decisions. The results are
hopeful, they show that reform is underway, if far from achieved.
States have more easily undertaken programs on spending reforms
than reform legislation. Nevertheless, more than a fourth of all
States are regressive on any one of three characteristics, and our
formal statement identifies the States under these various categories.

As long as States doubt the wholehearted commitment at the
national level for thoroughgoing reform, reform within and among
tl States will be hesitant and inconsistent.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we wish to reaffirm our commitment.
This is the reason we nre here. The National Council, on behalf of
the 46 million individuals whose interest in the act we personally
note, commends this subcommittee for holding this hearing and
urges that the subcommittee and the Congress insure full imple-
mentation by continued supervision and by using their influence
to help achieve the much needed funding.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF H. LADD PLUMLEY

Mr. Chairman, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency welcomes
the opportunity to testify concerning the implementation of the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974-Public Law 93-415.

The NCCD has had a long-standing interest in the field of delinquency and
delinquency prevention. Our interests date from the foundation of the NCCD
in 1907. Since that time we have worked to increase the quantity and quality
of the services for our children and our communities.

Beginning in the late 1960's, we have-been calling for alternative action on
the part of the Federal Government in dealing with the issues of delinquency
prevention and Juvenile justice.

In August 1974, Congress, with the- leadership of this subcommittee, re-
sponded to the national crisis of juvenile Justice by enacting the Juvenile
,Tuqtice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. The overwhelming passage
of this legislation signaled congressional consensus that the issue of Juvenile
justice be accorded a high priority among the Nation's problems. Enactment
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also marked the end of several years when administrative responsibility for
diverse juvenile justice program components was variously shared, or trans-
ferred from one department to another, or otherwise lost in a bureaucratic
morass.

The juvenile justice crisis that confronted Congress in the early 1970's was
indeed grave. Increasing numbers of youngsters were entering the juvenile
justice system. The Nation was to learn that juvenile crime is not the ex-
ceptlon, but the rule: More than half the crimes were committed by Juveniles.
The number of Juvenile- arrests for serious crimes jumped by 1,600 percent
ini the period 1952-1972. The growth rate of juvenile arrests easily outdis-
tanced that of adults; in the period 1960-1973, the adult rate grew by 16.8
percent, but for Juveniles it rose by 144.1 percent. In 1970, courts made more
than half a million commitments to various types of correctional facilities;
five out of six of these commitments were -to detention centers. More than
three-fo'lrths of these commitments were for status- offenses. Conditions in
facilities receiving juveniles were deplorable: of some 700 surveyed by LEAA,
more than 100 were filled beyond their capacity. In many States, Juveniles
were held in adult jails. In Minnesota, for ewiimple, adult jails held more
youths than adults in 1970-1972. And in only 9 out of Illinois' 142 jails was
it possible to separate adults and youths. Inability to house the two groups
separately has resulted in plainly gruesome statistics like those coming from
one State-45 youngsters died in Indiana jails in a single year, 1972, as the
result of abuse by other prisoners.

The situation that prompted Congress to enact strong legislation in 1974
has deteriorated. More crime is committed by youths under 15 than by those
over 25. One out of every six boys wil~ be referred to juvenile court by the
time he is 18. Although the number of youths held in public institutions
dropped slightly between 1970 and 1973, juvenile court caseloads have bulged.
NCCD projects that 1 million youngsters will go before juvenile court judges
this year. The monetary cost for this caseload has reached $1 billion; the
human cost can only be inferred from the 74- to 85-percent recidivism rate for
Juveniles. At least a tenth of the caseload-will be detained in jails and
lockups, a sharp increase from 1970. In 93 percent of Juvenile court Jurisdic-

- tions, detained youngsters are still kept with adult offenders. Seventy per-
cent of this Nation's jails accept juvenile offenders; in these jails, educational
facilities are rare. Finally, lack of information, of administrative guide-
lines, and of coordination only worsen the situation. A 1974 study of youth
placement in detention facilities discovered wide disparities in placement
procedures between communities otherwise nearly identical. The Institutionali-
zation of status offenders has been reduced somewhat, but still 70 percent
of the institutionalized girls and 23 percent of the boys are status offenders.

The comprehensive juvenile justice legislation enacted by the 93d Congress
expressed congressional determination to deal vigorously with the crisis. The
new law created a set of structures invested with broad powers and man-
dated to implement the will of Congress. Together the new structures were
to overcome the earlier deficiencies in leadership, resources, and coordination.
To accomplish this, the legislation mandated the assessment of federally sup-
ported juvenile delinquency programs; the creation of programs to train
youth project staff; the establishment of a central repository for juvenile
justice administration; provision of technical aid to organizations and per-
sons involved with juvenile delinquency programs; and formation of a central
office to research juvenile justice problems.

The first specific structure created by the legislation was the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Only partially established so
far, the office has received no funding, is understaffed, and has not been
given a permanent administrator. Operating under these circumstances, it is
understandable, if unacceptable, that the office has failed to produce the
comprehensive plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs that was due
to be presented on March 1, 1975, to both the President and Congress.

An Advisory Committee was established in the act to assure lay imput at
the highest level and at the same time to serve the Office Administrator by
providing recommendations concerning management of all Federal Juvenile
delinquency programs. Although the law mandated its establishment by De-
cember 5, 1974, the Advisory Committee came into being on April 15, 1975,
some 3 months behind schedule. Its effectiveness is additionally strained by
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a minimal funding level of $35,000. This funding level does not provide for
the staff as called for by Congress. The cumulative effect of such lapses
threatens to kill the law through benign neglect. Reportedly, LEAA expects
to staff the Advisory Committee with volunteers from among the Coordinating
Committee staff-no mean feat, in view of the fact that the latter has no
staff of is own.

Congress esablished another structure, the Coordinating Council, to inte-
grate all current and future delinquency programs. The Council met for the
first time on April 22, 1975. Evidently convened in haste (on 4 days' notice],
some of the members had to be represented by subordinates. Nevertheless,
LEAA has been aware of the need for coordination. LEAA Administrator
Richard Velde stated earlier that his agency "continues to meet with the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to insure an orderly transfer
of its juvenile program activities and to explore ways by which the substan-
tial resources of HEW, as well as other federal agencies, can best be applied
to youth development." [Con gressional Record, March 20, 1975, S. 4616.]
Despite the intention to coordinate activities, however, recent requests by
HEW for proposals that jurisdictionally belong to LEAA indicate that the
problem of agency overlapping persists.

One of the most promising structures provided by the Juvenile Justice
Act was the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. Its functions as described in the legislation include responsibility for
the development of juvenile justice standards; training; information; and
research, development, and evaluation. It is discouraging to learn that the
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, LEAA's major research effort
to establish baseline data, has recently had its budget cut in half. This
reduction will seriously compromise the 4-year effort in its last and most
productive year. We hope this wasteful reduction is not an indication of
LEAA's future intentions in the area of research and development. One of
the greatest disappointments is the failure of LEAA to adequately address
the much heralded training programs for professionals, paraprofessionals, and
volunteers working with delinquent youth. Congress made it plain that it
viewed this function as especially important: Its appearance in H.R. 45 as
well as in the 1974 Act attests to this. Yet LEAA is today spending a smaller
percentage on training than in either of the 2 previous years, in apparent
disregard of congressional will.

Funding of the 1974 Act has been precarious and distressing. The President,
while applauding the intent and need for the legislation, warned when he
signed the act that lie would seek no funds for its implementation. At the
same time, there could be no misunderstanding that the Congress intended
full funding. This was emphasized by the overwhelming support of the Con-
gress. Some observers feel that this legislation has become a jousting ground
for White House-congressional conflict: If so, this would be regrettable. It
is a puzzle as to why LEAA, after competing with other Government bodies
for responsibility for juvenile justice, should suddenly he reluctant to aggres-
sively pursue funding. HEW, in contrast, has successfully requested $5 mil-
lion funding under the same act (Title III, the Runaway Youth Act]. More
recently, the Congress once again assumed the initiative when, on April 15,
1975. the House voted $15 million for implementation of the Act.

The structural changes created by the act are equally important as the
funding, Yet the set of structures have, to date, been only minimally imple-
mented. In each case, the administration appears unwilling to proceed, acting
late or reactively instead of providing the vigorous leadership that genuine
implementation requires. The result has been confusing rather than progress.

In one area, that directed toward the deinstitutionalization of status of-
fenders, LEAA has displayed leadership and initiative. We commend LEAA
for this effort.

Unhappily, the value of this effort is confused by a conflicting message corn-
Ing from LEAA. The failure to deal with the issue of training, despite
recognition of its significance, has been noted. The gutting of the National
Assessment of Juvenile Corrections contributes to this confusion. The NCCD
and many other criminal justice organizations are perplexed.

Understandably, State planning officials are also perplexed. The 1974 Act
requires that the States, like the national office, develop initiatives in juvenile
Justice reform. Yet even on matters unrelated to funding, many States are
utterly inactive, reflecting what they perceive as national indifference. The
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act required States to create State Advisory Committees, on the pattern of
the National Advisory Committee. Many States, however, have done nothing.
They have told us that they do not intend to do anything until the act
is fully funded. They have discouraged efforts of citizens to become involved
iln the implementation of the act. In Arizona, the State Planning Agency re-
fused to comply with the new legislation until a coalition of citizen groups
pressured the Governor into mandating compliance. Il Colorado, the Juvenile
Coordinator responded to our inquiry with the following:

"The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (S.B. 821,
P.L. 93-415] has not been funded, and Colorado will not move in this area
until the Congress appropriates, and the President approves such funding."

The relation between the States and national leadership is additionally
confused by the claim by some States thaLEAA has told them that they
do not have to modify theiL plans or procedures until the act is fully funded.
Other States claim that they have been told by LEAA that they must make
procedural changes in order to have their plans approved this year.

Ili an effort to assess the impact of the passage of the act, NCCD has
examined State program plans, funding patterns, and legislative initiatives
drawn up after passage of the 1974 Act, to determine the extent to which
States are responding to the intent of the act.

Looking first at State response as expressed in legislation, 60 percent of
the States are classified as regressive-no Juvenile justice reform legislation
proposed); 24 percent as moderate (the State plan cited reform legislation
needed or proposed), and 16 percent as progressive (the State passed reform
legislation).

State response as expressed in programs differs. Equal proportions-26
percent each-of States were classified as progressive, an increase In com-
munity-based programs; and as regressive-continuing to detain youths in
jails pending case disposition, youths detained with adults in adult facility,
status offenders incarcerated, no effort to expand community programs. Thirty-
four percent of the States were grouped as moderate-emphasis on expansion
of traditional community programs.

State response as expressed in spending decisions reveals another pattern.
While a large group-26 percent-of States are regressive, a decrease in
spending of Juvenile delinquency programs; 20 percent are moderate, an in.
crease of up to 9 percent in spbfiding-for-Juvenile delinquency programs; and
,40 percent are progressive, a spending increase of more than nine percent for
juvenile delinquency programs.

It is too early to understand the full effect of the legislation on Juvenile
justice reform in individual States. However, the proportion of States classi-
fled as moderate or progressive on any of the criteria is substantial and
hopeful.

One of the problem areas maintained by the Juvenile Justice Act is that
of status offenses. LEAA is moving swiftly, if single-mindedly, on this critical
problem, as witnessed by its recent farsighted status offender request pro-
posal. NCCD shares LEAA's concern, and further advocates that status
offenses be removed from the jurisdiction of .Juvenile court. The problem is
severe and remedial action is overdue. However, the challenge is great.

A small number of States are attempting to remove status offenses from
their Juvenile criminal codes. Bills that wopld do this have been introduced
in four States-Michigan, Connecticut, Florida, and Massachusetts. In four
otlr States, such legislation is being prepared-Delaware, California, Iowa,
and Maryland. In Indiana and Ohio, the policy has support and may be
introduced to the legislatures. In the remaining States, there is no observable
movement. We hope that LEAA initiatives will inspire further action.

As encouraging as this is, however, the fact remains that even in States
that enact progressive legislation, anachronistic laws may be knowingly left
on the books or even freshly enacted. This is likely to continue so long as
States doubt the wholhearted commitment at the national level to thorough-
going reform.

In conclusion, NCCD applauds Congress for having enacted the Juvenile
justice legislation and for holding this oversight hearing, and urges this
subcommittee and the Congress to reaffirm the commitment to full imple-
mentation of the law. The effort is faltering for lack of leadership, coordi-
nation, planning and standards. We look-to-Congress to once more take the
initiative and provide the leadership in this most vital area.

[
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APPENDIX

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, Public Law 93-415,
has been enacted to insure a comprehensive, coordinated approach to the
problems of juvenile delinquency. More specifically, this law authorizes the
Federal Government to provide direction, coordination, resources and leader-
ship to States and local communities to combat the high Incidence of de-
linquency.

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency perceives the Juvenile
Justice Act as a major initiative to bring about fundamental reform in the
policies and programs directed toward the delinquency problem that is; (1)
the low rate of success with institutionalization of young people; (2) the
inadequacies of the present probation staff and the lack of diagnostic and
clinical facilities in 80 percent of the Nation's juvenile courts; (3) the fact
that over 50 percent of the children in Institutions have received no com-
munity care prior to commitment: (4) the widespread inclusion of status
offenders within the juvenile justice system. In brief, the three basic conk-
ponents are: (1) a strong Federal leadership role; (2) a mandated authority
to address the entire spectrum of juvenile delinquency from primary pre-
vention to after care, with an emphasis on prevention; and (3) a built-in
funding niechanism to insure that States conduct research, training, planning
and evaluations.

Since the passage of the law, NCCD has monitored the States' efforts to
determine what impact, if any, has this Federal initiative exerted on the
local level. In collecting the data, emphasis has been placed on the following
issues:

1. New approaches, techniques, and methods with respect to preventing
delinquency.

2. The expansion of community-based alternatives to the traditional forms
of institutionalization.

3. Policies and programs aimed at diverting juveniles from the traditional
Juvenile justice and correctional system, particularly the status offender.

4. Expenditures reflecting an increased priority for juvenile programs.
Based on this research. the data discussed in this section have been roughly

divided into three subject areas: legislation, program plans, and funding
patterns. Within these sections, the States are further classified as regressive,
moderate and progressive, depending on their efforts, or lack of, in these
areas.

The criteria for determining whether a State is judged to be regressive,
moderate or progressive is as follows:

a. Regrcs8ive-They have demonstrated the need for comprehensive over-
hauling of their juvenile justice system. Generally, inadequate community
treatment programs, lack of funds, and no legislative reform prevail through-
out the States.

b. Moderatc-Encompasses those States in need of moderate attention. In
such instances, there may exist adequate funding and proposed legislation,
but reflect a shortage of community treatment programs.

c. Progrc8ive-States falling within the progressive grouping are leading
the reform movement. They have made considerable efforts to Improve their
juvenile justice system by emphasizing the use of community alternatives,
preparing or enacting legislative reforms, and appropriating adequate LEAA
funds for juvenile programs.

LEGISLATION (TABLE I)

It is the purpose of the Act "to develop and encourage the implementationi
.of national standards for the administration of juvenile justice, including
recommended action for legislative action at the Federal, State, and local
level." One method of preventing delinquency and diverting juveniles from
the tradition justice system is the removal of status offenses from the
Juvenile Code. Table I reflects the number of States that have proposed or
enacted legislation since the passage of the juvenile law.

Regressive States: 20 percent have regressive legislation, and 44 percent
have no pending legislation at all. These States are classified as regressive.
No Juvenile justice system reform legislation has been proposed.
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Moderate States: 26 percent of the States are classified as moderate. Ac-
(,irding to the legislators and State plans, legislative reform has been pro-
ptIsed, or at least the need for change has been cited.

Progressive States: The progressive States which have passed legislation
are: Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, and Florida; they repre-
sent only 8 percent of the Nation.

TABLE I-LEGISLATION

Regressive Moderate Progressive

Arkansas-H.B. 554: Legislation set
up JINS- leaves status offenses in
area of ]INS and delinquency. Re-
actionary.

Idaho-legislation enacted in 1971 to
expand community-based facilities;
funds never allocated.

Indiana--S.B. 90: Places status of-
fenses under delinquents; includes
waiver on repeat status offenses;
ready for signature into law. Re-
actionary.

Louisiana--1972: Proposed legislation
to revise juvenile code in encom-
passing the area of dispositional
procedure.

Maryland-1-974: Legslation passed
forbidding use of training schools for
CINS. Bill reportedly under exami-
nation to unify juvenile court sys-
tem and remove status offenses.
Bills passed: 3 negative, I positive.
Legislation all dead.

Connecticut-Legislation submitted to
remove status offenses. Also, a bill
considered reactionary.

Delaware- legislation proposed to re-
move status offenses.

Iowa-Thomas Higgins proposed bill
to remove status offenses.

Florida-1971-73: Passed legislation
concerning service to troubled youth.
1971: Created State Division of Youth
Services. Bill introduced to remove
status offenses.

Massachusetts-passed legislation that
closed down its training school for
by Proposed legislation to remove

New Hampshire-legislation passed to
close detention centers. Proposed
legislation to revise criminal code.
Proposed legislation to remove status
offenses.

Kansas-1973: legislation passed to Pennsylvania-new juvenile jusUce act
increase community-based pro- requires separate facilities for status
grams. No legislation pending. offenses.

Maine-L.D. 48: Permits a juvenile to
be sentenced to a correctional center
for habitual truancy. LD. 463: Re-
duces age of jurisdiction to 16; pro-
vides that Is the offense would not
have been crime if offender were
over 16, they cannot be committed
to training school.

Minnesota-passed legislation which Michiigan--introduced bill to remove
adjudicates status offenses as de- status offenses and provide otl.,r
linquents. Reactionary. major improvements in the criminal

Co e.

Nevada-proposed legislation to revise
juvenile code to fingerprint runaway
youths.

Missouri-2 positive bills; 2 negative
bills.

Oklahoma-reactionary bills passed.... North Carolina-egisation proposed to
remove status offenses.

Texas-no status offense legislation;
no juvenile legislation.

West Virinia-regressive waiver pro-
posed in legislation.

North Dakota-2 laws passed: One to
hold hearings on removing child from
family; one to extend training school
committees.

Ohio--ad hoc study group plans to re-
search problems of status offenses;
long-range goal is to remove status
offenses from juvenile code.

Oregon-feels need for legislation
r rtaining to youth who do not need
o be placed In detention homes,

like status offenders.

Vermont-legislation proposed to
change the language referring to
children in child control laws

Washington-propose to remove status
offenses from juvenile code; criminal

justice code needs revision.

NOTES

No legislation: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California (study underway), Colorado, District of Columbia, Georgia, Hawaii,
Illinois, Kentucky, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, tVirginia.
Wisconsin, Wyoming, and South Dakota.

State plan not available: No response to request for legislation: New York, and New Mexico.
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PROGRAMS (TABLE 11)

In addition to recognizing the need for State legislative reform, Congress
placed special emphasis on developing prevention, diversion, and community
alternative programs at the local level. The act has authorized basic restric-
tions for detention of Juveniles. Juveniles can only be detained in Juvenile
facilities; and whenever possible, they will be placed in foster homes or coin-
munity-lased centers. Under no circumstances will a Juvenile be detained in
a facility where lie is continually In contact with adult offenders; and under
no cireuniistancs will an alleged delinquent be placed in a facility where he
is continually in contact with adjudicated delinquents.

Moreover, no Juvenile may be committed to a facility where he has con-
tact with adult criminals. Adequate standards for care of the Juvenile must
be met before commitment. Whenever possible, the Juvenile must be placed
In a community-based facility.

Regressive States: Column 1 reveals that 24 percent of the States con-
tinue to detain Juveniles In the same facilities with adults. NCCD's research
efforts have uncovered particularly acute problems in Wyoming: 60 percent
of the jails it that State detain Juveniles in the same facilities with adults;
plus there are no preventive or diversionary programs operating within the
State system. Column 1 also shows that Indiana, Idaho, North Dakota,
South Dakota, South Carolina, and West Virginia are other States that
fall within the regressive category.

Moderate States: Column 2 indicates that 35 percent of the States have
placed emphasis on expanding community treatment facilities. It Is important
to note that some States demonstrate progress in one category, and respond
regres.-ively In others. Colorado, for example, has demonstrated an increase in
community treatment programs, but existing evidence points to no proposed
legislative reform in the handling of status offenders. On the other hand,
Iowa has incorporated a policy which would increase community-based
projects, and has also proposed a bill to remove status offenses from the
juvenile code. Other States which fall in this category are Alabama, Arizona,
Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Nevada, New Mexico,
North Carolina, Ohio, Rhode Island, Tennessee and Vermont.

Progressive States: States in this category have concentrated on deempha-
*iizlng institutionalization and emphasising the development of innovative
methods for treating Juveniles; they make up 29 percent of the Nation. As a
case in point, Massachusetts has closed its training schools and placed its
juvenile Inmates in private residential centers, foster homes, and family-style
group homes. New Hampshire's detention centers have also been closed; its
Juveniles have been moved to out-of-State facilities or community-based proj-
ects. Other States included in the progressive category are Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Florida. Maine, Pennsylvania, Texas, Washington, D.C., Oklahoma,
Michigan, and New Jersey.

TABLE II-PROGRAMS

Regressive Moderate Progressive

Alaska-no programs for delinquency Alabama-emphasis placed on expand- Colorado-lincreased community treat-
or pro-delinquent youth. Only oper- ing con munity-based programs for ment programs; have CINS.
atinig programs are fo( adjudicated youth.
youth. Have CINS.

1Georia-have very few cemmunity- Arizona-no CINS or PINS programs; Connecticut-placed emphasis on corn-
based treatment programs; have put have placed emphasis on community munity-based programs; have funded
emphasis on enlargement of proba- alternatives to incarceration. residential programs and community-
tion and parole services, based directive service program.

Idaho-want to expand community- DistrictofColumbia-haveemphaszed Delaware-de-emphasis on institution-
base d programs, but will not ftnd need for community-based projects; alization; emphasis on community
them. Remain the same. See legisla- have CINS. level programs.
tion.

Indiana-40 percent of boys In com- Hawaii--proposed bill in 1974 to In. Florida-leislation passed to Increase
munity-based shelter cure centers corporate a temporary shelter-care community treatment programs;
are status offenders- 6Wg of girls are program. CI NS operating.
status offenders; no CINS or PINS
programs.
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Regressive Moderate Progressive

Mississippi-not much emphasis on
developing community programs;
emphasis on use of probation and
parole services.

Montana-lack community treatment
programs for counseling, foster care,
psycholoicaI help; have CINS orPINS.

Illinois-emphasis on expanding com-
munity -based service to youth; CINS
or MINS operating.

Kansas-emphasis on expanding com-
munity treatment programs.

S~juth Carolina-no CINS or PINS pro- Kentucky-proposal to expand shelter
grams; in need of community alter- care and day treatment care centers.
natives to incarceration.

South Dakota--no CINS or PINS; look- Louisiana-want to expand community-
ing at alternatives munity- based programs; have CINS operat-
based). ./ t ing.

Utah-incarcerate their juveniles for
minor offenses, such as smoking.

Maryland--emphasis placed on in-
creasing community-based programs
(shelter-care, group homes, treat-
ment centers); have CINS.

Iowa-believe community.based proj.
ects work, reduce crime by 5%,; have
planned to Increase community
services for youth with behavioral
problems.

Maine-improvements underway for
development of more alternatives to
institutonalization.

Massachusetts-Increase ln immunity
treatment projects; emphasis on
more of the same projects; CINS
operating.

Michigan--community facilities for
juveniles under expansion (status
offenses, residential attention centers
and group homes); have YINS pro.
gram.

Nebraska-emphasis on expanding
community programs for potential de-
linquents and misdemeanants (status
offenders); have CINS operating.

West Virginia-youth pending court Nevada-have CINS program operat- New Hampshire-increased community.
decisions are detained in county ing; have demonstrated need for based programs.
jails; no CINS program. more community-based projects.

Wyoming-60 percent of Jails offer no
separate Juvenile facilities; no di-
version or preventive programs
operating; have CINS.

North Dakota-status offenders and
juvenile arrests held in same jail
with adults; no PINS or CINS pro-
grams.

New Mexico-omprehensive plan
states that emphasis should be
placed on community programs for
first offenders; want to develop youth
services unit; have CINS

North Carolina-oals are to reduce
juvenile crime, Increase fairness of
the system, Increase the efficiency
and humaneness of the system, in-
crease understanding of delinquency.

New Jersey- emphasis placed on ex-
panding non-institutional programs,
and diagnostic services to th court
are being expanded; have CINS or
JINS.

Orelon-proposed to Increase com-
munity-based treatment programs for
prevention and diversion of delin-
quency.

Ohio-emphasis on projects which will Pennsylvania-Increase in community-
reduce juvenile crime, using projects based programs according to the
at community level. Office of Children and Youth.

Oklahoma-emphasis on expanding
and developing community-based
prorams and probation and parole
service to youth for status offenses;
24.8 percent of delinquents are status
offenders; CINS operating.

Rhode Island-according to compre-
hensive plan, more community alter-
natives are needed; goal is to reduce
juvenile crime rate by 20 percent by
1976.

Texas-emphasis on usefulness of
community-based alternatives to in-
carceration; have plans to Increase
services In this area; have CINS in
operation.

Wisconsin-between 1971 and 1973
$3,062,422 rewarded by State Council
on Criminal Justice for expansion of
preventive community-based pro-
grams; have CINS.

Tennessee-sufficient effort being
placed on expansion of after-care
and youth service units to meet the
needs of status offenders.

Vermont-emphasis on expanding
community-based programs; have
CINS in operation.

Washington--emphasis on expanding
group homes, community-based pro-
bation service, counseling service
and treatment centers; want to
develop comprehensive youth service
system for intake, diagnostic treat.
ment and after-care; have CINS in
operation.

Note.-Data not available: Arkansas, California, Minnesota, Missouri, Virginia, and New York.



FUNDING PATTERNS (TABLE I1)

In this table, the funding programs of each State are examined for the last
4 fiscal years-there is no information on fiscal year 1975.

Table III tracks the expenditures by program category for all the States
combined.

Of particular significance is the marked declining trend In the following
categories, given special emphasis under the act: Prevention and Diversion,
and Training.

After examining the States' planned allocations for the past 4 years, it
is obvious that juvenile justice and delinquency prevention is not a priority
issue. Table III also points out that in 1971, $69,337,537 was allocated for
Juvenile programs; In 1972, $113,328,011; in 1973, $07,660,207; but in 1974,
$74,732,592 was allocated. However, there are 20 States still to report.
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vrevenuon ano VlureOl.. '- I, 7. AV%
Law enforcement- --------------------------------------
Detention ---------------------------------------------
Courts -----------------.-----------------------------
Community alternatives ---- 43, 443, 469 62. 7
Institutions and parole ----------------------------------
Training and staff ......... 3, 894, 964 5.6
M iscellaneous -------------------------------------------

Total ----------------- 69, 337 537 -------------

3,703,329
9,421,806
2, 445.079

31,806,931
14,739,883
5,465.910
1,900,657

113, 328, 011

3
8
2
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5
2

34.7

5.0

1,361.457
7,667,981
2,425,110

38.602.001
11,520,703
4,065,788
1,699,681

97.660.207

2
40
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4
2

20
0

-12
-1

0

2.838,8381,789, 041
5,131.172

23. 843, 525
12,973,060
3,288.752

173. 335
74,732,592

3.8 -2.6 W2.4 5.9 C43
6.9 -4.1

31.9 -8.4
17.4 -5.4
4.4 .8
.2 -1.

. . . . . . ... . . .. . . . . . . . . . .

TABLE III

Fiscal year 1971 Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974

Total funds Total funds Total funds Total funds I

induding including Percent including Percent including Percent
match Percent match Percent change match Percent change match Percent change

0
'iIA 21 '7 A2 GAA AIC 2 72 A 1 3017 436 31 8 24.694.869 133 2.8

'Data incomplete.
N.B. Category breakdown made a definitional change in 1972.



134

FLYNDI.V0 PATTERNS (TABLE IV)

A closer look at the individual States' programmatic thrust during that
time frame reveals that only 43 percent of the States have increased their
expenlitures in Juvenile programs by 9 percent. The others have either re-
d(lned their appropriations, or are operating at a moderate level.

Regressive States: Indications are that 26 percent of the States have cut
the appropriations directed toward Juvenile Justice programs. Alaska, for
example, allocated 12 percent of its block grant funds to Juvenile programs
in 1972; 23 percent in 1973. but sharply dropped its allocation to 11.4 percent
in 1974. Following a similar pattern are Arizona, Hawaii, Iowa, Kansas,
Kenturky. Maine, Maryland, New Jersey, Utah, South Carolina, West Vir-
ginia, and Wisconsin. Is it realistic to expect States to Improve and expand
their services to prevent and control delinquency without adequate funding?

Moderate States; Slightly more encouraging. 22 percent of the States have
increased their allocations for Juvenile programs, ranging from 1 to 8 per-
cent. As column 2 indicates, States falling within the moderate pattern are
Alabama, Florida. Illinois, Missouri, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Montana, Rhode Island, and Washington. D.C.

Progressive States: 40 percent of the States depleted in column 8 have
inCreased their allocations by more than 9 percent since 1970. Georgia, for
example, allocated 8.5 percent of its available block grant funds to Juvenile
programs in 1970. but in 1972, raised its allocation to 16 percent; 1973, 15
percent; and in 1974, the allocations rose to 26 percent.

Most notable, California reached the benchmark in 1970, and directed 50
percent of its 1970 allocations to juvenile programs. Although the increased_
allocations depicted in column 3 are commendable, it is obvious that Juvenile
Justice programs are not a number one priority. Since youngsters 18-and-under
are responsible for over 50 percent of the crime, and since the recidivism rate
ranges as high as 70 percent with this age group, it is "penny-wise but pound.
foolish" to fail to invest less than 50 percent of available funds in delinquency
prevention and treatment.

TABLE IV-FUNDING PATTERNS

Regressive Moderate Progressive

Alaska--1970 ailocations=5 percent- Alabama-1970 allocations:=12.9 per- Arkansas-1970 allocations=-6 percent;
1973 allocations--23 percent' 1974 cent; 1973 ailocations-17 percent. 1973 allocations-=18 percent. An
allocations= 11.4 percent; Repre- Represents a 4.1 percent increase increase of 12 percent.
sets a 11.6 percent decrease from from 1970 to 1973.
1973 to 1974.

Arizona-1970 allocations=13.3 per. District of Columbi-1970 alloca-
cent; 1973 allocations=11 percent. tions=17.4 percent; 1974 alloca-
A decrease of 2.3 percent. tions-20 percent. Represents an

increase of 2.6 percent.
Hawaii-1970 allocations=31.2 per- Florida-1970allocation~s=4.3 percent; Colorado-allocations In 1970=6.7

cent; 1973 allocations=29 percent. 1974 allocations=8.6 percent. In- percent; 1974 allocations=18.7 per.
A decrease of 2.2 percent. crease of 4.3 percent. cent A 12 percent increase.

Iowa-1973 allocations=16 percent; Illinois-1970 allocations=4 percent; Connecticut-allocations in 1970=9
1974 allocations=13.6 percent. A 1973 alloctions-S percent. An percent; 1974 allocations=26.6 per.
decrease of 2.4 percent. increase of 4 percent. cent. An increaseof 17.4 percent.

Kansas-1970 altocations-5.9 per- Missouri-1970 allocations=--13.4 per- Delaware-allocations In 1970-4.5
cent; 1973 ailocations=O.29 percent. cent; 1974 allocatons=-20.9 per- cent; 1974 allocations-22 percent.
A decrease of 5 percent. cent. Represents an increase of 7.5 An increase of 17.5 percent.

percent.
Kentucky-1970 allocations--24 per- Montana-funds allocated In 1970- Georia-allocations in 1970"8.2 per.

cent; 1973 allocations=16 percent. U108,350; funds allocated in 1974- cent; allocations in 1974=26 percent.
A decrease of 8 percent. $237,650. More than double. An increase of 17.8 percenL

Maine--1970 allocations=14.9 per- New Hampshire-1970 allocations=:
cent; 1973 allocations=9 percent. 6.6 percent; 1973 alloctions=10
A decrease of 5.9 percenL percent. An increase of 3.4 percent.

Maryland-1970 allocations:-37.2 per- North Dakota--i970 allocations"---4.7 Indiana-allocations in 1970--15.1 per-
cent; 1974 allocations-33.4 percent percent; 1973 allocabons-=9 per- cent; in 1973, allocations=27 percent.
A decrease of 3.8 percent. cent. An Increase of 4.3 percent. Represents a 12 percent Increase.

New Jersey-970 allocations-=25.7 Pennsylvania--1970 allocatons=:12.4 Louisiana-allocations In 1970=3 per.
percent; 1974 allocations=19 per- percent; 1974 allocatlons=19 per- cent; In 1974, allocations=.4.1
cent. A decrease of 6.7 percent. cenL An increase of 6.6 percent percent. An increase of 11.1 percenL
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Regressive Moderate Progressive

South Carolina--1970 allocations--6.2 Rhode Island-1970 allocations=3.4 Minnesota-allocations in 1970=1.8
percent; 1973altocations=6 percent. percent; 1973 allocationsz-4 per- percent; in 1974 allocasons=.23
A decrease of 0.2 percent. cent. An increase of only 0.6 percent. percent. An Increase of 21. 2 percent

Utah-1970 allocation,.--.4 percent; Idaho-allocations In 1970--7.5 per- Mississippi-In 1970, allocations=:7.4.
1973 allocations=-16 percent; 1974 cent; in 1974, allocations--15.3 per- percent; in 1974, allocaUons-47.5
allocaUons=15.4 percent. A de- cent. An increase of 7.8 percent. percent-An increase of 10.1 percenL
crease of 0.6 percent between 1973
and 1974.

West Virinia-1970 allocations=:1| Nebraska-allocaltions in 1970--5.1
percent; 1974 aUocations=4.2 per- percent; in 1974. allocations--23
cent. A 6.8 percent decrease. percent. An increase of 17.9 percent.

Wisconsin-1970 allocations- 11.8 per- Nevada--allocatons In 1970-5.9 per.
cent; 1973 allocatons-10 percent. cent; allocations in 1973-16 percent.
A decrease of 1.8 percent. An increase of 10.1 cent.

New Mexico--allocations in 1970-5.7
percent; allocations In 1974=31.8
percent. An Increase of 26.1 percent.

Ohio-allocations In 1973-19 percent;
allocations in 1974-21.4 percent An
increase of 2.4 percent.

Oklahoma--allocations In 1970-5.6
percent; allocations in 1973-25
percent. An increase of 19.4 percent

Oregon--allocations in 1970-9.8 per-
cent; allocations in 1973-24 percent.
An increase of 14.2 percent

South Dakota-allowances In 1970-1.3
percent; allocations In 1974-12
percent An increase of 10.7 percent.

Tennesse.-allocations in 1970-1 per-
cent; allocations in 1974-11 percent.
An increase of 10 percent.

Texas-alocations in 1970-4.2 per-
cent; allocations in 1974-27 percenLAn increase of 22.8 percent

Vermont-allocations in 1970-8.9 per-
cent; allocations in 1974-30.3
percent. An increase of 21.4 percent.

Washington--1970 allocations-2.8 per-
cent; allocations for 1974-30.5
percent. An increase of 27.7 percent

Wyorning-allocations in 1970-5.8
percent; allocations in 1974=17.9,
percent. An increase of 12.1 percent.

lote.-Data not available for: California (considered progressive), Massachusetts, Michigan, North Carolina, and

Virginia.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

11. Ladd Plumley, Chairman of the Board, National Council on Crime and
I)elinquency.

1972-Honorary chairman of the board, State Mutual Life Assurance Co. of
Xinerica, 440 Lincoln St., Worcester, Mass.

1956 to
1971-Chairman of the board and chief executive officer, State Mutual Life

Assurance Co. of America.
Director, Worcester Mutual Insurance Co.
Director, the Beacon Mutual Insurance Co. a
Director, State Mutual Broadcasting Corp.
Director and member of executive committee, the Hanover's Insurance Co.



136

Director and member of executive committee, Massachusetts Bay Insurance
Co.

Director, California Compensation and Fire Co.
Past president (1903-63) and past director, Chamber of Commerce of the

United States of America.
Residence: 16 Moreland St., Worcester, Mass.
Born: May 13, 1902, Waterbury, Conn.
Education: The Hotchkiss School, 1921; Williams College, 1925 (B.A.)
Honorary
Degrees: LL.D. Clark University 1963; LL.D. Williams College 1963; Sc.D.

Worcester Polytechnic Institute 1963; S.C.D. Assumption College 1963;
S.C.D. College of the Holy Cross 1963; LL.D. LaSalle College 1908.

Member, Phi Delta Theta Fraternity; the Bald Peak Colony Club, the Bo-
hemians; Tatnuck County Club, Worcester Art Museum; Worcester Club,
Worcester Country Club; the National Press Club; the Pilgrims.

Supreme Knight, commander of Justice Sovereign Order of Saint John of
Jerusalem, Knights of Malta.

Past chairman, National Emergency Committee.
Director, Worcester County Music Association.
Member of advisory committee, Colonial Distributors, Inc.
Chairman of the board and trustee, National Council on Crime and Delin-

quency.
Vice chairman, U.S. Business and Industry Advisory Committee to Organiza-

tion for Economic Cooperation and Development.
Member, Business and Industry Advisory Committee for Economic Coopera-

tion and Development (international).
Trustee, the Bank of New York.
Honorary director, Worcester County National Bank.
Trustee, Worcester Polytechnic Institute.
Honorary trustee, Becker Junior College.
Charter member, the Clark University President's Council.
Member, advisory council, Assumption College.
Member, board of trustee, Worcester Foundation for Experimental Biology.
Chairman of the board, Arts Council of Worcester, Inc.
Director, Legal Aid Society of Worcester.
Corporation, Worcester Boys Club.
Member, advisory board, Big Brothers of Worcester County.
Corporation member, United Church Board for Homeland Ministries.
Lieutenant colonel, U.S.A. 1942-45.

Senator BAYH. Thank you, Mr. Plumley.
I will wait and ask general questions that you might care to re-

spond to as well as the other members of the panel. Let me just ask
one question because I hope Mr. O'Neill, Mr. Lynn and others who
were represented earlier here will look carefully at the. real impact
of these statements.

Inasmuch as Mr. O'Neill kept responding to some of the questions
that I directed in a general sense relative to the overall spendilng
problem, would it be possible to include in the record at this time'a
list of the members of the board of directors of the NCCD.

Mr. PLUMLEY. We would be very happy to, sir.
Senator BAYiT. Would it be a fair assessment to suggest that a sig-

nificant numbers of the members of the board of your organization
who can exercise a leadership role in this area would be categorized
as industrial leaders, people in the countiT who are as concerned
about the staft of the economy and deficit spending as anybody else?

Mr. PLuLF.Y. I think they would be proud to be so categorized.
Senator BAYIr. Thank you.
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Senator BAYIT. *iMr. Andruts, you may proceed

STATEMENT OF RAY ANDRUS, STAFF REPRESENTATIVE, DEPART-
M ENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, NATIONAL AFL-CIO

MAr. ANDRUS. We also welcome tI e opportunity to testify before
this subcommittee in support of the Iegislation that we have before
uls.

I would like to make a brief statement, partly to give some back-
gr'ounld on the AFL-CIO policy position on juvenile delinquency
and crime.

In I)ecember 1955, at its first constitutional convention, the AFL-
CIO expressed its concern over juvenile delinquency. In a police
resolution on children and youth it was clearly stated that, to meet
the problems of juvenile delinquency the AFL-CIO supported ex-
panded programs in the field of youth services, improved procedures
for detecting and aiding maladjusted children, and a constructive
approach to handling those who get into trouble with the law.

From that date until the present the AFL-CIO through its com-
munity services department has maintained a direct interest in iuve-
nile delinquency and juvenile justice. At this time the AFL-CIO has
five full-time liaison labor staff representatives working for the Na-
tional Council on Crime and Delinquency on programs to help the
youthful offender and to prevent delinquency. The AFL-CIO en-
dorses and supports these programs in each community where they
are developed. Such programs are now in progress in 12 selected
cooperative metropolitan areas. Others will be developed as these
activities expand. - K ......

KF:Y IS PREZVENTION,

The AFL-CIO recognizes that the rapidly accelerating rate of
ijvenile crimes is in itself an extremely serious national problem.
13y helping our young people and in )roving rehabilitation we can
reverse this trendl. We believe that the key to better crime prevention
is improved rehabilitation.

Currently, as a part of the programs for labor at the local level
we recommend: (1) That the AFJ.,-CIO/NCCD staff be contacted
for assistance in setting up a community program. (2) Participation
in the program should be extended to all segments of the community.
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(3) A 1-day seminar followed by a 6 to 8 week educational prolfrain
on crime prevention, rehabilitation, and juvenile justice should be
held. (4) Establish a permanent Citizens Action Committee to work
on problems and develop solutions. (5) When one goal is accomplished
look for another. Keep a continual program going.

This statement is made to give some understanding to this Senate
subcommittee of the positive position which the AFL-CIO has on
crime prevention, juvenile delinquency, and juvenile justice. How-
ever, our primary reason for appearing before this subcommittee is
because of our interest in Public Law 93-415. We are deeply con-
cerned over failure to properly implement this useful piece of levis-
lation. The legislative branch of Government should be commeInlled
for meeting its responsibilities by enacting Public Law 93-415. The
executive branch of our Government should also assume its share of
responsibility and permit this law to operate as it was designed-
with an administrator and necessary operating funds.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot help but interject that a previous witness
testified that the Civil Service Commission was grappling with this
problem of arriving at who should be an administrator because of
a grade determination. I think it was referred to as something like
the problem of which came first, the chicken or the egg: I would like
to respectfully suggest that the Civil Service Commission, our exec-
utive branch of Govermnent and all of the rest that may be imped-
ing this: "get out of the barnyard." Let us settle our problems wh ere
it should be for the American people.

Senator BATH. Thank you, Mr. Andrus. I must say that your last
statement makes a lot of down-home country logic. That beats any-
thing I have seen at all times as far as passing the buck.

Your organization provides community services for how many
members?

AMr. ANDRLS. For 14.5 million members. And when you consider
that we also provide these same services for members and their
families--because it is a job where we deliver services that apply
to the whole familv-I would say froim 65 to 70 million people.

Senator BAY. Most of those members, anyhow, all of those pres-
ently employed, are taxl)ayers. Is that a fair assessment?

Mr. A-.\mRus. Yes. sir, they are taxpayers, and they pay, I wou
say, a sizable portion of the taxes that our Government operates
with.

Senator BAYir. When the great concern of the taxpayer was ex-
pressed by Mr. O'Neill, that would also be shared by you, sir.

Mr. AN-DRUS. Yes, sir. I think we are probably more concerned
than he is because our efforts happen to be in that middle-class
bracket, where they pay the tax-es and have no loopholes.

Senator lBAvu. Nid.'without putting you in a position of spi'ak-
ing for all of those individual millions. you would say that, there
would be general feeling from your meml)ers that spending money
to implement this act would be a good investment?

BELIEVE ACT IS GOOD INVESTMENT

Mr. ANDRS. I would think that out of our 14.5 million members.
to spend a few extra dollars to achieve something like this--which
would help our whole country, which in the end would bring about
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an estimated saving of $12 million-we would think it would be a
just, good investment. In fact we are surprised that the Office of
Management and Budget. that counts dollars an(d cents, overlooked a
bargain of this nature.

Senator BATi. Thank you.
You are talking about the cost of the program ou one side, but

it seems to me the 0MB is looking at it without a consideration of
the cost. of inaction on the other. I would hope that the reassessment
that is now going on, perhaps prodded a bit by your presence and
the concern expressed by all of your individual constituencies, will
lead to a different conclusion than that we have had so far.

Mr. AYDrURs. Mr. Chairman, may I say just one more thing?
I have just wondered after sitting here and hearing some of the

testimony what the reaction would have been if the 0MB had been
offered a package of $62.million for Vietnam and $50 million for
,Juvenile Delinquency.

Senator BATH. Yes, that is an interesting comparison. Thank you.
.Ms. Dumas, will you give us your views?

STATEMENT OF MARY E. DUMAS, COMMISSIONER, WAYNE COUNTY,
MICH.; REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES

Ms. DUMAS. Mr. Chairman, I am Mary Dumas, county commis-
sioner from Wayne County; and, by the way, a member of our De-
troit-Wavne County Criminal Justice Coordinating Council and
past acting director of the Juvenile Facility Network Executive
Committee.

I, too, would like to commend the subcommittee for holding these
hearings and appreciate the opportunity to appear here. I am not
only representing Wayne County today: but I am also representing
the National Association of Counties. Our prepared testimony has
bepii given to your staff and we would like to have that entered into
the record.'

Senator BArIr. Without objection.
Ms. )t As. I would also like to have entered for the record a

resolution which we have received from several counties across the
Nation, including Wayne County. Several others, I believe, are on
lier' way to your subcommittee'or to the congressional delegation.
We wouhl like to have those entered into the record.

Senator BAY1r. We will also put those into the record.2

'Ns. I)U'rs. By the way, Wayne County is the third largest county
in the country.

I would like to briefly discuss what counties conceive, as their prob-
hems regarding funding and implementation of the new Juvenile De-
linquiency Act.

Sitting here. listening to some of the earlier testimony, and listen-
i.u to some of the problems of legislation and appropriation and
administration. I am reminded that many counties, in fact, are not
only legislative bodies, but. we are administrative bodies. We not

214F p. 141.
See appendix, pp. 445-449.
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oily have to decide the programs' priorities, we have to appropriate
the ftnds, and then go back at a later date and make sure that those
programs have been properly implemented.

In the criminal justice system alone, the counties are responsible
for the jails, the prosecutor's office, the county courts, defense coun-
sel for indigents, the county sheriff, in addition to the juvenile courts
and all juvenile detention facilities and foster homes. These are all
financed from our general county funds. In addition, we are respon-
sible for directing and funding all public health and mental health
programs, hospitals, programs for the aging, alcohol and drug abuse
programs, manpower and community development programs, and a
host of other social service programs. In fact, Wayne County spends'
56 pVercent of its entire budget on public health, welfare, and social
service programs.

Across the country. counties are actually the prime deliverers to
the client of all social services in the public sector. One thing we
noted in looking at the list of the new Juvenile Justice Council is
that in face of all these county responsibilities we found it incredible
that there was not a single county commissioner selected, or any
other representative of general county government. Our dilemma
as county policymakers is tremendously increased by the current
economic recession. Budgets have been cut at the Federal, State, and
county levels for all of our special service programs at the very time
when the need for them has become so critical. We realize, as you
do, the problems involved in determining funding priorities, com-
bined inflation, and unemployment, for instance, have struck a stag-
gering blow to thousands of families across this country, causing
emotional distress and severe hardships.

In Wayne County alone, our unemployment rate is over 17 percent.
This neans that not only are kids, intercity kids and ghetto kids
being affected, but that blue-collar kids and blue-collar families and
middle-income families, for the first time, are seeing their fathers on
indefinite and permanent layoffs from their jobs and standing in
unemployment and public assistance lines. So, what happens is that
when mom and dad turn to alcohol to try and drown their woes, the
kids may decide to turn on to alcohol and drugs. When it becomes
a problem of how mom and dad are going to divy tip the unemploy-
ment check, and the quarrels begin, the kids may simply decide it is
just too much to stand and may decide to run away from it all.

LEAA GUIDELINES DON'T STRESS PREVENTION

Mr. Chairman. we are faced now not only with all our previous
delinquency problems, but with a whole new host of potentially
troubled and delinquent kids. Although the LEAA programs under
flie Safe Streets Act provided some excellent programs, it has not
anddressed itself sufficiently to the whole area of juvenile delinquency.
Its guidelines, for instance, have prevented the use of public Federal
funds in some of the most critical juvenile areas. It has intervened,
for the most part, only after a youngster becomes a statistic in the
criminal justice system, and I profess to you that that is much too
late.

In addition, the local justice coordinating councils do not have
sufficient advocate's for juvenile programs, and we see this in our own
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local coordinating council. NACo, believes that the Juvenile Delin-
quency Act will provide the answer for many of our problems. It
calls specifically for the innovative programs for the prevention of
delinquency, and alternatives to the traditional criminal justice
system.

Equally important, Mr. Chairman, it provides for research into
the causes and solutions of juvenile delinquency. It provides some-
thing which we have not had in sufficiency before, and that is train-
ing funds for the people who both are professionals and volunteers,
to work with these troubled kids who are delinquent or predelin-
quents. It addresses itself to alcohol and drug abuse among young-
sters and provides assistance and facilities for runaways.

In Wayne County last year, there were 10,000 runaway kids ar-
rested. And, if you )have ever been in our youthful detention centers
and seen the conditions, you will know that some of these runaways
-10- to 14-year-olds-have needle marks in their arms, and have
become street prostitutes. Or they may have started out as a troubled
kid, and ran away from home. That is why I think we see some
problem with trying to separate completely out of the system the
status offender, because the status offender is the kid who, time and
time again, ends up in the permanent criminal justice system.

As the local unit of government on whom the burden of juvenile
courts and most child care problems fall, counties are desperately)
in need of the kind of assistance that this act provides. We agree
with its findings, we agree with its goals and its aims, and we look
forward with great expectation to its implementation and funding.
But without the dollars to produce the programs and facilities, and
without the means to assist runaways, without the resources and
technology to train the people who work with troubled kids, without
the needed research for better techniques of screening and preven-
tion, Congress and the administration merely add another group of
voices to bewail our common problems and express our mutual hopes.

I would like to just mention one thing; that in listening to the
testimony, and hearing time and time again the discussion about
who is responsible for the act not being implemented, I too hope that
-- since this was a bipartisan bill, strongly supported-it will, rather
than be a battleground of yes or no, that both Congress and the ad-
ministration wiilgo back and look at their priorities for funding, and
decide that this juvenile area is an area of major priority. And I
again want to say. both at the national level on LEAA and our local
level of our Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, we have a pre-
dominance of adult-oriented people. We have prosecutors, police
chiefs, county sheriffs, adult courts, and our own council, aside from
myself. I am a very strong advocate of the juvenile area. We have
our juvenile judge, and this I believe is an area where we need to
emphasize the support at the State, local, and Federal level to place
the juvenile advocates in positions where they will be heard. Thank
you. J

PREPARED STATEMENT OF 'MARY E. DUMAS
Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, ladies and gentlemen: my

name is Mary E. Dumas, Commissioner from Wayne County, Michigan. On
behalf of the National Association of Counties, I am pleased to accept your
invitation to articulate our policy and express our needs. The National
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Association of Counties (NACo) represents 1,343 counties--ranging in size
from California's Los Angeles County, with 7 million inhabitants, to Colo-
rado's Hinsdale County, with 202 Inhabitants. As a commissioner elected to
serve Wayne County, Michigan (a county of 2.7 million inhabitants that In-
cludes Detroit and its suburbs), and member of NACo's Crime and Public
Safety Steering Committee, I hope to speak today for my own and all the
nation's counties, since counties share with the states major responsibility
for juvenile justice.

Mr. Chairman, NACo commends the subcommittee for calling these over-
sight hearings into the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Act of 1974. The Nation's counties are deeply concerned that the act-
particularly with respect to funding-is not being implemented as Congress
envisioned when it was passed. We hope these hearings will ensure that the
act Is fully implemented and fully funded.

By way of background, let me detail for the subcommittee the nature and
extent of the Juvenile delinquency problem as seen from the County per-
spective.

DELINQUENCY AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT: AN OVERVIEW

Juvenile Delinquency
People under 18 years of age constitute just 16 percent of the population,

but commit Close to 50 percent of the crimes that cause injury or loss of
property. Juvenile involvement in serious crimes rose 60 'percent in the last
5 years, and continues to increase. Not only more, but younger juveniles
commit crimes. An assistant director of the Youth Gang Resource Project in
Los Angeles confesses, "our biggest problem is with the 8- to 11-year-olds.
They're into everything-vandalism, assault, petty theft, extortion at school."

In Wayne County, Juvenile arrests for serious crimes increased 39 percent
in 1974 over 1973. One of every three people arrested for a serious crinie in
Wayne County is a Juvenile. Juvenile arrests for auto theft outnumber adult
arrests two to one. I serve on the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice
System Coordinating Council. These are the statistics we must deal with:

WAYNE COUNTY ARREST DATA, 1974

Numbers of
Juveniles arrested Numbers of

Offense (part I crmes) (under 17 yrs) adults arrested Total

Murder .............................................. 28 575 603
Forcible rape ......................................... 38 379 417
Robbery ............................................. 748 2, 287 3, 305
Aggravated assault .................................... 751 1 997 2.748
8urglary ............................................. 2,234 3, 342 5,576
Larceny ------------------------------------------- 4, 886 9,521 14,407
Auto theft ....................................... 1, 206 658 1,864

These figures are for an urban area, but juvenile crime affects all counties,
rural as well as urban. Recent studies show the number of criminal acts
groups of youth report to researchers in Philadelphia's inner city is the same
as the number of criminal acts groups of youth in Oregon's rural counties
report-all largely unrecorded and even unsuspected by the juvenile-justice
system. From this evidence, we might conclude that youthful criminality is
so serious a problem it deserves the exclusive attention of specialists.

But criminal youth are only part of the Juvenile-justice caseload. Law
enforeehent officers pick up and detain youthful loiterers and runaways.
Juvenile courts hear cases not only for youth accused of crime-who may
le waived into adult criminal court for trial-but also of youth brought in
for truancy, drinking under age, promiscuity, running away from home, or
some other offense that would not call an adult to the attention of our courts.
The Court

Whether a youthful offender is picked up by a county or city law enforce-
ment officer, referred by a teacher or counselor of an independent school
district, or brought in by his parents, if the case goes to trial it will probably
be in a county court.
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Juvenile courts vary from State to State, and within States-except for
four statewide systems-but they are generally funded by counties and ad-
ministered at the county level. According to the National Assessment of
Juvenile Corrections, only 20 States help their counties pay for Juvenile
Justice, and their assistance is rarely substantial.

Counties pay more than any other level of government for courts: in
fiscal 1974 we paid $747 million out of our own pockets for this function,
Including Juvenile courts. But these courts are not part of the county. They
are an arm of the State: Juvenile court judges are independently elected In
3 States, and they dispense judgment according to a State Code.

The same codes give judges wide latitude to decide not only what consti-
tutes "delinquency," but to handle cases without regard for the usual rules
of evidence and to decide among a variety of dispositions. The result of juve-
niile court Informality Is that the U.S. Supreme Court has had to impose
some rules on the proceedings; the result of the variety of dispositions is the
same as if there were none--and in most communities there are few enough-
the result of the court's role as as kindly disciplinarion is that 100,000 chil-
dren are institutionalized every year, and 74 to 85 percent of those who
are released will be returned for new offenses.

This is not the fault of the Juvenile court judges, who have been asking for
training in alternatives to institutionalization for 10 years, consistently list-
ing as their top priority the inadequacies of the facilities they are forced to
utilize.
Detention and Incarceration

The United States detains more youth per hundred in the population than
any other industrialized country. The majority are in State training schools-
63 percent-but the second highest percentage are in detention centers, where
they are usually held less than 1 month. These are primarily operated by
counties-90 percent. But this does not mean most counties have a Juvenile
detention center, as most counties have a jail: 93 percent of the detention
beds are in 7 percent of the counties-that is, in large, urban counties, where
50 percent of all U.S. youth live.

Rural counties would rather keep their Juvenile offenders at home in the
Jail, than send them to these facilities. This Is not the only reason juveniles
are locked In jail: all communities, large and small, jail a certain number
of juveniles, "to teach them a lesson," or "for their own protection." On a
given day in March 1970, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
and the Bureau of the Census found 7,800 juveniles in local jails: 1,365 were
serving sentences of a year, and 853 were serving a sentence of more than
a year.

There is little to choose among jail, State training school, or detention
centers. Only a small percentage of jails offer more than religious services
to their inmates. The locality that turns youth over to the State loses track
of them-authority to determine date of release Is turned over at the same
time. There is rarely provision in the State code for review or hearing, and
no definite time-period is specified. This vague, discretionary authority carries
so much potential for abuse and neglect, that eight States have amended
their statutes to provide for maximum terms of Institutionalization. Although
detention centers are located in the community, only 20 percent of all deten-
tion centers reported to the National Council on Crime and Delinquency in
1966 that any of their youth participated in community activities. Since then,
no one has asked.
Alternative

The failure of traditional Juvenile justice is so great that it suggests con-
tact w'th courts, corrections and even probation officers increases the prob-
ability of further delinquency. In many counties, alternatives have been
initiated to treat Juvenile offenders, and to prevent delinquency. Local gov-
ernments have not been able to set aside much money to pay for these experi-
ental programs, and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has
been willing to fund only treatment, not prevention programs. A little could
he scraped together from the Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
and State funds, but not enough to secure funding over periods of time suf-
ficient to allow for satisfactory evaluation.
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Nevertheless, we have learned that some programs do not work-at least,
they have no effect: social casework, and recreation programs, for example.
We have also learned that some programs hold promise for success: compre-
hensive services, for example, brought to bear on the needs of individual
youth who are maintained in the community, either in residential alternatives
or at home.

STRUCTURE FOR CHANGE

The county is a uniquely suitable place to initiate these alternatives. The
juvenile court and many agencies that provide human services must come
to the county governing board for approval of their budgets. The Juvenile
court, if it can be persuaded to cooperate, has the authority to order that
decent alternatives be brought to bear on the problems of local youth, and to
,ee that they are provided. The county's responsibilities to maintain public
health, physical and mental, to supply vocational training, to provide social
services including welfare, to fund education-these vary by county, but most
counties have comprehensive responsibilities-have already created a struc-
ture that can institute comprehensive community-based services. Large urban
counties or consortia of counties are eligible to receive and spend manpower
training and placement moneys under the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act of 1973. This skeletal structure for change can be fleshed in
with the collaboration of community resources-private groups, volunteers,
and the school system.

Thus, the community itself can state and act on its own definition of the
behavior It will tolerate, and take steps to meet the social needs of its youth.
We must break the cycle that allows parents, schools, courts, and corrections
to abdicate their responsibility to children-turning them out, handing them
over, locking them up, letting them out, and locking them up again.

NACo finds that Interest In bringing county and community resources to-
gether to serve youth Is keen in the counties, and willingness to experiment
with new ways of diverting and treating youth outside the iuvenile-justice
system is high. But the counties, as Congress discovered In hearings on the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, cannot achieve large-scale
changes to benefit youth without a sufficient level of federal financial assist-
ance.

WHAT COUNTIES NEED TO EFFECT CHANGE
Funds

Counties need financial assistance. The criminal- and juvenile-justice systems
are heavily supported by the most regressive of local taxes, and most of us
face fiscal emergencies. Incarceration and detention are expensive, but the
dollars we are often told we will save if we keep youthful offenders out of
institutions must be quickly converted to program dollars if we are really
to help rather than merely hold them. We have almost no resources to pay
for the planning and expertise we need to start linking together a network
of services that is responsive and accountable, particularly in the area of
prevention. We need the means to amplify and strengthen our capability to
meet the needs of our youthful population. We must find and finance shelter-
both day care and permanent alternative environments. And we must have
the means to evaluate what we have done.

In Wayne County, for example, we have 36 percent o)f the State's run-
aways, and the total number is Increasing. We are looking for ways to pro-
vide temporary shelter. Meanwhile, we were able, with LEAA and HEW
monies, to put together a Juvenile Facilities Network that now serves 3,400
youth. We were hoping the new Title XX moneys of the Social Security Act
would be funneled through the State to Wayne County, enabling us to take
over when the current funding period ends. This now looks doubtful. We face
a loss in local tax revenue, and we must anticipate the effect of the cutback
in LEAA's budget.

We would like to prepare our youth for the working world with training
and jobs. But Wayne County's unemployment problem is so serious we must
choose between children and their fathers.
Federal Leadersli ip

Counties need Federal leadership to help influence their State legislature
to revise Juvenile codes and bring them into the 20th century. There has been
considerable movement in this direction since 1970, but most State statutes
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are still too vague, and fall to provide the court's action. Provisions for legal
counsel, for review and for other minimal rights and duties must be written
into every State's Code. The Association of Arkansas Counties, for example,
vas able to write a new code for that Code, garner the support necessary to

get It passed in the last session of the legislature, and follow it through with
training for Arkansas county Judges, with a small grant from LEAA.

Federal leadership can help bring school districts, county governing boards,
agencies of local government, and community groups together-by providing
the expectation that something may come of it.
Evaluation, Consultation, and Results of Research

We do not have, nor do we have the ready means to acquire, expertise,
research studies, results of the few evaluations available, and resources to
conduct our own evaluation of projects designed to prevent and treat delin-
quency. As the President's Commision on Law Enforcement and the Adminis-
tration of Justice concluded:

"* * * Exemplary practices cannot be reduced to simple formula because
they may depend upon other services and facilities not up to par. A Juris-
diction with an excellent detention building may be poorly staffed; one with
a good child-care staff may have communication problems with the probation
department; one with an excellent probation department and detention facility
may be overused by the police without court control. For this reason, high-
caliber consultation and coordinating services . . are of utmost importance
if poor routine practices are to be avoided."
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Aot of 1974

As Congress discovered In hearings conducted the past 2 years, "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;..." This expresses our vexed condition in a nutshell. The
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 that followed this
statement promised relief, specifically answering our three areas of need:
1). funds; 2). Federal leadership; 3). evaluation, consultation, and results
of research.

The National Association of Counties passed out hundreds of copies of this
act to its constituency, and it was hailed with enthusiasm. Our counties recog-
nized the act as necessary support of their agenda for youth. We were anxious
to get started on this new initiative. The counties were not so naive they did
not see possible problems they would have to face when the act became law:
The immediate separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and total de-
institutionalization of "status offenders"-youth who commit offenses that
would not be criminal if committed by adults--within 2 years of receiving
funds will work a hardship on many small- and medium-sized counties. But
the counties determined to overcome these problems, reasoning that with the
resources and expertise available they could set up adequate alternatives.

Tie counties were stunned to discover that the President had signed the act
into law one weekend, asking that no money be appropriated, since the Fed-
eral Government was already spending $155 million "under current pro-
grams." This Is a figure that should have been examined. LEAA had testified
that they spent $140 million through block grant programs on Juvenile de-
linquency in fiscal 1973. Did anyone ask what for? We certainly haven't been
able to spend block grant moneys for delinquency prevention in Wayne County.
We must show youth to be possibly criminal if we are to qualify for Crime
Control Act dollars. The remaining $15 million represents a slight increase
in the small amount H1EW had been spending for some years to establish
youth service bureaus and other programs.

What has happened to the Act's promise?

MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE ACT-NOT IMPLEMENTED

The Act sets up mechanisms within the LEAA system of grants administra-
tion to advise, coordinate, and administer this new initiative. The crucial
position is that of LEAA Assistant Administrator, to be appointed by the
President, with the advice and consent of the Senate. This person is granted
broad authority to implement the act, and a great deal, we think, depends
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on its energetic administration. We watched for the appointment with interest.
The act has been law for 7 months, and no administrator has been appointed.

Another major mechanism for administering the act is the Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. We hoped this
council might provide major input to LEAA on problems of delinquency pre-
vention and treatment. Because counties occupy a significant position in the
Juvenile-Justice and social service system, we submited a list of names for
nomination that we thought would represent the county perspective. The
90-day deadline for appointing this council came and went, and despite our
repeatedly voiced concern, we heard nothing until March 19, 1975, when we
saw the list of Presidential appointees. Not one of the names we submitted
was accepted, nor was any general elected official appointed.

The act sets out provisions for formula grants to the States-based on the
ratio of their population under 18 to their total population-no State would
receive less than $200,000. As with other LEAA grants funneled through State
planning agencies for criminal justice, local governments would have to put
up a 10 percent match. Under the act, this match may be in cash or in-kind-
services or facilities, volunteer hours donated, etc. This is a real advantage
over the Crime Control Act funds we now apply for which require a cash
match. Some counties cannot spare even the 10 percent cash match for new
programs, and the in-kind provision would give them a chance at funding.

Two-thirds of the formula grant must be spent through programs of local
government-unless the State alone operates Juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention programs-and no less than 75 percent of the funds shall be used
for advanced techniques in developing, maintaining and expanding programs
and services to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the Juvenile-
justice system, and to provide community-based alternatives to detention and
correction facilities. The act defines those alternatives, and it sounds to us
in the counties like the kind of shelter and services we would like to offer
youth in trouble: "A small, open group home or other suitable place located
near the juvenile's home or family, and programs of community participation
in the planning, operation, and evaluation of their programs of community
supervision and service which maintain community and consumer programs
which may include, but are not limited to, medical, counseling, alcoholism
treatment, drug treatment, and other rehabilitative services."

The act details advanced techniques, including subisdy to local government
to keep children at home in the community rather than in correction insti-
tutions, educational programs, youth service bureaus, and other mechanisms
for providing intake and referral services, and support for youth-initiated
services. This is the kind of Federal leadership we seek.

In addition, discretionary grant moneys are available for public and private
agencies to initiate "special emphasis" programs. We think these grant moneys
will provide for the kind of experimentation and evaluation effort we cannot
always undertake with tight property-tax moneys. We hope to see inmagina-
tire use of these moneys that will help us find ways to increase community
capacity to meet the needs of youth.

But where is the $75 million for fiscal 1975? The $125 million for fiscal
1976? Is there any chance we will see the $150 million for fiscal 1977? What
we have now is a tiny program--8 million-put together with left-over
discretionary moneys under the Crime Control Act to deinstitutionalize status
offenders. But what will we do with status offenders if we have not planned,
coordinated, and Instituted adequate alternatives? The Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act calls for a plan to achieve deinstitutionalized
status offenders, and offers real support for the alternatives a community
will have to have in place before deinstitutlonalization can succeed.

Under Title III-The Runaway Youth Act, we have a $5 million program
at tIEW. That agency had 400 letters of request before they had written
grant-application materials.

We understand LEAA has asked for permission to reprogram some of the
unspent dollars that revert from the States to achieve other selected purposes
of the act, and we understand permission has been denied. But even if LEAA
could wrangle the highest figure of reverted funds we've seen quoted-480
million-they could not achieve the purposes'stated in the act.

Nothing short of full funding and energetic administration will do the job
Congress set out to do by writing and passing the Juvenile Justice and De.
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linquency Prevention Act of 1974. The National Association of Counties
wishes to take this opportunity to communicate to you the resolution adopted
unanimously by our Crime and Public Safety Steering Committee, and ap-
proved by our Board of Directors: "NACo affirms the purposes of the act
and firmly resolves that funds be appropriated to help local governments solve
the problems of juvenile delinquency.

"NACo recommends:
"That supplemental appropriations be provided Immediately to institute

the act in fiscal 1975.
"That full authorization--$125 million-be appropriated for fiscal 1976."

PROBLEMS OF COMPETITION BETWEEN AGENCIES

Senator BAY1T. One question, I think you might be in a better
position to answer than the others, because of the Coordinating
Council role. Do you see any problem that might exist by creating
jealousies and competition within involved private and public
agencies?
- Ms. DuMrA. I see that exactly as that. We tried to establish a
Youth Services Agency at the county level a year ago, and I chaired
a committee which spent 6 months trying to determine the feasibility.
And during that time, it did involve public and private agencies.
We did during that time find an increasing hardening of public
health, mental health, public education, and other agencies towards
defending their own little bailiwick, and their own sources of fund-
ing. As I say, even within the Coordinating Council, I find this is
so; that there is a protective feeling of the various agencies toward
heir own kinds of programs-the courts, for instance-and I find
there is not sufficient advocacy in those groups towards a coordina-
tion and strong support for youth services.

Senator BATH. You are here as a commissioner, representing the
county?

Ms. DurmAs. And the National Associations of Counties.
Senator Riyii. You have a wide variety of other interested groups

represented here. So at the national level, there has been a recogni-
tion. You mentioned your juvenile judge. Now, does the juvenile
judge recognize the importance of this kind of program?

Ms. D rs. Our juvenile judge recognizes tremendously the im-
portance of this program, and of additional juvenile funding. He
and I try to get something like .50 percent of the Coordinating
Council's' budget put into juvenile programs, realizing that we
would be lucky to get the required 30-50 percent.

Senator BAyi. At home, as far as you are concerned. you do not
see any problem; you are going to be'able to find a way to spend it,
to do a job that is generally and favorably recognized in the com-
munity.

Ms. Dr.rAs. You can do a job, and you certainly need to do a job
in Wayne County. I see the problems developing. And, I will tell
you I would rather the county commissioners spend the money on
juvenile programs in preventing juvenile delinquency, and 'stop
these kids before they become members of the adult criminal justice
system, because it costs a lot more to build and maintain jails than
it does to provide for juvenile programs. Right now. Wayne County
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is under order by a three-judge panel to provide space just for our
overflow prisoners-adult prisoners in the Wayne County jail. That
is going to cost us $500,000 just to renovate existing space, and to
provide for 1 year's funding. It is going to cost us $36 million or
more if we build a new jail facility, and we believe we may be
ordered in the near future.

Senator BAYh. Who has to pay that $36 million?
Ms. DUMAs. The county would have to pay it from general fund

revenues, or by assessing new taxes. The people out there are going
to have to pay the money.

Senator BAYH1. Mr. O'Neill, of OMB, mi ght note that the same
taxpayers are going to pay for that new jail that are going to pay
this money designed to try to ultimately create situations where
you will not need it.

Ms. DUMAS. Right.
Senator BATH. Thank you Ms. Dumas.
Mr. Smart?

STATEMENT OF WALTER SMART, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL FEDERATION OF SETTLEMENT AND NEIGHBORHOOD
CENTERS

Mr. SM ART. Mr. Chairman, my name is Walter Smart, executive
director of the National Federation of Settlement and Neighborhood
Centers. I am particularly pleased to speak on behalf of the Na-
tional Collaboration for Youth. I will mention those agencies
briefly: the Boys Clubs of America, Campfire Girls, Future Home-
makers of America, the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., National Council
of YMCAs, the National Jewish W'elfare Board, the Boy Scouts
of America, the 4-H Club, Girls Clubs of America, the 'National
Board of the YWCA, the National Federation of Settlements, and
Rent Cost Youth Service Programs. These combined agencies, or
the combined resources of these agencies, make up a formidable
system of service delivery which works with the vouth in all 50
States of the Tnion. In 1974, these agencies provided services to
more than 30 million youths.

I heard a lot of discussion about the cost of action or innction.
T would briefly like to make a few points about investing judiciously
in the lives of some of the youths of many of the communities in
which we serve.

I saw the statistics on one of our agencies in Chicago recently,
where 85 percent of the youth between the ages of 11 and 14, in one
of the youth gToups, had court records already. Indeed, it appears
in many of the neighborhoods, the children will inevitably become
involved with the law, at least by the age of 15. Many of these
communities lack resources of almost any description. There is no
public recreation in these communities. Many of these areas, their
families are broken-85 percent are supported by welfare. There
are just no resources at all. The children are being reared in the
street.
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PREVENTION PROGRAMS PROHIBITED BY SAFE STREETS ACT

Many times, the services of these agencies, part of a national
collaboration, are the only positive force within these communities.
We have attempted to work collaboratively and cooperatively with
public agencies for some time, even before the passage of this new
act. We have approached LEAA, for example, at the community
level with our first-hand knowledge and experience in dealing with
youth, attempting to get their cooperation in providing needed kinds
of programs that we think would guarantee success in terms of an
alternative direction in the lives of youth. We have been told count-
less times that that kind of program is prevention, and we are
prohibited under the Safe Streets Act from spending that kind of
money returned to other parts of government; and we are told that
for demonstration purposes, this kind of program can be supported,
but not on a continuing basis. Indeed, we wonder where the level
of accountability and responsibility would be.

That is why we are so strongly in favor of the Juvenile Justice
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, with the essential principles
that we think are required; such as the Federal leadership, the
National Institute, the adequate funding, national standards, com-
munity-based preventive and divergent treatment programs, and a
private voluntary agency participation. We continue to offer our
services to the LEAA, but sadly, to date, it is still after the fact.
We have provided regulations after they have been developed for
our opponents, and we think that is a little bit late in terms of
getting our real inputs into the system.

We have attempted to discern, from various State levels, whether
or not any initiative is being taken to implement, the act.. 'What we
find is that, at least from the feedback we have gotten from our
local agencies in those areas, they have made contact with the
Governor's office. They have recommended persons they think would
most be helpful on a State advisory board. Sometimes, we do not
get a response at all. On other occasions. we have been advised that
the act has not been funded; therefore, the act does not exist.

The studies by the National Youth Alternative Proiect also review
the same act; that State after State. with the lack of funding, feel
thnt the act simply does not exist.

Let me close bv stating our deep appreciation to y'ou. Mr. Chair-
man. and to others of your subcommittee, for the leadership that
von have given in this area. The combined boards of all of these
national organizations are deeply concerned. Our national office is
receivincr an increasing, amount of inquiries as to what. is really
hanpenine with the act.

I will request our prepared statement be inserted in the record.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WALTER SMART

Mr. Chairman, It is a great pleasure for me to Accept your Invitation to
testify here today on an Issue of vital Importance to the youth of this country

-the Implementation of the Juvenile Justice and relinauency Prevention Act
of 1974. T am particularly pleased to speak on behalf of the 12 national youth
serving agencies that form the National Colloboratlon for Youth.

07- ,H8K () - 76 - 13
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The National Collaboration consists of: Boys' Clubs of America; Camp Fire
Girls; Future Homemakers of America; Girls Scouts of the U.S.A.; National
Council of YMCAs; National Jewish Welfare Board; Boy Scouts of America;
4-H Clubs; Girls Clubs of America; National Board of YWCAs; National
Federation of Settlements; and Red Cross Youth Service Programs.

A total of 30 million young people were served by these organizations in
1974. These are a broad cross-section of this Nation's young people from rural
and urban areas from every State in the Union, from all income levels and
from all ethic, racial, religious and social backgrounds. We have the ex-
perience of working resources, poor in spirit, poor in opportunity, children
who are alienated, children who are troubled, and children who get into
trouble.

We have the expertise of 36,000 professional staff, both men and women,
who believe in the importance of their work in youth development, who be-
lieve in the need to divert children from our outmoded juvenile justice system.
This resource of competent, knowledgeable individuals with expertise in work-
ing with youth and families is a formidible system of service delivery already
available and active in large and small communities, urban centers and rural
areas.

We have the services of 4 million volunteers--this is an unusually active
resource of uncompensated people power. Voluntarism is a reality-a funda-
mental facet of national youth serving agencies' organization. One million
volunteers serve on national and local boards and committees. This tremendous
corps of local community leadership extends into every State of the Nation,
providing a wide base of community support and influence.

One of the major reasons behind the formation of the National Collabora-
tion for Youth, which is really a way for National Executives and lay leaders
to work together for common goals, was a mutual anxiety about the problem
of juvenile delinquency and its prevention. We were well aware that the arrest
of juveniles for serious criminal acts has risen 1,600 percent in 20 years. But
as voluntary national youth serving organizations, we were concerned both about
the quality of our juvenile justice system and the lack of a voice on this issue
from those organizations that have the most firsthand experience in working
with our Nation's youth. Our agencies, dealing daily with the delinquent and
potentially delinquent youth in our society, are aware of the abuses and short-
comings of the way our communities treat juveniles. The Collaboration came
together to express its concern that children are frequently rejected by recre-
ational, education and social service systems only to be abandoned to the streets,
the courts and ultimately detention and correctional systems. Because of the
urgent need to offer more opportunities to young people and to find improved
methods of preventing delinquency and of handling youthful offenders, the
national voluntary organizations committed themselves to strengthen their
efforts and to reform youth services. But it was obvious from the beginning,
that effective government action was essential if there was to be any hope of
success. And so we pledged our organizations to seek a partnership between
the public and private sectors to help children in trouble.

Senator, we were aware from the introduction of your first bill, S. 3128
in early 1972, that your comprehensive approach to the juvenile crime prob-
lem was one acceptable to the private agency community. The Collaboration
worked with this subcommittee and its staff in 1974 to assure that the bill
contained the principles necessary for public/private cooperation in the fight
to combat delinquency. From the beginning of our effort, we accepted the
responsibility of providing a voice at the National level for experienced youth
serving agencies and their constituents, the youth themselves.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law
03-415) as passed, did contain these principles we felt essential: (1) Federal
leadership, (2) adequate funding, (3) a National Institute, (4) national
standards, (5) community-based prevention, diversion and treatment pro-
grams, (6) private voluntary agency participation. The passage of the legis-
lation was a high point In the movement toward a partnership between the
government and the private voluntary agencies to improve the quality of
Justice for Juveniles in our communities.

As a result of the work of the Collaboration, each member organization
has an Increasingly aware membership throughout the United States which
understands the importance of implementation of this legislation.
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They are aware that the President signed the legislation with an announce-
ment that no new funding would be requested for its implementation. The
President's budget requests no funds for 1976. Our members realize that new
funds are essential if this new law is to be implemented in the States.

Even though the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is required
to maintain its 1972 level of financial assistance for Juvenile delinquency
programs at $140 million, there is no system of monitoring such expenditures
until after the fact. The proposed cuts in LEAA's 1976 budget, combined with
existing LEAA commitments, make delinquency expenditures extremely vul-
nerable. But even if games were not being played with Juvenile justice fund-
ing, new appropriations for the Juvenile Justice Act would be essential be-
cause sufficient local funds from public and private sources are not available
to support community-based programs for Juveniles.

My organization, the National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood
Centers, operates in poverty areas where families are concerned about pro-
grams which could divert from the juvenile Justice system their children who
are always at risk. These communities have seen cutbacks in worthwhile
proven programs. These communities do not need any moie models or demon-
strations. They have seen all too often that Federal demonstration programs
do not last. Unfortunately, the on-again, off-again nature of Federal programs
reinforces the antisocial attitudes of youth. These communities need funding
from the Federal Government for programs such as those operated by--settle-
ments and neighborhood centers which have a demonstrated capacity to
serve youth in their own communities.

Support for just such programs was envisioned by the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act. Adequate appropriations are vital to the ef-
fective implementation of this act.

We cannot overemphasize the importance of funding this legislation, par-
ticularly the mandatory provisions, because only with effective funding will
implementation be assured. Nevertheless, there are other steps that can be
taken to carry out the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
One part of the legislation amends the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act to provide for representatives of private agencies on State super-
visory boards and regional planning units. Implementation of this provision
does not cost money and LEAA could provide leadership in this regard im-
mediately. As you know, the placement of representatives concerned with the
prevention of Juvenile -delinquency on the State planning agency is vital to
insuring the development of the public/private partnership indispensable to
effective prevention programing. Up to the present time, LEAA In general
has had minimal contact with .private groups and frequently that contact is
only to inform them of decisions already made. The -reality is that LEAA
needs to provide for effective communication with private agencies throughout
its organization.

One central goal of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
was to create responsible national leadership to replace the present frag-
mented Federal efforts. It is a basic belief of the Collaboration that delin-
quency prevention and Juvenile Justice reform are national concerns. Change
can be brought about only by effective Federal leadership impacting on all
levels of government and providing direction to the multiple public and pri-
vate delinquency programs. It is deeply regretted by the members of the
Collaboration that LEAA has already lost the momentum that comes with
the passa !e of a bill.

Private agencies wishing to participate in this new program have had to
devote the major portion of their time to trying to find correct channels and
appropriate procedures for such participation, rather than LEAA exercising
leadership to bring these agencies into the program.

Another obvious example of inaction is the failure to appoint an Assistant
Administrator to head a new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. This office has, by virtue of the new act, policy control not only
of the programs under the act, but of all programs concerned with Juvenile
delinquency administered by LEAA under the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act. LEAA is no different from any bureaucracy and this office
will not be able to assume policy direction of all LEAA Juvenile delinquency
programs until an Assistant Administrator is appointed. That appointment
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would signal the bureaucracy that LEAA seriously intends to carry out the
mandate of the act. Certainly, focusing policy control in one office is a major
aspect of the effort to strengthen Federal leadership in the field of delin-
quency prevention. It is important to emphasize that the Acting Assistant
Administrator, Mr. Frederick Nader, and his small, hard working staff are
doing the best they can under the circumstances.

These are examples of the lack of action toward implementation of the
new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

Before leaving the question of implementation, I want to express the gratifi-
cation of the Collaboration at the appointment of its Chairman, William R.
Bricker of the Boys' Club of America, to the National Advisory Committee
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. While the appointment of
the National Advisory Committee was delayed months after the required
timing of the act, it is certainly a step in the right direction. We hope that
this appointment reflects an understanding by LEAA of the Importance of the
role of the national youth-serving organizations in the implementation of the
act. We also hope that it is the first of many formal and informal relation-
ships of the Collaboration with LEAA to help carry out the goals of this
legislation.

There cannot be the slightest doubt that the intent of Congress in passing
the new legislation was to make the prevention of delinquency a National
priority of the Federal Government and specifically LEAA. To this end,
Section 541(a) of Public Law 93-415 specifically amended the Safe Streets
Act to provide that:

"It is therefore the further declared policy of Congress to provide the neces-
sary resources, leadership, and coordination to (1) develop and implement
effective methods of preventing and reducing Juvenile delinquency (2) to
develop and conduct effective programs to prevent delinquency, to divert
juveniles from the traditional Juvenile justice system and to provide critically
needed alternatives to institutionalization * * *"

Witness after witness before this subcommittee testified to the lack of
attention of the State, local and National Government to the prevention of
delinquency. Private agencies and communities are frustrated that there are
so few facilities for young people until after they became involved In the
Juvenile justice system. We know that it is equally frustrating for those
involved in the administration of Juvenile justice that there are so few
alternatives available within the system. The Collaboration wholeheartedly
supports the goal of this law to provide alternatives at the community level
before the child gets in trouble with the law-in short, the prevention of
Juvenile delinquency.

In all discussions of prevention, it is important to emphasize that private
agencies can establish a trust relationship with young people that Is often
impossible for governmental agencies. We can undertake outreach and other
flexible programs involving volunteers that simply are impossible for most
governmental programs. We are already spending tens of millions of dollars
privately raised each year on programs to prevent delinquency. But to meet
the needs of 1hese times, we must work with Federal leadership and funds to
provide services adequate to the growing need. The act must be implemented
so that LEAA will be required to move strongly into prevention programs.

The lack of implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act is a tragically familiar story. In 1968, Congress passed the Juve-
nile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act, giving HEW primary re-
sponsibility for national leadership in developing new approaches to the prob-
lems of Juvenile crime. The 1968 Act provided for a broad spectrum of pre-
ventive and rehabilitative services to delinquent and predelinquent youth.
HEW ultimately failed to meet its broad mandate due to lack of sufficient
appropriations and lack of effective administration, particularly lack of sup-
port from the Department. The HEW program also suffered from the domi-
nance of LEAA in the criminal and Juvenile justice field. We understand
that one of the reasons for placing the new act in LEAA was to focus all
Juvenile Justice programs in one place. It would be tragic if the same in-
ineffective program has simply been transferred from HEW to LEAA. But our
hopes for the LEAA program remain high. We believe the work of members
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of this subcommittee to obtain adequate funding and to provide continued
leadership will insure action.

We respected the bipartisan effort which culminated in the passage of this
legislation. We know your dedication and we are confident that you will stay
with the fight for effective implementation. We want you to know that the
national youth serving organizations are committed to continuing the fight
to improve the quality of juvenile Justice for young people.

We recognize that we have an important role to play in increasing the
awareness of our members and the public of the importance of delinquency
prevention. But we also want to use the structure of national private organi-
zations, each with its network of local affiliates, to marshal local resources
for Juvenile justice. We want to see that local affiliates are guided through
the maze of procedures and processes which should culminate in locally
planned grassroots services for youth. We promise that we will continue to
do as much as we can on our own, but we need the resources and leadership
of the Federal Government to fulfill our potential in developing community
programs for youth.

The Colloboration is committed to giving this subcommittee the continued
benefit of our years of experience in working with youth. We are equally
committed to working with LEAA to form a partnership between the Govern-
ment and the private voluntary agencies because we believe that private
nonprofit agencies have a unique role to play in providing services to troubled
youth.

Finally, the Collaboration recognizes that the passage of the legislation was
only a small first step and that there is a long way to go to assure the effective
implementation of this Act.

We are here to fight for justice for Juveniles this year, next year and for
the foreseeable future. The battle for Justice for children is far from won.

Senator BAY11. Thank you, Mr. Smart.
I think your presence recognizes the broad citizen interest in this.

The groups that you mentioned deal primarily in a voluntary way
with, as you point out, 30 million people. That citizen interest is
expressed in passage of this bill. and hopefully it will now again.
be felt in its entirety.

Mr. Mayor, we appreciate how busy you are. You came here at
significant inconvenience. You have a plane to catch. I apologize for
the delay. We are anxious to hear what you have to say.

Mayor MALON.EY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS MALONEY, MAYOR, CITY OF
WILMINGTON, DEL.; REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF
CITIES, AND U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mayor MAfLONEY. I would like to thank you for extending to me
and my fellow mayors the opportunity to testify on the problems
of juvenile delinquency in our cities. On behalf of the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, and the National League of Cities I would like
to commend the Congress for its overwhelming passage of the
juvenilee Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. It is a difficult task
for Congress to comprehensively deal with the questions of juvenile
delinquency. The bill is well written and addresses the main issues
of juvenile delinquency. I am hopeful that this piece of legislation
will pave the way for more comprehensive approaches to legislation
in other criminal justice areas.
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Juvenile delinquency cuts across the fences from truancy to
murder, and one important factor which seemed apparent in the
recently enacted juvenile delinquency legislation was the distinction
of the Congress between status offenses and criminal offenses. With-
out a doubt, the most serious in my own city, Wilmingtofi, Del., over
the past 3 years has been the tremendous rise in the number of
juveniles committing serious offenses. In 1974, juveniles accounted
for 54 percent of a arrests for part I crimes in Wilmington, an
increase from 34 percent in 1973. Further, the actual number of
juvenile arrests for part I offenses increased 308 percent, from 610
arrests in 1972 to 1,880 ir 1974.

I would like to insert in the record a chart' which graphically
depicts the overrepresentation of juveniles in the commission of
crimes in the areas of robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft.

Perhaps more shocking, though, than the overall general crime
rate is the fact that juveniles are becoming involved in serious crimes
at an earlier age each year. For example, official police records in
my city show that youths 14 years old and under are most a pt to
be involved in youth crimes such as auto theft, larceny, and burglary.2

In Wilmington, as in every other city around the United States,
robbery has become a young man's crime. Of the persons arrested for
robbery in Wilmington in 1973 88 percent were under 25 years of
age, with 64 percent being under 19 years old. The median age of
robbery defenders decreased dramatically from 20.5 years in 1972
to 17.5 years in 1973.

It is not my intention to bore the subcommittee with statistics,
but these numbers are a startling reflection of the significance of
juvenile delinquency problems. Tragically, 68 percent of all persons
arrested in Wilmington in 1974 were juveniles. Each year, these
offenders appear to be getting younger, and the programs for pre-
venting juvenile delinquency seem to undergo drastic cuts in the
Federal appropriation process.

I am also offering for insertion into the record data 3 showing the
1973 offender age breakdown for robbery and burglary in the city
of Wilmington. Only one offender for each crime was included in
this chart so as not to bias any age category. According to my fellow
mayors this data can be replicated in any of the Nation's cities.

Auto theft continues to be a juvenile crime problem in Wilmington.
In 1974, 76 percent of those arrests for auto theft were juveniles.
Most were too young to have a driver's license. National studies
show that these youngsters and the stolen autos are more likely to
become involved in accidents, often fatal, than sre licensed and ex-
perienced drivers. Thus, unchecked juvenile delinquency creates a
severe safety hazard to both the youthful driver and the public.

MOST SERIOUS CRIME PROBLEM INVOLVES YOUTH

Mr. Chairman, many of my fellow mayors feel that the level of
juvenile delinquency activity can have a large impact on the viability

' See Chart I, p. 157.
2 See Chart II. D. 158.
3 See Charts III and IV, pp. 158, 159."
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of our cities as places to live, work, knd-visit.--1n Wilmington, for
example, we have undergone many positive changes in the quality
of life during the past 2 years. Our successes in many projects, ho*-
ever, has depended upon our ability to control our crime rate. Often
we are governed by citizen perceptions of crime. Recently conducted
community surveys show that the overwhelming majority of people
felt the most serious crime problems are those of robbery and
burglary involving the youth of ou-r cities. -

The National Advisory Commission-on Criminal Justice Standards
and Goals also recognizes the high correlation between serious
crimes and juvenile delinquency when it identified the prevention
of. juvenile delinquency as the most important factor in reducing
crime.

I haye spent most of my testimony speaking on the involvement of
juveniles in serious crime because it is a major problem in Wilming-
ton. However, in order to begi-i, so1viig the problems of juvenile in-
volvement in serious crime, we must do something about the tre-
mendous-legal bottlenecks and the volume of juveniles being processed
by the criminal justice system. rovisions -in the Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention Act recognize the need for separate treatment
programs and facilities for status offenders and criminal offenders.
Mayors feel that diversion programs will help eliminate much of
the volume presently; crippling our juvenile courts. Thus, more at-
tention can be given to utilizing criminal justice resources to combat
the rise in serious offenses created by the more hard-core repeat
offenders.

To the serious criminal offender, there must also be programs
which will constructively use after school and summer idle time
of our young people. In my own city, again, we presently have an
unemployment level of 16.2 percent for the month of March. With
even the most optimistic predictions and some Federal assistance
from the Department of Labor, only one in four juveniles will
obtain a job for more than 10 hours a week this summer. We need
not remind ourselves of the potential dangers of idle youth wit-
nessed during the 1960's.

Some States, however, are attempting to exhaust all potential
resources to expand juvenile delinquency programs. The State of
Delaware through its recently appointed Juvenile Justice Legislation
Committee will begin dealing with the questions of separate housing
facilities for juvenile status aid erTi-nal offenders. These efforts,
too, require financial support if they are to serve the purpose for
which they were intended in the Julvenile Delinquency Prevention
Act. The Congress has succeeded through this important piece of
legislation in motivating cities and States to begin discussing and
planning massive changes in the institutional structure of the treat-
ment of juveniles. We need your continuing support, however, lest
the -local response will be short lived for we cannot, without signif-
icant appropriations, continue this increase in local planning and
programing for juvenile delinquents. The approximately $8 million
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which apparently will be made available through Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration discretionary funds is woefully insuf-
ficient for a nationwide program and can only be spent on projects
which conform to the Safe Streets Act and its amendments. At a
time of rising unemployment and other social woes facing our cities,
the mayors feel that it is a bad policy to create rising expectations
vis-a-vis authorization and failure to deliver, through appropriations,
the necessary funding for such programs.

Based on the problems I have outlined which we face in Wilming-
ton and other cities throughout the country, I am hopeful that
Congress and the administration will recognize the importance of
fully funding the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Treatment
Act of 1974, authorized at a level of $350 million over a 3-year
period.

Nothing can be more important to the mayors and 'the cities than
exhausting the potential- for comprehensive planning of juvenile
delinquency programs afforded in the legislation. Without con-
tinuous funding, which was requested in the bill, the potential can
never be fully exploited.

We need your help to insure coordinated and consistent pro-
graming that is based on long-range systematic planning and re-
search. When left to worry about year-to-year funding, little actual
time is spent on programing, and too much is spent on worrying
about where the next dollar is coming from.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator BAYH. Thank you, Mayor Maloney.
I know you are going to have to catch a plane. Let me just ask

you a couple of quick questions.
Are the babies born in Wilmington meaner now than they were

10 years- ago?
Mayor MALONEY. I doubt it. They have better health care now.

Probably they should be happier.
Senator BAYH. I think it is fair to assume that the genes in newly

born babies today are no different than when you and I breathed
our first breaths. Is that not a fair assessment?

Mayor MALONEY. I would suspect that is true.
Senator BAYH. Perhaps society's response to them as they grow

up is at least part of the problem. Only one in four young people in
Wilmington will have 10 hours of employment this summer. That
clearly has some relationship to it. What was your unemployment-
16 percent ?

Mayor MALONEY. Our unemployment for March was 16.2 percent.
Senator BAYh. That kind of statistic is quite a commentary.
Mayor MALONFY. Also, that is not counting the children that will

be out of school this summer.
Senator BAY1. Those figures concern us. maybe even frighten us;

they do not bore us as statistics. But Wilmington is not unique
%among our large cities.

Lot me ask you another question, I think you are in an excellent
position to answer. Is it possible for those of us who are concerned
about solving problems to deal equitably, but forcefully, with the
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professional crime; and yet handle the masses of would-be or could-
beprofessional criminals on the other hand in-such a way that they
do not get to that state, could we do it in a way that is politically
acceptable?

You hear all these people responding to the concern that parents
have and homeowners have, that businessmen would have had, in
terms of response to some of the atrocities, which, I think we need
to respond to. But on the other hand, is it possible for us to use a
program like this Juvenile Justice Act to deal with the prevention
end of it without giving the impression that we are in favor of
mollycoddling the people who prey on society? Can we meet that
test?

PEOPLE DON'T REALIZE COST OF CRIME

Mayor MALONEY. I think one of the biggest problems in the whole
criminal justice area has been that we have not been able to adequately
define it to the public in economic terms. If the public were more aware
of how much it is costing them to suffer the problems of rising
crime; and how much the benefit would be accruing to them of
spending a little more money to cut down on these kinds of forced
chan-es in their lifestyle and their ability to enjoy a good life, I
think you would find a great support from the public. Not just for
stronger enforcement in the sense of more police protection, but in
better correctional systems. That would be sure to make better
citizens out of the individuals that were getting caught in the
system.

But I think we have not defined it purely in the economic terms
that most people like to hear, as far as Justifying the program. I
think some of the figures were coming out this morning with your dis-
cussion with Mr. O'Neill. But people do not realize how much it costs
to have crime, and how much it costs them not to be able to walk
down the street. The retail areas of vour cities suffer. People cannot
enjoy parks, and the cost of materials and retail goods go un be-
cause of tremendous amounts of shoplifting. People are not willing
to spend money in recreational areas; and, because of the fear of
robberies and bur%'laries people are afraid to leave their homes. All
of those kinds of things could certainly be measured by some good
economist.

If those pictures were painted clearly to the public of how much
it is costingr them to pay for increasing crime in the court systems.
probation officers, the prisons, I think they would be more willin% to
spend greater amounts. In fact, in the long run it would probably
be a lot cheaper for them. They would acutallv be saving taxpayers
dollars by concentrating on these prorsms.

So the answer to your question is, "Yes."
Senator BAYr. I think, sometimes, we look to where we would like

to be. but we are never eoincr to fret there unless we realize where
we are. And today's society is going to have to bear some cost to
mpove to where we want to be from where we are. Perhaps the cost
of nrovidin, some of those boys and girls in Wilmington summer
jobs, or recreational opportunities, is preferable to the cost of a car
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theft or shoplifting that you relate it to. Does that make sense?
Mayor MALONEY. That sure does.
Senator BAYh. Thank you very much for being with us. I know

how busy you are.
Mayor MALONEY. Thank you, Senator.
Senator BAYH. Ms. Rothman, thank you very much for being with

us. I am sorry it has taken so long.

-STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, CHAIRWOMAN, TASK FORCE ON
JUVENILE JUSTICE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN

Ms. ROTiHMAX. I am Flora Rothman, a member of the National
Board and Chairwoman of the Justice for Children Task Force of
the National Council of Jewish Women, and I do welcome this
opportunity.

When the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was
signed into law last September, it was a milestone in years of effort
by members of your subcommittee, particularly yourself; but also
to many of us in the community, who for those years had tried very
hard to get people to understand the need for that piece of legisla-
tion. We felt that it really represented Congress' intention to estab-
lish a comprehensive and coordinated approach to the problems of
juvenile crime, and to the underlying needs of youth.

Our program started with a study.'We had thousands of our mem-
bers going out in their own communities around the country to take
a look at the juvenile justice system there, to see what happens to
children in their own towns and States. One of the things that really
struck us quite early in our study, as we were preparing the basic
resource materials was how many recommendations had been made
by national commissions and respected authorities year after year,
iterated and reiterated, and never implemented.

When the question arose earlier today about what kind of evidence
do you have that your approaches would work, I think that some
of the people who were involved in making that decision ought to
have, an opportunity to read some of these reports of the President's
Crime Commission in 1967, the National Advisory Commission, and
see how many times these recommennations have been made. Also,
how many really top-level people in the field recognize these as pos-
sible solutions when our traditional system is failing.

The results of our studies around the country are discussed in the
book, "Children Without Justice," a report by the National Council
of Jewish Women. The things that the women found in their study
were the kinds of problems that you address in the act: The treat-
ment of status offenders, the lack of residential facilities that forces
kids into detention centers, and sometimes even jails, simply because
they need someplace else to sleep rather than home; the lack of ap-
propriate services within our communities, and certainly the lack of
coordination of those services that do exist.

These are the failures of the system that I thought you had tried
to .nvey earlier today. These women, who represent for the most
part middle-class, urban-suburban, taxpayer-type citizens were very
unhappy with what they saw; and began engaging not only in serv-
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ices, but in some attempts to change systems--in many cases, with
other organizations and groups, as well as with public agencies. And
so, we were very optimistic by the sorts of things that were promised
in the Juvenile Justice Act.

We were not the only ones with optimism. I would just like to
mention one story that is recorded in the book. While the action on
the bill was pending, Representatives Hawkins -and Bell visited a
group home administered by our Los Angeles section. Afterwards,
one of the girls who was a resident of that home wrote: "When the
Congressmen and their aides were here, I felt very important, because
if the bill really does get passed, and they are able to get more homes
set up like this, it will really be good for kiids who need it * * * I think
it is really nice that somebody in this world cares enough to do this
sort of thing."

INTANGIBLE BENEFITS ARE YOUTHS LIVES

I think that that sot of thing ought to concern us as much as the
funding, as much as the cost benefit. These are lives, and I think
lives are very hard to tally on a balance sheet, and they are extra-
ordinarily important. You and your congressional colleagues obvi-
oiisly do care enough. But caring is not always enough, and this is
where we run into problems. There have to be resources. Our experi-
ence has been similar to a couple of the earlier speakers, in that the
reports that-we have gotten from the various parts of the country
indicate that State implementation-both in terms of supervisory
and advisory appointments, and in planning-have been almost neg-
ligible. Without the inducement of new funding, many States have
shown little inclination to change their customary methods and
priorities.

At the same time, you have heard of the escalation of the need.
Joblessness among teenagers-the estimates vary; they have estimates
among some populations of over 60 percent. But there is strong feel-
ing, especially when one realizes what the shortcomings are in official
unemployment statistics, but it, is probably close to 50 percent.

Your recent hearings on crime in the schools indicated that van-
dalism of school property costs localities about as much as is spent
on textbooks; and that almost a quarter of the children who were
discussed at that hearing do not graduate from high school. Then,
too, we have the increased problem of violent and serious juvenile
crime. Certainly. none of these things mitigate our concern that this
act must be implemented effectively. We urge your continued efforts
to secure the full funding you and vour colleagues would deem nec-
essary to address these problems. Let us, together, try to convince
the people in high places that they. too, understand this need. Let us
give the act the chance it deserves, lest it be another addition to the
pile of juvenile justice recommendations proposed but never prac-
tieed. Thank you.

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Ms. Rothman. I cannot
* dequaltely express my appreciation to you and to the members of
your organization who have been out there along with these other
volunteer organizations, helping to create the environment in which
we could get this measure passed. As you recall, when we started,
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there were those who said this was a "pie in the sky," too idealistic
hope. They said we could never confront some of the established
ways of doing things, and get it passed. We have done that. Now,
let us show that with that same kind of resolve, we can get it funded
and implemented.

We have seen some movement, but we are a long way from getting
it done. We are going to need your help.

Ms. ROTHMIAN. We have been working on it, and we are willing to
work harder.

CONCERNED VOLUNTEERS CREATE CHAIN REACTION

Senator BAY!!. I know you have. Mr. Smart and millions of volun-
teer people out there who are concerned are indispensable in making
those who would otherwise assess juvenile crime prevention as a low
priority, reconsider their assessment. It seems to me, when you look
at the volunteer help that you and Mr. Smart's collaboration utilize,
we really multiply the investment needed for the program; and make
it possible for men and women who really do not want a salary to
make a contribution toward helping children in trouble. Thus, we
have a chain reaction, the effect of these tax dollars, and your efforts
as well as the reaction we have on boys and, girls at an age when it
is still possible to reach them.

M1s. ROTHMAN. I think we have done it, as I am sure the- other
organizations whom Mr. Smart represents, because these kids are
part of our communities, and we cannot cut ourselves off from them
any more than they have been able to from us.

Senator BAny. Certainly appreciate that. It is hard to single out
one group, because there have been so many that have been helpful
in obtaining passage of the act.

Judge Healey.

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD V. HEALEY, JR., ASSOCIATE
JUSTICE, RHODE ISLAND FAMILY COURT

Judge HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, I am Edward V. Healey, Jr. I am
an associate justice of the Family Court of Rhode Island. In addi-
tion, I am the president of the National Council of Juvenile Court
Judges, and chairman of the National Juvenile Court Judges Foun-
dation, and presently acting chairman of the new Nevada corpora-
tion called the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges, Inc. And
I make these statements because I must disclaim I am representing
any of those groups today, because we have 501 (c) (3) status, and
there is some question about an organization such as ours lobbying
as an organization. But I am here to speak as a family court judge,
and an intimate of judges all over the country.

I thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss
the initiatives taken today to. implement the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, as well as the additional steps necessary
to meet this congressional mandate.

Senator BAYH. Before you proceed, let the record show that private
citizen Edward V. Healey is here representing himself and other
concerned citizens.
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Judge HEALEY. I just want that on the record, you understand. I
would hate for the IRS to suddenly knock on our door.

Senator BAY. For reasons we will not go into here, I think your
present professional and official status, plus your past friendships,
means that you have a louder voice than just a normal citizen in
determining the di;'Pction that this program may take.

Judge HEALEY. I probably have met about 1,000 judges in the
United States in the last 2 years, and have spoken to them about the
problem, Senator.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee To Investigate Juve-
nile Delinquency, I thank you for this opportunity to appear before
you to discuss the initiative taken, to date, to implement the Juvenile
-Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974-Public Law 93-
415-as well as additional steps necessary to meet this congressional
mandate.

First, may I commend the Members of Congress for their action
in passing this much needed legislation and particularly the Chair-
man for his diligence and persuasiveness in shepherding this act
through Congress.

I come before you as a judge who has served in the juvenile justice
system for 15 years, as a father of nine children, as an interested
citizen. For the last 15 years I have shared with my fellow judges
throughout the United States a deep -and abiding feeling for children
in trouble, a concern for all young people in or out of the juvenile
justice system, but most importantly, a concern for my fellow citi-
zens and for this country of my birth, the United States of America.

When I first became a judge, I came in filled with fire and brim-
stone. The feeling of the general public in Rhode Island, which I
shared, was that the juvenile justice system was "mollycoddling fhese
wise little punks." I echoed the sentiments that "a heavy hand," "a
little time in the lock-up" 'would solve all the problems. It was and is
today a simplistic approach to a complex problem.

I was raised in a poor section of Providence-today it would be
called a "ghetto"--came up the hard way.

I subscribed to the so-called "work ethic" and was not about to
allow a handful of malcontents to take over-but I had a rude
awakening shortly after I ascended the bench.

In Rhode Island, children placed in the training school are re-
leased only upon approval of the judge. The training school submits
a report recommending discharge which the judge reviews and ac-
cepts or rejects. One day I received such a recommendation and when
I read the boy's history. I thought it was a "put-on". I insisted on
the facts being reviewed and to my chagrin, I found them to be
true. This voung man had been placed in the training school 2 years
earlier and had grown to like it. It was feared by the authorities
that he was becoming "over-institutionalized" and thus they were
suggesting his release. But the facts that overwhelmed me were
t hese-he was one of 21 illegitimate children and had lived in the
center of Providence for most of his early years in an abandoned
streetcar.

Since that time I have had many, many cases where the social
history pointed up graphically that not everybody in these United
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States has even the basic necessities of life. I could recount many
horror stories but I'm sure that this committee has heard these tales
before.

NEED BEVIER SYSTEM FOR JUVENILES

Since that humbling experience, I, in the same manner as juvenile
court judges across the country, have tried to overcome public
apathy, to improve our resources, to encourage community response,
to excite our lawmakers, to point out to one and all the need-the
crying need-for a better system to handle our young people who
are in trouble.

I mut confess-it has not been an easy sell-while there are some
areas which have responded-the Nation as a whole has failed
miserably. Like many in the juvenile system, juvenile court judges
have been as "game fish swimming upstream."

We have been excoriated and defamed by friend and foe alike--
police, social workers, law and order types, libertarians, appellate
courts, legislators, the news media-I personally haye been called
everything, so that, now, anything sounds familiar. Our silent credo
has been "we shall overcome," but it was a forlorn hope until the
Congress of the United States became interested. It was then that
we saw the light at the end of the tunnel-for it is the considered
opinion of judges from every State in the Union, to whom I have
spoken, that, without a massive dose of Federal support-legisla-
tively and financially, without a concerted, coordinated and cen-
tralized effort--only'the Federal Government can direct and or-
chestrate--our feeble efforts would be in vain.

Senator BAYI. Excuse me for interrupting. I have just received an
emergency phone call.

Meanwhile, please continue. Let the record show-that Mr. Rector, our
chief counsel, will proceed with the hearing-by acting in my capacity.

Judge HEALEY. We saw the system of juvenile justice envisioned
three score and ten years ago reverting back to a junior criminal
justice system-we saw young people being sacrificed to salve the pub-
lie's feeling-we saw a- system based upon charity and understanding
in the Judaeo-Christian'concept, reverting to tl.3 outmoded and bar-
baric rule, "an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth."

And so it was not to raid the public treasury, not. to protect a
sinecure nor to maintain a private--fiefdom, that judges rallied to
support the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974, but rather to assure that future generations of
children will not be physically neglected. medically neglected, edu-
cationally neglected, morally neglected, physically abused, sexually
abused and most importantly, neglected by their community, State
and country.

Now, we are not unaware that our country is faced with many
major problems-the recession; the collapse of our Asian policy;
the Mid-East; the enerpv shortage; water shortage, the peril from
recognized adversaries. We are not unaware of the fiscal problems of
our national government, but we do find it difficult, to understand
the failure to fully and completely implement Public Law 93-415.

67-988-76----14
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Seventy-five million dollars... $125 million ... $150 million ..
These amounts boggled my mind until I realized that the total cost
to implement this act for 3 years amounts to approximately $1.75
per person in the United States-$1.75 per person to take steps to
assure that:

1. People, young and old, can walk the streets in the pities and in
their neighborhoods without the fear of being assaulted, mugged,
robbed, raped, and murdered.

2. People, young and old, can sleep peaceably in their homes
without being burglarized and pillaged.

3. Businessmen can operate stores and not armed camps.
4. Children can attend school and not be assaulted, robbed and

extorted from.
5. Taxpayers can put their tax dollars into improvement of oui"

educational system rather than paying the overwhelming costs of
vandalism.

6. Teachers can get down to the business of teaching and leave
policing to law enforcement agencies.

7. Children, whose liberty must be impressed, can be put into a
system that will, in fact, habilitate them.-

8. Children suffering from learning disabilities, retardation, emo-
tional disturbance, autisii, physical abuse, mental illness will be
guaranteed the treatment they need and not be treated as criminals.

9. Every training school in the Nation will train and habilitate,
not punish and destroy.

10. That prevention will be the hallmark of the system.
-Public Law 93-415 has been ably and expertly drawn-its findings

cannot be contradicted.
No juvenile court in the Nation today is adequately nor sufficiently

staffed to meet its obligations under State statutes relating to the
handling of juvenile offenders. Funds for this purpose are increas-
ingly difficult to secure at the local, county, and State level in view
of the pressures- of other fiscal demands and the current inflation-
recession crisis.

Most juvenile courts, att(endant staffs, and related programs are
poorly or inadequately housed. The facility needs alone, are tre-
mendous nationwide. Thousands of children, for example, are being
detained in jails for lack of more appropriate housing. A compre-
hensive survey of courtrooms and chambers available to judges in
Ohio last year, for example, revealed gross inadequacies.

CHILDREN "LOST IN TIlE SHUFFLE '

The problems of abandoned and neglected children and the dearth
of resources for them is highlighted by the preliminary findings of
a program called "Children in Placement" in which the National
Council of Juvenile Court Judges is sponsoring. In Rhode Island
we have discovered in our initial survey about 75 children who have
been "lost in the shuffle."

Programs conducted in public education systems designed to keep
children in schools during suspe"-ions and expulsions are extremely
limited and little is known of the success or failure of these pro-
grams.
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Drug abuse is still a highly significant item in the intake rolls
of juvenile courts. Alcohol use and abuse is becoming a serious prob-
lem, and if continued at its present pace we can reasonably expect
that in 5 years one out of every ten young people will be an alcoholic.
Technical assistance to juvenile courts of a truly helpful nature is
very limited in scope and availability.

Training at the national, regional, and local level is restricted aid
extremely limited for juvenile justice personnel.

Statistical reporting is currently poorly administered at the
national level. No one truly knows the extent of delinquency and
neglect in this Nation.

Very little valid research is being done in the area of delinquency
causation.

There is no general consistency of statutes dealing with juvenile
offenders, neglected, abused, and abandoned children in this Nation.

The foregoing are but some of the failures in the national effort
to reduce, control, and prevent the confrontation between youngsters
and the law. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974 speaks to each of these under title I. Yet there is a relative
paucity of Federal resources being directed toward such issues.

The current staff of the "acting" Office of Juvenile Justice in
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration consists of a hand-
ful of well-meaning, highly motivated people-at last count number-
ing eight-attempting to cope with a problem of severe complexity
and magnitude without financial resources. The one major program
developed by this office thus far-8 months subsequent to passage
of the act-is a solicitation for $8.5 millions in grants to secure the
removal of so-called status offenders from institutions. Very little
has been done or even planned in the other areas mentioned in
title I, and some concerns, such as training-, are completely neglected.

To date, the program focus has been on deinstitutionalization of
children charged with offenses that would not be crimes if committed
by adults. This emphasis is consistent with congressional intent, but
the funds available-$8.5 million-are so limited that the end product
is likely to be further discouragement at the State and local level.
There is just not enough money to generate the required support at
the local level.-

The goals of Public Iaw 93-415 can be attained-its concentration
on prevention, diversion, training, treatment, rehabilitation, evalua-
tion and research will result in the improvement of the juvenile
justice system-its scheme for State plans will enhance the chances
that every child in the United States will be a resultant beneficiary.

Senators, when I learned that I would be invited to speak to you
today, I solicited information from fellow judges around the country.

Associate Justice David Zenoff of the Supreme Court of Nevada,
who as a former juvenile court, judge, has maintained a strong in-
terest in this field wrote:

In one area alone we find that care and treatment at the outset might well
reduce at least the Incidents of young people' involved in murder. That area
Is what we eoll delinquent mental detectives. I'm informed that In three cases
entertained 6~y the Nevada Supreme Court alone within the period of 30 days
three murders were committed for nickels and dimes against three innocent
unsuspecting victims, a cab-driver, a store owner and a cigarette salesman,
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all unrelated to each other, all committed separately by three different 17-
year-old boys and the common denominator was that in their very early
childhood they were seriously mentally retarded and their conditions went
untreated and uncared for.

Judge Maurice B. Cohill of the Allegheny Court of Common
Pleas, Family Division, recited a recent case of a young 15-year-old
who had stolen 15 automobiles. Fifteen automobiles worth an average
of $3,000 for a total of $45,000--can we possibly estimate the total
cost of vehicles stolen in the entire United States? Can we measure
the value of goods shoplifted? When you get to the bottom line, the
figures would undoubtedly be equal to a sum necessary to fund this
act for the n-ext 200 years.

Judge Walter Whitlatch of Cleveland, Ohio, is faced with the
problem of crimes of violence. This is typical of many large urban
areas. When I first came to the bench, crimes against property-
theft, burglary, shoplifting, larceny, vandalism-predomihated.
While these types of offenses still represent the great number of
cases, there is an alarming increase in crimes against the person-
robbery, assault, rape, assault with dangerous weapons, and murder.
In the last 5 years. in Rhode Island, they have doubled.

As a direct result of this increase in violent crimes by young
offenders, many legislatures are addressing themselves to bills which
would lower the age of juvenile jurisdiction. I'm advised that in
New York, legislation is being considered to reduce the age to 14
years. This exemplifies the feelings of the public which regretably,
but understandably, is premised on reaction and not action. "Lock
them up and throw away the key" has not worked- in the past, in
the present and will not in the future..

JUVENILE DELINQU}INCY IS COMMUNITY ILLNESS

Mr. O'Neill was searching for the magic potion, there is no such
magic potion. Juvenile delinquency is not a virus that can be
isolated by some scientist, and an antitoxin prepared for it. It is
a community ill, requires a massive community effort, and how
anybody can-sitting in such high office-toss it aside so lightly
I will never understand.

Whether or not it works? I can recite chapter and verse of money
spent by the Federal Government, and programs in the State of
Rhode Island, which have worked. Violent offenders who have been
turned around by programs. We have removed half of our children
from our training schools. We only have 14 girls in our girls training
schools. There is hope that this input of Federal money can work,
if it is properly done.

As the Chairman, Senator Bayh, so ably put it: "We have
traditionally relied heavily on institutions-called reform schools,
training schools, or known by other euphemisms-for the "rehabili-
tation" of youth who come under the jurisdiction of a juvenile
court. In recent years, it has become increasingly clear that it is
the function of the judicial system to insure that rehabilitative
goals are realized through the implementation of a right to treat-
ment for incarcerated juveniles.
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Again, Senator Bayh, in speaking of the Gault decision said: "It
has offered our legal system an opportunity unique in the histQry
of this Nation-the chance to mold a new method of redirecting
antisocial behavior, unhampered by the forms and restrictions of our
traditional penal system, but- without offending the constitutional
rights of the individual. In restructuring our juvenile justice system,
legislators and jurists must draw upon every resource available.
We must in particular look to other disciplines, and other cultures,
for guidance."

I unequivocally support that premise, but it will be meaningless
unless the Congress implements Public Law 93-415.

We have amassed the power and the resources of the United States
to protect the security of our Nation, but it will do little good if our
Na-tion becomes a series of enclaves, the bad guys against the good
guys, if young infants being born this minute show up in the
family court of Rhode Island in 1985 as juvenile delinquents. I
urge you, with all the feeling I can engender, place the implemen-
tation of Public Law 93-415 high on your list of priorities. Give the
system a chance to work-something it has not had up to now-give
our country a chance to grow.

Thank you.
Mr. RECTOR. Thank you very much, Judge Healey.
I would like to submit - for the record the resolution' that was

adopted March 12, 1975 by the members assembled at the National
Conference on Juvenile Justice in New Orleans, which was co-
sponsored by the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges and
the National District Attorneys Association; realizing it was not
specifically endorsed by those particular entities, but that it did
express the consensus of the more than 800 individuals in attendance-
a cross section of persons from around the country, urging the
President in particular and the Congress to act to meet the mandate
of the act.

Judge HEALEY. I would say that is a cross section of disciplines
in this area of juvenile justice. I heard nobody dissent.

Mr. RECTOR. I do not know whether Mr. O'Neill received a copy
of the letter that was addressed to the President.. Perhaps we
should send an additional copy to his attention.

Mr. Wertz, we apologiifor--th- late hour. This is the kind of
thing.we cannot always program, as you are well aware from your
experience in testifying before congressional committees. As Senator
Bayh indicated, he is very apologetic for the situation that has
developed, but I think we all appreciate the unique opportunity
we have had in sitting across the table, so to speak, from the-folks
at OMB, who in normal instances have been hiding behind the
cloak of executive privilege. It is a very rare opportunity, indeed,
for any congressional committee to have a healthy opportunity to
try to ferret out exactly what it is that these policymakers have in
mind when they cut the budget and otherwise expend the red ink at
the White House.

See appendix, p. 446.
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With that introduction, I would like to mention one aspect of
your statement that literally jumps off the page. I will bring it to
the attention of 0MB, as -well as sections of other statements
presented here this afternoon. I do not want to preempt your
statement, but I would like to quote you: "Simply put, the dilemma
is this-that the public and the Congress want runaway juvenile
delinquency stemmed, but the administration refuses to provide
additional new funds to help to do the job. Furthermore, it seeks
to cut what programs already exist, a situation- we feel is intoler-
able." I think, on that note, we should proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. WERTZ, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING-
ADMINISTRATORS

Mr. WVERTZ. I think it, is a good place to end, quite frankly, between
the lateness of the hour and the weakness of my voice this after-
noon. I think I am going to be brief, and let the written statement
be submitted for the record.'

For the record, I am chairman of the National Conference of
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators, which is the
organization composed of the directors of the 55 State criminal
justice planning agencies around the country.

Like the other speakers who talked on this panel, we share the
concerns about the lack of funding for the Juvenile Delinquency
Prevention Act. We feel that this is one of the most important
reform measures in the criminal justice area to be coming down the
road in an awfully long period of time.

The SPAs have been in business now for about 6 years. We have
juvenile reform plans on the books ready to be implemented.
Simply put, the only thing that precludes the implementation of
those plans is a lack of adequate resources. I personally reviewed
the State plans developed by a number of our sister SPAs. Virtually
all of them appear to be philosophically compatible with the
objectives of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

FULL APPROPRIATION FOR ACT, NOT REPROGRAMINO

Again, the only thing that seems to preclude our implementation,
at this point in time, is a lack of available resources. The position
of the National Conference very simply is that we would urge this
subcommittee to urge the full Congress to appropriate for fiscal
years 1975 and 1976, the full amount available under the regional
congressional authorization.

A good deal of our discussion here, today, is centered on the ques-
tion of the possibility of 0MB reproizraming some figure, which
eludes me, either $7 million, or $14.5 million, or $20 million reverted
funds that have come back to LEAA. Quite frankly, in our experi-
ence any of these figures would be woefully inadequate to implement
the provisions in the Juvenile, Justice Act. $14 million would be

See p. 171.



171

woefully inadequate. The combination of the original authorization
for 1975 and 1976 might begin to approach the point where some
of the reforms envisioned by the act could begin to be implemented
at the State level.

I guess, very simply put-rather than reiterating the positions
of the other members of the panel, which I think were well put,
and which we strongly support-the time has come for action.
The reprograming, as important as it is, is only a drop in the
bucket, and we urge this subcommittee to take a position that we
go for full authorized appropriations for both 1975 and 1976.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here.
PREPARED STATEMENT' OF RICHARD C. WERTZ

Mr. Chairman and distinguished committee members, my name is Richard C.
Wertz and I am chairman of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators. The conference is composed of the 55 State Criminal
Justice Planning Agencies-or SPAs-which operate in the States- and terri-
tories under provisions of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended by the Crime Control Act of 1973. I am also executive direc-
tor of the Maryland SPA, the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Justice.

I am pleased to be here today to provide a State-level perspective on the
critical need for funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974. I should, therefore, like to discuss the SPA role in the prevention
of juvenile delinquency as we see it, to summarize SPA strategies and past
accomplishments in the Juvenile delinquency area and to reemphasize the vital
need for immediate funding at full authorized levels for this important piece
of legislation.

As the members of this subcommittee know, in 1968 Congress passed the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, a bold, new Federal approach
to addressing crime problems and the urgent need for improvement in our
Nation's criminal justice system. In making Safe Streets a block grant pro-
gram, Congress supported the concept that the States had significant respon-
sibility for criminal justice reform and provided them with the decislonmaking
authority and some of the fiscal resources necessary to revive a long neglected
system. Additionally, the act mandated the establishment of State Criminal
Justice Planning Agencies and charged them with the responsibility for com-
prehensive planning in the law enforcement and justice field. Thus, as a result
of the congressional mandate, there were established for the first time State-
level planning capabilities in each of the 55 jurisdictions, aimed at pulling
together the various and heretofore fragmented, components of the adult and
Juvenile justice community into a coordinated and smoothly functioning sys-
tem. This has been a task of monumental proportions.

As we view it, that system consists of four major component parts- Juve-
nile delinquency prevention, police, Juvenile and adult courts, and Juvenile and,
adult corrections. Since we must deal with the many serious problems that
exist in each component of the system, our limited resources are applied so as
to be responsive to each of the system's functional parts. It was not the intent
of Congress, we believe, that we concentrate those resources in any one partic-
ular area to the exclusion of another.

We share the concern of many members of this subcommittee that Juvenile
delinquency is an alarming problem that needs immediate and comprehensive
attention. We had looked to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act as a vital new resource to bolster our existing juvenile programs, and are
disappointed that the administration has chosen not to provide this much
needed support.

During the past 6 years, the SPAs have made considerable progress in ad-
dressing State and local'adult and Juvenile justice problems. They have been
flexible in meeting police, courts, and correctional needs as each component
developed the ability to effectively program and utilize Federal funds. In recent
years, as planning and research capabilities have become more sophisticated,
and as a wider variety of agencies have been encouraged to try new program-
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ing approaches, a broader, more diversified range of program activity has
taken form.

In this process, however, the SPAs have had to work within certain limits
dictated by the availability of funds and the statutory mandate of the Crime
Control Act. We believe the pace of criminal Justice reform can be quickened
by the authorization of additional funds.

As we, in the States, have refined the arts of criminal justice planning and
research, one shocking fact has become increasingly clear: Juvenile delinquency
is a problem far more serious than many seem to believe-and it is growing
worse each year.

The FBI's Uniform Crime Reports for 1973 show that total arrests for
persons under the age of -1 for violent crimes increased 246.5 percent In the
13 years between 1960 and 1973. During the same period, the overall arrest rate
for those 18-and-over increased only 16.8 percent.

The State Planning Agencies have applied Increasing amounts of funds to
address juvenile problems and the programs which we have developed have
begun to reshape the Nation's youth service systems.

The approach taken by the SPAs in dealing with juvenile delinquency has
been, to the extent allowed by the Crime Control Act, philosophically and pro-
grammatically in step with the policies of Congress set forth in the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Section 223 of the act states that
emphasis should be placed on community-based programs and service such as
shelter-care and foster-care homes, youth services bureaus, and other programs
aimed at diverting juveniles away from the formal criminal justice system.
These are the types of programs which have been developed by the States dur-
ing the past 6 years. This Is where the emphasis has been and where It is
expected to continue to be.

I should like to cite a few examples of the kinds of projects which have
been funded in the States by the SPAs.

Oregon has placed major emphasis on prevention of juvenile crime through
the use of police-school community liaison officers, criminal justice education
as part of the school curriculum, and behavioral intervention. Other programs
in Oregon mike use of employment experience for "hard core" delinquents,
and volunteers for counseling. Youth care and shelter-care centers have been
established through 18 programs supported by the SPA.

Youth services bureaus have been developed on a widespread basis: YSBs
have operated in at least five Alabama counties, serving an estimated 9.000
youths; the New Jersey SPA has funded seven YSBs in high crime areas; a
YSB project funded by the Oklahoma SPA provided services to more than
400 youths during its first 10 months of operation.

In Albuquerque, New Mexico, an SPA-funded project has provided services to
young people arrested for the first time on charges of marihuana possession.
Under the program, youths who qualify are offered the opportunity to partici-
pate in a drug education program as an alternative to formal processing
through the criminal justice system. Not one juvenile who has been offered
the course declined to participate, and the rate of recidivism among clients
has been only 4 percent. -

In my own State of Maryland, substantial emphasis has been placed on
development of group and shelter care facilities as well as screening and
diversion programs for juvenile offenders. Our comprehensive plans for this
year include crime specific projects designed to impact on juvenile crime In
our larger Jurisdictions. Another approach planned for this year In Maryland
would involve community participation In programs whereby youths may be
diverted, provide restitution, or provide alternative public service depending
on the nature of the offense and the circumstances of the case.

In addition, the National SPA Conference has, In each of the last 2 years,
used its national meetings as a forum for the discussion of juvenile delinquency.
We were honored at our meeting in January 1974. to have as oufr keynote
speaker Senator Charles McC. Matbias of Maryland, who spoke on the need
for a Federal juvenile delinquency initiative. A major agenda item at our.
annual meeting last summer was a panel discussion and workshop on juvenile
delinquency. The purpose of these activities is to provide for the exchange of
ideas between the States in this critically ImDortant area.

We have also monitored progress of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act during the past year and have been pleased to submit our views
to Congress on several occasions.
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These few examples highlight our concern and the wide range of activity
already underway by the States. We firmly believe that more programs and
more new ideas are needed. The philosophy in these programs is that juvenile
delinquency should be addressed at the community level and that large insti-
tutions do not serve-the rehabilitative needs of most Juveniles. The community-
based programs, which have been established to date, have been too few In
number to show substantial reductions in juvenile crime. The public demands
results and, quite frankly, we sense the beginnings of hardening public atti-
tudes In dealing with Juvenile offenders. Those who once supported a com-
munity-based approach may, out of sheer frustration, soon demand a return
to institutionalization. We are uncomfortably close to coming full circle.

In a number of cities, conflicts are already beginning to develop between
law enforcement officials by large numbers of Juveniles arrested and released
by the courts, and juvenile Justice officials equally exasperated by the lack of
dispositional alternatives. We believe that there is a critical need to come to
grips with this growing source of frustration.

We think that community-based programs can reduce and prevent juvenile
crime, but urgently need the appropriations to expand our efforts. We have
looked to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as a means to
that end, and have thus far found only disappointment.

When President Ford signed the act into law last September, he implied
strong support for the need to prevent and reduce crime among our Nation's
youth. Naturally, the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning
Administrators welcomes that support. Unfortunately, that support has not
translated into fiscal resources. Our regret is that "agreement in principle"
does not fund programs.

It has been argued that the Nation's current economic problems necessitate
a reduction in Federal spending and that funding for this act does not repre-
sent the best fiscal interest of this country. We support responsible budgeting
designed to improve the economy, but we maintain that reasonable priorities
must be established. From the standpoint of timing, I believe that there has
never been a more appropriate moment to provide funding to implement the
Juvenile Justice Act.

Historically, hard economic times-periods of high unemployment and un-
certainty about the future-have placed additional burdens on the adult and
juvenile justice systems. Today, large numbers of youths are unable to find
work and are idle and in need of money. These circumstances provide a fertile
environment for the growth of Juvenile delinquency. Now Is simply not the
time to stifle the-ability to deal with the problem of juvenile delinquency.

Equally as serious, the administration has now proposed a reduction for
fiscal year 1976 in the appropriation levels for action funds available to the
States through the Crime Control Act program. These funds are the backbone
of our national adult and Juvenile justice improvement. Such a cut would
severely hamper our ongoing efforts in all areas including, of course, Juvenile
delinquency. At a minimum, we see the need to maintain current levels for
Crime Control Act funds and for additional appropriations under the Juvenile
Delinquency Act. Anything less, we feel, would be a serious blow to our efforts.

Simply put, fhe dilemma is this: The public and the Congress want run-
away juvenile delinquency rates stemmed, yet the administration refuses to
provide additional new funds to help do the job, and furthermore, seeks to cut
what programs already exist. This situation, we feel, is intolerable.

The job of reducing juvenile delinquency has already begun in the States,
but it cannot be expanded or improved without additional resources.

When the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was passed, we
looked forward eagerly to its implementation. The States have proceeded to

-develop expanded plans for juvenile delinquency programs as mandated by the
act. Supervisory boards at the State and local levels have, in many cases, been
reorganized to provide increased representation by citizens and Juvenile Inter-
ests and initial contacts have been made with those groups and agencies
anxious to get programs underway. We have looked forward to not only ex-
panding existing program areas, but to the development of new and innovative
programs which the anticipated additional resources would allow. We are pre-
pared to move forward in every way but one: the appropriations simply are
not there.
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In summary, the SPAs have a key role in reducing Juvenile delinquency.
They have, In fact, already implemented a variety of important programs which
are having a positive Impact. The rising rate and severity of Juven'.le crime
point to an urgent need for more action. The SPAs have begun developing
plans for a newoffensive and they are ready to go ahead. What we need now
are the funds to implement our-plans.

It is apparent that if the need for expanded Juvenile programing is to be
met, it will be met by Congress. The strong majorities in both Houses of Con-
gress that supported passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act is ample evidence of congressional concern over our Nation's Juvenile
crime problem. It is my sincere hope that the priorities which seem somehow
to have been misplaced, can be restored by congressional action.

REPROGRAMED MONEYS NOT SUFFICIENT TO IMPLEMENT ACT

Mr. RECTOR. Thank you very much for your comments. We should
note that the discussion at various points, and particularly when
the budget people were here, was in the direction of reprograming
available moneys. However, that is primarily because the only day-
light that has been indicated at OMB in the last 7 months was with
regard to the "up to $20 million." That was not in any way to
reflect that this subcommittee, its chairman, or other Members of
the Congress, would be satisfied with that rather modest, to say the
least, amount of appropriation. It would not even begin to meet
minimal allocation for each of the States. In no way would it begin
to address the comprehensive kind of program incorporated in S. 821,
which was signed 8 months ago. But it, is a start, a beonning.

Mr. WERTZ. I doubt very seriously if one moderate-size State,
could even deinstitutionalize with the sort of money that is being
talked about in the reprograming. My own concern is that, at
this point in time, we have the climate for some really creative
juvenile justice reform in the country; but we also have, at the
same time, growing concern on the part of the general public to
do something about juvenile delinquency. I am afraid if we wait
too long that the opportunity will pass, and we- will end up with
suppression, as opposed to creative reform.

I think, quite frankly, that the only way to push the whole
dilemma off dead center is to go directly at it through the appropri-
ations process. I think that the reprograming, if it ever comes
through, is a nice thing; but, quite frankly, it is irrelevant to the
broader concern of implementing this program.

I strongly urge the subcommittee to take that one headon.
Mr. RECTOR. Unfortunately, the President's posture and the OMB

posture is not irrelevant to the appropriations process, so we are
focusing in part on the reprograming aspect. We are trying to
pry -loose at least some daylight, as I indicated earlier. In no way.
from our perspective, would it put a lid on efforts to obtain a fiscal
1975 supplemental or funding for fiscal 1976.

Because of the lateness of the hour we will conclude the pro-
ceeding. We do intend however to pursue with each of the
participants supplementary questions. In particular, questions on
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issues regarding what LEAA has done, to date, to implement those
sections of the act that are not contingent on an appropriation;
whether it be on monitoring the maintenance of efforts that your
folks, Mr. Wertz, would be particularly concerned about; or whether
it be the question of augmenting and reorganizing the State planning
agencies and regional planning units to include nonprofit, and public
people who have to kind of experience requisite with mandate of
the act and which the Coigress intended to be incorporated in those
bodies; or the other various and sundry aspects of the act that
really do not require moneys to get the program off the ground.

On behalf of Senator Bayh, I would like to, again, thank you
all for participating today. As he indicated, much remains to be done,
and all your respective entities and organizations will hopefully pur-
sue efforts similar to those they have in the past to see to it that we get
dollars from both Houses of the Congress, and that we get a reorder-
ing of priorities at the White House and at OMB regarding juvenile
justice.

The hearing is adjourned until the call of the Chair.
[Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the subcommitte adjourned, subject

to the call of the Chair.]
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PART 1-SUBMITTED BY WITNESSES

FROM H. LADD PLUMLEY

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUzNcy

Legislative.Report Sept. 24, 1974.
THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

A shadow of disappointment prevailed when President Ford signed into law
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. After a long
three-year struggle for Congressional approval, President Ford dealt a final
blow by refusing to allow any new funds to implement the Act. In a press
statement, released September 8th, the President stated, "I do not intend to
seek appropriations for the new programs authorized in the bill in excess of
the amounts included in the 1975 budget until the general need for restricting
Federal spending is abated". The President's action cut $75 million from
first-year funding and may severely limit the effectiveness of the measure.

The appropriation, however, is only one important feature of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Procedural and Constitutional pro-
tection for juveniles under Federal jurisdiction, a special Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, coordination of Federal programs and
activities, citizen participation in policy-making and planning, Federal assist-
ance for state and local programs, special emphasis on prevention and treat-
ment programs, and a national researcli, training and evaluation effort into
all aspects of juvenile justice, collectively represent the comprehensive cover-
age of the new law.
Procedural and constitutional protection

Amending Title 18 of the United States Code, the Juvenile justice act
assures that all Juveniles accused of a delinquent act under the laws of the
United States will be transferred to the jurisdiction of a state Juvenile court
or another appropriate state court. This provision is based on the assumption
that delinquency can best be dealt with at the local level or within the home
community. This amendment prohibits the movement of young people away
from their home area to Federal institutions in different parts of the country.

There are three exceptions to this provision. A Juvenile offender will not be
transferred to a state court if the United States Attorney General certifies
that: 1) the state does not have Jurisdiction because of the severity of the
offense; 2) the state refuses to accept jurisdiction; and 3) the state does not
have adequate services to meet the needs of the Juvenile.

In the event that the Juvenile's offense is serious enough to warrant transfer
to adult court (i.e. he has commited an offense for which an adult would
receive a maximum sentence of 10 years or more imprisonment, the death
penalty, or life imprisonment), a transfer hearing will be held to determine
if such a move is in the interest of Justice. In making this determination,
consideration will be given to the age of the Juvenile, his social background,
the nature of the offense, prior delinquent record, intellectual and psychological
development, and other characteristics.

During the transfer hearing, the Juvenile must be accompanied by counsel.
If the Juvenile should plead guilty or sufficient evidence is brought forward
to substantiate guilt, then further criminal and Juvenile proceedings are
barred. Any statements made by the Juvenile before or during the transfer
hearings may not be used against him ift subsequent criminal proceedings.

Custody guidelines and specific responsibilities of the presiding magistrate
are also outlined in the Juvenile Justice act. When a child is taken into cus-
tody, he must be informed of his legal rights in a comprehensible manner
and the Attorney General must be notified immediately. Parents must also
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be notified quickly and informed of the nature of the offense alledgedly com.
mitted by their child and of their child's rights. The child in custody must
be taken before the magistrate as soon as possible, within a reasonable period
of time. When in front of the magistrate. the child must be informed of his
right to counsel. If his parents refuse to hire a counsel, then the court will
appoint one. The magistrate must insure that the child is released to a parent
or guardian or, if necessary, to the director of a shelter-care facility.

The juvenile justice act has outlined basic restrictions for detentim of
Juveniles. Juveniles can only be detained In juvenile facilities; and whenever
possible, they will be placed in foster homes or community-based centers.
Under no circumstances will a Juvenile be detained in a facility where he is
continually in contact with adult offenders; and under no circumstances will
an alledged delinquent be placed In a facility where he is continually In con-
tact with adjudicated delinquents.

The new law also Insures the right to a speedy trial for a Juvenile. If trial
proceedings have not begun within 30 days after the first day of detention,
then charges will be dismissed. If a Judge determines that a child shall remain
in custody and the charges intact "in the interest of justice", he cannot base
such a decision on a congested court calendar.

In reference to disposition of juveniles, a special hearing must be held
within 20 court days. A presentence report will be developed and made avail-
able to both the defendant and the prosecutor. Any disposition handed down
cannot be in excess of the juvenile's 21st birthday or longer than the maximum
sentence for the same offense by an adult, whichever is less.

Juvenile jecords are guarded more securely with the implementation of the
juvenile justice act. After each juvenile court proceeding, the record shall be
sealed and only opened for criminal justice purposes. When inquiries are
made into the record of a young person, a general answer will be given
without indicating whether a record does or does not exist. The court must
Inform the parent and juvenile that such records exist and proceedings in-
volved in sealing them. No fingerprints or pictures will be taken without
written permission from the judge and no public media can have access to
any identifying information.

With respect to commitment of a juvenile, no juvenile may be committed to
d facility where he has contact with adult criminals. Adequate standards for
care of the juvenile must be met before commitment. Whenever possible, the
juvenile will be placed in a community-based facility near his home com-
munity. The Attorney General Is allowed to make agreements with agencies,
Individuals, foster homes, and community-based facilities to care for juve-
niles under the jurisdiction of the Federal Government.

Finally, the juvenile justice act also stipulates that a hearing must be
held when considering revocation of parole or probation. The juvenile shall
be accompanied by counsel at these proceedings.

These amendments to the U.S. Code only affect children falling under the
auspices of the Federal Government. It Is hoped-that by changing the present
statutes, the 50 states will follow suit. The procedural and Constitutional
safeguards for juveniles has been an important feature of the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act since its Inception In 1971. The Senate
version of the bill carried these provisions and they were strengthened over
the three-year consideration period. The House of Representatives did not
consider these amendments to the U.S. Code because the committee investi-
gating the issue did not have the necessary jurisdiction. The Senate-House
Conference Committee accepted these procedural and Constitutional safe-
guards as a separate Title to the final version of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act.
The 01ce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pretvntion

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, created by
Title II of the new law, will become an integral part of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration. This special office will acquire the entire Federal
responsibility for juvenile justice. Concentrating all Federal programs and
activities, setting policies and priorities, and financing programs for innova-
tive approaches to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency are
only a few of the office's many responsibilities.
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First of all, the office must conduct an assessment of Federal juvenile
delinquency activitlea within the next year. Recommendations for modifica-
tions In management, organization, budget requests, program Implementation,
personnel, etc. will be included-in the assessment.

A special master plan for Federal Juvenile justice activities must be de-
veloped annually with a special emphasis on prevention of delinquency, diver-
sion from the traditional Juvenile justice system, and community alternatives
to incarceration of young people. Furthermore, the office will require each
Federal agency operating juvenile justice programs or related youth develop-
ment programs to submit an annual juvenile delinquency development state-
ment. This statement must address how each agency promotes the priorities
of prevention, diversion and community alternatives.

Joint funding is also authorized by the new law to help concentrate Federal
resources among the various agencies.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention will provide
technical and financial assistance to state and local governments to improve
their Juvenile justice operations and to public and private agencies to assist
them in implementing Juvenile delinquency programs.

The office will also oversee research, training and evaluation conducted
by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
which will be discussed later in this narrative.

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention will be directed
by an assistant administrators appointed by the President and approved by
the Senate. The assistant administrator will be assisted by two deputy assist-
ant administrators, one directly responsible for aiding the assistant adminis-
trator in his many duties, and the other responsible for directing the Na-
tional Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

A special office for Juvenile Justice has been a controversial issue since the
inception of the bill. The end result was a compromise which brought the
needed conservative support for passage.

Initially, a separate cabinet-level office was desired In order to have an
independent office under the President. All federal responsibility for Jufhenile
justice would eventually fall under this office and phased out from other
Federal agencies. However, a strong congressional and administration oppo-
sition arose to this expansion of the Federal Government. The special office
was next placed in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

Because of the lack of interest shown by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare, and due to the similarity of the new office's administration
to that of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee placed the office within LEAA. This version dominated
In the House-Senate Conference Committee and so remained as the final form
of the bill. The main purpose for a special office for juvenile justice is to
concentrate and coordinate juvenile justice programs among P.ll Federal
agencies. To facilitate coordination, a special coordinating council will be
created. The Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention is the final compromise form of the original cabinet-level office.
Coordination of Federal programs and activities

The Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
is an independent organization under the President, purely advisory in nature.
Members of the council will Include representatives from the Departments of
Health, Education and Welfare, Housing and Urban Development, Labor,
the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, the Director of the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the U.S. Attorney
General. The Attorney General will be chairman of the council, and the
director of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention will
be vice-chairman.

The council will coordinate all Juvenile delinquency programs and activities
assisted by the Federal Government. It will make recommendations to the
President and the Attorney General to facilitate and implement coordination
procedures. A staff will be appointed to the council to provide the necessary
administrative support.
Citizen participation

The Juvenile Justice _and Delinquency Prevention Act mandates citizen
involvement in Juvenile justice planning at the Federal and state levels. State-

67-t.88 () - - 15
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level citizen participation will be discussed in a later section. The new law
establishes a National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention which provides for citizen participation at the Federal
level.

Working with members of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, the National Advisory Committee, composed of
21 representatives of the Juvenile and criminal justice systems, social service
and youth serving organizations and volunteer agencies, will make recom-
mendations to the assistant administrator directing the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention with respect to planning, policy, priori-
ties, operations and management of all Federal juvenile delinquency programs.
Six members of the National Advisory Committee must be under the age of
twenty-six at the time of appointment.

The National Advisory Committee ,will form two subcommittees, one to serve
as an advisory committee to the National Institute for Jhvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and the other will be the Advisory Committee on
Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice. A subcommittee may be
appointed to advise the Director of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention on any function of the office.

Citizen Participation has been an important feature of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act since it was first introduced in 1971. Ideally,
the function of any citizen committee should be supervisory, but the final ver-
sion of the bill established only an advisory committee at the Federal level.
At the state level, however, some supervisory function is given to a similar
advisory committee which will be discussed in the next section. Many argu-
ments arose over the question of citizen input into planning. The basic argu-
ment presented was that citizen participation would hamper effective admin-
istration. The opposition was ineffective and citizen participation in planning
and programming is mandated at both the Federal and state level.

Federal a8sistance for State and local programs
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act provides extensive

financial assistance and statutory control to insure Improvement of state and
local government operations in juvenile justice. Substantial grants will be
made available' through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention to each state for planning, program Implementation, coordination,
training, evaluation, and research in juvenile justice and youth development.

To receive financial assistance, each state must designate an agency for
juvenile justice planning and administration. This agency will be responsible
for conducting a detailed study of state needs for an effective, comprehensive,
coordinated approach to Juvenile delinquency. The agency will create an annual
state plan to improve or enhance existing Juvenile systems at the state and
local level. The state planning agency must have the necessary authority to
insure complete implementation of the plan.

In developing a juvenile justice plan, the state must actively consult with
local governments, private organizations working with local governments,
private organizations working with youth, and state social service agencies.

The Governor of each state must appoint an advisory group to approve the
state plan before submittal to thie Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. This advisory group will be composed of representatives from local
governments, Juvenile and criminal justice systems, and lay persons concerned
with delinquency prevention. There will be between 21 and 33 members of the
committee, with at least one-third under the age of 26 at the time of appoint-
ment. A majority of the members must not be full-time government employees.

Financial assistance from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention will not exceed 90 percent of approved program costs, requiring a
10 percent cash or kind match. Two-thirds of the money received by the state
must be used to execute programs at the local government level (unless other-
wise approved by the Office). Seventy-five percent of the money received by the
state must be used to develop programs for the prevention of delinquency,
diversion from the traditional Juvenile justice system, and community alterna-
tives to incarceration.
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Each state planning agency must review its annual plan and submit a report
to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention with an overall
evaluation and suggestions for modification. The agency must insure that assist-
ance will be available to deal with disadvantaged youth on an equitable basis.
In addition, that state agency must insure that the state will adopt the pro-
cedural and constitutional safeguards discussed earlier, by 1976. Procedures
must be established for continuous monitoring of jails, detention facilities,
and correctional institutions to insure compliance with these regulations.

Federal assistance to state and local governments was never a strong con-
troversial issue, although it was a major component of the Juvenile justice act.
During the last few stages of congressional approval, concern was voiced over
the extended authority given to the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration in planning at the state~r -J -- l-levels. Several members of Congress
felt the new law would oversterthe boundaries of the partnership relationship
between Federal and state governments created with Revenue Sharing. These
last minute arguments had little effect on the composition of the bill.
Special -emphasis on prevention and treatment programs

In addition to allocations for state financial aide, special funds will be set
aside from the annual budget of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention for special programs emphasizing prevention of delinquency, diver-
sion from the traditional Juvenile justice system, and community alternatives
to incarceration.

Grants and contracts will be made available to public and private agencies
and individuals to develop innovative programs in the prevention and treat-
ment of Juvenile delinquency. Programs funded under this special emphasis
category will include those that:

1. Develop and implement new approaches, techniques, and methods with
respect to juvenile delinquency programs;

2. Develop and maintain community-based alternatives to the traditional
forms of institutionalization;

3. Develop and implement effective- means of diverting juveniles from the
traditional Juvenile and correctional system;

4. Improve the capability of public and private agencies and organizations
to provide services for delinquents and youths in danger of becoming delin-
quent;

5. Develop and implement inodel programs &nd methods to keep students
in elementary and secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted and arbi-
trary suspensions and expulsions.

Between 25 and 50 percent of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency-
Prevention's annual budget will be used for special emphasis programs. At
least 20 percent of these special emphasis funds must go to youth-serving,
private, non-profit agencies experienced in youth development.
The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
is a final major component of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act. Under the direction of a deputy assistant administrator within the office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the new national institute
will work in conjunction with the National Institute for Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration.

The National Institute has four main functions:
1. To serve as an information bank and clearinghouse in order to Increase

the knowledge base of juvenile justice, especially In the prevention and treat-
ment of delinquency;

2. To encourage and develop research and demonstration projects and to
perform evaluations of programs with juvenile justice which are assisted by
Federal funds;

3. To train professionals, paraprofessionals, and volunteers in working in
juvenile justice and youth development; and,

4. To develop standards for Juvenile justice operations -at Federal, state
and local levels of government.
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The National Institute for Juvenile Justice is at least two years older than
the entire Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Several times
bills were introduced trying to establish a similar institute, but it was im-
possible to achieve support for the measure by both Houses of Congress. The
National Institute was made a major provision of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act when it first took shape in 1971.
Appropriatione

When the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was first de-
veloped, appropriations were set at $1 billion for a four-year program. This
amount seemed conservative in relation to the extensive delinquency problem.
However, political opposition cut the program's budget several times.

The first form of the Juvenile justice act authorized $380 million for a
three-year period ($75 million for first-year funding, $125 million for second-
year funding, and $150 million for third-year funding.) In addition to the
above appropriations, the Juvenile justice act requires the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration to spend at least $140 million annually from other
funding sources.

As mentioned earlier, President Ford has cut the $75 million from the first-
year program budget. LEAA now only has its guaranteed $140 million to begin
implemention of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.
Additional oomment8

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act contained three dif-
ferent bills when it was signed into law: first, the Juvenile Act which has
been discussed above; secondly, the Runaway Youth Act, added as a rider
amendment to the Juvenile Justice Act for legislative and administrative
convenience; and lastly, the National Institute of Corrections, added as a
rider 'amendment during Senate Judiciary Committee considerations in order
to gain support for the Juvenile Justice Act from conservative members of
the Senate.

The Runway Youth Act establishes a grant program to be implemented
by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to help in opening
runaway facilities throughout the country. These facilities would be temporary
shelter-care centers to meet the immediate needs of runaway youth. In ad-
dition to financial assistance for runaway centers, the Runaway Youth Act
calls for a national survey to uncover information about runaway youth. The
survey will investigate the socio-economic background of young people who
run away from home, frequented routes used by runaway youth, and other
related information.

The National Institute of Corrections, which will become part of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons, will be the agency responsible for research, demonstration
programs, and the collection, analysis and dissemination of information in the
field of corrections. The basic purpose of the National Institute of Corrections
is to improve and make more efficient Federal, state and local correctional
institutions in the rehabilitation of offenders.



FROM ELMER R. STAATS

ASSESSMENT OF FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET AND OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

Why the review teas made
Federal Regional Councils were established about 2 years ago to develop

closer working relationships between large Federal grant-making agencies and
State and local governments and to improve coordination of the categorical
grant-in-aid system.

In response to increasing public and congressional concern with the Council's
role In administering Federal programs, GAO reviewed their organization and
activities to determine what they have accomplished.

GAO did much of its work in the Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, and Seattle Fed-
eral regions.
Findings and Conclusions

Most officials of States and larger units of local governments interviewed by
GAO knew about the Councils and their- purposes. However, the extent of their
knowledge and experience with the Councils varied widely.

Representatives of smaller units of local government interviewed by GAO
generally were unfamiliar with the Councils.

State and local governments need information on Federal grant-in-aid pro-
grams and on the opportunities for- securing assistance from the Councils.

Factors contributing to this need, particularly as it applies to smaller units
of government, are (1) limited staff resources available to Councils and (2) the
Councils' relatively brief experience in operating intergovernmental programs.

Programs such as Integrated Grant Administration, flexible funding, and
Planned Variations, as implemented by the Councils, helped State and local
governments to coordinate the administration of Federal grant-in-aid programs.
These programs, however, were& experimental and reached only a limited
number of potential recipients.

The Under Secretaries Group for Regional Operations, under the chairman-
ship of the Deputy Director, Office of Management and Budget (OMB), is re-
sponsible for the Councils' proper functioning.

Councils were impeded from being more effective by factors such as:
Member agencies' lack of, or variations in, decentralized decisionmaking

authority.
Limits on the authority of Council chairmen.
Division of time and effort by Council members, staffs, and task force mem-

bers between Council and agency affairs.
Insufficient participation by nonmember Federal agencies in Councils' activi-

ties.
Absence of formalized standards for planning work and reporting progress.
Although these factors impeded the Councils' effectiveness, GAO believes that,

within their existing framework, Councils can more effectively accomplish their
purposes with stronger management direction by the Under Secretaries Group.

(185)
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Recommendations
Councils should increase their efforts In disseminating information and pro-

viding technical assistance by fully acquainting officials of State and local
governments with the councils' role and responsibilities and the means by
which their assistance can be secured.

In view of the- limited staff resources available to Councils and their rela-
tively brief experience in operating intergovernmental programs, OMB should
consider an experiment of transferring a limited number of OMB representa-
tives from Washington to Individual Council cities as additional resources to
-assist Council chairmen and the Councils in developing and operating inter-
governmental programs.

The Under Secretaries Group should- counteract factors Impeding Councils'
effectiveness by assuming a more assertive role and by providing direction and
firm support to the Councils.

Agenoy actions and unresolved issues
OMB generally agreed with GAO's findings and conclusions and concurred

in its recommendations. Its comments Include the views of the Under Secre-
taries Group, Council chairmen, and other officials closely associated with
Council operations.

OMB noted that:
Councils are placing greater emphasis during fiscal year 1974 on Intergov-

ernmental relations programs and are attempting to overcome their resource
limitations by using public interest groups to reach local officials.

The Under Secretaries Group has Instituted a management-by-objectives pro-
cedure to provide for stronger Under Secretaries participation and guidance
and to strengthen the Councils' management and increase their effectiveness.

Within the executive branch, OMB has the overall responsibility to monitor
and oversee the decentralization effort. OBM stated that Council agencies are
pursuing decentralization and that it looks for strong Under Secretary action
to insure prompt and effective decentralization within the agencies.

OMB officials agreed to consider an experiment involving the transfer of a
limited number of OMB representatives to individual Council cities to assist
the Councils in establishing and maintaining relations with State and local
officials.

Matters for consideration by the Congress
Tie activities of Federal Regional Councils should be of interest to the Con-

gress in view of its concern with the purposes for which the Councils were
established-simplifying and making more effective, the delivery of Federal aid
to State and local governments.

INFORMATION ON EFFECTIVENESS OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS
AND GROUP HOMES FOR JUVENILES

On March 19, 1974, GAO Issued a report to the Congress entitled "Difficulties
of Assessing Results of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Projects
to Reduce Crime." The following excerpts from that report discuss our findings
on the effectiveness of two types of projects dealings with youthful offenders.

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS
Project effectiveness

We tried to determine project effectiveness to provide some indication of the
success achieved and the type of standards that can be developed to measure a
project's accomplishments. Assessment of youth service bureau's impact requires,
as a minimum, that data be collected on the number of offenses committed by
youths before and during project participation and the number of youths ie-
ferred to and dealt with by the juvenile courts before and during participation.
Followup information on youths' activities once they leave the project Is also
desirable.
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To the extent possible to assess effectiveness, we used the results of the
project evaluations and data the project staff gathered. Often, however; we
had to develop our own data to try to determine the project's impact. The fol-
lowing information shows that data was Inadequate to provide a basis for
judging the impact of the Portland project but points up the difficulties in
trying to assess the other projects' impact.

Bellevue
According to the director of the Bellevue project, the project makes an agree-

ment with each youth counseled that restricts access to records kept on the
youth to his assigned counselor and the paid project staff. He said these agree-
ments, unless waived by the youth, prevented any outside evaluation team
from doing followup to determine the rate of referrals to the courts on the
youths before and after project contact. As a result, we could not determine
the project's impact.

Our analysis of statistical data on juvenile and adult arrests in Bellevue,
however, indicated that the project may have had a positive impact. Between.
1965 and 1969, juvenile arrests as a percent of total arrests averaged about 34
percent and ranged between 30 and 37 percent. The Bellevue project received
Its first grant in 1970. Between 1970 and 1972 juvenile arrests averaged about
27 percent of all arrests and ranged from 24 to 30 percent. The drop in the
percent of juvenile arrests relative to all arrests is even more significant since,
from 1965 to 1972, the juvenile population between 12 and 17 years of age
steadily increased relative to the adult population (over 18 years of age).

The Bellevue Police Chief told us that he believed the youth service bureau
project had reduced, to some extent, juvenile arrests relative to all arrests.
lie said, however, that other factors, such as increased concern for juvenile
rights and increased emphasis on referring juveniles to their parents or other
social service agencies if they get into trouble, also contributed to the decrease.

Portland
The evaluation team systematically analyzed the bureau's target area cases

between March 6, 1971, and April 15, 1972. It determined that either the-em-
ployment program or the counseling program had served 623 target area indi-
viduals. The team checked each of the above individuals against the juvenile
court records to see if each had contact with the court before and after project
participation.

Significant results of this analysis and the evaluation team's conclusions
follow.

Of the participants, 179 had had some contact with the court although only
26 [15 percent] had gotten into trouble after contact with the project. These
26 represented only 4 percent of the total youths served by the project during
the period.

Youths were diverted from the juvenile court system to the project in 20
cases as a result of an informal arrangement between the project and the
court.

For most cases it was difficult to determine whether the project directly
helped keep the youths out of the juvenile court system. However, since only
26 of the 620 youngsters were referred to the court once they began partici-
pating, the project may well be having a positive impact although it is diffi-
cult to specify the impact.

The evaluation team believed other data supported their conclusions and
reported that individuals closely associated with juvenile court believed the
project was having a positive impact. According to the team, betweeen 1970
and 1971 juvenile court dispositions from the project's target areo decreased
while juvenile court dispositions for all of Multnomah County, where the
project was located, went up, as shown below.
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COURT DISPOSITIONS-1970 AND 1971

Percent of
1970 1971 Change chan"

Entire county ....................................... 5316 5956 +641 +12
Project area only .................................... 701 64? -54 -8

Although the reduction may have been attributed to periodic variations in
such statistics, the evaluation team believed the data might indicate the proj-
ect's positive impact.

1t. Loui8
The project staff did not develop objective data to show the project's Impact

on youths contacted. To assess the project's impact In terms of reducing the
number of first-tine juvenile offenders and the number of repeaters, we exam-.
ined juvenile court records. They showed that 218 youths (13 percent of our
sample of 1,674 youths contacted by the project) had been referred to the
courts for delinquent behavior. )etailed data for 191 of these youths showed
that 52 (27 percent) were referred- to the court after project contact; 30 (16
percent) were referred to the court before and after contact; 109 (57 percent)
had been referred to the court onlyi before contact. The 82 youths referred to
the court after contact with the project represent 43 percent of the youths with
detailed court records but only about 5 percent of the youths in our sample.

Some additional indication of the project's impact is provided by two sources.
A consultant analyzed data on 125 youths selected at random from the approxi-
mate 1,800 youths in the project. She determined that 36 of the 125 believed
the project had influenced them to stay out of trouble: 40 said they did not
know whether the project helped them; 15 said the project had not helped
them; 20 said they had not been involved in the project ; and 14 did not answer.

The consultant also gathered data indicating the before-and-after legal
status of participants to determine recidivism rates. However, she did not use
this data in her final report. But the Missouri SPA staff did analyze her data
and concluded that participants with court referral histories experienced a
decrease In recidivism while court referrals from (he locations increased. For
example, the data showed that 38 offenders had committed crimes in the 10
months immediately before the project began and 16 of the 38 had committed
crimes during the 10 months after it began.

Although the data indicates that the project helped some offenders, the con-
sultant's data also indicated that many had only minimal project contact.
Thus, it is difficult to develop a direct causal relationship between the project
and the fact that some offenders did not commit more crimes because of project

services.

National Survey
A further indication of the problems of assessing the impact of youth service

bureaus is provided by a national study of youth service bureaus completed

in November 1972.1 One study objective was to try to determine whether the

bureaus had diverted youth from the juvenile justice system.
The study team visited 5S youth service bureaus in 31 States and analyzed

responses to questionnaires from 170 youth service bureaus. The study con-

cluded that information on the impact of buraus was so limited and individ-

ualistic that any national answer regarding the extent of diversion would be

speculative. According to the study, "youth service bureaus" and "diversion"
O " have not been defined and youth service bureaus generally have Inadequate

data to measure impact.

' "National Studv of Youth Service Bureaus," by the Department of California Youth

Authority. iEW financed the report. Its publication number is (SRS) 73-26025.
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Conclusion
Were the three youth service bureaus successful?- Only one project-Portland-

had sufficient data that reflected its impact. The data for the project Indi-
cates that it has been fairly effective in keeping participants from further
contact with the-juvenile justice system. However, since there is no standard
for the achievements to be reached by youth service bureaus, we cannot say
whether this project should be considered successful.

GROUP HOMES FOR JUVENILES
Project effectiveness

We developed better data on the impact of group homes than for the three
other types of projects reviewed. Yet, without standards against which to
measure the results, determining project effectiveness is very difficult. Never-
theless, the results do provide a basis to begin developing such standards.

One measure of a group home's impact is the extent to which youths get
into trouble once they leave the home. Without criteria regarding the number
of youths expected to get into trouble again, we cannot say whether the projects
were successful, but the data available Indicates little project effectiveness in
reducing the delinquent behavior of participants.

At the time of our review, the three projects had received 442 youths into
their homes and had released 319. We obtained selected data from the projects'
records for 104 of the 319. We also did certain followup work at juvenile courts
having jurisdiction in the project areas.

As shown below, about as many participants were dismissed from the homes
because -they misbehaved as were released because they were considered to
have completed the program or were over legal age.

Number of former participants
Percent of

Reasons for leaving homes Kansas City Wichita Vancouver Total total

Poor behavior ........................ 22 16 9 47 45.2Completed program or over legal age .... 10 14 22 46 44. 2Transferred-to another program (suchas Job Corps) ....... ............... 3 1 7 - li 10.6
Total .......................... 35 31 38 104 100.0

Followup data In project records for the 104 former participants showed that
most were living in the community.

Former participants
Percent of

Residence Kansas City Wichita Vancouver Total total

Living in community with relatives,
others, or on their own .............. 21 24 20 65 62.5In military service ................................. 3 1 4 3.8In penal or mental institutions .......... 5. 3 12 20 19.2In other group homes ............................................ 4 4 3.9Unknown ............................ 9 1 1 11 10.6

Total ........... ; .............. 35 31 38 104 100.0

However, 65 percent of these youths had further involvement with juvenile
court after leaving the home.
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Number of referrals to courts for Former partiipants
misbehavior after leaving rewd. Percent
dental homes Kansas City Wlchita Vancouver Total of total

None ................................ 7 17 12 36 346
One to three .......................... 19 14 26 59 56.7
Four or more ......................... 9 .......................................... 8. 7

Tota .......................... 35 31 38 104 100.0

Although many youths were referred to juvenile court for misbehavior after
leaving the homes, the average frequency of these referrals had decreased slightly.

Averap yearly frequency of court referral rate
Kansas City Wichita Vancouver

A yer before placement ............................... 2.69 2.35 1.74
After release from home ............................... 2.12 .80 1.25
Amount of decrease .................................... 57 1.55 .49

The decreases In court referrals, however, cannot be attributed solely to
-behavioral changes achieved by the homes. For example, upon leaving the home,
some youths were too old to be charged with offenses peculiar to juveniles. such
as truancy, for which they could have been referred to juvenile court. Others
were living in different settings than before they entered the group homes,
such as with different relatives or in different cities.

Data developed by some of the projects' evaluators also indicated the same
trend regarding the number of youths whose behavior the projects did not
change. The evaluator of the Kansas City project noted that, for 48 partici-
pants released or transferred from the homes by April_ 1972, half were trans-
ferred to more restrictive boarding schools. Vancouver's evaluator developed
detailed statistics on 75.of 79 youths released from the homes during 1972.
About 51 percent (38) were referred back to juvenile court for new offenses
after release from the home.
Conclusion

Is it acceptable, for the participants on whom we obtained data, that-
45 percent were released from the group homes for poor behavior?
65 percent had problems which resulted in referral to juvenile court once

they left the homes?
23 percent were sent to penal or mental institutions once they were released

from the homes?
The SPA juvenile specialist for Washington State advised us that about 46

percent of all youths in the State referred to juvenile court for an offense
would be referred to the juvenile court again regardless of whether they had
been in institutions, group homes, or foster homes. Thus, he believed that the
referral rate for a group home should be much better than the average referral
rate back to the juvenile court if a group home is to be considered effective.
However, until LEAA and the SPAs establish criteria, no adequate basis exists
for assessing whether the percentages we developed indicate success or failure.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON. D.C. W4

B-168530

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses the ineffectiveness of Federal
attempts to coordinate juvenile delinquency programs.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act
of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare; and the Admin-
istrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Comptroller General
of the United States

I ti. AA
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

D IGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

GAO made ths review to find
out wnat the Federal Government
nas done to coordinate the many
programs--Federal, State, and
local--which could affect the
prevention and control of
juvenile delinquency in the
United States.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Juvenile delinquency must be
reduced if crime is to be
prevented or curbed.

-- Total arrests of juveniles
under age 18 rose 144 percent
between 1960 and 1973 compared
to a 17 percent increase in
arrests for those 18 and over.

--Juveniles in 1973 accounted for
51 percent of all arrests for
property crimes, 23 percent for
violent crimes, and 45 percent
of arrests for serious crimes.

In September 1974 the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act became law; it is de-
signed to improve the Federal
Government's attempts to combat
juvenile delinquency.

&efore the law, no adequate na-
tional program nad been de-
veloped to focus resources to

Teir 5h. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon

HOW FEDERAL EFFORTS TO
COORDINATE PROGRAMS TO MITIGATE
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROVED
INEFFECTIVE
Department of Justice
Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare

prevent and control juvenile
delinquency in the United
States.

No Federal agency had

--identified significant
.causes of juvenile delin-
quency,

-- determined what resources.
were available for combat-
ing juvenile crime,

-- developed a strategy to
address the causes, or

--informed pertinent agencies'
officials of Federal efforts
to do something about the
problem.

The Federal Government appar-
ently relied on the myriad of
antipoverty and social wel-
fare programs to make a signif-
icant impact on the problem.

To account for the present
situation, a summary of recent
events is necessary. The most
significant Federal acts, with
amendments, dealing with the
juvenile deinquency problem
were:

1961 - The Juvenile Delin-
quency and Youth
Offenses Control
Act.

GGD-75-76
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1968 - The Juvenile Delin-
quency Prevention
and Control Act.

1968 - The Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe
Streets Act.

The responsibility for acting on
juvenile delinquency rested
chiefly with the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW). In 1968 the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration
of the Department of Justice
also received some responsi-
bilities. The Departments of
Labor and Housing and Urban
Development and the Office of
Econtnmic Opportunity also oper-
ated programs that affected the
problem. (See pp. 3 to 10.)

Coordination _ro olems

Coordination among these and
other appropriate Federal
agencies was difficult because
they had no standard definition
for selecting specific Federal
programs for preventing juvenile
delinquency or rehabilitating
such delinquents.

In 1971 the Interdepartmental
Council to Coordinate All Fed-
eral Juvenile Delinquency
Programs--composed of 10 de-
partments and agencies--was
created Dy the Conqress. It
developed a definition, but it
was too oroad to be workable.
It defined a juvenile as anyone
between I day and 24 years of
age.

The Council also was ineffec-
tive. It effected no major Fed-
eral legislative or program
decisions because it (I) had to

rely on funds and staff
provided by its member agencies
and (2) lacked clear authority
to coordinate their activities.
(See pp. 22 to 26.)

Many officials of the Federal
agency programs that the
Council had identified as af-
fecting juvenile delinquency
were unaware that their pro-
grams had such a potential.
(See pp. 13 and 14.)

Previous estimates of Federal
Government expenditures for
juvenile delinquency may not
be accurate because of the
absence of a workable defini-
tion of a juvenile delin-
quency program.

Congressional legislative com-
mittees observed that HEW had
failed to adequately coordinate
Federal efforts because of in-
adequate administration of the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Control Act of 1968 and that
it requested from fiscal years
1968 to 1971 only $49.2 million
of an authorized $150 million
to administer the act.

A major administrative problem
resulted from the 1968 acts'
overlapping roles for HEW and
the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration.

IIHE was to help the States
prepare and implement com-
prehensive State juvenile de-
linquency plans. At the same
time, the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration was
to make block grants to the
States to address all criminal

ii
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justice problems, including
juvenile delinquency.

4ith more funds available,
tne Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration became
dominant in criminal justice
planning. It spent about $70
million for juvenile delin-
quency programs in fiscal year
19,1 compared with $8.5 mil-r-
lion spent oy HEJ for that
year.

of Colorado and Massachusetts
and their largest cities--
Denver and 3oston--showed
that coordination problems
in juvenile delinquency in
States and cities were similar
to those in the Federal Govern-
ment.

. _-Neither State had a single
agency or organization
coordinating the planning and
operation of all programs that

To facilitate coordination, could affect juvenile delin-
tne Secretary of HEW and the quency. Neither had a compre-
Attorney General agreed in hensive strategy to prevent or
1971 (1) that HEW would con- control juvenile delinquency.
centrate on prevention efforts
before a person entered the The State and local situation
juvenile justice system and has resulted in part from the
(2) that the Law Enforcement Federal Government's fragmented
Assistance Administration approach to the juvenile de-
would focus on efforts once / linquency problem. To seek
a person was in the juvenile funds, State and local agencies
justice system. (See po. 20 had to respond to the specific
to 22.) Federal categorical grant pro-

grams, each with its own objec-
In 1972 Federal regional ties, requirements, and re-
councils were established in strictions. As a result, State
the 10 standard regions to and local agencies had little
develop closer working rela- incentive to coordinate their
tionships oetween Federal activities. (See ch. 5.)
grantmaking agencies and State
and local governments.

However, the Federal regional
councils generally were not
very involved in juvenile de-
linquency projects, according
to an official of the Office
of management and Budget,
because of inadequate leader-
snip from Washington. (See
pp. 26 to 30.)

State and local coordination

eror ts

GAO's review of the efforts

1974 lejislation--an impetus

The Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of
1974, if properly implemented,
should help prevent and control
juvenile delinquency.

The law

--creates an Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration;

iii
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--provides increased visibility
to the problem and a focal
point for Federal juvenile
delinquency activities;

-- improves existing Federal
agency coordination and
reporting requirements; and

-- requires States to make a
single agency responsible
for planning juvenile delin-
quency efforts to oe funded
with F'ederal moneys. (See
pp. 51 to 53.)

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS

The 1974 act gives executive
agencies a sufficient frame-
worK to improve their coordina-
tion of juvenile delinquency
efforts. Since the act was en-
acted only shortly after GAO
completed its review, it was
too early to determine how the
agencies were implementing it
and, on the basis of such an
assessment, to recommend to
appropriate officials ways to
improve implementation.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED
I SSU ES

The Departments of Justice and
HEWi; Office of Management and
budget; and aporopriate Colorado
ana Massachusetts State and
local agencies generally agreed
with GAO's findings and con-
clusions. (See ch. 8.)

The Department of Justice rec-
ognized its responsibilities,
under the 1974 act, to define
Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and better coordinate
their activities but noted two

conditions which may impede
its efforts. It has inter-
preted "New Federalism" to
mean that it cannot impose
substantial guidelines and
definitions, other than those
required by law, upon State
and local operating agencies,
but tries to encourage move-
ment in that direction by using
funding incentives and train-
ing. The Department also noted
that its efforts will be af-
fected by the aggressiveness
with which the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget actively en-
courages coordinated planning
through its funding and over-
sight responsibilities. The
Department also outlined ac-
tions it had already taken to
implement the 1974 act. (See
app. I.)

HiEW officials expressed con-
cern, based on their previous
eAperiences, about the ability
of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration to effec-
tively carry out its legisla-
tive mandates under the 1974
act unless there is a commit-
ment at the highest levels of
the Federal Government to the
effort. (See p. 59.)

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE CONGRESS

When it passed the 1974 act,
the Congress clearly expressed
its intent to exercise over-
sight over implementation
and administration of the act.
Among the issues the Conqress
should consider in carrying
out its oversight are:

iv
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-- The extent to which the Law
Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration is implementing
two basic parts of the act--
developing comprehensive State
juvenile delinquency plans and
a national juvenile delinquency
strategy--in a timely manner.

-- The extent to which the Law
Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration is able to effec-
tively implement certain

provisions of section 204
of the act, such as(b)(2),
(4), and (f), which basi-
cally give the Administration
authority to coordinate and
direct certain juvenile de-
linquency efforts of other
Federal agencies.

.--Whether the executive branch
will request and allocate
funds to adequately implement
the act. (See pp. 54 to 57.)

v
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In proportion to their numbers in the national population,
young people are the largest contributors to the crime prob-
lem. Reported criminal involvement of young people, as meas-
ured by police arrests, is increasing. In 1973, youths under
18 (juveniles) accounted for 51 percent of the total arrests
for property crimes, such as burglary and auto theft; 23 per-
cent of violent crimes, such as murder, rape, and robbery; and
45 percent of arrests for all serious crimes. Total arrests
of juveniles rose 144 percent between 1960 and 1973; at the
same time total arrests for those aged 18 and over rose only
17 percent.

During this same period, violent crimes by juveniles in-
creased 247 percent compared with 109 percent for adults,
while property crimes increased 105 percent compared with 99
percent for adults. Total juvenile arrests during the 1960s
increased almost 7 times more than total adult arrests, and
juvenile arrests for violent crimes increased 2-1/2 times
more than adult arrests.

Unreported crime compounds the problem. Studies reveal
that perhaps 90 percent of all young people have committed at
least one act for which they could have been brought to juve-
nile court. Also, the estimated national cost of crime by
juveniles is about $16 billion annually--an increase of about
300 percent since 1968.

An estimated 1 million juveniles enter the juvenile jus-
tice system each year. Although 50 percent are informally
handled by juvenile court intake staffs and released, 40 per-
cent are formally adjudicated and placed on probation or other
supervisory release. Ten percent, or approximately 100,000
young people, axe incarcerated in juvenile institutions. Re-
cidivism among juveniles is more severe than among adults;
estimates vary from 60 to 85 percent for juveniles compared
with 40 to 70 percent for adults.

An entire range of "juvenile status offenses," which
includes ungovernability, truancy, and running away, also
subjects youth to the juvenile court process. If adults
committed these offenses, they would incur no legal conse-
quences. At least half of the youth currently in juvenile
institutions are estimated to have been incarcerated for com-
mitting status offenses.

1
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The severity of the national problem was reflected at
the local level in Denver and Boston--the two localities
we reviewed. In Denver, 12,946 juveniles were arrested in
1973. This represented an 82-percent increase over 1967
figures. Nonjuvenile arrests increased 62 percent over the
same time period. A survey indicated that as much as 73
percent of the respondents between 10 and 18 had engaged
in acts for which they would have been arrested if a police-
man had been present. If these results are extended to all
Denver youth, delinquency is not only increasing--it is per-
meating the juvenile population.

Boston had 3,786 juvenile arrests in 1973,- a 67 percent
increase over 1967. Comparative data was not available on -
adult arrests for the 2 years. Included in the total were
221 arrests for robbery, 499 for breaking and entering, 281
for assault, 943 for larceny, 9 for rape, 23 for prostitu-
tion, 823 for auto theft and related offenses, and 6 for
homicide.

2
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CHAPTER 2

DEVELOPMENT OF FEDERAL

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY EFFORTS

The first Federal effort to combat juvenile delinquency--
the establishment of the Children's Bureau in 1912--resulted
from a growing awareness of the problem in the first decades
of the 20th century.

During the 1940s other Federal agencies became involved.
Federal activities were still relatively few, however, until
the late 1950s, but they increased greatly in the 1960s. The
rate of juvenile crime doubled between 1950 and 1960.

MAJOR LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Before passing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (see ch. 6), the Congress addressed the
juvenile delinquency problem through several acts, including
the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses Control Act of
1961 (Public Law 87-274), which gave the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (HEW) responsibility for providing
categorical grants to communities, institutions, and agencies
to plan and initiate innovative demonstration and training
programs. Emphasizing prevention as well as control, these
-programs included subsidized work training for out-of-school,
out-of-work youth; school programs for the disadvantaged;
university-based training programs; and community-based cor-
rectional programs.

The act was extended in 1964 and 1965. As it became
clear that the Office of Economic Opportunity was developing
a program which used similar concepts, most of the demon-
strations were transferred-to its antipoverty program.
Appropriations under the act during fiscal years 1961-67
were $47 million.

Because of the continued increase in crime and delin-
quency, resources for juvenile delinquency programs were
increased in 1968 through the enactment of (1) the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C.
3811), administered by the Secretary of HEW, and (2) the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 3701), which established the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration (LEAA) in the Department of Justice.

3
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-juvenile Delinquency Prevention

Under this act, HEW was to provide assistance for a wide
range of preventive and rehabilitative services to delin-
quent and predelinquent youth, with emphasis on new kinds
of community-based programs. The legislation was intended
to be administered as part of an integrated network of anti-
poverty, antislum, and youth programs which were to coordi-
nate all Federal juvenile delinquency efforts and provide
national leadership in developing new approaches to the
problems of juvenile crime.

Omnibus Crime Control and
Sa-e Streets Act of r68

This act authorized LEAA to administer a block grant-
in-aid program to provide financial and technical assistance
to States and local units of government to improve and
strenqthen law enforcement. LEAA originally viewed its role
in juvenile delinquency prevention and control as a limited
one because the act did not specify the extent to which it
was to address the problem and because of HEW'B involvement
in the area. Although juvenile delinquency was not specifi-
cally mentioned, "law enforcement" was defined in LEAA's
act to include "all activities pertaining to crime-preven-
tion or reduction and enforcement of the criminal law."

The 1971 amendments to the 1968 act specified that LEAA
focus greater attention on juvenile delinquency by redefin-
ing law enforcement to include "programs relating to the
prevention, control, or reduction of juvenile delinquency
* * *-" They also authorized funding for the "development
and operation of community-based delinquent prevention and
correctional programs * * * and community service centers for
the guidance and supervision of potential repeat youthful of-
fenders."

The amendments also added a new part to the act which
pertained to correctional improvements. To qualify for
funds, a State must file a comprehensive plan which, among
other things

"provides satisfactory emphasis on the develop-
ment and operation of community-based correc-
tional facilities and programs, including diag-
nostic services, halfway houses, probation,
and other supervisory release programs for pre-
adjudication and postadjudication referral of
delinquents, youthful offenders, and first
offenders, and community-oriented programs for
the supervision of parolees * * *.

4
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The Crime Control Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 3701), required -

LEAA to place even greater emphasis on juvenile delinquency.
For the first time, the enabling legislation of LEAA specif-
ically -referred to juvenile delinquency in its statement of
purpose. It also required for the first time that each
State include a juvenile delinquency component in its compre-
hensive State plan as a condition for receiving LEAA funds.

result of the 1973 act and congressional concern,
LEAA a, ratedd its national juvenile delinquency effort.
Near the beginning of 1974, LEAA established a Juvenile
Justice Division within its Office of National Priority Pro-
grams to develop new and innovative programs. Juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention is now one of LEAA's four
top national priorities. Also, LEAA created a Juvenile
Delinquency Division within its National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice to expand the level of
delinquency research and sharpen the focus on delinquency
prevention.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS APPARENTLY
AFFECTING JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

The major direct Federal efforts to prevent and control
juvenile delinquency are concentrated in HEW's Office of
Youth Development and in LEAA as a result of specific man-
dates. However, other Federal agencies apparently are
involved. In 1971 the Congress gave all" Federal coordinat-
ing responsibilities to the Interdepartmental Council to
Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs. (See
p. 22.) In its fiscal year 1973 annual report, the Council
identified 11 Federal agencies, including the Office of
Youth Development and LEAA, that administered 116 programs
which it believed directly or indirectly related to juvenile
delinquency or youth development.

Our review concentrated on the activities and programs
of the five Federal agencies the Council identified as being
most directly involved--the (1) Office of Economic Opportu-
nity, (2) Department of Labor, (3) Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), (4) HEW, and (5) Department of
Justice. A description follows of the nature of these agen-
cies' involvement in the juvenile delinquency and youth -
development area primarily as provided by them to the Coun-
cil.

Indirect efforts

Office of Economic Oe2ortunity

The Office's overall mission is to reduce poverty;
youth development is secondary. In 1964 neighborhood

5
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community action agencies were established to administer
grants for social programs. Later, youth development pro-
grams were established to operate in communities-through
the agencies. In addition, the Office established neighbor-
hood legal centers which provided legal services to low-
income people, including juveniles.I/

Dep artment of Labor

The Department of Labor provides counseling, on-the-job
training, vocational training, job placement, and supportive
services to youth to increase their employability. The De-
partment funds two programs specifically designed to provide
employment assistance to youth--the Neighborhood Youth Corps
and Job Corps. Both programs deal with youths aged 14 to 22.
The Neighborhood Youth Corps offers paid work experience to
enable youths to remain in school, to return to school, or
to improve their employability. The Job Corps trains young
people to become more responsible, employable, and produc-
tive citizens. Its primary emphasis is on preparing for
work, acquiring skills, and moving into meaningful jobs.

In December 1973 the Comprehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act was passed. This act placed additional emphasis on
youth by authorizing funds to provide services to special
manpower target groups, including youth and youthful offend-
ers.

HUD

Although HUD has not been legislatively mandated any
specific juvenile delinquency and youth development role,
the enabling legislation of one of its major programs at the
time of our review specifically referred to delinquency.
Model Cities, a program of Federal financial and technical
assistance, is designed to enable local government units to
attack the social, economic, and physical problems of decay-
ing urban neighborhoods. Through a locally developed and
implemented plan, available efforts and resources are to be
coordinated and concentrated into a comprehensive program to
demonstrate methods for improving urban life. One of the
program's statutory goals is "to reduce the incidence of
crime and delinquency."

1/On January 4, 1975, Public Law 93-644 extended the commun-
ity action program under the administration of the Community
Services Administration, the successor to the Office. It
also authorized specific programs for low-income youth. A
separate legal services corporation assumed the legal pro-
grams mentioned above.

6
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There are 147 units of local government in 45 States
that determine the amount of HUD funds that will be allo-
cated to preventing, treating, or controlling juvenile
delinquency under their respective programs. The kinds of
projects assisted vary according to each city's locally
determined needs and include youth service bureaus, group
foster homes, police juvenile aid bureaus, teen centers,
and public defenders for juveniles.

After our review, the Model Cities legislation expired
-and the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 was
passed. Communities currently involved in a Model Cities
program will be funded through completion of their fifth
action year, after which time the funding will be phased
out. The new act may be placing less emphasis on juvenile
delinquency than did the previous legislation. The new
law's statement of purpose does not specifically mention
delinquency. In describing the program activities eligible
for assistance, the act limits the amount of HUD funds that
may be used for public services and facilities, including
those concerned with crime prevention, child care, health,
drug abuse, education, welfare, and recreation needs. These
services may be provided only when not available under other
Federal laws or programs.

HEW

HEW is the primary Federal agency whose programs are
directed to predelinquent youth. The programs generally
involve home, school, recreational, and employment aspects
of youth development. Some provide special services to
youths, including personal counseling, psychiatric and med-
ical assistance, drug treatment, or referral to other social
agencies equipped to provide such services. Also, programs
of income maintenance, rehabilitation, and medical and social
services are provided through State agencies to the aged and
aging, children and youth, needy families, and the disabled.

Within HEW, the Office of Education; the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration; the Social and Re-
habilitation Service; and the Office of Youth Development
carry out these activities. The Office of Youth Development
is the only agency specifically mandated to prevent juvenile
delinquency.

Office of Education

The bulk of the Office of Education's funds are directed
toward improving the Nation's public school systems. However,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 includes
provisions aimed directly or indirectly at reducing the
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Iropout rate. If it is assumed that some of the dropouts and
potential dropouts may become delinquents, vocational educa-
tion is providing opportunities for those yooth in school and
those out of school to come back to school, take short courses
in concentrated areas of study, and leave school better pre-
pared for immediate employment. State and local correctional
institutions also receive grants for education as part of a
total rehabilitation program for delinquent or neglected
children and youth.

Alcohol, Druq Abuse, and
Mie-nta Hi-ealth-A-rnisation

This Administration conducts programs which affect youth
and delinquency in varying degrees and include the study of
alcohol and drug problems linked to juvenile crime. The Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, through its Center for
Studies of Crime and Delinquency, is the agency specifically
involved with juvenile delinquency. Its program is co-exmzn
with preventing, controlling, and treating deviant behavior
which may be defined either as mental illness or as violations
of the criminal law. It recognizes that delinquent and crim-
inal behaviors stem from interaction of biological, psycho-
logical, socioeconomic, and other factors. Whether or not a
particular pattern of behavior is considered deviant, delin-
quent, or criminal depends on societal norms, reactions, and
an administrative judgment.

Major Institute activities relating to juvenile delin-
quency are carried out through its support of research and
training grants, research fellowships, and community mental
health centers. Its research is designed to improve the un-
derstanding of the biological, psychological, and social
forces that affect behavior. It is also concerned with im-
proving treatment strategies, particularly community-based
approaches, for juvenile delinquency and crime problems.
The Institute also supports the development and evaluation of
educational models aimed at training a variety of personnel
dealing with youth and delinquency problems.

Direct efforts

Office of Youth Develo2ment

HEW's Office of Youth Development administers the Juve-
nile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act as amended in
August 1972. The Office of Youth Development was created
April 1, 1973, as part of the Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary for Human Development and incorporated the former Youth
Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration from the

8
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Social and Rehabilitation Service which had been established
to administer the 1968 act, as well as two other HEW offices.

The Office of Youth Development has created what it calls
a national strategy for youth development that focuses on
social institutions rather than on persons. This-differs from
most treatment-oriented approaches to delinquency prevention.

National strategy

Very generally, the strategy suggests that negative con-
sequences result when youth do not feel good about tteir own
accomplishments and that youth often feel unsuccessful because
they have been labeled as losers--people who do not and cannot
do things well. Such labeling occurs in the home, school,
and community. These labels tend to persist through a variety
of settings and affect youth's actual ability to achieve.

As a result of negative labeling and the problems with
finding roles in which they find a sense of accomplishment and
pride, youth are often estranged and alienated from the main-
stream of American life and frequently begin to experiment
with activities that lead them further away from healthy, law-
abiding lifestyles. Because of this, the national strategy
for youth development focuses on preventive efforts earlier
in the causal chain than do traditional person-centered treat-
ment programs; that is, it deemphasizes the remedial treat-
ment of persons who have oeen negatively affected by institu-
tions and stresses the need to change institutional structures
and practices identified with such effects.

The design, however, is not to eliminate person-centered
treatment. Such treatment and institutional change are parts
of a whole, and any serious attempt to change deviancy rates
requires an understanding of this concept. The national
strategy for youth development recognizes the institutional
impact on the creation of deviance and attempts to rectify any
imbalances occurring in programs dealing wAth delinquency pre-
vention. The national strategy has identified (1) limitation
or denial of access to acceptable social roles, (2) premature,
negative, or inappropriate labeling, and (3) social alienation
as variables contributing to delinquent behavior.

To implement the national strategy, the Office of Youth
Development is providing categorical grants to State and local
grantees to develop coordinated youth-service systems. These
systems may consist of a central coordinator and a network of
local youth-serving agencies. The coordinator may also pro-
vide services. A system's main function is to coordinate and
integrate (when appropriate) diverse, autonomous youth-service
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agencies. About 100 youth-service systems are now in various
phases of development.

The Office generally relies on existing community youth
services. According to its Commissioner, the Office "seeks
to enhance the capacity of the local community to more ef-
fectively support the favorable development of all youth
through the interrelated vehicles of coordination-rand insti-
tutional change." The focus is on youth-serving agencies and
personnel rather than on the individual youth in need of as-
sistance. A coordinated youth-service system requires the
active participation, support, and power of individuals in
public and private agencies at the State, county, and local
levels. The system, in the final analysis, will provide the
services that will better meet the needs of individual youth.

Department of Justice

LEAA, as previously mentioned, is the principal Depart-
ment of Justice agency that deals with juvenile delinquency.
Its enabling legislation provides for State criminal justice
planning agencies to manage the block grant funds provided
the States. Each State planning agency must develop, with
advice from local or regional planning units, a State plan
indicating how it will try to prevent or reduce crime, in-
cluding juvenile delinquency.

After LEAA reviews and approves the State plan, it awaLds
the State a block grant to implement it. The amount of funds
received is based on population. LEAA can also award certain
funds, at its discretion, directly to governmental units or
nonprofit organizations to promote national issues.

LEAA-funded prcjects can be categorized as prevention,
diversion, rehabilitation, upgrading resources, drug abuse,
and Impact Cities programs. The prevention projects center
around community involvement with youth and youth programs
and can include community centers, counseling services,
crisis intervention centers, education, and public relations
activities. Diversion projects include mental health centers,
alternative educational systems, temporary foster homes, youth
service bureaus, and tutoring services. Rehabilitation proj-
ects include residential centers, probation and parole pro--
grams, community detention programs, and community-based
counseling services.

Emphasis of Federal funding
ofjuven ile del in uencSy activities

The Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare in 1968
and the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and

- 10
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Administration nf Justice in 1967 have concluded that one of
the keys to controlling U.S. crime is to prevent juvenile
crime. In developing the 1972 amendments to the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968, the Congress
recognized that youth in danger of becoming delinquent must
be prevented from coming in contact with the juvenile justice
system. The 1971 amendments to the Safe Streets Act specifi-
cally included juvenile delinquency prevention programing as
an action grant area. However, most Federal funds mandated
for juvenile delinquency were spent in areas other than pre-
vention.

LEAA and the Office of Youth Development are the leading
Federal agencies whose funds are specifically committed to
juvenile delinquency. In fiscal year 1973 the Office obli-
gated about $10 million to prevent juvenile delinquency. It
has focused its efforts on youth who are in danger of becoming
delinquent.

Of the $669.4 million LEAA awarded to the States for fis-
cal year 1972, LEAA estimated that about $136 million was al-
located for juvenile delinquency as follows:

(millions)

Rehabilitation $ 40.8
Upgrading resources 32.9
Prevention 21.0
Drug abuse 17.7
Diversion 15.7
Impact Cities programs 8.0

Total $136.1

As indicated above, rehabilitation projects took the largest
share of LEAA's juvenile delinquency funds. These primarily
treat and serve youth within the juvenile justice system in
institutions and community-based programs.

A fiscal year 1971 study by LEAA found that the types of
programs States were funding at that time could be divided
into programs (1) within the juvenile justice system, (2)
targeted solely for juvenile delinquents and/or potential de-
linquents, (3) servicing referrals from the juvenile justice
system, among others, and (4) seeking to prevent delinquency
by attacking the known characteristics of juvenile delinquents.
Another LEAA study indicated that approximately 75 percent of
the juvenile programs were exclusively devoted to youths within
the juvenile justice system. In general, LEAA's prevention
projects may be termed recidivism prevention; that is, they aim
at preventing further delinquency by reducing recidivism.
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LEAA's emphasis appears to be changing. According to the
Director of its Division of Juvenile Delinquency, LEAA is at-
tempting to reduce the role of the criminal justice system
while strengthening that of service delivery systems. Re-
cently LEAA indicated in a proposed position paper on juve-
nile delinquency that it is concerned with children and youth
who have had no contact with the criminal justice system and
will

"* * * take an active role in developing methods and
systems designed to help all children and youth achieve
their positive potential as the way to reduce the
likelihood of their future involvement in the criminal
justice system."

The Federal Government has made some specific efforts to
combat juvenile delinquency. Numerous proqrams administered
by a variety of Federal agencies may be affecting the preven-
tion and control of juveqf C eiei-uency; however, not all of
these programs may be si nificantly affecting the problem.

12
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CHAPTER 3

DIFFICULTIES IN DETERMINING

SPECIFIC FEDERAL IMPACT

OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

The extent of Federal impact on juvenile delinquency is
difficult to precisely determine because, for the most part,,
Federal programs which might have had a positive effect have
not been administered with that specific intent. Because of-
ficials have not been aware of their programs' relationships
in this area, no effective strategy has been developed and im-
plemented to coordinate Federal efforts.

LACK OF AWARENESS

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968, as amended, required all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs to be coordinated, but it did not define the term
"juvenile delinquency program." No Federal executive agency
nad developed a definition or criteria to be used to select
and designate particular Federal programs as juvenile de-
linquency programs.

The Interdepartmental Council, through information com-
piled under contract with the Bureau of the Census, developed
a directory of Federal juvenile delinquency and youth develop-
ment programs, but its definition was so broad that it in-
cluded all of the possible resources that could conceivably
oe brought to bear on the problem. In effect, its philosophy
was that prevention begins at preschool age. It defined
juvenile" as persons between 1 day and 24 years of age.

In developing the directory of programs, the Council
grouped similar youth programs from different agencies to
identify all of the programs which covered a particular need
and to point out overlaps and gaps. The programs have been
put into such categories as general youth improvement, high-
risk youth, and delinquent youth. Apparently, all of the
programs can affect youth in some way and at various stages
ot their lives, but their significance to juvenile delin-
quency, if any, is not known. Little nas been done to deter-
mine the programs' impact, significance, or relationship to
any aspect of the juvenile delinquency problem; to develop
any action plans; and to notify the administrators at all
levels of government of the action.
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Using the directory as a guide, we asked appropriate
Federal officials about their programs' relationship to
juvenile delinquency. Most were not aware of the directory
of programs. They believed that most of the listed prograins
and/or their programs did not significantly affect juvenile
delinquency. Some could not see any relationship.

Many Federal officials we talked to did not administer
their programs with intent of affecting the juvenile delin-
quency problem, unless the programs were specifically es-
tablished for that purpose. Many of the five agencies' of-
ficials were unaware of what their programs' roles in prevent-
ing or controlling-juvenile delinquency could or should be.
For example, Office of Education officials considered their
personnel and programs to be youth development related for
educational improvement. They told us that, except for the
Program for Neglected and Delinquent Children in State-
Operated or Supported Institutions, no Office of Education
programs were designed or administered specifically to affect
or reduce juvenile delinquency. Officials stated, however,
that the results of programs could indirectly affect juvenile
delinquency prevention by, for example, reducing school
dropouts.

Social and Rehabilitation Service officials said their
programs are not intended to deal specifically with youth
development or with juvenile delinquency but that they could
be considered to prevent delinquency or rehabilitate delin-
quents. This, however, would be an indirect benefit.

The Associate Regional Health Director for Mental Health
in the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Healt.i Administration
in Denver estimated that, although about 25 percent of the
staff's time was related to youth activities, this effort was
not specifically intended to affect juvenile delinquency.
Administration officials said all mental health centers
should help prevent delinquency, but they are not aware of
the extent or tyoe of effect their programs have on the
problem.

A HUD headquarters official believed that none of HUD's
programs involved any direct efforts or activities to prevent
or control juvenile delinquency, although youth development
and criminal justice are a necessary component of HUD's as-
signed goal of helping upgrade urban life. In contrast, a
Boston HUD official believed that the Model Cities program
significantly affected the juvenile delinquency problem.

We believe that all government officials should be
more aware of their role in the remediation of juvenile de-
linquency. Strategies should be developed to provide guid-
ance and resources to State and local governments.

14
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LACK OF UNIFORM DEFINITIONS

In implementing programs or projects, generally no at-
tempts were made to classify how a project or program affected
juvenile delinquency; that is, whether it focused on preven-
tion, rehabilitation, or diversion. Except in LEAA and the
Office of Youth Development, these terms had little impact
on Federal officials' decisions in managing programs related
to juvenile delinquency. LEAA regional-office officials did
not use these terms as a management tool in approving State
plans, although LEAA provided this type of information at
the national level.

All levels of government lacked uniform definitions for
such terms as juvenile, juvenile delinquent, prevention,
and diversion. Some agencies had formalized definitions,
and some had no definitions at all.

Although the ultimate goal in preventing and controlling
juvenile delinquency is to insure that youth's needs are
adequately provided for, the availability of generally ac-
cepted definitions might help agencies provide services more
effectively because program administrators would be more
aware of whom they are trying to reach and of their program
goals. It would also be useful in developing informational
systems so that activities pertaining to juveniles could be
uniformly reported.

POSSIBLE OVERSTATEMENT OF FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT

Ostensibly, a considerable amount of Federal funds is
available for youth development and/or juvenile delinquency
programs. The Interdepartmental Council has estimated that
as much as $12 billion has been spent on youth development
or juvenile delinquency. However, most of this appears to
be only tangentially related to delinquency.

There are programs in the Interdepartmental Council's
directory that can be considered juvenile delinquency related
only by using the very broadest interpretation. For instance,
the Office of Education in HEW administered a program to
assist low-income and physically handicapped students with
academic potential to initiate, continue, or resume their
postsecondary education. Because of its definition of "juve-
nile," this and some of the other programs in the directory
affect older youth rather than those normally considered as
juveniles. In Denver, HEW's Office of Education in fiscal
year 1973 funded 26 programs considered by the Interdepart-
mental Council to be related to youth and delinquency preven-
tion. Funds for these programs went to 21 separate grantees,
13 of which were either business schools, colleges,
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universities, or parochial seminaries. The age of students
at these schools was 18 and above, which is beyond the general
statutory age of 17 for juveniles. Therefore, these 13 pro-
grams appear to have no significant relationship to the preven-
tion and control of juvenile delinquency.

Another indication of the Federal Government's impact
on juvenile delinquency is the number of juveniles actually
being served by- a federally funded orogram. A nationally
defined juvenile delinquency program must be determined to
be actually affecting local youth. Many of the programs
that could be considered as juvenile delinquency programs
at the national level may not exclusively or significantly
deal with juveniles. Statistics on the number of juveniles
served inay not be available.

For example, in fiscal year 1973, the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration provided funds to
seven grantees under three Denver mental health programs -
which the Interdepartmental Council considered to be related
to youth development and delinquency prevention. The Director
of the Division of Mental Health, Colorado Department of In-
stitutions, said mental health services and Federal funds for
services are not generally available unless a youth has been
arrested or adjudicated as a delinquent. Information on the
number of youth actually treated by the Denver mental health
centers was not available.

We contacted five of the seven grantees to determine how
their programs were related to youth development or juvenile
delinquency. The grants provided services to persons aged
1 day to -85 years. The grantees did not know the extent to
which the programs were related to juvenile delinquency
prevention, and some grantees did not believe the programs
had any relationship to it.

Officials at two major hospitals in Denver said they
could not determine the number of youth served or whether the
mental health programs had direct or indirect impacts on
preventing or controlling juvenile delinquency. A spokesman
for another hospital told us that the program he was operat-
ing, funded by the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health
Administration, had no relationship to youth development or
juvenile delinquency prevention.

EVALUATION

Little is known about (1) which Federal programs affect
juvenile delinquency and (2) the impact and its extent. As
indicated previously, many Federal administrators do not see
their programs' roles in juvenile delinquency. As a result,
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they neither administer their programs with the intent to
affect specific aspects of the juvenile delinquency problem
nor generally emphasize juveniles.

Except at LEAA and the Office of Youth Development,
Federal officials in the regional offices said their head-
quarters offices had not given them any guidance or direction
indicating their programs' relationship to juvenile delin-
quency. Although their-programs could have had impacts, the
officials were not aware of the extent and type.

The agencies generally did not evaluate their programs
to determine their effects on preventing and controlling
juvenile delinquency. If those whose programs dealt mainly
with youth evaluated their programs at all, they did not do
so in terms of their effectiveness and impact on the problem.
Other agencies whose programs were geared to the general
population usually did not determine the impact on youth or
delinquency.

The Boston and Denver LEAA regional offices did not
evaluate juvenile delinquency projects but required the State
planning agencies to do so. Although Boston officials made
an occasional financial audit, they said they did not have
the resources to evaluate their projects. Although the State
planning agencies evaluated juvenile delinquency projects,
the LEAA Chief of Operations said that the evaluations needed
improvement. In Denver, final reports on juvenile delinquency
projects from the State planning agencies had not been com-
pleted and received.

One official said that, in general, evaluation of all
Social and Rehabilitation Service programs is weak. Programs
are not evaluated to determine whether they affect juvenile
delinquency. He said HEW has never evaluated one program
designed to de-velop preventive or protective services which
will prevent the neglect, abuse, exploitation, or delinquency
of children. However, we are reviewing the program.

The Interdepartmental Council, through its Evaluation
Task Force, contracted with the Bureau of the Census to con-
duct a comprehensive governmentwide study to describe selected
Federal juvenile delinquency and youth development programs
and evaluations of them. The study was conducted on fiscal
year 1971 program and project information.

Although the study did not assess the quality of program
evaluations, the results indicated that they varied in quality
and quantity from program to program and from agency to agency.
The Census staff noted that the approaches of only a few of
the 148 evaluations submitted by the agencies were objective
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and scientific. The study indicated that the overall program
evaluation effort for Federal juvenile delinquency and youth
development programs was substantial; however, there was
little interagency coordination and participation in evalua-
tion efforts. The study showed that, compared with other
Federal agencies' evaluations, LEAA's tendd to focus more on
programs aimed at incarcerated offenders and at delinquent
youth.

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency noted in
1972 hearings before the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency that, although millions of
dollars from LEAA have been spent to reduce crime and delin-
quency, no mnore was known in 1972 than in 1969 about what
were the most effective crime reduction programs. The
Council's Research Center estimated that an adequate research
and evaluation design would represent, at most, 14 percent of
the cost of any program. The Census study indicated that the
cost of Federal-level program evaluation is typically less
than I percent of the total program funding.

In discussing the evaluation of juvenile delinquency
prevention programs, a report of the Task Force on Juvenile
Delinquency of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice points out that a serious need
exists for research on both individuals and society--including
the fan ily, school, labor market, recreation,_courts, and
corrections. Potentially hundreds of kinds of programs can
be suggested, and hundreds nave been operated to prevent de-
linquent behavior. The overwhelming need is to find out how
well they work. Only by evaluating their outcomes, compar-
ing their effectiveness, discarding those that do not work,
and giving greater support to the successes, can society
beqin to make real inroads on the problem.

The report adds that, in measuring the effectiveness of
a prevention program, the issues confronting evaluation are
not really technical but center on the

--resistance to evaluation by program practitioners
and supporters;

--limitation of evaluation to the specific current
features of the program, thus making generalizations
to other contexts difficult;

--choice of indicators that mark program success;

--piecemeal, relatively haphazard way evaluation has
been conducted; and
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-- conclusions of sound studies being ignored.

Decisions about the future of programs are affected by organ-
izational self-protection, ideological fashion, practitioner
defensiveness, and a host of other factors unrelated to pro-
gram outcomes.

Although we did not evaluate any of the programs or
projects of the five agencies reviewed, we recently issued a
report on "Difficulties of Assessing Results of Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration Projects to Reduce Crime"
(B-171019, Mar. 19, 1974). Two of the four types of LEAA
projects we reviewed--youth service bureaus and group homes
for juveniles--pertained to juveniles. Common difficulties
involved in trying to assess the impact of the four types of
projects were:

--No standards or criteria for success rates had been
established.

-- Similar projects did not maintain adequate and com-
parable data.

--Project evaluations used different techniques and
different information sources and had different scopes.
Moreover, most evaluations did not present data on
project effectiveness and, for those that did, the
evaluators had no nationally acceptable standards or
criteria to use in evaluating project achievement.

Without comparable data, adequate standards and criteria can-
not be developed and objective decisions cannot be made. Our
report made recommendations for improving LEAA's evaluation
efforts.

- In its multiagency study, the Census staff encountered
similar difficulties in identifying the universe of Federal
involvement in juvenile delinquency and youth aevelopment
programs and projects and the extent to which they had been
evaluated. They foun2 that F'ederal departments and agencies
had virtually no standardized collection of information on
juvenile delinquency and youth development projects. They
encountered differing policies on the location of program
and project information. A wide variety of formats--
ranginq from computer printouts and worksheets to State
plans, project files, and grant books--was used to record
data. Even when the same data was collected, different
definitions were often used. In short, they concluded that
anyone seeking standard information on juvenile delinquency
or youth development programs and projects throughout the
Federal Government faces a virtually insurmountable problem.
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CHAPTER 4

FEDERAL ATTEMPTS TO COORDINArE

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

A national strategy has not been developed to focus the
Nation's resources in a concerted effort to prevent and con-
trol juvenile delinquency. Officials administering many
health, education, social, welfare, and employment programs
generally are not aware that their programs may affect juve-
nile delinquency, either alone or in conjunction witn other
programs.

No Federal agency has identified the most significant
causes of juvenile delinquency, determined the resources
available for combating them, developed a plan to implement
a strategy to address one or more aspects, or informed the
pertinent agencies' officials of efforts to make an impact
on the problem. Any accomplishments thus far have been made
in isolation and not as part of an ongoing national strategy
to prevent and control the problem.

Other than the efforts of LEAA and some HEW agencies,
few identifiable attempts are being made to address the prob-
lem directly. The Federal Government's major strategy to
prevent juvenile delinquency apparently has been to rely on
the myriad of antipoverty and social welfare programs to
hopefully make a significant impact.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 should make it easier to address these issues because
it assigned the responsibility for all Federal efforts to a
new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in
LEAA. The Office's objective is to achieve a coordinated and
integrated Federal, State, and local juvenile delinquency
prevention and control program. (See pp. 51 to 53.)

EARLIER COORDINATION EFFORTS

As early as 1948, the Federal Government attempted to
coordinate its juvenile delinquency programs, but these ef-
forts met with apparently little success. In that year, the
Interdepartmental Committee on Children and Youth was created
to coordinate Federal agencies engaged in youth programs. In
1961 the President's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and
Youth Crime was established and charged with coordinating the
Federal antidelinquency effort and recommending innovative
policies, programs, and legislation. However, it failed to
provide the impetus for coordinated planning and funding of
Federal programs.

20



220

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968 made the Secretary of HEW responsible for coordinating
all Federal activities in juvenile delinquency, youth develop-
ment, and related fields and for providing national leadership
in developing new approaches to juvenile crime problems. How-
ever, the Secretary did not adequately fulfill his responsi-
bilities. The HEW annual report released in March 1971 con-
cluded that there was

I$* * * little coherent national planning or estab-

lished priority structure among major programs
dealing with the problems of youth development and
delinquency prevention * * *. The present array of
programs demonstrates the lack of priorities, em-
phasis, and direction in the Federal Government's
efforts to combat delinquency."

In commenting on HEW's administration during considera-
tion of the 1971 amendments to the 1968 act, House and Senate
committees noted that reasons for this failure included
(1) HEW's faLilure to request more than small proportions of
the amounts authorized by the Congress and (2) inadequate
administration. In fiscal year 1970, for example, $50 mil-
lion was authorized; however, only $15 million was requested
and only $10 million appropriated. In fiscal year 1971,
$75 million was authorized, $15 million requested, $15 mil-
lion appropriated, and about $8.5 million spent. In con-
trast, LEAA spent about $70 million for juvenile delinquency
in fiscal year 1971. From 1968 to 1971 HEW requested only
$49.2 million of a total authorized $150 million. Except for
tnat spent on State comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan-
ning, the funds were spread throughout the country in a series
of underfunded, and generally unrelated, projects.

One of the major problems in administering the 1968 act
was confusion of the roles of HEW and LEAA in juvenile delin-
quency because the scope of their two acts overlapped some-
what. Under the 1968 act, HEW was to assist States in prepar-
ing and implementing comprehensive State juvenile delinquency
plans. At the same time, the Safe Streets Act authorized
LEAA to make block grants to the States to address all crimi-
nal justice problems, including juvenile delinquency. With
its vastly larger resources, LEAA soon became dominant in
criminal justice planning.

In 1971 the Secretary of HEW and the Attorney General
redefined their roles. They agreed that each State should
develop a single comprehensive criminal justice plan which
would comply with the statutory requirements of both acts.
HEW was to concentrate its efforts on prevention and rehabili-
tation programs administered outside the traditional juvenile
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correctional system, while LEAA was to focus its efforts on
programs within the system.

In 1971 the Congress agreed to extend for 1 year the
Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 to
allow dEW to (1) refocus its program by funding preventive
programs principally for youths wno had not entered the juve-
nile justice system, (2) improve its administration of the
act, including eliminating the maze of conditions required
of applicants for funds, and (3) coordinate its overall ef-
forts. Tne Congress found that HEW was not providing the
national direction and leadership intended by the legisla-
tion. To facilitate coordination of all Federal juvenile
uelinquency programs, the legislation authorized the estab-
lishmnent of an interdepartmental council.

In 1972 the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control
Act of 1968, as amended, was extended until June 30, 1974.
The new role of HEW's program was to fund preventive pro-
grams, involving schools, in local communities which showed
the greatest need for assistance. HEW was to develop co-
ordinated youth services systems, whose administration the
Congress was to review in assessing HEW's role in juvenile
delinquency.

About this time the Federal regional concept was also
established to decentralize programs and program administra-
tion and also provide a mechanism for coordination among
Federal departments at the regional level with national
goals and policies to be set in Washington with State and
local input.

THE INTERDEPARTMENTAL COUNCIL

The Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal
Juvenile Delinquency Programs was established in July 1971 by
amendment to the 1968 Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act. Membershio on the Council, as designated by the
President, included representatives from the Departments of
HEW, Justice, Labor, HUD, Interior, Transportation, Agricul-
ture; the Office of Economic Opportunity; the Special Action
Office for Drug Abuse Prevention; and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget.

In addition, representatives from District of Columbia
City Council, Veterans Administration, ACTION, the White
House, National Institute of Mental Health, Office of Child
Development, Department of Defense, and the Bureau of Pris-
ons were invited to be ex-officio members. The President
designated the Attorney General as Chairman of the Council.
The Attorney General in turn named the LEAA Administrator as
Chairman-Designate.
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As outlined at its first meeting, the Council's goals
were to (1) coordinate all Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams at all levels of government and (2) search for answers
that would immediately affect the prevention and reduction
of juvenile delinquency and youth crime. To date, the Coun-
cil has not met its mandate to coordinate all Federal juve-
nile delinquency programs.

Council accomplishments

Except during fiscal year 1972, the first year of its
operation, the Council accomplished little other than develop-
ing and submitting its annual report to the Congress. In fis-
cal year 1972, the Council met 12 times, during which it:

--Conducted a juvenile delinquency training session for

its members.

--Developed proposed national policy objectives.

--Contracted with the Bureau of Census to identify the
universe of Federal juvenile delinquency and youth
development programs and the evaluations conducted
on them.

--Aided the Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention
Administration, which was to coordinate interagency
efforts in LEAA's Impact Cities program by (1) provid-
ing leadership in developing a youth component in the
program by assisting in the planning of LEAA's portion
of the community system in the rehabilitation of youth-
ful offenders, (2) coordinating existing and planned
Council member agency-funded programs in each city, in-
cluding both juvenile delinquency and youth development
programs, and (3) identifying program gaps in each com-
munity system and developing and implementing strategies
to fill the gaps.

--Contracted for (1) a study of the management of Federal
juvenile delinquency programs and (2) the development
of a directory of all major Federal programs.

--Studied existing coordinating-mechanisms that might be
used to coordinate the planning, funding, evaluation,
and technical assistance functions of all Federal
juvenile delinquency efforts.

--Held public hearings on its proposed national policy
objectives and coordination mechanisms and strategies.
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During fiscal year 1973, the Council failed to fulfill
its mandate of meeting at least six times annually; it met
only on September 18, 1972, and May 29, 1973. No program
activity occurred during that year. The Council did little
until January 1974, when LEAA initiated efforts to revitalize
it. From February through June 1974, the Council convened
six times to fulfill the required meetings for fiscal year
1974. Generally, these meetings focused on the Council's
revitalization, but the 1974 act preempted most of these
efforts.

Reasons for ineffectiveness

The lack of adequate funds and staff and the Council's
uncertainty about its authority to coordinate Federal juvenile
delinquency efforts impeded its coordination attempts.

F in a

The Interdepartmental Council had to rely on resources
provided by its member agencies. During its first year of
operation, the Council members agreed to the following.

--The five agencies with major involvement in juvenile
delinquency (LEAA, Youth Development and Delinquency
Prevention Administration, the Department of Labor,
HUD, and the Office of Economic Opportunity) would set
aside $100,000 each for approved contracts or programs,
and the three departments with less responsibility
(Interior, Agriculture, and Transportation) would each
set aside $50,000.

--LEAA would provFide space, overhead and operating cost
for the core staff, the staff director, legal counsel,
and public information and other needed services.

The Council found it difficult to meet its financial re-
sponsiDilities under this method of funding. Initial confu-
sion concerned what each agency could or could not fund with
its contribution to the Council.

Getting funds from member agencies for Council contracts
proved to be a major undertaking. For example, the Census
Bureau was not reimbursed for work it had done under contract
until over a year beyond the due date. Eventually, LEAA had
to pay for HUD's share ($18,000) of the contract cost.
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Staffing

The members agreed that the Council's initial staffing
by the five major agencies would consist of one professional
person each, and the other three agencies would provide one
secretary each. The Department of Justice provided a staff
director and three line staff.

As it turned out, the member agencies generally did not
appoint people with decisionmaking authority to the Council,
which contributed to its failure in achieving its proposed
programs. Several officials who worked on the Council stated
that, because most of the designated Council members were
midlevel executives, they could not speak for their agencies
nor commit funds for Council activities.

The Council found it difficult to maintain the continu-
ity of its Chairman, members, and staff. The Council Chair-
man has continuously been the LEAA Administrator, as desig-
nated by the Attorney General. Since inception of the Coun-
cil in 1971, there have been 5 different Attorney Generals,
and 8 of the 10 member agencies have changed their designated
representatives from 1 to 3 times. After the first year of
operation, the support staff donated by the member agencies
dissipated. The agencies continuously resisted Council re-
quests to furnish staff.

Lack of author ity

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of
1968, as amended, stated that the Interdepartmental Council's
function was to coordinate all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs and prepare an annual report on all Federal juvenile
delinquency and youth development activities and related
fields. But the act did not indicate what authority the
Council was to have to coordinate the agencies' activities.
Congressional intent was to have the Council meet regularly
to review the various agencies' efforts in combating juvenile
delinquency and make certain the overall Federal effort was
coordinated and efficient.

After its first year of operation, the Council concluded
that it had identified a number of major problems and policy
issues which required White House guidance. In a February 7,
1973, memorandum to the White House, the Council sought guid-
ance on:
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--Proposed national policy objectives and specific
agency objectives for both short- and long-term
impacts on the juvenile crime problem.

--A proposed restructuring of the Council which would
give it authority to implement the proposed objec-
tives, insure the support of its constituent agen-
cies, and provide it with permanent staff and funding
support.

--The drafting of major juvenile delinquency legisla-
tion.

The White House did not act on this request for guidance.

FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCILS

Another mechanism available to the Federal Government
for coordination is the Federal regional councils, estab-
lished in 1972 in the 10 standard regions to develop closer
working relationships between Federal grantmaking agencies
and State and local governments and to improve coordination
of the categorical grant-in-aid system. Each Federal re-
gional council was to be a body within which participating
agencies, under general policy formulated by the Under Secre-
taries Group for Regional Operations, were to jointly conduct
their grantmaking activities by:

--Developing short-term regional interagency strategies
and mechanisms for program delivery.

--Developing integrated program and funding plans with
Governors and local chief executives.

--Encouraging joint and complementary grant applications
for related programs.

--Expediting resolution of interagency conflicts and co-
ordination problems.

--Evaluating programs in which two or more member agen-
cies participate.

--Developing long-term regional interagency and inter-
governmental strategies for resource allocations to
better respond to States' and local communities'
needs.

--Supervising regional interagency program coordination
mechanisms.
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-- Developing administrative procedures to facilitate
day-to-day interagency and intergovernmental coopera-
tion.

Each council is headed by a chairman designated by the
President from among the regional heads of member agencies.
A council chairman may invite the regional head or other
appropriate representative of a nonmember agency to deliber-
ate when the council considers matters significantly affect-
ing the interests of that agency.

Representatives of the Office of Management and Budqet
serve as liaisons between it and the councils and participate
in council deliberations. They are primarily responsible for
carrying out the Office's role as general overseer and moni-
tor of interagency and intergovernmental coordination efforts
within the executive branch. They are also expected to sup-
port the council system and help make it more effective by
assisting the chairmen and councils as necessary and by
generally helping to expedite and facilitate solutions to
interagency and intergovernmental problems.

The councils provide a structure, subject to improve-
ments as noted in a previous GAO report (see p. 29), which
should be considered as a possibility in coordinating juvenile
delinquency efforts. However, they have not been used sig-
nificantly in this area.

Lo2 io r i ty

According to Federal Regional Council System Guidelines,
the councils are to formulate initiatives responsive to re-
gional needs on the basis of analyses of regional problems
and assessment of available resources. Individual agencies
in Washington, D.C., may also initiate assignments, but they
must first be reviewed and approved by the Under Secretaries
Group. Each council is to prepare an annual workplan. Dur-
ing fiscal year 1974 a management-by-objective approach was
introduced.

Neither of the two Federal regional councils we visited
regarded juvenile delinquency as a high-priority area. The
Boston council, which was chaired by LEAA's regional director
at the time of our review, had undertaken only one activity
relating to youth development and juvenile delinquency. In
November 1973 it sponsored a 1-day seminar on juvenile delin-
quency prevention, treatment, and control. The seminar, with
speakers from the Department of Labor, HUD, LEAA, and HEW,
was to inform Massachusetts and regional criminal justice
program planners of available federally funded programs.
Council officials said that the seminar was not a formal
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attempt to coordinate juvenile delinquency efforts. According
to LEAA's Massachusetts representative, the seminar was held
to make LEAA fund recipients aware of each other's activities
to avoid duplication.

Council officials in Boston said they would not consider
doing work in juvenile delinquency unless mandated by the
Office of Management and Budget. However, at the close of
our fieldwork, the representative of the Office of Economic
Opportunity said he had been appointed head of a Federal re-
gional council task force to coordinate Federal juvenile de-
linquency programs. The workplan had been revised and in-
cluded a task to coordinate Federal juvenile delinquency
efforts.

The Mountain Plains Federal Regional Council in Denver
has also done little in youth development and juvenile delin-
quency. Its initial workplan for fiscal year 1973, submitted
to the Office of Management and Budget in May 1972, provided
for a Committee on Crime Control, Delinquency Prevention, and
Offender Rehabilitation.

The committee was created on June 17, 1972, to assist
the Mountain Plains council in developing policy and program
recommendations aimed at improving State and local govern-
ments' capability to address the problems of crime control,
delinquency prevention, and offender rehabilitation within
their juris-dictions. The committee proposed developing an
inventory of all federally funded programs concerning crime
and delinquency. The committee was continued in the fiscal
year 1974 workplan submitted to the Office of Management and
Budget in May 1973 and retained the same objective. Addi-
tional planned tasks included:

--identifying problems with existing program delivery
systems by evaluating the existing level of integra-
tion and coordination of complementary Federal pro-
grams and resources aimed at crime, delinquency, and
offender rehabilitation and

--evaluating the compatibility and coordination between
criminal justice and related program planning systems
for crime and delinquency.

After review, the Office of Management and Budget re-
quested the Mountain Plains council to revise the fiscal year
1974 workplan to conform to the management-by-objective
format. The committee's activities were not included in the
revision, and at the time of our review no committee was deai-
ing with youth or delinquency matters. However, a committee
on children and youth was then defining its objectives.
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Members of the Committee on Crime Control, Delinquency
Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation told us that it was
dissolved in December 1973 because the participants and the
Mountain Plains council could not adequately define its
role, concept, definitions, and common range of activities.
Although the committee had made several proposals and recom-
mendations to the Mountain Plains council, the only council
crime and delinquency objective met was the preparation of
the "Compendium of Federal Programs Relating to Crime Con-
trol, Delinquency Prevention, and Offender Rehabilitation."
The Mountain Plains council had 500 copies of the compendium
printed, but they were never distributed because many of the
Federal categorical programs were being phased out and others
were to be converted to special revenue sharing.

The other Federal regional councils also did not give
juvenile delinquency a high priority. In March 1974 we asked
Office of Management and Budget officials to review Federal
regional council workplans and current management by objec-
tives dealing with juvenile delinquency. The Deputy Asso-
ciate Director for Field Activities replied that

-4 * * there has been minimal involvement by the
Federal Regional Councils in juvenile delinquency
projects t * * due to the inadequate Washington
leadership, an absence of national goals and stand-
ards in the juvenile delinquency area, the overlap
between HEW's Youth Development and Juvenile
Delinquency Administration, the President's Council
on Youth Development, the Domestic Council and
finally the lack of leadership by LEAA at the
Regional level."

In September 1972 the Under Secretaries Group approved an
LEAA proposal to establish Public Safety Task Forces in each
Federal regional council to coordinate the interagency aspects
of the Impact program, Comprehensive Offender Program Effort,
and juvenile delinquency programs. The task forces were to
be comprised of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the De-
partments of Labor, HEW, and HUD, with LEnA acting as the lead
agency. Other agencies would participate as appropriate. In
commenting on this coordination effort, the Deputy Associate
Director stated that, although juvenile delinquency was one
of the three major programs, the task forces concentrated on
the Impact program and the Comprehensive Offender Program
Effort. He said that inadequate leadership and followup by
LEAA at the Washington and regional levels prevented these
programs from getting a good start.

In our "Assessment of Federal Regional Councils" report
(B-178319, Jan. 31, 1974), which discussed the overall organi-
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zation and activities of four Federal regional councils, we
noted that improvements could be made to make them more
effective. We reported that coordinating mechanisms the
councils were implementing helped State and local govern-
ments to coordinate the administration of Federal grant-in-
aid programs; however, these were experimental and reached
only a limited number of potential recipients. We pointed
out in the report that the councils were impeded from being
more effective oy such factors as

--memner agencies' lack of or variations in decentral-
ized decisionmaking authority,

--limits on the authority of council chairmen, and

--division of time and effort by council members,
staffs, and task force members between council and
agency affairs.

We recommended that the Under Secretaries Group improve
the councils' effectiveness by being more assertive and pro-
viding definitive direction and firm support, including pre-
scribing planning and reporting standards, providing for
councils' participation in the planning stages of mandated
projects, and assuming responsibility for determining the
appropriateness of uniformly decentralizing grant programs
of Federal agencies.
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CHAPTER 5

STATE AND LOCAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACTIVITIES

State and local circumstances were similar to those at
the national level:

--Officials of agencies and organizations that had a
mandate in the juvenile delinquency area or worked
with delinquent or high-risk youth were most aware
that their programs could help prevent and control
juvenile delinquency.

--No single agency was responsible for implementing a
comprehensive strategy to systematically approach the
juvenile delinquency problem and coordinate the ef-
forts of agencies serving youth.

--Very little evaluation had been done to determine the
programs' impact on the problem.

This situation was due, in part, to the Federal Govern-
ment's fragmented way of handling the problem. To help fund
their activities, the State and local agencies had to respond
to the Federal agencies' specific categorical grant programs,
each of which had its own objectives, requirements, and re-
strictions. They could not look to one Federal agency to
obtain information on funding and other Federal juvenile
delinquency resources. Thus, the State and local agencies
had little incentive to coordinate their activities.

Officials in Colorado and Massachusetts said they be-
lieved the Federal Government contributed to the fragmented
approach to juvenile delinquency prevention and control.
The Assistant Commissioner for Children's Services in the
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health:

--Stated that the lack of a nationally accepted strategy
for juvenile delinquency has contributed to fragmen-
tation.

--Suggested that the Federal Government establish coordi-
nating mechanisms at the F~deral level for juvenile
delinquency planning and funding and devise an over-
all strategy on how to approach the problem.

STATE LEVEL

As at the Federal level, Colorado's and Massachusetts'
planning and coordination of juvenile delinquency and youth
development activities were not centralized.
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Lack of comprehensive,

Preventing and controlling delinquency requires a
joint effort of law enforcement and social, welfare, and
other agencies. This would suggest the desirability of a
formal coordinating mechanism to integrate, through plan-
ning, all of the relevant programing.- Colorado and Mas-
sachusetts had little planning across functional lines of
effort; health and welfare activities, for instance, were
normally not planned and carried out in conjunction with
law enforcement activities and vice versa. They need not
be in all cases, but when programs of both types of agen-
cies are supposed to affect similar problems, coordina-
tion is necessary, especially to prevent duplication.

Colorado

Colorado had four State agencies specifically respon-
sible for addressing juvenile delinquency. HEW had ap-
proved and funded three of them, each of whose objectives
included identifying and coordinating existing resources
for youth and identifying youth's needs and gaps in the
resources for those needs. The agencies were the Colorado
Office of Youth Development; the Advocacy for Children
and Youth, Colorado Coalition; and the Colorado Commission
on Children and Youth. The fourth agency, the Colorado
Criminal Justice State Planning Agency, received and dis-
tributed Federal funds from LEAA.

HEW provided the three agencies with $311,810 in
1973, as follows:

Office of Youth Development $225,000
Colorado Coalition 64,590
Commission on Children and Youth 22,220

Total $311,810

The Colorado Office of Youth Development was estab-
lished as the organizational counterpart of HEW's Federal
Office of Youth Development. Although the Office was to
establish a State youth services system administrative
mechanism and to support the development of a youth serv-
ice system in Denver, the Federal Office directed it to
concentrate its technical assistance effort in Denver.
As a result, $160,000 of the $225,000 was allocated to
Denver and about 80 percent of the Office staff's time
was devoted to the Denver youth service system.
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The Colorado Coalition was established in 1973 and,
under a 1-year contract from the National Institute of
Mental Health, was to develop a model child and youth
advocacy system for monitoring and caring for the needs
of children. The contract required the coalition to re-
main independent of State government, so it developed
a statewide child and youth advocacy system by creating
regional advocacy councils in 12 State regions. The di-
rector told us that, because the coalition is independent
of State government, its activities are not coordinated
with other State agencies which serve youth.

According to an official of the National Institute
of Mental Health, -the project will not be statewide as
originally planned because, after work began, the coali-
tion found that the job was too big to do on a State
basis. However, the personnel training phase is expected
to be conducted statewide, as originally planned.

Presently, the coalition reports to the Institute
on one rural area, Delta County, and one urban area, the
city and county of Denver. The reports contain basic
social data, such as population by age group, educational
data, community information on housing, and juvenile jus-
tice information. The coalition's reports also contain
an inventory of needs and resources, including information
on education, foster care, day care, homemaker services,
runaways, drug abuse, vocational guidance, and the mentally
retarded and emotionally disturbed.

A Governor's executive order in September 1971 created
the Colorado Commission on Children and Youth as a result
of the 1970 Colorado White House Conference on Children
and Youth. It is to coordinate the efforts of Federal,
State, and local agencies and private programs dealing
with youth. Its major efforts have been in the mental
health area. It has conducted mental health workshops
at 21 localities to learn the needs of children and youth
and has planned a statewide conference on teenage pregnancy
and- childbirth. -

The Colorado Criminal Justice State Planning Agency
is responsible for law enforcement planning throughout
the State. It distributes LEAA funds to grantees ac-
cording to a State plan. Under the 1974 State plan, the
State planning agency will award $5,748,000 in block
funds for specific projects. Of this amount $1,215,500,
or approximately 21 percent, will be awarded to projects
for combating juvenile delinquency. For fiscal year 1974,
LEAA has allocated $618,000 to the agency to plan for
activities to be funded with block grant funds.
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The State planning agency had one full-time delinquency
specialist on its staff but did not have any specific goals
or strategies for juvenile delinquency. Its policy was
to cover all areas of crime control equally. This cover-
age included, but did not emphasize, juvenile delinquency.

Other State agencies, whose programs might have had
an impact on youth and delinquency, had developed State
strategies for their functional areas. However, because
they were not mandated or instructed to do so, they did
not plan their activities with the intent to address any
specific aspect of the problem. Any favorable impact on
the problem was concomitant to the benefits derived from
their operations.

For example, the Division of Occupational Education
of the State Board for Community Colleges and Occupational
Education is the single agency responsible for vocational
education in Colorado and for developing a State plan for
vocational education. The division does not have a strategy
for preventing or reducing juvenile delinquency. The di-
rector told us that, although the programs--identified in
the Interdepartmental Council's directory--for which he
received Federal funds could affect juvenile delinquency,
generally the effect was not known, since the programs
have not been evaluated in those terms. Division officials
were not aware of and therefore did not coordinate pro-
grams with any of the above-mentioned agencies.

Coordination of planning among the three HEW-funded
organizations and the State planning agency has been
minimal or nonexistent. The Office of Youth Development
had made no input into the State planning agency's com-
prehenvive State plans for the last 4 years, although
meetings had been held from 1970 to 1973. The number of
meetings, however, had decreased from 40 in 1972 to 4 in
1973. The Office was represented on the LEAA-funded
Impact City Youth Development Task Force in Denver. How-
ever, the Director of the Office stated that a significant
contribution was neither asked for nor made.

The Office's regional program director said that of-
ficials of the Denver Anti-Crime Council (see p. 41) ini-
tially were interested in reserving about $230,000 in
planning funds to coordinate the Denver youth service
system and the Impact Cities program. However, because
of differing priorities, the Council withdrew the funds.
The regional program director said that this was a good
example of how Federal programs get locked into provin-
cial postures to meet legislative or program guideline
requirements.
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He also said that, although the Office is to coordinate
the activities of State youth-serving agencies, nothing
tangible beyond the mutual attendance at meetings has oc-
curred. The State agencies which he believes should be
coordinated include the

--Department of Education,

--Department of Social Services,

-- Department of Health,

--Board for Community Colleges and Occupational Educa-
tion,

--The Division of Mental Health and Mental Retardation
of the Department of Institutions,

--Colorado Commission on Children and Youth, and

--Advocacy for Children and Youth.

-The director said the following reasons account for
the lack of coordination between the Office and State youth-
serving agencies:

--HEW has directed the Colorado Office of Youth Develop-
ment to concentrate its efforts on the Denver Youth
Service System.

--No Colorado statute, executive order, or State mandate
sets forth the requirement for coordination, and no
sanctions are available to hold State agencies account-
able for not coordinating their activities with the
youth service systems.

--The State legislature was considering reorganizing-
the State government.

The director told us that Federal coordination of pro-
grams is needed, as well as a logical extension of the co-
ordinated youth service system concept at the State and
local levels. He said that Federal funding practices con-
tribute to coordination problems at the State level because:

--Some funds go directly from Washington to the State
and other funds go to the Federal agencies' regional
offices.

--Federal categorical grant programs are administered
by function, such as health, education, welfare, and

35



235

criminal justice, and each program has separate
policies, guidelines, and regulations.

--Federal programs create competition for talent at the
State and local levels because of salary differentials
among programs and differences in the amount of pro-
gram funds.

--Federal programs have conflicting strategies. For
example, the youth service system concept is attempt-
ing to coordinate existing services, while Impact
Cities projects are creating new services which may
duplicate those already available.

The Commission on Children and Youth had not been very
effective since its inception because of uncertainties about
its role, confusion over responsibilities in relationship to
such other agencies as the Office of Youth Development and the
Colorado Coalition, and its lack of authority within the
State government. The commission has not coordinated its
activities with other Colorado State agencies. The commis-
sion's functions are duplicated by the Office of Youth De-
velopment and the Colorado Coalition but much more so by the
coalition because it has been active in the same areas as the
commission.

Massachusetts

The lack of planning across functional lines was also
evident in Massachusetts. Of the 10 agencies which provide
services to youth, we contacted the Criminal Justice State
Planning Agency; the Departments of Youth Services, Mental
Health, Public Welfare, and Education; and the Office of
Children.

As in Colorado, the State planning agency's function
was to advise the Governor on all phases of adult and
juvenile law enforcement and administer LEAA-funded activi-
ties through a State plan. For fiscal year 1974, LEAA
allocated $1,277,000 to the agency to plan for activities
to be funded with block grants. One of the agency's re-
sponsibilities was to prevent or reduce juvenile delinquency;
it had two people responsible for planning in this area.

The State planning agency had developed juvenile delin-
quency goals which included support for the deinstitutionali-
zation of services and the design of programs to provide
youth with legitimate access to society. The agency's
planning director stated that its local planning agencies
are responsible for coordinating criminal justice planning,
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including juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency project
proposals from local groups, if accepted at the State level,
become part of the State plan. The agency's director stated
the agency knows some of the needs of delinquent youth; how-
ever, additional research is needed. He said the agency has
not received research funds to identify the causes of delin-
quency and the needs of delinquent youth.

The Department of Youth Services' mission was to prevent
.juvenile delinquency and provide rehabilitation in the form
of supervised residential and nonresidential care to of-
fenders between the ages of 7 and 17. Such youth were
either referred or committed by the courts. The Department
was also responsible for draining youths awaiting court
action.

The Department's recently appointed juvenile delinquency
planner said he did not have sufficient time to plan because
most of his time has been devoted to trying to secure LEAA
grant money. The Department has, however, coordinated its
planning and funding for some juvenile delinquency activities
with the State planning agency and the Department of Mental
Health.- In fiscal year 1974 the State Planning Agency awarded
$891,000 to the Department to help it reorganize. It also
assigned the Department a juvenile delinquency planner whose
chief duty was to help develop juvenile delinquency plans
for community-based services.

Since the Department's mission is to prevent juvenile
delinquency and rehabilitate offenders, these activities
are the first priority. The State planning agency, on the
other hand, is responsible for many crime prevention activ-
ities. Its juvenile delinquency planning specialist said
that juvenile delinquency was considered the lowest priority
within nine categories of assistance.

The executive director of the State planning agency
stated that the lack of coordination prevents the problem
from being effectively addressed because each agency looks
at the problem differently. In addition to the delinquency
grants of his agency, similar grants were awarded by the
Department of Youth Services, the Office for Children, the
Department of Public Welfare, and the Department of Educa-
tion. He said that Massachusetts had no interdepartmental
coordination of juvenile delinquency efforts at the State
level and no comprehensive plan to attack the problem. No
one was taking an overall view of the juvenile delinquency
problem to see what was needed.

The Office for Children was created to serve as an ad-
vocate for children and to coordinate and monitor children's
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services throughout Massachusetts. It is trying to do this
by working closely with line agencies to strengthen their
capacities to carry out their legislative mandates, to
develop their programs, to improve their management prac-
tices, and to more effectively coordinate with their sister
agencies. Its activities are to also include the develop-
ment of standards and the licensing of day care, foster
care, group care, and adoption placement agencies.

The Office for Children is helping such agencies as
the Departments of Public Welfare, Youth Services, Mental
Health, and Public Health plan for activites. However, it
is just getting started in its efforts. According to the
Office's Director of Planning and Project Management, the
State planning agency has asked the Office to become in-
volved in planning and evaluating some of its programs
locally. The Office has verbally agreed to help but has
made no effort yet.

The Office for Children is set up to provide services
through an interdepartmental approach. It has in each of
its seven regional offices an interdepartmental team of
professional staff members from the Departments of Youth
Services, Public Health, Public Welfare, and Mental Health.
The team is to receive referrals of cases that do not come
under the specific jurisdiction of existing agencies. It
prepares a service plan and first attempts to get an exist-
ing State agency to accept responsibility for providing
the needed services. If this is not possible, the team
authorizes the expenditure of direct service funds from the
Office for Children.

In September 1973 a group of representatives--including
doctors, probation officers, teachers, and various State
personnel within a court clinic--informed the heads of
the Department of Youth Services, the Department of Mental
Health, the Department of Public Welfare, and the Office for
Children that:

"* * * the absence of appropriate planning
on the part of the combined agencies sets a
model of delinquent behavior on our part that
is disastrous when amplified through the inner
mechanisms of these severely delinquent prone
and in our opinion, mentally ill people. Our
buck passing is felt to constitute such a
delinquency encouraging attitude that is re-
flected onto the delinquents."
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Lack of awareness

One of the reasons for the lack of planning for the
prevention of juvenile delinquency was that the officials
of the State agencies were not aware that their programs
might impact on the problem. Except for the agencies
and programs which specifically address juvenile delinquency,
the officials generally were not aware that their programs
could play a role in juvenile delinquency prevention and
did not administer them with that intent.

In Colorado, officials of the Department of Education
could not agree on whether the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act programs were related to delinquency preven-
tion. One official told us that the programs were not
conceived, planned, administered, or evaluated with the
intent of having an impact on juvenile delinquency, although
the programs could tangentially affect the problem. Another
official told us that the programs do affect delinquency
to the extent that they reduce dropout rates. A division
director of the Colorado State Board for Community Colleges
and Occupational Education told us that, if a correlation
exists between reducing dropouts or providing youth with a
marketable vocational skill, then the programs would impact
on the juvenile delinquency problem. However, generally
the effect on delinquency is not known, since the programs
are not evaluated in those terms.

The Colorado Department of Social Services received
about $87 million under five programs the Interdepartmental
Council considered to be related to youth development and
juvenile delinquency. Both the Director of Public Welfare
and the Director of Rehabilitation told us that these
programs could affect the juvenile delinquency problem;
however, the programs were not administered with that in-
tent. The Department did not consider delinquency prob-
lems when setting program priorities.

State officials in Massachusetts made similar re-
marks. Only officials of LEAA's State planning agency
and the Department of Youth Services, both of which serve
delinquent youth, regarded their programs as specifically
related to juvenile delinquency. Officials from other
agencies which deal with youth do not see themselves as
being involved with juvenile delinquency. For example,
an official of the Massachusetts Department of Mental
Health stated that the Department is concerned with the
mental health of all youth, but it does not consider
itself as being involved with juvenile delinquency. An
official of the Department of Public Welfare said that,
although the Department had some residential treatment



239

care programs which could be treating potential delinquents,
it did not generally consider any of its programs to be
related to juvenile delinquency. An official of the De-
partment of Education said that the Department's programs
were oriented primarily toward educating children and young
adults and that any juvenile delinquency prevention or con-
trol efforts would be incidental to that.

Little evaluation _ar~ed to
juvenile delinquency

Few of the State agencies we visited evaluated their
programs to learn how they affected the juvenile delinquency
problem. The State planning agencies in Colorado and Mas-
sachusetts contracted for their program evaluations. The
evaluations of the Colorado State Planning Agency's programs
show the impact on juvenile delinquency m:.-inly through
changes in recidivism rates. In 1973 the Massachusetts
State Planning Agency contracted with a ?rivate agency to
evaluate 15 of its juvenile delinquency projects. According
to the director of evaluations for the State planning agency,
the evaluations were descriptive and not oriented to results.
The director stated h . agency had not determined whether
its projects were successful in reducing or controlling
juvenile delinquency. Projects continue to be funded solely
because they appear cost effective and thus discontinuance
cannot be justified.

The Department of Youth Services in Massachusetts has
evaluated some of its juvenile delinquency programs. Since
1969 it has evaluated the effectiveness of programs spon-
sored by several agencies from which it purchased services.
It has stopped purchasing services from two agencies as a
result of the evaluations. The director of evaluations
stated that results are usually disseminated only within
the Department.

LOCAL LEVEL

Denver

Approximately 175 agencies were serving youth in Denver
in 1973. Before that, many of the agencies were not aware
that others offered similar services. Many had not worked
together. Officials of nearly every local agency we inter-
viewed said the Federal Government contributed to the frag-
mented approach; most said the reason for this was its
funding but not coordinating many small categorical programs.
They overwhelmingly believed an overall Federal youth strategy
was needed. Categorical grants often carry many restrictions
as to how the funds must be spent. Nearly everyone said that
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the availability of Federal funding, rather than need, often
suggested local priorities.

LEAA had one and HEW had two federally funded efforts
to coordinate the activities of the youth-serving agencies.
One of the HEW-funded projects, a citywide youth services
system, did not normally provide direct services to youth
but was designed to coordinate activities to bring about
greater efficiency and better services to youth. The other
HEW-funded project and the LEAA-funded project were trying
to coordinate the delivery of services to youth.

In July 1973 the Denver mayor created the Mayor's
Commission on Youth to coordinate the youth activities in
the city. The office of the mayor is the grantee and co-
ordinator of the HEW-funded commission, which is the city-
wide youth service system in Denver. The commission's
primary mission is to prevent juvenile delinquency through
youth development by coordinating the city's existing
youth-serving agencies to provide more efficient and effec-
tive services and to facilitate favorable institutional
change at the administrative level. These actions are to
increase youth access to socially acceptable and personally
gratifying roles, reduce negative labeling of youth by social
institutions, reduce youth alienation, and develop needed
direct services for youth.

The other HEW-funded project, the Westside Youth Develop-
ment Project, was established to coordinate the delivery of
services to all youth and thereby prevent delinquency and
divert known delinquents within a specific location in Denver.

The third major coordinating effort in Denver was op-
erated by the Denver Anti-Crime Council. It has developed
a network of nine youth-serving projects that received about
$1.7 million under LEAA's Impact Cities program. The pro-
gram is an intensive planning and action effort to reduce
the incidence of stranger-to-stranger crime (including homi-
cides, rapes, aggravated assaults, and robberies) and burglary
in eight cities by 5 percent in 2 years and 20 percent in
5 years.

The Council's projects differ from those funded by HEW
in that they primarily serve youth who have already been
apprehended. Three of these projects are youth service
bureaus that receive delinquent youth, primarily from the
police and juvenile court, and refer them to one or more of
the remaining six agencies in the local LEAA network or to
one or more of the other agencies serving youth in Denver.
The youth are tested by the youth service bureau psychologists
or test data is gathered from the schools, juvenile court,
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police, or welfare office to assess their problems and needs.
The bureaus become advocates for the delinquent youth and
closely followup on all referrals made to other agencies.

Problems in achieving coordination

The Mayor's Commission on Youth had difficulty achiev-
ing coordination in Denver. To prevent juvenile delinquency,
the commission used a systems approach to institutional change
in which agencies had to work together. Cooperation was not
easily achieved, however, whenever the commission had to tell
the agencies to change their approach in dealing with youth.
The commission recognized this and spent much of fiscal year
1974 trying to bring agencies together and familiarize them
with each other and with itself. The commission hoped that
the agencies would eventually formally agree to work together.

The commission's task is compounded by its lack of legal
authority over certain agencies. Many are nonprofit corpora-
tions that are not responsible to the mayor and thus do not
have to work with the commission. It has to operate through
persuasion, which often achieves results only after develop-
ing a solid trust relationship. In addition, the Colorado
Constitution has separated the schools and courts from polit-
ical control, and they too are not responsible to the mayor.
Consequently, the commission must also use persuasion to
achieve coordination with the schools and courts.

Aside from getting the agencies' assurances that they
will work together, the commission's primary accomplish-
ments in fiscal year 1974 were (1) completing surveys
identifying youth needs and agencies that offer services
to youth and (2) developing task forces dealing with some
of the most pressing needs--employment, recreation, run-
aways, and truancy. Although the survey of agencies has
been completed, the commission has not published the re-
sults because it does not feel all of the information re-
ceived is reliable. Although the recreation, runaway,
and truancy task forces had each met several times during
our survey, no problem-solving proposals or guidelines re-
sulted because they had not been in existence long enough.
The employment task force, however, had developed and was
implementing a plan aimed at working with employers, job
development agencies, schools, and youth referral agen-
cies to try to provide summer jobs for 400 high school
youths.

Planning for youth activities in the city was not
centralized. The commission and the Denver Anti-Crime
Council were two of the major agencies involved in citywide
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planning for youth development and delinquency control. Each
agency was aware of the other agency's activities, but coordi-
nation of their activities was limited. According to a com-
mission official, each city executive agency had its own grant
writer in addition to the grant writers for the numerous pri-
vate and State agencies. The council's assistant director
said that the council was limited in its freedom to cooperate
with the commission because the council and its projects were
concerned primarily with "impact" crimes and offenders, not
all youth. He said he did not coordinate his activities with
HEW, HUD, the Department of Labor, or the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

The delivery of services for predelinquent and delin-
quent youth in Denver has had some systematic coordination.
However, no significant coordination has occurred in the
planning and funding of youth activities. The 175 agencies
still individually plan activities and receive funds for them
from whatever Federal, State, and local sources they can
find.

Boston

Boston had over 200 public and private agencies that
could deal with youth and therefore affect juvenile delin-
quency. The two primary city agencies were the Youth Activ-
ities Commission and the Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory
Committee. Others included the Boston Police Department,
Boston School Department, Boston Juvenile Court, and Action
for Boston Community Development.

The Massachusetts legislature established the Youth
Activities Commission to prevent or reduce the incidence
of delinquency in Boston. It operated five LEAA-funded
Youth Resource Centers which tried to maximize referrals
from the police, courts, and schools and reduce recidivism
among juveniles and act as a focal point for community
delinquency prevention efforts. According to the director
of the Youth Activities Commission, 50 to 70 percent of
the clients at the centers have been arrested previously.
The Youth Activities Commission also conducted a number
of special projects and summer programs aimed at delin-
quency prevention and acted as the conduit for funds from
the State Department of Youth Services to various private
social agencies for delinquency prevention programs. In
this capacity, it was designated prime contractor and is
responsible for the general administration of these pro-
grams, including monitoring, evaluation, and fiscal ac-
countability.
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The Mayor's Safe Streets Act Advisory Committee is LEAA's
planning agency for the city of Boston. Its strategy is to
fund programs that provide services that existing institu-
tions, such as courts, police, and schools should but are
unable or unwilling to provide. The committee is designed
to effect changes in these institutions' attitudes toward
predelinquent and delinquent youth.

Procrgamsand funding

Because of the number- of programs that could affect the
delinquency problem and the diversified sources of funding,
-we were not able to determine the total Federal, State,
local, and private resources affecting delinquency preven-
tion and control in Boston. However, the following are
indicative of some of Boston's activities.

The Boston Youth Advocacy Program is the Mayor's Safe
Streets Act Advisory Committee's juvenile delinquency pro-
gram. Its main emphasis is to try to divert juveniles from
the justice system. For fiscal year 1974 LEAA, through the
State planning agency, granted the Advisory Committee a
total of $660,895. In addition, the State provided $36,105.
The Youth Advocacy Program provided overall funds for eight
projects.

In addition to operating five Youth Resource Centers
throughout Boston, the Youth Activities Commission con-
ducted a number of special projects and summer programs aimed
at delinquency prevention. We estimated its local funding
for fiscal year 1974 at about $1.9 million, including $711,000
from the city, $271,607 from the State, $865,000 from Federal
agencies, and $22,000 from private sources. In addition,
the National Institute of Mental Health in July 1973 condi-
tionally awarded it a categorical grant of $1,180,177 for
developing and coordinating a juvenile drug program. It
has yet to receive the money. (See p. 47.)

The State planning agency has awarded the Boston Police
Patrolmen's Association a grant of $37,895 for a recreation
program. It consists of a summer camp where disadvantaged
youth can meet police officers in a relaxed atmosphere. It
also awarded the Boston Police Department, through the Youth
Activities Commission, a grant of $31,263 for a Police Liai-
son Project. The project is a joint effort of the depart-
ment and the commission, and caseworkers and juvenile of-
ficers work together in helping youths obtain needed services.

A Boston School Department official advised us that, be-
cause most school programs could have an effect on delinquency,
it is impossible to determine the amount of Boston school
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system funds used to prevent juvenile delinquency. HEW,
however--under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act's
title III--awarded the Department $50,000 and $60,000 for
fiscal years 1973 and 1974, respectively. The funds were
for a crisis prevention program that was to include delin-
quency prevention.

Through its Model Cities program, HUD provided $170,855
for two ongoing projects, a drug abuse project ($71,698) and
a youth development project ($99,157).

The Office of Economic Opportunity has awarded the Ac-
tion for Boston Community Development $558,916 for youth
programs. These programs, involving various services, op-
erate in 11 neighborhoods throughout Boston.

Many private social agencies, such as the Boston
Children's Service Association, work with children and
youth. One program, Project Juvenile, deals specifically
with delinquents. It offers such services as tutoring,
medical and psychiatric help, counseling, and emergency
placement for youth who have appeared before the Boston
Juvenile Court. In fiscal year 1974 the Massachusetts De-
partment of Public Welfare gave the Association $603,872
to conduct this project.

The United Community Services, in conjunction with the
Massachusetts Bay United Fund, funds over 200 agencies of-
fering various services, some of which can impact on the
juvenile delinquency problem. The agency's total income
for 1972 was about $10 million.

The Tufts-New England Medical Center operates the Anchor
Worker Project which offers intensive counseling to troubled
youth. Each child is assigned a caseworker who counsels the
child and refers him to needed services. For fiscal year
1974 the program received a total of $255,000 as follows:
$90,000 from the Office of Youth Development in HEW, $70,000
from LEAA, $12,500 from the Department of Youth Services,
$12,500 from the Office for Children, and $70,000 from the
Tufts-New England Medical Center. Officials consider the
program to be a long-term delinquency prevention effort.

Problems in achieving coordination

Boston had no comprehensive coordination in the planning,
funding, monitoring, or evaluation of juvenile delinquency
and youth-related projects. No single organization had
identified available resources for youth, youth needs, and
gaps in the resources and developed one or more strategies
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. Individual
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agencies have, however, worked with others in jointly funding
delinquency projects and in coordinating planning efforts.

Several agency officials believed that the Federal
Government's fragmented approach to delinquency prevention
and control contributed to the fragmented approach at the
local level. For example, one said his office was not
aware of all Federal funds available to combat juvenile
delinquency because a number of Federal agencies are in-
volved. Another said that diverse Federal funding sources
tend to encourage local project directors to take a paro-
chial view toward the delinquency problem.

No single city agency had formulated comprehensive
plans to address Boston's juvenile delinquency problem.
Most efforts were made on an individual or one-shot basis.
For instance, the Youth Activities Commission did seek
funds from and had submitted to the Advisory Committee
juvenile delinquency prevention or control project proposals.
They maintained contact to avoid duplicating projects.

According to the Advisory Committee's Juvenile Delin-
quency Grants Manager, Boston has a need for a concentrated
attack on delinquency. He believes a central planning
agency would (1) reduce the number of grant requests sub-
mitted to various Federal agencies, (2) reduce administra-
tive expenses, and (3) make more funds available for direct
services to juveniles.

The Advisory Committee coordinated to a limited degree
with some city, State, and Federal agencies in planning
and funding juvenile delinquency programs. Officials at-
tempted to establish comprehensive planning with the State
planning agency, but the effort, for reasons unknown to them,
was subsequently terminated. The Advisory Committee has
jointly funded juvenile delinquency projects with various
city agencies and maintains contact with the Youth Activi-
ties Commission to insure that projects are not duplicative.

The Boston School Department has received HEW grant
money for its Crisis Prevention program, but it does not
formally coordinate with anyone in planning, funding,
monitoring, or evaluating juvenile delinquency projects.
Similarly, Boston Juvenile Court's cnief probation officer
stated that, despite the court's implementation of the
Department of Public Welfare's Project Juvenile and its
cooperation with the Citizens Training Group project person-
nel in referring youths, the court does not cooperate with
anyone in planning, funding, monitoring'> or coordinating
juvenile delinquency projects.
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No concerted effort was underway to identify all
available youth resources, youth needs, gaps in serving
youth needs, and possible duplication. However, individ-
ual agencies, including the Youth Activities Commission,
the Advisory Committee, and private social agencies, have
identified residential facilities, detention facilities,
alternative education programs, job placement programs,
family counseling, vocational training programs, and legal
services as some of the more pressing needs of delinquent
and predelinquent youth. According to Department of
Youth Services and Advisory Committee officials, few of
these needs are being adequately satisfied.

An Advisory Committee official acknowledged the need
for additional research into the causes of delinquent
behavior, the number of juveniles involved, and the serv-
ices best suited to remedy the situation. Officials of
the Youth Activities Commission also believe that re-
search is needed, particularly at the neighborhood level,
on the needs of youth and the causes of. delinquency. Of-
ficials of several private social agencies also indicated
a need for additional research.

Several city and private agency officials stated that
city, State, and private agency activities duplicate and
overlap each other; however, they did not consider it
serious, since delinquent and predelinquent youth's needs
are great and the resources limited.

Current plansfor formal coordination

Two current attempts to formally coordinate juvenile
delinquency activities in Boston are the Treatment Alterna-
tives to Street Crime-Juvenile program and the Fields
Corner Delinquency Task Force Committee. Neither was
operational at the time of our fieldwork.

In December 1972 representatives from the Special
Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, the Massachusetts
Office of Human Services, and Boston's Coordinating Council
on Drug Abuse met to discuss a Boston proposal for a juvenile
drug abuse program. The discussion centered on whether money
available under the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
program, an adult drug prevention program, could be used for
a program to treat juveniles. As a result of the meeting,
the Special Action Office instructed the Boston representa-
tives to develop a national pilot program for juveniles
titled Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime-Juvenile. The
Youth Activities Commission was selected to manage the grant.
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In developing the program, officials of the Youth
Activities Commission found that many juvenile drug users
were also delinquents; it then revised its proposal from
a purely juvenile drug diversion program to a juvenile
delinquency prevention program.

The Special Action Office informed the Youth Activ-
ities Commission that the project's source of funding
was changed in May 1973 from LEAA to the National Institute
of Mental Health. On June 4, 1973, the Youth Activities
Commission submitted a $1,180,177 proposal to the Special
Action Office. On July 19, 1973, the Institute conditionally
awarded the full amount.

Under the proposal, Boston has developed and proposed
to implement a service delivery system for juveniles. In-
formation on services and needs was solicited from over
200 public and private social organizations and interested
individuals. The program is intended to fill a gap in the
availability of services for Boston's youth. Another pur-
pose is to take the best knowledge of youth service proce-
dures and policies and use it in a valuable and cost-
beneficial demonstration of youth services.

Specific goals of the program are to reduce entry
and reentry into the juvenile justice system, coordinate
and make best use of existing services, avoid duplication,
and minimize the potential discrimination inherent in many
services' need to define "target population" (which labels
potential service recipients). As of May 31, 1974, the
program had not been implemented.

Another planned effort which may have some impact on
the juvenile delinquency problem is that of the Fields
Corner Delinquency Task Force Committee. Dorchester is
the single largest community in Boston, and it has a serious
juvenile delinquency problem. The Fields Corner neighbor-
hood area has had various delinquency prevention programs
at different times. At the time of our fieldwork, an
estimated -21 groups were providing services to youth, 13 of
which united to form the Task Force Committee to better
coordinate their efforts and to advance joint planning
and decisionmaking. To do this, it has applied for a
$10,000 grant from the Advisory Committee to be used to
hire an independent researcher to determine the extent
to which existing services are meeting needs. The appli-
cation was being processed at the time of our fieldwork.
The Task Force Committee intends to identify each member's
resources and, on the basis of the research data plavs,
to narrow existing service gaps by comprehensively coordi-
nating their juvenile delinquency efforts.
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The Federal and local juvenile delinquency efforts in
Boston were summarized in a letter from the director of
the Delinquency Prevention Program, Tufts-New England
Medical Center Hospital, to a Senator in 1973. It reads,
in part:

"Funding for programs to meet this problem
(juvenile delinquency has been fragmented
through several federal agencies.. There is no
single agency with adequate funding to develop
coordinated and integrated services for the
children and youth who have developed anti-
social modes of behavior, much less services
that attempt to prevent and intervene early
in delinquent behavior. The lack of such a-
commitment by the federal government is re-
flected at the local level.

"We believe that this situation holds true for
all services to children. Health, welfare,
education, rehabilitation and social services
for children are scattered through many govern-
mental agencies, often leading to fragmenta-
tion, duplication and poor coordination. Too
often the children who need these services
the most do not receive them or, at best,
receive them in a hit or miss fashion. We
have had the experience more than once of an
agency informing us that certain parts of a
proposal for funding integrated services to
children belongs to another agency or that
no funds are available. * * * We would like
to recommend a commitment on the part of our
government to fund adequately comprehensive,
integrated and coordinated services to
children through a single agency."

CONCLUSIONS

State agencies receive substantial amounts of Federal
funds for programs which could affect juvenile delinquency.
However, there was a general lack of goals, strategies, or
priorities as to how to prevent or reduce juvenile delin-
quency.

There was very little evidence of a conscious, com-
prehensive, coordinated effort by State agencies to deal
with delinquency. Much of the lack of coordination by
State agencies is caused by the lack of coordination by
the Federal agencies which administer these programs.
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In Colorado the Federal Government contributed to the problem
by providing funds to three agencies with similar objectives
and activities.

The greatest impact on the juvenile delinquency problem
is made at the local level where the community's resources
are used to serve youth. In launching a coordinated attack
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency, the basic areas
for action, as suggested by the 1962 report of the President's
Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime, appear to
be as valid today as they were 13 years ago., The committee
believed that, among other things, planning and programing
were inadequate and should be improved if a significant im-
pact was to be made on the problem. The same factors still
need to be addressed more effectively.
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CHAPTER 6

NEW LEGISLATION PROVIDES FOR IMPROVEMENTS

The Federal Government has largely relied on a variety
of antipoverty, social and welfare, educationi-and employ-
ment programs to help improve and upgrade the standard of
living and, at the same time, hopefully attack the root
causes of juvenile delinquency.

Specific efforts to address the juvenile delinquency
problem have been limited to either planning and funding
programs outside of the justice system or programs within
the justice system. They have not been used in conjunction
with each other because of the legislation of the Federal
agencies involved. No effective mechanism has been de-
veloped for planning and funding programs and projects
across functional lines.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), enacted on September 7, 1974, if
properly implemented, should contribute significantly to
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency and im-
prove the Federal Government's coordination of such efforts.
The law provides increased visibility to the pLoblem and a
focal point for juvenile delinquency activities in the
Federal Government by creating an Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention within LEAA. This will be the
first organizational unit that can identify existing and
needed resources, identify and set priorities, and develop
strategies to implement a comprehensive attack on juvenile
delinquency. Also for the first time, specific efforts to
both prevent and control juvenile delinquency will be one
agency's responsibility. This should provide for innovative
prevention programs.

The law also establishes within the Office a National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to provide ongoing research into new techniques for working
with juveniles, to serve as a national clearinghouse for in-
formation on delinquency, and to offer training to personnel
who will work with juveniles.

To make the executive agencies more accountable, the
law provides for a series of requirements which should help
focus Federal efforts more precisely and increase Federal,
State, and local officials' awareness of their roles in
the prevention and control of juvenile delinquency. The
LEAA Administrator is required to submit two annual reports
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to the President and the Congress--one analyzing and eval-
uating Federal juvenile delinquency programs and -ecommend-
ing modifications to any Federal agency's organization,
management, personnel, standards, or budget requests
to increase juvenile delinquency program effectiveness
and the other containing a comprehensive plan for the
programs. The President, within 90 days of receiving the
report containing recommendations, must report to the
Congress and the Coordinating Council detailing the action
he has taken or anticipates taking.

In the reports to the President and the Congress, the
LEAA Administrator is also required to submit information
in each of the first 3 years which would, in each year,

--enumerate specific criteria to be used to identify
specific Federal juvenile delinquency programs,

--identify specific Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams, and

--identify the procedures to be used in submitting ju-_
venile delinquency-development statements by Federal
officials whose programs the Administrator has iden-
tified.

If Federal programs are to be coordinated, specific
programs will have to be identified as significantly helping
to prevent and control juvenile delinquency. If not, vir-
tually every Government social and welfare, education, and
employment program will need coordinating. Once relevant
programs and agencies are identified, all appropriate of-
ficials should be notified that planning for youth develop-
ment and juvenile delinquency prevention and control should
be addressed.

Provisions have been made for improving the coordina-
tion of Federal juvenile delinquency programs, policy, and
priorities. The law establishes a Coordinating Council on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as an independ-
ent executive branch organization of persons who exercise
significant decisionmaking authority in their respective
Federal agencies. It authorizes staff and funds for
adequately carrying out Council functions.

The law also establishes a National Advisory Com-
mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
whose duties include making annual recommendations to the
LEAA Administrator on planning, policy, priorities, opera-
tions, and management of all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs. Membership will include both government and
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public representation to help insure broad expertise as
well as new views on methods to combat juvenile 'delinquency.

The law authorizes new programs of delinquency preven-
tion, diversion from the juvenile justice system, and
community-based alternatives to traditional incarc ration.
It also requires LEAA's State planning agencies anc re-
gional planning units to include representatives of
citizen, professional, and community organizations related
to delinquency prevention. This will help insure that not
all programs will emphasize law enforcement and that pre-
vention programs will be developed to prevent juveniles
from entering the justice system rather than preventing
recidivism.
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CHAPTER?......

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 was enacted a few months after we completed our review.
Consequently, it was too early for-, s--to determine how the
executive branch was implementing the act and, on the basis
of such an assessment, to recommend to the appropriate of-
ficials ways to improve implementa -oni--

The Congress, however, clearly expressed its intent to
exercise oversight over the implementation and administra-

o tion of the act. Therefore, although we do not have any
specific recommendations to make, we believe the Congress
may wish to consider and discuss several interrelated issues
with the executive branch.

NATIONAL STRATEGY

The Congress may want 1o examine the way LEAA is
developing a national juveni-e de iiuency strategy. Many
factors should be considered in developing such- a-strategy,
but perhaps the most basic is the emphasis that the Nation
should give to delinquency prevention or rehabilitation
programs. Should the emphasis be on preventing children
from committing delinquent acts or on reducing recidivism?

Considerable effort, in past years, has been aimed at
reducing recidivism for both adults and youth. Because
recidivism among juveniles is extensive, past efforts at
reducing it need to be assessed to shape future planning
and programing.

Also important is the consideration of how and when
Government should intervene-to-prvvent delinquency.
Should primary efforts be focused in the schools or in the
home or should special institutions and organizations be
established to address the problem? At what age -r-oup
should programs be directed? How should resources be
mobilized?

In examining LEAA's actins to develop a national
strategy, the Congress may wish to discuss with LEAA qus-
tions similar to those noted above. It is probably unreal-
istic to expect that such a strategy could be developed to
the point where other Federal agencies' and the States'
fiscal year 1976 Juvenile delinquency funding decisions
could be based on such a strategy, especially since no
such plan existed before the 1974 act wac passed. Such a
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strategy should be developed, however, during fiscal year
1976 and should affect fiscal year 1977 funding decisions.

The Congress may want to investigate the means used to
develop the national strategy, including the methods devel-
oped to determine needs and priorities at various levels
and.the type of analyses and evaluations made of Pederal
agencies' programs. The Congress could appropriately study
the criteria used to identify juvenile delinquency charac-
teristics and prevention and those applied to Pederal juve-
nile delinquency programs.

COMPREHENSIVE STATE PLANS

The State plans, which determine how most of LEAA funds
will be spent on juvenile delinquency, will have to be
closely related to the national strategy to achieve a coor-
dinated effort to combat juvenile delinquency. Therefore,
the extent to which the State plans reflect the national
strategy will depend, in part, on the timeliness with which
the national strategy is completed.

The State plans must be comprehensive to insure that
all pertinent issues are addressed and that all available
resources are used best and most effectively. The Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended, requires
the State plans to include priorities and comprehensive
programs for improving juvenile justice before they may be
approved. However, LEAA has not given the States specific
guidelines for developing this portion of the plans.

The guidelines the States do have are very limited and
require-the State plan to include a summary page giving a
page reference to all pertinent text and data relevant to-
the State planning agency's and other State agencies'
juvenile justice activities.

LEAA and-the States are developing guidelines to
improve juvenile delinquency planning; these should affect
how fiscal year 1976 funds are spent. The Congress may
want to examine the adequacy of the States' fiscal year
1976 juvenile delinquency plans in terms of meeting the
requirements.noted in section 223 of the 1974 act and the
extent to which they reflect the national strategy at a
time that would permit implementation of any needed im-
provements before fiscal year 1977 plans were developed.
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COORDINATION

The Congress also may want to examine the extent to
which LEAA is able to effectively implement certain pro-
visions of section 204 of the act, such as (b)(2), (4), and
(f), which basically give LEAA authority to coordinate and
direct certain juvenile delinquency-related efforts of
other Federal agencies. LEAA's effective use of such au-
thority and other agencies' acceptance of it is essential
if Federal efforts are to be truly coordinated.

The State plans submitted to LEAA for approval must be
comprehensive and address the need to coordinate State and
local efforts. This should include providing for coordi-
nation of juvenile delinquency programs in such areas as
education, health, and welfare. If not, most funds will
probably continue to be spent in a relatively uncoordi-
nated way, as in Colorado and Massachusetts during our re-
view.

Such coordination should become a reality for fiscal
year 1977, once LEAA has developed a national strategy and
the States have made funding decisions based on comprehen-
sive juvenile delinquency plans.

FUNDING

A basic issue which could be addressed is the extent
to which the executive branch will request and allocate
funds to adequately implement the act. The Administration
did not request any new funds to implement the act for
either fiscal year 1975 or 1976. Limited funding would
almost preclude adequate implementation.

For example, some State criminal justice planning
agencies (which are responsible for developing other LEAA
plans as well as plans under this act)-apparently are not
able to develop adequate, comprehensive plans for spending
other LEAA funds. Yet these same agencies are also required
to develop more plans since the 1974 act was passed. Plans
may be noncomprehensive because of inadequate funding of
planning efforts or because of the way LEAA and the States
have worked toqether in terms of common purposes and agreed
objectives. But the 1974 act gives specific, more extensive
emphasis to juvenile issues which may well require addi-
tional funds for adequate accomplishment.

Accordingly, the Congress may want to examine the
extent to which the executive branch is willing to request
funds to implement the act. Since juveniles account for
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almost half the arrests for serious crimes ih the Nation,
adequate funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 would appear to be essential in.any
strategy to reduce the Nation's crime.

Section 544 of the 1974 act amends the Safe Streets Act
of 1968, as amended, to require at least the same level of
financial assistance for Juvenile delinquency programs from
law enforcement appropriations as was expended during fis-
cal year 1972. Because of the Administration's proposed
budget cuts to LEAA's program, the Conqress may want to
look for the fulfillment of this requirement during any
hearings held on the funding issue.
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CHAPTER 8

AGENCY-COMMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

By letter dated April 4, 1975, the Department stated that
it generally agreed with our findings regarding the need to
address the problem of coordinating the many Federal, State,
and local programs which could affect juvenile. delinquency
prevention and control. (See app. I.)

While recognizing its responsibilities to improve coordi-
nation as a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974, the Department pointed out two condi-
tions which may impede its efforts.

The Department has interpreted "New Federalism" to mean
that it is "restrained from imposing substantial guidelines
and definitions other than those implementing statutory re-
quirements and statutory standards upon State and local law
enforcement-and criminal justice operating agencies." It
did note, however, that it attempts to utilize more indirect
means, such as funding incentives and training, to encourage
movement in this direction.

The second condition relates to the aggressiveness with
which the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) actively en-
courages coordinated planning through its funding and over-
sight responsibilities. The Department stated that it looked
forward to the assistance of OMB, in its role as an over-
sight body, to support its efforts in implementing any na-
tional strategy to resolve Juvenile justice issues.

This observation is very important in terms of how ef-
fectively LEAA is able to implement certain provisions of
section 204 of the act, which basically give LEAA authority
to coordinate and direct certain Juvenile delinquency-
related efforts of other Federal agencies. This is an area
that we suggested the Congress examine. (See P. 56.)

Regarding actions already taken to implement the act,
the Department stated that LFAA had begun developing a na-
tional strategy for the effective coordination of Juvenile
delinquency activities and had established written objec-
tives for implementing and administering the act. Because
LEAA was faced with the complexities inherent in develop-

-ment of a new office without an appropriation, it created
a Juvenile Delinquency Task Group and gave it responsibility
for both on going LEAA Juvenile justice activities under the
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Crime Control Act of 1973 and planning and developing
activities associated with the implementation and adminis-
tration of the 1974 act. The Department spells out in
some detail actions already taken by the task group on
pages 63 to 65.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

On April-.3, 1975, we discussed our findings and con-
clusiodhs with-HEW officials responsible for administering
its juvenile delinquency prevention program. They generally
agreed with our findings an conclusions.

They pointed out, however, that coordinating juvenile
delinquency effort is difficult and requires cooperation
at all levels of government, particularly at the lpcal
level. They also expressed concern, based on HEW's pre-
vious experiences, about the ability of LOAA to effectively
coordinate Federal juvenile delinquency programs unless
there is a commitment at the highest levels of the Federal
Government to develop specific goals in the area and agree-.
ment in the legislative and executive branches as to the
emphasis the goals should take.

The officials also noted that since enactment of the
1972 amendments to the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and
Control Act of 1968, about $35 million has been expended
for developing a comprehensive network of youth services
in the' communities, linking together public and private
agencies and organizations. At the same time, HEW has,
sought changes in the practices, policies, and procedures
of these agencies and organizations to make them more re-
sponsive to youth's needs.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

On April 4, 1975, we discussed our findings and con-
clusions with an appropriate official of OMB. He stated
that OMB generally agreed with our report. He also stated
that, as indicated in his statement issued at the time he
signed the 1974 act, the President supported the need for
policy centralization and better coordination of the Fed-
eral Government's juvenile delinquency efforts.

STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Colorado and Massachusetts State and local officials
generally agreed with our findings and conclusions. In
addition, Boston officials also noted that more attention
could be directed to coordination at the local level, but
that without more Federal interest in and support of this
type of effort, real achievement will be difficult.
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CHAPTER 9

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed the activities of the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the Departments of Labor; Housing and Urban
Developments Health, Education, and Welfare; and Justice to
determine the type and extent of Federal efforts to prevent
and control juvenile delinquency and the attempts made to
coordinate these efforts- Also, we reviewed the impact of
Federal activities in two States and cities. Work was done
at the national level in Washington, D.C., and the regional,
State, and local levels in Boston and Denver.

We interviewed officials and reviewed records at the
5 Federal agencies and interviewed officials at 2 Federal
regional councils, 14 State agencies, 29 city agencies,
and 17 Federal grantees. Our fieldwork generally was done
between January and July 1974.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

\ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20O30

Avglm IadMaigd

ad 14.l t lflah.k.a ?qm&. APR 4 1975

Mr. Victor L. Lowe
Director
General Government Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter is in response to your request for comments
on the draft report titled "Ineffectiveness of Federal Attempts
to Coordinate Juvenile Delinquency Programs."

Generally, we agree with the report findings regarding
the need to address the problem of coordinating the many Federal,
State and local programs which could afflict Juvenile delinquency
prevention and control. Furthermore. the brief historical
overview of juvenile delinquency prevention and control progress
presented in the report indicates that the Department will face
a difficult challenge in its efforts to create a nationally
coordinated approach.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 authorizes the establishment of mechanisms within the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to attack
the coordination problem; but the Department foresees two
conditions which may impede efforts in carrying out the pro-
visions of the Act.- Thase are:

1. The limited role of the Federal Government
in establishing uniformly-defined national
criteria: and

2. The aggressiveness with which the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) actively
encourages coordinated planning through
its funding and oversight responsibilities.
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APPENDIX I - APPENDIX I

The first condition presents a serious policy problem.
The Department has interpreted "New Federalism" to mean that
it is restrained from imposing substantial guidelines and
definitions other than those implementing statutory requirements
and statutory standards upon State and local law enforcement
and criminal justice operating agencies. For example,
interpretation of exactly what constitutes a "Juvenile" or a
Juvenile delinquency program varies among States and juris-
-dictions within States. An essential first step to coordinated
planning is agreement regarding appropriate terminology.
Although the Department is not authorized by law to establish
such uniform definitions, it does attempt to utilize more
indirect means such as funding incentives and training to
encourage movement in this direction.

The second condition refers to a recurring theme throughout
the report that fragmentation of effort on the State and local
level is directly related to fragmentation of effort on the
Federal level. The GAO report asserts that the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare's Interdepartmental Council to
Coordinate All Federal Juvenile Delinquency-Programs
"... has not met its mandate." The Councii's effortsto
bring about sustained inter-agency cooperation were impeded
by the lack of adequate staff and funds and because the
Council was not certain about the authority it had to coor-
dinate Federal efforts in the juvenile delinquency area.
We look forward to the assistance of OMB, in their role as
an oversight body, to support our efforts in implementing
any national strategy to resolve juvenile justice issues.

Through the authority vested in it by the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601), LEAA
has initiated a concerted effort to resolve many of the problems
that have traditionally limited Federal efforts to coordinate
juvenile delinquency programs. LEAA has already begun develop-
ing a national strategy for the effective coordination of these
activities.

Written objectives have been established for implementation
and administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. These objectives provide for develop-
ment of the capability within LEAA to organize, plan for, and
coordinate LEAA and Federal efforts aimed at supporting programs
that will foster improvement in the juvenile justice systeqi
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

and aid in the prevention of Juvenile delinquency. These
objectives also provide for development of a plan to establish
a National Institute of Juvenile Justice and implement all
other provisions of the new Juvenile delinquency prevention
legislation. In addition, special emphasis will be placed
on the development of standards for juvenile delinquency.

On August 8, 1974, a task force was established to develop
plans for integrating the new office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention into LEAA. Task force membership included
high level representatives from every division in LEAA.

Because LEAA is also faced with the complexities inherent
in developing a new office without an appropriation, a Juvenile
Delinquency Task Group has been established. The Task Group,
under the leadership of a newly appointed Acting Assistant
Administrator, consists of LEAA personnel who were working
in the area of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
prior to the enactment of the new Juvenile delinquency legisla-
tion. The Task Group has been delegated the authority and
responsibility for both on-going LEAA Juvenile Justice
activities under the Crime Control Act of 1973 and for the
planning and development activities associated with initial
implementation and administration of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. In addition, the
Task Group has been delegated the responsibility for coordi-
nating its functional activities with other LEAA offices and
other Governmental agencies to avoid duplication of effort and
ensure effective program delivery. Ten of the fifteen individuals
on the Task Group ire professionals, and the group has been
allotted five additional temporary professional positions.
To date, the operations of the Task Group have included such
activities as:

1. Development of Guidelines. Guidelines are
being developed in a variety of areas under
the new legislation. The need for guidelines
can generally be broken down into those which
are required immediately and those that will
be necessary for the proper implementation
and administration of the new Act on a con-
tinuing and long-term basis. Among the

--guidelines required immediately are those
(a) specifying the mechanism needed tq meet
the fiscal year 1972 level of funding as
required by the new Juvenile Delinquency Act,
and (b) assuring representation of individuals
on the State advisory board who are knowledgeable
of Juvenile justice and youth programs.
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2. Development of Fiscal Plans. Essentially, two
Visual plans have been developed to fund new
juvenile justice programs. One involves $20
million of LEAA fiscal year 1975 discretionary
funds, and the other involves $10 million of
LEAA fiscal year 1974 reversionary funds.

Public Law 93-415 authorizes $75 million to LEAA for
implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Act of 1974. No new funds have been sought by the
Department as the President, when signing the Act
into law, indicated he would not seek new monies
due to his policy of fiscal contraint. However,
preliminary discussions to reprogram $10 million
of reversionary funds for Juvenile justice pro-
grams are currently-underway among the Department,
OMB and the Congress. The reversionary funds
are intended to supplement the approximately
$20 million in discretionary grant monies
budgeted by LEAA in the Juvenile area during
fiscal year 1975.

Actions are already underway to implement the
plan involving LEAA discretionary funds. The
primary thrust of this plan involves the dein-
stitutionalization of status offenders. This
effort is designed to have a significant and
positive impact on the lives of thousands of
youths who are detained and/or institutionalized
each year for having committed offenses which
would not be considered criminal if committed
by an adult.

It is contemplated that the above plans will
provide the necessary impetus to launch the
juvenile justice program and enable the
orderly and efficient use of funds under the
new Act without requiring major amounts of
current year funds or committing the Adminis-
tration to substantial additional funding
in future years. No effort can be made to
begin a State formula grant funding activity
under the new Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act until funds are provided under
the new legislation.

3. Development of a Work Plan. One of the first
objectives of the Task Group was to develop a
work plan for fiscal year 1975. This objective
entailed reviewing and integrating the existing
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Juvenile delinquency work plans of LEAA's Office
of National Priority Programs and National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

4. Information Dissemination. As a means of
disseminating information pertaining to
provisions of the-Act to affected and/or
interested parties, a slide presentation has
been developed. The slides have been used to
orientate both central office and regional
office personnel of LEAA, the Executive Com-
mittee of the State Planning Agency National
Conference, and several public interest groups
that have requested information about the new
legislation.

5. Transfer of Functions from the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) to LEAA.
There have been several formal meetings
between the staffs of HEW and LEAA to facili-
tate the effective and orderly transfer of
program responsibilities from HEW to LEAA
in accordance with the new legislation and
to lay the groundwork for further coordinat-
ing efforts.

In addition, the President has appointed 21 representatives
to the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention as mandated by the Act. The members
of the Committee are scheduled to hold their first meeting
April 24-25, 1975. The Interdepartmental Council established
in the HEW Act and charged with the responsibility to coordinate
all Federal juvenile delinquency programs has been replaced under
LEAA's legislation with the Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The first meeting of this
council has been delayed due to the recent turnover in the
President's cabinet. All relevant material has been sent to
the Office of the Attorney General.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft report.
Should you have any further questions, please feel free to con-
tact us.

Sincerely,

en E. Pomnmerenin
Assistant Attorney Genera~

for Administration
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND THE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTHt EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

ATTORNEY GENERAL:
Edward H. Levi
William B. Saxbe
Robert H. Bork (acting)
Elliot L. Richardson
Richard G. Kleindienst
Richard G. Kleindienst

(acting)
John N. Mitchell

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION:

Richard W. Velde
Donald E. Santarelli
Jercis Leonard
Vacant
Charles H. Rogovin

Feb.
Jan.
Oct.
May
June

1975
1974
1973
1973
1972

Mar. 1972
Jan. 1969

Sept.
Apr.
May
June
Mar.

1974
1973
1971
1970
1969

Present
Feb. 1975
Jan. 1974
Oct. 1973
May 1973

June 1972
Feb. 1972

Present
Aug. 1974
Mar. 197.3
May 1971
June 1970

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE:

Caspar W. Weinberger
Frank C. Carlucci (acting)
Elliot L. Richardson
Robert H. Finch
Wilbur J. Cohen

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR -
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT:
Stanley B. Thomas, Jr.
Stanley B. Thomas, Jr.

(acting)

Feb.
Jan.
June
Jan.
Mar.

1973
1973
1970
1969
1968

Present
Feb. 1973
Jan. 1973
Jr ne 1970
Jan. 1969

Aug. 1973 Present

Apr. 1973 Aug. 1973
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Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTHf EDUCATION AND WELFARE (cont'd)

COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
YOUTH DEVELOPMENT:

James A. Hart
Robert M. Foster (acting)
Robert J. Gemignani

Sept. 1973
May 1973
Jan. 1970

Present
Sept. 1973
May 1973
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FROM RICHARD W. VELDE

Gumzuas PaoMuwq4Tp EXLEAA, MARCH 18, 1975

CHAPTER 27. DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION OF STATUS OFIENDER8
184. Purpose. The purpose of this effort is to design and implement model

-programs which both prevent the entry of juvenile status offenders into-cor-
rectional institutions and detention facilities and remove such juveniles from
institutions and detention facilities within two years of grant award by pro-
viding community-based alternatives and using existing diversion resources.
Removal should result in reduction of the totaLpopulation of juveniles in cor-
rectional institutions within the designated Jurisdictions, as well as provide
assurance that reentry will not occur following the two year grant period.

a. The program target is juveniles who have committed offenses which
would not be criminal if committed by an adult. (Status Offenders)

b. Subgoals are:
(1) Develop and implement mechanisms at both the pre-adjudication and

post-adjudication stages which utilize alternatives to' secure detention.
(2) Remove Juvenile status offenders incarcerated in correctional institu-

tions.
(3) Identify and develop community-based services which provide effective

alternatives to institutional and detention placement along with mechanisms
for referral which hold service provIde ccountable on a per child basis.

(4) Evaluate efforts and develop(Information on the effectiveness of the
various models which can be used to guide program development for juvenile
status offenders in future years.

185. Range and Duration of Grants. All awards for this program will be
approved for two year support, but will be funded in annual increments of 12
month periods. LEAA's commitment to fund in the second year is contingent
upon satisfactory grantee performance in achieving stated objectives and com-
pliance with the terms and conditions of the grants. No continuations are con-
templated beyond the two years. It is anticipated that grants will range up to
$1.5 million over the two year period, depending on the size of the project and
number of juveniles served. Funds for this program are allocated under the
Crime Control Act of 1973.

186. Eligibility. All public or private not-for-profit organizations and agen-
cies are eligible to apply.

187. Possible Program Strategies.
a. Project proposals are invited from jurisdictions which may vary in their:
(1) Community tolerance of status offenders.
(2) Accessibility of resources for status offenders.
(3) Legal approaches to status offenders.
(4) Degree of control over client activities.
(5) Interrelationships with the juvenile justice system.
b. Program strategies are:
(1) Action projects which remove populations of status offenders from cor-

rectional Institutions and detention facilities and prevent their future place-
ment in institutions and detention facilities. Programs which seek new legis-
lation or modification of existing juvenile codes may be needed in certain
jurisdictions. Therefore applications specific to this concern or combined with
an action program will be entertained.

(2) Projects which strengthen alternative service delivery organizations
such as national youth serving organizations, public and private agencies, pro-
fessional organizations, etc., for these specific purposes.

188. Project Specifications.
(267)
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a. Working Assumptions. The program is based on the following assump-
tions:

(1) As derived from the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974, juveniles labeled as "status offenders":

(a) Are detained, committed, placed, and adjudicated for offenses which
would not be considered criminal if they were adults; and their detention and
incarceration in correctional institutions is inappropriate and often destructive.

(b) Present adjustment problems centered in their family and community
and can best be treated through community-based services.

(c) Can be treated more effectively and economically outside Incarcerative
settings.

(2) Community Resources:
(a) Have the responsibility, Interest, and capacity to respond in creative and

responsible ways to the development a ad delivery of services which support
more constructive Juvenile behavior patterns.

(b) Their response is likely to vary as a function of:
1. Community tolerance for Juvenile problem behavior.
2. Resource availability/accessibility.
3. Legal provisions for dealing with status offenders separately from de-

linquent offenders.
4. Degree of control exercised by the Juvenile justice system over com-

munity-based treatment/service programs for status offenders.
5. Extent to which programs for the treatment of status offenders control

and regulate the activities of their clients.
(c) May deal with status offenders by:
1. Modifying their available resources to fit the presumed underlying etiology

of types of problem behavior with which it is confronted.
2. Redefining the nature of the presenting problem of the youth to fit the

resources that are available.
(3) The juvenile justice system:
(a) In status offense cases, detain, adjudicate and incarcerate as a last

alternative when other community resources and services are not available,
fail, or are unable to respond.

(b) Will, through its broad discretion and tradition of diverting children
and youth from the criminal justice system, support alternatives to institu-
tionalization and detention.

(c) Can make more effective use of its limited resources if status offenders
are handled in a different manner.

b. Site Selection and Data Needs. Preference in selection of projects will be
given to those applicants who plan to remove total populations of status of-
fenders from specific correctional institutions, detention facilities, and jails
and block entry within two years; and those which institute practices and
procedures designed to reintegrate juveniles into the community with minimal
criminal justice system penetration. When appropriate, under a specific pro.
gram area and essential to understanding the dimensions of the problem, the
application should address the following data needs:

(M) A profile which describes and documents the dimensions of the problem,
e.g., operative jurisdictional definition of status offense, percentage and num-
ber of status offenders in Juvenile court caseload, disposition, population of
target institutions, jails, and detention facilities and percentage of status
offenders from the target jurisdictions, age range, types of offenses, length of
institutionalization, and institutional expenditures for status offenders. It
should also provide comparable data for the remainder of youth involved In
the Juvenile justice system for the target jurisdiction.

(2) An inventory of existing community services which are to be used, de-
scribed in terms of services presently being provided, gaps, need for new
services, anticipated kieed for modification in scope of delivery mechanisms,
and commitment to participation in the project.

(3) A system description and flow chart of the Juvenile justice system as It
impacts status offenders, e.g., source of referral, disposition, current alterna-
tives to institutionalization.

(4) A description of how the Juvenile justice system is to participate, the
kind of mechanisms to be developed to prevent institutionalization ind deten-
tion; and those methods to be used in coordinating the activities of the court,
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law enforcement and social agencies. This information should be supported by
statements from the court and other participants describing their anticipated
involvement and responsibility for achievement of stated goals. It should also
include a description of mechanisms which will ensure accountability for
service delivery on a per child basis.

(5) A description of the statutory rules pertinent to the deinstitutlonaliza-
tion of status offenders within the target jurisdiction. It should also include
a brief description of any administrative policies, procedures and/or court
rules which might hinder-or facilitate implementation of the project.

(6) A chart which describes program goals and subgoals with milestones
and details for removal of status offenders from institutions and detention
facilities and the phasing out of entry into institutions and detention facilities.

(7) A description of alternative services to institutionalization and deten-
tion supported by a description of strategies and methodology for development.

(8) In addition to appropriate base line data, all applications must include
a description of program objectives in measurable terms and a preliminary
work schedule which relates objectives to specific milestones.

(9) Provide a budget of the total costs to be incurred in carrying out the
proposed project. Indicate plans for supplementing potential LZAA funds with
other Federal, state, local or private funds in excess of the required 10%
cash match.

189. Definitions.
a. Community tolerance for status offenders refers to the willingness of

significant professional and/or lay members of the community to absorb status
offenders in the fabric of their social institutions, such as school, church,
family, welfare, recreational and employment structures. Low tolerance would
be manifested- by denial of responsibility for status offenders by these stric-
tures. The tolerance exhibited by communities may range upward to include
the capacity to absorb status offenders into some but not others of their insti-
tutions. While no community may be expected to be totally tolerant of problem
behavior, there are those sufficiently tolerant to accept and support a variety
of efforts to sponsor their absorption and "normalization". Examples of low
tolerance are:

(1) Schools refuse to readmit students expelled for "problem" behavior.
(2) Recreational agencies refuse to accept Into their programs youth known

to police and courts for minor infractions.
(8) In response to community sentiment and pressure, police enter delin-

quency petitions on youth accused of status offenders.
(4) Community or agency programs established to deal with problem youth

in the community have an exclusively delinquent clientele.
(5) A sharply negative attitude with respect to the employment of youth

with any kind of juvenile court record.
b. Resource accessibility refers to the degree to which a community has

within it organizations capable of absorbing status offenders and a demon-
strated willingness to serve them as clients.

(1) There may be many, some, or few agencies and organizations available
to serve the needs of status offenders.

(2) Most, many, or few of the available agencies may be either willing or
able to acquire the staff and competence to provide the services needed by
status offenders.

c. Legal approaches refer to the existence, or lack thereof, pf special stat-
utes (PINS, CHINS, MINS) relating to status offenders. These are usually
state statutes, which may be supported by local codes and ordinances. The
provision of a separate category for status offenders will affect the readiness
of a community or jurisdiction to implement th, deinstitutlonalization of
status offenders.

d. Control over clients refers generally to the degree to which the lives and
activities of status offenders are determined by agency staff and procedures.
Examples of extreme control over clients include:

(1) In-house requirements and provision of jobs, tutoring, therapy, and
recreation.

(2) Regulations concerning curfew, dating, peer associates, and Interaction
with family members.

(8) Close and detailed monitoring of conformity to house or agency rules,
Including a schedule of penalties for infractions.
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e. The opposite pole of the client control continuum is represented by an
absence of surveillance and regulations, exemplified by programs that:

(1) Utilize local schools for the educational needs of clients.
(2) Permit client autonomy in choice of peer associates, recreational activ-

ity, and the pursuit of normal interests.
(8) Encourage continuous interaction with family members.
(4) Foster maximum participation in agencies and institutions that serve

the needs and interests of the nondelinquent youth of the community.
f. Control by the Justice system refers to the extent to which status offender

programs are controlled by and/or are accountable to correctional, court, pro-
bation, or _police officials, rather than community organizations and agencies
outside the Juvenile Justice system. Controls in this sense can be fiscal, admin-
istrative or political. Examples of high program control by the Justice system
Include:

(1) Police or probation personnel in decision making positions, or on pro-
gram staff.

(2) Requirements imposed on program staff to transmit to police or court
personnel detailed reports of client behavior.

(8) Status offender treatment programs organized and conducted by Juvenile
Justice agencies.

g. Low justice system controlled programs are typically sponsored, staffed,
and managed solely by community based agencies and organizations. Lines of
accountability run chiefly to their or other governing bodies and to their source
of funding support. If these are public agencies, they are concerned with health
and welfare functions, and they are formally and legally independent of
agencies in the Juvenile Justice system. However, in view of the necessary In-
volvement of Juvenile Justice agencies in programs serving the needs of court
designated status offenders, most will exhibit mixed forms of control. Again,
the precise degree to which there exists control by and accountability to the
Juvenile Justice system is open in principle to precise specification.

h. Coordination.
(1) The mechanism for coordination of all parties with Jurisdictional au-

thorlty over affected Juveniles and resources essential to provision of suitable
alternative services, among others, will include the Juvenile court and its key
operational components (diagnostic or intake and probation division), the
agency or agencies responsible for Juvenile correctional facilities and law en-
forcement, agencies responsible for provision of human services and educational
institutions in the affected Jurisdiction(s).

(2) This mechanism must be supported by written agreements which reflect
concurrence with overall project objectives, specify the action steps to be
taken by each party in relation to disposition of status offenders or the re-
sources to be provided in support of workable community based human
services. Additionally, agreements should include commitment of staff time
for planning and coordination.

(8) While such mechanisms may not be operational at the preliminary
application stage, a description of preliminary or supportive activities within
the designated Jurisdiction must be provided in sufficient detail to permit
reviewers to assess feasibility of the project achieving stated goals.

i. Alternative Services. Development and management of alternative services
most he. supported by existence of or plans for development of:

(1) A management information system which provides systematic feedback
on court disposition of all Juvenile offenders by referral source and kind of
offense, placement of Juveniles in affected correctional institutions by kind of
offense, and expenditures on a per child basis for Juveniles referred for services
identified as "alternatives to institutional placement".

(2) A monitoring system which assures that standards defined for alterna-
tive services are maintained, and specifically accounts for actual service de-,
livery on a per child basis.

J. Programs which minimize the stigmatizing of youth are those which:
(1) Avoid the use of labels which carry or acquire adverse connotations for

the youth or organization with whom they may be affiliated.
(2) Avoid the segregation of youth for the purposes of special treatment.
(3) Avoid the Identification programs in such a way that they exist only

for the purpose of helping youth with serious problems. Generally, non-
stigmatizing programs should be structured in such a way as to ensure that
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participating youth experience the least possible impediments to family life,
school and employment.

k. Detention facilities are those which provide temporary care in a physically
restrictive facility prior to adjudication, pending court disposition or while
awaiting transfer to other facilities as a result of court action.

1. Institutions for purposes of this program are those which are physically
restrictive and where placement extends beyond 80 days.

190. Special Evaluation Requirements.
a. Since the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration will provide for

an independent evaluation of all projects funded in this program, determination
will be made during the application stage of costs to be incurred by grantees
for evaluation. All grantees selected will be required to participate in the
evaluation, make reasonable program adjustments which enhance the evalu.-
ation without reducing program effectiveness, and collect the information re-
quired by the evaluation design. .

b. Data to be collected for program evaluation purposes will refer In some
instances to specific projects and in others to the overall LEAA Delnstitution-
alization Program design. With respect to the latter, gtantees will be required
to assist In the provision of data pertinent to:

(1) The effectiveness of deinstitutionalization on changes in delinquent and
conforming behavior of clients.

(2) The relevance of deinstitutionalization to the interruption of delinquent
career patterns suggested by the stigmatizing process and labeling theory.

(8) The comparative ease of implementation and effectiveness ot programs
in community settings:

(a) Having higher and lower tolerance for juvenile behavior.
(b) Having higher and lower resource accessibility.
(c) With and without special and general -legislative approaches to status

offenders (PINS, CHINS, etc.).
(4) The comparative effectiveness of programs:
(a) Higher and lower in degree of control over clients' lives.
(b) Higher and lower in program control by components of the formal Juve-

nile justice system.
(5) The impact of the deinstitutionalization program on the use of the lim-

ited resource of the juvenile justice system.
c. Other things being equal, priority will be given to project proposals

which Incorporate feasible experimental control designs compatible with
achievement of program goals.

d. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration will require that data
collection procedures specified by the evaluator ensure the privacy and security
of juvenile records. The evaulator will ensure that information identifiable
to a specific private person is used only for the purpose for which obtained
and it may not be used as a part of any administrative or judicial proceeding
without the written consent of the child and his legal guardian or legal
representative.

191. Selection Criteria. Applications will be rated and selected equally in
relation to all of the following criteria. Preliminary applications will be re-
viewed and rated in relation to paragraph 191b, c, f, and I.

a. The extent to which a stable funding base for continuation of alterna-
tives to Incarcerative placement of status offenders can be established when
LEAA funding ceases.

b. The size of the juvenile population affected In relation to costs and
quality of service.

c. The extent to which-there are plans for use of otter public and private
funds in execution of the overall plan.

d. The extent to which existing private and public serving agencies are
Incorporated into the planning and implementation o1' the plan.

e. The extent to which alternative services:
(1) Maximize use of non-stigmatizing service approaches sponsored by

public and private agencies.
(2) Involve youth and significant others in assessment of needs and service

options.
(3) Employ program strategies which seek to identify and address problems

located within service delivery systems.
f. The degree to which the mechanisms for coordination:
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(1) Include essential parties and specificity with respect to their respective
commitments. (See paragraph 189h)

(2) Indicate that there will be a reduction in the number of juveniles in-
carcerated within the affected Jurisdiction.

g. The extent to which there is accountability for service on a per child
basis.

h. The extent to which the project can be evaluated in relation to experi.
mental design and availability of data.

I. The extent to which there is assessment of impact of deinstitutionalization
upon affected institutions and agencies and inclusion of program strategies
which promote greater public awareness of the Issues and community support
for the program.

192. Special Requirements.
a. To support coordination and information exchange among projects, funds

will be budgeted in applications to cover the cost of six meetings during the
course of the two year projects. Meetings shall be planned with the granteesby mutual agreement, with the exception of the first, which will be called one
week following grant award. A meeting schedule will be developed and theLEIAA project monitor informed of any changes within two weeks of a sched-
uled meeting.

b. Two weeks following grant award, grantees shall submit a revised state-ment of work which reflects essential adjustments in tasks and milestones.
c. Service- providers must coordinate submissions with agencies and insti.tutions directly responsible for removal of juveniles from institutions within

a designated jurisdiction.
d. Applicants with submissions which cross state or territorial boundaries

In the areas of capacity building and legislative reform shall make site selec-tions in conjunction with LZAA following award of action programs In order
to maximize opportunities for impact.

193. Submission Requirements.
a. Preliminary Application.
(1) All applicants must simultaneously submit the original preliminaryapplication to the State Planning Agency (SPA) for the affected jurisdic.tion(s), one copy to the cognizant Regional Office (RO) .and one copy to the

LEAA Central Office; or the original and two copies to the Juvenile Justiceand Delinquency Prevention Task Group (JJDPTG) in Washington, D.C., ifthe proposed program extends beyond state boundaries. One copy should be
sent to the appropriate A-95 Clearinghouse.

(2) Upon receipt, SPAs will review and, if appropriate, coordinate pre-liminary applications within their state. They will forward their comments
to the appropriate RO and the JJDPTG in Washington, D.C. All institutions/
not-for-profit organizations interested in submitting preliminary applications
shall be allowed to do so.

(8) Regional Offices, following review, will forward their comments to the
JJDPTG in Washington.

(4) Upon receipt of SPA and RO comments, the JJDPTO will select thosepreliminary applications judged to have elements most essential to successfulprogram development. Notification will be sent to all applicants with In-
formation copies forwarded to SPAs and RO.

(5) Preliminary applications must be mailed or hand delivered tO the State
Planning Agency or the JJDPTG at the LEAA by May 16, 1975.

(a) Preliminary applications sent by mail will be considered to be receivedon- time by the SPA or LEAA If the preliminary application was sent by reg-
Istered or certified mail not later than May 16, 1975, as evidenced by theU.S. Postal Service postmark on the wrapper or envelope, or on the original
receipt from the U.S. Postal Service.

(b) Hand delivered preliminary applications must be taken to the SPA or,when appropriate for LEAA, to Room 742 of the LZAA building at 633 Indi.
ana Avenue, N.W.. Washington, D.C., between the hours of 9:00- a.m. and
fi :80 p.m., except Saturdays, Sundays or Federal holidays

b. Applications.
(1) The deinstitutionalization of status offenders program has been deter-

mined to be of national Impact, and the format for application submission as
stated In paragraph 11, Chapter 1 of Guideline Manual 4500.10 has been
modified.

(2) Application distribution should be as follows:



273

(a) Original and two copies to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Task Group, LEAA, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C.,
20531.

(b) One copy to each of the appropriate A-95 Clearinghouses.
(8) LEAA will forward a copy of the application to the cognizant Regional_

Office and State Planning Agency for review and comment.
(4) State Planning Agency comments should be forwarded to the cognizant

Regional Office within 20 days following receipt of the application.
(5) Regional Office comments should be forwarded to the JJDPTG along

with State Planning Agency comments within 80 days of receipt of appli-
cation. Review comments will be considered received in time for incorporation
into the final selection process if postmarked not later than September 19,
1975.

- (6) Applications will be reviewed by the JJDPTG and final recommenda-
tions made in accordance with predefined selection criteria. In most cases,
awards will be made to the appropriate State Planning Agency with subgrants
to the applicant

(7) Program monitoring will be done by the JJDPTG In conjunction with
the cognizant Regional Office.

194. Preliminary Application. Part IV, the narrative statement of the pre-
liminary application should address the following specific data needs in no
more than 12 pages. You may include an appendices supportive data or
documents.

a. Statement of Need.
(1) Briefly describe the dimensions of the problem and the efforts within

the jurisdiction to develop alternatives to institutional placement which would
be available to status offenders. Include statistical data on the number of
status offenders, their soclo-economic characteristics, primary referral sources,
and the manner in which they are presently handled by the Juvenile justice
system. Describe alternatives available to juveniles at each stage of process-
Ing. Include in this section the operative jurisdictional definition of status
offense, jurisdictional boundaries within which your program would operate,
and sufficient demographic Information to permit assessment of potential
program Impact.

(2) Applicants proposing projects under Paragraph 187b(2) of this Manual
should provide the data most relevant to the activities to be undertaken,
Including descriptive information which makes clear the relationship between
proposed activities and problems associated with status offenders. Programs
which exceed state boundaries should identify those geographic areas in which
they would expect to have the greatest impact.

b. Project Goals and Objectives. Goal statements should be specific to the
expected activities of the Juvenile justice system, service providers, Juveniles
affected, and others who may be involved in Implementation of the project.
The major objectives of the proposed project should be stated In measurable
terms, e.g., specific activities In relation to expected results. Based upon these
objectives,-provide a timetable for completion of major tasks.

c. Methodology. Describe the way In whi .h project components would be
developed and applied to the problems described. Show the relationship be-
tween these activities and achievement of objectives. Identify specific agree-
ments essential to project success and dscribe your progress In securing them.
Include copies of agreements that have been consummated.

d. Benefits Expected. Describe expected Impact upon the school system,
service providers, Juvenile Justice system (court, police and correctional facill-
ties), and other relevant Institutions in the affected jurisdictions. Identify
the expected positive and negative implications of this Impact and briefly
explain your plan for response.

e. Experience of Applicant. Describe the nature of your accountability for
services to Juveniles, experience of key personnel, fiscal experience, kind and
scope of progrm(s) administered, relationships with organizations, insti-
tutions and interest groups vital to achievement of stated goals.

f. Evaluation Requirements. Provide a brief statement which assesses where
your project would be placed in relation to the five dimensions lided under
paragraph 187a of this Manual. The Information provided must be sufficient
to permit LEAA to locate the project along each of these dimensions. Support-
ing data should be supplied, if available, but we are not requesting collection
of data at this stage. Also provide assurance that your project would cooper-
ate fully in the evaluation effort as outlined in paragraph 190a of this Manual.
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DzPARTMNT or JusMcu
LAW ZNORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION SALARIES AND EXPENSES

_ SupplmeI'4psa imates, fiscal year 1976
Appropriation: Salaries and expenses, fiscal year 1975:

Appropriation to date --------------------------- $880, 000, 000
Transfer requested in annual budget estimates---------------4,479, 000
Transfer requested in support of separate transmittal -------- -3, 935, 000

Total transfer authority requested ------------------- 8, 414, 000
The President's annual budget provides for the transfer of $4,479,000 from

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to other Department
of Justice appropriations. This transfer has already been considered by the House.
Under separate transmittal an additional $3,935,000 is proposed for transfer
from LEAA to cover a projected deficiency in "support of United States pris-
oners" and to provide additional resources for "Salaries and expenses, general
administration," and "Salaries and expenses, Antitrust Division." The re-
celving appropriations have proposed language Identifying the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration as the source of financing. The funds proposed
for transfer from LEAA to other Department of Justice appropriations will be
distributed as follows:

Annual
APproprIton receivingsupp1emental bde Separat

asnin trough tramr Propoefor proposed transfer estimate transIl Tote

"Salaries and expenses, general Additional personnel to handle In. ........... $129,000 $121,000
adminiatioN". creased number of parole decisions

and to covw requirements of two
Ie~alotve aft~

Sals and OPexpenses, g l Increase in rates chsrgd for preparing $246, 000 ............ 246, 000lop Ae le.transcripts.
"Salaries and expenses, Antitrust I increase In rates charged for preparing 77,000 906,000 9A3 000

Division". lea transcripts and tOW ex-
"Salaries and expenses United States Inrese In rates charge d for preparing 586,000 ............ 56,000

attorneys and marshals. leal 108nscts sn Increased con-
truton for law enforcement retire-
ment benefits.

Federal Bureau of Investiption, increased co )tu9nforlawsnforce- 3,570,000 ............ 3,570,000
"Salaries and expense . meat retirement and health benefits.

Bureau of Prlaons, "Support of United Increase In daily rate and continued ............ 2,900, 000 20,0000 -
States prisoners" high use during the balance of thefisalyear.

Total transfer authority re-. ................................... 4,479,000 3,935,000 8,414,000
quested Incurrentysar.

LAw ENV0o"=-u zT ASsISTAOz ADmINISTzATION,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1975.

Hon. BIEOH BATH,
Chairman, (Jommittee on the Judioart, Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile

Delinquenoy, U.S. Senate, Wahfngton, D.C.
Dzaz MIL CRAMAN: Pursuant to the request of John M. Rector, staff direc-

tor and chief counsel of the subcommittee, for copies of correspondence rel-
ative to our request to use reprogramed funds for Juvenile Justice and de-
linquency prevention programs, I am pleased to submit the Jollowing:

September 24, 1974 memorandum to Glen E . Pommerening,*Assistant Attor-
ney General for Administration, requesting that approval for the reprogram-
Ing request be sought;

November 18, 1974 letter from Mr. Pommerening to Mr. Walter Scott, 'Office
of Management and Budget, requesting approval of the reprograming;

November 19, 1974 letter from Mr. Scott approving the reprograming re-
quest, conditioned on approval of the appropriate congressional committees
and submission of an Implementation plau to OMB;
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November 19, 1974 memorandum from Mr. Pommerening informing of ac-
tion;

December 5, 1974 letter to chairmen of appropriate congressional commit-
tees seeking approval of reprogramming request;

December 18, 1974 letter from Chairman Pastore, Senate Subcommittee on
State, Justice, Commerce, and the Judiciary, approving the reprogramming
request;

December 20, 1974 letter from Chairman Rooney, House Subcommittee;
February 28, 1975 letter to Mr. Pommerening from OMB Deputy Director

O'Neill denying the reprograming request;
March 18, 1975 memorandum from Mr. Pommerening informing of OMB

action; and March 18, 1975 letter from Mr. Pommerening to Mr. O'Neill
requesting reconsideration of denial.

You will note that, in his letter of December 20, 1974, Chairman Rooney
of the House Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce and Judiciary, sug-
gested that the program be implemented in accordance with discussions under-
way with Mr. Mizelle, staff assistant to the subcommitte. Mr. Mizelle, in the
course of these discussions, indicated to us Chairman Rooney's intention that
the amount to be used for the program be limited to $10 million.

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance in this matter. The
subcommittee's continued interest in the programs of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration is appreciated.

Sincerely,
RICHARD W. VELDE

Administrator.
Enclosures.

SEPTZMBiER 25, 1974.

To: Glen U. Pommerening, Assistant "Attorney General for Administration.
From: Richard W. Velde, Administrator.
Subject: Resource requirements to support the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974.

It is requested that upon concurrence, you take necessary action to secure
OMB's approval to permit reprograming up to $20 million (of which $4,000,000
is currently available) of Part C reversionary block money to be reallocated
for Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention programs. It is also requested
that LEAA be allocated an additional 51 PFT positions to permit the immedi-
ate assignment of responsibilities and initiation of new programs mandated
it the Juvenile, Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

The President has signed into law the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. The enactment of this legislation substantially re-
vises and extends Federal laws and places tremendous responsibility in the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration fe1 coordination and adminis-
tration of Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention programs.,

The President, in his statement of September 8, 1974, emphasized he does
not intend to seek appropriations for the new programs authorized in the bill.
It is, however, absolutely essential that funds and positions be available if
LEAA is to initiate programs or provide assistance designed to lay the
groundwork to meet our congressional mandate. The reprograming will not
result in an increase in obligtional authority this fiscal year. These funds
will enable LEAA to place special emphasis on those Juvenile delinquency
problems deemed most urgent, provide technical assistance which is abso-
lutely imperative if we are to truly impact on the many problems associated
with Juvenile delinquency, and coier the administrative support costs of the
51 positions requested.

Congress has given LEAA major responsibility for providing leadership
and coordination necessary to carry out the intent of the legislation and has
authorized the establishment of an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention and a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention within LEAA to carry out those functions mandated in the act.
The legislation specifically mandates LEAA to develop, implement, and con-
duct effective methods and programs to prevent and reduce Juvenile delin-
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quency; divert Juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system and
provide alternatives to institutionalization; Improve the quality of Jufenile
Justice in the United States; increase the capacity of State and local govern-
ments and public and private agencies to conduct effective Juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation programs; and to provide
research, evaluation and training services in the field of Juvenile delinquency
prevention.

For the first time in the history of the country, the Federal Juvenile de.
linquency effort is concentrated in a single agency. The 51 additional positions
are conservative in light of the magnitude of the responsibilities contained in
the legislation, and are absolutely essential if LEAA is to respond fully and
promptly to this comprehensive mandate. The proposed distribution of the
positions requested follows:
Office of Juivenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention --------------- 28
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention ------------- 17
Office of Regional Operations (1 for each region) ------------------- 10
Office of Operations Support ------------------------------------ 1

Total --------- ------------------------------------------ 51
Upon approval of this request, necessary action will be initiated to seek

concurrence of the appropriate congressional subcommittees.

NovEmBEa 18, 1974.
Mr. WALTR SCoTr,
Aseoiate Director for Economics and Government, Office of Management
and Budget, Washington, D.

DEAR Mu. Sco: This letter is to request authority for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance 'Administration (LEAA) to reprogram up to $20,000,000 in
budget authority from part C, block grant funds to juvenile Justice and de-
linquency prevention programs. As of this date, there are $4,500,000 available
from this source. These are funds which had been obligated to State and local
governments in prior years and which have reverted to the Federal Govern-
ment, as authorized under LEAA's administrative discretion (Postal Laws
93-83, title 1, part C, section 803, par. 15).

The President has signed into law the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. The enactment of this legislation substantially revises
and extends Federal laws and places responsibility in the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration for- the coordination and administration of Juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention programs.

Congress has given LHAA major responsibility for providing leadership
and coordination necessary to carry out the intent of the legislation and has
authorized the establishment of an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention and a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention within LEAA to execute those functions mandated in the Act.
The legislation specifically mandates LEAA to develop, implement, and con-
duct effective methods and programs to prevent and reduce Juvenile delin-
quency; divert juveniles from the traditional Juvenile justice system and pro-
vide alternatives to institutionalization; improve the quality of Juvenile
Justice in the United States; increase the capacity of state and- local govern-
ments and public and private agencies to conduct effective Juvenile Justice
and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation programs; and to provide re-
search, evaluation and training services in We field of Juvenile delinquency
prevention.

The President, in his statement of September 8, 1974, emphasized that he
does not intend to seek appropriations for the new program authorized in
the bill. It is essential, however, that funds be available if LEAA is to
initiate programs or provide assistance designed to meet its legislative man-
date. The reprogramming will not result in an increase in obligational authority
this fiscal year; these funds will enable LEAA to place special emphasis on
those juvenile problems deemed most urgent and provide technical assistance
which is imperRttve if there is to be significant impact on the many problems
associated with Juvenile delinquency.
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There are no additional ceiling positions currently associated with this
request; consequently, the Department will try to make some accommodation
to the basic needs of this activity within its current personnel ceiling.

I look forward to your early approval of this request.
Sincerely,

GLEN E. POMMERENINO,
-"Assistant Attorney General for Administration.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BuDET,
Washington, D.C., November 19, 1974.

Mr. GLEN E. POM MERENINO,
Assistant Attorney General for Administration,
Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. POIMMERENING: This is in response to your letter of November 13,
1974, requesting authority to reprogram up to $20,000,000 in budget authority
from part C, block grant funds to juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention
programs. These funds are to be used for the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
- This letter approves the requested reprogramming. We request, however,
that prior to implementation of this action, you obtain the approval of your
Congressional appropriations' committee and that LEAA prepare a plan for
the Utilization of these funds. This plan should include a description of the
procedures to be used in administering the program, an evaluation procedure
that will permit an assessment of program performance in future years and
a implementation time schedule. My staff is available to discuss these matters
with you.

Sincerely,
WALTER D. ScOTT,

Associate Director for
Economics and Government.

NOVEMBER 19, 1974.
To: Richard W. Velde, Administrator,

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. -
From: Glen E. Pommerening,

Assistant Attorney General for Administration.
Subject: Reprograming request per your memorandum of September 26, 1974.

The Department has sent a letter to the Office of Management and Budget
(0MB) to attempt to secure approval for LEAA to reprogram up to $20 mil-

lion in part C reversionary money in fiscal year 1975 for juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention programs. However, OMB has refused to consider any
addition to the Department's personnel ceiling.

We have based our decision concerning the $20 million reprograming re-
quest on the following assumptions: that the funds to be utilized are coming
entirely from part C block reversionary moneys; that the Office of Manage-
ment and Finance (OMF) will immediately be notified when a more precise
estimate of the actual amount of available money becomes known and that
LEAA will submit to OMP an updated MBO submission for program objec-
tives- which have undergone any reprograming change.

We are trying to identify sources to increase LEAA's personnel ceiling for
the purpose of accommodating the new juvenile justice initiative. Such action
will be contingent upon LEAA being able to provide sufficient management
and operations money to support this personnel increased It is understood
that money is available to satisfy this stipulation.

You will be notified as soon as a determination is made as to the exact
additional ceiling that will be available to LEAA. We hope to identify up to
twenty for this purpose. With regard to the fiscal year 1975 supplemental
proposal on Juvenile delinquency, we have been advised by OMB staff that
there is very little possibility that such a request would be approved.

67-988--76-21
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Dwemrn 5, 1974.
Hon. JoHN 0. PAsToRE,
Chairman Subommittee on Departmonts of State, Justie, Oommerce, the

Ju~cary and Related Agenoiee, Committee on Apprpriatlone, U.S. Senate,
WashingSon, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR PASTOr: This is to request approval for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA] to reprogram up to $20,000,000 in
funds appropriated under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
to be obligated under the "block grant" component of part C of the act. These
are funds which were appropriated and obligated to the States in prior years
and which have been or will be allowed by the States to revert to LEAA.
Ordinarily, LEAA would reobligate such reversionary funds to the other
States; however, it is proposed that they be reprogramed to several other
budget actvities in order to permit LEAA to carry out several targeted juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention initiatives.

The budget activities into which these reversionary funds would be re-
programed are part B, planning; part C, discretionary; part D, technology
analysis, development, and dissemination; part F, technical assistance, and
management and operations.

While this reprograming authority would not address directly LEAA's new
mandate under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
it would represent an initiative in recognition of the increased responsibili-
ties that exist in this area. Specifically, the new act requires LEAA to develop,
implement, and conduct effective methods and programs to prevent and re-
duce juvenile delinquency, including the diversion of juveniles from the tra-
ditional juvenile justice system and the provision of alternatives to Institution-
alization; to increase the capacity. of State and local governments, as well as
public and private agencies, to conduct effective juvenile justice and rehab-
ilitation programs, and to provide research, evaluation, and training services
in the field of juvenile delinquency prevention.

The need for a sustained national effort in this area was indicated repeat-
edly during the hearings prior to the passage of the act. The President has
expressed his intention not to seek new appropriations during the current
fiscal year for the newly authorized programs because of his determination
to restrain Federal spending. The Department and LEAA have been seeking
alternative means to implement juvenile justice initiatives, and the repro-
graming of reversionary funds is the most desirable means available. Enclosed
is a brief paper outlining In somewhat more specific terms the nature of the
program that would be carried out with the reprogramed funds. LEAA has
also been required to submit a detailed description of program priorities,
administrative procedures to assure effective implementation, and -the evalu-
ation component which will assure comprehensive program assessment in
future years.

Because of the large and serious responsibility assigned to LEAA in this
area and because this reprograming would not result in an increase in new
obligational authority this year, we look forward to favorable and early con-
sideration of this request. The Office of Management and Budget has given
Its approval of this request.

Sincerely, GLEN E. POMMMEENING,

Assistant Attorney General for Administration.
Same letter sent to Hon. John J. Rooney, Chairman of House Subcommittee

on State, Justice, Commerce and the Judiciary.
Enclosure: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Fiscal Year 1975

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Efforts.

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

FISCAL YEAR 1975 JUVENILE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION EFFORTS

The thrust of LEAA fiscal year 1975 efforts in the area of juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention will focus on the development and implementation
of programs which would have a significant impact on both the high rates of
crime and delinquency and on the overall operation of the Juvenile justice
system. -%
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Utilizing discretionary funds, our initial thrust will focus on programs to:
(1) Develop and implement effective means of diverting juveniles from the
traditional juvenile Justice and correctional system; (2) reduce the rate of
crime committed by juveniles; and (8) develop and maintain community-
based alternatives to traditional forms of institutionalization.

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
will implement the initial phases of an information program by establishing
an information bank to collect and synthesize data and knowledge concerning
all aspects of juvenile delinquency, including the prevention and treatment
of Juvenile delinquency, and by establishing a clearinghouse and information
center for the preparation, publication, and dissemination of all information
regarding Juvenile delinquency, including State and local Juvenile delinquency
prevention and treatment programs and plans, availability of resources, train-
ing and educational programs, and statistics.

The conduct, encouragement, and coordination of research and evaluation
efforts will focus on pew programs and methods which show promise of making
a contribution toward the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency;
the development of demonstration projects is new, innovative techniques and
methods to prevent and treat Juvenile delinquency; and the causes of juvenile
delinquency.

Plans will be developed for a training program designed to train enrollees
with respect to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of
juvenile delinquency. In conjunction with this training-program, a curriculum
will be designed utilizing an interdisciplinary approach with respect to the
prevention of juvenile delinquency, the treatment of juvenile delinquents,
and the diversion of youths from the juvenile justice system.

Our technical assistance efforts will focus on providing States with the
expertise and assistance necessary for the planning and development of com-
prehensive plans for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs.

Efforts will be initiated to develop standards for Juvenile justice through
review of existing reports, data, and standards, relating to the Juvenile jus-
tice system in the United States, and prepare such reports for the President
and Congress, which are mandated by the act.

Of the total funds reprogramed, approximately $1 million will be allocated
to support the technical assistance effort. The balance remaining will be
earmarked for other categorical grant programs to carry out the Initiatives
described above.

U.S. SENATE, COMMrrTEE oiq APPRoPETATIOxS
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1974.

Mr. GLEN E. POMMERENJNG,
Assistant Attorney General for Adminietration,
Department of Jutetice, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. POMMERENUXO: Thank you for your letter of December 5, 1975,
in which approval is requested for the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration to reprogram up to $20 million in funds previously appropriated to
that Agency, so as to provide initial funding to implement the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974-(Public Law 93-415, approved Sep-
tember 7, 1974).

This Is to inform you that as chairman of the subcommittee, I approve
this request.

With best wishes, r am,
Sincerely yours, O0. PASTO, U.S. Senator.

CONGRESS OF THE UNTED STATES,
HOUsit OF REPRESENTATIVES,

CoMMIrrTEE oN APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C., December 20, 19Y4.

Mr. UTCHARD W. VELDE,
Administrator,
Law Rnforcement Assistance Adminitration,
Department of Just Ice,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR PErE: I understand that you are seeking approval for the reprogram-
Ing of certain funds in order to finance programs authorized by the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974.
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As chairman of the subcommittee, I suggest that you embark on this pro-
grain in accordance with discussions you have had with Dempsey Mizelle,
staff-assistant to the subcommittee. In addition, you should keep my successor
chairman apprised of what is happening in this regard.

With all good wishes,
Sincerely,

JOHN J. ROONEY,
Chairman, Subcommittee on State, Justice,

Commerce and Judiciary.

DECEMBER 20, 1974.
Mr. GLEN E. POMMEREINO,
Assistant Attorney Gencral for Administration,
Department of Justice,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR MR. POMMERENING: Your letter of December 5 to the subcommittee
refers to a reprograming request, a matter on which I will have an under-
standing with my expected successor chairman and all members of the sub-
committee.

This matter is being taken up with the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration.

Sincerely, JoiN J. ROONEY,

Chairman, Subcommittee on State, Justice
Commerce and Judiciary.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., February 28, 1975.

Mr. GL.N E. POMMERENING.
Assistant Attorney General,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D:C.

DEAR MR. POWMERENINO: This is In response to your letter of February 3,
1975, requesting approval of the LEAA program for use of reprogramed funds
fdr implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974.

-At the time of the 1976 Budget Review the President indicated that he did
not want to provide funding to implement this program. We are, therefore,
unable to approve your request for reprogramming.

Sincerely,
PAUL H. O'NEILL,

Deputy Director.

MARCH 18, 1975.
To: Richard W. Velde, Administrator,

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
From: GLEN E. POMMERENING,

Assistant Attorney General for Administration.
Subject: Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Response re. Juvenile

Justice Reprograming and Implementation Plan.
The Department has been advised by OMB that it has disapproved the

proposed LEAA plan to implement the Juvenile justice reprograming, and
that it Is unable to approve the request for reprograming.

This appears to be a reversal of OMB's previous position; hence, we are
atsing the question of the rescission of its previous approval with OMB and

seeking identification of the elements of the plan which were found to be un-
satisfactory.

Copies of Mr. O'Neill's letter denying the request for reprograming and our
reply are attached. If you have any specific questions on this matter, please
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feel free to contact Mr. James F. Hoobler, Director, Management Programs
and Budget Staff, at IDS 187-4323.

U.S. DEPARTMENT oF JUSTICE,
MR. PAUL11. Lgton, D.C., Maarch 18, 1975.MR. PAUL H. O'NEILL,

Deputy Director,
Office of Management and Budget,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. O'NEILL: In his letter of November 19, 1974, Mr. Walter D. Scott
approved the Department's request on behalf of-the Law ERnfoicement Assis-
tance Administration (LEAA) to reprogram reversionary funds to Implement
initiatives under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. Mr. Scott also requested that the reprograming not be implemented until
congressional approval had been obtained and a plan for use of the repro-
gramed funds had been prepared.

In accordance wtth Mr. Scott's- letter, the Department obtained the approval
of both congressional appropriations subcommittees and forwarded to the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) a proposed implementation plan
for review and approval. Your letter of February 28, 1975, states that 0MB is

"... unable to approve your request for reprogramming " We presume this dis-
approval rejects the LEAA plan for use of reprogramed funds for Implemen-
tation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention-Act of 1974.

Your letter points out that, at the time of the 1976 Budget Review, ". . . the
President indicated that he did not want to provide funding to implement this
program"; however, our understanding is that this position did not bar the
use of funds which had already been appropriated, which was the object of
the reprograming request. In addition, we are unable to determine which ele-
ments of the program plan were judged to be deficient; hence, we are unable
to prepare a plan which would meet with OMB approval.

In view of the recent congressional approval of the reprogramming, it is our
judgment that the Department and OMB are likely to be embarrassed by
OMB's rescission of its previous approval. The Department, therefore, urgently
requests that you consider this entire matter and clarify OMB's position.

Sincerely,
GLEN E. POMMERENING,

Asi~tan-t Attorney General for Administration.

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
October 17, 1974.

To: Richard W. Velde, Administrator and Charles R. Work, Deputy Adminis-
trator.

From: Frederick P. Nader, Acting Assistant Administrator, Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention.

Subject: Fiscal year 1976 budget recommendations.
Attached are budget projections for fiscal year 1976 and an assessment of

the differential impact of the four requested levels of funding. It should be
noted that In order to be specific about the Impact of the different levels of
funding, a detailed plan for the new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention would be necessary. As the office has not yet been-established, such
a plan has not been developed, and rather than preempt the planning process
necessary, the differences stated should be viewed as a best Judgment at
this time.

What follows Is: (a) Introduction; (b) budget request by functional areas
at 4 levels: $40 million, $75 million, $100 million and $125 million; (c) person-
nel request in same model; (d) Statement of differential impact in functional
areas; and (e) Statement of differential impact of total budget.
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A. INTRODUCTION

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 represents
congressional efforts to develop a comprehensive, coordinated approach to
the problems of Juvenile delinquency in the United States. This legislation is
based on the recognition by Congress of the magnitude of the delinquency
problem, inadequate and unjust services for Juveniles, the need for delin-
quency prevention efforts, the absence of sufficient technical expertise or
adequate resources to deal comprehensively with the delinquency problem in
States and local communities, and the need for Federal direction, coordina-
tion, resources and leadership to meet the crisis of delinquency.

Through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Con-
gress has given LEAA the responsibility of providing the resources, leader-
ship and coordination necessary to carry out the intent of the legislation.
The major purposes of the act are to develop, implement, and conduct effec-
tive methods and programs to prevent and reduce Juvenile delinquency;
divert juveniles from the traditional Juvenile justice system and provide al.
ternatives to institutionalization; improve the quality of Juvenile justice In
the United States; Increase the capacity of State and local governments and
public and private agencies to conduct effective Juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention and rehabilitation programs; and to provide research,
evaluation and training services in the field of Juvenile delinquency prevention.

For the first time the Federal Juvenile delinquency effort is concentrated
in a single agency. Yet the responsibilities mandated to LEAA extend beyond
itself to all other Federal agencies involved in the Juvenile delinquency area,
to the States, and to local communities, and encompass all aspects of the
problem. It Is a comprehensive mandate to which LEAA Is attempting to
respond.

B. 1976 BUDGET REQUEST-OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

[In Millions)

Total .......................................... $40 $75 $100 $125

Administration .................................. 2 2.5 3 3.5
Concentration of Federal effort- .................... 0.5 1 1.75 2
Special emphasis ................................. 10 18.75 25 32
Technical assistance .............................. 1 2.25 3 3
States .......................................... 22 40 53 65
Information ........................................ .5 1 1 1.5
Research ........................................... 2 7.5 9.75 12.5
Training ........................................... 1.5 L 5 3 5
Standards ........................................... 5 .5 .5 .5



C. JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION OFFICE PERSONNEL

[in millions)

Professional' Clerical

$40 $75 $100 $125 $40 $75 $100 $125
$75 $100 $125

Administration ....................................
Advisory committee --------------------------------Coordination Council ----------------------
Regional offie s ----------------------------------
Program unit:

Concentration of Federal effort ------------------
Special emphasis ------------------------------
Technical assistance --------------------
Formula grants --------------------------------

Institute:
Information function ---------------------------
Research, demonstration, and evaluation --------
Training -------------------... --...........
Standards ------------------------------------

Total -----------------------------------

Same as fiscal ywa 1975 request.

$5
2
1

10

$7 $7
2 2
1 1

10 15

(I)
(I)
(1)
(I)

(1)
(I)
(1)
(I)

(I)
(I)
(1)
(1)

$75 $100 $125

8 8
iS 12
8 8
2 2

(1)
(1)
(I)
(1)

(1)
(1)

(1)

(1)3
8
6
0

8
15
8
3

3
13
100
0 0

$4
1
2
0

2
2
2
1

2
20

3
11
8
0

$5
I
2
0

2
3
3
I

3
2'0

$5
1
2
0

2
4
3
1

3
30

$9
3
3

10

10
10
10
3

4
10a0

$12
3
3

10

10
15
it
3

4
14
100

t0co

$12
3
3

15

10
19
11
4

4
16
130

Total

------------ 61 72 85 ------------ 19 23 25 so 95 110
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D. DIFFERENTIAL IMPACT BY FUNCTIONAL AREA

Administration: Administration support increases according -to the amount
of funding at project levels and subsequent increases in staffing.
Concentration of Federal effort

The impetus behind the development of this act emerged from a lack of
concentrated Federal effort in the area of juvenile Justice. The act emphasizes
the need for one focal point within the Federal Government responsible for
coordinating all aspects of Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. Thus,
the administrator of LEAA, through the Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention, is responsible for the development of overall policy,
objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs and
activities; advising the President about juvenile Justice; assisting operating
agencies with the development and promulgation of guidelines, regulations,
etc.; and the development of annual reports and an annual plan for all
Juvenile delinquency programs. To assist in the accomplishment of the legis-
lative mandates, Congress has provided, in addition to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, for the establishment of a Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and a National Ad--
visory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

$40 million,

The necessary annual reports would be developed. This level, however,
would lack the depth that is implied by the act in Federal plan development.

$75 Million

The critical questions of definition (Juvenile delinquency, prevention, di-
version) coulol be addressed in depth.

$100 and $125 Million

This level would allow for the true assessment of current policies, regula-
tions and procedures of different Federal programs. It could then move
towards the development of common guidelines as well as coordinated pro-
gramatic efforts.
Special empha8ls and treatment grants

The-act provides that not less than 25 per centum or more thin 50 per
centum of the funds appropriated each year shall be available for special
eniphasis prevention and treatment programs. Thus, it is clear through both
the title of this section, "Special Emphasis", and the magnitude of the fund-
ing mandated, Congress intends this to be a significant effort. To reverse
the trend of ever-increasing juvenile delinquency, the act stresses the need
for new and innovative programs with specific emphasis on the development
of new approaches, techniques and methods for Juvenile delinquency pro-
grams; the need to develop and maintain community-based alternatives; the
development and implementation of model programs to keep children in school.
Programs funded under this section are designed to serve as models which
can be utilized or replicated to reduce juvenile crime and delinquency.

$40 Millions

At this level of funding a program of national scope in the six areas set
out in the law would be improbable if not impossible; new techniques; com-
munity based alternatives; diversion " upgrading service delivery; standards
adoption; and model school programs. Although Safe Streets Funds can and
will be used for some of thiee objectives, this level would provide for limitedmodel programming. $75 to $125 Million

At the higher levels of funding there is the possibility of affecting a de-
crease in one or more aspects of the delinquency problems. For example, a
combination of standards, policy, State cooperation and infusion of substantial
funds could realistically impact the juvenile corrections scene. This is also
true for each of the above mentioned areas set out in the law.
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Technical assistance
The National Institute will engage in a comprehensive effort to develop,

conduct and provide training in the latest proven effective techniques and
methods and develop technical training teams to assist State and local agen-
cies in the development of training programs for preventing and treating
juvenile delinquency. Such programs will be geared to persons preparing to
work with juveniles and Juvenile offenders and persons engaged in or con-
nected with the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency.

$40 Million

Would allow for basic efforts in assisting some States with the develop-
ment of their juvenile Justice plan, this accomplished mainly through the
use of contractors.

$75 Million

Would allow for a comprehensive effort of State plan development and
continuous feedback to the evaluation of clear and consistent guidelines.
Assistance could also be provided to grantees and subgrantees in their pro-
gram development.

$100 to $126 Million

Would allow for T.A. in new approaches and advanced techniques man-
dated by the bill. Expected outcome would include model programs and for-
mula for their establishment.
Assistance to States

Adherence to the principles of New Federalism affords the opportunity
through the disbursement of the bulk of appropriated funds to the States, to
promote a national effort toward'common objectives.

In order to take advantage of the new juvenile justice legislation, the
States must develop a comprehensive State plan, placing an additional strain
on the SPA's administrative and planning resources.

$40 Million

States electing to become involved at this level would have to devote the
bulk of their limited new resources to extremely few of the obJctives set out
in the law. The program areas involved include: Community based programs
as alternatives to incarceration; strengthening of families; diversion through
coordination of services; comprehensive drug and alcohol abuse programs;
educational programs; expanded probation and parole; youth and outreach
programs; incentives (e.g., probation subsidies to decrease institutionaliza-
tion, increase nonsecure facility usage, and discourage secure facility usage;
develop research capability; separation of status offenders; separation of
adult, Juvenile detention; monitoring (and reporting the same) of facilltie;
fair and equitable treatment of employees affected by such problems; fiscal
control; and planning and administration of State plan.

The amount per State at this level of appropriation would place, poten-
tially, higher burden than opportunity on the SPA's. The redirection of Safe
Streets Act juvenile delinquency funds to address many of these specific
Issues will help greatly, but the incentive for change is greatly reduced at
this level.

$75 to $125 Million

At the higher levels of funding the opportunity to promote change is pro-
portionately increased. This is especially important In areas mandated by
the law such as separation of detainee, status offender, comprehensive plan-
ning. etc., and would insure greater numbers of States willing to become
involved.
Information PunctioiL

Funds are required to permit the Institute to carry out-its responsibilities
to serve as a clearinghouse and provide for the collection, preparation, pub--
lication, and dissemination of information regarding juvenile delinquency, the
availability of resources, training and educational programs, statistics, and
other pertinent data and information.
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$40 Million
Would allow limited new funds and the Institute would rely heavily onthe current capabilities of the National Criminal Justice Reference Service

[NCJRS] and Grants Management Information System [GMISJ to collect
and disseminate information to practitioners and decisionmakers.

$75 to $100 Miuion
Would allow the Institute to strengthen its relationship with NCJRS and

GMIS, improving their capabilities in the Juvenile delinquency area, and
concentrate its efforts to synthesize knowledge in specific areas of Juvenile
delinquency, on key priority areas chosen by the Office, such as community.
bused alternatives to incarceration and detention, diversion, and prevention.

$125 Million
Would allow the Institute to begin to incorporate a full-information clear-

inghouse within its structure, intensify efforts to develop publications which
synthesize information In all areas of Juvenile delinquency prevention and
treatment-instead of a limited number of priority areas--and begin the
development of more effective technology transfer programs, geared at de-
livering more usable Information to clients.
Research, demonstration and evaluation

Funds are required to permit the Institute to conduct, encourage, and
coordinate research and evaluation into any aspect of juvenile delinquency;
encourage the development and demonstration projects In new, Innovative
techniques and methods to prevent and treat juvenile delinquency; provide
for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquncy programs assisted under title
II of the act and any other Federal, State, ol local juvenile delinquency pro-
gram, upon request of the Administrator of LEAA; prepare necessary studies
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency; and disseminatethe results of evaluations, research, demonstrations, and other pertinent data
to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned with the prevention and
treatment of juvenile delinquency.

$40 Million
Would allow the Institute to conduct minimally required special studies on

juvenile delinquency prevention and treatment, and support built-in evalua-
tions of special emphasis programs as mandated by the act. There would not
be sufficient funds for independent evaluations of all special emphasis proj-
ects, evaluations of other Federal agencies' Juvenile delinquency programs,
demonstrations of innovative techniques, or basic research.As the total budget for the Office increases, the Institute will need to devoteIncreasing funds to evaluation of special emphasis programs.

$75 Million
At this level, the Institute could support built-in evaluations of all special

emphasis grants, although not all projects assisted under this act, and under-
take the special prevention and treatment studies.

$100 Million
At this level of funding the Institute could undertake Independent, experi-

mental evaluations of the special emphasis programs--at approximately 20
percent of total project costs-and conduct the special prevention and treat-
ment studies. The Institute could also begin the development of evaluation cri-
teria for State and local programs funded under the act.

$125 Million
At this level of funding, the Institute could conduct the special emphasis

evaluations and special studies, and commence programs of basic research,
evaluation of a limited number of other Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams, as requested by the Administrator, and support demonstration efforts
of advanced techniques for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delin-
quency.
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Training
The Institute received a tremendous legislative mandate to undertake a

comprehensive effort to develop, conduct, and provide training for persons
now working with or preparing ,o work with juvenile and juvenile offenders.
This mandate includes responsibilities to develop, conduct, and provide for
seminars, workshops, and training programs in the most effective techniques
and methodt of prevention, control, and treatment of juvenile delinquency
for persons engaged in the juvenile justice system; and to develop technical
training teams to assist State and local agencies in the development of train-
ing programs for preventing and treating juvenile delinquency. The legisla-
tion -specifically requires that a training program be established within the
Institute and further mandates the Institute to design a-curriculum respon-
sive to training requirements mentioned above.

$40 to $75 Millio

Would allow the Institute to fulfill the minimal requirement of the man-
date to develop a curriculum for the national training program within the
National Institute, obtain Administrator approval for the curriculum and
enrolles, and develop and conduct a series of seminars, workshops, and
training programs on the most effective techniques and methods at this level.
Institute training would focus on the problem of providing alternatives to
incarceration, diversion, and prevention programs--including law enforcement
officers, probation officers, juvenile court personnel et cetera-and similarly
expand the areas of field team assistance.

Standards

$40 to $185 million'

The standards responsibility is an essential part of the entire program and
would be conducted at the same level of funding regardless of the change
in overall program funds. Several standards projects in the juvenile delin-
quency area are currently underway; there would be synthesized as a base
for developing recommended standards for Federal, State, and local levels.

I. DIFFERENTIAL IMPACT OF TOTAL BUDGET

In addition to the implications in each of the functional areas for the
different levels of funding, there are certain further implications for what-
ever total dollar amount we request.

One: HEW was roundly critized in its effort in juvenile delinquency be-
cause of Its lack of initiative in funding requests to Congress. It will be
less of a problem for LEAA this year-and perhaps for some time- to come-
because of the economic scene and the Presidential action in this area.

In spite of this, and because the economic situation compounds the de-
linquency problems, LEAA will run a high risk of receiving the same type of
criticism by not asking for the full authorizations.

Two: Some States will be reluctant to participate at all if the funding
incentive is not great enough.

I also suspect that there will be substantial pressure from the States for
full funding.

Three: The problem of juvenile delinquency, in addition to what we will
be able to accomplish with Safe Streets Act Funds and by coordinating
Federal efforts, is of a perceived and real magnitude great enough to warrant
the highest level of funding. To do otherwise will put us in the position of
having the responsibility without the resources.

Enclosures.

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINIsTUATION,
Febriaary 5, 1975.

To: See distribution.
From: Deputy Administrator for Administration.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

1. In order to provide an accurate description of what our responsibilities
are under section 201(b)-"In addition to the funds appropriated under this
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section, the administration shall maintain from other law enforcement as-
sistance administration appropriations other than the appropriations for
administration, at least the same level of financial assistance for juvenile de-
linquency programs assisted by the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration during fiscal year 1972."-I am establishing an ad hoe committee to
be made up of representatives of the following offices: Office of the Adminis-
tration-Charles Work (Chairman) ; Office of the Comptroller-Robert Goffus
(Vice Chairman); JJDP Task -Group--Frederick Nader; Office of General
Counsel-Thomas Madden; Office of Regional Operations-Joseph Nardoza;
Office of National Priority programs--Paul Haynes; National Institute--
Gerald Caplan; and Office of Planning and Management--James Gregg.

2. Your task is to (a) establish criteria by which Juvenile Delinquency
programs cln be identified; and (b) apply that criteria to all fiscal year 1972
LEAA expenditures and obligations in order to determine the LEAA level of
effort for that fiscal year in Juvenile Delinquency.

3. Efforts should be made to identify the fund type, program categories
and totals for individual states as well as an aggregate. DF should be
treated similarly.

4. The first meeting will be held on Monday, February 10 at 11 o'clock.
I ,CHARLES R. Woaxc,

Deputy Administrator for Administration.
-wa APRm 8, 1975.

To: Regional administrators.
Thru: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of

Regional Operations.
From: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

Mr. Velde has requested this office to prepare an accurate report on the
amount of fiscal year 1972 block grant funds dedicated to juvenile justice
delinquency efforts. As of March 31, 1975 the GMIS reveals that about 90
percent of the imoneys allocated to the SPAs for fiscal year 1972 has beedf
awarded and reported to GMIS. To determine the precise level of effort
dedicated to juvenile justice/delinquency we need your assistance in con-
tacting the SPAs and obtaining from them the total amount of awards for
juvenile justice/delinquency that was made from the fiscal year 1972 block
(Part C and Part E) allocations. In determining whether or not a grant
award was made for juvenile justice/delinquency efforts, the following defi-
nition from the Juvenile Delinquency Act should be used "the term juvenile
delinquency means any program or activity related to Juvenile delinquency
prevention, control, diversion, treatment, rehabilitation, planning, education,
training, and research, including drug and alcohol abuse programs; the im-
provement of the juvenile justice system; and any program or activity for
neglected, abandoned, or dependent youth and other youth in danger of be-
coming delinquent".

For those awards that support juvenile justice and non-juvenile justice
activities, the SPA should use its best efforts in prorating that portion of
the award it believes is dedicated to Juvenile justice activities.

Thefollowing SPAs need not be contacted because this information has
been supplied by them: Maryland, Wisconsin, Puerto Rico, Illinois, New
York, California, Alabama and Florida.

Information should be telecopied to Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller,
on or before close of business April 17, 1975, using the following format:

Amount of Individual giants awarded for Juvenile Justice

State Part C Part E Total
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
April 16, 1975.

To: Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
From: George K. Campbell, Regional Administrator, Region 1, Boston.
Subject: Fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice Within the New Eng-

land States.
Per your request, the amounts of fiscal year 1972 block grant funds (part C and

E) dedicated to juvenile Justice/delinquency efforts are provided below: "

TABLE I-AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS, AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

jFiscal year 1972 subgrant awards as of Dec. 31, 19741

State Part C Part E Total

Connecticut... k $1,776,112 $107,000- $1,883,112
Man .. ......................... 205,939 0 205, 939

Massachusetts ........................................ 1,73,429 - 550,000 2,29,429
New Hampshire ....................................... 285, 785 88,942 337,727
Rhode Island ......................................... - 316,156 36,824 352,980
Vermont ............................................. 77, 081 59,835 136,916

Region I totals .................................. . 4,395,502 842, 601 5,201, 103

In certain cases portions of awards have beenprorated to reflect funds allocated
to the juvenile component of a program area or specific project. Every effort was
made to include all relevant awards. However, given the very broad definition of
juvenile delinquency used in the 1974 act, there may be some under-estimates.

Further inquiries regarding these figures should be directed toward David S.
Graves, Juvenile Justice specialist, of this office.

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
April 14, 1975.

To: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator.
From : -Jules Tesler, Acting Regional Administrator.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

As Per your request of April 8, 1975, the following information is provided:

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

New Jersey ........ $2,117,161 .................. $2,117,161
Virgin Islands----------------------------------117,200 $15,000 132,200
New York ............................................ 7, 710,000 142,000 7, 852,000
Puerto Rico ........................................... 1,064,640 161,085 - 1,225,725

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
April 17, 1975.

To: Arthur Curry, Office of Comptroller.
From: Cornelius M. Cooper, Regional Administrator.
Subject: 1972 level of efforts in Juvenile justice.

Pursuant to your April 8, 1975 request relative to the subject matter, we submit
the following:

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

Pennsylvania ......................................... $4,837, 118 $46,085 $4,83,203
Maryland ............................................ 2,206,000 383, 000 2,589,000
District of Columbia ................................... 324,693 35, 163 359, 856
Virginia .............................................. 2,938 395.53 0 2, 9 395. 53
West Virginia ......................................... 702.48 0 629,702.48
Delaware ............................................ 319,724.00 65,000 384, 724
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REGION IV, ATLANTA

State Part C Part E Total

"Ceorgla .............................................. $940, 095 0 $940, 095
Tennessee ........................................... 1, 225, 023 0 1,225, 023
South Carolina ........................................ 599,180 $102,404 701,581
North Carolina ........................................ 1, 175,821 237,265 1,413 086
Kentucky ............................................ 1,561,174 157,350 1,718, 524
Mississippi ........................................... 1, 081, 171 228, 826 1,309,997
Alabama ............................................. 1,088,677 1, 364,194 2, 452,871
Florida .............................................. 1,608,386 2, 838, 914 4,447,300

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Aprfil15, 1975.

To: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
From: V. Allen Adams, Regional Administrator, Region V, Chicago.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

Pursuant to the above request, the following information is provided:

State Part C Part E Total

-Ohio ................................................ $4, 491,060 $854,073 $5,345,133
Minnesota ........................................... 2,639,343 216,142 2,855,485
Indiana ............................................. 2,923,585 370,732 3.294,317
Michigan ..................................... . 2, 391,684 1, 466,867 3,858, 531
Region V DF .......................................... 692, 205 692,205

Total .......................................... 13,137,877 2,907,814 16,045,691

Wisconsin................................... 2, 403,697 59, 597 2, 463, 294
Illinois .......................................... 1,566, 040 659, 904 2,225, 944

.4pril 17, 1975.
To: Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller.
Through: Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
From: Regional Administrator, Dallas.
Subject: Fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FCR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E - Total

Arkansas ............................................. $779,644 $40,000 $819,644
Louisiana ............................................ 845,384 400,000 1,245,384
New Mexico .................................. ()
Oklahoma .............................. ,0
Texas ..................... ........................... 3,104,984 449, 924 3, 554, 908

I Data not available until Apr. 18, 1975.
April 18, 1975.

To: Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller.
Through: Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
From: Regional Administrator, Dallas.
Subject: Fiscal year 1972 level of effort In juvenile justice.

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

flew Mexico .......................................... $451,015 $10,853 $461,858

Please add this information to our previous message of March 17, 1975.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

Apill 17, 1975.
To: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Attention: Art Curry, Policy, Procedures and Systems Division.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
From: Marvin F. Rund, Regional Administrator, Kansas City Regional Office.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile delinquency.

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

Iowa ................................................ $785,360 0 '1$785, 360
Kansas .............................................. 920,060 $316,530 1,236, 590
Missouri ............................................. I,877, 324 543, 467 2, 420, 791
Nebraska ............................................ 713,779 46,592 760,371

1 The $785,360 figure includes $131,271 that was spent for juvenile drug abuse education. This type of funding is now
provided by the Iowa Drug Abuse Authority and will no longer be funded by the Iowa Crime Commission. I feel that the

131,211 could legitimately be deducted from the $785,360 to arrive at a proper base figure.

April 16, 1975.
To: Mr. Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Attention: Mr. Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of Regional

Operations.
From: Joseph L. Mulvey, Regional Administrator, Region VIII-Denver.
Subject : Fiscal year 1972 level of effort In juvenile justice.

Amount of individual grants awarded for juvenile justice:

State Part C Part E Total

Colorado ............................................. $855, 964 $306, 735 $1,162, 699
Utah ................................................. 400,386 120,671 521,057
North Dakota ......................................... 157, 323 53, 824 211,147
South Dakota ......................................... 185,071 77,971 263,042
Montana ............................................. 225-676 38, 027 263,883
Wyoming ............................................. 147, 568 3, 343 150, 91 1

Total .......................................... 1,971,988 600,751 2,572,739

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Burlingane, Calif., April 1/1, 1975.

Reply to attention of: Frank A. Maes, Arizona State Representative.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort In juvenile justice.
To: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Attention: Arthur Curry, Office of the Comptroller, OC.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, Office of Regional

Operations, ORO.
Per your request of April 8, 1975, the SPA's in region IX were queried with

respect to the amount of fiscal year 1972 block grant funds dedicated to juvenile
justice delinquency efforts with the following information being submitted by
them:
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AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

Arizona .............................................. $556, 174 $254, 286 $810, 460
Hawaii ............................................... 455, 344 0 455, 344
Nevada .............................................. 68.389 29,204 97,593
American Samoa ...... * .............................. . 6, 031 0 6,031Guam ......................................... (') 7,8 ,0 ,
California .................................... 7,37F?206 2, 8A ,62 10, 1V,068

I Information requested will be forwarded upon receipt.

If we can be of any further assistance, please advise us.

M. THOMAS CLARK,
Regional Administrator.

April 16, 1975.
From: Bernard G. Winckoski, Regional Administrator, Seattle.
To: Robert Goffus, Comptroller.
Through: Joseph A. Nardoza, Acting Assistant Administrator, ORO.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level, in juvenile justice.

The following is in response to your April 8, 1975, message with the same sub-
ject as above:

AMOUNT OF INDIVIDUAL GRANTS AWARDED FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

State Part C Part E Total

Alaska ............................................... $127,381.32 $71,000 $198,381.32
Idaho ................................................ 188,927.00 97, 344 286,271.00
Oregon .............................................. 742, 938. 00- 133,407 882,345.00
Washington ........................................... 1, 241,000.00 275,000 1,516,000.00

Region X total .................................. 2,300,246.32 582, 751 2,882,997.32

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,April 21, 1975.
To: Charles R. Work, Deputy Administrator for Administration.

From: Robert C. Goffus, Comptroller.
Subject: Determination of fiscal year 1972 level of effort in juvenile justice.

In response to your request, I am enclosing a summation, by State, of Juvenile
justice awards from the fiscal year 1972 appropriations. This data is presented
in two columns:

Column A.-The amount of awardS, by State, in this column were extracted
from the GMIS data base as of April 14, 1975. The total block dollar figure repre-
sents 93 percent of the total dollar awards made by the SPA's and 100 percent of
the awards made by LEAA.

Column B.-The amount of awards, by State, In this column was obtained
by direct contact with the SPA's. Each SPA was contacted and requested to
determine the total amount of awards for 1972 Juvenlie Justice/delinquency that
was made from the fiscal year 1972 block (parts C and E) allocations. In deter-
mining whether or not a grant award was made for 1972 juvenile justice/delin-
quency purposes, SPA's were provided with the definition of juvenile delinquency
as specified in the Juvenile Delinquency Act. For those awards that supported
Juvenile Justice and nonjuvenile Justice activities, SPA's were advised to use
their best efforts in prorating that portion of the award it believed was dedicated
to juvenile justice activities. The total 'dollar amount represents the amounts
reported by each SPA plus 100 percent of the awards made by LEAA as classified
by GMIS.
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State A

Alabama .................
Alaska ..................
Arkanss ................
Arizona ..................
California ................
Colorado .................
Connecticut ..............
Delaware ................
District of Columbia .......
Florida ..................
Georgia .................
Guam ...................
Hawaii ..................
Idaho ...................
Illinois ..................
Indiana ..................
Iowa ....................
Kansas ..................
Kentucky ............
Louisiana ............
Maine ...................
Maryland ................
Massachusetts ............
Michigan ................
Minnesota ...............
Mississippi ..............
Missouri ................
Montana .................
Nebraska ................
Nevada ..................
New Hampshire ..........

$1,088,677
169,29
901,186
803,570

7,057,249
815,889

1,538,077
309,122
564,378

1,608,638
1, 747,730

111,955
542,951
136,661

2,529,453
1,959,778

515, 101
1, 326, 91
1,663,946

U,848
178, 9562,320,250

1,857, 588
a, 532, 38
2,291,479
1,008,662
2,290,466

220,261
542,044

",577
363,230

B

$1,364, 194
19k 381
819644
810460

10, 184,068
1,162,6991,883,112
- 384,724

359,856
2,8 M,914

940,095
'111,955
455,344
286,381

2,225,944
3,294,317

654,089
1,236,590
1,718;524
1,245.3N

205,939
2,589,000
2, 284,429
3,858,531
2,855,485
1,309,997
2, 420, 790

263,883
760,371
97,593

337,727

State BA

New Jersey ..............
New Mexico ..............
New York ................
North Carolina .......
North Dakota ........
Ohio ....................
Oklahoma ...............
Oregon ..................
Pennsylvania .............
Puerto Rico ..............
Rhode Island .............
Samoa ...................
South Carolina ............
South Dakota .............
Tennessee ...............
Texas ...................
Utah ..................
Vermont .................
Virgin Islands ............
Virginia ..................
Washington ..............
WestVirinla .............
Wisconsin ................
Wyoming ................

Total block (C+E
funds) .............

Total (institute, dis-
cretionary C+E)....

Total juvenile justice
awards ............

$4, 169,970 $2, 117, 161
474,892 '474,89210,144, 372 7,852,000

1,974, 844 1,413,086
162, 803 211,147

5,449,925 5,345,1335,110 1,200,277
701,941 88, 345

4,216,892 4, 88,203
822,400 1,225,725
298,202 352580

6,031
-567i, 701,584
208,729 263 042

1,589.721 1,225,023
3,565,134 3,554,908

896 521,057
126 785 136,916
159,800 132,200

1,542,070 2,938,395
1,841,637 1,516, 000

537,810 629,102
1,866,049 2,463,294

157,839 150,911

82, 699, 262 89,355,432

22,495,622 22, 495, 622

105,194,884 111,851,054

1 Column B-no report received from SPA. GMIS figure
used.

I Not available.

UNTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C., October 17, 1974.Ron. BimcH ]BAY,z,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, Committee on the Judiciary,
U. S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAu Ms. CHAIRMAN: This Is in response to your letter to the Attorney
General seeking the assessment of the Department of Justice regarding the
personnel and resources necessary to fully implement the recently enacted
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-
415).

As I am sure you are aware, the President indicated when he signed the
legislation that there was a general need to restrict spending by the Federal
Government due to current economic difficulties. With this in mind, the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration has been carefully studying means
that would allow adequate implementation of the act's programs, while at
the same time conserving Federal resources.

We are requesting permission to make up to $20 million of previously
appropriated funds available for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention
programs. We are also exploring personnel alternatives to permit the im-
mediate assignment of responsibilities and initiation of the new programs
mandated by the act.

We believe that it is absolutely essential that funds and positions be avail-
able if LEAA is to Initiate programs or provide assistance designed to laty
the groundwork to meet our congressional mandate. While the use of pre-
viously appropriated funds would not result In an increase in obligational
authority this fiscal year, it will enable us to place special emphasis on those
juvenile delinquency problems deemed most urgent, provide technical assist-
ance which is imperative If we are to truly impact on the many problems
associated with Juvenile delinquency, and cover the administrative support
costs of the personnel required.

6Z-988-76----22
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If all of the appropriate concurrences in our request are received, LEAA
will have available for central distribution- for fiscal year 1975 approximately
$40 million-the $20 million previously appropriated, plus some fiscal year
1975 discretionary funds-for programs dealing with Juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention and to implement other aspects of the legislation. This
will provide a firm foundation on which to base an expanded fiscal year
1976 appropriation request for programs under the new act.

Your interest in this matter and in the programs of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration is appreciated.

Sincerely,
RIcHRD W. VELDE,

Administrator.

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT AsSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Augput 12, 1975.

To: R. Velde, C. Work, T. Madden, R. Goffus, F. Allen B. Archiefl S. Kelman,
L. Thomas, R. Olrich, J. Krovisky.

From: F. Nader.
Subject: Minutes of the juvenile Justice task force meeting held on August

12, 1974 at 10:10 a.m.
The minutes of the meeting are largely reflected in the attached tasks to

be done.The meeting was called to order at 10:10 a.m. by the task force chairman,
Fred Nader. The purpose of the meeting was stated as: Identifying what
needs to be done, when, and by whom in order to have the new OJJDP
Integrated into the existing structures of LEAA with minimal stress and
maximum impact.

Mr. Velde and Mr. Work then identified a series of priorities which they
felt the task force need address. The priorities centered around work neces-
sary to support passage and signing of the bill and organization necessary
to begin work immediately at State, regional and central office levels when
the bill is signed. The specific priorities are reflected in the attached sheets.
They pointed out that even if the current bill is not signed, the efforts of
the task force are essential as juvenile justice is an Important thrust of the
Agency.

A brief history of the legislative and governmental interest In Juvenile
justice was outlined demonstrating how the current bill is a logical exten-
sion of this interest, and congressional awareness of the role LEAA has
played in the past.

A brief discussion was held about public information regarding the work
being done in preparation for OJJDP. Mr. Work will distribute a set of
instructions announcing the creation of this task force. Other reports will
be held until the new legislation goes Into effect.

Priorities were then established and future meetings were set up. The first
meeting will be Thursday, August 15 in Mr. Santarelli's conference room.
The agenda for this meeting will be: (1) Mandated activities versus cur-
rent activities; (2) discussion of the "no veto" paper; and (3) initial con-
sideration of budget and personnel proposals. The second meeting will be
held on Monday, August 19 at 1:30 p.m. in Mr. Santarelli's conference room:
the agenda will be: (1) Impact on other offices within LEAA. The third
meeting will be held on Thursday, August 22.

[ATACHMENT I]

Tasks for the juvenile justice task force meeting due Thursday, August 15,
1974:

1. Mark Davis-xeroxed rough draft of the "no veto" paper.
2. Sam Kelman and Buddy Howell-analysis of -the Juvenile justice bill

S. 821: (a) what is now being done by LEAA in the Central Office; and (b)
additional responsibilities seen.

3. Dick Ulrich-(a) personnel In the regions now doing Justice Depart-
ment work; (b) personnel in the regions that have the qualifications for
doing Justice Department work; and (e) support in LEAA central that
will be needed.
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4. Bob Goffus-budget (issues to be considered-1975 supplement, 1976
revision, personnel, administrative budget, space, et cetera).

5. Frank Allen-brief description of Justice Department programs, State
by State; what i presently included In the State comprehensive plans re-
gards Justice Department.

6. Tom Maddep-the undoing of the Finch-Mitchell letter of agreement.
2. Fred Nader-paper on the Justice Department task force on standards

and goals.
[ATTACHMENT U]

Other tasks to be done:
1. List of priorities so that we start at a dead run.
2. Have grants ready to go.
3. Develop list of ex officio members recognizing differential polltcs.
4. Develop personnel requests (structure of office).
5. Develop strong evaluation component in light of mandate to continue

to fund successful programs.
6. Need to plan on two contingencies: (a) large sum of money received;

(b) small sum of money received; (budget submitted to Justice should be
high option).

7. Develop a clear position with reference to prevention.
8. Develop Justice Department task force on standards and goals (stand.

ards and goals to be completed In 6-9 months). -
9. Develop amendment to 1975 guidelines.
10. Review impact on SPAs and, in particular, RPUs.

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
August 18, 1974.

To: R. Velde, C. Work, T. Madden, R. Goffus, F. Allen, W. Archey, S. Kelman,
B. Howell, L. Thomas, R. Ulrich, J. Krovsky.

From: Frederick P. Nader, Task Force Chairman.
Subject: Minutes of the Juvenile Justice Task Force, Thursday, August 15,

1974.
The second meeting of the Juvenile Justice Task Force was called to order

at 9:35 a.m. by Chairman, Fred Nader.
The first item on the agenda was a discussion of the draft "no veto" letter

prepared by Mark Davis and distributed to the Task Force Members prior
to the meeting for their consideration and suggestions. The discussion which
followed resulted in the following suggestions for revision:

Minimize references to HEW's prior efforts.
Point out potential savings to the taxpayer by effective program.
Point out the efficiency and capability of LEAA, SPA, RPU structure for

planning and delivery.
Stress prior LEAA activity at State level and current need for national

leadership.
Point out comparability of program with new federalism thrust.
Point out that this program will be the culmination of a national movement.
The revised letter will be distributed prior to the next task force meeting.
The task force then reviewed and discussed a presentation developed and

distributed by Sam Kelman and Buddy Howell on the activities mandated by
the legislation In relation to currept activities, and suggested personnel re.
quirements to effectively execute the mandate. It was agreed to approach
this task by reviewing program first, and to build budget and personnel
requests based on that review. It was also agreed to ask Tom Madden to
review the legislation to verify the comprehensiveness of the activities listed.
There was no difference of opinion regarding what was presented at this time.
(See attached).

Numerous questions arose with reference to personnel requirements. Some
of these included: Administrative and substantive supervision of personnel
assigned to the regions; ch-ice i f personnel; and reduction of clerical per-
sonnel to a 3- or 4-to-1 ratio.

Next under discussion was the National Advisory Committee which would
be created by the legislation, Its relation to the overall organizational struc-
ture, how it would be created, when, and the support direction and leader-
ship that would have to be afforded this group by LEAA in order that it
perform its functions most successfully. It was suggested and generally
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agreed that the advisory staff be integrated with the overall organization as-
much as possible, with the staff allocated for it being combined with the
staff set aside for the Interdepartmental Council. On the subject of the
Advisory Committee, it -was pointed out that Mr. Velde is interested in
forming a task force on Juvenile justice standards and goals as soon as
possible. Mr. Velde is currently moving to accommodate this request and
hopes to combine the various needs in one effort, that is, a group will be
assembled via a suggested process which will be appropriate whether or
not the legislation is passed and signed. Mr. Nader requested that task force
members submit names for consideration.

The role of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention was then discussed. Current activities were examined and pro-
Jected needs set out in terms of function and -personnel. (See attached).
Several areas of importance were covered: The interface issue between and
among the Institute and the program area, NCJIS, NCJRS, clearinghouse,
and GMIS; and the importance of the functions mandated in the legislation
will necessitate potentially higher grade level personnel than listed on the
attached.

Sam Kelman and Buddy Howell were asked to re-do the personnel require-
ments of the office, summarizing the mandated activities into functional areas
of responsibility. Jim Shealey and Art Curry will then prepare the supple-
mental budget request for submission.

The task force agreed to request the entire authorization ($75 million)
for the following reasons:

LEAA has been given landmark legislation and given that prior programs
were mainly criticized for low funding (including requests), our organiza-
tional integrity dictates a high request to be submitted.

The dollar amounts involved for DF funds ($19 million) approximaite what
is anticipated to be awarded in ONPP this year ($16 million).

Seventy five million dollars is a minimum amount considering the respon-
sibilities involved.

The dollar amounts earmarked for the States ($40 million) can easily
be absorbed.

The $75 million would be tentatively apportioned as follows: $19 million
DF (25 percent minimum by law), $10 million Institute, $40 million State
block grants, aid $6 million to be determined, with major amount to technical
assistance.

It was agreed that the bulk of money should always go to the States.
Over the given base amount per State, allocations will depend upon the
individual State Juvenile population. Data from the Census Bureau re: Juve-
nile population per State is now being computed and should be available
next week.

The task force meeting was adjourned at 1:15 PM.

Attachments.
TASKS

General Counsel-Review Sam Kelman's paper on personnel, et cetera.
Mike Dana and Sam Kelman-Meet to discuss problems of advisory group.
All task force members-Determine impact that OJJDP will have on each

current division of LEAA and current programs.
Richard Ulrich-Coordinate with Buddy and Sam on PMMG.
Fred Nader-Draft paper on Advisory Committee and how it blends in with

this interim period. _
Buddy and Fred-Discuss policy and position paper and how it blends in with

brochure.
Arthur and Jim-(1) Analysis of bill concrete steps. issues we need to be

informed of concerning anything fiscally and (2) Outline steps you'll take
in sub bill supplementary transfer.

John and Sam and Buddy-Justification for manpower.

MONDAY AoENDA

Interface between S&G and Juvenile Justice Division.
Raw material for turning into budget justification and fiscal recommenda-

tion.
Organizational structure-what implications it will have on individual of-

fices in central LEAA.
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PROGRAM OMFFCE

Mandated activities

I. Concentration of Federal efforts
A, Develop and implement overall

policy objectives and priorities for all
Federal JD programs.

B. Assist operating agencies with
guidelines, budgets, et cetera.

C. Conduct and support evaluations
of other Federal programs.

D. Implement Federal JD programs.

E. Annual report on Federal pro-
grams.

F. Comprehensive plan for Federal
programs.

G. Joint funding.

If. Interdepartmental Council

III. Advisory Committee

IV. Administer formula grant pro-
gram

1". State plans
A. Assist in development.
13. Review.
C. Approve.

1I. Special emphasis prevention and
treatment programs

A. Develop and implement new pro-
gram approaches, techniques, and
methods.

B. Develop and maintain eommu-
nity-based alternatives to institution-
alization.

C. Develop and implement diversion
inechanisms.

D. Facilitate adoption of recom-
mendatinns of Advisory Committee on
Sta da rds.

E. Implied emphasis on prevention.

VII. Annual report

VIII. Provide technical assistance to
Federal, State, and local pro-
grams, agenicies, individual, et
cera.

Current activities

Policy and position paper currently
beingg worked on for LEAA. Work is

also being done with Interdepartment
Council. Both efforts would need to
be increased greatly.

No work being done.

Very limited effort being done
through Interdepartmental Council.

Work done through numerous parts
of LEAA and Council. How Is this
different from Special Emphasis
Grants?

One is being done by Council.

No work currently being done.

Some plans through Council and one
possible training grant being con-
sidered.

Being worked on now.

Attendees of leadership conference
have expressed interest (list at-
tached).

Data coming from ORO. In general,
current work seres inadequate. Task
force on guidelinee; Is being developed
including ORO, SPA's, ONPP and
others.

Presumably all our grants are for
this purpose.

Work in Mass., large project in Ill.
and several smaller projects relate
this one of priority areas of work
plan.

National competition is planned in
January for this. One of major goals.

Task force on Juvenile Justice
Standards currently being created.

One of major areas of priorities with
nunierous projects in the works.

Part of LEAA annual report.

Limited T.A. currently due to Urn-
ited staff resources and no fiscal re-
sources yet.
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NATIONAL INST1rUT3

Mandated activities
L Information clearinghouse

A. Data Collection and Dissemina-
tion: (1) statistics; (2) research;
(3) availability of resources; and (4)
Federal, State, and local J.D. pro-

grams.
I1. Research, demonstration and eval-

uation
A. Conduct, encourage, and coor-

dinate research and evaluation.
B. Encourage development of dem-

onstration projects and new Innova-
tive techniques.

C. Evaluate all J.D. programs as-
sisted under title.

D. Evaluate other Federal, State,
and local programs.

E. Disseminate results of research,
demonstration, and evaluation.

111. Training
A. Conduct training programs for

professionals, paraprofessionals, vol-
unteers, and others.

B. Conduct seminars, workshops
and training programs for Juvenile
Justice System personnel.

FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

Current activities

Juvenile delinquency division lim-
ited effort, in collaboration with
NCJRS and NCJISS.

5 projects underway, 7 planned (pos-
Aibly 7 others are underway or planned
by other divisionis of NILECJ)' lim-
ited dissemination of results.

No projects underway or planned by
the delinquency division; several re-
lated efforts in NILECJ's office of
technology transfer

I The 5 projects currently underway of a research, demonstration, and evaluation
nature are :

'i) National assessment of Juvenile corrections:
(2) Evaluation of the effects of alternatives to incarceration (Mass.);13 Juvenile gangs ;

Delinquency in American society (causes and correlates of delinquency) ; and
(5) Police diversion.
The seven planned projects consist of:
(1) Delnstitutionalization in Illinois (a replication of the Massachusetts research)
(2) Impact of legal process and sanctions on Juvenile delinquency:
(3) Phase I (knowledge assessments) national evaluation program studies in the

foll owing areas: (a) Youth services bureau; (b) Diversion and alternatives to Incarcera-
tion; (c) Community-based alternatives to detention; and (d) Delinquency prevention;

(4) Neighborhood youth resources centers (probably In Philadelphia).
In addition to these. there are possibly 7 projects planned or underway related to the

juvenile area which are supported by other divisions of NILECJ (courts, police correc-
tons. and community crime prevention).

*The NILECJ training program has centered around the oflce of technology transfer's
exemplary projects program. Two such programs in the Juvenile area are approaching
implementation: (1) the Sacramento 601 diversion project and (2) the Philadelphia neigh-
borhood youth resources center. In addition to training, these programs are also avatnble
for replication through funding either by the Institute, ONPP or the regional oraces.
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IV. Development of standards for
juvenle Justice

A. Review reports, data, and stand-
ards relating to juvenile Justice.

B. Assist Advisory Committee on
Standards In the development of
standards and related recommenda-
tions.

Two projects underway (NRtional
Assessment of Juvenile Corrections
and the Juvenile Justice Staudards
projects).

V. Annual report 0
VI. Standards and rccommendatione

report

ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT PKRSONEL

1.Administrator
2 Deputies
2 Secretaries for administrator (1 administrative assistant)
1 Secretary for deputy
1 Secretary for deputy for institute
1 Special assistant for administration
1 Special assistant for grant flow
1 Special assistant for personnel
1 Special assistant for public Information
2 Special assistants for deputies.(1 each)
3 Staff for planning and management
3 Clerical for planning and management
7 Clerical
12 Professional

TOTAL PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

Professional Clerical

Administrative and suplxt ...................................................... 12 7
Advisory committee staff ......................................................... 3 1
Concentration of Federal effort ................................................. 10 3
Formula grants and State plans ................................................. 33 22
Technical assistance ........................................................... 3 2
Special emphasis grants ......................................................... -10 3
Information clearing house ....................................................... 6 3
Research, demonstration and evaluation .......................................... 15 3
Training ....................................................................... 4 2
Standards ........................................ 2 1

Total .................................................................... 98 47
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MEMORANDUM
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

Augue 19, 1974.
To: Fred Nader, Task Force Chairman.
From: Arthur E. Curry, Offiee of the Comptroller.
Subject: Fiscal analysis of Juvenile Act.

TrL9 III

Section 474(f) permits the transfer of funds by any agency of the Fed-
eral Government to develop or demonstrate new methods in Juvenile de-
linquency prevention and rehabilitation programs.

Section 475 permits joint funding, single nonfederal share requirements
and waiver of technical grant or contract requirement.

TITLE IV

Section 48(a) funds will be allocated annually among the States on the
basis of relative, population of people under age 18. No allotment to any
State shall be less than $200,00Q except that the Virgin Islands, Guam and
American Samoa shall receive $50,000. -

Section 481(b) funds appropriated must be obligated by the end of the
fiscal year. Funds not obligated shall be allocated In an equitable and con-
sistent manner. ,

Section 481(c) of the total funds allocated to a State, up to 15 percent
may be used for administration. On an equitable basis (no formula or per-
centage) the State shall make available needed funds for planning and
administration to local governments.

Section 482(a) (5) at least 50 percent of the funds received by the State
shall be allocated to local government. This provision may be waived for
any State if the services for delinquent or potentially delinquent youth are
organized primarily on a statewide basis.

Section 482(a) (7) requires that funds received by the State be equitably
distributed within the State.

Section 482(a) (10) not less than 75 percent of the funds received by a
State whether expended by the State or local governments shall be used for
advanced techniques In- developing, maintaining, and expanding programs
and services.

Section 483(b) not less than 25 percent of the funds appropriated for each
fiscal year shall be available for special emphasis prevention and treatment
grants and contracts-discretionary program.

Section 486(2) not more than 50 percent of the cost of construction of in-
novative community-based facilities for less than 20 persons can be borne by
the grant.

Section 487(c) Administrator may require the recipient of any grant a
contract to contribute money, facilities, or services.

TITLE V

Establishes National Institute for Juvenile Justice within the Institute.
Section 602 not more than 15 percent of the annual appropriation shall be

used for the NIJD.
Synopsis-Of the funds appropriated to LEAA:
(a) Not less than 25 percent shall be available for the discretionary pro-

gram.
(b) Not more than 15 percent shall be used for the Institute.
(c) The balance will be allocated to the States in formula grants. Of the

money allocated to the States: (1) 15 percent may be used for administra.
tion; (1i) 50 percent mist be awarded to local governments; (il) all pro-
graras funds must be distributed equitable within the State; and (iv) 75
percent of the funds expended by State agencies shall be used for advanced tech-
niques.

(d) Federal funds can be used to pay up to 50 percent of the cost of
construction for community-based facilities housing 20 or less.

(e) The Administrator may require recipient of any grant or contract to
contribute money, facilities, or services.
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OFFICE OF THE COMPTrOLLER-EoNEL REQURMN TS

A. Accounting.-1 travel voucher examiner, 08-C and I accounting tech-
nician, GS-7.

B. Grants and contracts management.-- grants fiscal specialists, G-9 to
GS=11 and 1 secretary-steno, 08-5.

C. Policy, procedures, and syjtem.-1 grants management specialists, GS-
12 to GS-13 and 1 secretary-steno, 08-.

MEMORANDUM

LAw ENFORCEMENT AssisTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
August 2;0, 1974.

To: Fred Nader.
From: Frank Alan and John Thomas.
Subject: Questions concerning the organizational impact of the pending juve-

nile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974.
1. What Is the relationship of the pm'posed JD Institute/Office and the

existing JD activities?
Recommended response. All JD activities and personnel now involved In

3D activities In CO will be transferred to the proposed JD Office/Institute.
The existing personnel slots will not be transferred..-

2. How does the present LEAA evaluation function relate to the evalua-
tion mandated In the proposed statute?

Recommended response. All evaluation will be performed by the existing
Institute evaluation unit using personnel and funds provided by the pro-
posed act.

8. What Is the general relationship of the JD Office/Institute to the rest
of LEAA in terms of support services?

Recommended response. Whenever possible and consistent with the mis-
sion of the JD unit, the administrative and staff support services--(person-
nel, training, space, planning, coordination, etc.) will be provided by exist-
ing LEAA offices.

4. What is the significance of section 222(b) which requires the obliga-
tion of funds within the fiscal year obligated? [238(d)).

Recommended response. (a) Since the moneys will be obligated by approval
of the State's comprehensive plan all plans must be approved before June
30 of the appropriate fiscal year. (b) Funds not obligated by June 30 should
be used by public and private agencies to address the evaluation ol the
special emphasis program funded In Individual participating States.

5. Should the approval of the State plan be delegated to the RA's?
Recommended response. (a) The Administrator will require the incorpora-

tion of all State JD plans into the States comprehensive plan.
(b) The approval authority of the JD plan shall be delegated to the Re-

gional Administrator.
(c) The JD Office/Institute will prepare the approval criteria and wil

prepare the guideline material for Inclusion In the existing planning, block,
or DF guidelines.

6. Which office will be responsible for the collection of statistics for JD?
Recommended response. (a) To whatever degree possible the ODS pro-

gram should be modified to Include the collection of JD statistics.
b. The NOJISS should within Its capacity and with funds appropriated

under this program have ihe appropriate statistics collected and published.
7. Given the significant training function mandated by the act, which office

should provide the training support?
Recommended response. The 008/Training Office will provide the adminis-

trative support. The JD Office/Institute will develop the training materials,
provide the personnel for presentations concerning policy, substantive process,
program, etc., and the general oversight of the regional, State, and local
training efforts.

8. Who will provide JD policy?
Recommended response. The JD Office/Institute will develop policy in the

snme manner as LEAA policy is developed. This policy will be disseminated
only through the existing LEAA delivery system (ORO, RO's, SPA's, and
RPU's) or through efforts coordinated with the concerned portions of the
LEAA delivery system.

9. Sfaffing considerations. (a) Whnt are the staffing requirements for-
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(1) ORO-one additional coordinator or program assistant will be re-
quired.

(2) RO's--one JD specialist will be required in each RO. In addition a
JD specialist should be assigned to the five RO's having the largest metro-
politan areas (New York, Chicago, Southern California, Philadelphia, and
Detroit) with the corresponding increased JD problem. The increased adminis-
trative and clerical work will be absorbed by the RO's.

(3) The other LEAA offices will submit their support requirements.
10. What are the priorities in establishing the JD Office/Institute?
Recommended response. The priorities will be outlined by the JD task force

and each priority will be carefully phased in and assessed to insure ade-
quate use of the required personnel.

11. What are the requirements for the SPA's.
Recommended response. -(a) Some of the SPA's may choose not to partici-

pate because the benefits are not sufficient.
(b) Most, if not all, SPA's will choose to absorb their function in the

existing LEAA structure. The average personnel required would be: (1) JD
specialist-1 1; (2) evaluation specialist-l; (3) Grant management special-
Ist-l; and (4) Clerk-i 1.

12. What is the relationship between the CO, RO, and SPA functions?
Recommended response. Further discussion and refinement is required.

Basically, the CO will develop policy and the RO's and SPA's will address
the administrative requirements. The RO will review and assist in the de-
velopment of the JD.

The question of TA: What types of assistance and from whom--depends
upon the personnel resources available. Generally the concept of a national
(CO directed through the RO's and SPA's) technical assistance contract ap-
pears attractive to a large LEAA employee contingent, in order to avoid the
increased administrative burden on LEAA; (e.g., only about 14 percent of
the technical specialists' time is available for technical assistance according
to an LEAA survey.)

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
August 23, 1974.

To: Juvenile justice task force members and regular attendees.
From: Fred Nader, task force chairman.
Subject: Minutes of the meeting held on August 19, 1974 (third meeting).

The meeting-was called to order at 1:30 by Fred- Nader, task force chair-
man.

Minutes of the previous meeting were distributed, reviewed, corrected,
and accepted. Correction to the minutes of second meeting, August 15, 1974:
"The 75 million would be apportioned 'to' tentatively apportioned."

The minutes of the first meeting were corrected as follows: add Buddy
Howell to the distribution list change Olrich to Ulrich.

It was suggested and agreed to that written comments be submitted
Thursday, August 22 on the draft "no veto letter", presidential statement,
and letter regarding the Richardson-Finch agreement; thus not taking more
task force time on those matters.

An article "Origins of Alienation" was passed out by Fred Nader-Mr.
Velde had recommended its reading.

The task force was then divided into three subgroups: personnel and
budget, advisory committee and interdepartmental council, and interface and
impact of new office on other units of LEAA.

Each subgroup met for approximately one hour and then reported back
to the entire task force.

BUDGET AND PERSONNEL
The material prepared by Sam Kelman and Buddy Howell was reviewed

and discussed. The justifications for positions were accepted. It was recom-
mended that 10 positions be cut from the proposed additions to the regional
office staff. It was also recommended that the research, demonstration and
evaluation division be examined to see if some additional positions could
be cut there and in the standards division.

1 Base requirements.
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Drs. Kelman and Howell were asked to continue to develop their work
with Mr. Shealey and his staff Into program Justifications and personnel Justi-
fications for the supplementary budget presentation. A final draft is to be
submitted to Fred Nader by Wednesday, August 28 so that it can be pre-
sented to Mr. Velde on August 29.

COUNCIL AND ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Judge William Nuernberger, Dr. Jerry Miller, John Thomas, and Fred
Nader met to discuss the role of the coordinating council and the advisory
committee. They noted that the advisory committee is a superordinate body
t-othe coordinating council. Their tentative view of the legal mandate is
that the advisory council should have its own staff. It was felt that given
the similar responsibilities of the advisory committee and the council that
these staffs should be combined and perhaps carry out the total mandate of
"concentrated Federal effort."

Judge Nuernberger will review the bill with reference to the advisory com-
mittee and council and- report back to the task force through Fred Nader.

INTERFACE WITH THE ORGANIZATION

Lee Thomas presented his view of the impact of this bill on the States.
He believes: Some States won't opt to participate in this program, others
will integrate the new effort into their regular structure, possibly adding a
few staff members; most states will perceive the amount of additional money
for implementation especially small states; there will be a great initial need
for T.A. at the State level to implement this bill (i.e. changing of advisory
boards, political problems involved, evaluation requirements).

The impact on the central office was then discussed.
00S: Need additional clerical people. Question needs to be resolved re:

training, whether this will be parc of O0S responsibility or the OJJDP re-
sponsibility. Audio-visual aids werc. also discussed.

OR : The major thrust of this discussion was to maintain the integrity
of the existing delivery system, thus avoiding confusion with references to
politics etc.-policy guidance needs to be clear.

OPM: Their role would continue to be in oversight of this office with
special emphasis on MBO and interface with other units of the organiza-
tion. It was agreed that work would hold on current MBO divisions and
guideline revisions until the new bill was enacted. It was also recommended
that the office start immediately upon enactment even if only with current
staffs of the juvenile justice revisions of ONPP and the institute in order
to get off to a "running start".

Relations to NCJIS, GMIS, etc. were also briefly discussed.
Jim Shealey is to check with other units of LEAA to determine additional

needs as a result of the new office.
It was agreed that people would think about what other issues need to be

considered at future meetings. Some of these are: Dollar amount to the
States considering maximum impact, how to get off to an immediate start,
development of guidelines (DF and State plan), and recruitment of new
personnel.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

MEMORANDUM

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
August 27, 1974.

To: All members of juvenile justice task force.
From: Fred Nader, Chairman, juvenile Justice task force.
Subject: Minutes of the juvenile justice task force meeting held on August

22, 1974 at 9:30 a.m.
The meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m. by Mr. Fred Nader, task

force chairman. Mr. Nader stated the agenda as: (1) Review of the budget;
(2) Discussion of information dissemination system (information to the
regions, States and public interest groups); and (3) office objectives.

A paper was passed around for all to sign in order that the distribution
list for the Juvenile Justice task force be updated. A copy is attached.

The first topic of discussion was the "Richardson-Finch" letter. A copy
of the draft of this letter had been distributed at the prior task force
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meeting. The letter was termed by Mr. Madden as somewhat conciliatory
in tone. It was suggested that some mention of the "acts" mandate for
coordination between LEAA and HEW be included in the letter. Mr. Madden
will do so. Mr. Madden will also write cover memos for the letter to Mr.
Velde and the attorney general. He will then present this package to Mr.
Nader for further action.

The discussion of the budget opened with Sam Kelman asking Tom Madden
for clarification of budget requirements regarding: (1) The advisory- com-
mittee relations, (2) the coordinating council, and (3) of the office to 1 and 2.

These matters were clarified. Mr. Madden also noted that the budget for
these units would be taken from the $75 million.

Jim Sealey stated that by noon Monday, he will have received the per-
sonnel needs as seen by each of the divisions within LEAA.

Mr. Nader then said that Mr. Velde has indicated that initially the per-
sonnel requests need to be on the limited side.It was also decided in the meeting with Mr. Velde that the task force
should come up with three options regarding the budget for submission to
the department: (1) High $75 million, (2) medium $60 million, and (3)
low $40 million.

However, LEAA will initially go with the high option because of the high
deg-cee of need in this area, and consistancy with congressional intent. OPM
stated that MBO would be incorporated at a later date.

There then followed a long discussion-on personnel slot distribution, the
effects of transfers, details, etc. The task force is especially sensitive to sec-
tions which may lose personnel slots as a result of the new office and wants
all options considered with this thought in mind.

It was agreed that it would be most advantageous to have the staff of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention working together
in one place where they would be capable of performing efficiently as a unit,
as soon as the bill is signed. It was agreed that the best approach to the
necessary consolidation of effort would be through detailing current staff who
are working in the area of Juvenile justice now. They would in effect, work
for the task force to continue to develop plans for the new office when an
appropriation is signed. Art Sachs has told Mr. Nader that there Is space
available at 16th and K. Mr. Nader then said that it would be necessary
to remember all other types of property facilities and supplies that would
need to be arranged for.

Information dissemination was then discussed. Fred Nader stated that
we have an obligation to keep those concerned, informed. There was a brief
discussion about the need for guidelines and a process for their develop-
ment which would involve all necessary parties.

Mr. Madden will have the act reviewed and all those parts of the statutes
specifically requiring regulations will be identified. This paper will be avail-
able for the Monday meeting.

OPM will review the act for any ramifications for LEAA.
Mr. Nader once again mentioned that he was interested in receiving any

suggestions for the advisory council membership, however, if none are forth-
coming, he will assume that there are no suggestions and will proceed on
his own.

At this point, a discussion ensued concerning the make-up of the Juvenile
Justice Task Force. It was agreed that there should be broader representa-
tion on the Task Force and Fred Nader agreed that he would draft a memo
to Pete Velde requesting the assignment of several additional professionals
who would balance the membership of the Task Force.

It was agreed to set apart one hour of every meeting for a philosophical
discussion to try and arrive at a common conceptual framework with regard
to Juvenile justice. The Monday meeting will begin with lunch, at noon in
Mr. Santarelli's conference room and the Thursday meeting would end with
luncheon discussion.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
June 6, 197.

To: State Planning Agency directors.
From: Richard W. Velde, Administrat'or.
Subject: Advance notice of funding fr implementation of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
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On May 22, the members of the Senate-House Conference Committee on
the second supplemental appropriation for fiscal year 1975 agreed to recom-
mend to their respective houses that the Congress vote a total of $25 million
for this purpose. The Committee's recommendation will be acted on when the
Congress returns from the Memorial Day recess, and, if it is approved, and
signed by the President, funds could be made available to LEAA for expendi-
ture sometime in mid or late June. This memorandum is to give you advance
notice of our tentative plans should the appropriation be ultimately approved.

The Conference Committee recommendation divides the fiscal year 1975
supplemental funds into two different parts. Fifteen million is a new ap-
propriation to be allocated according to the formula contained In the JD Act;
it must be obligated by the agency no later than August 81, 1975. The other
$10 million is a reappropriation of LEAA reversionary funds. It can be used
substantially as LEAA determines, but may not be distributed as additional
state formula grant moneys. This portion of the appropriation remains avail-
able until December 31, 1975.

The time limits on the supplemental make it imperative that LEAA and
the State Planning Agencies begin to take steps which will insure that the
funds, if made available, will be quickly and wisely put to use.

Under the first portion of the supplemental, each State would be eligible
for $200.000 as the first formula grant under the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974. To qualify, a State would be required to
prepare an acceptable Plan Supplement Document amending its fiscal year
1975 Comprehensive State Plan to meet the requirements of the JD Act.

The plan supplement would have to be presented to the Regional Office by
August 1 in order for it to be approved and the grant awarded by the Regional
Administrator by August 31. LEAA would not require that a state provide
hard match for this award; detailed instructions setting forth the specific
requirements and assurances for the first year's planning effort will be. sent
to you after May 30. as soon as a draft is prepared and reviewed with the
SPA Guidelines Review Committee.

In addition. LEAA would allocate $2 million of the $10 million reappropri-
ated moneys to the states to ensure that their planning and administration
capabilities are well established by the time a fiscal year 1976 appropriation
would be available. Using the formula contained in the JD Act, we would
make available to each State the equivalent of one half of the amount which
it could expect to be able to use from a fiscal year 1976 formula grant award
for planning and administration. Under this approach, the available funds
would be spread among the States according to relative population under the
age of 18, with each State guaranteed a minimum of $15,000. It would be a
one-time-only grant, intended to allow each State to develop its initial plan-
ning and administration capability, which would henceforth be supported fully
from its JD formula grant allocation. The amount to which each State would
be entitled is shown on attachment A. The funds would be available for award
as soon as they were apportioned to LEAA by the Office of Management and
Budget; they would have to be awarded by December 31, 1975. To qualify
for this grant, the State would complete a Special Emphasis Grant appli-
cation, a copy of which Is currently being prepared for distribution to you.

I urge each state to proceed with the preparation of a Special Emphasis
Grant application even before final action Is taken on the supplemental appro-
priation. It would allow you to begin hiring staff or consultants for the
purpose of completing the plan supplement for a fiscal year 1975 JD formula
grant award, and the needed additions to the fiscal year 1976 Comprehensive
State Plan to ensure its compliance with the new JD Act. By beginning this
grant application process now, we hope to be able to transmit funds to the
States as rapidly as possible when they become available, thereby making
maximum use of LEAA's program delivery system. If completed applications
are pending in LEAA's regional offices, funds can be awarded within days of
their designation for Juvenile delinquency purposes.

Further details concerning the Special Emphasis Grant application, and the
Plan Supplement Document for the fiscal year 1975 Formula Grant will be
forthcoming.
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Allocation of JJ and DP special emphasis funds for Stale planning ard administra-
tion forfirst half of fiscal year 1976 under the proposed fical year 1976 supplemental
appropriation

Alabama--------------
Alaska---------------
Arizona---------------
Arkansas--------------
California-------------
Colorado--------------
Connecticut------------
Delaware --------------
District of Columbia-------
Florida---------------
Georgia---------------
Hawaii ---------------
Idaho ----------------
Illinois -----------------
Indiana---------------
Iowa -----------------
Kansas---------------
Kentucky-------------
Louisiana ---------------
Maine----------------
Maryland ---------------
Massachusetts----------
Michigan --------------
Minnesota -------------
Mississippi.------------
Missouri--------------
Montana--------------
Nebraska ---------------
Nevada---------------

AUooaion

$31,000
15,000
16, 000
17, 000

168, 000
20, 000
26, 000
15,000
15,000
54, 000
42, 000
15, 000
15,000
96 000
47, 000
25, 000
19, 000
28,000
35, 000
15, 000
35, 000
38,000
83; 000
35, 000
21, 000
39, 000
15, 000
15, 000
15, 000

Side AUocim
New Hampshire ----------- 15, 000
New Jersey --------------- 61,000
New Mexico -------------- 15,000
New York --------------- 148, 000
North Carolina ------------ 45, 000
North Dakota ------------ 15, 000
Ohio --------------------- 95, 000
Oklahoma ---------------- 21, 000
Oregon---- -------------- 18, 000
Pennsylvania ------------- 98, 000
Rhode Island ------------- 15, 000
South Carolina ------------ 24, 000
South Dakota ------------- 15, 000
Tennessee ---------------- 34, 000
Texas ------------------- 102, 000
Utah -------------------- 15, 000
Vermont ----------------- 15, 000
Virginia ------------------ 40, 000
Washington --------------- 29, 000
West Virginia ------------- 15,000
Wisconsin ---------------- 40, 000
Wyoming- 15,000
American Samoa_ 15, 000
Guam ------------------- 15, 000
Puerto Rico -------------- 30, 000
Virgin Islands -------------- 15, 000
Trust territory ------------ 15, 000

Total ------------ 2, 000, 000

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
June 17, 1975.

NoTIcz

Subject: Fscal year 1975 Plan Supplement Document for Funding under the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this notice Is to establish instructions for the SPAs to use
in applying for funds under the Initial appropriation for the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (JJDP Act). To receive funds under
this appropriation, the SPA must submit a plan supplement document in
accordance with the instructions set forth below.

There are four components to the plan supplement document-i) a set of
assurances; 2) a detailed treatment of the SPA's plans for addressing the
JJDP Act's requirements relating to the segregation of adult and Juvenile
offenders and the removal of status offenders from secure detention and cor-
rectional facilities; 8) a statement of the State's strategy for meeting the
other requirements of the JJDP Act; and 4) a statement of how thejnoney
expended for Juvenile justice from Crime Control Act funds relates program-
matically to the money that will be expended from JJDP Act funds.
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2. SCOPE

This notice applies only to those SPAs which elect to receive fiscal year
1975 funds under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. It does not apply to SPAs which do not choose to participate in the
new program.

3. APPLICATION DEADLINE

All plan supplement documents must be received by the appropriate regional
office no later than August 1, 1975. All awards will be made no later than
August 31, 1975.

4. AMOUNT

On June 12, 1975, the President signed an appropriation of $25 million to
LEAA for fiscal year 1975 to implement the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. $10 million of this amount has been set aside for
State formula grants.

Submission of a plan supplement document will entitle each State plus the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico to $200,000. It will entitle American
Samoa, Guam, the Trust Territories of the Pacific and the Virgin Islands to
$50,000 each.

5. RELATIONSHIP TO LEAA GUIDELINE M 4100.1D CHO-1

Since this is the initial period of funding under the JJDP Act, the SPA's
will not be required at this time to comply with the provisions of LEAA
Guideline M 4100.1D change 1, which contains the JJDP Act requirements.
It is the intention of LEAA, however, that SPAs immediately begin to address
this guideline so that they can meet its requirements by September 30, 1975
and June 30, 1970, the submission dates for the fiscal year 1976 and fiscal
year 1977 comprehensive -State plans.

0. RELATIONSHIP TO SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANT

Each State which elects to accept funds under the JJDP Act will also be
entitled to receive a Special Emphals grant for Juvenile Delinquency Plan-
ning and Administration capacity building. The amount to which each State is
entitled under this separate grant program is contained in appendix 1. The
SPA need only complete the appropriate forms (see appendix 2) and submit
them to the LEAA regional office for approval in order to qualify for this
Special Emphasis grant. States are encouraged to apply promptly for these
Special Emphasis funds so as to make maximum use of them in the develop-
ment and implementation of their fiscal year 1975, fiscal year 1976 and fiscal
year 1977 JJDP Act plan submission requirements. The deadline for applying
for this is December 1, 1975.

7. PLAN SUPPLEMENT REQUIREMENTS

A. Asturance.-The plan supplement document must contain the following
assurances with a short explanation of what it intends to do to carry out
each assurance.

1. That the SPA will make a maximum effort to begin bringing about co-
ordination in the delivery of services to youths within the State.

2. That the SPA will create the advisory board required in the act, and
involve it in a significant manner in- the planning and administration of the
JJDP formula grant funds.

3. That the SPA will make a maximum effort to begin consultations with
local governments and begin enlisting their participation in the planning and
administration of JJDP Act moneys.

4. That two-thirds of the funds awarded will be expended through programs
of local government, or that the state intends to request a waiver of that
requirement.
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5. That the SPA will not use the JJDP Act moneys to supplant existing
State, local, and other nonFederal- expenditures.

6. That the SPA will make an equitable distribution of the moneys which
it is awarding under the JJDP Act.

7. That the SPA will make a maximum effort to begin enlisting the consulta-
tion and participation of private agencies in the planning and administration
of JJDP Act moneys.

8. That the SPA will use not less than 75 percent of the funds awarded for
"advanced techniques".

9. That the SPA will make assistance available on an equitable basis to
all disadvantaged youth.

10. That the SPA will make equitable arrangements for employees affected
by assistance under the JJDP Act.

11. That the SPA will comply with other terms and conditions specified
by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
especially as relates to evaluation.

12. That the SPA will assure LEAA's maintenance of Its fiscal year 1972
level of effort from Crime Control Act funds as set forth in LEAA guidelines.

13. That the SPA will assure compliance with the requirements of the
JJDP Act concerning membership on SPA and RPU supervisory boards.

14. That the SPA will comply with other apnropriate rules and regulations,
including LEAA financial guidelines Od planning grant and comprehensive
plan guidelines for Juvenile Justice delinquency prevention as contained in
M 4100.1D.

B. Plan for Complying uth seottons 223(a) (12) and (13) of the JJDP Act.-
The plan supplement document must contain the SPA's strategy for meeting
the requirements of sections 223(a) (12) and (13) of the JJDP Act and
the sections of LEAA Guideline M 4100.1D which correspond to these act
requirements (paragraph 82 (h) & (i)).

This strategy must:
1. Set forth in detail the State's immediate objective and goals with respect

to these two sections of the JJDP Act.
2. Describe the obstacles existing In the State to achieving the goals of these

two sections of- the JJDP Act.
3. Describe the State's plan for overcoming these obstacles.
4. Describe how the resources made available to the SPA under the fiscal

year 1975 JJDP Act formula grant will be used to help carry out this plan.
5. If JJDP Act funds are not to be spent on these two objectives, describe In

detail the problems which will be addressed, the programs to be funded and
the relationship of the programs to be funded to the problems which they
address. Also, if the SPA elects to spend funds for programs other than
these two objectives it must provide assurances that: (a) the provisions of
section 223(a) (12) of the JJDP Act and paragraph 82(h) of LEAA Guideline
M 4100.1D are being met satisfactorily and (b) the provisions of section
223(a) (13) of the JJDP Act and paragraph 82(i) of LEIAA Guideline
M 4100.1D are being addressed satisfactorily.

C. Strategy for Implementing the Other Requirementa of the JJDP Act
and LEAA Ouideline&.-The plan supplement document must set forth the
SPA's strategy for developing and implementing the requirements of the
JJDP Act and LEAA guideline for the JJDP Act as contained In M 4100.1D.
At a minimum, this strategy must address the following:

1. The SPA's place In the structure of State government, its authority to
undertake the JJDP Act program and Its current ability to encourage or
force coordination of services for youths within the state.

2. The SPA's staffing plans.
3. The SPA's strategy and timetable for meeting Its fiscal year 1976 and

fiscal year 1977 JJDP Act comprehensive State plan requirements, including

67-988 0 -76 - 23
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(a) Developing for the fiscal year 1976 plan a detailed specification of the
existing data sources available to the State to carry out the detailed study
of needs specified in the guidelines, together with its plans for analysing and
augmenting that data for the fiscal year 197 detailed study of needs sub-
mission. (b) Developing for the fisal year 1976 plan a detailed strategy for
consultation and participation of local governments and private agencies in
the SPA's Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention planning and funding
deelions. (c) Developing for the fiscal year 1976 plan a full description of the
obstacles to effective coordination of services to youths within the State and
its plans for attempting to remove those obstacles.

4. The SPA's strategy for implementing and administering its plan, in-
cluding its strategy for developing adequate research, training, and evaluation
capacities.

5. The SPA's strategy for developing a plan for monitoring jails, detention,
and correctional facilities within the State.

8. The SPA's strategy for developing procedures for protecting the rights
of recipients of services and for assuring appropriate privacy with regard to
records relating to such services provided under the State plan.

D. Relationship to Plane and Program8 for Juvenile Justice under the
AuthoritV and Fund8 of the Crime Control Act.-The plan supplement docu-
ment must contain a full explanation of the programmatic relationship be-
tween the Crime Control Act funding for Juvenile justice and the plans and
programs proposed under the JJDP Act formula granL

CHAlLIs R. Woax,
Deputy Administrator for Adminittration.

APPNDIX 1

lo4oCun I

Alabama ..................................
Alasks ....................................
Arzona...... ..................
Arkasm .............................
California ............................
Connfet.. .......................
oelaware ................................

Delawacro Cl bi..........................district d Cumi .........................
Iod , ....................................
ies o..........................

In, l.-."..................................
Idaho .....................................
IMine ....................................
Ind an ...................................

Maao .....................................Mtrnn ..................................

Mchian ..................................
Minneso .................................Marlappd ................................

Measahsts.........................Melada ..................................in mm .................................
M OI t i ..... ....... ..... .. ........ .....

ism ......................... .... .....

31,000
1s, Ow
16,000
17 000

168,000
20-000
2k 000
15,000
54.0
42,00IS (XX
15,000
98000
47 000

2000
13,000
28000
35000
l5 000

31k 000
35000

21,000

15.000
15 00

Now Hampshire ............................ $15, 0
New Jersey ................................ 61,000
New Mexico ............................... 15,000
New York ................................. 148000
North Caromln ............................. 4,000
Nolth Oakot .............................. 15-000
Ohio..................................... 3Vw000Oklahoma ................................. 21,000
Oregn.................................... 111000

a .............................. , 000
RhoIesDand .............................. 15 000
South Carlin........................ .4.2000
Sou Dakota........................... 16,000
Tennes ................................. 34 000
Tane .................................. 120000
Utah ................................... 15.000
Vermont- ........................... 15000
Vlr l.............. .............. 40,000WaN= =on............. ............ 23,000
West ................................. 15.000
Wisconsin ................................ 40000
Wyomn- -.......................... 15,000
A canSamo ........................... 1,000
OWN..a .............................. 15,000
Puerto RMo ........................... 301 06
Virela Islands........................ 15
Trut tardtory ........................ _ _s S

Total............................200000
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART I

This form "Iall be used fo all Federal ncep t for
( constuction, land acquisiton or tnd development
projects and (b) single purpose onetime assistance requ
of lees then S10.000 which do not require a cleariihouse
review, an environenal Impact statement, or relocation of
peron, businesses or farms. This form "ii be used also to
request supplemental mitanc to propose dnges or
awmnmenu, and to request continuation or refundig, for
approaed gWants originally submitte on this form.
Submit the origin and two copies of the forms. If an ter
cannot be anwred or does not appear to be related or
relevant to th assistance required. wite "NA" for not ap-
plicable. When a request made for supplemental ais
Unce, wmndwets or changes to an approved Want, submit
wily Vm peges which ae appropriate.

erm 1 - Enter the State clearinghouse identifiw. This is
he code or number reigned i the claringmuse apsll-

Cations rewiri State clerngos coordin ain for Pro-
as listed in Attachment D. Office of Management and

Budget CklAw No. A-96.
he.2 - Enter the appicant's application number or other
Identifier. If a preapplication wa submitted, *tow also the
number that appear on the Vrap kjton if different
than e appiation number.

Item 3 - Enter the name of the Federal grantor agency. the
nern of Vie primary oraiainlunit to which the appli
cation i addressed. the name of the administrative office
hbvn direct operational resposibility for managing Vie
Want program. and the complete address of the Federal
gaO r agency.
Itm 4 -- Enter the name of the applicant. the name of the
primary orgenizational unit which vll undertake Vie grant
supported activity. and the complete address of th appi-
cmnL

Item 6- Enter the descriptive name of this pro*t
hi - Enter the appropriate catalog number a shomn in
Oe Catalog of Federal Domestic AssistancL. If the as.
untce will pertin to more than one catalog number, leave
hs ape blank and list the catalog am under Pat Ill.

Section A.
Itm 7 - Ene the amount Mat Is request from the Fed-
en Government in thi application. This amount tould

We* with the total amount show in Part Ili. Section A,
Line 6 of Column (). For revision, changes, or amend

Itsdow only the amount of the incte or dreams.
heam 8 -Check one grtW type. If the granite Is other
tmn a State. cout or tf o'ernm ent secify do ty

of grantee on qee "Oter" line. Examples of other types of
Wane re oaoicl of govemmen, Inrtate orgailaw
tion. or we"uncits,
hem 9 - Check the type of application or reust If the
"Othw ChanW" block is checked specify the type of
han. The definitions for trms wed in Item S we a

follows:
a. Now grant - an action which is being submitted by

the applicant for the fio time.
b. Count amion rant - an action that pertains ft Oe

continuation of a multinyear grant (e.g., the eond
Veer aMrd for a project h will extend over five

c. Supplemntl Want - an action which pertains to an* ireete in the amount of the Federal contrbition
for the taw period.

d. Change in the existing grant - Specify one or more
of the fofowinp:
(1II ncreas in duration - a request to extend Vie
Want period.

ran pr
(3) Decrease in amount - a request to de e Vie
amount of the Federa conviction.

hem 10- Check the type of assisince re e ii the
eassance involves more than one type, cck two or moe
blocks and explain in Part IV - Program Naratk.
Item 11 - Enter the number of person directly benefitinl
from this project For example, If the proec Is for a nelgh-
borihoo'd !es!L c.ntcr, ent ci ctimated number of re*l
dasn in the naIihbotood that will us the ceter.
Itm 12

a. Enter the congressional distict in which the applicant
is located.

b. Enter the congressional district(sl in which ~ of
the actul work or the project will be accomplitpe.
If she work will be accompliled city-wide or State

"City-w " or "Statewide".
tam 13- Enter he number of months that will be needed

to complete the project after Federal fund aremde n&al-
Abe.
item 14 - Enter the apximate date Vie project Is e-

-ww to begin.
Item 15 - Enter the dew s application k smitted
ten -Complete Ow certification beore submtW 1,
nt

I
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3

om m. woo inPART II

PROJECT APPROVAL INFORMATION

Does this assistance request require Slote, local, Nome .1 Govern;Ig Body
regional, or Oter priority rating? Priority Roting

Item 2.
Does this assistance request require Stele, or local Name of Agency or
advisory, edvcetionol or heolth clearances? Board

. Yes.No (Attach Documentation).

hem 3.
Does this assistance request require clearinghouse (Attach Comments)
review in Eccorilace with OMB Circular A-9S?

Yes.--..---o

Item 4.

Does this assistance request require State, local, Nome of Approving Agency
regional or other pIa eing a oval? Date

__.Yes ----. No

Item 5,
Is the proposed project covered by on approved compare. Check one: State 0
hensive plan? Local 0

Regional 0
.Yes - No Location ef PlI

Ite 6.
Me assistance requested serve a Federal Name of Federal Installotion .

installation? - Yes - No Federal Population benefiting from Project

Will the assistance requested be an Federal lender Name of Federal Installation
nstallation? Location of Federal Lnd

Yes - No Percent of Project

hemn S.
Will the assistance requested have an impact or effect Sao instructions for additional information te be
on the environment? - provided.

hNumbe of:
Will, the assistance requested cause dle displacemen Individuals
of Individuals, families, businesses, or fIos? Families

Businesses
-Yes No Fems

Is there other related assistance an ibis project previous, See instructions fow additional information to be
pending, or onticipted? provided.

Yes- NoI
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART II

egatr anisets wi* not ire an explanation unles the
Federal agency requests more information at a loer date.
Provide pplementary daft 1o all "Y ansrs in the

W provided in acorder) with the follouvin intnae-
tione:
how I -Provide the nameofe governing body esulWid-
ing the priity systr and the pror6y rat"n asWtd to
1his piject.

laem - Provide te name of the agncy or board which
issued the clerace and attach the documentation of stars
orappro i.
Im. 2 - Attach the cleoarkisous comments fo the @Wpli-
cetlon in accordance with e itnmtiomns contaited in Of.
fioe of Managenent and Budget Circular No. A-96. If com-
ment1s M sumitted preiouy with a preapplication. do
not submit the again but any aiditionl comments re.
- *Vd from the dmeinsu should be subwmtted with
this appication.
lom 4- Furnit 1he nane of the approving agency and the

approval dota.
hoe 5 - Show whathrr Oth appr om p.hn o le plan
Is State. loal or regional. or If none of thee. explain the

scope of the plan G the Ic.ion der the apoved
plan Is oastable fo examination and sote ti
project Is in conform ce with the plam

low 6 - Show the population resiing or working en 1e
Federal Installtin who win benefit from this project.

haom 7-Show the prcato of the project work that wil
be cond uctd on lederallyowned or leased land. Give the
nmse of she Federal iwaNatin and Its locaftn.

hem I - Describe briefly the possible beneficial and ham-
Iul impact on the envionment of the proposed proet If
an adv environmental impact Is anticipated. explain
what action will be taken to minimize the Impat Fedeal
sncies wil provide spae instcinif additional dt

is needed.

hem 9 - St the number of individus, families bus-
nam or fars this proct will dIsplave. Federal agencies
wiAl provide spwat iuctions If additonal data is
ned.

Ihm 10- Show the Federal Donm Asistance Catalog
number. the pi rpam rtnae. the tpe of assistance, the su
Ws ad the amount of each project where there Is relad
previo pding or antkilted assatance. Use additional
shots, if nmee.
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PART III - BUDGET IN. ORMATION

SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY
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INSTRUCTION

PART III

G0 wl Imbetilone
This form is designed to that application can be made for
funds from one or more grant Program In preparing t
budget, adhere so any existing Federal grantor agecy
Videlinas which prescribe how end whether budgeted
amounts should be separately shown for different functions
or activities within the program. For some prorams grant.
or agencies may retire budgets to be separately shown by
function or activity. For other programs, grantor agencies
may not ruire a breakdown by functo or activity. Sec
tons A. B. C. and 0 should n- bdget estimates for
*4 whole poject except when applying for assistance
which requires Federal auhorization in anMual or other
funding period Increments. In the later cas, Sections A, 3.
C, and 0 should provide the budget for lhe fim budge
period (usually a year) and Section E oud present the
need for Federal assistance in the subsequent budget pei-
ode All iions should contain a breakdown by the
djct class categories shown in Unes a-k of Section B.
Sesiem A. Budget Summay
Line 1-4. Columns (a) and (hi.

For applications pertaining to a Federal grant pro-
gram Fedeal Oomestic Assistance Catalog number and
not requiring functional or activity breakdown, enter on
Line I under Column (a) the catalog prograrn title and th
catalog number in Column (bi.

For applications pertaining to a skie program reuirkn
budgt amounts by multiple functions or activities, entw
the name of each activity or function on each line in Col-
umn Ia). and enter the catalog number in Cokmn (b). For
aplcations pertaining to muloti programs wher, none of
the programs require a breakdown by function or activity.
ente the catalog program title on each line in Colum (a)
nd te respective catal" number on each line in Cokmn

(hi.
For applications Pertaining to mulrp program wh re

one or more programs quAite a breakdown by function or
activity, prepare a salae sheet for each program requiring
the breakdown. Additional sheets shul be used when one
form does not Provide adequate soace for all breakdown of
data required. Hower, when more than one shet i used.
the first poge should provide the summary totals by pio-
Wrm

Line 14, Columns Is) thcush 41.
Fw ew aoWarions. leave Columns (c) and d) blank.

For each line entry in Columns (a) and (b), enter in Col-
umm (e). (). and I9 the appropriate amounts of funds
oded to support the projet for ft first funding period
(usually a yar).

For cont tA grani progam al 'iriom. submit these
forns before the and of each funding period required by

the grano agency. Ente in Columns (c4 and (d the esti-
mated amounts of funds which wig remain un obligated at
the end of the grant fund"ng period &W tf the Federal
grantor agency instructions provide for this Otheorise,
lee ihese columns blank. Enter in column (a) and (f1) t
amounts of funds n edt d fr t4heoming period. The
amounts) in Column (gi should be the sum of amounts in
Columns (e) and (ft.

For ANA~Mp'mal ows and chages to exkrhsg Deanir,
do not use Column ic) and (d. Enter in Column (a) the
amount of the increase or decree of Federal funds end
ener in Column (f) the amount of the ncrese or decree

-of non-Federal funds. In Column Ig) enter the new total
budgeted amount (Federal end non-Feeral) which includes
the lotal previous authorized budgeted amounts plus or
minu as appropriate. the amounts shown in Columns (a)
end (f). The amount(s) in Column Ig) shul not equal the
sum of amounts in Column (el and f).

Lin 5 - Show the totals for all olumn used.

SetUo B. Budget CaeIn
In the Column iadings (1) through (4). on th titles of
the same programs functions, and activities shown on Lines
1-4, Column (a), Section A. When additional sheets wete
prepared for Section A. provide similar colk headings on
ed sheat. For each progrWn. function or activity. fill in
the total requirements for funds (both Federl and non-
Federal) by obiect class categories

Line 6 - Show the estimted amount for each direct
cat budget (object clm) category for eeh coham with
program, function or activity heding.

Lim II - Show the tota of Li"n 6a to Gh in each colum.
Lim 1 - Show the amount of Indtect cost Refer to Of-
fice of Monagement and Budget Circular No. A-67.
Un Bk - Enter ft total of amounts on Lines 61 end 61.
For all applications for new rants and ninuation grants
the total amount in column (6), Line Sk. should be the
soa as the tote amount hwn in Secion A, Column (1,
Line & For supplemental grants and changes to grants, t
total amount of the increase or decrease as show in Col
umns (-41, Line Gk should be the arne as the sum of the
amounts in Section A, Columns (e) ed (f) on Line L When
additional sheets wer prepared, the at two entes ap
ply only to the first pae with sumnry totals

Lis7 - Enter the entimad amount of income, If any.
expected to be geerated from this project. Do not add or
subvact this amount from the'total project amount. Show
under th program nrrative statement the nalw end
aoum of income. The estimated amount of program in-
comie may be considemd by the Federal grantor agency in
determining the total amount of the grant

W- -
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SECTION C - NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES

(44 OF" mp"( AMItC T 11 STAY W OTM OUNCS I TOTAL$

'S.

I1. . .... 5
IL TOTAL$ Is I

SECTION 0 - FORECASTED CASH NEEDS

V OBW Ii *... Hm ... mw b h . mew

I4. phrol.S

IL.TT. TOTAL

SECTION E - BUDGET ESTIMATES OF FEDERAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR BALANCE OF THE PROJECT
l $me. horse FyluTUR Fum PI'MOOSMTIAM0

- .*)PaioT hi SicsCup M W) TISS V) FOUITN

W TOTAL s

SECTION F - OTHER BUDGET INFORMATION

IL. VA I e Chop"r

32 SetaChug...

PART IV PROGRAM NARRATIVE (Attcs we instruction)
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INSTRUCTIONS

PART Ill

leeds C. Sow" of NonFederl Reote

Um 6.11- Entr amounts of non-Federal resou that

will be used er the great. (See ottechmi F, Office ef
Mesmeet end Budget Circulor No. A-102.) See LEAA
hatrictoleis this page.

Colusn (a) - En.w the program titles identical to Col-
umn (a). Section A. A breakdown by function or activity is
not necsuyr.

Column (hM -- Enter the amount of cash and in-kind con-
rsutiorrm to be made by the applicant as down in Section

A. (See also Attachment F. Office of Management and Bud-
get Ciecular No. A-102.1

Colvm (,) - Enter the State contribution if the epp-
cat Is nor a State or State agency. Applicants which area
Stat or State agencies should leve this column blank.

Cubms. (d) - Enter the amount of cash and kind con.
tribAtions to be made from all other sources,

Cubsmn (el - Enter totals of Columns (b). (c), and (d).
Line 12 - Enter the total for each of Columns (b)-(e). The
amount in Column (a) should be equal to the amount on
Line 6 Colum If). Section A.
Saud. 0. Forecasted Cash Ned

UMw 13 - Enter the amount of cash needed by qu~ner
from the grantor agency during the first year.

Line 14- Enter the amount of cash from all oher sources
Ieded by quarter during the first yer.

Li 15 - Enter se to" of amounts n Lnes 13 and 14.

Section E. Budget Euli1ne- of Federd Funds Needed for
Balance of Ow Projec

Lines 16-1, - Enter in Column (a) the same grant program
tides shown in Column (a), Section A. A breakdown by
function ot activity is not necesery. For new applications
and continuing grant epplictions enter in the proper cot-
umns amounts of Federa funds which wilt be needed to
complete the program or project over the scceeding fund-
irg periods (usalty in years. This Section need not be
completed for amn ents, c s or mpp e to
funds for the current yew of existing grents.
If more then four lines we needed to list the program titles
submit additional schedules as necessary.

Line 20 - Enter the total for each of the Columns (b)-(e.
When additional schedule ane prepared for this Section.
anotate acordingly end show the overall totals on this
line.

Section F - Other Budget Information.
LIne 21 - Use this saece to explain anounts for Individual
direct object coat categories that may appear to be out of
the ordary or to explain the dea as tequired by the
Federal grantor agency.

L4' 22 - Enter the type of Indirect rae (provional. pr
determined. fi s or fixed) that will be In effect during the
funding period, the estimated amount of the base to which
the rate Is applied. and the total indirect expense.

Lim 23 - Provide any other explanations required hen
or any other comments deemed necesary.

LEAA Instructles
Appllcens eal provldo *a a eperee sheet(s) e bdget
menetive which will de*ilm by budget cemetery. the federal
end neafederel (In-hid end cesh) here. The erasee ealsh
centrlbutlen sheld be Identliled as I* Is source, I.e., funds
opprlarieted by a store or lcal seil of gevenmeet or dine-
tie from a puivote s rce. The norretive should reloe the
Ilams bdgeted ao prolect actlvitles end should provide a
Justllicalle end explenetlee fo the budgeted Items Includ.
lIo the criteele end dete ued to arrive afthe etilmete fo
eack buge category.
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INSTRUCTIOl

PART IV
PROGRAM NARRATIVE

Prepare the program narrative statement in accordance with
the following Instructione for al new grant program Re.
quests for continuation or reund'n and cha s on an
approved project should respond to item Sb only. Requests
for supplemental assistance should respond to question S
only.

1. OBJECTIVES AND NEED FOR THIS ASSISTANCE.
Pinpoint any relevant physical economic, social. financial.
Institutional, or other problems requiring a solution. Dem-

w o osebt e the need for assistance and state the principal end
ubordinste objectives of the project Supporting documen-

anion or other smimonle from concern Interests othw
then the applicant may be used. Any relevant data based on
planning studies should be included or foounoted.

2. RESULTS OR BENEFITS EXPECTED.
Identify results and benefits to be derived. For example,
vhen applying for a grant to establish a neighborhood
health center provide a description of who will occupy the
facility, how the facility will be used, end how the facility
will benefit the general public.

. APPROACH.
a Outline a plan of action pertalning to the scope end

detail of how the proposed work wilt be accom-
plshed for each grant program, function or activity,
provided in the budget. Clte factors whicl mi ht ac-
celerate or decelerate the work and your reason for
taking this approach as oVposad to othem Dewri
any unusual features of the project such as design or
technologic innovations reiuction In cost or time,
or extraotrd;'- i social end communfty Involvement.

b. Provide for each grant program, function or activity.
quantitative monthly or quartry projections of the
sacomplishments to be achieved in such terms a the
number of jobs created; the numbw of people served;
and the number of patients treated. When sccom-
plisuents cannot be quantified by activity or func-
i list them In chronological order to throw the

schedule of accomPlishments end their target dete

c. Identify the kinds of data to be collected and main-
talned and discuss the critic to be used So evaluate
the results ad sWuces of the project. Explain the
me#xoogy that will be used to determine If the
needs Identified end discussed ae being mat end If

ihe results and benefits Identified in tlm 2 are being
achieve&

d. Ust organization, cooperstor consultants. or other
key individuals who will work on the project ao
with a short description of the ..nm of their effort
or contribution.

4. GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION.
Give a precise location of the project or ame to be sv
by the proposed project. Mapsor other graphic d n be
watched.
L IF APPLICABLE. PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING IN.
FORMATION:

a For research or demonstration assistance requests,
prsmt a biographical sketch of te program director
with the following information; name, address, phone
number, background. and other qualifying experience
for the project. Also, list the name, training and back-
ground for other key personnel engeged in the
project.

b. Discuss accomplishments to date and list In chrono-
logical order a schedule of accompitkhmnt, progress
or nwifestones anticipated with the new funding re-
quesit. If there have been significant changes in the
project objectives location approach. or time delays
explain and justify. For other requests for changes or
amendfmnts, explain the reason for the changes). If

a cope or objectvas have changedorn extension
of time is necessary, explain the circumstnces and
justify. It the total budget has been exceded, or If
individual budget items have changed mor than the
prescribed limits contained In Attachment K to Of-
fice of Management and Budget Circular No. A-102.
explain and jusify the change and Its effect on the
proct.

c. For supplemental assistance requests, explain the re
son for the request and justify V need for additional
funding
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PART V

ASSURANCES

The ApplicaM hereby mi"e and certifies that he wil comply with the ngulatlon, policies, gudeline s, and requirements
inluding OMB Circulars Nos. A-87, A-95. and A.IOZ as they relate to the application, acceptance and use of Federal funds
for this Federally assisted project. Also the Applicant assures and certifies with respect to the grant thet:

1. It possss legal authority to apply for the grant; that a
resolution, motion or similar action has been duly
adopted or passed a an official act of the applicant's
governing body, authorizing the filing of the application,
Including all understandings and assurance- contained
therein, and directing and authorizing the person identi-
fied as the official representative of the applicant to act
In connection with the application and to provide such
additional information as may be required.

2. It will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 (P.L. 88-352) and in accordance with Title VI of
that Act. no person In the United States shall, on the
ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
otherwise subjected to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity for which the applicant receives Federal
financial assistance and will immediately take any mea-
aures necessary to effectuate this agreement.

3. It will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rigts Act of
1964 (42 USC 2000d) prohibiting employment discrimi-
nation where (1) the primary purps of a grant is to
provide employment or (2Y discriminatory employment
practices will result in unequal treatment of persons who
are or should be benefiting from the grant-aided activity.

4. It will comply with requirement of the provision
of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisitions Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) which provides
for fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced as a
result of Federal and federally assisted program.

* It will comply with the provisions of the Hatch Act
which limit the political activity of emploes

. It will comply with the minimum wage and maximum
hours provisions of the Federal Fair Labor Standards
Act, as they apply to hospital and educional institu-
tion employees of State and local governments.

7. It will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from
using their positions for a purpose that is or gives the
appearance of being motivated by a desire for private
pin for themselves or others, particularly those with
whom they ha f daily, businesM or other ties

. It will give the grantor agency or the Comptroller Gen-
eral through any authorized representtive the access to
and the right to examine all records, books, papers, or
documents related to the grant.

9. It will comply with all requirements imposed by the
Federal grantor agency concerning special requirements
of low, program requirements, and other administrative
requiremenU apmovd in accordance with Office of
Managsment and Budget Circular No A.102.

DOJ-1973-OX
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Appzmvrx 2

PROGRAM NARRATIVE

The State of ----------- currently intends to prepare and submit a plan
supplement document amending its fiscal year 1975 comprehensive State plan,
and a comprehensive State plan for fiscal year 1976 sufficient to qualify under
the terms of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1975
for the award of formula grant funds.

In order to undertake the planning and administration tasks required to
prepare and implement these comprehensive State plan segments, the State
has need for the additional funds which LEAA has set aside to augment Its
capabilities to undertake these activities. These will be used for the specific
activities set forth In attachment A and in the budget narrative.

The State of ----------- understands that these funds are being made
available for this year only, and that the planning and administration func-
tions required under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
must be supported henceforth from the State's regular formula grant award.
The State further understands that no more than 15 percent of the formula
grant award for any year may be used for these purposes, and further, that
if formula grant funds are used for these purposes "needed funds for plan-
ning and administration shall be made available to local governments within
the State on an equitable basis." The State's tentative plans with respect to
maintaining the planning and administration activities undertaken under this
grant In future years In which these additional constraints come into play is
set forth in Attachment B.

The funds made available under this grant will be used exclusively for the
purposes detailed In attachment A, which consists entirely of activities relat-
ing to the planning and administration of programs in the area of Juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention.

These funds will be expended in accordance with the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, LEAA guidelines implementing that act.
other applicable LEAA guidelines, and the fiscal year 1975 plan supplement
document and fiscal year 1976 comprehensive State plan submitted by this State.

The State Planning Agency hereby assures that it will, comply with and
will Insure compliance by Its subgrantees and contractors with section 518-
(c) (1) of the Crime Control Act of 1973 and title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, and the regulations of the Department of Justice issued to implement
title VI of the Civil Rights Act (28 CPR part 42, subpart C).

LAW ENFORCEMENT AssIsTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Apr1 7, 1975.

GurmDz CHANoE

Subject: Guide for State Planning Agency grants.
Cancellation Date: After filing.

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this change Is to transmit planning grant application and
comprehensive plan requirements for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974. The requirements in these changes are only applicable
to those State Planning Agencies which apply for funds under this act if
and when there is an appropriation. The requirements in paragraph 21 are for
the planning grant application. Those in paragraph 82 are for the compre-
hensive plan.

2. SCOPE

This change is of Interest to all individuals who hold the State Planning
Agency grant guidelines.
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3. PAGE CHANCES

Page changes should be made in accordance with the chart below.

PAGE-CONTROL CHART

Remove page Date Insert page Dated

26-1 through 26-5 at ap 26..........Apr. 7,175
131 through l31-14 at page 131.-....... Do.

21. Special requirements for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974.-a. Applicability. The provisions of this paragraph apply
only to those State Planning Agencies which are applying for funds under
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (hereafter re-
ferred to as the J. J. & D. P. Act). They do not apply to the comprehensive
program for the improvement of Juvenile Justice developed pursuant to the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as amended.

b. Plan supervision and administration. (1) Act requirement. According to
section 223(a) (1) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974, the State plan must "designate the State Planning Agency established
by the State under section 203 of such title I (i.e., Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended) as the sole agency for supervising
the preparation and administration of the plan".

(2) Application requirement. The SPA should inditate the name, professional
background, functions and responsibilities of the individual or individuals who
are responsible for preparing and administering the Juvenile Justice component
the preparation and administration of the plan".

(3) Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention planning person. In order
to provide for the necessary supervision of the preparation and administration
of the plan, it is recommended that there be at least one full-time Juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention planning person on the SPA. This person's
sole responsibility should be In the Juvenile Justice area. 1

c. Plan implementation. (1) Act requirement. Section 223(a) (2) of the
J. J. & D. P. Act requires the State plan "contain satisfactory evidence that
the State agency designated in accordance with paragraph (1) (hereafter
referred to in this part as the 'State Planning Agency') has or will have
authority, by legislation if necessary, to implement such plan in conformity
with this part ;".

(2) Application Requirement. The SPA must specify how it has and will
exercise its requisite authority to carry out the mandate of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

(3) Coordination of services. This mandate requires a coordination of hu-
man services to youth and their. families in order to insure effective delin-
quency prevention and treatment programs. This would include all offices
within the State responsible for the delivery of human services such as
education, welfare, health and other State offices whieh directly impact
Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.

d. Advisory group. (1) Act requirement. Section 223(a) (3) of the 3. 3. & D. P.
Act requires that the State plan provide for an advisory group appointed
by the chief executive of the State to advise the State Planning Agency and
its supervisory board (a) which shall consist of not less than 21 and not
more than 83 persons who have training, experience, or special knowledge
concerning the prevention and treatment of Juvenile delinquency or the ad-
ministration of Juvenile Justice, (b) which shall include representation of
units of local government, law enforcement and Juvenile justice agencies
such as law enforcement, correction or probation personnel, and Juvenile or
family court Judges, and public agencies Concerned with delinquency preven-.
tion or treatment such as welfare, social services, mental health, education,
or youth services departments, (c) which shall include representatives of
private organizations concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment;
concerned with neglected or dependent children; concerned with the quality
of Juvenile Justice, education, or social services for children; which utilize
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volunteers to work with delinquents or potential delinquents; community-
based delinquency prevention or treatment programs; and organizations which
represent employees affected by this act, (d) a majority of whose members
(including the chairman) shall not be full-time employees of the Federal,
State, or local government, and (e) at least one-third of whose members shall
be under the age of 26 at the time of appointment;".

(2) Application requirement. (a) The SPA must Indicate how it has ful.
filled the requirements of this section, through submitting a list of the ap-
pointees and a statement of how they meet the requirements for advisory
group membership.

(b) The application must include a list of responsibilities, duties, functions
and frequency of meetings of the advisory group. The role of the advisory -
group in reference to State plan development and project review must be
explicated.

(c) The advisory group should make recommendations to the SPA director
and the supervisory board with respect to planning, priorities, operations, and
management of all juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs
within the State.

(d) The relationship of the advisory group to the supervisory board and
the SPA must be explicated. Pursuant to section 223(b) the advisory group
shall be consulted about the State plan prior to its approval.

e. Consultation with local governments. (1) Act requirement. Section 223-
(a) (4) of the J. J. & D. P. Act requires that the State plan "provide for the
active consultation with and participation of local governments in the devel-
opment of a State plan which adequately takes into account the needs and
requests of local governments ;".

(2) Application requirement. The application must indicate the frequency
and quality of the consultation process specified in this subsection. Describe
how local governments participate In the development of the State plan and
how the State Planning Agency takes into account their needs and incorpor-
ates their requests.

f. Participation of local governments. (1) Act requirement. Section 223(a) (6)
of the J. J. & D. P. Act requires that the State plan "provide that the chief
executive officer of the local government shall assign responsibility for the
preparation and administration of the local government's part of a State
plan, or for the supervision of the preparation and administration of the local
government's part of the State plan, to that agency within the local govern-
ment's structure (hereafter in this part referred to as the 'local agency') which
can most effectively carry out the purposes of this part and shall provide for
supervision of the programs funded under this part by that local agency ;".

(2) Application requirements. The application must: (a) Designate which
unit or combination of units of local government within the State will par-
ticipate for purposes of this section and how this determination was made.

(b) Designate the name and title of the chief executive officer of each of
the units or combination of units of local government listed above.

(c) Designate the name of the agency within each unit or combination of
units of government which the chief executive officer has designated also,
explain its function and relationship to the local government.

(d) Explain in each case the reasons why that agency was determined to
be able to most effectively carry out the purposes of this part.

(e) Explain how the chief executive officer of each unit or combination of
units of local government shall provide for supervision of the programs
funded by each local agency.

g. Pass-through requirement. (1) Aot requirement. Section 223(a) (5) of
the J. J. & D. P. Act requires that the State plan "provide that at least
06 2/3 percent of the funds received by the State under section 222 shall be
expended through programs of local government insofar as they are con-
sistent with the State plan except that this provision may be waived at the
discretion of the administrator for any State if the services for delinquent
or potentially delinquent youth are organized primarily on a statewide basis ;".

(2) Application requirement. The application must provide assurance that
at least 662/3 percent of the funds received by the State under section 222
shall be expended through programs of local government.

(3) Inclusion of funds. Formula grant funds made available to local gov-
ernments for planning and administration purposes by the State Planning
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Agency shall be included in calculating the amount of funds to be expended
through programs of local government.

(4) Waiver of pass-through requirements. The Administrator is authorized
to waive the pass-through requirement for any State, upon making a de-
termination that the planning grant application adequately demonstrates that
the State's services for delinquent or potentially delinquent youth are organ-
ized primarily on a statewide basis. Upon granting the waiver, the Admin-
istrator shall substitute a pass-through requirement representative of the
proportion of services organized primarily on a statewide basis. In making
the determination under this section the Administrator will examine the
State's total program of Juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention including
the entire range of available youth services. A request for waiver must- be
accompanied by a statement setting fort the IoloWIng:

(a) The extent of implementation of juvenile delinquency programs at the
.State level and at the local level.

(b) The extent of financial responsibility for juvenile delinquency programs
borne at the State level and at the local level.

(c) The extent to which services provided by the State or direct outlays
by the State are made for or on behalf of local governments (as opposed to
statewide services).

(d) The approval of the State Planning Agency supervisory board.
(e) Comments from local units of government.
h. Nonsupplantation of State, local, and other non-Federal funds. (a) Act

requirement. Section 223(a) (19) of the J. J. & D. P. Act requires that the
State plan "provide reasonable assurance that Federal funds made available
under this part for any period will be so used as to supplement and increase
(but not supplant), to the extent feasible and practical, the level of the
State, local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the absence of such
Federal funds be made available for the programs described in this part, and
will in no event replace such State, local, and other non-Federal funds ;".

(b) Application requirement. Provide such assurances as are necessary to
comply with this provision. Identify and describe procedures used to insure
that this nonsupplantation requirement is met.

82. Special requirements for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Proven-
tion, Act of 1974.-a. Applicability. The provisions of this paragraph apply
only to those State planning agencies which have elected to apply for and
accept funds under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. These provisions do not apply to the comprehensive program for the
improvement of juvenile Justice which the State planning agency must ad-
dress In order to comply with the Omnilius Crlrne-Control and Safe Streets
Act requirements.

b. Relationship to overall comprehensive plan. Planning for the JJDP
Act programs and expenditures shall follow the basic steps prescribed for
the comprehensive law enforcement plan under the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act, as set forth in chapter 8 of *these guidelines, including
a description and assessment of existing Juvenile justice systems and avail-
able resources, the development of a multiyear plan, and the preparation of
annual action programs and related plans, programs, and systems. Plans and
action programs relating to to juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention
may be integrated with all otheg portions of the comprehensive law enforce-
ment plan, but must be sufficiently distinct so that they can be reviewed
independently of other parts of the State plan. The remainder of this chapter
sets forth additional items which must be included and additional standards
which must be met for the State's comprehensive plan to qualify for funds
under the JJDP Act. The State plan shall describe the way in which the
special requirements which follow have been incorporated within the State's
comprehensive law enforcement plan.

c. Detailed study of needs. (1) Act requirements. Section 228(a) (8) of the
JJDP Act requires that the State plan "set forth a detailed study of the
State needs for an effective, comprehensive, coordinated approach to Juvenile
delinquency prevention and treatment and the improvement of the juvenile
Justice system. This plan shall include itemized estimated costs for the devel-
opment and implementation of such programs."

(2) Plan requirements. (a) Delfnitions..1. Juvenile. The State plan must
indicate the State's definition of Juvenile.



324

2. Delinquent. The State plan must Indicate the State's definition of de-
linquent, dependent, neglected, in need of supervision or other status which
-will subject youths to the Jurisdiction of the Juvenile or family court.

(b) Scope of study. The State plan must include a study of the State's
Juvenile Justice system's handling of Juvenile offenders, including a description
of the structure and functions of units of the Juvevile Justice system (police,
intake, detention, probation, and correctional institutions) and a description
of the flow of youths through the system (on a calendar year basis). The
descriptive flow should include a summary of the number and characteristics-
age, sex, national origin, race-of youths--utilizing the State's definition of
Juveniles-within the State and a summary of the number and characteristics
--offense, age, sex, national origin, race-of youths handled-including arrests
and petitions-by each unit of the Juvenile Justice system within each cal-
endar year, and dispositions made by each unit (including the number and
characteristics of Juveniles within each dispositional category).

1. The study should also include data addressing the effectiveness of the
Juvenile Justice system, in terms of recidivism (arrests or return to the
system) and other measures deemed relevant by the State.

2. The study must also address the nature of the delinquency problem within
the State (in addition to arrests and petitions that would be indicated in
police and court handling above). This analysis should at least include un-
employment rates and school dropout, suspension and expulsion rates, and
other causal or contributing conditions considered or determined to be relevant
to delinquency prevention programing.

(c) Description of eatisting programs. The study must include a compre--
hensive description of existing programs for youth in the State. This descrip-
tion shall include both special programs In the Juvenile Justice system (in
addition to the major units of the Juvenile Justice system under section E
above) and outside of it. The description shall include all programs supported
by Federal, State, local, and private funds. Indicate the source of funds and
the dollar amount involved.

(d) States might wish to consider a 2-year effort for this study outlined
in sections (M) and (c) above. The first year would be devoted to the com-
prehensive descriptions of programs within the Juvenile justice system and
providing whatever data are available called for under subparagraph (b).
The review of programs outside the Juvenile. justice system, and the collec-
tion of data not currently available would be added in the second year. If
this option is elected, the first year study must also state how the second
year's study will be accomplished.

(e) Statement of itemized estimated costs and prioritization of programs.
Programs contained in the multiyear plan and annual action programs must
include itemized estimated costs fo-, their development and Implementation.
T'i.-be programs must also be prioritized in light of available and anticipated
i ,ources. Plans for reallocation of resources both from LEAA funds and
other funds to meet the programmatic needs must be Included. All necessary
programs shall be identified even if there are insufficient resources from any
source to implement them.

d. Equitable distribution. (1) Act requirement. Section 223(a) (7) of, the
JJDP Act requires that the State plan "provide for an equitable distribution
of the assistance received under section 22'2 within the State ;".

(2) Plan requirement. The State plan must indicate how It has made the
determination that the distribution of the assistance received under section
222 within the State is equitable.

e. Participation of private agencies and utilization of existing programs.
(1) Act requirement. Section 223(a)(9) of the JJDP Act requires that the
State plan "provide for the active consultation with and participation of
private agencies in the development and execution of the State plan: and
provide for coordination and maximum utilization of existing Juvenile de-
linquency programs and other related programs, such as education, health.
and welfare within the State:".

Z2) Plan requirements. (a) Conultation with and participation of private
agencies. 1. The State plan must indicate the frequency and quality of the
consultation process specified in this subsection. Describe the methods used
to gain input from private agencies about the development and execution of
the State plan.
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2. The relationship of this process of consultation to the advisory group
and the supervisory board must be explained fully.

(b) Coordination and utilization of cristing programs. The State plan must
identify all State efforts related to delinquency prevention and rehabilitation
whether Federal, State, locally or privately funded. The plan must demonstrate
how the SPA plans to coordinate and maximally utilize these services.

f. Advanced techniques. (1) Act requirements. Section 223(a) (10) requires
that the State plan "provide that not less than 75 per centum of the funds
available to such State under section 222, whether expended directly by the

'State or by the local government or through contracts with public or private
agencies, shall be used for advanced techniques in developing, ninintaining,
and expanding programs and services designed to prevent Juvenile delinquency,
to divert Juveniles from the Juvenile Justice system, and to provide community-
based alternatives to Juvenile detention and correctional facilities. That
advanced techniques include:

(a) Community-based programs and services for the prevention and treat-
ment of Juvenile delinquency through the development of foster-care and
shelter-care homes, group homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home health
services, and any other designated community-based diagnostic, treatment, or
rehabilitative services;

(b) Community-based programs and services to work with parents and
other family members to maintain and strengthen the family unit so that
the Juvenile may be retained In his home;

(e) Youth service bureaus and other community-based programs to divert
youth from the Juvenile court or to support, counsel, or provide work and
recreational opportunities for delinquents and youth in danger of becoming
delinquent;

(d) Comprehensive programs of drug and alcohol abuse education and pre-
vention and programs for the treatment and rehabilitation of drug addicted
youth and "drug-dependent" youth (as defined in section 2(q) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 201(q)));

(e) Educational programs or supportive ser-vices designed to keep delin-
quents and to encourage other youth to remain in elementary and secondary
schools or in alternative learning situations

(f) Expanded use of probation and recruitment and training of probation
officers, other professional and para-professional personnel, and volunteers to
work effectively with youth;

(g) Youth-Initiated programs and outreach programs designed to assist
youth who otherwise would not be reached by assistance programs;

(h) Provides for a statewide program through the use of probation sub-
sidles, other subsidies, other financial incentives or disincentives to units of
local government, or other effective means, that may include but are not lim-
ited to programs designed to:

1. Reduce the number of commitments of Juveniles to any form of Juvenile
facility as a percentage of the State Juvenile population;

2. Increase the use of nonsecure community based facilities as a percentage
of total commitments to Juvenile facilities; and

3. Discourage the use of secure incarceration and detention ;"
(2) Plan requirements. (a) The SPA must clearly demonstrate in its plan

that at least 75 per centum of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act funds shall be used for support of advanced techniques as enumer-
ated in section 223(a)(10) a through h.

(b) The State may provide for advanced techniques other than those
enumerated in 223(a) (10) a throught h, provided that those other techniques
are used for the purpose of developing and implementing effective methods
of preventing and reducing Juvenile delinquency; developing and conducting
effective programs of diverting Juveniles from the traditional Juvenile Justice
system, and providing alternatives to institutionalization.

(c) If the State chooses to utilize advanced techniques other than those
enumerated in section 223(a) (10) a through h, it must define what it con-
siders to be advanced techniques, indicate why It has chosen these techniques,
and-why it considers them "advanced". It should also explain how it expects
them to impact on its unique problems.

(d) The selection of advanced techniques shall be determined by each
State's detailed study of needs required by section 223(a) (8). However
recognition should be given to the requirements set forth in paragraph 82c.

67-998 0 - 76 - 24
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(3) Community based programs and services are those which have among
their characteristics local community participation In program planning and
influence upon management; have geographic, social and psychological acces-
sibility; and build Into their services provisions for retention of relationships
between juveniles and "significant others".

(a) Key factors of community-based programs or services are the: 1. Fre.
quency; R. Duration; and 3. Quality of linkages between the community and
the program or service, and linkages between the Juvenile and the community.

(b) Generally, as frequency, duration and quality of these relationships in-
crease, the program becomes more community-based. Another characteristic of
a "community-based facility" is its nonsecure quality which allows for maxi-
mized linkages or relationships between the youths and the community, In-
cluding the youths' families.

(4) Youth in danger of becoming delinquent. (a) This phrase refers
specifically to behavior which is likely to result in youths being adjudicated
"delinquent". "Youth in danger of becoming delinquefit" should not be identi-
fied through: 1. Early detection by means of psychological testing and 2. In.
vasion of parental responsibility for supervision of children.

(b) The State should also avoid usage of labels such as "predeUnquent"
and "potential delinquent".

(5) Eduoation Programs or Supportive Services. (a) Two examples of such
programs are: 1. Lay advocates to represent students and parents in due
process procedures that may be instituted when a student is suspended or
expelled.

R. Counseling groups outside the school that can assist students in adjusting
to a hostile school environment and can advise a student and his or her
parents of their due process rights.

(b) It is also suggested that programs designed to prevent students from
being pushed out of school be focused first on school districts having a
disproportionate number of minority suspensions and expulsions, and, second,
on school districts demonstrating abnormally high suspensions and expulsion
rates for all students regardless of race.

g. Research, Training and Evaluation. Capacity. (1) Act requirement. Sec-
tion 223(a) (11) requires that the State plan "provide for the development
of and adequate research, training, and evaluation capacity within the State ;".
(2) Plan requirements. The State plan must provide for the development of
an adequate research, training, and evaluation capacity within the State.

(a) "An adequate research capacity" Is the capacity to gather and analyze
the information required for the detailed study of needs specified in paragraph
82c. The plan must indicate the resources which the State will utilize to
accomplish the detailed study of needs and, if they are not presently adequate
to the task, the steps which will be taken to augment them. For the initial
period of Implementation of the JJDP Act, no State will be required to
develop or demonstrate the capability to conduct a major program of basic
or applied research beyond the detailed study of needs.

(b) "An adequate training capacity" is the capacity to meet the training
needs identified through the State's juvenile justice planning process. The
plan must indicate those needs Identified which can best be met by training
of existing or future juvenile justice and other youth service personnel, the
resources which the State will utilize to meet these needs, and, If they are
not presently adequate to the task, the steps which will be taken to augment
them. This plan should take into account and make msxlmum use of the
training programs provided by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. Needs which cannot be met at the State level should
be communicated to the NIJJDP for use in planning future programs.

(c) "An. adequate evaluation capacity" is the capacity to carry out the
requirements of paragraphs 20 and 85 of this Guideline Manual. The plan
for those paragraphs must specify the applicability of each section to juvenile
delinquency programing.

h. Status Offenders. (1) Act Requirement. Section 228(a) (12) of the JJDP
Act requires that the State plan "provide within 2 years after submission
of the plan that Juveniles who are charged with or have committed offenses
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be placed in
juvenile detention or correctional facilities, but must be placed In shelter
facilities.
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(2) Purpose. Recognizing the differences between adult and Juvenile of.
fenders and offenses, this provision is intended to divert Juvenile status of-
tenders from the normal correctional processes, and to provide them with
a meaningful opportunity for growth and development.

(8) Status offneders are Juveniles who are charged with or have committed
an offense which would not be an offense if committed by an adult.

(4) Determination of status o#ender8. For purposes of determining status
offenders, the following classifications would apply: (a) Post Adjudicattve
Dtspositions 1. A youth who commits a status offense and is institutionalized
as a result of such offense Is a status offender.

2. A youth who commits a series of status offenses and is institutionalized
as a r-sult of the multiple offenses is a status offender.

3. A youth who is made "a ward of the court" for neglect or dependency
and is placed under custody of a child care agency, and then commits a status
offense and is institutionalized as a result of a petition or affidavit of such
agency which requested such institutionalization, Is a status offender.

4. A youth who is made a "ward of the court" for neglect or dependency
and is institutionalized as a result of such finding is a nonoffender.

5. A youth who is charged with a criminal-type offense, which is reduced
to an adjudication of a status offense, and is institutionalized as a result of
such finding, is a status offender.

6. A youth commits a status offense and Is placed on probation. While on
probation he commits a status offense, and is institutionalized, as a result of
either the subsequent offense or the technical violation of probation. He Is
a status offender.

7. A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is placed on probation and is
subsequently discharged. He now commits a status offense and is institution-
alized as a result of such offense. He is a status offender.

8. A youth commits a status offense, is Institutionalized and is subsequently
placed on parole. While on parole he commits a status offense and is returned,
either administratively or by court order. He Is a status offender.

9. A youth commits a status offense, Is institutionalized and is subsequently
placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a criminal-type
offense and is returned administratively. He is a status offender.

10. A youth commits a criminal-type offense and Is Institutionalized as a
result of such offense. He is a criminal-type offender.

11. A youth commits a criminal-type offense and a status offense, and Is
Institutionalized as a result of both offenses. He Is a criminal-type offender.

It. A youth commits a criminal-type offense and' is placed on probation.
While on probation he commits a status offense and is institutionalized as
a result of the violation of his rules of probation. He is a criminal-type offender.

13. A youth commits a criminal-type offense, is given a suspended institu-
tional commitment and is placed on probation. While on probation, he com-
mits a status offense and is institutionalized. He Is a criminal-type offender.

14. A youth commits a status offense, Is institutionalized, and is subse-
quently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a crim-
inal-type offense and is returned by court order. He Is a criminal-type offender.

15. A youth commits a criminal-type offense, Is institutionalized and is
subsequently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole, he commits a
status offense and Is returned, either administratively or by court order. He
Is a criminal-type offender.

16. A youth commits a criminal-type offense, Is institutionalized and is sub-
sequently placed on parole (aftercare). While on parole he commits a crim-
inal-type offense and is returned, either administratively or by court order.
He Is a criminal-type offender.

(b) Detention 1. A youth who is arrested, placed in detention, and charged
with a status offense is a status-offender.

. A youth who Is placed In detention and charged with dependency or
neglect Is a non-offender.

3. A youth who Is found in detention without being charged with anything
is a non-offender.

4. A youth who is arrested, placed in detention and charged with a crim-
inal-type offense Is a criminal-type offender.

(5) Implementatto. The requirements of this section are to be planned
and implemented by a State within 2 years from the date its plan is sub-
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mitted, so that all juvenile status offenders will be placed In shelter facilities,
group homes or other community based alternatives as identified in 223(a) (10)
(A) rather than juvenile detention or correctional facilities by the end of
that two year period.

(6) Plon requirement. (a) Describe in detail the State's specific plan, pro-
cedure, and timetable assuring that within 2 years of submission of its plan
juvenile status offenders, if placed outside the home, will be placed in shelter
facilities rather than juvenile detention or correctional facilities. Include a
specific description of all existing and proposed shelter and correctional
facilities.

(b) Describe the constraints the State will face In meeting the objectives of
this section.

(7) Shelter facilities for status of'enders may be defined as a temporary
or emergency care facility in a physically nonrestrictive environment. They
are used as a temporary living facility for the purpose of arranging a longer
range plan for the Juvenile. The period of shelter care should be sufficiently
long to develop a suitable plan for the juvenile and should not extend beyond
that point (preferably within 80 days).

i. Contact wtth incaroerated adults. (1) Act requirement. Section 223(a) (18)
of the JJDP Act requfres that the Atate Plan "Provide that Juveniles alleged
to be or found to be delinquent shall not be detained or confined In any
institution in which they have regular contact with adult persons Incarcerated
because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges

(2) Purpose. This provision is Intended to assure that juveniles alleged to
be found to be delinquent shall be kept separate and apart from incarcerated
adults so as to eliminate, insofar as possible, contact of such juveniles with
Incarcerated adults.

(3) Implementation. The requirement of this provision is to be planned and
Implemented immediately by each state in light of the constraints on immedi-
ate implementation described below.

(4) Regular contact. The State plan must provide that juveniles alleged to
be or found to be delinquent shall not be detained or confined in any institu-
tion 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. This prohibition against "regular contact" permits no more
than haphazard or accidental contact between juveniles and incarcerated
adults so as to effect as absolute a separation us possible. For example,
separate living, dining, recreational, vocational, educational and transportation
facilities must be provided or the time period for utilization of these facilities
formally arranged In order to avoid contact between adults and juveniles.

(5) Plan requirement. (a) Describe in detail the State's specific plan, pro-
cedure and timetable for assuring that juveniles will not be detained or
confined in any institution in which they have regular contact with incarcer-
ated adults.

(b) For those institutions In which juveniles and incarcerated adults will
continue to be confined, set forth in detail the procedures for assuring no
regular contact between such juveniles and adults.

(c) Describe the constraints, including physical, judicial, fiscal, and legis-
lative which preclude the immediate separation of juveniles from incarcerated
adults in any particular institution where juveniles are detained or confined.

(d) The State must insure that Juveniles are not reclassified as adults in
order to avoid the intent of segregating adults and juveniles in correctional
facilities.

J. Monitoring of jails, detention facilities and correctional faolities. (1) Act
requirement. Section 228(a) (14) requires that the State plan "Provide for an
adequate system of monitoring jails, detention facilities, and correctional
facilities to insure that the requirements of section 223(12) and (18) are
met, and for annual reporting of the results of such monitoring to the
administrator."

(2) Plan requirements. (a) The State plan must indicate how the State
plans to provide for accurate and complete monitoring of jails, detention
facilities, correctional facilities, and other secure facilities to insure that the
requirements of sections 228(12) and (13) ane met.
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(b) For purposes of paragraph 82h, above, the monitoring must include a
survey of all detention and correctional facilities including the number of
juveniles placed therein during the report period, the specific offense charged
or committed, and the disposition, if any, made for each category of offense.

(c) For purposes of paragraph 821, above, the monitoring must include a
survey of all institutions in which juveniles may be detained or confined with
incarcerated adults, including a detailed description of the steps taken to
eliminate regular contact between juveniles and Incarcerated adults.

(d) The State plan must provide for annual on-site Inspection of Jails,
detention and correctional facilities.

(e) Describe the State plan for relating the monitoring data to thq goals,
objectives, and timetables for the implementation of paragraphs 82h and I as
set forth in the State plan, in the annual report to the administrator.

(8) Reporting requirement. The State Planning Agency shall make an annual
report to the LEAA Administrator on the results of monitoring for both sec-
tions 223(12) and (18). The first report shall be made no later than Decem-
ber 81, 1976. It, and subsequent reports, must indicate the results of monitor-
ing with regard to the provisions of sections 228(12) and (18), including:
(a) Violations of these provisions and steps taken to ensure compliance, if any.

(b) Procedures established for investigation of complaints of violation of
the provisions of (12) and (18).

(c) The manner in which data were obtained.
(d) The plan implemented to ensure compliance with (12) and (13), and

its results.
(e) An overall summary.
k. Equitable Assistance to all Disadvantaged Youth. (1) Act requirement.

Section 228(a) (15) requites that the State plan "Provide assurance that
assistance will be available on an equitable basis to deal with all disadvan-
taged youth Including, but not limited to, females, minority youth and mentally
retarded and emotionally or physically handicapped youth.

(2) Plan requirement. The State plan must demonstrate a determined ef-
fort to assure that the need of disadvantaged youth have been analyzed and
considered and that such youth will receive an equitable share of the assist-
ance to be provided out of Federal funds granted for juvenile delinquency
programs and projects. The plan should include a review of other Federal,
State, local and private programs affecting these youths.

1. Right of privacy for recipients of services. (1) Act requirement. Section
223(a) (16) requires that the State plan "Provide for procedures to be estab-
lished for protecting the rights of recipients of services and for assuring
appropriate privacy with regard to records relating to such services provided
to any individual under the State plan;"

(2) Plan requirement. (a) The State plan must describe the State's meth-
ods or procedures for protecting the rights of recipients of services and for
assuring appropriate privacy of records, including access and use of records
and safeguards.

(b) The State plan must describe any State laws and regulations pertaining
to this requirement.

m. Equitable arrangements for employees affected by assistance under this
Act. (Reserved).

n. Anaysis and Evaluation. (1) Aot requirement. Section 223(a)(20) re-
quires that "The State planning agency will from time to time, but not less
often than annually, review its plan and submit to the administrator an
analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the programs and activities
carried out under the plan, and any modifications in the plan, including the
survey of State and local needs, which it considers necessary ;".

(2) Plan requirement. After the first year of funding under the JJDP Act,
the State planning agency must analyze and evaluate the effectiveness of
the programs and activities carried out under the plan. The results of this
analysis and evaluation should serve as an integral part of the planning
process for the next year's comprehensive plan. The evaluation methodology
should be the same as that employed in evaluating the effectiveness of pro-
grams and activities carried out pursuant to the Safe Streets Act.
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o. Other Term@ and Ootu. (1) Ao requiremeS. Section- 228(a) (21)
requires that the State Plan "Contain such other terms and conditions as theadministrator may reasonably prescribe to assure the effectiveness of the
programs assisted under this title."

(2) PWo requireme"t. In order to assure the effectiveness of the informa-tion clearinghouse and evaluation functions mandated for the Naional In-stitute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the State plAn shallcontain an assurance that the State planning agency will provide such informa-
tion at such times as the national Institute for Juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention shall reasonably deem necessary to the effective accom-plishment of its tasks, Including, but not limited to, information concerningrates of delinquency, caseloads and performance of Juvenile justice system
agencies, delinquency prevention and treatment programs and plans, availa-bility of resources, training and educational programs, and other pertinent
statistics and data.



FROM RICHARD C. WBRTZ

NATIONAL CONlnEUIZ 0? STATE CRIMINAL
JusTicE PLAixrxo ADMiNisTaATORS,

Wasehistotk D.O., March 11, 1975.
Hon. JOHN M. SLAox, JL,
Ohairma, Suboomm4tteo oni State, Jwtioe, Commeroe, and the JuUdcWag,

.. U.S. Hony of Reprentatvea,
WUIPgots, D.C.

DzA CONGRESSMAN SLACK: I am taking this opportunity on behalf of the
National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Adminitrators to
provide you with information for consideration by your Subcommittee on
State, Justice, Commerce, and the Judiciary regarding the fiscal year 1976
budget recommendations of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration( LEA A). -

The national conference represents the directors of the 55 State criminal
Justice planning agencies (SPAs) which operate in the States and territories
under the Crime Control Act of 1978. The States, through planning and block
grants, receive approximately 67 percent of all LEAA funds appropriated by
Congress. These funds are used to support planning and action programs In
the States designed to reduce crime and improve the administration of crim-
inal justice. For these reasons, the national conference has a vital interest In
matters relating to LEAA funding levels.

As State administrators, we are concerned that the i&7 percent reduction
In action funds proposed In the LEAA budget will have serious implications
for State criminal justice programs.

During fiscal years 1978, 1974, and 1975, LEAA appropriations remained
at relatively constant levels near $850 million, of which approximately $586
million was made available to the states In the form of block action grants;
however, the cost of living alone-which has risen 22 percent since the start
of fiscal year 1978, according to U.S. Department of Labor Statistics-has
created substantial problems for states in maintaining a constant level of
services In many currently funded projects.

Simply put, project costs are rising roughly In proportion to the cost of
living and SPA's are at the present time finding it difficult to keep pace
without offsetting increases in funds. This has resulted in a loss of the mo-
mentum which characterized criminal justice reform during the late sixties
and early seventies. A decrease for fiscal year 1976 would be devastating.

New programing would also be adversely affected by such a budget cut.
In fact, a number of states would be forced to sharply limit or possibly even
bring to a halt new program development If available funds are cut and
commitments to currently funded projects are maintained. We believe that a
basic strength of the Crime Control Act program Is the availability of funds
for new programing approaches to criminal justice problems and respectfully
submit that a cutback would hinder the operation of the Crime Control Act
program as envisioned by Congress. In addition, this reduction In new pro-
grams could result in an estimated 2,500 fewer jobs In the criminal justice
system, a serious implication especially in these economically troubled times.

An area of particular concern to the SPA's is that of juvenile delinquency,
where crime rates have been increasing dramatically and far out of propor-
tion to rates of crimes committed by adults. Not only is the volume of juvenile
crime increasing, but also the severity of the crimes being committed by
juvenile offenders.

(331)
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Recognizing the scope of this problem, Congress passed in August the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. The act Is designed
to provide additional Federal funding assistance to the States for Juvenile
programing. It has been looked upon by the SPAs as an important new re-
source for dealing with Juvenile crime.

In spite of the fact that it was signed into law by the President and
authorized by Congress at a funding level of $125 million for fiscal year
1976, no appropriations are being sought by the administration for its imple-
mentation. We feel that funds should be made available immediately under
the act.

Furthermore, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
is evidence, we feel, of the concern of Congress about Juvenile delinquency.
The fact that no funds are being sought by the administration under the
act does not minimize the severity of the Juvenile delinquency problem, but
instead places an additional burden on the SPA's to channel funds from
severely strained budgets into more Juvenile programs. Unfortunately, how-
ever, a reduction In Crime Control Act funds for fiscal year 1976 would
make this impossible.

It is particularly regrettable that budget reductions should be recommended
during the current period of economic slowdown. Hard times have historically
placed additional burdens on our criminal Justice institutions, and now is not
the time to reduce the criminal Justice system's ability to respond.

The National Conference feels that priorities must be set and that funding
levels for more important program areas must be maintained. Criminal Justice
is one such area. We respectfully urge you and the members of your sub-
committee to carefully examine the level of need existing in the States and
to, at a minimum, restore the LEAA budget for phrts C and E (action pro.
grams) to fiscal year 1975 levels. We further believe that additional resources
should be made available under the Crime Control Act program to allow
for continued expansion of programing rather than basic program maintenance,
and urge your consideration of funding at the Congressionally authorized
level of $125 million for fiscal year 1976.

I respectfully request that these remarks be entered into the formal record
of your subcommittee hearings on the LEAA fiscal year 1976 budget, and
stand ready to answer any questions you may have.

Sincerely,
- RICHAD C. WEDTZ,

Ohairman.

[From the Crime Control Digest. March 17, 1975]
SPA DnrWoa DEPLORES ADIriSTRATiON BuDGEr CuTs PROPOSED FOR FY 1976

Administration proposals to cut the LEAA budget for fiscal year 1976 could
mean the loss of an estimated 2,500 Jobs In the criminal Justice system
according to Richard C. Werts, Chairman of the National Conference of
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators.

Wertz, appearing on a panel before the National League of Cities and U.S.
Conference of Mayors In Washington, said that a proposed 13.7 percent cut-
back In action funds available to the States would result in substantially
fewer new programs and an estimated 2,500 fewer new criminal Justice Jobs.

He said such a situation Is particularly serious during- the current economic
slowdown, especially in view of the fact that "hard times have historically
put additional burdens on our criminal Justice Institutions."

Terming the budget proposal a "major setback for criminal Justice reform
efforts," Wertz called on the cities to work with the National Conference in
demonstrating the need for the Crime Control Act to be funded at its con-
gressionally authorized level of $125 million for fiscal year 1976.

Wertz also pointed to the need for funding of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, which was signed by the President last
September, but for which no fiscal year 1976 appropriation has been sought.
The act was authorized at $125 million for fiscal year 1976.

"This situation is intolerable," Wertz said. "Without funding for this Act,
the cities and States cannot effectively meet the serious challenges posed by
the growing Juvenile delinquency problem."
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Wertz also discussed the position of the National Conference regarding
continuation of the Crime Control Act. He said the States have endorsed the
legislation's continuation beyond 1976 and favor only minor changes in its
provisions.

The recommended changes are: an Increase in part B planning funds to
enable the expansion of evaluation efforts, the elimination of the one-third
limitation for the compensation of police or other criminal Justice and law
enforecement personnel, and an amendment to allow for greater flexibility in
development and upgrading of comprehensive plans.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE PLANNINo ADMINISTRATORS,

Washington, D.C., July 8, 1975.
Hon. BIRCH BATH,
U.S. Senate,
Russell Senate Offlce Building,
Wasaington, D.C.
Attention: Mr. John Rector.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Pursuant to the suggestion of staff of the Senate
Appropriations Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce and the Judiciary
and for your Information, I am transmitting to you the attached information
sheet whicr sets forth the National Conference's best ideas on the implications
of alternative funding patterns for the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (LEAA) under H.R. 8121.

In summary, the National Conference considers it critical that LEAA con-
tinue to be funded at the level of $880.6 million for implementation of the
Crime Control Act of 1973 and be funded at the level of $75.0 million for
implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. Funding for the fifth quarter transition budget should be at the level
of one fourth of the 1976 12 month budget. It is the opinion of the National
Conference that funding of LEAA at the level recommended in H.R. 8121
as passed by the House of Representatives will result in severe constriction
of the present State and local criminal Justice system improvement and
crime reduction programs.

I would be pleased to provide any further information you may require.
Sincerely,

RICHARD B. GELTMAX,
General CounseL

(Enclosure.]

H.R. 8121-IMPLICATIONS OF VARIOUS LEVELS OF FISCAL YEAR 1970 APPROPRIATIONS
TO THE LAW ENFORCEMENT AsSIsTANCE ADMINISTRATION

I. BACKGROUND

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators
represents the directors of the 55 state criminal Justice planning agencies
(SPAs) which operate in the States and territories under the Crime Control
Act of 1973 and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. The States, through planning and block grants, receive approximately
67 percent of all Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) funds
appropriated by Congress. These funds are used to support planning and action
programs in the States designed to reduce crime and improve the administra-
tion of criminal Justice. Because the SPAs are the chief planners, recipients,
and administrators of these funds, the National Conference Is vitally interested
In matters relating to LEAA funding levels and ideally suited for assessing
the impact of possible reductions, maintenance or increases in those levels.

After 5 years of rapidly escalating levels of appropriations to LEAA, LEAA
appropriations leveled off at about $880 million for fiscal year 1974 and 1975.
This leveling off of funds created severe problems for the States. First, the
State and local criminal Justice agencies had made their plans based on an
expectation that they would receive an increased level of funding in line
with the Increased appropriations that had occurred in the earlier years of
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the program. Second, these agencies had to compete for the available funds
due to increasing demands for the resources. And third, the agencies had to
absorb skyrocketing cost-of-living increases without additional compensation.
In spite of the problems, the SPAs and the State and local criminal justice
agencies made the difficult decisions required. They evaluated the merits of
the existing and proposed programs, terminated some programs, continued
and expanded others, and began a limited number of new ones. The reevalua-
tion process concluded with most agencies cutting back significantly In their
ratios of spending, reducing drastically the kinds of new programs to be
Initiated even though several years of foundation laying had been completed,
and economizing wherever possible. The process resulted in State and local
agencies cutting back their programs to the bare-bones.

3:. LZAA APPROPRIATIONS BEQUEST

For fiscal year 1976 the Administration made a $769.8 million appropria-
tion request, almost an $110.8 million and 12.6 percent reduction from the
$880.6 million fiscal year 1975 appropriation. The Administration requested
only $462.4 million for State block grants, almost a $74.1 million and a 18.8
percent reduction from the $536.5 miVlion fiscal year 1975 appropriation. The
Administration slashed the Law Enforcement Education Program budget from
$40.0 million in fiscal year 1975 to $22.1 million In fiscal year 1976, and
requested no appropriations for the implementation of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The States had an extremely difficult time making the adjustment to the
leveling-off of funds which occurred In fiscal year 1974 and fiscal year 1975.
In addition to cutting back on old and new programming as a result of the
slow down in funding, the States had to absorb a 22 percent increase in the
cost-of-living Index between the start of fiscal year 1978 and February of'
1975. To reduce the block grant programs by an additional 13.8 percent and
to absorb the reduction in purchasing power reflected In a cost of living which
has increased at the rate of 8.4 percent between June 1974 and May 1975,
the States will have to abandon the idea of Impacting a serious crime rate
which Increased 17 percent in 1974 according to the FBI's uniform crime report.

The Administration budget would terminate or substantially reduce the
training and education of large numbers of criminal justice personnel just as
LEAA has Improved the processing of Law Enforcement Education Program
(LEEP) funds according to the General Accounting Office. The Administra-
tion's budget would prevent the States from implementing the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 which the Congress authorized at the
level of $125 million for fiscal year 1976.

In addition to Impacting the program as set forth above, the Administra-
tion's budget would make It difficult, If not Impossible, to begin to address
new substantive areas in which Congress, the President, and the public have
shown an Interest. The Senate Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Deliquency
has found that resources should be committed to Juvenile delinquency preven-
tion, violence in the public schools and vandalism; the President has Indicated
In his latest crime message to Congress that he would like to see programs
designed to assist the victim of crime; the State judiciary has emphatically
stated that insufficient funds have gone to the courts; and congressmen have
Indicated that more money should be focused on protecting the elderly. None
of these new initiatives can be begun under the Administration's proposed
budget.

I. H.R. 8121 AS PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The House passed H.R. 8121 at the appropriations level requested by the
Administration, $769.6 million less $146,000. In addition to concurring with
this substantially reduced budget request, the House required that $40 million
be made available for LEEP (the Administration had requested $22.1 million)
and $40 million be available for implementation of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (the Administration had requested $0)
without an additional appropriated amount, leaving It to LEAA to determine
from where in its originally proposed budget it would take the money. If
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the House passed version of H.R. 8121 were enacted, LEAA would have to
find $57.9 million in other parts of its budget request. Consequently, LEAA
would have to reduce even further the Part C and E block grant funds avail.
able to the states to fight crime. As a result of these cutbacks, one could
expect devastation of State and local programming.

This is not to say that the National Conference is opposed to increases In
LEIP funding or funding for the Juvenile Justice Act. Quite the contrary is
the case. The National Conference is strongly on record in support of funding
for both budget categories. In fact the conference was recorded in favor of
fiscal year 1975 Supplementary Appropriations funds for implementation of the
Juvenile Justice Act, made every attempt to obtain OMB's release of the
appropriated funds to LEAA, and has been recorded in favor of fiscal year
1976 funds. However, the National Conference believes that the SPAS cannot
do the job required by the Crime Control Act if funds for the Juvenile Justice
Act come from that source, and the SPAS cannot do the job required by the
Juvenile Act with only a $40 million appropriation. A $40 million appropria-
tion means an average of only $400,000 a State. This is an inadequate amount
of money for States to be able to segregate incarcerated Juvenile from adults
immediately and deinstitutionalize Juvenile status offenders within the statu-
torily required 2 years. The Ngtional Conference considers that the minimum
requirement for ensuring participation of most of the States in the Juvenile
Justice Act program Is $75 million for fiscal year 1976.

IV. PROPOSED BUDGET FOR LEAA THAT WOULD PERMIT STATES TO CONTINUE TO
OPERATE WITHOUT A MAJOR CUTBACK IN PROGRAMMING

If the LEAA were funded for fiscal year 1976 at the same level of funding
as fiscal year 1975, most of the programming at the State and local level
could continue with- a minimum of hardship. The continuing cost-of-living
Inflationary factor and the desire to initiate new programs guarantees that
the States must make extremely difficult funding decisions, choosing among
a large number of priority programs. In addition to an LEAA appropriation
of $880.6 million for the Crime Control Act, the National Conference recom-
mends an LEAA appropriation of $75.0 million for the Juvenile Justice Act.

The National Conference's proposed budget appears below in relation to
the LEAA fiscal year 1975 appropriation and the LEAA fiscal year 1976 request.

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION APPROPRIATIONS

fin millions of dollars]

National Conference LEAA LEAA
fiscal year 1976 fiscal year 1975 fiscal year 1976

proposal appropriations request

Block nts .................................... 480.0 480.0 413.7
Discronary gont ................................... 84.0 84.0 73.0
Planning (part- ).................................... 60.0 55.0 60.0
Correctional (part E) ................................... 113.0 113.0 97.4
Technical assistance ................................... 14.0 14.0 14.0
Remrch evaluation and technology (National Institute) .... 35.4 42.5 35.4
Manpower development (Including LEEP) ................ 44.5 44.5 26.6
Data systems and statistical assistance ................... 26.6 26.0 26.6
Management and operations ............................ 23.1 21.6 23.1

Total .................................... 880. 6 880. 6 769.8
Juvenile Justice Act....* ........................... 75.0 0 0

Grant total .................................... 955.6 1880.6 a 769.8

1 $25 million was approprated by the Second Supplementary Appropriations Act of 1975. Althowh the President signed
the act on June 12, 1975 OMB did not release this money until J1ly 1, 1975, some seventeen (17) days after It had the
request from the Justice department to release the funds. All other supplementary funds were relesed before the Juvenile
Justice Act funds were released.

I The House appropriated the $769.8 million amount, requiring $40 million to be expanded for LEEP (found in the man-
power development budget item) and $40 million to be expended for the Juvenile Justice Act. It was left to LEAA to de-
termne from where in its original budget the additional $57.9 million for these budget Items would be taken.





PART 2-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. RHETTA ARTER

Dnumron, INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

NATIONjL BoARD OF THE YOUNG WOMEN'S CHwSTIAN AssociAnON

The National Board of the Young Women's Christian Association of the
U.S.A. wishes to take this opportunity to endorse the efforts of the Subcom-
mittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency to spark congressional action for
appropriations to fund implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974. Our previous statements regarding the need
for this legislation still stand; in fact they have been reenforced by our ex-
perience in work with female youth who have come into conflict with the
law since we testified before the subcommittee on June 28, 1912.

We are saddened to report that we have encountered-within different
State Justice systems--numbets of female youths whom we believe we might
have helped to divert from thei4 endangered situations and their consequent
involvement in antisocial behavior, if the resources which this legislative
landmark sought to provide and which it designated as necessary had been
made available at the time of its enactment.

The statements which we offer now are built on our operating experience in
programs in which very limited governmental resources are being made avail-
able to work with girls who are not caught up in these systems. We know that
we must refrain from speculations about how many of them we could have
deterred in their delinquency courses if we had been able to assemble the
funding which is essential to mounting of programs for this purpose. At this
time, we speak to the point of our current experience and the insights we
are deriving from our work with young females who are caught up in the
Justice system. For this purpose we draw most heavily from work which the
National Board YWCA is carrying on in the six New England States, with
funding through Region I of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
The funding of this New England YWCA Intervention Program has made
it possible for the National Board YWCA to work to a limited extent with
the Justice systems in each of the six New England States as well as with
YWCAs serving localities in all of those States to provide community-based
programs for young women and girls.

The project is coming to the close of its first year, in the course of which
we have been able to serve 241 young female offenders, 83 percent of whom
have been juveniles. You will want to know that the funding which has come
through the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 has made
it possible for the YWCA to work with young women and girls who: have
had a first brush with the law; are in pending hearing status; are on pro-
bation; are in correctional institutions; are taking part in early-release pro-
grams; are in after care status; or are in other stages of pre- or post-con-
viction status.

The program has provided residential and nonresidential resources. It has
been possible for these YWCAs in the served New England communities to
work closely with Juvenile and other Justice agencies to provide alternatives
to detention and other institutional experiences. The project staff and other
YWCA personnel-volunteers as well as those who are employed-are pro-
viding counseling and a range and variety of group and Individual support
services. These YWCAs work with young offenders in the YWCAs, in their
own homes, in correction institutions while they are preparing for release,
and in any other locations where they may be found. In some cases the girls
come to the programs; in others the services are taken to the girls--this is
especially true of work with families.

(337)
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The YWCA is proud of what it has been able to do to date. Of the 200
Juveniles who have taken part in this program only 8 percent are known to
have been caught up in repeat offenses-it Is our hope to bring that propor-
tion to zero. But we are not happy about the fact that in this project we are
using an approximate 30 percent of our facilities; that the number of New
England YWCAs waiting eagerly to enter this network outnumber in a ratio
to 2 to 1 those who are now active. This limitation is the function of funding,
i.e., the unavailability of money to put into this system. With adequate fund-
ing the YWCA could include the rest of the New England YWCAs in a per-
vasive system that would spread across the New England States. We could
triple the numbers served. Of course, we have to move away from our dis-
ciplined stance to say that-if the funding included provision for prevention
services-we could reduce, significantly, the number of those who reach the
system: Remember that all of those who come to us now are, must be, re-
ferred by agencies of the Justice systems because we are restricted to "cor-
rections" only under the Part Z money allocated by the New England pro-
gram's grant.

There are many ways to look at this experience. Through this and other
YWCA-sponsored programs serving young female offenders, we have become
aware of several critical problems and limitations:

1. Under the present restrictions--we really are not able to carry out diver-
sion programs in the sense that we believe that term to be meaningful. We
know that diversion after contact with the system may be better than no
diversion at all; but to the YWCA, meaningful diversion is that which helps to
turn youth away from endangerment and the delinquent lifestyles which en-
sue. We believe that members of the Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency will be interested to know that many of the Juvenile Court Judges,
Probation Officers, and other justice system staff ask us repeatedly to try to
find resources for work with girls brought before them, whom they would
like to refer to a community-based resource without sending them through the
system or even "giving them a record"; but that the present requirements
are such that we can enroll girls in these intervention programs only if they
are referred officially by these systems. Of course, ineligible girls may be and
are referred to "regular" YWCA programs, but we have to say that many of
them need the specialized attention which is possible in the intervention
services only; that they need intensive specialized help before they can move-
without support-into the group and other activities which are made avail-
able to the community at large. Perhaps we should include here the fact that
girls who are entered In the Intervention programs do take part in YWCA
activities with other girls--without stigmatization or segregation. The point
is that they are referred to intensive service in addition--it Is these needs
which the government funds meet. At the present time, New England-
Region I of the LEAA-is the only part of the United States in which the
National Board YWCA and Its affiliated associations have been successful In
initiating a network of this kind. While this established, interested, concerned,
experienced resources Is partially used in these six States, its potential for
the rest of the country stands as really untapped. If services of this nature
were to be made available in the other nine LEAA regions, we believe that
the country would feel the impact. If those services included prevention, we
are unafraid to claim that their effects would be shown In reductions of the
horrendous figures which we now face, i.e., that:

The rise in delinquency [arrests] among females under 18 years of age
was 264 percent between 1960 and 1978;

Arrests for violent crimes by girls in this age group rose over 393 percent;
Arrests for property crimes [burglary, larceny and auto theft] increased

about 384 percent for girls in this age group; and
Arrests of girls in this age goup for violations of narcotic drug laws

increased by 6,045 percent! -
We have reason to believe that the cooperation is available in other parts

of the country: that if significant funding for this purpose Were made avail-
able, the National Board YWCA and its affiliates could move from demonstra-
tion status in one Federal Region to fully operation status In all 10.

'Based on the 1973 FBI Utiorm Crime Reports for the United States, p. 126.
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2. If funds were available under the provisions of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the YWCA and comparable voluntary
private agencies would be eligible for direct funding. They would be per-
mitted the status of prime grantee. In addition to the positive effects this
would have on the agencies' psychological posture, this would make them
eligible for Letters of Credit through which they could receive operational
advances rather than be required to spend their own funds and wait for
reimbursement through a grantee public agency. This is one of the most
serious Impediments to the participation of voluntary, nonprofit organizations
in these programs: Often the cash-flow requirements press them either to
draw upon their limited capital funds-depriving them of much-needed in-
terest income-or to borrow money for which the Government will not permit
payment of Interest. What Is perhaps worse is the reality that many of these
organizations simply cannot sustain the fiscal strain of utilizing their limited
operating funds while waiting--sometimes from 6 weeks to 2 months--for
reimbursement. Added to this is the "10 percent" hold back practice of many
of the public "pass through" agencies: this means that reimbursement is made
only for 90 percent of the outlay pending project completion and audit. This,
too, would be alleviated by direct funding. This leads to the observation that
some of the public agencies--though not all of them--charge the subgrantee
private agencies an administrative cost for processing the project funds.
While the National Board YWCA has been fortunate in Its experience with
"pass through" public agencies, the program of some local YWCAs and other
organizations has been penalized by these administrative deductions.

Under the most favorable circumstances, the "pass through" process im-
poses costs either to the public agencies or to the operating programs that
cut into the funds so essential to delivery of services. Directly or indirectly,
each administrative layer demands additional investment In procedures.

3. A further problem has been encountered in the time limltatibn on fund-
ing. It is difficult to report, with authority, just where these have originated.
We only know that some communities are unwilling to accept the Introduction
of LEAA-funded intervention programs into their Jurisdictions because:

a. They know that the funding will be reduced from 90 percent to 75 per-
cent in the second year; and

b. That funding may disappear entirely at the end of the second year; and
c. That they-the communities--are expected to make commitments for

funding the programs after that time.
In these days when the very communities which need the intervention of

experienced agencies in the delinquency hazards and cycles of its youth are
forced to cut the services which they now provide, It seems clear that-regard-
less of interest, desire, or intent-they cannot make such a commitment. In
some New England communities the National Board YWCA sponsored pro-
gram has been stopped for these reasons. There must be a way to deal with
this reality: We feel fortunate that It has not been encountered everywhere;
we wish it were nonexistent.

4. This relates to another problem which we have laid before this subcom-
mittee on previous appearances, that is, the whole problem of refunding.
There seems to be no end to the time, the procedures, the unidentified--
sometimes Incomprehensible-factors that make refunding a nightmarish ex-
perience. To organizations that have evolved programs, established credibility,
and developed a referral flow of youth who need the services and who give
every evidence of responding positively to them, refunding looms as an al-
mighty barrier. Periods of curtailment, uncertainty, cutbacks to "stretch" the
existing funds through date "extensions" and any other means, all of these
come together to render the seasoned operator somewhat fearful of entering
into what is really a moral commitment to the youth, their families, and their
communities when they know that they are powerless to assure them of a
continuing operation for a reasonable period. We believe "reasonable" here
to refer to a minimum of 5 years: It takes that long to imbed a program
of this kind Into the social fabric of a community and to permit that com-
munity to develop the resources needed to take it over when the special
funding is no longer available. There has to be a beter way than those which
now exist.
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5. The YWCA of the U.S.A. is cooperating with, interested in, but concerned
about the present concentration of juvenile Justice funding on status offenders.
This would be desirable If it did not exclude funding for services to other
youths-in other categories--as does the present funding bind. We believe
this to be a development which was not designed into the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, even though it derives from one of
Its provisions. We regard this as an unfortunate but direct product of the
Inadequate funding of that legislation, one which we hope to be susceptible of
remediation In the very near future. This leads to our expression of concern
about a related development which has grown out of the extreme limitation
upon funding at this time together with a complementary pressure Imposed
by the legislation itself: This refers to the current "competition" for the
deinstitutionazation of status offender projects. This "competition," which
represents an effort to recognize the priority of the Section 223 requirement
that the States, to qualify for funding, "provide within 2 years after submis-
sion of the plan that juveniles who are charged with or who have committed
offenses that would not be criminal If committed by an adult, shall not be
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities, but must be placed in
shelter facilities." We have first-hand knowledge of a number of submissions,
some of which represent creative approaches to the desired target of de-
institutionalization. We know that It will be impossible--with the present
funding limitations for this effort ($8.5 million] for LEAA to make awards
to a significant number of these applicants. This heightens our concern that
sufficient funds be made available to permit fair and equitable responses by
LEAA on the basis of the merit of proposals with freedom from the proscrip-
tions which are dictated solely by the present funding limitations. In this
context, we are sure by now that the attention of the subcommittee has been
called to the fiscal unreality of the "2 year" clause itself as it mandates
State eligibility based on a commitment for alternative facilities and services
which would call for outlays of millions of dollars. May we add our recom-
mendation to the many others that doubtlessly are being presented for re-
consideration of this unrealistic requirement on fiscal as well as other grounds.
We must emphasize, however, our hope that allocations for deinstitutioualiza-
tion of status offenders be in addition to those for other, equally important
programs and services authorized by this act.

We cannot close without reference to the splendid cooperation we have
received in relation to the New England YWCA Intervention Program through
Region I of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Operations Task Group and the Cor-
rections Division of the National LEAA. We have just completed negotiations
for funding of the second year of the New England Program: These Include
arrangements for funding through the two units--Corrections and JJDPOTO.
As we have worked with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Operations Task Group we have been impressed by the caring about youth,
and their willingness to stretch their resources to cooperate with us and
other voluntary agencies. We have been concerned about the conditions under
which they have been working-especially, the absence of the designation of
an LEAA Assistant Administrator to head the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Office as specified by the act. This is especially trouble-
some In view of the demonstrated competence and experience of the "Acting
Head":

The loss of competent personnel due to governmental procedures which
seem to have been applied with questionable rigidity and insensitivity to the
need for experienced personnel in this difficult period when the provisions of
the new act were being interpreted and new relationships were being de-
veloped;

The general understaffing of this Task Force, which seems to be a clear
function of underfunding.

We feel assured that those who worked with us on this, regret their in-
ability to fund the National Board YWCA and Its New England affiliates
at a level which would permit full utilization of their resources In all six
of the States In the provision of YWCA community-based programs to serve
young female offenders who need them. We know that the State Planning
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Agencies, the Juvenile Justice Systems and related Youth Serving Agencies-
and the many other public and private organizations that work closely with
the YWCA Is making maximum use of those services which we can provide-
support, endorse, and desire to work with us in extending those services to
other New England communities and other youth who want and need them.
We know that they join us in our endorsement of the efforts of the sub-
committee. to unleash the additional resources that are needed to realize the
potentials, not only in New England but in our country as a whole.

We look forward to the time when the conditions which are the products
of inadequate fiscal resources may be removed from the situation, when we
all may tie freed to direct our energies to the important task of working with
the youth who need them, and when we shall have the privilege again of
presenting our experience to this subcommittee in terms of accomplishments,
milestones passed, and momentum toward our mutual goals achieved.

G7-OSS-70-25



PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BRENDAN T. BYRNE
GovEwoR O7 THE STATE OF NEW JnEY; AND CHAIRMAN, COMMIrrz ON CRIME

RTuonoN AND PUBLI SAFETY OF THE NATIONAL GOVERNozs' CONFERNCE

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency. On behalf of the Governors and the National Governors' Confer-
ence Committee on Crime Reduction and Public Safety, I want to thank you
for this opportunity to reaffirm the support of the Nation's Governors for the
objectives of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
To that end, we express our hope that moneys will be available to build on
the progress States have made in reforming the Juvenile justice system and
to implement the objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act.

Efforts by the National Governor's Conference to promote enactment of a
major new Juvenile justice act began in 1971 when it became painfully clear
that, primarily because of chronic underfunding, the Youth Development
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1968 was not going to achieve its objec-
tives. Never was more than $10 or $15 million requested for a program
whose authorization levels nearly paralleled thoge of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Since 1971, our policy position has
been consistently in favor of new and comprehensive legislation. The text
of the present policy is set out below.

"In recognition of the key role which State governments play in the inter-
governmental effort to prevent and control Juvenile delinquency, the Na-
tional Governors' Conference urges each State to act as the focal point for
the coordination of planning and services of all State and Federal agencies
which contribute to the prevention, control and treatment of Juvenile delin-
quency.

"To achieve that objective, greater emphasis should be placed on coordina-
tion of effort between the numerous Federal agencies with Juvenile delinquency
programs and between Federal and State agencies.

"Recognizing that Juvenile delinquency, is a problem broader that! the crim-
inal justice system, planning for programs should promote coordination and
utilization of private and public, social and educational services to youth
to the maximum extent feasible.

"Further, recognizing that the key to meaningful reduction in Juvenile de-
linquency lies in its prevention, each State should emphasize and strengthen
its commitment to basic prevention programs giving particular emphasis to
home, school and community centered programs aimed at youth in danger of
becoming delinquent.

"The States have increasingly recognized the importance of preventive
programs and made notable progress in implementing new programs and
experimenting with new ways of preventing delinquency. What is lacking i
a Federal commitment to the prevention of Juvenile delinquency. The Na.
tional Governor's Conference, therefore, urges the Congress to adequately
fund and amend legislation to support State Juvenile delinquency prevention
efforts. Such legislation should focus on the following objectives:

"A. Improving Federal programs affecting juveniles. Such improvement
should provide expanded Juvenile jurisdiction and funding by the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration and those programs at the State and
local level. Further improvement should also be sought in coordination with
those programs recently being funded by the Department of Health, Edu.
cation, and Welfare with those of the LEAA including its expanded Juvenile
authority.

"B. Broadening and planning structure and capabilities at the local and
State levels.

(342)
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"C. Substantially Increased funding for action and special Impact by States
and localities. A portion of the Federal funds under the act should be avail-
able for the matching requirements of other Federal funds, thus Increasing
the scope of the funding.

"D. Providing an ongoing capability for legislative and staff monitoring
and evaluation of all programs and activities funded under the act as a basis
for developing hard data for making decisions on long-range needs.

"E. Utilization of the existing structure of the State Planning Agencies
for law enforcement in the achievement of the above objectives."

The Governors did more than adopt a policy position. Until the very day
S. 821 became public law, Governors worked actively for enactment through
letters, telegrams and personal calls to Senators and Congressmen and ulti-
mately the White House; and, in speaking here, I seek to interpret for you
the Governors' Conference policy statement.

0 Against this background it is understandable why the Governors are dis-
appointed that so little progress has been made in implementing the legis-
lation. We In the States now face the possibility that not only will there be
no new Juvenile delinquency funding support from the Federal Government,
but the principal source of present Federal assistance, block grants from the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration may- be cut back to 1972 levels.
The President's budget recommends that block grants to States be reduced
from $480 million to $418 million. If the Congress accepts the President's
budget and the administration will not free up the limited amount of repro-
gramed dollars that could be utilized for juvenile delinquency purposes, then
even existing levels of service may be diminished.

We are well aware of the fiscal situation that provides the justification for
the cutbacks. If anything, the States are more victimized by economics than
the Federal Government. Unfortunately, if the costs of preventing juvenile
delinquency and diverting young, people from the stigma of the criminal
justice system are deferred, the Increased costs of Juvenile crime and criminal
processing, will more than offset the deferred prevention costs. The pre-
ponderance of the evidence Indicates that residential commitments, probation
services and diversion programs are substantially less expensive than training
schools and other correctional institutions. Yet by our failure to provide
these kinds of alternatives, we are compelled to pay the higher long-run costs
of processing through the criminal justice system and incarceration in penal
institutions.

It is well known that young people often end up in the criminal justice
system for behavior that would not be criminal for an adult. We also know
that youths who have gone through the criminal justice process are very
susceptible to further troubles with the law. Their recidivism rate is probably
in excess of 70 percent. Children who would be better served by counselling
and regular attention and supervision are being sent to institutions simply
because the alternatives to incarceration are inadequate or nonexistent. Thus
a youth, whose chances of normal behaviorial development were at least 50
percent, has his chances reduced to about 3 in 10 because of his contact with
the criminal justice system. In a very real sense the cost of prevention is less
than its "treatment." Ultimately we must pay more because we are unwilling
to pay less.

From the point of view of the Governors, it is difficult to avoid a sense of
deja vu. The same things we are now saying about the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Act of 1974 were said equally vehemently about the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968, 5 years ago. Like the present
act, that act had laudable objectives. It was to coordinate and unify the
Federal effort to prevent and control delinquency. Through block grants to
States, it was to assist States and localities improve their capacity for deal-
ing with criminal and other aberrant behavior of Juveniles. It was mandated
to develop innovative and Imaginative programs to prevent delinquency. The
act also provided for training of personnel in the field of Juvenile delinquency.

Why did the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968
fail? First, there was a lack of commitment on the part of HEW, the agency
given administrative control of the act. That lack of commitment manifested
itself in weak administration. Although the authorizations for the 1968 act
were nearly as high as the 1974 act, the administration requested only $49
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million from 1968 to 1971-and only $30 million was appropriated. Despite
the minimal funding for a program with a vast mandate, only about half of
the money appropriated was actually expended.

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration seems ready and able to
administer the funds for the 1974 act. Working as it does through an existing
and functioning planning structure In the States, LEAA will no doubt be
able to avoid many of the management problems that plagued HEW in ad-
ministration of the 1968 act. kso, LEAA has substantial experience in juve-
nile delinquency. However, the question of funding is Just as acute for the
1974 act as it ever was for the 1968 act.

In signing the bill into law, President Ford served notice that he would
seek no new appropriations for the purposes of the act. As a temporary
expedient, LEAA has sought to use a small amount of reprogramed dollars
from the Safe Streets Act to implement the act. While Congress consented
to the use of the reprogramed moneys, the Office of Management and Budget
has withheld approval for their expenditure. What we have is the shell of a
bill-a legislative Potemkin Village. It looks good from the outside; but,
without funding, It is only a facade.

If there is no new money for this legislation or if the amount is minimal,
the program will get off to a poor start. Then when it comes again before
the Congress for funding, the argument will be made that nothing significant
has been accomplished and the program is thus unworthy of substantial fund-
ing. By the next round of appropriation hearings, the Congress will have
lost confidence in the program and some Members will begin to talk of new
legislation to remedy the faults of the 1974 act-Just as the 1974 act was
intended to remedy the problems of the 1968 act.

From the perspective of Governors, we feel that the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 goes far toward solving the administrative
problems that undermined the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Treat.
meant Act of 1968. Nonetheless, the new act cannot endure without funding.
We strongly urge Office of Management and Budget to permit the use of the
reprogramed money and we urge the Congress to appropriate some additional
funds for this fiscal year. In addition, we strongly urge the Congress to con-
sider appropriating a sum for fiscal year 1976 that is commensurate with the
purposes and objectives of the new act.

On behalf of the Governors, I want to commend this subcommittee for its
efforts not only in the development and enactment of P.L. 93-415 but for its
recognition that legislative responsibility does not end with the rolleall vote
approving a piece of legislation. This hearing demonstrates that this sub-
committee is deeply concerned about the future of this program and committed
to making it a success. On behalf of the -Governors, we are pleased to join
you in that effort. You may be assured of our support.
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Mr. Chairman, suburban, semirural Suffolk County, in New York State,
located within commuting distance of the New York City metropolitan area is
in serious need of Federal assistance in the development of Juvenile Justice
and delinquency prevention programs as described in the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

While most people are aware that there has been an increase in crime and
delinquency in recent years, most still view crime and delinquency as urban
phenomena. Meanwhile, the State of New York's Division of Criminal Justice
Services has identified major areas of population and crime and arrest con-
centrations. The three areas identified as the State's "highest incidence and
activity areas" are New York City, Buffalo-Erie County, and Suffolk County.
In 1972, Suffolk County had 30,242 criminal cases with approximately 10
percent Involving felony arrests. In 1973, crime in Suffolk's five western towns
went up 12 percent.

In 1973, there were 2,497 juvenile arrests in Suffolk County which represents
a 36 percent Increase over 1972 when there were 1,843 juvenile arrests. During
the year 1968, there were 1,506 arrests of children under the age of 16. Ac-
cording to the Suffolk County Family Court's 1973 Annual Report, the total
number of juvenile delinquency cases appearing before the Family Court in-
creased 00 percent during 1972-1973. According to Suffolk's Traffic Safety
Department 16; to 19-year-old drivers accounted for 13.2 percent of alcohol-
related accidents in the county in 1973, although that age group accounts for
less than 7 percent of Suffolk's drivers.

FBI statistics in recent years indicate that youth crime in the suBurbs is
increasing at a more rapid rate than urban areas. Add to the figures, the
likelihood of a substantial amount of unreported crime within local in-
corporated jurisdictions where "informal" arrangement between parents and
local police replace normal processing, and you have an even greater social
and economic problem affecting business homeowners, and the community-at-
large.

In recent months, a large group of Suffolk County citizens have joined to-
gether to begin to develop some responsible alternatives to these conditions.
Twenty-seven private, civic, church, and professional groups have been meet-
ing since September 1974. Earlier this month, they conducted a 2-day Confer-
ence on Juvenile and Criminal Justice which was attended by over 400 citizens
and an excellent representation of elected and appointed officials. A copy
of their Overview of Juvenile and Criminal Justice is attached [See follow-
ing.]

A major theme for the conference was to develop ongoing, effective citizen
involvement in juvenile delinquency prevention and crime prevention and
control. Recommendations of the conference participants were to develop an
ongoing coalition and work with government towards desired ends.

We have specific ideas. For instance:
To divert many criminal cases from court into community-based, third party

mediation, therefore, saving costs and assuring more justice to both sides of
many types of cases. It is commonly recognized that a courtroom is not the
atmosphere, 'nor does a lawyer have the skills, nor does our system easily
allow for justice among many neighborhood and family disputes.

Programs to help parentless youth who need advocates and brokers when
in court.

Programs to aid the runaway and his/her family to reunite.
Programs which bring together police and young people in non-threatening

situations.
(345) -
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Programs which offer a shopkeeper an alternative to calling the police
when a minor shoplifter Is caught or when he notices a teenager keeping odd
hours.

Our county does not have one residential treatment facility for juvenile
boys as an alternative resource for the Court and Probation Department.
There is only one for girls.

There is also a dearth of crisis centers and nonsecure residences.
The Federal funding within the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

vention Act of 1974 that is not forthcoming will deleteriously affect our
county's impetus to move ahead. Our county needs the Input or federally-
funded demonstration projects into innovative areas.

The act provides the mechanism for the study of delinquency, for Federal
assistance to local programs, for the evaluation of our efforts towards de-
linquency prevention. The legislative intent to address this national problem
is clear.

Yet the absence of an appropriation for these programs in Federal fiscal
1976 budget thwarts the purpose of that act. Neither the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Federal assistance mandated in
title II, nor the program for Runaway Youth in title II1, will meet the goals
set by Congress. The excellent local initiative, the concern of citizens--in my
district and others--will not be utilized. The Federal responsibility accepted
by Congress in 1974 will be denied.

We have the will and energy to try to reinstall a sense of responsibility
once again in all of us towards one another. We want to create the means in
our county to develop this. In order to see this happen, we urge your continued
support to see the Act become a reality during 1975.

(Enclosure.]

SUFFOLK COUNTY CONFERENCE ON JUVENILE AND CamIxAL Jusncm--Ax
Ovluvr~w

1. INTRODUCTION

Complex generalizations about crime and criminals, punishment and justice
can no longer be substituted for the simple answers that we know to be true.
Those generalizations are responsible, in part, for our hypocrisy and our
hypocrisy is responsible for the condition of the system:

We say that many defendents turn to crime because they have been de-
prived of socioeconomic fundamentals, but we continue to treat people In a
system that is blind to the effects of such deprivation.

We say that there should be different treatment for different types of peo-
ple, but we continually refuse to establish the procedures for making the neces-
sary distinctions between offenders.

We say that many offenders are so warped by their home lives that they
are "anti-social," yet we fail to concentrate on that relationship until a person
has penetrated far enough into the system to be assigned a probation officer
after sentence.

We say that the probation caseload is too high to give the individual offender
the amount of time required, yet we refuse to utilize the resources of the
community to provide alternative supervision.

We say that the stigma of an arrest, the very existence of a criminal record,
and the fact of incarceration are damaging to individuals, but we continue
to arrest, convict, and incarcerate children and adults for minor crimes and
petty offenses.

We say that people's criminal records will not be held against them, but In
countless, sometimes invisible, ways we hold such records against them.

We say that Juveniles have a right to treatment instead of punishment, yet
we run institutions that brutalize children and make them less than citizens
for the duration of their minority.

We say that conduct by Juveniles, which, if committed by an adult would
not be criminal, should be removed from the system, but we continue to In-
stitutionalize truants and runaways and "Incorrigible" children.

We soy that the earlier one gets embroiled in the juvenile or criminal jus-
tice system, the greater the likelihood of remaining in it, yet we continue
to rely on it for too many individuals.
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We say that the law should apply fairly and equally to al, yet we stop
short of providing those sefylces to the poor and the middle class that would
make that cliche a reality.

We say that we want better police protection, but we treat the police with
little or no respect and command them to do society's dirty work.

We say we'd like to rid our county of the root causes of crime, but we vote
against the increases in taxes that could help bring that about.

We say we want alternatives to the penal system, but we refuse the estab-
lishment of halfway houses in our community or our neighborhood, on our
block or next door.

We say/ we want safer streets, but we fail to report crime, to assist our
neighbors, or to remove either the possibilities of incentives for crime.

We say we want a more secure community, but are unwilling to agree to
the compassionate and economic measures required to make that a possibility.

We say we are angry, outraged, and vengeful over the crimes we hear
about being committed, but we are really fearful, confused, and saddened.

And finally, we say that we have lost our compassion, and that that fact
explains our hypocrisy. But that had better not be so,. for if It Is not our com-
passion and our love that are equal to the task of rebuilding this system, we
have not the tools to accomplish it.

Our responses to crime and punishment are the product of our experience
with the world as we have been taught to view It. We have come to believe
that one may permissibly rely on punishment as a deterrent to crime even
though few people truly believe that crime is generally thereby deterred. We
live in an age when the old order and culture are being battered and attacked
from every side and such great pressure is brought to bear on an of us, that
we esily retreat toward expedient solutions and fear-permeated responses.
Our first step, therefore, must be to exorcise from ourselves, the myths, the
prejudices, and the stereotypes which control us. Perhaps as a second step
we should begin to grasp who it Is we are really afraid of and who it is we
are really ashamed to be afraid of. We must stop thinking of vicious and
brutal personal attacks as the only kind of crime which exists. This thinking
immobolizes, confuses, and diminishes u,.

Millions of Americans are arrested and jailed each year for drinking too
much In public. In a country where alcoholism is a widespread disease, an
enormous social problem, and a disorder all too prevalent among the young,
such a governmental response seems almost a breach of the public trust. Yet
we, all of us hypocrites, are responsible. Who wants to be near a drunk, at
least when one is sober? Each of us is responsible for the waste resulting
from arresting, processing, convicting and incarcerating people with drinking
problems. We can hardly cry about seriomwriLme not being pursued when we
continue, as citizens, to insist on stupidity. This year may be the last in
which Public Intoxication is a crime in New York State, but we need only
combine our paUt response to this victimless crime with our continuing re-
sponse to possession of marijuana, gambling, prostitution, loitering, and con-
sensual sexual acts; multiply ten-fold the resultant waste for all concerned,
and the problem of crime and punishment becomes a different problem. Crime
comes in many forms and shapes, and it Is not liberal bleeding-heartism that
begs for an analysis of those varieties before flailing at the crime statistics.
Common sense, basic human compassion and personal self interest all demand
this analysis.

If the sum of citizens' experience with criminals and criminal justice Is
the newspaper and the television; or if it is the vivid personal experience of
one criminal Incident (even a violent one); or if the sum represents merely
an abstract belief in the system of justice, that experince is, standing alone,
unreal and not a basis from which to generalize. And If the sum of experience
for a judge, district attorney, police, or defense attorney is only the perception
of the particular caseload they have faced for years, it too Is unreal.

As lay and professional citizens-plumbers, teachers, Judges, and attorneys
-we owe ourselves the personal willingness not to generalize about crime
and criminals.

We need to know that some offenders are dangerous people; that some are
unable to sustain themselves psychologically; that some are bewildered, afraid,
and lonely; that some are devoid of hope; that many are poor, undereducated,
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underemployed, with little expectation that circumstances will change. We
need to remember these different kinds of humans each time we call for an
across-the-board solution to crime or an across-the-board demand for punish-
ment.

True, we need to know that there are people who will inflict pain and
suffering and violent armed robberies. But, daily we are reminded of that
fact. We should also be made aware of the fact that many eases, rarely pub-
licized, consist of thefts under ten dollars; that sometimes people steal meat
from grocery stores, and clothes from department stores, a ;radio, a battery,
a toy.

We have created a system to deal with all these acts that fail to make any
meaningful distinctions between one kind of behavior and another, or to act
according to the distinctions, if made. And the consequence of not making
those distinctions becomes apparent when one examines the system's earlier
treatments of now violent offenders. The personal history of people who
brutalize others frequently reveals that they, themselves, were brutalized
by natural or foster parents, or through a process of extensive and early
initiated institutionalization. Many violent offenders begin on the journey
toward -violence only after having been incarcerated for committing an in-
significant act. There may be the need to incarcerate some dangerous people,
but as citizens, we should reject any attempt. by anyone, to make us think
such people form a majority of those who break the criminal law. And even
among those whom we might all agree are dangerous people, in need of
Incarceration, there is no legitimate basis for the continued brutality and
dysfunctional programs of our penal institutions.

As citizens, we need to remember that there is a clear and undeniable
relationship between the way the system treats people (before and after their
acts) and what those people will do in the future. And we need to remember
that relationship when we are bombarded by those who fail to make distinc-
tions. We need to remember it even more when the headlines, and editorials,
and broadcasts, and news specials are all asking us to forget it. We need to
remember it more when we least wish to-when we are afraid. Lay citizens must
know that the system which is proclaimed to be their protector is, in fact, in
desperate need of an infusion of new ideas and procedures. They must know that
some of these ideas will require more courage and faith to implement than many
of us feel we have. We must resist being cowed into silence by those who would
claim ownership 6f the reins of system power, for they, -most of all, will come to
cherish our involvement.

By its own weight, the system is grinding slowly to the point where private
citizens are most needed. In the clubhouse, the committees, and the meeting
rooms of prestigious commissions, these words are not viewed as heresy, for
in those places, today like in none other, the word has gone forth that our
justice system is hanging by a thread. And a mighty thin thread it is.

It is from the foregoing matrix of fear and catastrophe that our involve-
ment must spring. And It is from this place that we can renew ourselves and
our system. We can begin again.

From officials there will be fear at first, hesitancy, and the natural jealousy
that accompanies sharing any great responsibility. But this will ultimately
give way as it inevitably must, when our elected and appointed officials see
that we have channeled our fear and concern into new energy and a con-
tinuing commitment to change this system, to make it work, and to involve
ourselves in ways hitherto unimagined as a means to that end. This we can
do. This we must do.

None of this will occur by defining the system as something foreign to us,
something "over there" out of reach, to be used by the professionals and
called upon by us in our hour of need. It will come by defining the justice
system as our creation-an entity which takes our taxes, enforces our laws,
and acts continually in our name.

No amount of theoretical rationalization can erase the fact that when the
system acts, we act. When it is wrong, oe are wrong. If it is guilty, woe are
guilty.

It does only that which we permit it to do and it will perpetuate only
that which we continue to allow.
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II. AN OVERVIEW OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT AND COMMUNITY 'JRIME PREVENTION

Community Involvement in the criminal justice system' has been a specific
recommendation of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Ad-
ministration of Justice (1967) and the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973). This latter Commission con-
cluded that the United States could, and should, reduce, by 50%, the rate
of "high fear" crime by 1983.s Four priorities for reaching this crime reduc-
tion goal were established by the Commission: (1) minimizing the involve-
ment of young offenders In the system; (2) improving the delivery of social
services to groups which contribute higher than average proportions of their
numbers to crime statistics; (3) reducing court delays; and (4) increasing
citizen participation in the criminal justice system, with the active encourage-
ment and support of criminal justice agencies. Significantly, not one of these
priorities can be accomplished by criminal justice agencies alone. The first
three require the fourth, citizen participation, to be made manifest before
they can be completely successful.

We believe that the possibilities for community crime prevention are end-
less if a means can be-developed for transforming the rehetoric of citizen
involvement into the reality of citizen action. The first step, which, seemingly,
everyone agrees upon, is the raising of community awareness. We believe
that by raising the consciousness of citizens regarding the criminal justice
system, action will follow. Such action can reduce citizen fear, control and
prevent crime, lower recidivism rates, and improve the administration of
criminal justice in Suffolk County. The means by which community aware-
ness is raised are as important as the fact of raising awareness.

After the conference, which will provide a visible starting point for citizen
involvement in the development of specific programs, we would like to see
the establishment of an ongoing criminal justice coalition of concerned lay
and professional citizens. The conference, in our view, will serve to educate
lay people, as well as to catalyze Joint lay and professional action.

By forming this type of structure, we can combine the talents and re-
sources of both groups to solve the problems directly and tangentially related
to crime. while avoiding the bad results, confusion, and misunderstandings
which w 1"u':y accompany uncoordinated action. By bringing about necessary,
increment.l:. and planned change through a process of joint decision-making,
we believe that community crime prevention and citizen involvement will be
developed.

A primary goal of the Coalition and the Conference is the targeting of
specific programs planned jointly by lay and professional citizens.

At present, we have an ongoing Steering Committee with representatives
of many community agencies and citizen groups.' We have invited criminal
justice professionals to join us in the initial planning and, in the very near
future, we will be asking all agencies to join us by sending representatives.

II. COMMUNITY CRIME PREV'ENTION

We would like to describe some possible roles which citizens would play in
resultant programs directed at community crime prevention. We can define

Criminal justice system is utilized herein to refer to both the juvenile justice system
and the criminal justice system.

2 Igh-fear crime, as-defined by the Commission, refers to homicide (murder. and non-
negligent manslaughter), forcible rape. aggravated assault, burglary and robbery when
committed by, a stranger. National Advisory Commisqion on Criminal .Tustice Standards
and Goals. A National Strategyl to Reduce Crime (1973) at 7 (hereinafter referred to as
the National Advisory Commission).

' Currently represented are: American Association of Universtty Women-Huntinaton
Townshlp. Islip and Setauket Chapters: American Jewish Committee; Black Assembly of
Stiffolk: Black Lasv Catholic Caucus; Black United Students-Suffolk Community Col-
lewo: Harhorfield/Blwood Youth Development Association; Hofstra University Scijodi of
Law:* Huntington Township Youth Board; Junior League of the North Shore : Lhong
Island Bail Commission; 'Melville. House, Inc.; National Association of Social Workers-
Suffolk County: Smith Havel Ministries; Society of Friends-New York Yearly Com-
mitteo: Stony Brook Uniwersity School of Social Welfare: Suffolk Citizens for Children:
Suffolk Community Council ; Suffolk County Bar Association; Suffolk County Chapter of
the Now York Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) ; Suffolk County Girl Scout Council, Inc. :
Suffolk County Youth. Services Coordinating Committee; Unitarian Fellowship of the
rhree N'Illagep.. Inc.; United Church of Christ-Criminal Justice Tenm; United Church

(f Chrlst-Women's Fellowship-Metropolitan Association: and YMCA (of Long Island,
Ine.
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potential and possible -citizen programs which we should like to see: Pro-
grains which can assist the victims of crime and those charged with it: pro-
grams which - explain the court system to defendants, complainants, and
potential Jurors; programs of rape crisis intervention and family crisis
intervention that active citizens can develop; bail funds and informal pro.
grams of community supervision; the development of halfway houses and
encounter groups; and, formal programs where the police can send kids
they would rather not arrest. We would like to see the District Attorney
utilize prosecutorial discretion to develop procedures by which community
alternatives are utilized prior to the charging decision. Prosecutorial media-
tion hearings such as those held in Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, Detroit,
Chicago, and Columbus, Ohio might easily be implemented here, and utilize
trained lay citizens as hearing officers in minor cases. Similarly, there are
a range of programs that can be developed for the courts to provide either
alternative processing or alternative dispositions after processing, which can
utilize concerned citizens as personnel and sponsors. A myriad of other
citizen programs could be described, ranging from block associations report-
ing criminal activity to the development of a volunteer capacity within
criminal justice agencies, from the analysis of poor street lighting to counsel-
ing dropouts, from organizing neighborhood cleanup campaigns to the pro.
motion of security codes.

Yet our specification of the roles which either lay citizens or professionals
will play in future programs is beyond our ability at present. Such roles are
currently in a vacuum. What we can and will gladly do is present our per-
spective on the possibilities of citizen participation in the criminal justice
system."

Our concept of the responsibility of citizens extends beyond reporting ob-
served crime, locking one's door and cancelling the paper before leaving on
vacation. Crime prevention and control as we define it, extends into every
human endeavor. As such, citizens can be involved if a mechanism can be
developed to provide roles for them.

We know, for example, that no criminal agency is charged with develop-
ing employment opportunities. within Suffolk County. The criminal justice
model which posits arrest, charging, trail or plea, conviction and sentencing
leaves little room to act on the recognition that unemployed people commit
more crime than do those with jobs. Yet the development of an employment
bank initiated, coordinated, and perpetuated by lay citizens could be trans-
formed into reality very easily. The desire of agency professionals and lay
citizens to establish and promote it and the raising of citizen awareness as
to its necessity is all that is necessary for its development. Many citizens who
feel no relationship to the criminal justice system, work in, or manage com-
panies that can. develop an affirmative hiring program for unemployed crini-
nal offenders or ex-offenders. In companies which discriminate against ex-
offenders, employees can baud together to change the policy. Other citizen
groups have charitable funds available to pay for training programs. Still
other citizens have the time and willingness to actively work individually to
develop placement opportunities.

Similarly, there are citizens in our County who have specialized skills in
areas such as nursing, teaching or creating art. These same people, isolated
now from the system and those who pass through it, could be called upon to
provide health, hygiene, and prenatal counseling, or remedial education and
tutoring, or to run drawing, painting, and sculpture classes. There are. in
our County, actors who will be thrilled to run programs of improvisational
theater, bus drivers who will teach a first offender how to drive, and lawyers
who will help high school students draft a pamphlet explaining their rights
as consumers. We can accomplish much if we provide a mechanism for
catalyzing concern. What ordinarily holds citizens back is a lack of knowl-
edge regarding where and how they can fit, combined with the fear-precipi-
tated conclusion that all is futile. Simple answers, however, can answer

'We consider It important that the National Advisory Conmmission devoted a vollimp
to an amnilflcation of the potential programs that any particular Jurisdiction might
wlqh to adapt to local conditions. In the Commission's estimation, there are 100,000 non-
rnrernmontnl agencies and organizations involved In preventing crime. National Advis ry
Cnrni' ston on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Community Crime Prevent lon
(1973) at 301.
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seemingly complex questions. Simple skills can transform despair into hope,
failure Into success. If a criminal Justice coalition can start the process, the
limits of community crime prevention are bounded solely by the human imagi-
nation.

We are not presenting ideas which come full blown and ready for Imple-
mentation. Nor would we choose to. We are relying on, and depending upon,
the belief that the process of examining possibilities in a -iw way will in, and
of itself, yield beneficial results. We know that the resources which every
community must take advantage of for successful crime prevention, are
present and untapped In Suffolk County. We also know that professionals in
the system recognize, more than lay people the need for simple, everyday
skills to be used in the fight against crime and the battle for successful
rehabilitation. The indicia of recidivism on repeaters and the already forming
stigmata on first offenders are the everyday vision of system professionals.
More clearly than lay people, they see the familiar patterns of behavior
which are presented in the counts day after day, weekafter week, and year
after year. Their knowledge, coupled with lay talent, time, and' energy, can
bring about imperative reform.

We need to develop new patterns for people-both those who pass through
the system and those who rely upon its ability to fulfill its goals. Why should
not a Family Court intake worker be able to work hand In hand with a
voluntary group of gas station owners willing to teach auto strippers to fix
carburetors? Why should not church and civic organizations pay such auto-
motive apprentices? Why should not a District Court Judge be able to utilize
that same process when a citizen volunteer in the probation department,
after full investigation, recommends it?

Why should not citizens invite a police rookie and captain to a group dis.
cussion with other citizens and -offenders on probation? Why cannot such
groups be a condition of probation or part of a community-run diversion pro.
gram? Why cannot such groups meet in private homes and normal atmos-
pheres? Why should not a judge sentence a burglar to a conditional discharge
on the condition that he work with community groups to analyze which
homes or apartments in high crime areas are vulnerable? Why should not
this be the system's entire sanction in an appropriate case? Why cannot
the manager of a department store sit down with someone stealing from the
store and discuss the high cost og-e partially crime-related rea-
sons therefore? Why cannot a neutr l mediae4-facULttLa the discussion? Why
cannot the Chamber of Commerce initiafte such sessions? Why should not
private citizens volunteer to house defendants or juvenile respondents as an
alternative to the jail or shelter ? b-smi-d- not the Better Business
Bureau be called upon to- work with 'citizens forming programs for kids so
that minor store incidents can be resolved in a meaningful way without
involving the police? Why cannot such programs be planned with the joint
and specific goals of avoiding giving the kid a record and coming to-terms
with the acts which took place? Why cannot a judge who thinks prison will
not benefit a defendant who knifed someone send that defendant to work in
a hospital emergency room? Or have that defendant observe, there, the
victims of irrevocable knife wounds? Or to learn something about anatomy?
Why cannot a, volunteer capacity be developed in every criminal justice
agency in Suffolk County? Why should not a permanent group of lay and
professional citizens lobby on behalf of any of these ideas, and others, in
Albany, or closer, if need be, to bring them to fruition?

The fundamental premise of our criminal law is that human beings are re-
.sponsible for their actions. We are to be held accountable when we injure
each other. The reduction of crime requires instilling that sense of responsi-
bility once again in all of uq. We can create the means in our County to de-
velop this. It might Just be that. by promoting the fundamental premise
of the system, we can bring about the very change needed to make that
system work again.



PREPARED STATEMENT OF ESTHER R. LANDA,

PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN

The National Council of Jewish Women, with a membership of over 100,000
women in local sections throughout the United States, has had a concern for
the protection of individual rights and liberties guaranteed by the Constitu-
tion and the welfare of all children since its inception In 1893. At our last
biennial convention in March of 1975, the delegates reaffirmed the following
resolution:

"The National Council of Jewish Women believes that the freedom, dignity
and security of the individual are basic to American democracy, that indi-
vidual liberty and rights guaranted by the Constitution are keystones of a
free society and that any erosion of these liberties or discrimination against
any person undermines that society.

"We Therefore Resolve:
"To promote the adoption of uniform federal, state and local laws that

protect the legal rights of children."
Our concern for the welfare of children prompted us to initiate a Justice

for Children program which began with a national study of the subject.
We soon realized that many of the recommendations made by national
commissions and respected authorities over the past decade had been iterated
and reiterated, but rarely implemented. Our study indicated that the tra-
ditional Juvenile justice practices apparently failed to meet the problem.

Almost 1 year ago, the Senate gave its overwhelming approval to the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. It recognized, in
the words of the act, that "the high Incidence of delinquency in the United
States today results in enormous annual costs and immeasurable loss of
human life, personal security, and wasted human resources and that Juvenile
delinquency constitutes a growing threat to the national welfare requiring
immedate and comprehensive action by the Federal Government to reduce
and prevent delinquency."

Based on our own national study of the Juvenile justice system, the Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women was well aware of the need for this legis-
lation, supported its passage, and applauded the action of Congress. It seemed
as if the concentrated and comprehensive effort required in this area would
be undertaken. To our great disappointment, the implementation was thwarted
by late and inadequate funding.

The act states that "existing Federal programs have not provided the
direction, coordination, resources, and leadership required to meet the crisis
of delinquency." This has been further documented by a recent report of
the General Accounting Office which calls for full funding of the Act to
correct these deficiencies.

The funding authorized by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act was $75 million for the first yearL and $125 million for each of the
two ensuing years. To put this in perspective, may we note Senator Bayh's
testimony: "In 1969 -the cost of Juvenile crime was estimated at over $10
billion but that is a conservative estimate considering the continuing rise
in juvenile crime and inflation."

The failure of the President to request any funds for this program either
in the Second Supplemental Appropriation bill or the 1975-76 Fiscal Ap-
propriation bill was a great disappointment to us in view of the fact that
we were aware of the critical need for resources to implement the Act of
1974. We are pleased that Congress did appropriate $25 million in the Second
Supplemental and that the House appropriated $40 million for fiscal 1975-76.

(352)
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However, this amount divided among 50 States and several possessions will
not offei the resources the situation requires.

As you consider your appropriations recommendations, we ask that you
remember Senator Hruska's admonition: "While we in Government are
attempting to achieve a balanced budget, certain crisis problems such as
Juvenile delinquency demand an immediate mobilization of Federal resources.
The crisis. of Juvenile delinquency must be met.".We therefore urge full funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention' Act of 197.4.

.. 9.



NATIONAL ASSIESS3MENT OF JUVENILE CORREiYrIONS

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICIHIGAN,
Ann Arbor, Mich., Ap$2 15, 1975.

Hon. BacH- BATH,
U. S. Senate, Washington, D.C. -

DrA SENA1R BAYu: I will soon be telephoning to seek advice about how to
proceed in this grave matter, and Information about LEAA's actual plans for
research In the juvenile area.

Your interest is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

Rom= D. VINTR,
Profmeeor and Vo-Direotor.

[Enclosures.]
U. S. DEPARTMENT Or JUsrcu,

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Waelngton, D.C., Mrch 6, 1975.

Dr. RoDERT D. VINTER,
Project Director, National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections Project,

Aim Arbor, Mich.
DEa D. VINTLR: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of

1974 increased LEAA's authority and mandate in the Juvenile delinquency
area. However, as you are undoubtedly aware, at the time the Act was
signed into law, no funds were appropriated to carry out the new programs
authorized. And at present, It does not appear likely that additional funds
will be forthcoming in the near future. In order to make narimum use of
our limited resources in addressing the requirements of the new Art, we are
attempting, where possible, to utilize existing funds allocated for juvenile
-delinquency action, and research so as to carry out the policies set forth in
the legislation.

One of Congress's strongest Injunctions Is contained In 1 243(8) of P.L.
93-415, instructing the new National Institute for Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention to "provide for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquency
programs assisted . . . in order to determine the results and the effectiveness
of such programs." Good. evaluation is extremely costly. We have concluded
that the majority of the FY 75 research funds will be needed to support
evaluations of juvenile delinquency programs undertaken with our discre-
tionary funds. The increased emphasis on the evaluation will result In a
reduction, in the amount of research funds available for the continuation of
research projects begun in previous years and for the initiation of new
basic research projects.

We have recently completed a careful review of our research and evalua-
tion obligations for the rest of the fiscal year, and have tentatively con-
cluded that It will be necessary for us to limit support for the National
Assessment of Juvenile Corrections for next year to $80,000.

In our view, this will be sufficient to enable the project to continue to
conduct the data analysis and report writing efforts in the areas and accord-
ing to the timetable specified in the schedule of reports submitted as part
of the FY 75 award. However, we realize that the reduced level of funding
will result In the elimination of other activities, such as the Advisory Panels,
maintenance of the State Desk and National Registry, and supplemental re-
search. The loss of these activities will undoubtedly be painful to the project
and impair, to some extent, the scope of the final products of the grant. We
regret these conMuences.

(354)
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I would ask that you review your FY 1976 plans and budget in light of
this tentative decision, using your own best judgment as to the activities
which should be carried on and those which will be terminated or reduced
in scope. My staff and I will be willing to meet with you in two br three
weeks to discuss the matter, after which we will make a final decision on
the level of funding which we will recommend to the Administrator for FY
1976.

We feel that it is important to give you as much advance notice as pos-
sible of these budgetary developments in order for you to make a smooth
transition to a reduced project budget.

Please call Ms. Bonnie Lewin if you have any questions concerning our
decision.

Sincerely,
FREDERICK P. NADER,

Acting Assistant Admhdstrator, Juvenile
Justice an4 Delinquency Preventioa,
Operations -- Task Group.

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILE CORRECTIONS,
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN,

Ann, Arbor, Mich., April 9, 1975.
Mr. FRrED cK P. NADER,
Acting Assistant Administrator, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Operation Task Group, U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Adminhtratfon, Washington, D.C.

DE.R Mz. NADEn: I am replying to your 26 March letter informing us of
your plan to emasculate the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections
evaluation project by slashing its FY 1976 budget to a 50% level. After re-
ceiving your answer to this letter, we will respond again as soon as possible,
or will seek to arrange a meeting with you and other LEAA officials in Wash-
ington. The purpose of -this letter is to advise you that NAJO absolutely
cannot accomplish either its core objectives, or realize the results from the
$2,200,000 already invested by LEAA, if it is strangled in its last full year.
To save dollars that equal only 16% of the total awarded to date, you are
preventing the completion of all project achievements. How can LEAA Justify
a waste of over four years of research that has been regularly cited as one
of the major efforts of its Juvenile division?

You and your staff must be fully aware of the catastrophe such a reduction
represents if you have read our reapplication, progress reports, Review Team
summaries, and your monitors' reports. It is inconceivable that a 50/0 cut
will not do more than "Impair to some extent the scope" of NAJC's pro.
ductivity. Your suggestions for economizing (p. 2) are wholly unrealistic in
view of the detailed reapplication budget and text we submitted. The poten-
tial savings you itemize total only $29,522 In contrast to the $348,000 cut
you want to impose on us. Yet the relevant item costs were fully detailed
In our reapplication, which also clearly shows that NAJO's last full year
Is budgeted at Z8% less thsn-its present Fiscal Year award. Further, our
good-faith FY 1976-budget request was premised on the total accepted by the
Administrator's Office last year when it approved our FY 1975 budget. (The
$45,000 for unpredictable rises in mandatory overhead and employee benefit
rates cannot be absorbed without cutting project productivity.)

From NAJO's inception, LAA and the Institute have publicly' defined this
Al project as one of only two national studies in the entire Juvenile justice area.

Certainly NAJC has been the only national evaluative study supported by
LEAA or the Institute in the Juvenile field, as-declared in published LEAA
and Institute reports, and in Administrator Velde's and Deputy Administra-
tor Work's 1973-74 Congressional testimony. At no time has any spokesman
of LEAA---or any Review Team member or Institute staff member, or any
other Justice Department official--ever publicly asserted that NAJO is other
than the major national project for evaluation of Juvenile corrections and
justice.

Nor is it demonstrable, as far as the public -record reveals, that the Con-
gress intended either the termination or the squandering of sunk costs of
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$2.2 million for the very national juvenile justice assessment project that
LEAA and Institute officials have formally supported in al their reports
and testimony.. We read the public record to mean that LEAA was directed
to allocate proportionately more of its resources and energies to evaluation,
and to avoid dispersion of funding for research and evaluation. Certainly this
record does not call for Ze88 support for what NAJC has accomplished and
will complete,

One possible basis for the paradoxical slash you propose Is that LEAA has
already made overly generous funding awards to other, new, juvenile justice
projects, so insufficient funds now remain to fulfill the financial requirements
for NAJO's last full year of support which were demanded by LEAA and
agreed to by NAJC in Spring 1974. The funding of several "Phase I" projects
labeled -evaluation, sometimes in areas already being studied by NAJC, may
have been decided without taking NAJC's previously known FY 1976 support
needs specifically into account. Yet LEAA has regularly affirmed in public
statements that NAJC is a 5-year project, and has consistently given assur-
ances that it will be supported to completion. These facts, in addition to
LEAA's knowledge a year ago of NAJC's definite FY 1976 requirements,
indicate that the 50% slash proposal cannot stem fr6m a full judgment of
the cobtsequences. If NAJC. can so easily be considered expendable, why was
this not reported in testimony to the Congress, in LEAA or Institute reports,
to project Review Team members or monitors--let alone toNAJC?*"It iS readily apparent'that & 50% glakh in NAJO's budget would emascu-
late the project and forfeit most of lft prior research-and, thus, most of
the $2.2 million already invested. The" publications planned' for FY 1976 repre-
sent 2/3 of 'NAJC'S total output and report 4/5 of, 'the actual' research, 'as
carefully planned and conducted over the preceding fcmur,'years. Since 82%
of the requested direct costs involve personnel charges, the slash would fall
disproportionately on project staff. Yet research publications are prepared
by people-people complete data analyses and write reports. It is preposterous
to assume that less than half as many persons can complete a schedule of
publications that was forecast based on a full complement of staff.

So there can be no misunderstanding about NAJe's research reports that
are imperiled by the proposed cut, we summarize these as clearly described in
our application 'text. Each represents several years of effort and hundreds
of thousands of dollars in prior LEAA funding; fone duplicates earlier
reports; and no comparable national findings are or will be available from any
other research project.

1. National Survey of Juvenile Courts.- Presents findings about major court
goals, structural patterns, staff characteristics, and court 'procedures ob-
tained from a systematic mail survey of-a random sample of juvenile courts
in 400 counties in 50 states (conducted with interested assistance from the
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges). Key dissemination groups in-
clude all U.S. juvenile court judges, other judiciary, attorneys and Bar As-
sociations, state agencies and polleymakers, corrections and legal standard-
setting bodies, and justice and legal researchers. Among others, the American
Bar Association has already requested early data runs from our judges'
questionnaire, as has the research center of the National Council of Juvenile
Court Tudges.

2. State Juvenile Justice Systems. An extensive cross-national study of 50
state juvenile corrections agencies, reporting basic comparative information
about states' trends in deinstitutionalization; their moves toward community-
based programming; directions of states' juvenile justice policy development
and programming; and their funding levels and patterns, specifically Includ.
ing the impact of LEAA awards among the states. Primary audiences are
state officials, agency executives, legislators and pollcymakers, budget officers,
national organizations, and Federal officials and agencies.

3. Juvenile Court Field Studies. This publication will present findings from
intensive field studies in seven different juvenile courts. Detailed compara-
tive information will be reported about how courts operate, how decisions are
made and by whom, what procedures are used, how courts interact with
commuoty agencies, and about the flow of Juveniles through court and pro.
bation programs. The intended audiences are similar to those listed for the
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National "Court. Survey, 'plus agencies involved In diversion, , detention, and
probation.

4. Correctional Programs for Juvenile Offenders. This publication will com-
plete' the reporting on the large amounts of data collected in systematic on-
site studies, of forty correctional programs of all kinds, sizes, auspices, offender
poulation , and locations. This report's in-depth findings Will, go far beyond
the descriptive iInformation, being published during FY 1975, all of which is
critically needed for evaluation of correctional programs and the development
of innovative practices. Dissemination audiences include administrators of
correctional programs across the nation, state and national corrections offi-
cials and agencies, policymakers, ..corrections and professional training pro-
grams,, researchers, evaluators, etc.'

5. Juvenile. Justice: A National Vlew. This. overview publication depends
entirely .on analyses to be. completed during FY 1976 and will be issued
sl~ort ty, teeafter. It will integrqteo the findings outlined-above, plus findings
In tle ald related areas that Wil0 not be available i' time for inclusion in
theibe' ieport4, and It Will' biake connections with much data from other
sources (i.e,, 4AL, U.S. Cenus, etc.). No comparable meshing of such
large ,amp0unts'of juvenile Justice Information has ever been. attempted, and
a compendium of this kind Is' vitally. necessary. for all those responsible for
pollcymaking,- program .,development -and administration--as well as evalua-
tion. This; publication will serve as a fitting climax to this major National

,ti'. addition to.'the .irretrievible. lossi of theie puClatious, and of the
great.effort invested in their preparation, you must face the fact that NAJQ
has ..mae firm guarantees--wlth LEAA's full kx owledge, consent, and sup-
port-that .such reports shall, be published and widely disseminated. These
guarantees were given not only to key persons concerned with Juvenile justice
across, the -country, but more especially, to the hundreds of programs, courts,

- and "agenles that have participated in NAJC's research, to the thousands of
persons who have provided information and aid, and to the many hundreds
of officials and other agencies who have requested the results. In. this con-
nection we call your attention to the dissemination mandate set forth In Sec.
243 .(7)- of P.L. 93-415, which can scarcely be read as In intent to incapacitate
NAJC in publishing its findings.

There can, be no moral, legal, or rational basis for deciding, which of these
obligations should now be denied, which areas of study should be terminated
without cause Or result, which key audiences should be ignored, or which
contractual guarantees should be abrogated. The issue of NAJC's clear re-
sponsibility for publication and broad dissemination of reports was con-
cretely faced, resolved and put to rest In- an LEAA review during early
FY 1974. Its reemergence at this late date will inevitably offend and antago-
nize all those we have cited above, and many others. When the outcries
are heard, we at NAJM will be totally unable to explain or defend LEAA'A
arbitrary reversal of assurances made over the years of this research.

As to the-project's being evaluation, we note that LEAA's and the Institute's
previous declarations and reports, and the Administrator's Congressional
testimony, authoritatively establish that NAJO's studies are evaluation. This
is also true within the clear Intent and meaning of P.L. 93-415. We have
preferred to use the term "assessment" to describe our research, but we
concur with LEAA's public claims in print and testimony that we have been
"evaluating" major components of Juvenile corrections and justice on a na-
tional, systematic, and comparative basis. Each of NAJO's main areas of
study has: (1) Included largely or entirely those programs "assisted" by
LEAA funding; (2) generated basic descriptive, operational, and impact in-
formation; (3) examined connections between policy, planning, administra-
tion, treatment or program, and achievement; (4) made comparisons using
standardized research procedures that ,can be duplicated and used in other
evaluative studies; (5) studied state justice system impact on programs; and
(6) pointed to operations assessment, evaluation, and Juvenile Justice policy
implications of the findings. In all areas we have deliberately dealt both with
traditional or conventional practices and with newer or more innovative pro-
grams, developments, and policies.

67-988--70- --- 20
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In most of these areas NAJC has pioneered in development of systematic
research and evaluation methods for which there has been very wide de-
niand, and which will be prepared for full sharing (technology transfer)
shortly after the end of FY 1976, as per Special Condition No. 2 in otir FY
1975 Grand Award. Certainly, no other study In juvenile or criminal correc-
tions has encompassed so many states, jurisdictions, agencies, courts, pro-
grams, methods, measures, and types of data that are crucial for evaluation.

In all of these areas NAJC has added immeasurably to the information
bases necessary for evaluation, and has Integrated (and begun disseminating)
informational resources not previously available or not exploited for Juvenile
justice planning and evaluation.

Without immodesty NAJO has regularly reported to LEAA on the over-
whelning flood of demand for the results of Its research, for sharing of Its
materials and study procedures, for technical assistance in program evalua-
tion, and for further dissemination of its findings. Units within LEAA and
almost all LEAA-funded research projects that are focused on juvenile
corrections and justice have sought advice, assistance, materials, and findings
from NAJC, as have countless state agencies, criminal justice center and
researchers, etc., etc. Supplies of NAJO reports are exhausted within a few
months of their Issuance, and even the Criminal Justice Reference Service
has tried to obtain great quantities to meet the demand on them.

Your proposal to slash NAJC's FY 1976 budget also has grave implications
for on-going and impending activities. We are simply unable to handle the
difficulties encountered each year in securing the project's forward support
without adverse effects on other, current tasks. The problem is especially
acute at this time, since all plans for the period after 1 July 195 are now
uncertain. We are compelled, therefore, to postpone or delay certain research
activities until the Co-Directors are able to give them undivided attention,
or until continuation during FY 1976 is asured. Examples of these Include
the youth follow-up study, confirmation of arrangements for Dr. Donald
Cressey to participate in writing up the court mail survey, the study of State
Planning Agencies, and convening of NAJC's Advisory Panel. Delays In fully
implementing these or other activities will necessarily affect the project's
schedule and its ability to complete specific study efforts.

We had already sent invitations to members of NAJC's Advsory Panel
on Correctional Programs (and several Research Panel members) to convene
on 16 May 1975, when they would review overall research results and advise
on best uses of the findings from the project. Almost all the replies from -
these Panelists confirm their intentions to attend this session. We now find
it necessary to postpone this meeting indefinitely, and-in recognition of their
busy schedule-are communicating with the Panelists to this effect. The Impli.
cations of your proposed cutback are so drastic for NAJ'C's future, and espe-
cially for its final analyses and publications, that the main reasons for con-
vening the Panel at this time have now been undermined. And, since you recom-
mend that the FY 1976 Law and Policies Panel sesion (Including the re-
maining Research Panelists) be eliminated, we cannot proceed With one ses-
sion while cancelling the other. We must remind you again that these Panels
were established with the full concurrence of LEAA, and firm assurances
were given that they would provide highly informed guidance during, the
life of the project. Thus, Panelists have always understood that they would
be convened at least one more time since they have met only op¢e each. Nii
fact, we have been chided by some members for not having called more fre-
quent sessions. The resentment that may be generated from the Law and
Policies Panelists should be carefully weighed against the $9,240 saved by
cancelling the FY 1976 meeting.

This letter has outlined the major reasons why a 50% slash in NAJC's
FY 1976 budget would actually result in the loss of almost $2.2 million In
LEAA's sunk costs, the abrogation of long-standing commitments and re-
peated assurances, and our Incapacity to complete the analyses and to dis-
seminate the findings from this National Assessment. We believe the cutback
Is unnecessary, and we formally request a review at higher levels of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, Including consideration of drawing
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on both LEAA's WY 1975 and FY 1976 funds to fulfill NAJC's VY 1976 require-
ments.

A firm resolution of this matter must be accomplished at the earliest pos-
sible time. Due notice must be given to employeed personnel, and the project's
productivity and continuance are further jeopardized when we cannot expect
to retain experienced and highly qualified staff and only 58 workdays remain
under the present award.

We will look forward to an early response to this letter.
Truly yours,

Ros~aT D. VimT,
RoSE AsY C. SARVJ,
Professors and Project Oo-Directore.

[Enclosure.]

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILE CORnriONS,
Tnr. UNIVERSITY or MICHIGAN,

Ann Arbor, Mich., April 15,1975.

To: Advisory Panel Members.
From: Robert D. Vinter and Rosemary C. Sarri, Project Co-Directors. -
Re: Indefinite suspension of advisory panels.

It is with the deepest regret that we must indefinitely suspend the proj-
ect's Advisory Panels and postpone meetings scheduled or planned for 1975-76.

We are enclosing a summary of NAJC's recent work and our plans through
June 1976 for completing data analyses and publications. After submission of
our FY 1975-76 reapplication we received a totally unexpected budgetary
communication from LEAA that imperils all project activity for next year-
NAJC's final full year. LEAA's Intention to slash our budget by 50%-
without any prior notice and despite long-standing assurances-has such
drastic import for the project's existence that it undermines the main pur-
pose for convening the Panels: to review work accomplished and provide
guidance for that yet to be done. The attached letter from Mr. Frederick
Nader at LEAA states the cutback plan (see especially tope of page 2); our-
response of 9 April 1975 details the consequences of this plan and the basis
for our strenuous objections to It.

We have been committed to the need for advisory groups, and were as-
sured at the beginning that the grantor was equally committed. However,
last year LEAA agreed only to a final meeting of the Correctional Programs
Panel this fiscal year, and postponements of the Law and Policies Panel
meeting to next fiscal year-and now recommends that the second meeting
not be held. We had agreed to the recommendation that Research' Panelists
be divided among the two meetings or individually consulted.

In accord with these understandings, we had convened a meeting of the
Correctional Programs Panel for May 15-16, -1975. However, until the prob-
lem is satisfactorily resolved it is inappropriate to engage Panelists' busy
time in reviewing' work and offering us. guidance for a future.that seems
uncertain at best. The 'May meeting also is being postponed because, the (lo-
Directors must devote their entire energies, in attempting to esove this
matter, a'nd are* unable to complete the preparation for the meeting as
planned.

We had intended to convene the Law and Policies Panel in early 1976,
when some of the reports outlined on page 3 of our letter to Mr. Nader would
have been ready for review as we moved toward completion of other publica-
tions and development of policy recommendations. These plans must now be
suspended.

We will do our utmost to save the project and, if at all possible, will try
to arrange a final Panel meeting. We shall certainly keep you informed
about research activities and related developments--no matter what they
may be.

We extend our deep appreciation for you interest, cooperation, and assist-
ance. The value of your goodwill is inestimable.
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NTioiqAL ASSESSMfENT OF JUVENIrLE CoiRalxrnoNS-.NAJC PROJECT PL.AN
JULY 1975-Jurm 1976

I. iNTRODUCTION AID SPECIFIC AIM S

The: National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is, nearing completion
of its planned research activities. Darling the remainder of FY 1975 and
throughout FY 1976 all efforts- will be concentrated on proceeding With
analyses of data, on writing up findings, and on disseminating the. emerging
comprehensive Information to designated audiences, with major emphasis
on persons in program planning- and on policymakers. Thus in the second
year of.Phase V (1975-76) the project will continue to carry out objectives
determined at the outset of the research: to undertake a comprehensive na-
tional study of courts and correctional programs for Juvenile offenders in
order to establish objective, empirical bases for assessing alternative cor-
rectional programs -for differing types of Juvenile offenders.

This Project Pran *will detail activities through June 1970. Efforts to be
concluded after that date will be indicated in a separate communication.

Major achievements that will have been completed during FY -1975 are
briefly summarized here before FY 1976 plans are detailed. Additional infor-
mation about FY 1975 activities can be found in Quarterly- Progresa Reports.

1. The, publications .on Juvenile codes and on .Jails and, detention.. dissemi-
nated- to thousands of key people in Juvenile .Justlce throughout the country.

2. A. fQedback of generalized data sent to all correctignal .aits participat-
4ng in. the field study. -These data furnished nonconfidentiat information about
both the.unit itself .and comparable units . •

3 -The f9llow-Mqp study and feedback of sumnirized: findings on youth
mailed to all. offenders who volunteered their -names and addresses.

4. A. final round of updated information on programs requested from all
states to. develop a. second -national census of .correctional service units.

5. A revision- of the research design statement by. the team studying courts.
6. Analysis - of- data from the mail survey of Juvenile courts and from the

intensive study of seven courts well under way.
7. A preliminary feedback report dealing with state juvenile corrections

agencies distributed *
8. A meeting. of the Correctional Programs Advisory Panel, with addi-

tional representation by Research Panelists and possibly by selected state
legJslators, with several working documents prepared for the session.

9. The final draft of a first major publication on findings from the field
study of correctional programs, with publication expected in early summer.

10. Plans made for completion of all project activities in December 1976,
and for final dissemination of project findings and recommendations.

I. PROGRAM IMPACT

NAJC has consistently and persistently been committed to two mutually
supporting goals, as reaffirmed In the FY 1975 Project Plan: (1) the collec-
tion and interpretation of comprehensive data on the nation's juvenile justice
and corrections systems, and (2) the utilization of the collected data In
ways that will have broad applicability for program decisions.

The scope of project research has been determined, in large part, by the
overwhelming need for comprehensive, comparable national data about most
aspects of juvenile Justice. NAJC has attempted to generate empirical infor-
mation in ways that can be helpful to program planners on all levels of the
justice system. As the project nears completion of Its tasks, primary efforts
in each area under study are being concentrated on moving systematically
and economically through analyses of the complex data collected in field
studies and mail surveys. By adhering to deliberative methods, NAJC expects
to ensure, first, that its reports and Interpretations are firmly rooted in
empirical findings. And, second, that these careful presentations of new and
relevant empirical information will be highly useful to persons responsible
for establishing standards, for developing programs, and for planning policy.

At the risk of being repetitive, it should be again pointed out that it
has been NAJC's intent from the start to maintain a continuous process
of feedback and reporting so that it can fulfill its contractual obligations,
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to both its respondents and the grantor, while interacting with the world of
practice and policy and, subsequently, contributing more practical, aPIicable
knowledge. (See also Section V 911 Dissemhatilon.)

III. SPECIFIC ONGOING RESEARCH ACTIVISTS
The following sections describe in detail the major areas of research-effort

and accomplishment for the rest of FY 1975 and as proposed for all Of FY
1976.
The study of correctional programs

A series of decisions to determine priorities for analysis among the
wealth and variety of collected data are resulting in establishment of a clear
format for the FY 1075 publication on correctional programs. In general,
the publication will include analyses and descriptions of findings on some
or all of the following dimensions.

* * * A Typology of Correctional Programs.. It is NAJC's goal to delineate
a typology that will allow a large proportion of findings about existing pro-
grams to be presented coherently. This typology will not only help order much
NAJC data, but should also inform and aid correctional personnel, other
researchers, and the general public. Much effort will continue to go into
this component since it is clear from other research efforts and from public
misconceptions that even basic information is difficult to organize into a
systematic, sensible whole. The typology may also include a simple, summary
description of each program type (perhaps with greater detail about a se-
lected few), and some information about the range- of programs within
each type. However, it is Increasingly clear that one single typology can-
not serve as a base for analyzing all data, and perhaps more than one will
be employed.

* * * A Comparative Description of The Programs. Basic :characteristics of
the 39 organizations on wpich we have a full array of data will be analyzed
and comparative statistics will be presented. These will include size, aus-
pices, locale, etc.; sociodemographic characteristics of youth offenders, of-
fense histories, length of stay, etc.; and characteristics of the executive.
Reliable, pertinent data from additional programs that were studied will
be Incorporated where appropriate.

* * * An Analysis of the Staff. In addition to demographic characteristics,
the analysis will examine attitudes of about 1170 staff members toward the
youth, the program, stated goals, punishment, etc.

* * * An Analysis of the Youth. The experiences In correctional programs
of about 1830 youth, and their perceptions of the purposes and values of
the programs will be probed. Further, the Interaction of youth with youth,
and youth with staff, will be analyzed. Since the quality, as well as quan-
tity, of interaction with staff is an important general measure of service
delivery, we have sought empirical evidence on this issue.

* * * An Analysis of Treatment Technologies. Here we will look at what
types of treatment programs were offered (or not offered), what objectives
were set for these approaches, what proportions of youth were assigned to
treatment programs, what services were reported received by youth, and
how the youth assessed the help (or lack of help) provided by these treat-
ment approaches.

Several substantive questions defined in NAJC's initial plans, and under-
scored by Review Times, - Panelists, and other consultants, will also be ad-
dressed to emerging programming and policy concerns.

* * * Organizational impact is of central concern to any agency mandated
to change or help people. Assuming, despite contradictory or poorly defined
goals, that something meaningful takes place in correctional programs, we
intend to try to determine first what are the official or proposed purposes
of the several types of programs under different auspices, and what are the
perceived desirable elements; then, how these elements appear to be struc-
tured and established in particular organizations; and last, whether sys-
tematle patterns can be discerned. Thus, organizational impact will be viewed
in terms of the delivery of mandated and desired services.

Using program impact, rather than program outcome, as .one basis for
analysis should lead to a better understanding of corrfcctonal programs as
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systematiW undertakings-strongly affected by their organizational structures
and Inputs, which, in turn, have varying impact on those being served-
effects far beyond mere control by confinement or mere Interaction between-
the good, free staff and the bad, locked-up youth. Only by understanding
how correctional organizations function can areas of poor functioning be
identified and recommendations for Improved functioning be made.

Program Impact will be assessed in terms of recidivism as much as follow-
up data permit since none of the programs in the study had available means
for determining recidivism rates for their populations.

* * * For this publications, fairness, humaneness, and Justice will be as-
ses.ed across units on the basis of objective evidence about congruence with
national goals and standards that embody these concepts. It may be possible
to delve deeper into these Important issues in a later publication.

* * * Given the size of the data base, it is expected that analysis of some,
but not all, of the following topics may be included in the first publication:
education, sanctions and control, recreation, youths' preceptions of deprivation,
community access, social distance, etc.
The 8tudy of juvenile court

The information NAJC has obtained thus far about the structural patterns
and operations of the juvenile court corroborates earlier assumptions- that
the court plays a critical role in the administration of juvenile justice. It is
also apparent from a preliminary review of the data that differing structural
patterns and practices of courts produce highly variable consequences. Study
of these consequences may well enable us to develop recommendations about
how specific court activities could be optimized to the benefit of the court and
the youth. The court clearly occupies a central position in the juvenile justice
system since it controls the number and character of the population processed
into all areas of that system. -

Ddta collection, data processing, and much initial analysis for the court
study will be complete by the end of FY 1975. During FY 1976 staff effort
will be concentrated on data analysis and preparation of the publications.
Two major publications are planned for FY 1976, with the likelihood of
incorporating additional material into the National Portrait. The FY 1976
first publication will also serve as a feedback document to participating
courts.

NAJC has assumed responsibility for studying three separate but interrelated
aspects of the juvenile court.

* * * (1) A mail survey of juvenile courts was conducted based on a
random selection of a sample of 400 counties in 50 states. A total of 577
courts with Juvenile jurisdiction were identified In these 400 counties, but
in most cases only one court served as the primary juvenile court for the
county. The mail, survey produced an overall response rate slightly above
50 percent at the time of this Reapplication. For those courts in the 16 states
used as the sample for correction programs the response rate was 60 percent.
Both response rates are considerably above average for mail surveys of this
type. Responses were obtained from judges and court administrators, and
from Intake, detention, and probation staff.

* * * (2) Seven courts were intensively studied In three states. These
courts were selected because they showed variations in statutory provisions,
referral rates, and organization structure. For this study 139 court personnel
were surveyed. In each court, a cohort of 50 cases was identified at intake
and these cases were thoroughly examined at two points in time (6 months
apart) to determine how court procedures have affected them. Observations.
of court hearings, a study of detention practices, and a review of court re-
ports and other materials were also included In these field studies. Key
community leaders were interviewed to determine their relations with, and
views of, thee court.

* * * (3) Questionnaires were mailed to state probation staff in eight of
the sixteen sampLe states used In the correctional programs study. The pro-
bation survey foct1ses on the structure and behavior of probation staff who
operate within a state agency but have -lose ties with a local court regarding
intake, adjudication, and disposition. Only 8 of the 16 sample states have
some level of state administration of probation services. This phase of the
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study also concerns the project team analyzing correctional programs, and
data are being shared with them.

The publications planned for FY 1976 will include an array of findings
in a number of critical areas. It is expected that many, if not all, of the
topics in the following summary list will be addressed in these reports: the
size and attributes of Juvenile populations served; variable patterns of court
goals; interorganizational links; structural patterns; staff perspectives and
attitudes; diversion and referral patterns, diagnostic services; detention
facilities and procedures; procedures for protection of Juvenile rights; levels
of adherence to statutory provisions In court operations; and.dispositional
services.

In addition to generating important new knowledge of these patterns, this
research also seeks to identify those aspects of court structure and organiza-
tion that can be optimized to enhance Juvenile court processing and service
objectives. It is expected that the two planned publications 'will have con-
siderable value since this is probably the first representative national survey
of Juvenile courts that will yield comparative analysis. Thus, we hope to
address many critical issues: major court characteristics; relations between
statutory provisions and operational patterns; levels and extent of court
processing and social control of youth; and community leaders'. views and
expectations about the court. The magnitude of the data collected, and the
complexity of many of the issues being confronted, pose serious problems for
the 'team studying courts, but concerted efforts will be made to achieve the
objectives set forth. As recommended by a Review Team, a revised research
statement will serve to guide the direction and scope of the analyses.

To provide corroboration of data about youth populations and processing
procedures, we have sought and obtained from many state sources other data
about the courts included In this sample. These data have aided us in getting
a measure of the relative reliability of data provided to us by staff of the
sample courts.
The studV of State Justice systems

During the early period of project research, field trips to the sixteen sample
states-and reconnaissance trips to numerous others-allowed for the obser-
vation and collation of many significant variations among state juvenile
justice systems. Many government offices having responsibility for Juvenile
justice were visited; for example, Juvenile corrections agency executives,
governors' staffs, directors of state planning agencies, legislators, the ju-
diciary, and local policymakers. Important differences across states immedi-
ately became apparent and were carefully identified: structural and financial
arrangements, degrees and expressions of public and legislative interest in
corrections programs and policies, implementation of nationally recommended
standards and goals, and impact of precedential judicial decisions and guide-
lines. Some of these early findings, especially those that appeared to be
associated with understanding directions of change in juventile justice policy,
have been shared in NAJC conference papers.

As anticipated, the response to these papers and rigorous, Informed thought
by staff helped further focus the substance and scope of the state justice
systems' research. Thus, accumulated knowledge was used to develop a
standardized, structured interview Schedule, which was administered during
1974 in all fifty states to the chief executives primarily responsible for
.uvenile corrections. Through their interest and cooperation, we were able
to obtain systematic and comparable data about Important characteristics
and performance Indicators for all state Juvenile justice systems% Supple-
mented by a considerable amount of information available from the literature
of comparative state policy analyses, the U.S. Census Bureau, and other
federal agencies, the data for all fifty states underwent intensive analysis
by the middle of FY 1975.

A. Preliminary Report. Analysis of basic data will be emphasized until
completion of the preliminary report on State Juvenile Corrections In April
1975 (see Addendum o 21 August 1974). This report is intended to serve ds
an overview of state Juvenile corrections practices and will primarily present
basic and comparative Information, particularly that most relevant to cur-
rent Issues in program planning, program development, and polleymaking.
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The report will discuss at length the: impact of state governmental, political
and socioeconomic characteristics on such developments as Incarceration and
deinstitutionalization-ssues of special. interest to NAJO-audlences. In par-
ticular, we will present basic comparative information about important 'state
corrections agency organizational practices, trends, and arrangements- about
funding patterns; and about juvenile justice policy directions. •

B. Major Publication. The text of the main publication on State Justice
Systems can be expected in early Winter -1976 (See Section V). This publi-
cation will expand and elaborate on the data in the preliminary report, and
after having taken advantage of feedback and critical responses from state
agency officials, policymakers, and researchers, will present NAJO conclusions
in its findings. The analysis accomplished to date indicates that the report
can include important new information about cost levels associated both with
varying mixes of states' correctional programming and with differing sizes
(or rates) of young offender populations handled through these programs.
Further, new light will be shed on trends in deinstitutionalization and moves
toward community-based programming, Including cost factors, sources of
political, governmental, and public support (or opposition), and the like.

Continuing data collection from the states will contribute to the scope of
this publication. We are repeatedly reminded of the need to address Im-
portant policy questions about desirable balances between federal, state, and
county or local-level responsibilities, and about what kinds of relations these
levels can result in more effective programs for juvenile offenders. The main
publication will, therefore, take advantage of some of the findings to be
obtained through studies now underway and continuing into FY 1976 as
detailed below."'

C. Juvenile Justice Changes. The extensive, comprehensive arrays and
analysis of state systems being readied for the major publication provide a
necessary and useful foundation for in-depth examination of innovations and
changes in state juvenile justice governmental systems. The thrust of the
main analysis will allow us to identify particular key factors associated
with important directions of planning and change, which will 'then enable
us to develop a series of continua on which to locate change directions
among the states.

Polieymakers, however, need more specific information if they are to have
help in determining policy goals and implementing them more rapidly and
efficiently. Therefore, from our large body of information about the states
we plan to draw a small subsample of those that represent model juvenile
justice locations on the continua (and are also representative of other states
in terms of demographic and economic characteristics). Beginning in late
FY 1975, the short-term, intensive, on-site research in these subsample states
will be focused on the dynamics and processes of state policy development
and implementation, and on the strategies employed by governmental leaders,
agencies, and interest groups for improving juvenile justice services. Our
good relations with state officials and our prior knowledge of their situations
will provide informed access. We will also seek to link this information as
closely as possible with that previously obtained from correctional programs
and courts so that all NAJC data can be enlisted for the National Portrait.

A maximum of six states will be chosen for the subsample, largely if not
entirely from NA.TC's sixteen-state sample. It is not possible to specify either
the exact number or the particular states until the analyses leading to the
preliminary report are completed. Since all 50 states have been visited and
have furnished NAJC with information, an average total -of only 15 man-
days will he required for visits to each state in the subsample.

As a result of their field trips to all 50 states, the team studying state
justice systems became aware that SPA's are increasingly developing into
key components of the states' juvenile justice systems. Although all inter-
views with juvenile corrections executives included some discussion of their
relations with SPA's, tight field schedules permitted interviews with SPA
representatives in only a few states. Since the SPA's are responsible for
promoting effective juvenile justice systems, it is important for us to better
understand their legislative mandates, their critical intermediary and co-
ordinative roles, and their contributions-actual and potential. Therefore,
additional information on SPA's will be sought mainly about the following
topics: (a) administrative arrangements; (b) patterns of interaction with
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other juvenile justice agencies; (c) ranges of juvenile justice activities; (d)
planning and priority-setting procesaes_(e) levels of resource llocations;
and (f) responsiveness to national guidelines, priorities, standards, and goals
where and as these have been developed or are in effect.

Knowledge gained from this exploration, along with essential parts of the
findings from the subsample on-site research, will be available in time to be
considered for inclusion in the main publication on state systems. The full
analysis of subsample case -studiea--wilU be completed by Spring 1976, and
thus can be included in the projects' National Portrait (or issued as a sep.
arate report for restricted dissemibatMti or lfot- appropriate journal publi-
cation).
Youth follow-up study

All youth interviewed during the field study of correctional programs were
asked if they wished to volunteer their address after release so that NAJC
might report back to them on its findings. A large proportion-over 1450--
did so. It was then decided, and urged by the Review Team, to include a
short follow-up questionnaire that could provide us with confidential infor-
mation. about the followiog areas:

(a) The youths' retrospective assessment of the correctional program in
which we had interviewed them;

(b) the youths' views of their social reintegration since release from that
correctional program;

(c) their perceptions of how they are now coping with family, school, Job,
peer group, etc.

(d) self-reports of post-release law-violative behavior and contacts with
the juvenile justice system; and-

(e) supplementary measures of the reliability of information in the orig-
inal interview.

Valiant efforts will be made to-obainaJ1jgh response rate. However, the
nature of these respondends, thk generally low response rate. from mail
questionnaires, and the small amount of resources available for this study
limit our optimism about probable results. Nevertheless, If we are fortunate
in stimulating sufficient responses, the results will provide a further criterion
by which to measure program effectiveness, and findings will be incorporated
into appropriate NAJC reports.
The recensus of correctional seKce 4wILtL.,

One of NAJC's first major titsks was to develop a universe of correctional
service units from which to draw a sample for the field study. This universe,
called the Service Unit Census, was compiled in 1972 from responses to a
special questionnaire to juvenile corrections agencies in 50 states and from
other documentary sources. The Census included critical data about a wide
variety of types of programs, ranging from small temporary day care centers
to large residential institutions. Some of this information was reported in
NAJC's 1973 Sampling publication.

Since the initial Census, the information has been regularly amended and
added to. Questionnaires were re-sent to all the states during FY 1974; field
research teams collected new information in the 16 sample states; verifica-
tion of information and new data on funding sources were gathered in 50
states by the team studying state justice systems, and secondary sources
were repeatedly examined for pertinent information.

NAJC has constructed a unique catalogue of correctional programs-one
capable of continuation by other researchers or national information agen-
cies. Further, NAJC has an opportunity to view the beginnings, changes,
modifications, closings, etc., of a representation of programs over time and
across the nation. Therefore, a thorough recheck and update has already
begun and will be completed before Fall 1975. Systematic measures will be
completed before Fall 1975. Systematic measures will be used, and modifica-
tions gained from experience will be incorporated.

The completed Recensus will provide a wealth d longitudinal data that
will be very useful for NA3M reports, especially for" the National Portrait.
Hopefully, it will also contribute to further knowledge about the relative
prevalence and degree of permanence of various program types, the ratio of
minority populations in different kinds of programs, arid baseline cost figures.
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Cro8-project coordination, cooperation, and exchange
1. During the past year, as in earlier phases of the project, close com-

munication and cooperative relationships have been maintained with other
Juvenile corrections research efforts funded by the Institute. These include
the Juvenile Justice Standards Project, the Massachusetts study of deinsti-
tutionalization, the projected Illinois study of alternatives to incarceration,
the Phase I study of youth service bureaus, and the Research Center of the
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges.

These relationships involved frequent consultation and discussion; sharing
of instruments and other materials; critiques of statements; etc., as re-
quested by them or us. Sharing with the Juvenile Justice Standards Project
was extensive this year, and we were regularly consulted by their reporters
or staff on specific topics.

Consultation with other Juvenile justice organizations, such as the Chil-
dren's Defense Fund, the National Training Center of NCCD in Tuscon, and
the Boys Town Youth Development Center in Omaha, increased during this
past year. They sought assistance from our research experience and- in turn,
they gave us counsel satd assistance.

2. This project has had as one of its original objectives the generation of
knowledge for wide application to criminal justice and youth development
agencies. In accord with this objective, NAJC has been responsive to the
thousands of requests that have been received for its reports, design strate-
gies, and so forth. At least half of the names in the National Registry have
been obtained from requests submitted to NAJC. The other half were selected
from among those directly participating in various aspects of the research.

Over the past year more than 100 researchers have contacted and/or visited
NAJC to obtain various types of information about research or Juvenile
corrections. Cooperation has been extended as far as project resources and
noninterference with regular activities permitted. These researchers are as-
sociated with national, state, and local agencies, both public and private.

NAJC has also been in contact with researchers engaged In cross-national
research from this country and In other countries. For example, meetings
have been arranged with the research staff at Rutgers that is coordinating
a cross-national study of Juvenile delinquency and corrections in 12 urban-
ized countries. Consultations were also given to two other important cross-
national studies: Dr. Alfred Kahn's Cross-National Studies of Social Service
Systems at Columbia University, and to the Department of the Solicitor
General, for new Juvenile justice research being considered by the Govern-
zient of Canada.

Dr. Vinter has continued his association with the Jamaican government
regarding planning and staff development in corrections In this nation. He
was invited to participate and serve as a discussant at the first multinational
Juvenile justice planning conference to launch the United Nations/World
Health Organization study, but permission for foreign travel was refused by
the Department of Justice. Dr. Vinter concluded his advisory role with the
study of Juvenile justice and mental health, sponsored by the National In-
stitute of Mental Health and conducted by Arthur D. Little, Inc., when that
project's final report was isued.

NAJC has benefited greatly from the variety of consultations with social
scientists, correctional administrators, judicial officials, and legislators. In
FY 1970 such consultations will continue, especially in regard td publica-
tions on state justice systems, juvenile courts, and correctional programs, In
accord with recommendations made by Institute Review Teams.-

3. A large number of requests have already been received from many
sources for use of one or more of NAJC Instruments. Until data were pre--
liminarily analyzed, the project has operated on the policy of no distribution
of instruments to other than researchers directly related to this project.

All the instruments will become available to interested social researchers
and evaluators during FY 1977. If possible, some brief Information will also
then be provided about the context and procedures for utilization and
analysis. Funding for such distribution has been planned for Inclusion in
the Post-FY 1976 budget.

4. All NAJC data have been reduced for computer storage and will be pre.
pared on computer tape In FY 1977 to be made available through the Insti-
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tute to other researchers. These data will include three types of nonconfiden-
tint information about the correctional programs: staff questionnaire re-
sponses, youth questionnaire responses, and correctional service unit ques-
tionnaire responses. For the juvenile court and state and local probation
staff questionnaires, a separate data tape will be prepared. A similar tape
will be prepared for the state justice systems information, and perhaps also
for the National Portrait data.

i5. Independent evaluation by Advisory Panels has been considered crucial
to the success of NAJC efforts since the project's inception. Establishment
of these Panels was a joint decision of the grantor and NAJO, and members
,originally agreed to serve with the expectation that they would have ample
opportunity to meet together to share ideas about research developments.
The problems of cost and the pressures of work have prevented us from
having as many Panels meetings as had been desired. Members have been
kept informed as much as possible by means of Quarterly Progress Reports
and regular publications. Because of our long-standing obligation to recon-
vene at least two of the Panels, we are pleased that the Correctional Pro-
grams Panel- will be called together In late Spring 1975, as projected and
budgeted. At that meeting, the second and last opportunity for these Panelists

-to interact with project staff and each other, available results from all Unes
of research will be reviewed and evaluated by Panelists; and their guidance
will be sought on possible refinements of analysis, additional uses of data,
and priority issues related to-program planning and policy development. Their
suggestions can then be reflected In NAJC's final publications scheduled for
next year.
- Similarly, this FY 1976 Reapplication incorporates a second and final meet-
ing In Spring 1976 of the Law and Policies Panel; this meeting was post-
poned from FY 1975 at the Institute's request. The members of this Panel,
most whom are influential in the area of policy Implementation, should
be able to provide expert evaluation of finished work, informed guidelines
about final publications-particularly the National Portrait, and advice about
how findings can best be presented for those planning policy and facing its
dilemmas.

It has been decided that it will be more economical to invite a few
selected state legislators-if feasible-to both Panel meetings than to set up
a special Panel of these key lawmakers. In addition, it is our intent, as
suggested by the Review Team, to Invite still other members of the Research
Panel to attend one or the other of the last two Panel meetings.

It'. REPORTS AND PUBLICATIONS

1. "First tier" coin nitnicnIs
Brief summary feedbacks of limited but crucial data that were guaranteed

to participants as recompense for cooperation and access will have been sent
by 30 June 1975 to the sample correction programs, to all juvenile offenders
in the study who gave home addresses, and to juvenile justice officials in the
50 states. As noted before, written feedback planned for Juvenile -court re-
spondents and cooperating groups will be subsumed into the integrated publi-
cations on the mail survey and on the intensive court study (see below). In
addition, to fulfill a formal agreement with the National Association of
Juvenile Court Judges, which officially cooperated with the mail survey,
several members of the research team plan a verbal report of findings during
FY 1970 to the national organization at their headquarters in Reno, Nevada.
2. "Second tier" commitncnts for fiscal year 1976

As was carefully pointed out in the FY 1975 Reapplication Plan, most
feedback documents contain little or no analysis or interpretation and thus
constitute only one component of our dissemination responsibilities and com.
mituients. Each main area of project research has produced extensive amounts
of Important data, and NAJC's consistent plan for a series of analytical, In-
terpretive publications will complete its obligations to participants and will
meet its "second tier" commitments to the large audiences it has made con-
tact with. Further, these "second tier" dissemination networks have been
developed with great cRre over the life of the project as an original grant
stipulation to serve I ht ' eds of the Institute as well as the project.
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In this section we present publication and other reporting plans for FY
1976, and will note those that will extend into FY 1977. An outline will also
be included for clarification.

A. Publications. It should be stated at the outset that the publications
described here are concordant with those communicated to the Institute, ,at
its request, in the NAJO "Outline of Reports--Post FY 1975," dated 6
September 1974. As was noted in the conveyance letter, definitive decisions
about specific contents and exact numbers of publications are subject to proj-
ect research priorities and resources, and data analysis results. However,
it should be clear that the publications Indicated here correspond preemi-
nently with those in the "Outline"; and, further, that modifications result
from proximity to more up-to-date judgements. Publications will be listed
here in the expected order of completion; numbers in brackets indicate re-
ferent number In the 6 September 1974 "Outline."

1. Integrated Publication on Mail Survey of Juvenile Courts [2]. Given
the large amount of data, it has been decided to separate the presentations
of mail survey and intensive court study findings. To economize, the pre-
liminary "first tier" feedback to judges and court personnel will be incorpo-
rated into an integrated major publication. The focus, Intevded primary
audiences, and data parameters will approximate those indicated in the
"Outline," except for parameters specific to the intensive court study. This
publication will concentrate on organizational patterns of Juvenile courts,
staff perspectives and behavior reports, and due process practices. It will
thus provide an overview of court structures and staff and youth character-
istics. Estimated completion: Fall 1975.

2. State Juvenile Justice Systems and Policies [3]. Plans for this publi-
cation conform in general with those indicated in the "Outline." Estimated
completion: Early Winter 1976.

8. Court Intensive Study (2]. The intensive study report will focus on
court dynamics. It will include findings on case characteristics, processing
techniques, decision-making patterns, and interorganizational relations. The
total number of the Intended primary audiences will be less thau that for
the mail survey, but the range will be similar. The data parameters will In-
clude processing and service technologies, referral patterns, Interorganiza-
tional relations, staff and youth characteristics, and community leaders' per-
spectives on court performance and roles. Estimated completion: Winter
1976.

4. Corectional Programs for Juvenile Offenders (1]. Since the data col-
lected in this area were so extensive, this publication will present major
topics not adequately or sufficiently dealt with in the FY 1975 integrated
report. The focus, intended primary audiences, and data parameters will
approximate those indicated In the "Outline." Evaluation of the first publi-
cation by Panelists and intended audiences will be reflected in later decisions
about the scope and nature of this publication. Estimated completion: Late
Spring 1976.

5. Juvenile Justice: A National View [4]. A minimum of one publication
on the state and patterns of American Juvenile justice through the mid-70's
is planned before project termination. Final determination of contents and
scope is premature at this point. However, It is expected that, based on
empirical findings from all major research activities, It may be desirable to
consider using other media forms In addition to a publication-or possibly
a two volume issuance. So much valuable Information has been collected by
NAJO that final decisions about final publication(s) will require thorough
reevaluation during FY 1976. Estimated completion: Post-FY 1976.

The following chart recapitulates the foregoing discussion.

Referent EsUmated
No. In number

Publication topic "outline" of copies Estimated completign date

Integrated report on mail survey of Juvenile courts .......... 2 6.000 Fall 1975.
Main report on State Juvenile Justic systems ............... 3 6. 000 arty winter 1976.
R t op court Intensive study ........................... 2 4,000 Winter 1976.
Additional report on coireconal programs for Juvenile 1 6,000 Late spring 1976.

offenders
Juvenile Justice: A nation view-----------------------...4---------....Post fiscal year 1976.
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B. Other Reports. We recognize that other means will need to be pursued
to handle potential uses of NAJO data. These may include some or all of
the following measures.

1. (a) Photocopied short papers for special occasions and smaller audiences;
for example, the report to the UN Conference in Montreal in late Summer
1975. (b) Photocopied summaries of particular, well-defined results of re-
search; for example, the review of SPA's the Recensus, the Follow-up study.
A limited sum is included in the budget for such papers.

2. Own expense route. This mechanism may be used in two ways: (a)
arranging with commercial publishing houses for nonroyalty sales, at cost,
of contracted papers; and (b) arranging with juvenile and criminal justice
professional journals or with other Journals for publication of articles or
chapters developed from NAJO data. These articles would be authored by
senior staff and would be credited to the support of the Institute and LEAA.

No specific decisions have been made as yet about how best to proceed with
the latter two options. However, the Institute has previously suggested such
mechanisms as possible alternatives.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C., April 84, 1975.
Dr. ROBERT D. VINTER,
National A.scs88ment of Jutcnile Uorrcotions Proicct,
Ann Arbor, Mich.

DEAR DR. VINTER: This letter is in response to your letter of April 9, 1975
regarding our decision to limit support to the NAJO project to $850,000 during
Fiscal Year 1976. We have reviewed your arguments and remain-firm In our
determination that no additional funds can be spared for this effort. Although
LEAA will receive additional funds for juvenile delinquency research and
action projects during Fiscal Year 1976, our current projections of needs
and resources do not allow for additional amounts to be allocated from that
year's funds to the NAJC effort. We nonetheless believe that the major
NAJO project objectives can be achieved at this reduced level of funding.

If you would like to meet with us, prior to resubmitting your application
at the reduced level of funding, to discuss which activities will be carried
on and which will be terminated or reduced in scope, we will be glad to do so.

FuznmUox P. Nar,
Acting Assistant Administrator, Jawenile

Justice and Delinqwency Prvention
Operations Task Group.

NATIONAL ASSEssMENT OF JUVENILE CORRECTIONS,
T=R UNIVERSITY OF MIC GAN,

M. Ann Arbor, Mich., April 24, 1975.Mr. JOHN RECTOR,

Chief Counsel, Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency,
U.S. Senate Anne.,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR JoHN: Enclosed is the packet of material which we prepared docu-
menting various LEAA and Justice Department Statements regarding support
for juvenile delinquency prorgams and research. It seems to us that detailed
questioning about past allocation of delinquency funds is warranted as are
questions about future planning In this area. We expect to be able to send
you some specific questions tomorrow from our examination of other docu:-
ments and reports.

We appreciate your assistance and counsel. Completion of the NAJO project
as originally planned should provide substantial information for current
evaluation and future planning. As I told you, we have not received any
reply from LEAA in response to our letter to Fred Nader except for a brief
note from Gerald Caplan, a copy of which is enclosed. Therefore, it seems
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quite appropriate to ask questions about NAJO in the Hearings as we dis-
cussed today.Sincerely yours, RoSEMARY 0. SARIU, Professor and (o-Director.

[Enclosurel. U.S. DEPARTMENT Or JUSTICE ,
LAW ENFoacEMFJNT ASSISTANcE ADMINISTRATrON,

Washington, D.O., April 11, 1975.
Professor RoDnT D. VENTER,
Professor ROSEMARY 0. SAW,-
National Aascesment of Juvenile Corrections, The University of Michigan,

AnA Arbor, Mich.
DEAR PROFESSORS ViNTEr and SARME: Thank you for sending me a copy of

your letter of April 9 concerning the proposed reduction in your budget for
next year. As you know, I have not participated in this decision in any way
as decisionmaking on all Juvenile Justice projects Is now exclusively tile
function of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Task Group.

I hope that a satisfactory resolution of your concerns can be achieved.
Sincerely,

GERALD M. CAPLAN,
Director.

DOCUMENTATION OF LEAA/NILECJ STATEMENTS AsoUT T-E NATIONAL
ASSESSMENT 0 JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

(In chronological order--excerpts attached)

A. The 3rd Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (FY 1971).

B. Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delin-
quency on S. 1428, a bill to establish an Institute for continuing studies of
Juvenile Justice. Testimony of Ruby Yaryan (January 24, 1972).

C. The 4th Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (IY 1972).

D. Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency. Testimony of Richard Velde (June 27. 1973).

E. The LEAA Newsletter (September-October 1973).
F. The 6th Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-

tion (FY 1973).
G. The Report of the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal

Juvenile Delinquency Programs (FY 1978).
It. The Annual Report of the Attorney General of the United States (FY

1973).
I. Hearings before the House Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities. Testi-

mony of Charles Work (May 2, 1974).
J. The First Annual Report of the National Institute of Law Enforcement

and Criminal Justice (WY 1974).

U. DOCUMENTATION OF LEAA STATEMENTS

A. The 3rd Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (FY 1971).

1. NAJC is mentioned In the section on correctional research of the Na-
tional Institute. The project is described as "a major study [which] will
assess the relative value of alternative correctional programs for different
types of delinquents and youthful offenders."

2. NAJO is mentioned In the appendix listing National Institute grants as
a "national evaluation of various correctional programs for Juveniles."

B. Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency on S. 1428, a bill "to establish an Institute for continuing studies
of Juvenile justice" (January 24, 1972). Ruby Yaryan and Thomas Madden
(now LEAA General Counsel) testified against the proposed Juvenile Insti-
tute on the grounds that It would duplicate activities of the National In-
stitute. Among the Juvenile justice projects cited as proof of NILZCJ's in-
volvement in Juvenile delinquency research is NAJC. The project Is described
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as "evaluating the effectiveness of juvenile corrections programs across the
country"' and as "developing minimum performance standards for corrections
personnel."

C. 4th Annual Report of the Law Enforcendent Assistance Administration
(FY 1972).

1. This citation of NAJC appears under tJb heading "Significant FY 72
Programs." The project is described as "seeking to develop guidelines for
correctional administrators, suggesting treatment methods for various types
of juvenile offenders that are most successful."

2. NAJC is also mentioned in the chapter on "Priorities for Research and
Development" of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. Description:

"'NAJC is studying the relative effectiveness of various correction pro-
grams * * * The project will develop guidelines * * * concerning the types
of programs which should be available to treat juveniles, the types of of-
fenders most likely to benefit from each form of treatment, and the methods
of treatment, which appear most ineffective."

D. Hearings before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency (June 27, 1973) on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act (S. 821). Administrator Velde testified in favor of placing the new
office in LEAA.

1. NAJC was mentioned by Velde as one of LEAA's projects in juvenile
rehabilitation. It is described as "designed to show which programs work best
with juvenile offenders."

2. In his letter to Velde (July 11, 1978), in a question that had to do
specifically with program evaluation, Birch Bayh mentioned that Velde cited
NAJC as "working to find out what programs work best with juvenile
offenderes."

E. The September-October 1973 Issue of the LEAA Newsletter. Inserted in
the Newsletter is a report from the National Institute on research in the
area of corrections.

1. NAJC is mentioned in the chapter on "Correctional Intervention Ap-
proaches," where it is described as "developing objective bases for assessing
the relative effectiveness of alternative programs for different types of of-
fenders."

2. In the same publication, under the heading of "Current Research," ap-
pears a rather long description of NAJC. The project is described as "a five
year, national survey and evaluation of juvenile corrections" study.

F. The 5th Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (FY 1973).

1. NAJC is cited under the heading "A Sampling of FY 1973 Projects,"
which includes "some of the significant projects." The project Is described
as "research to discover the most effective treatment for juveniles."

2. This citation is in the chapter on the National Institute. NAJO is de-
scribed as "developing objective bases for assessing the relative effectiveness
of alternative programs for different types of delinquents."

8. In the same chapter, on the National Institute, under the heading of
"Evaluation" appears a third citation of NAJC. It is described as "a project
that stands out as being primarily concerned with providing Information
on program effectiveness."

G. The Report of the Interdepartmental Council to Coordinate All Federal
Juvenile Delinquency Programs (FY 1978). In the chapter on the Depart-
ment of Justice, NAJC is at the top of the list of juvenile delinquency proj-
ects funded by the National Institute. The project is described as-"developing
objective bases for assessing relative effectiveness [etc.]."

H. The Annual Report of the Attorney General of the United States (FY
1978). The project is cited in the chapter on the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice (under LEAA). NAJC is described as "a
five-year study * * * [that] is expected to have a significant Impact on
programs for youthful offenders."

I. Hearings before the House Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities (May
2, 1974) on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and Runway Youth.
Deputy Administrator Charles Work testified in favor of placing the new
office in LEAA. NAJC is among the juvenile Justice activities cited by Work
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as evidence of LEAA's commitment in this area. "[NAJC]. will provide
empirical bases for evaluating the effectiveness of juvenile corrections pro.
grams."

J. The First Annual Report of the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice (FY 1974).

1. NAJO is mentioned in the chapter on "Juvenile Delinquency." It is
described as "a 5-year effort to-gather information about juvenile corrections."

2. The project is also mentioned in the appendix listing National Institute
grants. NAJC is described as "establishing bases for assessing alternative
correctional programs, and developing recommendations."

A. THE 3RD ANNUAL REPORT OF TIlE LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE

ADMINISTRATION (FISCAL YEAR 1071)

CORRECTIONS

Under the impetus of the LEAA program, states and localities throughout
the nation have begun placing major new emphasis on improving all aspects of
the corrections system.

In FY 1971 the Institute's program in correctional research concentrated
on a series of projects to evaluate existing programs and to set standards and
to develop more effective ways to rehabilitate offenders.

System standards. The Institute has initiated several projects to establish
performance measures for evaluating the effectiveness of various components
of the correctional system. A major study started this year (NI 71-079) will
assesss the relative value of alternative correctional programs -for different
types of delinquents and youthful offenders. It is anticipated that this project
wilt have a major impact on the development of policies and programs for
handling offender groups throughout the country.

NI 71-079-G-$257,377. From 4/15/71 to 6/30/72
Title-A National Assessment of Juvenile and Youth Correctional Programs.
Grantee-The Regents of the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Director-R. D. Vinter and R. C. Sarri, School of Social Work, The Univer-
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104.

Abstract-This grant covers two initial phases of an estimated five-year com-
prehensive national evaluation of various corrections programs for Juveniles.
The overall aim of this research is to help develop nationwide policies and
programs for treating Juvenile delinquents and youthful offenders. The
grantee will formulate objective, empirical baseline data in order to assess
the relative effectiveness of alternative rehabilitative programs for different

types of young offenders. Both Federal and state programs will be studied;
and all regions of the United States, as well as a representative sampling
of the states, will be included.

B. HEARINGS BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DE-
LINQUENCY ON S. 1428, A BILL TO ESTABLISH AN INSTITUTE FOR-CONTINUING
STUDIES OF JUVENILE JUSTICE. TESTIMONY OF RUBY YARYAN (JANUARY
24, 1972)

In addition to collecting and disseminating information from existing sources,
LEAA is supporting original research, which is aimed at preventing delinquency
and rehabilitating youthful offenders, as well as upgrading the component
parts of the juvenile justice system. These projects are supported through
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the research
and development arm of LEAA and the Justice Department.

One large research project is aimed at improving the effectiveness, efficiency
and the fairness of society's methods of dealing with children in trouble
across the country. This juvenile justice standards project is being conducted
by time institute of judicial administration of the New York University School
of Law.

Another research project, being conducted at the University of Michigan,
is evaluating the effectiveness of juvenile corrections programs across time
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country. One major objective of this study will be the development of mini-
mum performance standards for corrections personnel who work with ju-
venile offenders. Once minimum standards have been developed empirically,
it will be possible to develop more effective training programs, so that juvenile
corrections personnel will be able to function at a higher level of competence.

. THu 4TH ANNUAL RzpoRr or THU LAW ENFORCEMENT ASIsTANCz

'ADMNxsmhT 'oN (FsOAL YAx 1972)

JUVENUL DELINQUENOY
More than $120 million in fiscal year 1972 funds supported projects to pre-

vent and control Juvenile delinquency-ncluding block action grants to States,
discretionary funding and technical assistance, and research and development.

Principal areas of funding activity were:
M ¢lHou

Diversion -------------------------------------------------- $21
Rehabilitation ----------------------------------------------- 41
Upgrading resources ------------------------------------------ 33
Drug control ------------------------------------------------ 18
High Impact juvenile delinquency programs.. ------------------------- 8

,Projects Included: comprehensive youth services programs, which include
recreation, education, job training and referral services, special probation and
aftercare treatment for young offenders. In addition, LZAA funds supported
special trading for police officers and other criminal justice personnel who deal
with youngsters.

(Summaries of State and local projects organized under the above activity
areas, with funding amounts by budget category, are available in a separate
LEAA publication 1

As part of their overall crime reduction efforts, the Impact cities are emphasz-
ing programs to rehabilitate young offenders charged with burglary or street
crimes. Each city's programs are covered In chapter 4.

Fiscal 1972 funds also financed research projects to study juvenile corrections
programs.

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, conducted by the University
of Michigan, is a nation-wide study of probation, institutional and community-
based treatment alternatives. It seeks to develop guidelines for correctional
administrators, suggesting the treatment methods for various types of juvenile
offenders which are most successful

Another research project Is evaluating the effectiveness of a Massachusetts
program which closed all standard juvenile detention facilities in -the State and
replaced them with community.based rehabilitation centers. The Harvard Law
School Center for Criminal Justice is conducting the study In an effort to deter-
mine the most effective treatment alternatives to Incarceration.

The Instltute's Statistics Division recently conducted a Juvenile Detention and
Correction Facility Survey,_which provides data on the physical characteristics
of Juvenile Institutions throughout the country.

CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR AND INTERVENTION IN CRIMINAL CAREERS
Because traditional correctional practices have been largely ineffective in

rehabilitating offenders, the National Institute gave priority attention In 1972
to research into patterns of criminal behavior and methods for intervening
in criminal careers to offer constructive alternatives. The Institute supported
projects to develop and test less restrictive confinement methods and more
effective use of community-based treatment programs.

Other Institute-supported projects studied ways to Improve classification of
criminal behavior. More accurate classification, experts believe, will lead to
sounder decisions about the offender throughout the criminal justice process:
More effective screening, more constructive treatment techniques and fewer

Institutional commitments.

' Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Juvenile Delinquency Project Summaries
For Fiscal Year 1972, U.S. Government Printing Office: 1978 514-409/150, 1-8.

67-988 0 - 76 - 27
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During the past fiscal year, classification and intervention research focused
on three key areas: Juvenile correctional practices, adult correctional prac-
tices, and drug-related criminal careers.

Juvenile corrections. Two of the most significant offender intervention proj-
ects deal with Juvenile criminal careers.

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, conducted by the Univer-
sity of Michigan, is studying the relative effectiveness of various correctional
programs--probation, institutional, and community-based--on different types of
Juvenile offenders throughout the country. Based on their findings, the project
will develop guidelines for correctional administrators concerning the types of
programs which should be available to treat Juveniles, the types of offenders
most likely to benefit from each form of treatment, and the methods of treat-
ment which appear most ineffective.

D. HIcANGs BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DE-
LI mNEY. TzsmoNy or RicHAR VELDE (Juz 27, 1978)

An important research study funded by LEAA, "National Assessment of
Juvenile Corrections," is underway in 42 counties in 16 States. The study
included 10 Juvenile courts, 5 detention units, 15 probation units, 15 local
intensive community programs, 15 institutions, and 6 halfway houses. This
research is designed to show which programs work best with Juvenile offenders.
We expect results should be of value to State officials.

The portion of LEAA's Juvenile delinquency program called upgrading re-
sources includes construction, personnel recruitment, and training, with fund-
ing of nearly $33 million in fiscal year 1972.

* S - S S S *

E. In your testimony, you cited the National Assessment Study of Juvenile
Corrections as working to find out what programs work best with Juvenile
offenders. You do not, however, mention any systematic, uniform evaluation
of ongoing programs.

What evaluation is performed at the Federal, state and local levels to
insure that ineffective programs are not refunded?

2. What is the nature of any substantive review of proposed Juvenile delin-
quency programs prior to their original funding?

E. THE LEAA NEwSLETTR (SEPT.-OT. 1978)
* S S S * S S

INTERVENTION APPROACHES FOR JUYL.vZ8U.S

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections is one such study. A
five-year national survey, it is being conducted by the University of Michigan
under Institute grants. Its extensive findings are expected to have a major
impact on policy and program development for youthful offenders. The project
emphasizes the development of objective bases for assessing the relative ef-
fectiveness of alternative programs for different types of delinquents. It will
provide systematic, comparative descriptions of Juvenile legal code provisions,
corrections service units, and both new and traditional programs, including
their distribution and cost where feasible. Federal, State, and private programs
from different regions of the country will be studied. (A comparable assess-
ment of adult corrections, also national in scope, is now being developed at
the Institute.)

FIVE YEAR NATIONAL STUDY OF JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Grant Title: National Assessment Study of Juvenile and Youth Correctional
Programs.

Grant No.: 72-NI-99-0014-G, 72-NI-99-0010, NI-71-079-G.
Grantee: The Regents of the University of Michigan, Drs. Robert Vinter

and Rosemary Sarri, Project Directors, The University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor, Michigan.
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This five year, national survey and evaluation of juvenile corrections pro-
grams is part of the Institute's efforts to confirm the effectiveness of action
programs. Its aim is to produce extensive findings on all aspects ,of juvenile
corrections, to establish objective bases for measuring the effectiveness of
alternative programs for different types of delinquents, and to develop policy
recommendations for program design, allocation of resources, state and na-
tional planning, legislative action, and statutory revision.

Systematic and comparative descriptions are now being prepared of juvenile
legal code provisions, corrections service units, and both new and traditional
programs throughout the nation. An investigation of Juvenile offender career
patterns, the inventory and classification of corrections service units, the
coding and classification of selected provisions of juvenile codes for all 50
states, and the development of a sample for selection of field sites have
been completed.

Federal, State and private programs are being studied and all regions of
the country are included in the sample. Currently, an intensive two year
study has begun in 16 states, concentrating on 42 counties within those states.
Later, these programs will be restudied to observe the results of changes and
for follow-up information on the delinquents' institutional and post-institu.
tional careers.

The research results should be of major interest to all those involved in
juvenile corrections programs, administration, or planning. The extensive
lists of juvenile correctional service units can be made available to other
researchers interested in cross-national studies. While the project will not
be completed until 1976, the "Research Design Statement" and "Sampling
Plans and Results" have been published by the grantee. Reports of 1) a com-
parative analysis of juvenile codes, 2) jailing of children, 3) institutionaliza-
tion of children, and 4) a preliminary report on pretrial court diversion
projects for juveniles are expected within the year.

F. THE 5TH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE LAw ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINIS-
TRATION. (FIsCAL YEAR 1978)

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Among the approaches to juvenile delinquency control emphasized at the
State and local level are:

Youth service bureaus which provide a wide range of services to delinquents
and troubled youths to divert them from the criminal justice system.

Community-based rehabilitation programs for young offenders which offer
vocational, educational, and recreational opportunities.

Group and foster homes which help young people to resolve conflicts and
to return to their own homes.

Specialized training for police -offlicers and other criminal justice personnel
who work with juveniles.

Research to discover the most effective treatment programs for juveniles
was supported by LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
inal Justice.

One major research study is underway in 42 counties in 16 States. The
national assessment of Juvenile corrections is studying 10 juvenile courts,
5 detention units, 15 probation units, 15 local intensive community programs,
15 Juvenile institutions and 6 halfway houses. Results of the 5-year study
should be of great value to State officials.

The project will provide systematic, comparative descriptions of juvenile
legal code provisions, corrections service units, and both new and traditional
programs, including their distribution and costs.

The Institute also is financing an evaluation of the Massachusetts program
which closed all large Juvenile institutions and replaced them with com-
munity-based treatment centers. Some 400 juveniles will be interiewed and
observed.

Research funds were also awarded for a juvenile justice standards project
which will develop and implement legal and administrative standards to en-
hance the effectiveness and fairness of the juvenile justice system.

The Institute also is supporting evaluation of Californik's-Youth Service
Bureaus to see if they can divert significant numbers of young people from
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the juvenile justice system and whether they can use existing community
resources more effectively. The project is compiling and analyzing arrest,
disposition and probation intake statistic. Referral policies and coordination
of juvenile cases and delinquency prevention programs are being studied.
The researchers also are consulting with Youth Service Bureaus which are
planning to conduct additional evaluations of their own programs.

Intervention approaches for Juveniles
Much of the Institute's intervention work to date has concentrated upon

Juveniles because the age at which an individual Is incarcreated has been
isolated as the most predictive factor in a continuing criminal career. The
earlier the initial Incarceration, the higher the probability of continued crim-
inal activity:

A 5-year national survey by the University of Michigan Is expected to have
a major Impact on policy and program development for youthful offenders.
The project, National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections, emphasizes devel-
opment of objective bases for assessing relative effectiveness of alternative
programs for different type of delinquents. It will provide systematic, com-
parative descriptions of juvenile legal code provisions, corrections .service
units, and both new and traditional programs, Including their distribution and
cost where feasible. Federal, State, and private programs from various parts
of the country will be studied. A comparable assessment of adult corrections
is being considered by the Institute.

EVALUATION

Demands for evaluative research information Increased dramatically through-
out the criminal justice community in 1973. They fell basically into two needs:

1. Information concerning results of evaluations: The need to know what
works and what factors contribute to success.

2. Information on the process of evaluation itself: How is an evaluation
study designed, what performance measures aTe most useful, how can an
evaluation system -be developed which will insure maximum utilization of
the results?

Responding to increased demand in both these categories of interest, the
Institute expanded Its evaluation activities during the year and plans even
greater expansion in the future. These gre some of the major programs now
underway:
Institute research

The research function assesses and tests effectiveness of existing and pro-
posed crime reduction projects and strategies. In one sense, the Institute's
entire program can be viewed in that light, since every project has an evalua-
tive. aspect to it. In the five major Institute plan components, however, some
projects stand out as being primarily concerned with providing information on
program effectiveness. Thus the New York study on architectural design to
improve residential security showed that physical modifications to h6tising
projects did effect an actual reduction in crime. The comprehensive 5-year
survey of juvenile corrections programs will have a major impact in develop-
ment of policies and programs for handling juvenile offenders. The tech-
nology transfer program to develop prescriptive packages in selected areas of
criminal justice administration involves evaluation of current research and
program experience.

The main objective of evaluations like those described above is to measure
the degree of success achieved by the project or program. This information
will lead to identification of workable strategies for attacking law enforcement
and criminal justice problems; these strategies continue to be the subject of
dissemination and technology transfer efforts. But a valuable secondary result
of these evaluations will be the Identification and dissemination of those
evaluative techniques which prove most- appropriate.
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G. THE REIPOT OF THE INTERDEPARTMENTAL COUNCIL TO COORDINATE ALL FEDERAL
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PkOGRAMs (FISCAL YEAR 1978)

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ)
has responsibility for LEAA's research program, which is designed to support
the overall goal of reducing crime and delinquency and improving the quality
of Justice. Much of the Institute's work to date has concentrated upon juve-
niles, because the age at which an individual becomes Involved with the
criminal justice system has been isolated as a predictive factor in a continuing
criminal career.

In fiscal year 1973, several major projects In the juvenile delinquency area
were funded by the Institute. A 5-year national survey by the University of
Michigan is expected to have an important impact on policy and program
development for youthful offenders. The project, National Assessment of Ju-
venile Corrections, emphasizes development of objective bases for assessing
relative effectiveness of alternative programs for different types of delinquents.
It will provide systematic, comparative descriptions of juvenile legal code
provisions, corrections service units, and both new and traditional programs,
including their distribution and cost where feasible. Federal, State, and
private programs from various parts of the country are being studied.

H. THE ANNUAL REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
(FISCAL YEAR 1973)

The National- Assessment of Juvenile Corrections-a five-year study by the
University of Michigan-is expected to have a significant impact on programs
for youthful offenders. In addition, under an Institute grant, the Harvard
tenter for Criminal Justice Is evaluating the Massachusetts program which
closed all large correctional facilities for youths in favor of small, community-
based settings.Several Institute studies focused on drug abuse offenders. A five-year study-
Evaluation of the Effects of Methadone Treatment on Crime and Criminal
Addicts-is providing information 'on the type of addict offender for whom
methadone maintenance can be effective. The Vera Institute of Justice is con-
ducting the study In the Bedford-Stuyvesant area of New York City to measure
the effects of methadone treatment on reducing criminal activity by addicts.

Two of their recent studies analyzed changes in criminal behavior of addicts
in the program for one-and two-year periods. The studies revealed an over-all
decline in the crime rate during the initial treatment year which continued
for patients remaining during the second year. However, major differences
in criminal behavior were observed among different age groups. Patients over
30 showed substantial reduction in property crimes but retained the level of
illegal drug behavior after entering the program as before. Younger patients
decreased illegal drug use but slightly increased their rate of property crimes.
I. HEARINGS BEFORE THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES. TESTI-

MONY OF CHARLES WORK (MAY 2, 1974) -

REHABILITATION

Rehabilitation projects took the largest share of LEAA's juvenile delinquency
money-$40.8 million in fiscal year 1972. Nearly three-fourths-or almost $30
million-was allocated for community-based treatment programs.

A major LEAA-financed program involves research on the phasing out of
juvenile institutions in Massachusetts. They have been replaced by community-
based programs-for example, group homes, foster homes, and other services
which are provided for youth on a large-scale purchase-of-service basis. Re-
search is being conducted comparing the effectiveness of these alternatives to
the incarcerative facilities. This is an important research effort as it is the
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only large-scale evaluation of the development of community-based alterna-
fives to incarceration of juveniles. The results of this research will have
nationwide implication.

Another important research study funded by LEAA-I'A National Assessment
of Juvenile Corrections"-is under way in all 50 states. This project will
develop a nationwide portrait of Juvenile corrections, including an analysis of
the Juvenile codes of the 50 states and state Juvenile justice systems. A sample
of 16 states is being intensively studied, within which approximately 70 cor-
rectional units were selected for detailed analysis. These include 10 Juvenile
courts, 5 detention units, 15 probation department, 15 local intensive com-
munity-based programs, 15 institutions, and 6 halfway houses. This research
will provide empirical bases for evaluating the effectiveness of Juvenile cor-
rections programs.

J. THE FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCE-
MENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE (FISCAL YEAR 1974). p. 16

National assessment of Juvenile corrections. The University of Michigan
School of Social Work is engaged in a 5-year effort to gather information about
Juvenile corrections. The study-now in its fourth year-includes a national
portrait of Juvenile corrections as reflected in court statistics, census figures,
and the like; an analysis of Juvenile codes in each State; a study of Juvenile
courts throughout the country; and a study of the Juvenile Justice system
as it operates in each State.

One of these components-Juvenile Delinquency: A Comparative Analysis
of Legal Codes in the United States--is now available. This analysis of the
legal codes, in effect as of January 1972, indicates considerable variation in
procedures for handling juveniles, inadequate safeguards of juveniles' con-
stitutional rights, significant variations in Juvenile court structures, and a
lack-of explicit protection against misuse of Juvenile records. Many States,
for example, do not guarantee a probable cause hearing before sending juve-
niles to criminal court; in all but five States, juveniles may be placed in
adult Jails. The majority of States give probation officers the same arrest
powers as police officers. Despite the general assumption that delinquents'
records are automatically expunged, in most States the judge's power to do
so Is discretionary rather than mandatory.

The final report in 1976 will provide a wealth of Information about Juvenile
corrections in the U.S. Fiscal 1974 funds committed to this project amounted
to $791,000.

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
75-NI-99-0010.
Title: National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections (from 7/1/74 to 6/30/75).
Grantee: The Regents of the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.
Award: $791,057.
Project Directors: Dr. Robert Vinter and Dr. Rosemary Sarri, 2008 Admin-

istration Bldg., The University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104.
This project is establishing bases foi assessing alternative correctional pro-

grams, and developing policy recommendations.

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILE CORRECTIONS,
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN,

Ann Arbor, Mich., April 29, 1975.
Mr. JOHN RECTOR,
Chief Counsel, Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency,
Washington, D.C.

DvAm JOHN: Enclosed is a copy of Fred Nader's recent reply to our defense
of NAJC's last full year of support, denying reconsideration of the merits
of the 50% cut LEAA intends to impose.

Although LEAA expects to receive supplemental Juvenile Justice funding
this year, and additional funds for Fiscal 1976, it still asserts this will not
be enough to replace NAJC's cut of $348,000 during FY 1975 and FY 1976.
Ironically, LEAA's anticipation of new funds for Juvenile justice, passage of
the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415), and renewed priority for evalu-
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action research in this field, all serve as grounds for the decision to cut NAJC
in half during its last full year of research analysis and reporting. No
rationale is offered for aborting NAJC's planned completion and reporting of
its extensive national research findings, or for squandering the $2.2 million
already invested by LEAA in this work. LEAA offers no concrete plans for
expenditure of new Juvenile justice research funds, no refutation of the value
of NAJO's contributions and productivity, and no explanation of why-NAJC's
final work is not essential to any new research and action activities.

The $848,000 to be cut is an Insignificant fraction of LEAA's total funding
for juvenile Justice, but absolutely essential for NAJC's completion. Sums as
large and greater are being allocated for surveys 6 evaluation in areas where
NAJC has already obtained the data and is preparing It for publication, and
even larger sums will be devoted to these efforts In the future. Each LEAA
report on juvenile justice (e.g., Children in Custody, Delnstitutionallzatlon of
Status Offender) draws directly on NAJC findings and cites these. And most
of LEAA's newly funded adid continuing juvenile projects are Invited to turn
to NAJC for national baseline data and assistance-as they do, and which
we provide. Yet NAJC Is now to be denied the support necessary to complete
its own analyses and final publications.

We are totally mystified by LEAA's position on this matter, especially since
It was reached without any contact with NAJC, without any warning, and
despite four years of formal,, public assurances that this national research
would be supported to completion. We are equally mystified about how choices
can be made among all of NAJC's data and reports deserving publication, and
how the total disappearance of the remainder of NAJC's work can be Justified
or explained.

Your interest is greatly appreciated and we welcome any suggestions or
guidance you can offer.

Sincerely yours,
ROSlEMARY C. SARa!,

Professor and Project Co-Director.
[Enclosure.] - UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,

LAW ENFORCEMENT AssIsTANCE ADMINISTRATION,
Wa"hilngton, D.C., April 24, 1975.

Dr. ROBERT D. VINTER,
National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections Project,
Ann Arbor, Mich.

DE.A D. VIqTz: This letter is In response to your letter of April 9, 1975
regarding our decision to limit support to the NAJC project to $350,000 during
Fiscal Year 1976. We have reviewed your arguments and remain firm in our
determination that no additional funds can be spared for this effort. Although
LEAA will receive additional funds for juvenile delinquency research and
action projects during Fiscal Year 1976, our current projections of needs
and resources do not allow for additional amounts to be allocated from that
year's funds to the NAJC effort. We nonetheless believe that the major NAJC
project objectives can be achieved at this reduced level of funding.

If you would like to meet with us, prior to resubmitting your application
at the reduced level of funding, to discuss which activities will be carried
on and which will be terminated or reduced in scope, we will be glad to do so.

Sincerely,
FREDERICK P. NADER,

Acting Assistant Administrator, Juvenile Jwtice
and DelinquenOei Prevention Operations Task
Group

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF ORGANIZATIONS FOR CHILDREN
AND YOUTH

Washington, D.C., November 4, 1975.
To: Members of NCOCY Youth Development Cluster.
From: Sheri Kaplan Papish.
Re: Enclosed materials.

The enclosed materials elaborate ways that voluntary and private organi-
zations can impact implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency



380

Prevention Act of 1974 (also referred to as JJDPA). These guidelines will
serve as a potnt of departure, assisting you in the examination of your State
and local juvenile justice system and in participation in policy formulation
and implementation. Since these materials focus on ways that State ahd local
groups can become involved in implementation of the JJDPA, we urge na-
tional organizations belonging to the NCOCY Youth Development Cluster to
pass this information on to their State and local affiliates and chapters.

These guidelines were prepared by Sheri Kaplan Papish of NCOCY and
Mark Thennes of National Youth Alternatives project (NYAP). Portions of
the following material are drawn from a booklet published by NYAP in
August 1975.

If you have any questions or require additional information, feel free to
contact the NCOCY office at (202) 785-4180. Also, please let the NCOCY office
know if, and how, you were able to utilize this material.
How To IMPACT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JUVENILE JusriCEz AND DELINQUENCY

PREVENTION A'r, NovzMs 1975

1. INTRODUCTION

A recent law-the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974-is the most significant piece of youth legislation of the past 20 years,
and probably the next 5. If a State chooses to participate in the JJDPA, the
State must provide that status offenders be placed in shelter facilities within
2 years after submission of its plan. A State must also provide that detained
youth charged with delinquency acts cannot have "regular contact" with
incarcerated adults. If a State selects to participate in the JJDPA, the State
planning agency (SPA) must create a 21-38 member juvenile justice advisory
group with one-third of its members under the age of 26. States are in various
stages in creating their juvenile justice advisory groups.

This booklet will explain how to Impact the appointment of your State
juvenile justice advisory group if members to the advisory group have not
yet been named. This material will also suggest how to make input into the
State comprehensive juvenile justice plan which is due at the LEAA regional
office by December 31, 1975.

Your SPA put down on paper its Juveuile justice priorities in a plan en-
titled comprehensive criminal Justice plan which was due September 30, 1975.
You are entitled to see this document. This plan will serve as an excellent
point of departure for you to make Input into the comprehensive juvenile
justice plan due December 81, 1975.

I. HOW TO AFFECT NOMINATIONS TO YOUR STATIC JUVINILE JUSTICE ADVISORY GROUP

A. Funotiox
The juvenile justice advisory group has the power of project review. When

the advisory group reviews the comprehensive juvenile justice plan, it will
define and clarify the meaning of project review for the future. The advisory
group will also establish criteria for consumer and community participation
in the planning operation and evaluation of their programs.
B. Compoeftion

According to the JJDPA, the juvenile justice advisory group Is to be com-
prised of:

1. 21-33 persons who have "training, experience, or special knowledge of
prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency of the administration of
justice";

2. representation of local government, law enforcement, corrections or pro-
bation, juvenile or family court judges, public agencies;

8. representation of private agencies concerned with delinquency prevention
or treatment; the quality of Juvenile justice, education, or social services for
children; neglected or dependent children; which utilize volunteers to work
with delinquents or potential delinquents; community based delinquency pre-
vention or treatment;

4. majority of whose members shall not be full time employees of Federal,
State or local government (10 of 21, 16 of 33 members) ;

5. at least one third are to be under age 26 at time of appointment.
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Assuming all of the possible slots to government employees are used and
go to persons over age 26, the advisory group would be: 21 persons--10 Gov-
ernment, 7 youth, 4 others; 33 persons--16 Government, 11 youth, 6 others.
0. How to influence appointments to your #tate juvenile justice advisory group

1. Determine where your own State is in the development of its juvenile
justice advisory group. Study the following lists to determine where your
State is in this process. If information for your State is not listed or if you
want to obtain the most recent up-to-date information, contact your State
planning agency (see appendix A) or your Governor's office.

2. States not participating in JJDPA: Alabama, Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia, and Wyoming.

State whose participation in JJDPA is questionable: Arizona.
States in which process of appointing advisory group is well underway:

Illinois, Iowa, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Vermont.
States with advisory group already named and appointed: Florida and

Tennessee.
8. When you call the State planning agency (SPA) or Governor's office, ask

how the appointments will be made and the types of balance (minority, sexual,
age, geographic) they are seeking.

4. A strategy used by task forces of youth services in some States to
strengthen their nominations is to include sympathetic juvenile court judges
and probation people, thereby making recommendations for every seat.

A Michigan Task Force decided to submit 50 nominations, including: (a) 10
names to represent law enforcement/corrections, probation/courts; (b) 15
names to represent public agencies Involved with delinquency; and (c) 25
names to represent private agencies and citizens.

The Michigan task force also recommended that one third of the advisory
group must be under age 26 including youth under the age of 18. The 25
names were to include juvenile and adult exoffenders, juveniles presently un-
der control 'of the Juvenile Justice system, and may include businessmen and
women as well as parents of offenders.

The following is an excerpt from the letter that went out to youth services
in Massachusetts after a one-day workshop there:

"We are looking -for three groups of people from other agencies and com-
munity or juvenile justice officials. Look for their ability to speak articulately,
willingness to say what they believe and stick to it, and willingness to put
in about 5 hours per month in sometimes boring but important meetings.
Above all, look for an orientation that puts the needs and interests of kids
above those of the juvenile justice system.

Considering the present trends, the advisory board will probably be 40
percent female and 20 percent minority. Keeping all these characteristics in
mind is difficult. Governor Dukakis will be making the final decision, not us.
It is, however, worthwhile to be aware of them so we don't end up submitting
an all white male list of potential advisory board members."

5. Submit your recommendations to the Governor as soon as possible if the
process haq not yet begun. Nominations should also be sent to the appropriate
SPA staff and the contact in the Governor's office. Endorsement of the nomi-
nations should be sought from your organization's board members, your or-
ganization's staff, and other organizations.
D. Selecting youth for state juvenile justice advisorv group

Meaningful youth participation in-policy making is a difficult goal to realize.
The youth members of the advisory groups will be in the kind of active and
responsible roles that young people generally are not accustomed to assuming.
This raises some issues of concern.

Seleoting youth for the advisory groups.-There is no one formula for
selecting a young person who will be "perfect" for the advisory group. It is
important to remember that youth members will have much expected of them.
They will be "playing the game" with experienced professionals such as
police, court personnel, bureaucrats. The person you nominate as a youth
member should be able to articulate his or her ideas. The person ought to
be one with self-confidence in order not to be intimidated easily. Although
the youth member may not understand what is going on, she or he should not
be afraid to ask. She or he ought to be able to conceptualize ideas. Be realis-
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tic-the job of youth members is going to take time. Youth members may not
be reimbursed for travel and food expenses incurred attending advisory group
and subcommittee meetings.

Per#ona support eystem-If the youth member you nominate Is approved,
it is important to support the person's work on the advisory group. You might
offer clerical support. You might schedule regular meetings with the person.
Be ready to respond to levels of frustration and impatience. Seek out sup-
portive adults on the committees. You might do some skills sharing with the
person--skills in communication, problem solving, decisionmaking, conflict
management, assertiveness skills, group skills, etc. Such skill sharing should
help young people feel more comfortable in the "foreign environment" of
the advisory group and subcommittee meetings.

Other oonoern8-Often youth who sit on commissions such as the advisory
group feel the burden of representing all youth. The struggle of "Whom do
I represent?" can be very draining. It takes time for the youth member to
realize that she or he only represents her or himself but can advocate for
other youth.

Expect that youth members may have problems dealing with Government
and social work jargon. Nothing is more intimidating that walking into a room
and finding people speaking another language. You can be supportive in help-
ing youth members to learn the ropes of the game.

Watch for youth members being excluded from the informal communica-
tions networks that become established within the advisory group. Because
they may not be seen as "responsible" and because they may be regarded
as politically powerless, youth members may not be included in the Informal
friendship groups through which much of the advisory group's business will
be conducted. It Is important that you be supportive of youth members for
these reasons.

I. HOW TO IMPACT YOUR STATE JUVENILE JUSTICE ADVISORY OROUP AFTER IT IS
FORMED

It is important that you establish and maintain contact with your State
advisory group after it is formed since this group has the power of project
review and will also develop criteria for consumer and community participa-
tion. The advisory group must review the comprehensive juvenile justice plan
before it is submitted to your LEAA regional office by December 31, 1975.

IV. HOW TO MAKE INPUT INTO THE COMPREHENSIVE JUVENILE JUSTICE PLAN

A. The oomprehenetve justice plan
This plan will serve as excellent background material. This document, which

was due September 30, 1975, outlines the goals, priorities, and budget for
Juvenile Justice in your State. This plan tells you what your State has already
set as Juvenile Justice goals and priorities. This plan will assist you in making
valuable input into the comprehensive juvenile justice plan which is due
December 81, 1975.
B. Pk supplement document

This plan which was due August 1, 1975, reveals your State's intention to
implement the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act.

NoTm,-Because of the time restraints, you may not have time to examine
either of the two documents mentioned above. If you examine any of the
material, we recommend that you examine the flrbt-the comprehensive justice
plan. The Information contained in the plan supplement did not turn out to
be as substantial as we originally anticipated.
0. The comprehensive Juvenile Justice plan

1. It Is suggested that private agencies wishing to make input into this
plan call the State planning agency director in order to become involved.

2. This plan will contain a statement of priorities related to your State's
efforts to Implement the JJDPA.

3. Some States have set up various mechanisms in order to obtain public
and private input into this plan. For example, the state of Illinois held hear-
ings throughout the State and received testimony from both public and private
agencies who stated the Juvenile Justice needs in their particular areas. This
information was then compiled by a computer. It has been indicated that
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the state of New York may hold one general hearing on Its plan before It
is submitted to the SPA Director. Florida created an advisory group to its
State Juvenile Justice Advisory Group. After creating a 32-member advisory
group, a resource staff of 30 community persons was established.

D. What Von sea to 1ctow/questiom to ask whim yton mootact the SPA director

1. What are the SPA director's intentions to maximize utilization of private
agencies? How has the SPA director solicited input from private agencies?

2. How can you become involved and make input into the plan
3. Who is the SPA Juvenile justice planner?
NoT*-The SPA director may, after the initial contact, request that you

make all inquiries to the SPA Juvenile Justice person if that person has
been named. Thus these questions may be directed to the Juvenile justice
person rather than to the SPA director.

The importance of personal contact in dealings with the SPA system cannot
be overemphasized. Personal contact is the best way to let people know who
you are and to find out who they are. Regular meetings with the SPA Juvenile
justice planner should be scheduled.

4. Request to receive a written list -of the State Juvenile Justice advisory
group (including names and addresses of members) when It is named.

5. What is the SPA director's current thinking regarding State Juvenile
justice priorities?

6. Examine appendix B closely. The first two columns of funds are those
your State will receive under JJDPA. The third column lists the funds just
appropriated to your State under Safe Streets Act.

Nor--Approximately 18 percent of the funds in column 3 is spent on
Juvenile justice (this represents the -national average).

Request from the SPA director an explanation of the programmmatic rela-
tionship between the funds and columns 1-2 and those in column 3. How will
the programs funded under column 3 related to those programs funded under
columns 1-27 Will some priorities apply to both?

7. Ask to see a draft of the comprehensive Juvenile justice plan. The draft
document, however, may not be available until mid or late December. Examine
it closely to ascertain compliance with JJDPA.

8. Attend the December SPA commission meeting if possible. At this meeting
the comprehensive Juvenile Justice plan will be considered and approved.
If you are unable to attend the meeting, obtain copies of the minutes.

You should attend SPA meetings or obtain copies of the minutes. There
will be turnover in this group, and new appointments will need to be made.
If a Juvenile Justice representative leaves, you might make recommendations
for replacements.

9. Freedom ol information-In pursuing your advocacy role, you will need
to obtain a significant amount of information from the SPA itself. You are
entitled by law to receive most of this information. The Freedom of Informa-
tion Act is a Federal law that requires various Government agencies to make
available to the public information and documents concerning their activities.
LEAA at both the Federal and State levels is covered by the act.

V. COALITION BUILDING

If you wish to communicate and work with others in your locality who
are involved in Implementing JJDPA, contact Mark Thennes at National
Youth Alternatives project at (202) 785-0764. At the present time NYAP has
limited information concerning this but hopes-to have more extensive informa-
tion shortly concerning coalitions on community and State levels for Juvenile
Justice advocacy.

If your State or local affiliate and chapters are working on or intend to
become involved in Juvenile justice Issues, please contact the NCOCY office.
In that way we will be able to facilitate the development of coalitions by
linking Juvenile Justice advocates with one another.

APPlENDIx A.-DaIcToas OF STATE PLANNING AoEzczis
-A labazma

Robert G. Davis, director, Alabama Law Enforcement Planning Agency, 28683
Fairlane Drive, Executive Park, Building F, Suite 49, Montgomery, Ala. 86111.
Phone: (205) 277-5440.
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Alaeka
Larry S. Parker, executive director, Governor's Commission on the Admini.

stration of Justice, Pouch AJ, Juneau, Alaska 99801. Phone: (907) 465-8535.
Arizona

Albert N. Brown, executive director, Arizona State Justice Planning Agency,
Continental Plaze Building, 5119 North 19th Avenue, Suite-M, Phoenix, Ariz.
85015. Phone: (602) 271-5466.
Arkansas

Gerald W. Johnson, director, Governor's Commission on Crime and Law En-
forcement, Room 1000, University Tower Building, 12th and University, Little
Rock, Ark. 72204. Phone (501) 871-1805.
Calif orMa

Douglas Cunningham, executive director, Office of Criminal Justice Planning,
7171 Bowling Drive, Sacramento, Calif. 95828. Phone: (916) 445-9156.
Colorado

Paul G. Quinn, executive director, Division of Criminal Justice, Department
of Local Affairs, 828 State Service Building, 1525 Sherman, Denver, Colo.
80203. Phone: (803) 892-8381.
Conneotcut

Mary Hennessey, executive director, Planning Committee on Criminal Admin-
istration, 75 Elm Street, Hartford, Conn. 06115. Phone: (203) 566-302A.
Delaware

Norma V. Handloff, director, Delaware Agency to Reduce Crime, Room 405,
Central YMCA, 11th and Washington Streets, Wilmington, Del. 19801. Phone:
(302) 5713480.
District of (Columbia

M. Brent Oldham, executive director, Office of Criminal Justice Plans and
Analysis, Munsey Buildlvg, Suite 200, 1329 E Street N.W., Washington, D.C.
20004. Phone: (202) 629-5068.
Florida

Charles Davoli, bureau chief, Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assis-
tance, Bryant Building, 620 South Meridian Street, Tallahassee, Fla. 32304.
Phone: (904) 488-6001.
Georgia -

Jim Higdon, administrator, State Crime Commission, Suite 808, 1430 West
Peachtree Street, N.W., Atlanta, Ga. 80309. Phone: (404) 656-3825.
Hawaii "

Dr. Irwin Tanaka, director, State Law Enforcement and Juvenile Delin-
quency Planning Agency, 1010 Richards Street, Kamamalu Building, Room 412,
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813. Phone: (808) 548-4572.
Idaho

Robert C. Arneson, director, Law Enforcement Planning Commission, State
House, Annex No. 3, Boise, Idaho 83707. Phone: (208) 384-2364.
Illinois

Dr. David Fogel, executive director, Illinois Law Enforcement Commission,
120 South Riverside Plaza, Chicago, Ill. 60606. Phone: (312) 454-1560.
Indiana

Frank A. Jessup, executive director, Indiana Criminal Justice Planning
Agency, 215 North Senate, Indianapolis, Ind. 46202. Phone: (317) 633-4773.
Iowa

Charles Larson, acting executive director, Iowa Crime Commission, 8125
Douglas Avenue, Des Moines, Iowa 50310. Phone: (515) 281-3241.
Kante

Adrian Farver, director, Governor's Commission on Criminal Administration,
535 Kansas Avenue, 10th Floor, Topeka, Kan. 66803. Phone: (913) 2964068.
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Kentw oks
Kenneth E. Brandenburgh, administrator, Executive Office of Staff Services,

Department of Justice, 209 St. Clair Street, Third Floor, Frankfort, Ky. 40601.
Phone: (502) 584-6710.
Loulsloaa

Wingate M. White, executive director, Louisiana Commission on Law En-
forcement and Administration of Criminal Justice, Room 615, Wooddale Boule-
vard, Baton Rouge, La. 70806. Phone: (504) 889-7178.
Maine

John B. Leet, executive director, Maine Law Enforcement Planning and
Assistance Agency, 295 Water Street, Augusta, Me. 04330. Phone: (207) 289-
3361.
Maryland

Richard C. Wertz, executive director, Governor's Commission on Law En-
forcement and Administration of Justice, Executive Plaza One, Suite 802,
Cockeysville, Md. 21030. Phone: (801) 666-9610.
Maesaohusett#

Robert J. Kane, executive director, Committee on Criminal Justice, 80 Boyls.
ton Street, Boston, Mass. 02116. Phone: (617) 727-5497.
Micigan

Noel Bufe, director, Office of Criminal Justice Programs, Lewis Case Build-
ing, Second Floor, Lansing Mich. 48913. Phone: (517) 373-3992.
Minnesota

Robert E. Crew, Jr., executive director, Governor's Commission on Crime
Prevention and Control, 444 Lafayette Road, Sixth Floor, St. Paul, Minn. 55101.
Phone: (612) 296-3133 or 296-3052.
Mississi)pv

William Grissett, executive director, Mississippi Criminal Justice Planning
Division, Office of Governor, Suite 200, Watkins Building, 510 Gebrge Street,
Jackson, Miss. 39201. Phone: (601) 354-6591.
Missouri

Jay Sondhi, executive director, Missouri Law Enforcement Assistance Coun-
cil, P.O. Box 1041, Jefferson City, Mo. 65101. Phone: (314) 751-3432.
Montona

Michael Lavin, executive director, Board of Crime Control, 1336 Helena
Avenue, Helena, Mont. 59601. Phone: (406) 449-3604.
Nebraska

Harris R. Owens, executive director, Nebraska Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice, State Capitol Building, Lincoln, Neb. 68509. Phone:
(402) 471-2194.
Nevada

James Barrett, director, Commission on Crime, Delinquency and Correction,
State Capitol, 1209 Johnson Street, Carson City, Nev. 89701. Phone: (702)
8854405.
New Hampshire

Roger J. Crowley, director, Governor's Commission on Crime and Delin-
quency, 169 Manchester Street, Concord, N.H. 03301. Phone: (603) 271-3601.
New Jersey

John J. Mullaney, executive director, Law Enforcement Planning Agency,
3535 Quaker Bridge Road, Trenton, N.J. 08625. Phone: (609) 292-3741.
New Meatico

Dr. Charles E. Becknell, executive director, Governor's Council on Criminal
Justice Planning, P.O. Box 1770, Santa Fe, N.M. 87501. Phone: (505) 827-5222.
New York

Morton Grusky, acting administrator. State of New York Division of Crimi-
inal Justice Services, 270 Broadway, Eighth Floor, New York, N.Y. 10007.
Phone: (212) 488-4868.
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North Carolina
Donald R. Nichols, administrator, North Carolina Department of Natural

and Economic Resources, Law and Order Division, P.O. Box 27687, Raleigh.
N.C. 27611. Phone: (919) 829-7974.
North Dakota

Robert Holte, executive director, North Dakota Combined Law Enforcement
Council, Box B, Bismark, N.D. 58501. Phone: (701) 224-2594.
Ohio

Bennett J. Cooper, deputy director, Administration of Justice Division, 30
East Broad Street, 26th Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215. Phone: (614) 466-7610.
Oklahoma

Donald D. Bown, director, Oklahoma Crime Commission, 3033 North Walnut,
Oklahoma City, Okla. 73105. Phone: (405) 521-2821.
Oregon

Robert D. Houser, administrator, Executive Department Law Enforcement
Council, 2001 Front Street, N.E., Salem, Ore. 97310. Phone: (503) 378-4347.
Pennsylvania

Charles Morn, deputy director, Governor's Justice Commission, Department
of Justice, P.O. Box 1167, Federal Square Station, Harrisburg, Pa. 17120.
Phone: (717) 787-2042.
Puerto Rioo

Dionislo A. Manzano, director, Puerto Rico Crime Commission, G.P.O. Box
1256, Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00936. Phone: (809) 783-0398.
Rhode Island

Bradford E. Southworth, executive director, Governor's Committee on Crime,
Delinquency and Criminal Administration, 197 Tounton Avenue, East Provi-
dence, R.I. 02907. Phone. (401) 277-2620.
South Carolina

Lee M. Thomas, executive director, Office of Criminal Justice Programs,
Edgar A. Brown State Office Building, 1205 Pendleton Street, Columbia,
S.C. Phone: (803) 758-3573.
South Dakota

Randolph J. Seller, director, South Dakota State Criminal Justice Commis-
sion, 118 West Capitol, Pierre, S.D. 57501. Phone: (605) 224665.
Tennessee

Harry Mansfield, director, Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning Agency,
Suite 205, Capitol Hill Building, 301 Seventh Avenue, North, Nashville, Tenn.
37219. Phone: (615) 741-3521.
Texas

Robert Flowers, executive director, Criminal Justice Council, Eexecutive
Department, P.O. Box 1828, 411 West 13th Street, Austin, Tex. 78701. Phone:
(512) 475-4444.
Utah

Robert B. Andersen, director, Law Enforcement Planning Agency, Room 304,
State Office Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 94114. Phone: (801) 533-5731.
Vermont

Michael K. Krell, executive director, Governor's Commission on the Admin-
istration of Justice, 149 State Street, Montpelier, Vt. 05602. Phone: (802) 828-
2351.
Virginia

Richard N. Harris, director, Division of Justice and Crime Prevention, 8501
Maryland Drive, Parham Park, Richmond, Va. 23229. Phone: (804) 770-7421.

Washington
Saul Arrington, administrator, Law And Justice Planning Office, Office of

Community Development, Office of the Governor, Olympia, Wash. 98504.
(206) 753-2235.
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Weet VirgiWa
Gerald S. White, executive director, Governor's Committee on Crime, Delin-

quency and Correction, Morris Square, Suite 321, 1212 Lewis Street, Charles-
ton, W. Va. 25301. Phone: (804) 848-8814.

Charles M. Hill, Br., executive director, Wisconsin Council on Criminal Jus.
twice, 122 West Washington Avenue, Madison, Wis. 53702. Phone: (608) 266-3323.
Wyoming

William Penn, acting administrator, Governor's Planning Committee on Crim-
inal Administration, State Office Building, Fourth Floor, Cheyenne, Wyo. 82002.
Phone: (307) 777-7716.

APPENDIX B--JJDPA AND LEAA FUNDING

Ihousandsl

Fbcalyur 1975 Fiscal year 1976 Fcal yr 1976JJ ?A State JJOPA Sta LIEAA State
State Population allocations allocations' allocations

Alabama ............................ 3,546 231 422 9,624
Alaska ............................. 330 215 200 752
Aizona ............................ 2,073 216 237 5,634
Arkansas ........................... 2,035 217 225 5,521
California .......................... 20,652 368 2,280 56,065
Colorado ........................... 2,468 220 276 6,702
Connecticut ........................ 3,060 226 348 $1364
Delaware ........................... 573 215 200 1,556
District of Columbia ................. 734 215 200 1, 993'
Florida ............................. 7, 745 254 756 21 032
Gogia --- --- --------- 4818 242 573 13,063
swL _.............. ......_ - 41 215 200 283

Idaho .............................. 776 215 200 2,104
IInos ............................. 11,176 296 1,300 30,334
Indiana ............................ 5,304 247 631 14,404
Iowa .............................. 2,863 225 334 7,775
Kansas ............................ 2,264 219 250 6144
Kentucky .......................... 3,328 228 384 9036
Louisiana--- --- ---................ 3,746 235 478 10,174
Maine ............................. 1,039 215 200 2,822
Maryland .......................... 4,074 235 480 11,063
Masachusett ...................... 5,799 238 643 15,748
Michigan---------. "-. - 9,061 283 1,104 24.601
Minnesota-- .--. --.-.-. ------. - 3,890 235 470 10,463
Mississippi ......................... 2,317 221 290 6,292
Missouri .......................... 4, 768 239 533 12,948
Montana ........................... 730 215 200 1 983
Nebraska .......................... 1,533 215 200 4 163
Nevada ............................ 551 215 200! 491
New Hampshire ..................... 794 215 200 2 151
New Jersey ........................ 7,325 261 - 828 14 844
Now Mexko ....................... 1,099 215 200 984
New York .......................... 1, 214 348 1,994 4964
North Carolina ...................... 5,302 245 605 14 398
North Dakota ....................... 635 215 200 1,724
Ohio ............................... 10,743 295 1,270 29,174
Oklahoma .......................... 2,669 221 290 7,244
Oreon ............................ 2,219 218 240 6,026
Pennsylnla ....................... 11,862 298 1,303 32 212
Rhode Island ....................... 967 215 200 2 626
South Carolina .................... 2,724 224 329 7,398
South Dakota ....................... 682 215 200 1,851
Tennessee ...................... 4, 095 234 458 12,972
Texas ......................... 11, 828 302 1,402 32,120
Utah ............................... 1,150 215 200 3,123
Vermont ........................... 466 215 200 1,266
Virginia ............................ 4,844 240 535 13, 155
W dhinton ......................... 3,431 229 394 9,311
West V[rgilnia ....................... -1788 215 219 4,8
Wisconsin .......................... 4,5 240 541 12,321
Wyoming. ---------------- - -- -- - 353 215 200 958

' This figure Is an estimate based on an appropriation of 540 million for the,,JJDPA. The fine eludes only funds ap-
propri~ated-for July 1, 1975 to tune 30, 1976;, it does not include "5th Quarter" spending. ft.

'IThis fgure Is an estimate based on an appropriation of $769 million for L A (not ie in-
aludes funds from the "5th Quarter" and represent spending from July 1, 1975 to September 30,1976.



PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS F. RAILSBACK

U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE 19rE DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

FUNDING IMPERATIVE TO IMPLEMENT NEW JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I very much appreciate being
given the opportunity to express some of my feelings with regard to the Imple-
mentation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. As
you know, I have been especially concerned with the problem of Juvenile crime
since I have been In Congress, and was most pleased that my proposal for a
national Juvenile Justice information and training center was incorporated into
this legislation.

At the onset, I would like to congratulate you, Mr. Chairman, and other
members of this subcommittee for your perserverance in assuring an appro-
priate Federal response to the tragic problem of Juvenile delinquency. These
oversight hearings are exemplary of this determination.

Those of us In Congress who have worked closely in the area of Juvenile
Justice are acutely aware that past Federal efforts in implementing Juvenile
delinquent legislation were largely a disappointment. The HEW program
was restricted by inadequate appropriations and its effectiveness was further
limited by a lack of coordination with other Federal programs affecting Juve-
nile delinquency, notably LEAA's.

The 1974 Juvenile Justice Act should be considered as a landmark piece of
legislation in the criminal justice field. Not only is it a reaffirmation of con-
gressional intent that there should be specific legislation relating to Juvenile
crime, but it also represents a restructuring of programing directed to alleviate
some of the past difficulties of administration. Further, the legislation is far
more comprehensive than earlier acts, incorporating modern concepts for effec-
tive treatment and control as conditions for assistance and establishing new
programs to cope with current aspects of the Juvenile delinquency problem,
such as runaway youths.

No matter how well legislation is designed or how much support it has, it
becomes Impotent without appropriations-this is the crux of the problem with
the implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act. When President Ford signed
the measure he expressed his concern regarding the impact that the appro-
priations authorized therein would have on the Federal budget during timeK
which called for budgetary restraint. The financial condition of this Nation
has not improved and the President subsequently in his budget message did
not request any moneys for the act for fiscal year 1976 beyond $5 million for
the runaway youth program. I don't think any-of us here would argue that
the Government must cut spending, but I contend that the Juvenile delinquency
assistance program should not be obliterated by this goal.

Crime is one of the most serious threats to our national welfare today, and
it is obvious statistically that Juveniles have been and are disproportionately
responsible for offenses. Furthermore, they are the age group must likely to
repeat offenses. In 1973, the latest year for which data are available, persons
under 21 accounted for over 60 percent of total arrests for serious crimes;
persons under 18 accounted for 45 percent of these arrests. These percentages
are not unique to 1973, but are representative of Juvenile involvementoin crime
since we have been gathering these statistics. Although these data are alarm-
ing in themselves, statistics indicating the trend in youth crime In recent years
are perhaps more significant to policy makers. For instance, FBI arrest sta-
tistics show critical increases in the involvement of persons under 18 in violent
crimes. During the period 1960-1973, there was a 247 percent increase In
arrests in juveniles for murder, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault,
while arrests of adults for these crimes during the same period rose 109 per-
cent. From 1968 through 1973 Juvenile arrests for crimes of violence rose 53
percent while adult arrests rose 41 percent.
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After- an extensive study of crime in America, President Johnson's Commis-
sion on LAw Enforcement and the Administration of Justice concluded that,
"America's best hope for reducing crime is to reduce Juvenile delinquency and
youth crime." Partially in reaction to this conclusion, the 90th Congress passed
the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act as a major Federal pro-
gram to provide financial assistance to the States and localities to cope with
youth crime. It is interesting to note that the same Congress passed the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act to provide similar assistance for gen-
eral crime control. I believe that this indicated the intent of the Congress that
Juvenile crime was a problem of such magnitude that it merited the attention
and support through a program that was separate and distinct from the gen-
eral crime control program of LEAA. Unfortunately, in implementing this,
distinction was lost when the ever increasing power and affluence of the LEAA
program dwarfed the HEW program. LEAA became the major agency respon-
sible for funding Juvenile delinquency projects although its attentions and
funding priorities were spread over the myriad of elements in the entire crim-
inal' Justice system requiring reforms.

In the 93d Congress the vast majority of members supported the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act reaffirming that Juvenile delinquency
bad to have the attention of a separate and distinct program from LEAA's for
effective Federal action. Our current situation with the lack of appropriations
for this program means that Juvenile delinquency assistance is in the same
position it has been in for the last 3 years. The only reassurance we have is
that the level of. funding can get no worse due to the requirement in the Juve-
nile Justice Act that LEAA retain its 1972 funding level for Juvenile programs.

Recently released FBI statistics indicate that serious crime rose 17 percent
in 1974-the largest increase in 14 years. LEAA Administrator Richard Velde
stated that a major contributing factor to this rise, "despite our efforts," is
increased Juvenile cribne. To me, this indicates that "our efforts" have not been
enough as far as Juvenile delinquency is concerned.

It is encouraging that LEAA has taken certain actions since the Juvenile
Justice Act was passed to comply with its responsibilities under the act's pro-
visions. The request for reprograming unused LEAA appropriations into its
discretionary fund for use in Juvenile programs was certainly a positive step
but unfortunately it was vetoed by the Office of Management and Budget. Since
that time $8.5 million of the existing discretionary moneys were established
for assistance in the development of programs for the diversion of Juvenile
status offenders from correctional facilities and jails. This diversion is a re-
quirement for funding under the Juvenile Justice Act, and, I might add, if it
is accomplished on a broad scale it could possibly save Juvenile justice systems
over a billion dollars.

With the lack of administration support for Juvenile Justice Act appropria-
tions, it would be easy for us to place the onus for the failure of the program
on the executive branch. However, the power of the purse still belongs to
Congress and we are ultimately responsible for seeing that the programs we
enact have the proper funding. I believe that we cannot afford to keep this
program stagnant any longer, and urge my colleagues to support appropria-
tion requests to get it started.

Thank you.

67-988 0 - 76 - 28



PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK TH[ENNES

NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES PROJEQI

The Senate Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency has long been
aware of the problems and needs of the Juvenile justice system. There is no
need to reiterate the tragedies of that system here. Rather this statement will
attempt to report some of the experiences and Issues of the implementation of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) at the State
and local levels.

This report excludes the Implementation of title III, the Runaway Youth
Act. The Office of Youth Development, HEW's designated administrator of
title III, has already distributed guidelines for grant applications to runaway
services, as it continues its rapid implementation of title III.

National Youth Alternatives Project (NYAP) is a nonprofit organization
dedicated to the development of a variety of human care services, particularly
those which include client participation in the design and provision of service.
NYAP provides several services, Including: 1. the Youth Alternatives Clearing-
house; 2. mobilizing alternative services to Impact public policy; 3. staff sup-
port to the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services and, 4. the
preparation and distribution of various publications designed to aid youth
workers in alternative human care services.

In October of 1974, NYAP embarked on a project to assist locally controlled
youth services in impacting the implementation of the JJDPA in their States.
With limited resources, NYAP is providing assistance to interested centers and
persons. Initially, 12 States have been targeted for special impact: Oregon,
Colorado, Texas, Minnesota, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Massachusetts, Connec-
ticut, Maryland, Vixginia, and Florida.

The NYAP Juvenile Justice Project has focused on six points of impact on
the implementation of the JJDPA:

1. Representation on the State Planning Agency-See 542.
2. Rep. esentation on Regional Planning Units--See 542.
3. Youth Representation on Advisory Groups--See 223(a)3E.
4. Private Representation on Advisory Groups--See 223(a)3C.
5. Private Agency Input to State Plans-Sec 223(a)9.
6. Local Government Input to State Plans--Sec 223(a)4.
The Appendix of this statement, "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

tion Act: Some Guides for Impacting Its Implementation Locally," contains an
outline and examples of successful strategies youth services have employed
for these six points. To our knowledge, this is the only document of its kind.

This approach to the JJDPA proceeds from two assumptions:
1. This act Is the major piece of youth service legislation of the last 20

years, and the next 5;
2. To change the Juvenile justice system, youth and youth services must

become involved in the process of Policy Formulation at the State level that
the act allows, rather than continue being on the receiving end of policies,
priorities, and funding.

In February of this year, NYAP engaged in a study of these implementation
efforts by youth services in three States: Illinois, Massachusetts, and Florida.
The study, funded by the Ford Foundation, will be completed in June. These
remarks constitute a preliminary look at the results of this study, and our
other efforts at impacting the act's Implementation locally.

JJDPA AND THE STATES
Minnesota

Youth services met with staff of the Governor's Commission of Crime Pre-
vention and Control (local LEAA State Planning Agenmy-SPA) last Novem-
ber. The staff had examined the bill add-decided that nothing would be done
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in Minnesota until Congress appropriated funds, rather than beginning to
solicit input from youth services for their planning of the needs and priorities
of Juvenile justice. To circumvent this "business as usual" attitude, youth
services examined the composition of the SPA supervisory board and decided
it was not representative of Juvenile justice, as called for in Sec. 542 of the
JJDPA. They solicited nominations from youth services, endorsed and submit-
ted names to the Governor. In March, the Governor appointed one of their
candidates to that policy making board. Further progress is stalled by the staff
insisting on funds before proceeding.
WaasMtgtom

The Governor's Law and Justice Planning Office (SPA) is an example of
the reluctance of SPAs to provide information to the public. In January, a
representative of youth services pleaded for an hour with SPA staff for the
names and positions of people on its supervisory board. He wished to make
an independent assessment of its compliance with Sec. 542. By not providing
information the public has a right to without first making them "earn" it or
"Justifying" having it, the system and its unresponsiveness forces youth serv-
ices to waste energy and time. For people who work with youth, this dulls
the will to change the youth service system, burning them out for minor gains.
The system wins, youth lose.
Virginia

Upon contacting the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention (SPA), youth
services were told that the SPA had no plans to do anything until it received
guidelines from LEAA. Only last week did the SPA (and youth services) re-
ceive the JJDPA guidelines. Youth services are encouraging the State to parti-
cipate, and to create the advisory group, both with a lack of success to date.
Florida

Youth services from around the State met in December, and solicited and
submitted names of youth and private agency people for the advisory group
to the Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance (SPA). Some
youth services were also invited to serve on an informal advisory group on
Juvenile Justice, after receiving excellent cooperation from a SPA Juvenile
Justice planner.

The act's implementation is currently hampered by two political factors.
First, the State is considering reorganizing itself again, rearranging the struc-
tural position and to whom the SPA would report. Staff have become cautious,
and less willing to create definite plans for the act's implementation. Secondly,
changes in the SPA supervisory board .and the appointment of an advisory
group have been tabled while the Governor conducts a "crusade" against cor-
ruption. With a congressional appropriation to respond to, the State could be
expected to move again on the act's implementation.
Illinois

The act's implementation has been slowed here as the legislature fights for
control of the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC-SPA) and a Com-
mission on Juvenile Delinquency. Republican legislators are successfully push-
ing two bills-one to reorganize the ILEC, taking power from a Democratic
Governor, another creating a Juvenile delinquency commission within the De-
partment of Corrections. The second bill, heavily supported by law enforce-
ment, will not only duplicate functions of ILEC (if Illinois participates in
JJDPA) but also will make the coordination of Juvenile justice service the
act mandates more difficult. Misinterpretation of the JJDPA by State officials
(for example: which State agency would assume responsibility for the act)
has hampered youth services' efforts to impact State policy.
Michigan

In Wayne County, a progressive Juvenile justice system is caught up in a
political power struggle. The Juvenile Facilities Network, primary recipient
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of LEAA and HEW Juvenile funds, is slowly being stripped of its control over
juvenile Justice services by the County LEAA Regional Planning Unit staff.
At a conference on the Juvenile Justice Act sponsored by New Detroit Inc.,
the Wayne County LEAA staff gave youth services this synopsis of the act.
"There is no money. Even if there was it would be insignificant when compared
to all other money spent on youth in Wayne County [he included education in
his $2 billion figure]. Don't talk to me, write your Congressman." This type
of cavalier distortion of statistics, whether intentional or not, deters youth
and youth services from taking the JJDPA seriously, which, coincidentally,
will also perpetuate the current system.
Massachusetts

Youth services organized themselves in December and received good cooper-
ation from the director of the Committee on Criminal Justice (SPA). Together
they are examining how to process recommendations from community groups
for the advisory group. With a change in State administrations, the SPA direc-
tor was notified of his pending departure. Progress in this State on the act's
implementation continues to be hindered by a political power struggle over
control of the SPA between the Governor and the Attorney General. Needless
to note, youth are not a part of this struggle, only on the receiving end.
Connecticut

The Connecticut Planning Committee on Criminal Administration's (SPA)
attitude and response to public inquiries about the act is typical of many
SPAs around the country. Youth services are told, in effect, to forget about
the JJDPA, there is no money for it. No money means no action. SPAs are
not eager to have youth services participate in any reorganization of the
composition of the SPA supervisory boards or the regional planning units.

CONCLUSION

These examples of how the JJDPA is being implemented only allude to some
of the difficulties. The political power struggle within States and their criminal
Justice systems were designed in, and will not end. The reality is that the
States will not implement the act until they know how much money they are
going to receive. Deinstitutionalization is financially expensive in the short
run, and they know it. Like it or not, the'full funding of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act is the essential encouragement the States
need to begin reforming their Juvenile Justice systems.

States are not volunteering information to youth services on the required
representation of See. 542. Many are insisting they comply already at all levels.
Congress must insure the action review of compliance with See. 542 by the
States. - Without some allies on these policy and decisionmaking boards at the
State and local levels, there will be few changes in the Juvenile justice system.

The responsibility of whether the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act fulfills its dream Is twofold.
-Congress has the responsibility to encourage State participation and enact-

ment of programs by appropriating funds. It has an ongoing responsibility to
monitor LEAA's implementation of the goals of the JJDPA.

The burden of the quality of the act's implementation rests with private
agencies and concerned individuals. For the first time, youth and youth ser-
vices have an opportunity to gain access to policy formulation in the Juvenile
Justice system. They have failed to take the initiative generally. Few coordi-
nated efforts to impact 'Public Law 93415 exist. Where they do, they have
met with moderate success.

The JJDPA may well be "the only game in town" as LEAA Administrator
Velde says. There is clearly a "delay of the game," and youth are being
penalized.
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THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT:

SOME GUIDES TO IMPACTING ITS IMPLEMENTATION LOCALLY

August, 1975

Revised

Mark Thennes

INTRODUCTION

These Guides elaborate on specific opportunities youth services have to
impact the Implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974 (JJOPA). They cite examples of activity underway In various States
and make suggestions on how to procede in your State.

The purpose of the Guides Is to encourage you to examine more closely
your juvenile justice system and to assist you in participating in the system's
processes of policy formulation and implementation. The Guides cover four areas:

1) NOMINATIONS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE ADVISORY GROUPS

2) REPRESENTATION ON THE STATE PLANNING AGENCY (SPA)

AND REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS (RPU)

3) INPUT INTO THE PLANNING PROCESS

4) ONGOING MONITORING OF THE SPA ACTIVITY

The Guides begin with one underlying assumption- that the burden of
whether this Act realizes Its goals rests with community groups, and their
ability to Impact the juvenile justice planning process.

0 1348 CONNWMUT AVENUE, NW WASHINMTON, It 20036 202 785-0764



394

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is the most
significant piece of youth legislation of the last twenty years, and probably
the next five. For the first time, youth are to participate in policy making
for youth services. Within two years. status offenders will no longer be
placed in institutions. Youth services will finally be able to participate
in .reating funding priorities for Juvenile Justice programming. The Juvenile
Justice policy directions set during the next three to ten months will affect
youth services for years to come.

Background: State Planning Agencies and the JJDPA

The Crime Control Act of 1968 created the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) within the Department of Justice. The Act adopted the
stance that crime is a local problem, and mandated the creation of State
Planning Agencies (SPA). Each state was divided Into geographic regions by its
SPA, and Regional Planning Units (RPU) were created.

SPAs are required to have supervisory boards to review and approve grants
and to create a comprehensive criminal Justice plan for the State. RPUs have
boards which review grants before the SPA approves them, and which make Input
into thE criminal Justice plan.

To implement the JJDPA, a new Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention has been established in LEAA. Through this Office, Juvenile Justice
formula block grants, allocated by population under 8, will be made to
States participating in the JJDPA (see Appendix 1.).

The JJDPA has changed the operations of SPAs in two ways of particular
importance to private agencies:

1) Restructuring the SPA

The supervisory board of the SPA and the boards of its Regional Planning
Units shall now include "representatives of citizen, professional, and community
organizations including organizations directly related to delinquency prevention."
Units of local government which have Juvenile Justice programs are also to be
represented.

These are the policy formulation and decision making boards of the local
LEAA system. Persons sitting here not on;y have Input to Juvenile Justice but
also have input into the complete state LEAA spending- equipment requests,
court projects, etc.

If a State chooses to participate in the JJDPA, the SPA is required to
create a 21-33 member Juvenile justice Advisory Group, one third of which
are under 26. This Group has various powers, described in the section on
making Nominations to the Advisory Group. Simplified, the administrative system
looks like this:

iry Board/Staff. - - -.... OY.GR.
7/ taffl----- ---F U1
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2) Formula Grants and State Plans

There are specific policy directions for the formulation of the States'
Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Plans, spelled out at length in Sec 223 of the
JJDPA. In summary:

-both p, ivate agencies and local government are to participate in-and
have active consultation with the development of the State Plan;

-75% of the formula grant is to be spent oW "advanced techniques", such as

community based group homes and family services, prevention, diversion,etc.;

- 2/3 of the formula grant is to be spent through local government;

-the Plan shall provide that status offenders must be placed in shelter
facilities within two years after submission of the Plan;

-the Plan shall provide that detained youth charged with delinquent acts
cannot have "regular contact" with incacerated adults.

From the policy directives of the JJOPA emerge two political realities.
First, private agencies, which are the primary providers of community based
"advanced" services, will be required to make accomodations with local
government if they wish to receive LEAA funds.

Second, LEAA and the SPAs will have to make accomodations with youth
services if they desire to achieve the ends of the JJOPA. The social, political,
and economic processes of deinstitutionalization are complex, and require a
broad base of support. The guidelines LEAA has chosen to promulgate are therefore
directed to an expanded SPA constituency now Including private youth services.
The Act provides an important opportunity for the criminal justice system
and youth services to work cooperatively to Improve the quality of juvenile
justice. To achieve that cooperative base of support, the SPA system must
facilitate the participation of relative newcomers to the LEAA system,
particularly young people.

State Participation in the JJOPA

The JJDPA provides for voluntary State participation. On August 1, 4 3
States submitted sketches of plans for complying with the Act. In doing so,.
they agreed to deinstitutionalize status offenders by August I, 1977, and to
provide community based services to them.

Seven States chose not to participate at this time. They were: Alabama,
Colorado, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia, and Wyoming. The
decision not to participate can be reversed at any time, and there are some
things youth services can do to attempt to reverse this decision. If youth
services in nonparticipating states are interested in securing State partici-
pation, NYAP will lend special assistance to them in information sharing,
formulating strategies, and connecting them with other Interested persons.



396

The Guides are indexed as follows:

INTRODUCTION page 1

NOMINATIONS TO ADVISORY GROUPS page 5

SPA AND-RPU REPRESENTATION page S

INPUT TO PLANNING page

ONGOING MONITORING -page 16

CONCLUSION page 18

APPENDICES:

I. JJDPA/LEAA Funding p. 19

II. SPA and RPU Requirements p. 20

III. - Crime Control Comprehensive Plan Outline p. 23

IV. Freedom Of Information Act Guidelines p. 24

V. NYAP Juvenile Justice Project _p. 27

VI. Issues in Youth Participation p. 28

The production of these Guides was made possible by support from the
Lilly Endowment and the Ford Foundation. Mistakes in facts and perceptions
are the responsibility of the author. Special thanks is extended to Mr. Ira A.
Burnim for his assistance in refining these Guides
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Nominations for Juvenie Justice Advsory Groups

The Juvenile Justice Advisory Groups are potentially one of the strongest
tools for advocacy that youth services have. They are to be appointed by each
Governor, probably within the next 90 days. They are to review the Comprehensive
Juvenile Justice Plan before the SPA Supervisory Board approves it. The Plan
Is due at a LEAA Regional Office Oecember 31, 1975. To allow for effective
integration of the Advisory's coimerits, this-review ought to occur in November
at the latest. The Plan must detail:

-who sits on the Advisory, and how they meet the Act's requirements,

-the Advisory's responsibilities, duties, functions, and frequency of meetings,

-the Advisory's relationships to the SPA and Its Supervisory Boardi

-the Advisory's role in Plan development and PROJECT REVIEW.

Between now and Oecember 31, then:

-"someone" will make nominations to the Governor on the Advisory,

-the Governor will appoint the Advisory,

-"someone" will define the roles and duties of the Advisory, which
the Advisory would then review in the Plan Itself,

-the Advisory will meet at least once to review the Plan,

-the SPA will approve the Plan and forward it to LEAA.

-private agencies will be actively consulted in developing the Plan,

-local government youth services will be- nvolved in plan development.

You need to find out who that "someone" is in each case. You need to move
quickly in cooperation with other youth services in making nominations to the
Governor if you hope to have effective youth and youth service representation on
the Advisory. Many states- Oregon, Illinois, Virginia, Maryland to name a few
are moving very quickly to create these boards and will probably have them by
the end of September. Youth advocates should make input about the Advisory's
duties, functions, and relationships; about the Advisory's role In Project Review
before any grant Is funded; and on how youth services should be consulted. The
Following are some examples and ideas of tactics and strategies.



398

Advisory Group Composition

The JJDPA mandates the following character of an Advisory Group:

1) 21-33 persons with "training, experience, or special knowledge of prevention
and treatment of juvenile delinquency of the administration of justice";

2) representation of local government, law enforcement, corrections or
probation, Juvenile or family court judges, public agencies;

3) representation of private agencies concerned with delinquency prevention
or treatment; the quality of Juvenile Justice, education, or social
services for children; neglected or dependent children; which utilize
volunteers to work with delinquents or potential delinquents; community
based delinquency prevention or treatment;

4) majority of whose members *hall not be full time employees of federal
state or local government (10 of 21, 16 of 33 members);

5) at least one third are to be under 26 at the time of appointment.

Assuming all of the possible slots to government employees are used and go
to persons over 26, the Advisory Group would be:

21 Persons 10 Government 7 Youth 4 Others

33 Persons 16 Government 11 Youth 6 Others

Participating States submitted a Plan Supplement Document for their
Criminal Justice Plans to LEAA August 1. This contained a brief explanation
of how the SPA Intends to create and involve an Advisory Group. It is public
information available from your SPA office, and would appear useful in forming
effective strategies for nominations.

Criteria

You need to check with a friendly SPA staff person or governor's office
contact to find out how the appointments would be made, and the types of balances
(minority, sexual, age, geographic) they are seeking. Any recently appointed
commission might serve as a benchmark.

A strategy used by task forces of youth services in some states to strengthen
their nominations is to include sympathetic juvenile court judges and probation
people, thereby making recommendations for every seat. Youth services around
the state are then supporting people who have demonstrated their concern for
youth issues.

A Michigan Task Force decided to submit 50 nomination, Including:

1) 10 names to represent law enforcement/corrections, probation/courts;
2) .15 names to represent public agencies involved with delinquency;
3) 25 names to represent private agencies and citizens.

They also recommended that one third of the Group that must be under 26 Include
youth under 18. The 25 names were to include juvenile and adult ex-offenders,
Juveniles presently under control of the juvenile justice system, and may Include
businessmen and women as well as parents of offenders.

Report the nominating process used to the people you ask to endorse the
slate. Centers participating in the nominating process should be asked for
endorsements in letters to the Governor. Nominations should also be copied to
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appropriate SPA staff and the contact in the Governor's office. Endorsement of
the nominations should be sought from your Board members, staff of centers,
former clients, and others (e.g. League of Women Voters, Urban League, Council
of Jewish Women, etc). The Appendix, Issues In Youth Participation, may assist
you In developing criteria for youth. Youth nominated will benefit from letters
of reference as well as resumes.

The following Is an excerpt from the letter that went out to youth services
in Massachusetts after a one day workshop there:

"We are looking for three groups of people from other agencies and community
or juvenile justice officials. Look for their ability to speak articulately,
willingness to say what they belelve and stick to it, and willingness
to put in about 5 hours per month in sometimes boring but important
meetings. Above all, look for an orientation that puts the needs and
interests of kids above those of the juvenile Justice system.

"Considering the present trends, the advisory board will probably be
40% female and 20% minority. Keeping all these characteristics in mind is
diffifcult. (Gov.) Oukakis will be making the final decision, not us. it
is, however, worthwhile to be aware of them so we don't end up submitting
an all white male list of potential advisory board members."

Massachusetts youth services have apparently been successful in obtaining
the Governor's acceptance of a process which screens recommendations for the
Advisory. The Screening Committee is composed of youth services and public
agencies.
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RePresntaton on the State Flanrhg Agency
and Regjn1 Ranrrg Unt

SPA Supervisory Board

This Is the policy and decision making board. It is to represent:

-state and local law enforcement officials, including agencies directly
related to prevention and control of Juvenile delinquency;

-elected local officials;

-police, court systems, corrections, and juvenile justice systems;

-public agencies reducing or controling crime;

-citizen, professional, and community organizations including organizations.
directly related to delinquency prevention.

No "quotas" for these positions are established by the Guidelines (see Appendix II.)
The Guidelines seem to indicate at least two representatives of Juvenile
justice must sit on the Supervisory Board and LEAA appears to be Interpreting it
this way. The "citizen, professional, and community organizations" are-outlined
as follows:

"1) organizations concerned with neglected children;
2) organizations whose members are primarily concerned with the

welfare of children;
3) youth organizations;
organizations utilizing volunteers to work with delinquents
or potential delinquents.
These examples are by no means exhaustive."

"Because of the diveristy of State governmental structure and of law enforce-
ment conditions within states, compliance will be evaluated by Regional Offices."
This task is performed by "state representatives", LEAA Regional Office
staff assigned to each State. On May 31, each State submitted a Crime Control
Act Planning Grant Application to their Regional Office which listed who
represneted juvenile justice and how. This is public information available
to you from your SPA. If private agencies are in disagreement with their SPA
about the representative nature, NYAP will assist them In forming strategies
for action. Private agencies should express their views to their SPA and its
director, their governor, and the LEAA Regional Office.

Obtaining representation on the SPA is probably the most difficult task
private agencies are faced with in Impacting the JJDPA. By design, the political
connectedness of Board postions Is most concentrated here. The primary Informa-
tion you need to obtain Is two fold:
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1) Who sits on the Supervisory Board, and who do they represent?

2) Was the SPA created by an act of the state legislature, or by
Executive Order of the Governor?

If the SPA was created by Executive Order, "all" you need to do is get the
Governor to appoint advocates for youth. Youth services in Minnesota, using
influential youth service Board members, were successful in this. If the SPA
was created by an act, It may take an act to amend It. Some seats, however,
might be statutory (a specific official must sit on it) and others might be
discretionary (seats filled by appointment).

The Minnesota Task Force arrived at the following criteria for the
candidates they sought for the SPA:

1) Must be a private agency representative with experience and
understanding of direct service programming;

2) Must be able to communicate with others and present logical arguments
as a Commission member;

3) Must have the ability to deal with the political side of funding;
4) Must be open to a variety of Issues and concerns and geographic

differences;
5) Must not be currently applying for LEAA funding.

They made four recommendations, and the Governor appointed one o.f them.

There is other Information that will be helpful in making strategy. Are
current terms due to expire soon? Are there vacant seats now that could be
filled? jIho makes nominations for these seats? A mistake youth services in
Illinois made was to allow SPA staff to make their own recommendations
without any Input from them.

Regional Planning Units

The Regional Planning Units (RPU) composition is similiat to that of the
SPA with the major exception that it must include a majority of locally elected
officials. The RPU boards must also represent juvenile justice interests in the
same way as SPAs, and are even more difficult for LEAA Regional Office staff to
assess. Any effective monitoring of this representation must be done in the
local community.

The role of the RPUs vary from state to state, and within states. In
Michigan they write their own plans while in Indiana the SPA does all the
planning of priorities and needs. Wayne County (Detriot) and Cook County
(Chicago) Criminal Justice Committees (read RPUs) wield considerable power
with their SPA systems. In Massachusetts outlying RPUs generally are able to
have their recommendations funded by the Supervisory Board. In Illinois, the
RPUs are to obtain community input for the Juvenile Justice Plan in September.
Many other states will be using the RPUs extensively to obtain input to planning
the JJOPA requires. There is a great danger here of their continuing "business
as usual" and not seeking expanded youth service input.

Basic information required for effective strategies Includes:
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1) How many RPUs exist, who sits on them, and who Is the primary
staff person to relate to?

2) How does the RPU identify the area's needs, and Incorporate them

into the state plan?

3) Are their recommendations usually funded?

4) What types of youth services do they recommend for funding?

5) On what criteria do they base recommendations when reviewing proposals?

6) How do RPU use priorities set at the state level?

Much of the specific Information should be available from youth services
which have already received LEAA funding.

The Juvenile Justice Planning system has not yet evolved, and it is still
unclear what role Regional Planning Units will play. In light of the requirement
of 66 % of funds being spent through local government and the requirement
that RPUs be composed of 50% of locally elected officials, RPUs would appear
to be critical for any ongoing monitoring of the JJDPA's Implementation.
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Input into the Planning Process

Planning and formulating policy can be an onscure and complex process to
the unitiated (obscurity and complexity not being wholly unrelated to the
survival of any system). The determination of needs and priorities of the
juvenile justice system through an open process would be a significant
achievement for youth services. An open process could spell the difference
between youth services now competing among themselves for left-over-grants and
youth services competing openly for grants under commonly agreed upon
priorities.

One simple reality dominates the planning picture- It Is better to make
policy than receive it. In the revised SPA system, hopefully youth services
will both make and receive policy. Well-developed tactics can help you Insure
that your perceptions of the needs of youth become integrated into the
planning structure of the Juvenile justice system. This section is to serve as
a Primer for developing tho-e tactics. -

Planning

Planning in the SPA system occurs in two stages: first, SPAs plan to
produce a Comprehensive Plan, and second, they produce the Plan Itself. This
two step process occurs in planning for both the Crime Control Act funds and
the JJDPA funds.

The first stage Involves the completion of a Planning Grant Application.
The Planning Grant Application is sent to the LEAA Regional Office for approval.
Once it Is approved, funds are made available to the SPA to prduce the
Comprehensive Plan. When this Plan is approved, funds are made available to
support criminal justice programs.

The outcome of the second stage Is the creation of a Comprehensive Plan.
The Plan that is created for the Crime Control Act is called the Comprehensive
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Plan. SPAs have been creating these since
1969. The Plan that is created under the JJDPA Is the Comprehensive Juvenile
Justice Plan. This year (FY 1976) these plans will be created by the SPAs
as seperate documents. Next year's plan (due June 30, 1976)-will be integrated
Into one Comprehensive Plan, covering both adult and juvenile Justice.

Impacting the Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Plan

The Juvenile Justice Plan is due at a LEAA Regional Office on December 31,
1975. In order to effectively impact this Plan, you must examine two documents
your SPA has already produced.

The first is the Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan for 1976, the Plan
for the Crime Control Act. This document, due September 30, 1975, ought to
contain a "thorough, complete, total, and integrated analyss" of Juvenile crime
and of juvenile justice problems throughout the State. It will also contain
a statement outlining the goals, standards, priorities, budget, and accomplish-
ments for it% juvenile justice program over the next three years. A brief
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STATE PLANNING CYCLE FOR FUNDING THROUGH LEAA

Comprehensive Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice Plan:

Planning Grant Application
for FY 1976 Due

Comprehensive Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice Plan
for FY 1976 Due

may 31, 1975

Contains:
-Who represents juvenile
justice on SPA's/RPUts

Comprehensive Juvenile Justice
Plan:

Plan Supplement Oocument
for FY 1975 Due

I
Aug. 1, 1975

Contains:
-How SPA's will create
and involve Advisories
-How SPA's will coordinate,
youth services
-Timetable for private agency
participation in planning

-Prograimatic relationship
between LE&CJ Plan and
JJ Plan

Sept. 30, 1975

:onta ins:
-Thorough analysis of
juvenile justice problems
-Details of approach to
juvenile delinquency
-State's goals and priorities

Comprehensive Juvenile Justice

Plan for FY 1976 Due1 /
I

Dec. 31, 1975

Contains:
-How SPA's will consult
with private agencies
-How SPA's will consult
with local governments
-How/when deinstitution-
alization will occur

Planning Grant Application
for FY 1977 Due

Comprehensive
for FY 197

(including ln
Juvenile Jusi

Mar. 31, 1976 June 30, 1976

LE&CJ Plan
7 Due
tegrated
tice Plan)

Both Juvenile Justice Plans
to be reviewed by Advisories

.
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outline of other data required in the Criminal Justice Plan is found In
Appendix Ill. This Plan will also have many other references to Juvenile justice,
which are to be catalogued on one index page. This should make the document-
farrly easy to examine.

The second document that must be examined Is the Planning Grant Application
for the.!uvenile-.Justice Plan. If your state is participating in the.4LOPA, it
supplied this document to LEAA on August I.-IN to a favorable Congressional
error mandating the immediate dispersal of $200,900 to each. State, this
year's Planning Grant Application was dropped, substituting a Plan Supplement
Document in its place. By submitting a Plan Supplement Docunient States received
JJDPA program funds without a Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Plan.

The Plan Supplement Document will contain:

I) An explanation of
-how the SPA will coordinate services to youth;
-how the SPA will create an4p[&*1vuyt Advisory Group;
-how the SPA will begin consurting bcal government on the Plan;
-how the SPA will enlist the consultation and participation of
private agencies in the development and execution of the State Plan.

2) Details on the plan for and obstacles to removing status offenders from
institutions and segregating adult and juvenile offenders.

3) SPA's strategy for meeting other requirements of the Act, including a
timetable for developing a detailed strategy for consultation and
participation of private agencies and local government.

4) An explanation of the programmatic relationship between the Crime
Control Act funding for Juvenile justice and the JJDPA plans.

The information contained in these documents varies from State to State. NYAP
has examined the PlIaSupplement Documents for ten States and found an appalling
amount of "business as usual", particularly around #3 and #A. Positive or
negative, this Information is invaluable to any effort to impact the Juvenile
Justice Plan for FY 1976 as it reveals the state's intentions in implementing
the JJDPA. With this data, youth advocates have the knowledge to deal with the
SPA on its level and on its terms.

FY 1976 Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Plan: Advocacy Opportunities

There are many excellent opportunities for input into this Plan. Some
of the more critical areas for advocacy are outlined below:

Detailed Statement of Needs: Each Juvenile Justice Plan must contain a Detailed
Statement of Needs. This statement must have both a descriptive and prescriptive
aspect. First, it must describe the present juvenile justice system, both
public and private youth services. Unless your type of youth service is mentioned
in the Plan, it is unlikely it could be funded.

Second, it must relate strategies the SPA wants to pursue in dealing with
juvenile delinquency and the juvenile justice system. It will include goals
and priorities, hopefully revised from the Criminal Justice Plan. Your input
here is especially important. Press for a sensible and senstive approach to
youth problems and make sure the main approach is not a law and order one.
This prescriptive program will affect youth and youth services for years to come.

67-988 0 - 76 - 29

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Specificly, the Detailed Study of Needs must cover a:

1) Description of the structure and function of units of and flow of
youth through the juvenile justice system;

2) Analysis of the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system, using
recidivism and other relevant measures;

3) Analysis of the nature of delinquency as indicated by nonjuvenile
justice system data (unemplyment, expulsion/suspension rates, etc);

4) Description of major and Innovative youth services both in and out of
the system aimed at delinquency reduction, control, or prevention.

States may elect a two year option for completing this study, by answering 11
now, and - apparently- answering 12, #3, and #4 next year, ie, June 30,1976.

Maximum Utilization of Private Agencies: The Juvenile Justice Plan must ident-
ify all efforts related to delinquency prevention and rehabilitation that exist
in the State. It will explain howthese efforts will be combined Into a coordinated
and comprehensive attack on juvenile delinquency. The JJDPA requires that the
SPA "maximally utilize" the services that already exist. That means you. Make
sure that your agency and other youth agencies are recognized in the SPA's
coordinated approach.

Community Based Services: The focus of the JJDPA is on "community based" \
services, with at least 75% of the SPA 's JJDPA funds spent on "advanced
techniques". LEAA has defined community based services as those which:

"have among their characteristics local community and consumer participation
in program planning and evaluation and Influence upon management; have
geographic, social and psychological accessibility; and build into their
services provisions for retention of relationships between juveniles and
'significant others' ". (emphasis added)

"Key factors of community based programs or services are the: frequency,
duration, and quality of linkages between the community and the program or
service, and-linkages between the juvenile and the community."

To insure that funds do In fact go to community based services, the SPA
and the Advisory should define in more detail what this means. Help the SPA to
develop criteria and guidelines for consumer (read youth) participation in
program planning and evaluation. This might include youth administrators,
peer counselors (paid), youth sitting on boards, a system for youth feedback
and a mechanism for reacting to that feedback. Your SPA has planning money
that could be used to develop these criteria. The Advisory Group has the power
of project review, and advocates on these boards could speak for the development
of criteria to measure youth participation. If this does not occur , youth will
again be systematically excluded from decision making in services that purport
to serve them. That is the system that has failed us.

Youth In Danger of Becoming Delinquent: The JJDPA spoke of programs for "youth
in danger of becoming delinquent." LEAA feared that developing such programs now
would encourage developing negative labeling which would produce self-fulfilling
prophesies. The Guidelines therefore defitned "in danger" as referring only to
those youth who have exhibited actual behavior which itself would be grounds for-
their being adjudicated delinquent.
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LEAA's perception of the potential dangers in this was very Insightful.
Yet the effect of this-defintion could be to orient SPA' efforts away from
prevention programs and towards programs supporting courts and other law
enforcement agencies. This need not be its effect, but it might be.
The Act anticipates that a major portion of the SPA efforts will begeaed towards
prevention. SPAs must be prepared to fund programs aimed at nondelinquent and
"predelinquent" youth.

-Deinstitutionalization: The Juvenile Justice Plan must describe how the SPA
plans to accomplish this, and any constraints the State faces in acheiving
this goal. Youth advocates should review these description to insure that the
State seriously undertakes to accomplish this. You need to make sure that a new
generation of "group home jails" is not created to replace detention and lockup
facilities. LEAA defines shelter based facilities to be used in deinstitution-
alization as a physically nonrestrictive environment used as a temporary (up to
30 days) living facility. The SPA and Advisory can also promulgate criteria
and guidelines for shelter facilities.

Training: SPAs are to develop research, training, and evaluation capacities,
and descibe these in the Juvenile Justice Plan. Experience teaches that there
is a high potential for rip-offs in these areas. Take a close look at who is
getting funded for research, training, and evaluation.

Segrepting Adult and Jivenile-Offendes: The Juvenile Justice Plan will detail
how the SPA plans to segregate youth from adults, and what the constraints on
it are in meeting this requirements. This is not generally an area of expertise
for youth services, yet it is one of the more important requirements of the
Act,. Perhaps youth services and Advisory members could be involved in the
monitoring of jails that must be outlined in the Plan.

Disadvantaged Youth: The Plan must show a determined effort to insure
that the needs of disadvantaged youth are met on an equitable basis. Disadvantaged
youth are defined as minority, female, retarded, and emotionally or physically
handicapped youth. One way to insure that this requirement is met is to get
the SPAs to establish a funding priority for programs that serve disadvantaged
youth or that undertake affirmative action programs to Increase service to
disadvantaged youth.

Programs In The Pipeline: NYAP has read some of the Plan Supplement
Documents that the SPAs submitted to LEAA. It appears that some States already
have specific projects they have in mind for funding. Investigate whether they
are the kind of projects you think ought to be funded. Insist on having the
Advisory Group review all projects before the SPA funds them.
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Ongoing Monitoring

- In order to have a continuing impact on the juvenile justice system, you
must engage in ongoing monitoring of that system. Valuable experiences will
be gained from working with the SPA staff on the issues of the Advisory,
representation, and planning. From these experiences and Initial Interactions,
you will be able to form a more detailed, localized strategy to monitor their
involvement with juvenile justice.

It is Important that youth services undertake the task of monitoring.
The LEAA system has an incestous monitoring mechanism- one LEAA official
checking after another. Yours is likely to be the only private monitoring done.

The activity of monitoring the implementation of priorities and the
allocation of funds can be accomplished by a Task Force of youth Advocates.
Such Task Forces have already been established in Michigan and Massachusetts.
Task Forces work best when some of their members reside in the state capitol,
or where the SPA headquarters is located. It is important to keep the lines
of communication open and active.

The Task Force will need to have the capability to make an Independent
assessment of the implementation of priorities. It will also need to develop
a feedback and reporting mechanism for youth services. Perhaps an existing
newsletter could be utilized.

Getting an Overview

Effective monitoring wil l require a general overview of the SPA
administrative system. Information on organizational structures, evaluation
mechanisms, RPUs, and other issues exists in the introducory sections of the
Comprehensive Criminal Justice Plan and its Planning Grant Application.

Personal Contact

The importance of personal contact in dealings with the SPA system cannot
be overemphasized. Personal contact is the best way to let people know who you
are and to find out who they are. Regular meetings with the members of the
Advisory, SPA, RPUs, and SPA staff should be scheduled. Often, people in the
SPA system have little contact with direct service workers, especially alternative
service workers. They are genuinely Interested in learning more about what is
going on in youth work. Offer to help when you can. As long as you are clear
about your goals and how to pursue them, you ought to be able to avoid cooptation.

Critical Areas for Oversight

Ongoing monitoring offers various opportunities for impacting the implementation
of the JJDPA. Some of the more critical areas for oversight are:
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SPA and RPU: In addition to personal contact, Task Force members should
attend meetings of these groups, or obtain copies of their minutes. There
will be turnover in both groups, and new appointments will need to be made.
If someone who represented juvenile Justice leaves, the Task Force could
make recomendations for replacements.

advisory Grou: With aggressive youth advocates, the Advisory can be a potent
political toff for change. Aggressive advocacy requires specific feedback from
community groups. Personal contact will also help develop a support system for
youth on this Advisory (see Appendix VI. on Issues In Youth Participation).
A higher rate of turnover can be expected here, requiring more nominations.

Project Review: Effective project review by the Advisory will be time-consuming.
Youth services can aid this by reporting successes and failures In projects to
members of the Advisory. Remember, these projects may be funded for years to
come. Do your homework well and state your case clearly and forcefully.

Proportion of Funds Devoted to Juvenile Justice: Since juveniles commit over
50% of the felonies, programs dealing with delinquency prevention are the obvious
starting point for any effort to deal with crime. However, only 19% of LEAA
funds are devoted to dealing with youth and youth offenders. Know how much
your SPA is spending on juvenile justice, and other projects. With well developed
tactics, youth services can now hope to pressure SPA to Increase this spending.

Operational Flaws: The JJOPA is new legislation and flaws in the system are
to be expected. if you find that certain aspects of I.bs Implementation are not
serving their purpose, NYAP will assist you in making effective Input into the
Federal system, whether It Involves a Guidelines Change or an amendment to the
Act. NYAP has found the Office of Juvenile Justice responsive to input on
Guideline changes.

Freedom of Information: In pursueing your advocacy you will need to obtain a
signifigant amount of Information from the SPA itself. Fortunately, you are
entitled by law to receive most of this information. The Freedom of Information
Act is a federal law that requires various government agencies to make available
to the public Information and documents concerning their activities. LEAA,
at both the federal and state levels, is covered by the Act. Appendix IV.
explains what types of Information are available from SPAs and the process the
SPA must use to facilitate access to that Information.

When dealing with SPA staff, you will always be in a better position when you
know exactly what information you are entitled to receive. You then will not be
intimidated to request Information you have a right to, and you will know when
staff are being cooperative and courteous. Anyone having trouble with Information
requests should feel free to contact NYAP for assistance In developing strategies
and resources to deal with the problem.



410

Condwius

Clearly, services to young people are still evolving. Drug abuse is being
seen as a symptom of larger ills- economic, personal, and social. Running away
is a response to other pressures, and delinquency Is being defined as symptomatic
of similar problems in society. Whatever label Is chosen, we are finding a-
continued melding of definitions of youth needs. The "prevention" of a
symptomatic response requires a change process in the society Itself- a process
to create an environment conducive to the well being of young people. Yet the
system by design excludes young people from participating in the program
planning and evaluation of the services- public and private- that exist to
serve them.

SPAs have unwillingly become one of the agencies to be affected by the
evolving defintions of youth needs, and one of the first to be compelled to
provide input for youth and youth services. In this culture, the promotion of
the interests of young people means social change, not reform. Youth services
merely battling their way Into policy making does not necessarily change the
process of policy making. Rather, it might be Just adding one more participant,
which is not change but the system re-forming Itself. Neither will It insure a
voice for the consumers of these services, youth. With economic hard times for
social services generally, the assumption that youth services are the best
advocates for young people Is open to serious question. Yet socelI change does
not occur in a vacuum- community groups bear the responsibility of monitoring
agencies which are to serve them. This responsibility is effectively met with
cooperative efforts youth services and youth advocates.

The era of juvenile jails- and the trajedles of this "solution"- is
drawing to a close. It will be a slow death, for sure, and It will take your
energy. Strange, isn't It, how we don't want youth jailed with adults in
part because of the maltreatment of adults in prisons? Who knows, maybe the
adult jails go next.

Obviously, to write these Guides required considerable help from people in
the field. Their taking the time to share with us the information on their work
made this possible. This ongoing dissemination of Ideas- of successes and failures-
depends on you. Make the time to let NYAP know how you are doing.

If you have any questions about this information, please feel free to
contact National Youth Alternatives Project. For ongoing developments and
information, please continue to follow our newsletter, "Youth Alternatives".
Your comments, inputs, and criticisms of these Guides are solicited, and
welcomed.

"Joining together, the ants ate the elephant."
hindu proverb
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APPENDIX I

JJOPA AND L[AA FUNDING

POPULATION FY 1975
ro01V JPA (TATE

Alabama
Alaska
Ari ona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of

Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indlana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Loislana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Miissippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
Worth Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West-Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

1.5'.6
330

2.073
2.035

20,652
2.468
3.080

573

734
7,745
4.818

841
776

ii 176
5.304
2,863
2,264
3.328
3.746
I .039
'.074
5.79,
9.061
3.890
2,317
4.768

730
1.533

551
794

7.325
1 .099

18,214
5,302

635
10,743
2,669
2.219
11,862

967
2.724

682
4 1095

11,828

1.15'.66

3.'.31
1.788
4.539

353

STATE

231
215
216
217
368
220
226
215

215
254
242
215
215
26
247
225
219
228
235
215
235
238
283
2)5
221
239
215
215
215
215
261
215
348
245
215
295
221
218

- 298
215
22'
215
234
302

215
215
240
229
215
240
215

a This figure is an estilte based on an appropriation of $'40 million for
the JJOPA. The figure Includes only funds appropriated for July 1,1975 to
June 30. 1976; It does not include "'Sth Quarter" spending.

" This figure is an estimate based on an appropriation of $769 million for
LEAA (not including JJOPA). The figure Includes funds from the 1Sth Quarter"
and represents spending from July 1, 1975 to September 30, 1976.

ALLOCAT IONS'

200

225
2.280

276
3k8
200

200
756
573
200
20

1.300
631
334
250
38h478

200
1180
643

1,104
470
290
533
200
200
200
200
828
200

605
200

1,270
290
240

1.303
200
329
200
'.58

1 ,'02

200
200
535
39'.
219
5'.1
200

AlLOAT I "o

9.624
752

5.63.
5.521

56.085
6.702
8,364
1.556

1.993
21.032
13.083
2.283
2,104

30.33414.404

6.1.
9.036

10.174
2.822

11.063
15,748
24.601
10.'163
6.292

12,948
1.983
4,163
1 h91
2,151

14,844
2.98k,

49,464
14.398

1.724
23.174
7.244
6.026

32,212
2,626
7,348
1.851

12,972
32,120

3.123
1.266

13.155
9,311
4,856

12,321
558
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1March 2.197S APP EIX II.

State Plaming Agencies and Regional PlaFling Units administer the LEAt
program In the States. This excerpt from the L[AA Guidelines explains
how the SPA's and RPU's are to be composed- of Juvenile justice and
other interests. and W1st duties they are to perform.

i6. STATE PLAMIING AGENCY SUPERVISY BOAM .

A. uwr; j.

(1) EstabltshW . The Act authorizes LEA to make grants to the
States for the establishment and operation of State law
enforcement planning agencies for the preparation, develop-
mant and revision of the State plans. LEN requires that
the State Planning Agency have a supervisory board, (i.e.,
a boar of directors, commission. committee, council. etc.)
which has responsibility for revlwing approving. and main-
taining general oversight of the State plan and its simple.
mntation. Since the SPA supervisory board oversees the
State plan and Its implimnetation, It must possess the"representative character* required by the Act.

(2) M t m ie er t. BY SAT STATE AUTH RITY DES THE
STAT-PUA'R~q' MI' AqY'wVirPISORT iWO EXIST? ATTACK;
DOCUMENTARY EVIC[, CE AUTHOIZI6 THE STATE PLMNING AGENCY
SIPERVISORY MW TO FUJCTIIN AS STATED AMOVE.

b. Organiztion/Coposition.

(1) I penestsem Character. The Act requlb-es that the State
FlaMing A supervisory board must be representative of
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies. Including
agencies directly related t0 the prevention and control of
Juvenile delinquency, units of general local goverfndt,
public agencies maintaining programs to reduce and control
crime, and shall Include representation of citizens,
professional and county orgizations. inelpding organi-
zatlons directly related to delinquency prevention. An
individual may serve as a mer of a State Planning Agency
or regional playing unit while con vrmtly serving as a
member of the State Planning Agency's 'Advisory Group'. In
determining conformity with representative character, It Is
possible for one board me r to be representative of more
than one element of Interest.

The composition of such boards may vary from State; however,
balanced representation Is required and ust Include the
following:

(a) Iepresentation of State law enforcement and criminal
Justice agencies, Including agencies directly related
to the prevention end control of Juvenile delinquency.

(b) leprmp station of units of general local government by
elected policy-making or executive officials

(c) bpresmtation of lo enforcasiet officials of idenl-
stratOM fine Ioc41 units of govel~nta

(d) Reresontatle of each maJor low enforcement function --
police, corrections. oourt system and Juvenile Justice
system -- plus, where appropriate, representation
identified with the Act's special ahasis areas. I.e.,
organized crime and riots and civil disorders;

(a) bpresetation of public (governmental) agencies In the
State mtialng pregrms to redeand control crime.
Wwetser or not functioning primarily as Iw enforcement
alleties.

(f) leprm station that offers reasonable geographical and
urban-rvral balance and regard for the Incidence of crime
and the distributon and concentration of lw enforcement
services In the State;

() llepr estatiom, as been State law enforcemnt alaIts
on the one hand and local units of government and ocal
ta enforcement agencies en the other, that approximates
pr"pertoste represatatien of State and local Interetsi

(h) epresentationmpf citizen, professional and cmmity
opmia tions. Including ergeniatlm directly related to
dlllaqvuy prevention.

(2) Ifle ofwntldeli e~frlae 11¢e u nl .
irflsOfRM41 deClllyorlleln.

ta) Agencies directly related to the prevention an Retrol
of iwvvalle del"anwv maw include: a
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(1) Public age.npies €o;ce,4 with dlinquency prevention

or tre.tjeht SucA as Juvenile justice agencies.
juvenile or' family court judges and relfam, social
services, mental health, education, or youth service
departments.

(2) Private agencies conceded with deTinqwncy preven-
tion and treatment: concerned with neglected or
dependent children; concerned with the quality of
Juvenile Justice. education, or social services for
children.

(b Citizens, professional, and community organizati ons
including organizations directly related to delinquency
prevention may include:

(1) Organizations concerned with neglected children;

(2) OrSAnizations whose members are primarily concerned
with the welfare of children;

(3) Youth organizations; and

(4) Organizations utilizing volunteers to work with
delinquents or potential delinquents.

(c) These examples are by no means exhaustive.

(3) Particition by Federal Officials. Federal representation on
State Planning Agency supervisory boards as voting members Is
not allowed (except in D.C., American Samoa, Guam, and Virgin
Islands). Federal officials may continue to assist State
Planning Agencies in any advisory or other non-voting capcity
which is mutually agreeable.

(4) Evaluation. Because of the existing diversity of State govern-
mental structures and of law enforcement conditions within the
States. the representative character of a State Planning Agency
and its staff will be evaluated by the ccgnizant Regional
Office on a case-by-case basis indetereining compliance with
the statutory requireents.

() ttlon _Skirtre . DESCRIBE THE ORGANIZATION AND
FUCT INS OF THE STATE PLANING AGE?1CY SUPERVISORY OAR.
INCLUDE FINCTIOIAL ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING MARTS. (forms

for staffing Information are provided in appendix 2-3)

24. REGIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANING. The Act requires that units of
general local government or combinations of such units participate in
the fomulation of the Comprehensive State Plan. The Act recognizes
that effective plaming capabilities are needed at the substat
level. As a means of meeting this requirement LEAA encourages the
Incorporation of criminal justice planning responsibilities within
the multijurisdictional organizations established in accordance with
the Intergoverntental Cooperation Act of 1968 or in lieu of this the
creation of regional planning units by State Planing Agencies to
assist in tat development of the annual comprehensive plan.
a. Def ntion. A regional planning unit Is any body so designated,

MAT riienorporatas two or more units of general local governmnt
to administer planning funds and undertake law enforcement and
criminal justice planning activities under the Act for a number
of g aphically proximate counties and/or municipalities. The
regional planning unit is responsible for criminal justice
planning, coordinating and for taking cognizance of any local
government criminal justice planning activities.

b. Fuing. Regional planning units say receive up to 100 percent
fuinglil for expenses Incurred In criminal justice planning.
Exception: Single units of qero:al purpose government designated
regional planing units because they represent large metropolitan
areas are not eligible for 100 percent funding. However, where the
there is a consolidation of two or more units of government the
question of eligibility of 100 percent funding will be considered
by the Administrator.

C. Supiopr d. Where Sutes establish regional planing units
14"MOlT2tliis f local government" to receive planning funds and
M rticipate In the formulation of the SUte plan as provided In

tion 203(c) of the Act, sUCh regional units must operate under
the supervision and general oversight of a supervisory board.

(1) fair and Adequate Representation. The States shall assure
that the units of government cpsing such reglo.l units
shall have fair and adequ representation on th, supervisory
boards in terms of their law enforcement and crie.inal justice
responsibilities. Law enforcement and criminal justice respon-
sibilities may be determined on the basis of proportion of
regional population, amount of crime within the region, law
enforcement and criminal justice budgets, and/or other factors
relevant to criminal justice responsibilities.



414

(2) t The composition of the supervisory board shall
incorporate the representative character elements prescribed
for supervisory boards of State Planning Agencies (see par&-
graph 16) with the following modifications:

(a) Regional planning unit supervisory boards within the
State shall be comprised of a majority of local elected
officials. Where possible preference should be given to
executive and legislative officials of general purpose
government as defined by State law or pursuant to an
opinion by the State Attorney General. However, elected
sheriffs, district attorneys and Judges may also be
considered local elected officials.

(b) Where the governments coprising the regional units do
not have significant responsibility for a particular
segment of law enforcement and criminal justice-(e.g.,
operation of courts, provision of police services, conduct
of correctional programs), reprsentation of that particu-
lar element need not be included.

(c) Those representative character requirements concerning
State agency representation or State/local balance are
not demed applicable to regional units, although
locally-based State officials (e.g., State Judges within
the region, directors of local branches of State correc-
tional departments, etc.) may be considered appropriate
candidates for mebership on regional supervisory boards
and, indeed, can often make a valuable contribution to

.comprehensive planning at the regional/local level.

(3) Avisory Gro s. Where a general purpose agency is selected
to Or" as the regional planning unit, and the governing
body of the agency does not include representation of all
ragieneI elements (se specific requirement for locally
elected officials, paragraph 24c()(a)], an advisory group
consisting of the missing elements may be established to
achieve compliance with this rtquire t. In determining
aiether there Is compliance with this subparagraph, the
totality of advisory and goveMing body membership will be
taken into account only If the advisory body hs direct
access to the governing body for presentation of vies,

(4) A location Requirements.
(a) Strture/Oroanization. DESCRIBE THE GENERAL. ORGANIZATION AND

FUNMTI15 OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING UNIT SUPERVISORY BOARDS. INCLUDE
A MAP OR CLEAR DESCRIPTION OF THE JUIISOICTION OR GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE
OF EACH REGIONAL. PLAMiNING UNIT. INCLUDE FUNCTIONS. ORGANIZATION
MND MEMBERSHIP CHARTS FOR EACH REGIONAL PLANNING SUPERVISORy 9OARD.
(A su sted form for staffing information is provided In!apenmd+Ix 2-3.)

(b) itnforup t 6101al State Strcture. INDICATE THE EXTEND TOWl4CH NOANIlG OR CFMINATIORS CONFOWI TO Olt VARY FROM
EXISTING GENERA. STATE, REGIONAL AND METROPOLITAN PLANNING ENTITIES.

(c) Oprating imoc res. DESCRIBE THE RULES GENERALLY GOVERNING FRE-
QUC of mlTlk, THE ESTABLISNMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEES AND THECONDUCT OF BUSINESS.

d. Reilonal Criminal Justice Planning Units. Klicatton Requireent: BY
AUT1IiRITT HATE THE STATE'S REGIR AL KIMA. UTiC[ PLVM145 UNIT5 BEEN
ESTABLISHED ON DESIGNATED. ATTACH APPROPRIATE OOCINTARY EVIDENCE, i.e.,
CHARTER, DELEGATION FROM LOCAL UNITS, ETC.
Structure/Oranization of lonal Planni Units. 611catton Ieuir*-M -: UL.IKINt, 6 M[,.IKf. bi*KMUKLU AW URNIIZATIII UP MH REGIUMad
l 1NG UNITS.

f. Staff.
(I) n eran. The State Planning Agency mast provide reasonable assur-

ae taf the Regional Planning Units have adequate staff to carry out
their functions. Staff size will vary from State to State.

(2) &llcatiop Invent. DESCRIBE THE QUALIFICATIONS, FUNCTIONS AND
ELSTUM51 5.TTE UP KY REGIONAL PLANNING UNIT STAFF. INDICATE THE
ANSMI OF TINE DEVOTED TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ACTIVITIES.

g. Itional Input Durng Planniin Process. Application Requirement: DESCRIBE
bMENRAiLY 1M RtGIWIn. P.ANING UNITS m ETHOS AND PROCEDURES FOR FORMU-
LATION AND REVISION OF THE REGIONAL INPUT TO THE STATE COMPREHENSIVE LAW
ENFORCEMENT PLAN, INCLUDING STEPS AND STAGES INVOLVED, WHAT IS DONE DURING
THESE STAGES, THE PROPOSED ANNUAL TIMETABLE OF ACCOWLISIIIDTS, OTHER
AGENCIES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT OR NONGOVERNMENTAL CONTRACTORS UTILIZED TO
CARRY OUT IMJOI TIMINGG FUNCTIONS, AND THE INTENDED ROLE OF EACH. (if
this rvir nt Is adequately developed In paragraph 18&(4) further
duplication is unnecessary.)

h. Plan 1 l" tian. Application Requirement: DESCRIBE THE ACTIVITIES
R WGIOML PLANINIG UNITS WITH REGARD TO PLAN IMPLEMENTATION, e.g., SUB.
GRANT ADMINISTRATION, MONITORING, EVALUATION. ETC.
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March 21, 1975
APPENDIX II.

CHAPTER 3. COMPREHENSIVE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
PLAN OUTLINE

(NOTE: Below is an excerpt from the LEAA Guidelines, outlining information
State Planning Agencies are to provide in their Comprehensive Plans.)

50. COMPREHENSIVE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLAN.

a. The Act specifies that LEAA shall not approve a plan unless it is
comprehensive. A comprehensive plan, according to the Act, must
contain a series of related elements which together address
themselves to the improvement and coordination of all aspects of
law enforcement and criminal justice in the State. These must
include at least the following:

(1) A description of the existing systems of law enforcement and
criminal justice, and of juvenile Justice, together with the
resources available to support these systems;

(2) A total and integrated analysis of the problems faced by the
law enforcement and criminal justice system, and the juvenile
justice system;

(3) A statement which describes the standards and goals process in
the state, identifies those standards and goals which currently
e~ist 4n the state and specifies how the state expects to com-
plete development of standards and goals for law enforcement
and criminal justice and for juvenile justice in the state.

(4) A-statement and explanation of the priorities the State has
established among qoals, standards, and programs in the law
enforcement and criminal justice and Juvenile justice areas;

(5) A description of the plans and programs to be undertaken by
the State, which includes a statement of the direction, scope,
and general types of improvements comtemplated for the future;

(6) The relationship of the plan to other relevant Federal State,
or local la enforcement and criminal justice, juvenile
justice, youth services, and other human services plans and
systems;
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APPENDIX IV.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT:

LEAA INSTRUCTIONS TO THE STATES

The Freedom of Information Act is a federal law that requires various
Agencies of government, federal and state, to make available to the public
information and documents concerning their activities. With the mandate of
this Act, youth advocates are able to obtain access to information necess-
ary in the course of organizing for better youth services. Below are the
LEAA Instructions to SPAs outlining what types ot Information are to be
a vailable from the SPA as a matter of right and the process the SPA must
use to facilitate access to that information.

32. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS.

a. Authority.

(1) Availability to the Administration. Pursuant to Section 521
of the omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, as
Amended. all records, papers and other documents kept by
recipients of LEAA funds, including State Planning Agencies
and their subgrantees and contractors, relating to the
receipt and disposition of such funds, are required to be
made available to the Administration.

(2) Public and Press Availability. These records, and other
docents submitted to LEAA pursuant to other provisions of
the Act, including Comprehensive State Plans and applications
for funds, are required to be made available by LEAA to the
public and press under the terms and conditions of the
Federal Freedom of Information Act (S U.S.C. 552).

(3) ADolicability to SPA's. Pursuant to Section 203(d) of the
Ol uC i~ me C otrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as
mended, the following is applicable to all SPA's.

b. Public Availability of State Planning Agency Records.

(1) General Rule. Subject only to the exceptions set forth in
paragraph 3Zb(2) below, all identifiable plans, applications.
grant or contract awards, reports, books, papers or other
documents maintained by State Planning Agencies that are
pertinent to activities supported by TItle I funds shall be
made promptly available upon request to any person for
inspection and copying.

(a) Applicability. This requirement applies only to records
a oter documents that exist and are in the oonsses-
sion or control of the State Planninq Agency and that
are described In reasonably specific terms to
enable the State Planning Agency to identify and locate
them. This section imposes no obligation to compile
or procure a record or other document in response to a
request, nor to undertake to identify for someone who
requests records the particular materials he wants
where a reasonable description is not afforded.

(b) Implementation. Disclosure should be facilitated when-
ever reasonably possible, and State Planning Agencies
should not use the identification requirement and
their superior knowledge of the contents of their files
as a means of frustrating requests for records. However,
the burden of identification does fall upon the person
who requests a record. There is thus no need to
accomdate 'fishing expeditions."

(c) Rules and Procedures. Inspection and copying of records
and documents is allond sub act to reasonable rules
and procedures relating to time, place, and fees for
copies to the extent authorized by law. Fees charged
for copied materials shall be no mori than those
reasonably necessary to recover the cost of providing
such copies.

(d) Form of Records Disclosed. Applications, regional or
local plan submtIiS and other such documents should be
made available In the form received by the State
Planning Agency as we 1 as in the form finally approved
or otherwise acted upon. Thus, an application should
be made available in the form received even if It is
substantially revised before approval or ultimate
rejection.
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(2) Material Cx.wted from Disclosure. Records and documents,
or parts thereof, need not be mad.. available under this
section if they are:

(a) Specifically exempted from disclosure by State law;

(b) Related to operations of criminal Justice agencies
that are sensitive or confidential to such a
degree that disclosure would not be in the interest
of the public;

(c) Internal communications related to the State Planning
Agency decision making process, such as preliminary
drafts, memoranda between staff officials, opinions
and interpretations prepared by staff personnel, or
consultants, or records or minutes of deliberations
of staff groups or executive sessions of the
supervisory board;

(d) Investigatory files compiled for low enforcement
purposes. This does not include audit reports unless
they Include contents covered under specific areas of
exemption listed in this section.

(e) Trade secrets or commercial or financial Information
that is privileged or confidential under State law;

(f) Material related solely to the Internal personnel
rules and rr,,ctices of the agency; or

(g) Personnel and medical files and similar files the
disclosure of which would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.

(3) Withholding Material.

(a) An application, plan submission or similar document
or parts thereof, may be withheld if disclosure
would jeopardize the proprietary rights of the applicant
in the Idea or concept embodied in the application.
Similarly, contract proposals submitted in response
to an invitation for bids may be withheld during the
evaluation process; and, even after award of the
contract, parts or all of such proposals may be with-
held to protect trade secrets, financial status
information, technical or scientific data, or other
information that is privileged or confidential under
State or local law.

(b) under the exception covering sensitive or confidential
law enforcement operations, State Planning Agencies may
withhold material that relates to such operations as
undercover activities to coNbat organized crime or narco-
tics traffic, where disclosure might compromise the
identity of undercover agents or otherwise jeopardize the
success of the operations.

Cc) Documents relating to internal procedures and decisions
between receipt of en application or other document andfinal decision regarding it may be withheld. These are
within the "internal commnictions' exceptions. Examples
are Interim drafts or mark-ups, memoranda containing
staff evaluations or recomeeations, and staff legal
opinions or interpretations.

(d) The excep'ion for investigatory files compiled for law
enforcement purposes covers files of investigations in
connection with adinistrative proceedings as well as
criminal law enforcement proceedings. Thus, audit files
and other investigative files may be withheld If they
reflect possible violations of law or circumstances requir-
Ing redress by administrative proceedings or litigation.

(4) Decis to lease or Withhold Material. In making decisions
as to whether to release or withhold requested material. StatePlanning Agencies should bear in mind that the purpose of the
guidelines is to facilitate the fullest possible public disclo-sure of records and information bearing on LEM-funded activi-
ties consistent with other essential considerations of public
policy. Thus, material should be released even though techno.
cal grounds for withholding it may exist under one of the
enumerated exceptions, unless there are compelling reasons to
withhold it.

Ca) Decisions under the Act. Since these guidelines are
nerally modeled after the Federal Freedom of information

Act, State Planning Agencies may look to the decisions
under that Act for guidance In implmenting these guide-
lines.

(b) Consulting LCAA Regional Offices. It is strongly urged
that in the early stages of Implementation, LEAA RegionalOffice be consulted before decisions are made to withhold
requested material, particularly if the grounds for with-
holding are based upon exemptions in paragraph 32b(3)fb)
(sensitive or confidential law enforcement operations),32b 3J c) (internal coNnication, or 32b(3)(d) (inves-
tigatory files).
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c. Disclosure of Votes and Awards.

(1) Record of Votes. State Planning Agency supervisory boards
and regional and local planning councils, inclng
Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils established under
Section 301(b)(8) of the Act shall maintain and make
available for public Inspection a record of the votes of
the supervisory board or planning council in all
proceedings at which final decisions are ade relating to
the approval and submission of comprehensive plans or
applications for LEAA funds or the allocation or award of
LEAA funds. Members who do not agree with the majority of
the metership may request their position be recorded
separately.

(2) Announcements of Awards. All subgrant and contract awards
ha be announced prov'ptly to the public news media by

means of press releases or announcements of the kind
generally utilized by other State agencies in announcing
official actions. Such press releases shall Contain
sufficient Information to enable te public to Identify the
State Planning Agency, the recipient of the award, the
amount and purpose of the award and, in the case of
contracts, the procedures (e.g., competitive bidding or
noncompetitive award) followed in determining the
recipient of the award.

S Application of the Requirements to Sub
The provisions of this paragraph shall apply to all recipients of
Title I funds, whether received by direct grant or contract from
LEAA or Indirectly by subgrant. contract or subcontract from
primary grantees or contractors. To effectuate this provision,
t',e State Planning Agency sball include in all grant or contract
awards the following condition:

1) Public Availability of Infomation. The grantee
(contractor) agrees to comply wIth the requirements
of paragraph 3Zof LEA. Guideline Manual M 4100.10.
State PIlnning Agency Grants, relating to the
availability to the public of Identifiable records or
other documents that are pertain t to the receipt or
expenditure of LCAA funds and the availability of
records of the votes of planning councils including
dissenting members votes relating to the approval of
plans or the allocation or award of LEA funds. The

grantee shall include In aly subgrant or contract in-
volving LEAA funds a condition requiring the-ub-
grantee or contractor to comly with the requirements
and to require its subgrantets or subcontractors to
comply with the requirements.

a. Public Accessibility to Meetings.

(1) General Rule.

(a) ANpicablity. Subject only to the exceptions set
forth in pragraph 32#e(2), all meetings of State
Planning Agency supervisory boards, regional planning
councils and local planning councils, including
local Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils estab-
lished under Section 301{b)(8) of the Act, shell be
public meetings Wien any FINAL action Is taken
respect ng:
I Approval of Comprehensive State Plans (or

regional or local components thereof);

2 Applications for an award of LELA funds; or

3 Other actions affecting the allocation or
expenditure of LCAA funds.

(b) Pupose. The open meeting requirements should be
deeidto cover virtually all meetings of SPA
supervisory boards, regional and local planning
councils and Criminal Justice Coordinating Councils
at which the general decision-making functions of
these bodies are exercised. The purpose is to assure
public access to metings at which deliberations are
conducted end final decisions oade respecting the
establishent of priorities, the approval of plas,
the allocation or award of funds, or other
si Ificant functions in the Implentation of the
L program.

(C) Pul tt. Any such matings shall be prceded by
jPTgITed notice (e.g., newspaper, radio, bulletin,
or newsletter) specifying the tim and place of the
meting and the general nature of the business to
be transacted. In such manner ar4 form as shall
reasonably able Interested persons to have
knowledge of the meetings and to attend.
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APPENDIX V

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE PROJECT
OF KYAP

The National Youth Alternatives Project

The National Youth Alternatives Project (NYAP) is a nonprofit organization
dedicated to the development of a variety of alternative human care services,
particularly those which include client participation In the design and
provision of service. NYAP provides several services, Including: 1) the
Youth Alternatives Clearinghouse, 2) mobilizing alternative agencies to
impact public policy, 3) staff support to tue National Network of Runaway
and Youth Services, and to the National Federation of State Associations oY
Youth Service Bureaus, and 4) the preparation and distribution of various publi-
cations designed to aid youth workers in alternative human care services.

%YAP created the Juvenile Justice Project to work with alternative human care
services to impact, at the state level, the implementation of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. These revised "Guides" is a
product of the work of the Juvenile Justice Project. Their production and
publication was made possible by support from the Lilly Endowment and the
Ford Foundation.

The Work of the Juvenile Justice Project

The goal of the Juvenile Justice Project is to work with alternative humn-
care services in Impacting the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. The Juvenile Justice Project pursues
two primary objectives in achieving this goal:

1) Information Dissemination:
a) Report alternative services efforts, both

successful and unsuccessful, to provide
Input in planning and policy

b) Monitor funding decisions and the creation
of structures and regulations for the Act's
Implementation

2) Strategy Formulation:
a) Identify and connect concerned persons

and groups
b) Assist in tha creation of specific action

strategies
c) Develop an on-going systcn for monitoring

state activity
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APPENDIX VI

ISSUES IN YOUTH PARTICIPATION
ON LEAA STATE PLANNING AGENCIES

provide for an Advisory Group "at least one-third of whose members
shall be under the age of 26 at the time of appointment"

Juvenile Justice Act

Meaningful youth participation in policy making has always been a diffi-
cult goal to realize. In a culture In which youth are relatively powerless, young
people are seldom allowed experiences which give them a strong sense of confi-
dence ir themselves. Few opportunities for skill development through apprentice-
ship are afforded, particularly for youth who attain negative labels from the
educational or juvenile justice systems. The youth members of Advisory Groups
will be in the kind of active and responsible roles that young people are not
accustomed to assuming. This raises some issues of concern.

Selecting Youth for the Advisory Groups: Obviously, there is no formula for
selecting a young person who will be "perfect" for the Advisory Group. But it is
important to remember that youth members will have much expected of them - they
will be in there "playing the game" with experienced professionals (police,
court personnel, bureaucrats). The person you nominate as a youth member should
be able to articulate his ideas. The person ought to be one with self-confidence,
so that he will not be easily Intimidated (eg. a person who may not understand
what is going on, but is not afaraid to ask). He ought to be able to conceptualize
Ideas. Be realistic - the job of a youth member is going to take time. Also,
youth members may not be reimbursed for travel and food expenses incurred attending
Advisory Group and subcommittee meetings.

Personal Support System: If a person you nominate is approved, it is Important
to support the person's work on the Advisory Group. You could offer clerical
support. You might schedule regular meetings with the person. Be ready to respond
td levels of frustration and impatience. Seek out supportive adults on the com-
mittees. You can probably do some skills sharing with the person - skills in
communication, problem solving, decision making, conflict management, group
skills, etc. Such skill sharing should help young people feel more ccnfortable in
the "foreign environment" of Advisory Group and subcommittee meetings.

Other Concerns: Often, youth who sit on commissions like the Advisory Groups feel
the burden of representing all youth. The struggle of "Who do I represent?" can be
very draining. It takes time to realize that you can only represent yourself and
your experinece, but that you can advocate for other young people.

Expect that youth members may have problems dealing with government/social
v..rk jargon. Nothing is more intimidating than walking into a room and finding
people speaking another language. (Can DYS prepare MBO's for :ts YSB's for the
718 Boards?) Breaking the youth barrier is one of the keys to youth members'
learning the ropes of the game. You can be supportive in helping them do this.

Watch for youth members being excluded from the informal communications net-
works that get established within the AdvisQry Group. Because they may not be seen
as "responsible", and because they may be seen a politically powerless, youth mem-
bers may not be included in the friendship groups through which much of the Advisory
Group's business wilt be informally conducted. If they are confident and assertive,
and you are supportive, youth members should be able to overcome any unofficial
exclusion from the Advisory Group's processes.
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ISSUES IN YOUTH PARTICIPATION ON LEAA STATE PLANNING AGENCIES

* * * provide for an Advisory Group "at least one-third of whose members
shall be under the age of 26 at the time of appointment."-Juvenile Justice
Act

Meaningful youth participation in policymaking has always been a difficult
goal to realize. In a culture conveying powerlessness, a sense of not being able
to control one's own life, young people seldom are allowed experiences which
give them a strong sense of confidence in themselves. Few opportunities of
apprenticeship for skill development are afforded, particularly for youth vho
attain negative labels from the educational or Juvenile justice systems. Rec-
ommending youth to serve in these new, active roles goes counter to ingrained,
passive roles they might be used to, and raises some issues of concern.

WHAT ARE YOU LOOKING FOR?

Obviously, there is no formula for the "perfect" youth. The role of youth
participation on SPA's holds very high expectations-youth are iri there "play-
ing the game" with experienced professionals (police, court personnel, bureau-
crats). A person should be able to articulate their ideas. Look for some degree
of self-confidence, so the person will not easily be intimidated (for example, a
person who may not understand what's going on, but is not afraid to ask).
Look for someone able to handle ideas, having some conceptual skills. Be real-
istic-this commitment Is going to take time. Possibly they won't be reimbursed
for travel and food for -either the meetings or the Inevitable committee meet-
ings.

PERSONAL SUPPORT SYSTEM

If a person you nominate is approved, there are some things you should do
to support the person. You could offer clerical support. You might schedule
regular Intervals to meet with them. Be ready to respond to levels of frustra-
tion and impatience. Seek out supportive adults on the committees. You can
probably do some skills sharing with the young person-skills in communica-
tion, problem solving, decisionmaking, conflict management, group skills, etc.
Such skill sharing would help young people feel more comfortable in the "for-
eign environment" of such meeLings.

OTHER CONCERNS

Often, youth feel the burden of responsibility of trying to represent all
youth. The struggle of "Who do I represent?" can be very draining. It takes
time to realize that you can only represent yourself and your experience, but
that you can advocate for other youth concerns.

There can be nothing more Intimidating than to walk into a room and find
people speaking another language-"Can DYS prepare MBO's for its YSB's for
the 718 Boards?" Breaking the-abUage-lbrrter is one of the keys to learning
the ropes of the game, and you can be supportive in this.

A paternalism that sees youth as not yet responsible and a political reality
that sees youth without power can both exclude youth from the circles of
friendships that contain-the informal communications system. And It is obvi-
ously not efficient to apprentice youth at these levels. If youth participation
is to be meaningful, these processes must be dealt with.

NATIONAL NETWORK OF RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICES

The National Network of Runaway and Youth Services is an association of
over 50 youth centers spread across the country interested in providing and
facilitating services for runaway, undomiciled, and troubled yo, 'h. We seek
to promote responsive human services for runaways and their faml, . to coor-
dinate existing services at the national and regional level, and to ablee serv-
ices to develop where none exist. We are a nonprofit organization with a Na-
tional Steering Council made up of the 10 regional representatives from our

67-988 0 - 76 - 30
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geographical regions plus an elected National Chairperson and a national staff
person. The National Network was developed throughout 1974 and officially
created at a national convention of over 50 runaway centers held in September
1974, outside of Pittsburgh.

During the past 8 years, runaway centers have sprung up around the country
to meet the needs of transient youth. For the past 2 or 8 years, these centers
have become aware of the advantages of sharing together through national,
regional, and State conferences, of exchanging training materials, and of devel-
oping local linkages. Such endeavors have been facilitated by the DirectorV of
Runaway Center# (published by National Youth Alternative Project) by the
development of the National Runaway Switchboard (operated by Metro-Help
of Chicago, funded by HEW), and by such newsletters as Youth AltermiivesN,
Youth Reporter, The National Exchange, and our own Network News.

In January of this year, the National Steering Council met in Indianapolis
for 2 days to study the many goals of the National Network and to hammer
out priorities. Youth advocacy was declared the top priority. We are committed
to seeing that the rights of youth are safeguarded and that their needs are
met. We believe that young people are capable of making decisions that affect
their own lives. In our counseling experiences, we have largely helped young
people consider alternative solutions to their concerns and problems and assisted
them in carrying out their decisions

The Steering Council and staff have studied the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974. Recognizing the potential of youth involvement
and youth worker input into the planning of this bill, the National Network
is urging youth centers to network locally in their States and become involved
in this planning process. As client (read: youth) participation is a criteria
for organizational membership in the National Network, our centers will be
active individually and collectively to help implement the objective of having
youth participation in the JJDPA planning process.

As you know, title III, referred to as the Runaway Youth Act, Is the only
title of the act to have been funded. By our estimates, the $4.3 million for
direct services will probably reach between 15,000 to 20,000 runaways and their
families in a year. This figure must be contrasted to the estimated 1 million
youths who run away from home in the course of a year. Additional efforts
must be made. The Steering Council of the National Network has passed a
resolution to urge appropriation and expenditure of a minimum of $8 million in
fiscal year 1976 to implement the Runaway Youth Act.

We have a particular concern for the youth who are incarcerated or de-
tained on the basis of status offenses. These "offenses" include running away,
truancy, and incorrigibility and would not be considered offenses if committed
by an adult. We applaud the limited steps that are being taken to deinstitu-
tionalize status offenders. However, we would point out that even in those
States where the laws have been changed, but no resources made available for
community-based facilities, status offenders have been institutionalized In con-
fined "treatment centers" or for "evaluation periods."

Although the National Network currently has a specific focus on services to
runaways and their families, we have learned from our experience that crisis
intervention services are not enough. Many runaway centers have developed
into alternative youth service systems with new components being added all
the time. A common problem for runaway centers is locating alternative living
situations for the runaways who cannot or should not return home. There is
a scarcity of group homes; it Is difficult to recruit foster families who will
take in adolescents. Runaway centers who refer as many as 20 percent of
their cases to alternative living situations are looking to implementation of
the JJDPA to develop needed community-based facilities. Runaway centers
discover young people who need legal assistance, medical assistance, and edu-
cational assistance beyond what their schools or families seem to be able to
provide. We look to the implementation of the JJDPA to develop these needed
backup services.

We view the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as
one of the most potentially important pieces of legislation in this area of
national concern. We stand ready to assist local and national officials in Imple-
menting Public Law 93-415 to the ftlest extent possible.
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THE JUvzILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENOY PzznvmTI ACT: SThTEOIE0s OoA-
NwzNO YOUTH SuWOs To IMPACT ITS IMPLEMENTATION-A REPORT TO THE
FORD FOUNDATION

OVERVIEW

In February, the Ford Foundation contracted with the National Youth Alter-
natives Project (NYAP) to report on the implementation of the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) in three States. Specifically,
NYAP was to assist locally controlled youth services in the three States in
formulating and executing strategies to obtain youth and youth service input
in the act's implementation on the State and local level.

The act, for the first time, calls to task the private sector in the restructur-
ing of juvenile Justice services. If a State chooses to participate in the act
and receive Federal fuuds, it must provide for community input into policy
formulation, youth participation on a juvenile justice advisory group, and
youth services' participation in planning. States must also create new services
for status offenders, who can no longer be institutionalized.

The case studies cover the 8-month period of March, April, and May. During
this period emerging youth services in three States--Illinois, Massachusetts,
and Florida-modified some tactics already underway and developed and
tested new strategies. This paper reports on those strategies, assesses their
effectiveness, and suggests new approaches.

The report assumes a familiarity with the conceptual framework in appen.
dices I and II as background. It is outlined as follows:

OUTLINE Or R0PoRT

I. OVERVIEW

A. Study for the Ford Foundation.
B. Outline.
C. Getting underway.

II. ILLINOIS, MASSACHUSETTS, FLORIDA: CASE STUDIES

A. Background on the State.
B. Strategy formulation and execution.
C. Assessment of initial actions.

III. ANALYSIS OF ACTIVITY

A. General assessment.
B. Conclusion

APPENDICES

I. Analysis of the JJDPA; Historical, Objectives, Potential Impact.
II. NYAP's JJDPA Organizing Project.
III. Federal Implementation of the JJDPA.
IV. Youth Services: An Overview.
V. NYAP Statement to Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency.
Getting UnderwGv

Of necessity this document reports on organizing efforts that were already
underway before the three month period. It also includes background on
those previous strategies, the political environs in which they were created,
and the revision of those strategies. For a 8-month period, NYAP tracked:
(1) The on-going development and strengthening of state networks of youth
services who support the goals of the JJDAP, and (2) Youth services ability
to participate in political processes of the JJDPA's implementation.

Unique situations existed in each of the three States we chose. Illinois
had. existing, apolitical youth service networks, some of which were inter-
acting with the State's Dangerous Drugs Commision over licensing of com-
munity drug abuse services. In February, it was necessary to completely
revise their JJDPA strategies after a false start. The politics of juvenile
justice are complex in Illinois, with competing demands of well-organized
vested interests.
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Massachusetts, a State committed to deinstitutionalization, lacked Input
from youth services. A framework of State youth service-network existed,
but was not functional. By February, the energy of the organizers proved an
Important factor in choosing this State for the study.

Youth services In Florida were just beginning to organize themselves, and
thus would be an example of attempted impact from the beginning. They
had developed excellent contacts both with their State Planning Agency and
the Governor's office, and provided an example of working the existing
political machine to obtain progress.

The three State organizers were: Ms. Trish DeJean, Program Development,
Youth Network Council, Chicago; Ms. Dale Rosen, Resource Development,
Project Place, Boston; and Brian Dyak, Community Activities Coordinator,
Hillsborough County Children Services, Tampa.

NYAP held a 2.day planning session with the organizers to share strategies
and experiences and to clarify goals. To provide a fuller understanding of
the JJDPA from the federal perspective, they also met with: Fred Nader,
Acting Assistant Administrator, National Office of Juvenile Justice (LEAA) ;
John Rector, Chief Counsel, Senate Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile
Delinquency; and Chris Mould, Washington representative (lobbiest), Na.
tional Board of the YMCA.

ILLINoIs

BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC STRUCTURES

Institutionally provided youth services in Illinois have been in a state of
flux over the past few years. Labels on children proved Ineffective as youth
passed from mental health, to corrections, to children and family services,
and some to Texas for "treatment". Inter and intra- agency rifts reached
their peak during the tenure of Dr. Jerome Miller as Director of the De-
partment of Children and Family Services. The means to provide alternative
care and institutional change In Illinois have had only isolated pockets of
success. The following are sketches of the institutions of government that
youth services interacted with in this 3 month study.
Illinois Law Enforcement Commicsmon.

Created by Executive order and therefore controlled by the Governor, the
Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) Is the State's criminal justice
planning agency for the LEAA system. The Director, Dr. David Fogel, is a
progressive criminal justice-expert who was appointed after failing to obtain
Senate approval as Director of the State's Department of Corrections. There
are 23 Commissioners, including lawyers, police and court personnel, local
officials, and perhaps four commuinty people. The ILEC awarded $2.8 million
of its $31 million in 1974 to Juvenile Justice. It considers the development
of youth service bureaus a priority.
Regional planning units

ILEC created 19 local planning units to conduct proposals to its subcom-
mittees for final approval. Controlled by conservative boards, no proposal is
funded in a region without going through the RPU. The largest and most
powerful unit is the Chicago-Cook County Criminal Justice Commission, serv-
ing 6 million people. It requires private agencies to co-apply with public
agencies, thus allowing the Chicago Department of Human Resources to vir-
tually control all Juvenile Justice funds in the city.
Department of correetiona tnd department of children and family ervieme

Both State agencies work with ILEC to develop and fund programs for
alternatives to institutionalizing youth. In the past it was unclear which
agency had Jurisdiction over what youth, but now Corrections is responsible
for delinquents and Children and Family Services for status offenses. The
two agencies are Just beginning to coordinate youth programing, and both
Directors suffer the burden of being appointed by the Governor. Corrections
has been involved in consolidating its control over its programs by attempting
to phase out its Community Services Division, which has strong support in
some cities.
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Dangerous Drugs Commission
The State's single drug services agency with limited funds, it is the newest

institutional player in Illinois politics. Semi-autonomous from the Governor
and the Department of Mental Health, it came into the scope of this study
by its efforts to license youth services providing drug abuse services. This
struggle over standards had already occurred in Florida and Massachusetts.
Eleoted government

The Governor, an advertised populist Democrat, is often in conflict with
Chicago's mayor, and Republicans and Chicago Democrats have on many
occasions Joined to limit his power. The legislature, divided into three fac-
tions of Chicago Democrats, downstate Democrats, and A strong Republican
minority, is difficult to predict. For the most part, the legislature does not
support the Governor, and has overridden a number of his vetos.

BACKGROUND ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Illinois has more than its share of youth service networks and coalitions
and they vary in effectiveness, scope, and size. Despite these organizational
attempts, youth services have yet to significantly impact policymaking at
either the State or the local levels.
Chioago alliance for collaborative effort

The Chicago Alliance for Collaborative Effort (CACE) was organized in
1973 to develop new methods by which private and public agencies could
collaborate in planning human services. Composed of 18 public and estab-
lished private agencies (Dept. of Human Resources, Juvenile Court, YMCA,
Boy's Clubs), a priority of this forum is the development of a broad based
youth services delivery system and the acquisition of resources to fill identi-
fied gaps in service. Its established political connections are difficult to
underestimate.
Youth network council

Organized in 1972, It is composed of 40 youth crisis services that emerged
in the metropolitan area. Their primary focus has been the creation and
expansion of services to youth and youth centers, and have a legal project
that has engaged In a number of suits on behalf of youth.
Alternative schools network

The most effective cooperative venture of alternative schools In the country,
it has 37 schools working together on resource development, mutual support,
and Impacting the public school system. Formed 2 years ago, it also covers
the metropolitan area.
Illinois Youth Service Bureau Association

One of eight in the Nation, it covers the State and its 26 members have
all been funded by the ILEC at one time. Politically more experienced than
the other networks, Its focus has been on training, organizing itself internally,
and lobbying for the funding of its members.
Illinois crisis network

Formed in 1978, it is a very loose organization of over 20 youth crisis
services in the State, primarily hotlines. Their focus has been on training
sessions for Its members, and impacting the Dangerous Drugs Commission.

INITIAL STRATEGY FORMULATION

Illinois was the first State NYAP worked In last fall to impact the act's
implementation, and thus no strategies had yet been tested. NYAP staff met
with Dr. Jerome Miller in Baltimore last September. Miller, a consultant to
the Illinois' Governor, was charged with drafting plans for the State's com-
pliance with the act, and informed us of his need for nominations of young
people for the advisory group as soon as possible. In October NYAP con-
vened a meeting of representatives of the Youth Network Council, the Illinois
Youth Service Bureau Association, and the Illinois Crisis Network. The act's
implications and ti'e opportunity for nominations for the advisory group were
outlined.
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The strategy that emerged was to (1) educate the membership of the
three networks about the act's Implications and opportunities, and (2) solicit
youth nominations from the youth services. The representatives agreed to
serve as a steering committee to collect and screen these names, producing
two nominations from each network, believing their chances of success would
be improved with fewer nominations in light of Dr. Miller's request.

In November, they met with Dr. Miller, presenting him with the nomina-
tions and finding him confident not only of Illinois' participation but also of
the appointment of some of their nominations by January 1. He provided
them with a copy of his plan for the State's compliance, calling for a strong
Office of Juvenile Justice within the Illinois Law Enforcement Commission.
Optimistic about this rapid progress and apparent success of initial strate-
gies, youth services did nothing to support the nominations or to encourage
Illinois' participation.
Regrouping

In February, NYAP met again with network representatives, which now
Included the alternative schools network after losing the Illinois Crisis Net-
work due to lack of leadership. The meeting was to reassess the strategy and
Invite their participation In this documentation process. The original repre-
sentatives had changed substantially, so it was decided to work through
and expand the Youth Network Council's Juvenile Justice Task Force to
include the other networks. The Joint Task Force was composed of 10 Youth
Network Council members, a Youth Service Bureau Association member, and
staff of the Alternative Schools Network. The Youth Network Council pro-
vided quartertime staffing for the group.

The February reassessment of strategy for impacting the JJDPA surfaced
the following changes since November: (1) No funds were available or re-
quested for the JJDPA at the Federal level; (2) Dr. Miller, the only contact
with the Governor, left In January; (3) no progress on the advisory had
been made, and there were rumors of Illinois' nonparticipation because of
costs; and (4) the representatives of three networks had changed.

Clearly there was a need for a new strategy, and this reformulation was
scheduled for March, after a statewide conference of youth services and the
Washington briefing for the State organizer.

Youth services from around the State convened a few days after the re-
assessment to offer input into standards and licensing procedures for drug
abuse programs to the State's Dangerous Drugs Commission (DDC). Initially
it was believed the combining of youth services response to standards and
their response to JJDPA implementation would be compatible. Youth services,
however, were deeply divided about the role of the State in licensing, result-
ing in some polarization at the conference. NYAP presented the JJDPA and
its implications for Illinois policy and funding issues. With a divided con-
stituency, representatives from six regions and the existing youth service
networks were to: (1) Follow up the DDC standards; (2) monitor the
JJDPA at the State and local level; and (3) to share this information and
act on it, youth service networks in the six regions were to be formed.

The second event that assisted the reformulation of strategy was the Wash-
ington briefing for the three State organizers. The briefing clarified goals, dif-
ferent approaches and strategies, as well as familiarizing them with federal
efforts.

.ONGOING STIATEGIEB

In March, the Joint Juvenile Justice Task Force created a timeline for
impacting the State. With a 9-month period for follow through, four main
sets of goals and objectives for the first 3 months of March, April, and May
were outlined. Assessment at the end of the 8 months activity would provide
a new set of objectives for the next 6 months. The major impact was ex-
pected in the fall, the projected date for supplemental funding of the act
to reach the State.

I. To gain Illinois' commitment to participation in the aot

A. To send letters to the Governor and the Illinois Law Enforcement Com-
mission urging ILEC be directed to prepare a plan.

B. To develop a contact in the Governor's Office as a source of information.
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C. To heighten awareness of State legltiators about the Implications of the
JJDPA for Illinois.

D. To document the felt needs of communities for more youth services.

II. To inurv ILRO ad its RPU'a xompIy with required community juveftle
Justice repretalion

A. To meet with ILEC staff to determine what actions are being taken to-
ward restructuring the Commission and Its Regional Boards.

B. To determine whether alternative y6uth services should submit nomi-
nations for the Commission.

C. To secure lists of members of these Boards to evaluate compliance.
In response to the changed conditions, the following goals and objectives

were Identified for the first 8-month period:

II. To pnde youth sere' ongoing input into the State plan and the
advisory group

A. To aline alternative youth services more closely with traditional agen-
cies for more effective Input into ILEC,

B. To develop a relationship with the juvenile justice staff of ILEC for
informal input and information access.

IV. To epaad the ooa t" of youth ceri ces to motor State aotityf and to
advooate for State palctfipalon in JJDPA

A. To encourage the development of regional networks of youth serving
agencies to broaden information sharing and joint advocacy.

B. To expand the Joint Juvenile Justice Task Force to include more
organizations and coalitions.

0. To maintain contact with designated regional representatives.

EXECUTION OF STRATEGY

Three months proved to be a short period for the gearing up of youth
services. Though most of the identified objectives were initiated, If not com-
pleted, by June, youth services seemed In little better position to Impact the
State. It was important- to spend time not on impacting the Governor's
decislonmaking nor on Input to ILEC activity, but in building networks of
youth services throughout the State and In making contact with traditional
agencies and political systems. Youth services determined that strategies
such as letter writing were not as important as the development of lobbying
contacts and informal relationships with influential persons. Youth services
realized the need to articulate their priorities for State juvenile justice pro-
graming and to document youth needs in their communities.

In relation to the planned goals and objectives for the 8-month period, the
following developments occurred:
GodS 1: To an lUtnois' commtment to partiotpation in the act

A contact was developed In the Governor's office, providing information
about the State's attitude on participation. This contact helped maximize
the impact of a letter to the Governor youth services sent urging the State's
participation. Communication with State legislators was initiated through
comment on two bills affecting juvenile justice in the Legislature.

Through conversations with the Governor's aide and the ILEC staff, we
learned that the outlook was good for the State's participation. Neither was
very Interested in discussing the Implications of the act until funds were
appropriated for It however.

Two bills in the legislature were holding up the Governor's authorization
of JJDPA participation. Republican Senators pressed a bill to remove control
of the ILEC from the Governor and subject it to review of the legislature.
The bill, a reaction against the ILEC Director appointed by the Governor,
imposes conditions that do not comply with the required community partici-
pation on ILE(C. Youth services, with a coalition of private and public
agencies called- Chicago Alliance for Collaborative Effort (CACE), lobbied
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against the bill. Information from Chicago's democratic machine informed
them that the bill would die in committee, and their efforts slackened. The bill
passed the Senate, and might pass the House. It will be vetoed by the
Governor, but could force him into other tradeoffs.

Youth services also lobbied actively against the second bill, which would
create a separate Commission on Delinquency Prevention and create a
computerized identification file on youthful offenders. The State Department
of Corrections was slowly dismantling its Community Services Division,
created over 30 years ago to assist communities In providing services to
youth and ex-offenders. In order to survive, community services had a bill
introduced to establish them separate from both corrections and the ILEC,
and called in 30 years of political IOU's. Despite youth service efforts
lobbying against the bill, it passed both Houses with enough votes to over-
ride a veto.

The Community Services Division was unaware of the JJDPA as it lobbied
Its bill through. Thus the bill creates confusion as to the role an advisory
group on Juvenile Justice would play to the ILEC and how It would relate
to the Commission on Delinquency Prevention-which does not meet the
JJPDA requirements. Undoubtedly political battles for control of Juvenile
Justice funds will occur between the ILEC and the new Commission.

Youth services quickly learned as they revised their strategies that the
JJDPA does not exist in a political vacuum. The lobbying effort against the
Commission on Juvenile Delinquency %as ill-conceived.

Two objectives of goal No. 1 were not met. Communication with legisla-
tors began with the involvement with the two bil!s, but it is too sporadic to
be functional yet. Time was not available to document the felt needs of
communities for more resources for young people. Both are important re-
sources for the ongoing strategy, and hopefully will be priorities in the
next 3 months.
Goal 2: To insure ILE(I and its RPU's comply with representation require-

ments
The Joint Juvenile Justice Task Force studied the list of people on ILEC

and some of its 19 RPU boards. No nominations were made to either
because of a perceived lack of clout and lack of staff resources necessary to
achieve this.

ILEC staff informed youth services that nominations for restructuring the
ILEC board had already been forwarded to the Governor who had not yet
acted on them. Monitoring activity of the downstate RPU's has not been
organized yet, as most downstate work has been focused on the DDC
standards. Excellent information contracts were made with the Chicago-Cook
County Criminal Justice Commission (4CJC), the RPU that covers 6 of
the State's 11 million people.
Goal 8: To provide youth services' ongoing input into the State plan

This began with the alinement of youth services with traditional agencies.
To participate in planning, youth services recognized the need to compensate
for years of noninvolvement with Illinois' politics. To remedy this lack of
clout and experience, the Task Force set about relating to a coalition of 18
private and public agencies well-connected to Chicago politics, CACE.

Alternative youth services had an ally from the YMCA on CACE who
advocated for their participation on CACE's Juvenile Justice Task Force. CACE
was interested in controlling juvenile Justice policy for the Chicago area,
and had the capability of achieving this. Youth services felt it important
to monitor CACE's growth. Youth services and CACE are planning to co-
sponsor a conference bringing together persons in Illinois who will be
implementing the JJDPA with traditional and alternative youth services.

A working relationship with the ILEC Juvenile Justice staff developed over
the 3-month period. Though the staff was more comfortable discussing
funding proposals, they did provide helpful information on policy and State
politics. The ILEC position on the JJDPA has been there is no staff time
available for the development of the advisory group or the creation of a
JJDPA plan. They are waiting for direction from the Governor, and for
funding before proceeding with the act's planning.
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goal 4: To eapand the ooaliton of youth sertoes to monitor State act ty
This task was more difficult than we realized in February. At the February

drug standards conference 18 representatives were identified to serve as
a statewide steering body for the drug standards and JJDPA issues. Tele-
phone communication among the regions was the primary method of sharing
information during the 8 months. A March meeting was postponed until the
publication of the Standards by the Dangerous Drugs Commission.

Meanwhile representatives who served regions which did not have func-
tioning networks began building regional coalitions. By May, three of the
six regions were formalized and operational. The disparity of resource
allocation between the rural areas and the metropolitan area has created
resentment between service providers from these areas. This resentment
surfaced at the February meeting, and was slowly worked through during
the 8 months. Chicago youth services were initially viewed as empire builders.

Though representatives of the Illinois Youth Service Bureau Association
attended the Joint Juvenile Justice Task Force meetings, the association
itself did not cooperate in carrying out the objectives for the first 8 month
period. In the last of April when rumors of possible supplemental funding
for the act in fiscal year 1975 circulated, youth service bureaus began to
indicate a renewed interest in the coalition efforts.

In May, the DDC standards were published. Youth services were actively
sharing their response across the regions, and the statewide steering committee
scheduled a June meeting on the standards, the JJDPA implementation, and
on organizing the State.

ASSESSMENT

The complete revision of strategy in March after 3-month false start
was a significant and planned renewal of youth services' efforts to obtain
input. In retrospect, youth services would have benefited from more ambitious
objectives and timelines in their Interactions with the ILEC. Without
funding for the act and with a legislature attempting to restructure them,
the agency moved very little and received no direction from the Governor.

The attempt to organize youth services by combining the two issues of
DDC Standards and the JJDPA implementation was not completely successful.
NYAP underestimated the intensity of youth service involvement with the
standards, and its compatibility with J.JDPA organizing. We lacked the
staff to have the act's Implementation be a primary agenda item of niany
youth services during this 3 months, which coincided with the closure of
the Standards project.

We found ourselves in the unfavorable position of attempting to overcome
suspicion of State government as well as briding differences between rural
downstate and the urban youth services. They both became more keenly
aware of their powerlessness to affect State policy through both the Standards
and JJDPA issues, and have expressed a willingness to set aside their
differences in an attempt to impact State policy.

The Joint Juvenile Justice Task Force is noticeably mbre politically
sophisticated now. They developed an information system to track State
legislation and respond to it, as well as tracking the maze of State and
private programs related to Juvenile justice. Much of this sophistication
grew from the initial underestimation of the complexity of State politics,
which inter-relate the act's implementation to a broader range of activity.
The act does not exist in a vacuum as the initial strategy virtually assumed
and cannot be pursued with tunnel vision. With youth services now plugged
into legislative and political processes, they are in a better position to
formulate strategies.

NYAP misperceived the interests and abilities of the Illinois organizer
to do political organizing. Some progress was lost as the roles related to
leadership and decisionmaking between the organizer and the Joint Juvenile
Justice Task Force were informally worked out. This loss of progress is
reflected in the objectives, vihich allowed for a passive relationship with
the ILEC.
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MASSACHUSETTS

BACKGROUND DESCRIPTION OF PUBLIC STRUCTURES

Three years ago, Massachusetts embarked on a program of deinstittional-
ization of juvenile services. In 1972, the State training schools were dosed
down, and in 1978 the status offenses of runaway, truant, and stubborn
children were decrinlinalized and youth were to receive care through a new
Children In Need of Services (CINS) program. To date, only one lock-up
facility remains for adjudicated offenders and a few youth awaiting desig-
nation as CINS. Retarded and emotionally disturbed youth, as well as youth
within State hospitals, continue to receive services through large Insti-
tutions.

To accomplish deinstitutionalization, the State committed Itself to the
establishment of alternative care services. The State moved from facilities
it operated to purchase of service contracts with private agencies, allowing
the State greater flexibility. No longer tied to supporting unsuccessful pro-
grams, they have the freedom to experiment on a short term basis with-
new concepts of treatment. However, Governor Dukakis is expected to cutback
funds in the human services area, and with fewer dollars, the State tends
to support more conservative methods of service delivery. This can be
expected to limit experimentation in treatment approaches.
Commissim on Criminal Justice

The Commission on Criminal Justice (CCJ), the State planning agency for
the LEAA system, is overwhelmingly dominated by law enforcement (27
of 40). Community representation is minimal at 6. The CCJ has historically
been autonomous, guldc'l by liberal staff under a director appointed by the
Governor. Juvenile expenditures for diversion and other programs is 16
percent of the CCJ budget, reflecting the low priority of juvenile services. -
A few Commission members have been unsuccessful In their efforts to make
this 40 percent, the actual percentages of crimes by Juveniles. The staff,
working with Comminsion Task Forces, prepare sections of the State plan
for CCJ approval. The staff is influential, mapping out general policy guide-
lines with special Interest groups.

The Attorney General has chaired the CCJ, exerting considerable Influence.
Presently, the Governor appears to be subverting the Attorney General's
power by imposing the leadership of the Commissioner of Public Safety,
his appointee. This is a political move to undercut the Attorney General
as a potential election opponent. While the Commissioner of Public Safety
has shown an interest in the JJDPA, he is a law enforcement advocate,
and his commitment to alternative care Is limited, at best.
Regional planning units

Massachusetts has six city planning units and one covering the Western
region of the State. Depending on the clout of each city and Its mayor, they
have varying degrees of power and Influence. In general, these planning
units receive program guidelines and funding allotments from the CCJ,
retaining sign-off power over proposals from their areas. From these policies,
they decide which proposals are forwarded to CCJ for its approval. Recently,
the Boston planning unit was taken over by the CCJ for negligent fiscal
management.
Office for children

The former Governor set up the Office For Children to coordinate all
services to youth under 17. Unfortunately, OFC has received neither the
funds nor the power to realize its mandate. Consolidation of all State pro-
grams for youth is under investigation.

RACKGROUND ON PRIVATE SECTOR

The State's movement to purchase of service contracts precipitated the
involvement of youth serVices in deinstitutionalization and in part legitimized
their programs. The contracts also allowed youth services to work coopera-
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tively rather. than compete for scarce resources. This was not the only Issue
youth services reponded to by forming coalitions.

A statewide network, Massachusetts Association of Self Help programs
(MASH) was created in response to State policy on drug abuse service stand-
ards. It was encouraged by Dr. Matthew Dumont of the State's Department
of Drug Rehabilitation, but never developed a lasting infrastructure to be
effective.

The human service providers group was formed to develop strategies in
response to State budget cuts. Neither group served -as an effective network
of youth services for deinstitutionalization, and neither was seen as the
vehicle to organize youth services to respond to the JJDPA.

Yo .th services' response to State drug policies developed their exj,.ilence
in working together through MASH, and developed a familiarity at working
the State system to accomplish their goals. While MASH may have lost some
of its effectiveness as a youth service network, youth. services still maintained
contact with friendly legislators and State administrators. The self help
programs of MASH had limited contact with more traditional youth services
such as the YMCA and Boy's Club, however.

INITIAL STATEGY FORMULATION-

In December, a statewide meeting of youth services was held to discuss the
implications of the JJDPA and plan effective strategies to involve youth
services in its implementation in Massachut .: -, NYAP staff presented the
act's goals and priorities, and identified four major areas for impacting the
act's implementation: (1) the committee on criminal justice; (2) regional
planning units; (3) the advisory group; and (4) the State planning process.
We assessed the probability of successful impact In these areas and formu-
lated these initial strategies.
1. Committee on Criminal Justice

We assumed that by improving community and youth representation on the
CCJ, the act's implementation would assure increased funding for youth
needs and greater protection of youth rights. Initially, our direct impact on
the CCJ was considered improbable, as the state organizers had researched
its structure and membership prior to the December meeting. From prelim-
inary conversations with supportive staff it ivas clear that CCJ appointments
were too political to attempt. The Governor was to make new appointments
shortly, but we felt we did not have a broad enough base of support to com-
pete with other special interests and State agencies. We considered advo-
cating for additional seats to increase community representation but dropped
this as the CCJ, with 40 merabers already, had difficulty working efficiently.

It made sense to us to pick a battle we had some chance of winning first,
as a smaller victory with the advisory group would build a base of support
and demonstrate political skills to be reckoned with. It was decided that
representatives in Boston would continue to maintain contact with the CCJ.
2. Regional Planning Units

In December, the RPUs -were unknown entities to us. It was unclear what
power, if any, they had to Influence state policy and whether improving
community and youth service representation would be important. Regional
representatives from youth services were asked to investigate RPUs in their
areas. By February we learned of their lack of direct power, and due to
insufficient time and staff abandoned efforts at impacting them during this
period.
3. Advisory Group

The act's advisory group clearly offered us the easiest access route for
impact because: (a) It was a new committee few people knew about; (b)
the State, waiting for the act's funding, had yet to develop any policy about
selection or duties of this group; and (c) youth services were in good po-
sition to nominate youth under 26.

We assumed that competition for candidates to the advisory would not be
as intense as for the CCJ or RPUs, and that by offering the CCJ our cooper-
ation in finding qualified people we might influence their selection. Although
the advisory itself had no clearly defined decisionmaking role it was assumed
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that the presence of active youth advocates on the advisory could increase
its influence with the CCJ, which had ultimate decisionmaking power. It
was decided that regional representatives would compile lists of candidates
for the advisory and we would present these names to the Governor as nom-
inations.
4. State Planning

We recognized that influencing the State plan would only be possible for is
Sif we achieved greater youth and youth service representation on the CCJ,
RPUs, and the advisory group. As a political force youth services did not
have the necessary organization or political alliances with more powerful
private agencies (YMCA, Boy's Club, etc.). Emerging youth services did
not trust the older, more influential youth services to advocate for them.

The CCJ developed the State plan, and we did not yet have the power to
influence its composition. There was no direct way to influence the -creation
of the State plan open to us, other than through the advisory group.

Our initial strategy then was to concentrate our efforts on securing strong
candidates for the advisory. We hoped that many of our candidates would be
accepted, since we had done the Governor's work for him and gotten a Jump
on other State agencies and special Interest groups by submitting names in
January. We assumed these candidates would be able to advance for the
act's implementation serving the needs of youth.
On-Going Strategies

Two meetings with regional representatives were held in January. They
had collected over 80 nominations for the--advisory, and did not have time
to investigate their local RPUs. After a second meeting, we learned from
the CCJ that the JJD1?A was not a priority as it was without funding. We
contacted State legislators and two State agencies, informing them of the
act and requesting their support of our nominations. A letter to the Governor
requested no appointments be made until he received our nominations and
asked for a meeting to discuss the act and the duties of the advisory. The
Governor responded, requesting the nominations but making no promises to
use them and not mentioning a meeting. Recognizing the need for a contact
in his office, we secured a meeting with-the chief assistant to the Governor, a
former director of the office for children.

After our third meeting, we pursued two objectives: first, to increase the
power of the advisory, and second, to maintain control of the selection
process.
Increase the Advisory's Power

Our first plan was to have the CCJ's Juvenile delinquency task force, com-
prised of members supportive of youth interests, serve as the nucleus of the
advisory. We assumed this cross representation would be more powerful
linkage between the advisory and the CCJ. If vacancies were to open on the
CCJ, advisory members might be asked to fill them.

The second task was to obtain a voice In defining what powers the advisory
was to have. We felt this agenda was best achieved in tandem with con-
trolling the selection process.
Controlling the Selection Process

The Governor made no commitment to utilize our nominations, and we as-
sumed many other nominations would be forthcoming from other groups. By
March we did not have the lead time we had in December, as no apparent
progress was being made on the act's implementation. We decided to advocate
for the creation of a screening board to review all nominations. We narrowed
our list from over 80 to 33, the expected size of the advisory.

We met with the Governor's assistant to urge the screening board be ac-
cepted, noting It would take time to screen and orient advisory members to the
State's juvenile Justice systems, and politics. We assumed he was an ally,
informed about the act and interested in its implementation. Not being well
Informed, he deferred to the attorney general (Chairperson of the CCJ) and
the CCP's director, saying he had no influence in this area. He did arrange a
meeting for us with the assistant attorney general, who supported both the
advisory and the screening board. His support was to give us invaluable credit.
bility and access to important State officials.
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We had already met with the CCJ's director to discuss cross representation.
We had questions about his commitments to youth services, and did not trust
him. As his office appeared to be centralizing the collection of nominations, we
met again with him to discuss the screening board. He suggested a meeting of
all interested parties, both public and private, who were making nominations.
His agenda was to maintain control over the nominations by submitting them
to the commissioner of public safety, who might end up as his boss.

Agreeing to the meeting, we supplied the director with a list of groups we
felt should participate. The necessity of maintaining a strong role in the selec-
tion process was even more clear now. A whirlwind campaign of visits and
telephone calls to the interested parties assured support for the screening
board, thus scuttling the proposal to send nominations to the commissioner of
public safety. As a safeguard, we invited a sympathetic Boston Globe reporter
to the meeting. The interested parties met and agreed not only to the screening
board but also to recommend functions for the advisory.
Discarding Strategies

While promoting the screening board, we had a series of meetings with many
States and private officials, increasing our understanding of the CCJ and its
functioning.

The CCJ was created by legislation, and its composition could only be
changed by legislation. Our cross representation strategy would therefore not
improve community representation on the CCJ unless we could effect a legis-
lative amendment, something we did not have the staff to attempt.

By Including the CCJ juvenile delinquency task force on the advisory, we
would limit the number of community seats on the advisory, filling them with
people already supportive of youth. Their membership on the advisory would
not in reality increase the power of the advisory, as most decisions would be
made by the CCJ.

Therefore, by mid-February we stopped trying to influence the CCJ compo-
sition, and focused energy on the advisory. In April the Governor made his
appointments to the CCJ, not listening to any special interests or State agen-
cies.
Approval of the Selection Process

The director of the CCJ was forced to resign before the approval of the
screening board was complete. With his resignation, the board needed new
sponsorship. The organizers obtained the slynsorship of the attorney general
and the commissioner of public safety, wh'j reconvened the interested parties
to a meeting with the organizers' agenda. With minor- modification, the com-
mittee adopted the recommendations of the organizers for a screening process
and functions for the advisory group. The interested parties at this point were
composed of: acting director, CCJ, assistant attorney general, assistant to
commissioner of public safety, director, division of youth services, League of
Women Voters, alternative and traditional youth services, Massachusetts Juve-
nile Officers Association, Mayor's Committee on Criminal Justice (Boston),
Boston Area Self-Help Coalition, Executive Office of Human Services (State).
Director, Office For Children, and Director of Delinquency, Tufts New England
Medical Center.

The recommendations will be sent to the Governor through the commissioner
of public safety, which should give them their best chance of approval. Private
agencies are asking the Governor to select candidates only from those rec-
ommended by the screening board. Without such a commitment, the board's
work might be useless. The Governor's approval of the duties of the advisory
would assure its active role in influencing the CCJ, as the advisory's duties
allow it to recommend or not recommend funding for certain programs. The
relationship between the CCJ and the advisory will have to evolve once the
advisory is created.

We sought support for the recommendations from influential State legislators
and other State agency officials to bolster our negotiating position with the
Governor. Realizing it is unlikely he would accept all of the nominations, we
ard hoping to compromise between 50 percent and 70 percent acceptance. We
are seeking to convene the advisory by the end of July to enable them to re-
view fiscal year 1976 comprehensive State criminal Justice plans, which include
Juvenile Justice plans and are to be completed by August 15.
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ASSESSMENT

After the interested parties group supported the creation of the screening
board we made several errors. First, we did not list specific persons from
agencies we wished to have, and representatives selected by agencies did not
alway attend meetings, hampering effective work by the committee. Second,
we neglected to educate the members of the committee. Lacking this orienta-
tion, members could not participate constructively in the numerous meetings
which CCJ quickly convened. This was allowing CCJ staff to succeed in their
efforts to define a narrow role for the advisory during the first meetings. Third,
feeling confident after the creation of the screening board, the coordinators re-
focused tieir time on their own Jobs, and lost contact with each other for 3
weeks. Had not the director of the CCJ been forced to resign before the screen-
ing board planning was complete, the role of the advisory would probably
have been more narrowly defined.

Dividing the State into regions with representatives of youth services worked
effectively as they formed a steering committee and solicited nominations from
youth services in their regions. Most of the leadership came from the Boston
region, due to its proximity to government agencies. However, this single
issue organizing approach has yet to produce a mechanism to continue to moni-
tor the commission on criminal Justice and its regional planning units. The
interest of youth services to do this appears to be there.

In order to gain a voice on the- CCJ, youth services will have to broaden
their coalition efforts. After Initial hesitation, the organizers did this, working
to expand the interested parties to include traditional youth services.

The screening board idea was feasible, in part, by the financial resources of
this contract which allowed the organizers to propose it knowing its expenses
could be covered without depending on the CCJ or the Governor.

FLORIDA

BACKGROUND ON STATE STRUCTURES

State of Florida-Departmcnt of Adminiatration-Division of Planning's Bu-
reau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance
This Bureau serves as the State planning agency for the LEAA system. Its

staff, one of the largest in the country, report not only to the Directors of the
Division and the Department, but also to a supervisory board called the Gov-
ernor's Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The Bureau
has a national reputation for its high turnover in directors, and is part of the
most complex organization structure for an SPA that NYAP has found. An-
other reorganization of the Bureau is currently being studied.

The Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, chaired by the
Lieutenant Governor, has 35 members, including local elected officials, enforce-
ment and court personnel, and possibly two community representatives. It has
six task forces, including one on juvenile delinquency. Leadership in planning
comes from the staff, with Commission members having a strong influence on
funding decisions for the $20 million it allocated in fiscal year 1974.

Last year the Ad Hoc Committee on Criminal Justice was created to advise
the Commission's Juvenile Delinquency Task Force. Neither the power nor
the ongoing relationship of the Ad Hoc Committee to the Commission have
been defined, but some plans have been offered. One plan calls for the creation
of an Advisory Council to advise the Task Force, with the Advisory Council
being further advised by the Ad Hoc Committee. Another plan calls for the
Task Force becoming the uncreated advisory council, merging decision making
with an advisory role in some fashion, and then having the Ad Hoc Committee
also advise the Task Force. In either plan, one of the groups would comply
with the requirements of the JJDPA.
Regional Planning Units

The Bureau has ten regional planning councils and five metropolitan plan-
ning units. Often, staff of these develop plans compatible with the grant appli-
cations these boards wish funded. Grant applications must be reviewed by
these boards, and if they are not approved they will not be funded at the
State level. A preliminary review indicates these boards have very few com-
munity services represented on them.
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BACKGROUND ON PRIVATE SECTOR

There has been an attempt by the Division of Youth Services to bring youth
services In the State together. Alternative youth services, however, have been
particularly isolated from each other, communicating on very few issues. The
State Imposed drug standards in 1973 with very little input from youth serv-
ices, and your services failed to form any coordinated response to this Issue.
Florida Youth Related Servce. Association

In 1970 the Division of Youth Services formed this Association from public
agencies, enforcement and court personnel, and private youth services. Known
as FYRSA, its board is composed of representatives from 11 regions and has
local chapters in cities. Its primary function has been information sharing
through its newsletter. Few chapters or youth services are active in it, and
it is not strong statewide. INITIAL RATEGIES

Alternative youth services from around the State held a conference in De-
cember. NYAP presented the JJDPA and its potential impact, and the Juvenile
Justice Planner of the Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance
made a presentation on the Bureau's structure and operations. Staff from the
State's Division of Youth Services made a presentation on its new training
program and other division operations. Regional representatives were chosen
to serve as a seven person Steering Committee, and Brian Dyak, the confer-
ence convenor, was designated State coordinator. The State divided into re-
gions with two charges to the Steering Committee: (1) By February 1 create a
process for making recommendations for the Advisory Council, using nomina-
tions of youth services to be submitted by February 10 and (2) Formulate a
strategy for long term cooperative action. I

By February 20 they were to have Interviewed candidates, selected nomi-
nations, and obtained endorsements from 25 youth services. The nominations
were to be submitted by the end of February. This timeline was to fall 3 weeks
behind schedule.

Youth services were also encouraged to attend the meeting of their local
planning units, and were provided the names and locations of the RPU staffs.
Plans were discussed for making recommendations to the Bureau's supervisory
board--Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals--but a potential
reorganization of the Bureau and 'a perceived lack of ability and time to effect
this change postponed any work at this time.

The conference was our first main interaction with the Bureau's Juvenile
Justice Planner. He proved helpful and supportive In explaining how the Bu-
reau operated and could be impacted, and he was cognizant of the political
nature of our efforts. Many youth services did not trust him initially, but as
the Steering Committee and the coordinator interacted with him later, they
found they were able to work together.

He informed the confpnt~-that the-Bureau had created an Ad Hoe Com-
mittee on Juvenile Justice 5 months earlier, and invited some members to
participate In their meeting later that month. The group was primarily gov-
ernment employees with whom he frequently consulted, and the Steering Com-
mittee agreed to send three people, including a high school student.

ONGOING STRATEGIES

In January, the State coordinator met informally with Jane Love, the Gov-
ernor's assistant in charge of appointments to boards. One of Brian's cowork-
ers was president of the Florida Democratic Womens Association and intro-
duced them. Ms. Love, the one who would receive youth services' nominations
for the advisory, proved extremely helpful, supplying information about policy
directions, or the lack of them. Brian's coworker also introduced him to the
attorney general, who was one of the more influential members of the Com-
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and who was supportive of
youth services involvement in the JJDPA planning. His support was used to
convince youth services of their potential impact and helped in working with
other government people.

The full Steering Committee met in late February to review progress and
contacts made. A letter from them went to youth services requesting support
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for the nominations. Letters were sent to the Governor an4 the Attorney
General informing them of tV'enoq Jaxtiohs that were being collected by youth
services. The recommendations ivere to be sent to Ms. Love and to the Bureau
Director.

A total of 28 nominations were made, half of them under 26 years of age.
Some members of the Ad Hoc Committee on Juvenile Justice were included
in the nominations, as youth services felt they were strong candidates for
the government seats on the advisory. Twenty seven youth services endorse the
slate of nominations. While the Red Cross, Junior League, YMCA, Boy's Club,
and other groups submitted names also, alternative youth services provided
well over half of all names received from the private sector. Frustration
built among these youth services as three promised deadlines for the advisory
appointments passed with no action being taken.

The Juvenile Justice Planner had been told in March to procltte a list of
recommendations for the Advisory Council. Our book of the r~sumds and 27
endorsements was the most complete set of papers he had to work from, and
he contacted the State coordinator seeking more nominations to choose 'from.
Youth services are now told that appointments will be made by June 30. The
delays appear to be in the Bureau and the Commission, rather than the Gov-
ernor's office. They are supposedly now under review by the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in his role as Chairperson of the Commission.
Ad Hoc Committee on Juvenile Justice

Youth services participation on this group was to compose the primary
effort at long term monitoring of the JJDPA implementation.

The Ad Hoc Committee was composed of 27 members, almost all employees
of State or local government agencies related to youth services, education, or
enforcement. Its purpose was to "facilitate comprehensive planning including
formal Juvenile justice efforts, specifically to develop recommendations for
Federal, State, and local units of government, the private sector, and related
youth service agencies for the effective utilization and implementation of
prevention and diversion efforts." It was to "maintain its objectivity and
integrity from varied interest groups" and "dissassociate itself from those
interests should the committee subvert its mission by becoming nothing more
than a mouthpiece for vested interests."

The Bureau's Juvenile Justice Planner was the convenor for this group. He
extended the invitation to youth services to participate without notifying com-
mittee members, who were visibly surprised by their attendance in December
and January.

At the second meeting attended by youth services in January, the three of
them formed the Subcommittee on Youth Participation to the Committee.
January was also the beginning of a 1 year plan for the Ad Hoc Committee to
produce recommendations on revisions in prevention and diversion efforts.
The plan contained specific objectives to be achieved on a 12-month timeline.

The Ad Hoc Committee was to develop various concept papers on Juvenile
justice issues. At the February meeting, youth services and other representh-
tives, concerned about the eventual Impact of the group, questioned thuir
potential effectiveness and lack of power. No conclusions were reached, but
skepticism was aired.

The March meeting was canceled, and the Planner/convenor assigned to
other tasks by the Bureau Director. The Director named no replacement,
and the Ad Hoc Committee was not to meet again. The unacknowledged sus-
pension of the group coincided with the decision by the Commission on Crim-
inal Justice Standards and Goals to create a Task Force on Juvenile Delin-
quency as the Advisory Council. This timely suspension might have allowed
Bureau staff to remove any potential incompatibilties between an existing
Ad Hoc Committee and another formalized Task Force to be created by the
Commission. (In June the Bureau Director told the Planner to reconvene the
Ad Hoc Committee in July, presumably to pursue its original purpose.)

Other Activity
Youth services had to gain more familiarity with the Bureau and its plan-

ning units. A few members of the Steering Committee attended their local
RPU meetings, but were met with disinterest and suspicion, leading In one
case to an uncooperative relationship marked by hostility. Youth services in

i -BEST COnPY AVAIBLE j
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another region, however, were successful in establishing communication and
were able to recommend a local YMCA executive they had worked with to
the regional review board. No decision has been made on this yet.

The Steering Committe met twice to assess strategy and make plans for a
second statewide gathering. Plans were set in motion for the creation of a
formal statewide youth service association, and by-laws were drafted. In
March and in May the Steering Committee was expanded by adding repre-
sentatives from Northwest and Northeast Florida, filling 9 of the 11 regions.
The financial resources Florida received from this contracted study were used
to pay some of the expenses of the coordinator and the Steering Committee's
work and meetings, and some are to cover expenses for the second conference.

ASSESMUNT

The mechanism used to inform the Governor of the nominations was not
particularly effective, as one booklet contained 27 endorsements rather than
having 27 youth services send letters of support ?directly to the Governor. No
formal response was ever obtained from the governor, perhaps because of
reliance on inside contacts.

Communication among steering members was difficult, as mailings were
effective only for sharing news, not making plans. Telephone contact was
difficult to make, as most members were also Directors of projects involved
in other work.

Most youth services remained skeptical, if not uaconvinced, of the reality
of significantly impacting the Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assist-
ance policies. This will require an ongoing education and sharing of effective
strategies in each location as the regional planning units become more Impor.
tant after guidelines and funds are released by LEAA. The use of student
Literns could possibly be of benefit doing some of the tedious background work.

The Juvenile Justice Planner had an Initial credibility problem, improved It,
but as promised deadlines passed it resurrected itself. He was generally careful
in the Jnformation on internal politics of the Bureau, but the other informa-
tion provided supported the development of strategies.

Generally, youth services had: Gained legitimacy with the Bureau for
their work on the JJDPA; created an awareness in the Governor's office and
with the attorney general of private agencies concern about the JJDPA;
involved themselves in the planning being done by the Ad Hoe Committee; and
developed communication among youth services about the Advisory and other
issues related to the JJDPA.

OZZEAL ASSESSMENT
The most significant accomplishments in each State were as follows.
lllinoai.-Youth services recognition of their need to participaLte in decision-

making and acting on this by creating a task force that successfully educated
itself to State politics and operation; and the expansion of networking efforts
statewide among youth services and in Chicago with CACE.

Massachuseett.-The working relationship and credibility youth services
established with numerous State officials and agencies; and activation of an
informal State network of youth services, including the beginnings of working
with traditional youth services.

Flortda.-Laying the foundation of a statewide youth services network
capable and experienced in advocacy at the State level; the legitimacy and
credibility youth services attained w~th the Bureau of Criminal Justice Plan-
nng and Assistance through their involvement with the JJDPA im:,Iementa-
tion.

One major objective is yet to be achieved. We do not have the majority of
local youth services pursuing their right to participate in policymaking at the
local and State levels. We further recognize that youth services merely battling
their way into pollcymaking does not necessarily change the process of policy-
making. It might just make youth services one more participant. It is unwise
to assume that this accomplishment is institutional change-it is merely the
systemm reforming itself.
Insuring State Participation

While no formal written guarantees were secured from the Governors during
the 3-month period, considerable support for State participation In the act

67-988-70-31
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was built. Staff of the Governor's Offices and SPA offices actively worked with
youth services on actions for State participation in both Massachusetts and
Florida, and less formally in Illinois. In all three States the Issue of partici-
pation appears to be resolved. In each State, significant number of community
agencies pressured SPA staff to initiate the act earlier than might otherwise
have occurred.
Representation on SPAs and RPUa

Youth services feel a sense of powerlessness to impact on and achieve SPA
appointments to decisionmaking positions. With limited clout, time, and re-
sources they were forced to choose between objectives that appear reachable
and those that did not. Regional planning units, with few exceptions in tile
metropolitan areas, fell out of the strategy when their lack of power became
obvious. When block grants of the act which require greater community i-
volvement are released, RPUs will become a functional part of State strategy
to impact policy and funding. This 3-month period was prior to that event,
which may occur later this year.
Representation on Advisory Groups

Without any funding and without guidelines, no State in the Union has
committed itself to participation in the act, and only one State has created an
advisory. The obvious tools to evaluate organizing efforts-Success in obtain-
Ing appointments--are lacking. Progress must be found in the preliminary
work required to obtain advisory appointments.

Illinois, after superficial initial success, had the farthest to move. Its work
on building a stronger youth service coalition statewide and establishing con-
tact with State agencies has no direct relationship to advisory appointments.
Rather, it is the tedious work of positioning alternative youth service advo-
cates among the established political powers controlling the State's youth
service policymaking, and bartering from there.

Massachusetts youth services, using hard work and chutzpah, created open.
Ings in the State power system for themselves. They have made legitimate
a screening process that pressures the Governor to accept a larger percentage
of nominations that would normally occur. Even if the advisory is not em-
powered as youth services suggested it be, it will be closely followed.

Florida youth services, working two inside tracks, appear to be the single
strongest private influence on the advisory in Florida. The organizer, regu-
larly consulting with both the juvenile justice planner and the Governor's
office, linked youth services with the State decisionmaking process.
Impacting State Plans

This 3-month period was premature to attempt to impact State planning
efforts as no State planning occurred during this time span. Significant impact
on State plans may not occur until later this year when States will be drafting
juvenile justice plans for the act's requirements. Youth services in position
to possibly impact the Safe Streets Act's planning processes this summer,
even though SPAs are not required to consult them. Youth services in the
three States established contact with their juvenile justice planners and
two of the SPA directors, and are now more familiar with SPA functioning.
They are effectively positioned to impact State planning if they can devote
staff time to it and remain organized.

One of the purposes of this report to the Ford Foundation was to produce
information useful to other youth services in organizing to impact the
JJDPA. With new information from the Federal Government, new strategies
developed during th's documentation process, and other information, NYAP
Is revising and updating its publication, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act: Some Guides to Impacting Its Implementation Locally. This
technical document is a basic blueprint that reflects our evolved approaches
to the subject, and is beyond the scope of this report. It will be available In
July, and a draft copy will be forwarded to the Foundation. There are, how-
ever, several lessons from the 3-month study to highlight now.

Federal activity.-By coincidence, most of the Federal implementation of
the act occurred during this study, after 6 months of slow progress. The speed
and accuracy of information organizers received from NYAP helped then
obtain credibility with Government officials, who did not obtain the same
information through channels until weeks later. It assisted organizers in con-
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vineing SPA staffs that the JJDPA was indeed alive, and funds would be
forthcoming.

Political groundwork.-State organizers developed contacts with SPA staff,
Governor's offices, various elected officials and their staff, and other State
agencies related to youth services. From these interactions their strategies
evolved. Florida and Massachusetts made the best use of these contacts.
Illinois youth services, faced with a powerful local planning-unit and a influ-
ential private and public agency collaboration, focused on bringing youth
services into the brokerage game.

Doing the States' work.-This tactic was used In both Florida and Massa-
chusetts as youth services offered to do tedious tasks, gaining leverage and
the ability to influence others. InI Florida they assembled a book of nomina-
tions, while in Massachusetts they suggested the screening process and func-
tions for the advisory.

"Speak for Yourself, ... ".- Youth services, not trusting anyone to speak
for them, were required to advocate their own case with government officials.
For this, they had to be prepared and educated-able to quote chapter and f
verse of the act. This was particularly true in Illinois and Massachusetts.

Atles.-Youth services worked hard to seek out trusted supporters within
State agencies who would assist them with strategy and other contacts. By
identifying internal politics and the players, allies aided the reformulation
of tactics.

Orchestration of meetings.-ThIls was well developed in Massachusetts, to
the credit of their organizers. By knowing members interests, urging their sup-
port and attendance, and knowing organizational limits on people, youth
services obtained their desired outcome. When allies attended these meetings,
they were briefed beforehand on current information.

Timelinee and reaource.-This documentation would have benefited from
placing the state's objectives on specific timelines, and revising them as needed.
NYAP should play a stronger role in supervising the formulation of objectives
and execution of strategy to obtain them, rather than the secondary consultant
role of providing information and ideas. Realistic objectives depend on an
accurate assessment of your volunteer resources.

CONCLUSION

The study demonstrated significant progress in organizing youth services
statewide and In their ability to work within existing political structures and
institutions. In the three states, they are knowledgeable of and in good po.
sition.to impact juvenile justice systems.

The major resource that is lacking is sufficient staff time to develop this
impact to its potential. In the next year there is too much work to be per-
formed to rely solely on volunteers whose primary commitment is to their
projects.

With the act's partial funding, and the likelihood of more funding late this
summer, State governments will begin to plan for the Juvenile Justice Act's
Implementation. Whether youth services obtain the resources to become active
participants remains to be seen.

APPENDIX 1.-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974:

A BRIEF ANALYSIS

HISTORICAL

In February of 1972 Senator Bayh introduced the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act. Envisioning a Special White House Office, it was
IQ curb the rising tide of delinquency with a $1.5 billion budget. The next year
he introduced essentially the same bill to the 9.3d Congress as S. 821. I1
March of 1974 it passed his subcommittee, giving HEW the operational man-
date with a $1 billion budget. In May. 1974, Senator Bayh was unable to
muster the votes in the Senate Judiciary Committee to override Senator
tlruska's amendment to place the program in LEAA rather than HEW
(8 to 5). HEW had testified against the bill, strengthening the supporters
of LEAA.

On July 1, the House defeated an amendment to place the program in
LEAA, 210 to 144, as it passed the bill 329 to 20. The Senate passed its ver-
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stun, calling for LEAA to spend $350 million over 3 years, 88 to 1. A Con-
ference committee placed control in LEAA, which the Congress accepted. On
September 7, 1974, the President signed the act into law, after HEW lobbied
for its veto.

The result of the compromise was a piece of social service legislation, with
citizen and youth participation in policymaking, falling under the auspices of
a law enforcement agency unaccustomed to a private sector constituency and
consumer participation.

OBJECTIVES
The JJDPA is the most comprehensive piece of Juvenile justice legislation

ever passed by Congress. Recognizing the growing dimensions of delinquency
and its long range effects, Congress set out to: (1) Coordinate Federal efforts
in this field, and evaluate them; (2) authorize delnstitutionalization of status
offenders and experimentation with new programs in diversion and community-
based treatment; (3) to maintain present LEAA spending at $136 million, and
increase the amount of funds available; and (4) to insure more input from
Juvenile justice into criminal justice priorities.

POTENTIAL IMPACT

For the first time, there will be a national office of Juvenile justice working
eii the concerns and problems of the Juvenile justice systems and attempting
limited coordination of Federal services.

There now exist immediate and long term areas of impact in policymaking,
spending, and improving the quality of services to youth. For those States
participating, the act mandates new modes of policy formulation, policies
likely to set trends and priorities in Juvenile justice for the rest of the decade.
The act allows: Community representation on policy boards; youth and pri-
vate agency participation on advisory groups; and youth services' input into
planning and priority setting.

The act outlines advanced techniques, many of them pioneered by alternative
youth services, necessary for effective prevention and diversion. The act
requires that status offenders (truants, runaways, etc.) be provided with
shelter care rather than incarceration, and that youth charged with delinquent
acts no longer have regular contact with adult prisoners. This necessitates a
major reorganization of the States' Juvenile justice systems, and many States
can be expected to be reluctant to participate for financial and political
reasons.

Youth, for the first time, are to be included in reviewing policies and prior-
ities of the Juvenile justice system. It remains to be seen whether the poten-
tial opportunities the act provides can be realized by youth serving agencies,
and to what degree the LEAA system will be able to accommodate its new
constituency.

APPENDIX If.-NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES, JUVENILE JUSTICE
ORGANIZING PROJECT: AN OVERvIsw

Since October of 1974, the National Youth Alternatives Project has been
working with alternative services to impact State plans for the implementa-
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA). NYAP
is particularly concerned with the act's provisions for block grants to States
for comprehensive programs in the area of Juvenile delinquency. To be funded,
States must provide for community based, innovative prevention, diversion,
and treatment programs, and must create new forms of community and youth
participation in policy formulation.

Few efforts are being made, either by public or private interests, to insure
that alternative youth services are to be included at any level of policy
formulation, despite these small, independent agencies' proven success in de-
livering services to troubled youth. Alternative youth services need to develop
a coordinated, state-wide response to opportunities of the new legislation.

The cope of work of this project is to assist alternative youth services in
impacting State plans for the implementation of the JJDPA. This is achieved
through two primary goals:

1. Information dissemination on Federal and tate activity: (a) Monitor
funding decisions and the creation of structures and regulations for the act's
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implementation; (b) Report alternative agencies efforts, both successful and
not, to provide input In planning and policy.

2. Strategy formulation: (a) Identify and connect concerned groups and
individuals; (b) Assist in creation of specific action strategies; and (c) De-
velop an on-going monitoring system of State activity.

Working through existing services and networks of services, NYAP has
focused its efforts on six potential points of impact at the State level, in
areas of representation and planning. The act allows: (1) Private agency rep-
resentation on State planning agency boards; (2) Private agency representa-
tion on regional planning unit boards; (8) Youth representation on advisory
groups; (4) Private agency representation on advisory groups; (5) Private
agency input into the State plan; and (6) Local government input into the
State plan.

With limited resources, NYAP provides technical assistance to interested
persons and groups. Initially, twelbi states have been targeted for special
Impact: Oregon, Colorado, Texas, Minnesota, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Massa-
chusetts, Connecticut, Maryland, Virginia, and Florida. NYAP is also working
with youth services In the District of Columbia.

kMLONITORING LEAA

In addition to support of activities in three states, the Ford Foundation
contract enabled NYAP to maintain a f ill time staff person monitoring the
Federal efforts on the JJDPA, and interpret them for youth services in many
states.

NYAP found the staff at LEAA initially suspect of private agencies. At
first, NYAP was viewed as a "fringe group". As a system, LEAA and its staff
are unaccustomed to being monitored by private sector agencies, particularly
one that was pursuing no vested interest. From the beginning, NYAP was able
to Identify one common agenda of both It and LEAA staff, that was, the
encouragement of as many States as possible to participate in the JJDPA.
Both NYAP and LEAA staff recognize the importance of organizing youth
services to apply various types of political pressures on their state govern-
ments to have them participate. Working on this common objective-rather
than bustling them for funds, has developed a mutual respect between NYAP
and the LSAA staff. They have provided us with their active cooperation and
valuable assistance.

Specifically during this 3 month period, NYAP actively solicited guidelines
from contact in LEAA, and disseminated them to youth services around the
country with analysis of how to put these into action. In all but one case,
NYAP was able to obtain guidelines in draft stages before they were circu-
lated and published. The LEAA system is new to youth services, and was
new to NYAP. Staff at many levels in LEAA provided us with assistance in
interpreting the differentials between theory and practice in guidelines.

NYAP is working with two coalitions of national youth serVing organiza-
tions in monitoring Federal efforts. NYAP staff chairs the Youth Development
Cluster of the National Council of Organizations for Children and Youth. Flora
Rothman, a member of the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice,
serves on the steering committee of that cluster informally. NYAP also works
informally witi the National Collaboration on Youth of the National Assembly.
Both coalitions have been actively Involved in monitoring appropriations
processes and Federal efforts at implementation.

APPENDIX III.-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974:
FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION

Upon signing the act last September, the President promised no new money
would be requested for Its implementation. The task of planning for the un-
funded JJDPA fell to LEAA's Office of National Priority Programs-Juvenile
Justice Section. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Operations
task force was quickly created to draft guidelines and contingency plans,
should money become available. It began planning the reprogramming of the
Section existing uncommitted funds and coordinating efforts with the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Juvenile Justice Section.
IEAA sought and received approval from Congress and the Office of Mdnage-
ment and Budget to reprogram up to $20 million of "reverted" funds, money
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returned to LEAA coffers that the States had not spent. True to his word,
the President requested no funds in his' new budget, This was the extent of
the visible Federal implementation of the act. through February, 0 months
after it became law.

In early March, LEAA released gtlidellnes on see." 542, which required
"Citizeu, professional, and community .rganIzations": concerned With jiVenile
justice must b~e represented on the State policy making boards, whether or
not money was, available for JJDPA. (NYA-P made comments on the vague-
ness of the guidelines to the LEAA staff who. wrote them.)" About tle same
time, Senator Bayh announced he would hold oversight hearings on the lack
of. Federal efforts,. and scheduled them for late.April.. .
. LEAA announced the long pinned and-much hemlded, Ael nbttionnlizatioi
grant program on March 17. This discretionary money was the first'-fnd only
realinement of Federal money for the purposes of the JJDPA, totalling $8.5
million. (For these up. to 10 . grants$ LEAA received 350 applications.) It
appears, to be about all their. tunds, for OMB bad justrescinded ,its previous
apliroval, ot.th revertel funds. for JJDP.A uie.. ' . . ...

Onl March 19, the White Houge. announced the appointment 'of the National
Advisory Commission on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. NYAP
met with other national youth organizations (Boy's Club, Girl's Club, YMCA,
etc.) to make an assessment of the appointments and begin having local youth
services contact them where possible..

On April 7, LEAA released draff guidelines on JJDPA to its agencies.
NYAP received them through its leadership- of the Youth Development Cluster
of the National Council of Organizations for Children and Youth. Members of
tie cluster sought and received the' ability to comment' on the guidelines_
before tliey Would be published, a process known as "external clearance".

These guidelines, with an action analysis, were circulated to the 20 State
contact people NYAP works with.

On April 22, the Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice--a Fed-
eral interagency group that was a dismal failure In its first incarnation, met
for the first time, spending an hour with Attorney General Levi. Levi has
turned out to be the most prestigous ally of youth services in the adminis-
tration.

On April 25, the National Advisory Commission met for the first time, and
NYAP staff met most of them. On April 28 LEAA formally created the National
Office and the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency l're-
vention. It was a token but important move, as it allows the staffing of these
when funding becomes available.

On April 29, Senator Bayh held his hearings. He contested the administra-
tion on two major points, the funding of the act anid the appointment of an
administrator, setting precedent by calling OMB before his committee to
answer for their actions on the "reverted, funds". NYAP was, requested to
submit a written statement on the extent of the act's Implementation locally.
(See appendix V.) The significance of the hearings haJ nothing to do with
what was said, but rather the fact that they were scheduled precipitated
major steps in the act's implementation by LEAA.

On April 15, Congressman Hawkins, sponsor of the act in the House. re-
iquested and received House approval for a $15 million supplemental appro-
priation for the act In fiscal year 1975. It was also learned in April that the
House Budget Committee marked the act at the $50 million level in its budget
for fiscal year 1976. NYAP and other national youth organizations worked to-
gether on several strategies to influence the appropriations process.

The House's $15 million request became $35 in the Senate, supported by
Senators 1lruska and McClellan, among others. By the end of May, the House-
Senate conference report agreed on $25 million appropriation in fiscal year
1975 for the JJDPA. with the stipulation that $10 million be reverted LEAA
funds used for staffing and gear up at the Federal level.

APPENDIX IV.-ALTERNATIVE YOUTH SERVICES: AN OVERVIEW

ILLINOIS

Prospectus serves a medium size city in the Northwest suburbs of Chicago.
It is a counseling and crisis intervention program with one full-time person
and two part time, plus 15 volunteers. Their primary focus is on the needs



• " 44.1

of youth, but they respond to clients of all ages. The program also provides
community education, referral services, and volunteer training. It participates
in the Youth Network Council.

Northwest Youth Outreach provides services to adolescents and their fam-
ilies on Chicago"s Northwest side through direct services and referrals. They
provide counseling, outreach in schools and- on the street, recreation, com-
munity education, crisis intervention, and Aegfl and medical services. Affill-
ated with the YMCA, it wa one of the first members of the Youth Network
Council.

Alternatives Inc. serves Chicago far North side with a special emphasis on
working with other community groups to provide resources to youth. The
services it provides includes individual, group, and family counseling; out-
reach in the schools and on the street; recreational and educational programs
such as printing groups, audio visual groups, ecology clubs; crisis intervention
through telephone and walk in; street drug analysis service; and community
education. In 1974 it received an award as the best drug program in the State.

Metro Help provides a 24-hour access point for information about services
available to youth in the Chicago metropolitan area for both youth and youth
workers. It also provides crisis intervention. Metro help also operates the
national runaway switchboard which provides the same type of access point
to runaway youth and runaway services around the country. Metro help was
created by the- members of the youth network council to complement their
services.

MASSACHUSETTS

Project Place is a large, multi-faceted alternative social service program
started in 1907 to provide crisis intervention and life-support counseling for
young people in the Boston area. A self-governing work collective, Place now
operates eight major service projects, all free of charge and all available to
the greater Boston community: 24 hour hotline and drop in center for crisis
intervention; emergency ambulance service; runaway houses for short- and
long-term residents; free legal advice and referral; and counselor training
programs. New community projects, which serves as a clearinghouse for in-
formation about communes and collectives in the Boston area, is also a Place
service project. Place also has extensive files and referral information about
the social service system and how it works.

Pre-Placememt Program of Project Place is an example of one of these
services. An intermediate (1 to 6 month) residential pre-placement program
for young people (13-17) who need a secure and supportive environment where
they can live while seeking alternatives to their previous living situations is
its primary service. The program concentrates on helping clients to develop
better communication skills, improving their ability to live in group situ-
ations by focusing on how their personal problems affect their interpersonal
relationships, and what they can do about it. Positive reinforcement from
the counselors and volunteers-helps restore the client's self-confidence, relieving
the feelings of failure and rejection that often accompany the separation of a
child from the family or living group.

Deinstitutionalization in Masachusetts has produced new treatment pro-
grams for youth. Tie Department of Youth Services is currently negotiating
with community youth services to provide a special program aimed at serving
seriously troubled young women.

The program is to address the needs these women have for advocacy within
n system which perceives all female misbehavior in terms of actual or poten-
tial promiscuity. Funds will be available to research and obtain jobs, school
placements, or long-term foster care situations for these women. The program
is to have a comprehensive information and referral system to connect the
women with resources; a street work and counselor component working to
strengthen and stabilize the family and home situations; and an emergency
shelter care component. The program is an example of the specialized services
that follow from removing youth from institutions, and placing them in com-
mnunity services.

FLORIDA

Miami Switchboard is primarily a crisis intervention and referral system
funded with drug abuse moneys. In addition to establishing cooperative re-
lationships with other agencies in the metropolitan area, it provides problem
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pregnancy counselors, medical crew for drug rescue, 24-hour hotline, tempo-
rary shelter and counseling for runaways, and training.

Jacksonville Transient Youth Center is a runaway service funded by LEAA
funds serving Northeast Florida. In addition to referral for some aftercare
services, it provides food, shelter, counseling for youth and their families,
medical and legal services, and transportation where necessary.

Tampa Youth Hostel serves transient youth by providing rooms, job re-
ferrals, employment counseling, medical and legal aid, and services to run-
away youth. Funded by United Fund and sponsored by the YMCA, in 2 years
it has served over 2,500 youth, both local and transient.



PART 3-RESOLUTIONS, LETTERS, AND ARTICLES

RESOLUTIONS

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

The following resolution No. 160608, was adopted:

SUPPORT FUNDING--JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974

Whereas, Congress has enacted the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974 to further efforts to combat juvenile delinquency problems of
the nation; and

Whereas, the act authorizes an appropriation for fiscal year 1975 of $75 million
and authorizes an appropriation for fiscal year 1976 of $125 million; and

Whereas, the President is not seeking an appropriation for the remainder of
the 1975 fiscal year or for the 1976 fiscal year; now, therefore, be it Resolved
that the Alameda County Board of Supervisors does hereby suppoo the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and recommends that funds be
appropriated to put the act into effect; and be it further Resolved that this reso-
lution be forwarded to the County's Washington representative.

Georgia Municipal Association Annual Meeting-a resolution by Mayor

Maynard Jackson.

A RESOLUTION BY 'MAYOR MAYNARD JACKSON ON JUVENILE CRIME

Whereas, Congress has passed into law the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974; and

Whereas, this Act provides for the coordination of all Federal Delinquency
Programs; and

Whereas, this Act addresses itself to the ever-growing problem of juvenile
crime, both in the cities and States: and

Whereas, this Act creates an Office of Juvenile Justfce and Delinquency
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
and

Whereas, the Act creates a National Advisory Committee On Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention to advise the LEAA on Federal programs; and

Whereas. this Act provides that 75 percent of newly authorized State funds
must be expended on advanced "techniques" in developing and maintaining
services to prevent Juvenile delinquency, to divert Juveniles from tim Juvenilh
justice system and to provide community-based alternatives to juvenile deten-
tion and correctional facilities: and

Whereas, Congress has authorized funds but has not fully appropriated such
funding; and

Whereas. crimes committed by juveniles continue to increase In number
and contribute to a growing atmosphere of public fear and animosity: and

Whereas. according to the Georgia State Crime Commission. in 1973. 3.7
percent of all Index crimes (homicide, rape, robbery. aggravated assault,
burglary. larcency, and auto theft) were committed by persons under the age
of l8: and

Whereas, personal and property losses resulting from juvenile er.ne repre-
sents a growing economic burden to Georgia Taxpayers which does of itself
contribute to this state's inflationary problems; and
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Whereas, community crime prevention and rehabilitation efforts directed at
Juveniles continues to be underemphasized and underfunded; now, therefore,
be it

Resolved that the Georgia Municipal Association urges the state and federal
government to call for full appropriations in order to facilitate full Iiple-
mentation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974;
and be it further

Resolved that the State of Georgia place high priority on programs that are
viable alternatives to the current juvenile system.

MARCH 12, 1975.
GERALD R. FORD
PreRident,
United States of America,White Hou-se,
W1ashington, D.C.
Subject: Second National Conference on Juvenile Justice, New Orleans, La.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have been asked to forward to you a resolution
adopted today by the participants of the Second National Conference on
Juvenile Justice, which you will find enclosed.

Our conference is sponsored by the National Council of Juvenile Court
Judges and the National District Attorneys Association. There are about 800
persons in attendance, representing diverse disciplines from all parts of our
Nation.

We believe that delinquency prevention and control is a burning and critical
social issue, and that an urgent need exists to develop a national strategy
and priority as proposed in S. 821 and adopted by overwhelming majorities
in the Senate and House of Representatives last year.

We will be deeply appreciative of any aid and assistance you might give to
implement the legislation in a prompt and substantial manner.

With kindest regards for your consideration, I am
Yours sincerely,

ROBERT J. KINSEY,
Judge, Howard Circuit Court, Kokomo. Ind.

and Temporary Conference Chairman for Special Resolution.
Enclosure.

To: Gerald R. Ford, President, -United States of America

RESOLUTION

SECOND NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE, NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

Be it resolved, that the assembled participants of the Second National Con-
ference on Juvenile Justice urge and petition the. Congress to appropriate and
the President to implement the immediate and full funding of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

Adopted in general assembly by voice vote, March 12, 1975.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COMMISSION,
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MD..

Rockville, Md., May 5, 1975.
Hon. Bmcrt BAYT,
U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building,
W1ashington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAY!I: T ai writing in connection with the Senate hearings
currently being conducted in the area of juvenile Justice, and especially re-
lating to the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act.
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Please be advised that the Montgomery County Criminal Justice Coordinat-
ing Commission, at its meeting on April 24, 1975, formally resolved to lend its
support to efforts killing for full Federal funding under the act. The Com.
mission felt that only with full funding-can the act be expected to have its
ultimate effect. I trust that this information will be of assistance to you and
your fellow Senators in committee deliberations concerning this act.

Very truly yours,
DANIEL J. DonERTY, Jr.,

Executive Director.

COUNTY CoUNcIL OF PRU'4CE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MD.

Legislative session: 1975.
Presented by: The chairman (by request-c.unty executive).
Introduced by: The county council.
Resolution: CR-23-1975.
Introduced by council on April 1, 1975.

A RESOLUTION

Whereas, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration was created by
Congress under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 and
later amended In 1970 and 1973, and

Whereas, the intent of Congress of the United States in adopting the said
act was to aid States and local units of government in improving their crim.
ital Justice systems and in the prevention and control of crime, and

Whereas, the executive branch of government has indicated that they will
seek a reduced appropriation for the law enforcement assistance administra-
tion program for fiscal year 1976, and

Whereas, the county council for Prince George's County recognizes the need
for overall austerity in the fiscal year 1976 budget, however, the budget
ignores the necessity for increased criminal justice control funds at the local
level while leaving the Federal bureaucracy intact, and

Whereas, $88 million of the proposed reduction of $110 million is from the
local passthrough funds to States and local units of government, and

Whereas, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has indicated the
level of expenditures will be greater than those funds appropriated in 1976
due to the carryover of funds from previous fiscal 'ears or funds already in
the pipeline, and

Whereas, Maryland, like many other States, will be further penalized due
to its success in awarding all funds through fiscal year 1975 as directed by
the congressional act, now, therefore

Be it resolved that Prince George's County Council strongly urges the 'ary-
land congressional delegation to seek restoration of the local funds cut from
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration appropriation bill for fiscal
year 1976.

Be it resolved that the Prince George's County congressional delegation
seek means by which the States which have not expended their prior year's
allocation be restricted and/or that such other States be provided additional
funds from the unused or reversion category so as to alleviate the severe
impact of this reduced appropriation.

lie it resolved that this resolution be transmitted to the Maryland congres-
sional delegation, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the
Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the administration
of Justice programs.

Adopted this 8th day of April 1975.
FRANK P. CASULA,

Vice Chairman.
Attes.t: JEAN M'. SCHMUITL, Clerk,
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PaxcE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MD.

Legislative session : 1975.
Presented by: The chairman (by request--county executive).
Introduced by: The county council.
Resolution No: CR-24-1975.
Introduced by council on April 1, 1975.

A RESOLUTION
Whereas, the Congress of the United States has enacted the Juvenile De-

linquency Act of 1974 to further the efforts to effectively combat the juvenile
delinquency problems of the Nation, and

Whereas, juveniles are increasingly involved in violent crimes: juvenile
arrests for crimes of violence Increased 193 percent In the last 10 years; and

Whereas, the population under 18 years of age, representing just 16 percent
of the total U.S. population, commits over half the serious crimes. The Juvenile
court system spent $1 billion to adjudicate juvenile crime and delinquency
and sent 100,000 children to institutions last year. When they are released, 74
to 85 percent of them will be returned for new offenses; and

Whereas, the act proposed to help States and local government develop
expertise and resources by funding comprehensive programs to keep children
at hdme in their communities, and to strengthen a community's ability to meet
the social needs of its youth; and

Whereas, the new Juvenile Delinquent Act authorizes an appropriation for
the fiscal year 1975 of $75 million and authorizes an appropriation for fiscal
year 1976 of $125 million; and

Whereas, the executive branch of government has indicated that It will not
seek funds during fiscal year 1975 from Congress.

Be it further resolved that Prince George's County Council recommends
that $37.5 million be appropriated in fiscal year 1975 and the full authorized
amount of $125 million in fiscal year 1976, and urges Congress to take prompt
action on this high priority matter that imparts the resources available to
combat the problem of juvenile delinquency in the Nation.

Adopted this 8th day of April 1975.
FRANK P. CASULA,

Vice Chairman.
Attest: JEAN M. SCHMUHL, Clerk.

RESOLUTION

(By Commissioner Michalski, Wayne County, Mich.)
Whereas, the Congress of the United States enacted the Juvenile Delinquency

Act 6f 1974 to further the efforts to effectively combat juvenile delinquency
in the Nation. and

Whereas, the Juvenile Delinquency Act authorizes an appropriation for
the fiscal year 1975 of $75 million and further authorizes an appropriation for
fiscal year 1976 of $125 million, and

Whereas, the executive branch of government has Indicated that it will not
seek funds during fiscal year 1975 for funding of said act, now. therefore, be it

Resolved, by the board of commissioners of the county of Wayne this 20th
dy of February 1975, that the Wayne County congressional delegation be, and
it hereby is urged to seek an appropriation in the amount of $37.5 million in
fiscal year 1975 and the full authorized amount of $125 million in fiscal year
1976 to properly fund the Juvenile Delinquency Act of 1974.

DETROIT-WAYNE COUNTY. Mrcr.. CRIMINAL JUSTICEE SYSTEN.1
COORDINATING CO.NCiL RESOLUTION

FUNDING OF JUVENIr.E DELINQUENCY ACT OF 1974

Whereas. Congress., has enacted the JTvenile Delinquency Act of 1974 to
further the efforts to effectively combat the juvenile delinquency problems
of the Nation, and
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Whereas, the new Juvenile Delinquency Act authorizes an appropriation for-
the fiscal year 1976 of $75 million and authorizes an appropriation for fiscal
year 1970 of $125 million, and

Whereas, the executive branch of government has Indicated that they will
not seek funds during fiscal year 1975 from Congress, and therefore be it,

Resolved that the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice System Coordi-
noting Council wishes to express its concern to the Michigan congressional
delegation and be it further,

Resolved that the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal Justice System Coordinat-
lug Council at its meeting on December 6, 1974 considered this matter and
recommends that $87.5 million be appropriated in fiscal year 1975 and the
full authorized amount of $125 million in fiscal year 1976, and urges Congress
to take prompt action on this high priority matter that impacts the resources
available to combat the problem of Juvenile delinquency in the Nation.

RENNSELAER COUNTY DEPARTMENT FOR YOUTH,
Troy, N.Y., April 18, 1976.

Mr. Do., M'URRAY,
CrIminal Ju8tice Project,
National Association of Countie,,
Washington, D.C. I -- ..

DEAR MR. MURRAY, Please .be, advised that the advisory board of the
Rensselaer County Department for Youth has unanimously adopted a reso-
lution In support of the National Association of Counties in reference to the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

We totally endorse and fully support your efforts to seek full funding to
achieve maximum, energetic implementation of the provisions of this act
which are of great need and ,riticaLJmportance to our efforts in developing
solid delinquency prevention services for our young people.

Nothing short of a full commitment and total dedication of people and
resources can achieve the goals of reversing the upward spiral of delinquency
and youth crime by providing our young people with long overdue, vitally
needed services to assist them with their problems and aid their development
toward productive adult roles in our communities. This effort must receive
the high priority It deserves and not the empty promises it has received. It Is
In the best Interests of our youth and of our Nation that we make this com-
mitment and give our support to your efforts.

Thanking you for your continued efforts and assuring you of our full co-
operation, I remain,

Very truly yours,
SETH HONEYMANq, Chairman.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATIor0_ -OF-oU.oNEs REsOLUTION

Adopted unanimously by Crime and Public Safety Steering Committee,
National Association of Counties, Washington, D.C., February 25, 1975.

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Juveniles are increasingly involved in violent crime: Juvenile arrests for
crimes of violence increased 193 percent in the last 10 years. Their arrests for
crimes against property increased 99 percent.

The population under 18 years of age, representing just 16 percent of the
total U.S. population, commits over half the serious crimes. The Juvenile court
spent $1 billion to adjudicat Juventle crime and delinquency, and sent 100,000
children to institutions last year. When they are released, 74 to 85 percent of
them will be returned for new offenses.

Not all offenses that bring Juveniles to the attention of the court are crim-
inal-some are only considered sanctionable If committed by someone under 18.
Juveniles who have committed these "status offenses" make up 70 percent of
the incarcerated female Juveniles, and 23 percent of the incarcerated male
Juveniles. Both misbehaving and criminal Juveniles are often held in the same
Institution, which may be the county jail for want of better facilities.
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The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 found that
"States and local communities . . . do not presently have sufficient technical
expertise or adequate resources to deal comprehensively with the problems
of Juvenile delinquency . . .' The act proposed to help States and local gov-
ernment develop expertise and resources by funding comprehensive programs
to keep children at home in their communities, and to strengthen the com-
munities' ability to meet tile social needs of their youth.

President Ford approved the act, signing it into law, but asked that no
money be appropriated to institute it. 'lbhs action affirms and denies the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 at the same time.

NACo affirms the purposes of the Act and firmly resolves that funds be
appropriated to help local governments solve the problems of Juvenile de-
linquency.

NACo recommends: That supplemental appropriations be provided immedi-
ately to institute the act in fiscal 1975 and that full authorization-$125
million-fe appropriated for fiscal 1976.



LETTERS

- THE AMERICAN LEGION,
Washington, D.C., September 16, 1974.

lon. BIRCi BAYI,
- Chairman,

,,ubcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
Senate Committee on Judiciary,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAYH: On behalf of the American Legion, I want to thank
you for your successful effort in steering legislation through the C3ngress
calling for comprehensive improvements In the federal Juvenile delinquency
programs, Including the problem of runaway youth.

S. 821, as amended to encompass the provisions of S. 3148, had the strong
support of the American Legion as evidenced by our testimony to your sub-'
committee during the first session. We are grateful to you, your subcommittee

- and the full committee for your three years of effort which resulted in this
legislation approved as Public Law 93-415.

Your continued cooperation with this organization is deeply appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

- HERALD E. STRINGER,
Director, National Legislative Commission.

BOYS' CLUBS Or AMERICA,
New York, N.Y., Augus8t 14, 1974.

Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Vaslhington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Congratulations must go to you on the outstanding
way In which you gave the leadership for the passing of S. 821, the Juvenile
Justice and Prevention Act of 1974.

Without any question your dynamic leadership, commitment and perse-
verance made the difference in having this legislation passed by such an
overwhelming majority.

It was certainly good of you to mention In the Congressional Record the
Importance of our inter-agency collaboration on Juvenile justice. Our group
certainly believes in the provisions of the bill and all of us stand ready to do
our best to work toward the elimination of Juvenile delinquency as a major
problem in our country.

Again, Senator Bayh, anything I can do on behalf of the collaboration or
can do individually to help in this cause for Juvenile decency please feel
free to call on me.

My very best to you as always.
Cordially, WILLIAM R. BRICKXR,

National Director.

COMMUNITIES IN ACTIoN TOGETHER,
Washington, D.C., May 1, 1975.

Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Since the initial introduction of the Juvenile justice
bill, Community Action Agencies (CAAs) across the country have followed
with great hope and enthusiasm its journey into law. As community-based
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agencies mandated to advocate for and serve the Interests of the poor, whose
children comprise the majority of our institutionalized population, we had a
special interest in the fate of this legislation. Those who work in the criminal
justice system have long known that institutionalization, especially of the
young, neither reforms nor cures, but often destroys.-

This hard reality, coupled with CAAs' contention, based on experience (in
such programs as half way houses, manpower training and drug prevention)
that alternatives can and have worked, leads us to the contention that this
excellently conceived law, Public Law 93-415 must now be fully funded and
carried out administratively to satisfy Its broad potential and mandate.

The CAAs have defined four objectives for themselves in pursuing the
spirit of the law. They plan to: develop a comprehensive system of monitoring
juvenile programs, including correctional facilities (which would include all
jails and detention facilities) to insure that acceptable standards are main-
tained; to develop alternatives to the existing system, that is, institutions of
confinement and detention, in order that juveniles can be brought under the
umbrella of community-based boards and programs; to develop programs that
advocate juvenile justice, that is, provide for alternatives for detention or
correctional institutions if the juvenile committed an offense similar to adult
offenses that do not require incarceration; and open up the juvenile justice
system to a more democratic community-based constituency, in order that
programs can be coordinated and monitored by both the private and public
sector.

CAAs know that community Involvement in, responsibility to and ad-
vocacy for any problem in its life results in a positive reinforcement of the
community and its individual members. We also know, perhaps better than
most, that achieving change, whether of the individual's, institutional's or
community's health, takes dollars and commitment-that a problem of this
dimension requires substantial Federal dollars and a long-term Federal
commitment.

We would like to take this opportunity to offer whatever assistance we
can give as grass-roots advocates for the full-funding of this legislation.
Community Action Agencies want to see this act achieve its intent. We com-
mend your efforts to protect and further the interests of America's young and
oppressed and hope that the Congress, the administration and LEAA will soon
join with you, and with us, in facilitating this fine step in the right direction.

Sincerely, -
WILImERT RUSSELL,

Chairman, National Community Action Agency,
Legislative Forum.

LAWRENCE F. PARACHINI, Jr.,
Executive Director,

Communities in Action Together.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES,
DIVIsION OF YOUTH SERVICES,

Tallahas8ee, Fla., September 17, 1974.
Ion. BIRCM BAYB,

U.S. Scnatc,
11'a8hifgton, D.C.

I)EIA SFNA'rOR BAYI: I commend you on authoring the recently passed
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. I think this is a great step
forward in establishing and providing meaningful and effective community-
based services to reduce delinquency and rehabilitate youthful offenders.

I am a major advocate of community-based treatment for youngsters in
trouble. During the past 16 years, I have worked with children in trouble in
Florida, and for the last 3 years I have been involved with and responsible
for an exciting community-based treatment program for Florida kids. Three
years tago. we had no family group homes for delinquent youngsters. Today,
we have over 30 family group homes on a statewide basis.
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These homes are not state operated, and these selected group home parents
are unsalaried. We simply purchase service from them and reimburse them
for maintenance and subsidy per child. These homes have an average of five
children in each.

I am very proud to say that I played a part in getting this badly needed
service for kids in Florida. This family group home program within the
Florida Division of Youth Services, is an LEAA project and was recently
submitted as an exemplary project for Florida. Exciting things are happening
in Florida and kids are really making it in these tremendous family-operated
group homes as opposed to unnecessary long-term and costly institutionaliza-
tion.

I have taken the liberty to advise you of the many good things that are
happening in Florida because of your concern and support for kids in trouble.
I wish you had the opportunity to visit Florida and see this program. You
would find it a refreshing change.Respectfully, ROBERT M. PETERSON,

Program Drcetor, Family Group Homes.

FRIED, FRANK, HARRIS, SHRIVER & KAMPELMAN,
Wasnhigton, D.C. April 23, 1975

Mr. JOHN M. RECTOR,
Chief Counsel,
,ubnommmittee on Jivenile Delinquency, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. C.
Re: Nez Percc youth service system.

DEAR MR. RECTOR: Pursuant to our conversation today, I am enclosing here-
with a copy of the LEAA General Counsel's legal opinion No. 75-24 relating
to the eligibility of Indian tribes for discretionary grants under the 1973 act.
I call your particular attention to the last full paragraph on page 2 of the
the program objectives, and not the law enforcement structures (tribal courts,
opinion in which it is pointed out that the ability of the tribe to carry out
police, legal codes, et cetera) established by the tribe, is the crucial factor in
determining eligibility.

Also enclosed please find a copy of the most recent "rejection letter" from
LEAA to the Nez Perce youth service systems. Please note particularly the
first full paragraph on page 2 thereof, in which the program is criticized be-
cause it is not initiated by tribal police or a tribal court and because the Nez
Perce have no tribal criminal code for juveniles. Again, LEAA seems to be
putting form over substance. I suggested to Ms. Laner's at LEAA's region X
that the eligibility of an Indian tribe for an LEAA discretionary grant was a
matter for the Secretary of Interior to determine in the first instance. She
would not be moved from the position that a tribal code, police, and courts
were necessary elements for discretionary grants funding. Yet, for the Nez
Perce's program, a tribal code, police and courts would be duplicative and
superfluous. A criminal code, courts, and police are provided to the Nez Perce
by the State of Idaho and the BIA. But that does not mean that the tribe
lacks the ability to assist in crime prevention and rehabilitation among its
young people.

As I explained to you, the future of the Nez Perce youth service system is
in serious financial jeopardy. We believe that LEAA's current operational inter-
pretation of the discretionary funding requirements, as expressed in Ms. Laners'
letter, is a perversion of the intent of the Crime Control Act of 1973. Since no
money has been provided to fund grants under the Juvenile Delinquency Act
of 1974, the Nez Perce are very much "between the rock and the hard place"
insofar as funding for their program is concerned. A new application for dis-
cretionary funding will soon be submitted. I hope that your upcoming conver-
sations with officials at LEAA will clarify and correct that agency's position
on this matter of what tribal structures are necessary. We shall, of course, be
pleased to cooperate in providing any further information at our disposal in

67 -98--76--32
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this regard. I would greatly appreciate it if you would let me know how your
discussions with the LEAA officials come out.

Sincerely yours,
JAY R. KRAEMER.

Enclosure.

LEGAL OPINION No. 75-24---ELIGMILITY OF CALIFORNIA TRIBES FOR DF GRANTS

This Is in response to a request regarding the eligibility of Indian tribes in
California for LEAA discretionary fund grants.

Discreti ntry grants are authorized under part C of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended by the Crime Control Act of
1973, Public Law 93-83, 87 Stat. 197, 42 U.S.C, §3701 et seq., and can be made
only to: (1) States or combination of States; (2) local units of government
or combination of local units of government; or (3) nonprofit organizations.

Discretionary grants are also authorized under part E of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act and can be made only to: (1) States; or (2) local
units of government or combinations of local units of government.

Indian tribes have been conferred a special status by Congress under the
Crime Control Act. Under Section 601(d) of tihe act an Indian tribe which
performs law enforcement functions as determined by the Secretary of Interior
is considered a unit of general local government and is automatically eligible
for LEAA discretionary grants. Over 30 different Indian tribes in California
have been determined by the Secretary of Interior to be units of general local
government for the purpose of undertaking programs aimed at preventing
adult and juvenile delinquency and adult and juvenile rehabilitation programs.
California Indian tribes designated in 38 F.R. 101- of May 25, 1973, are eligible
units of local government for discretionary funding in the areas of crime pre-
vention and rehabilitation. These California Indiahi tribes would not be" eligible
as units of general local governments In programs for the employment of tribal
police, in the courts or correctional functional areas since the Secretary of
Interior has determined they have no criminal Justice authority in these areas.

The ~e Is an administrative requirement In M 4500.1B that: ". . . crime pre-
ventiomi operations and activities on reservations are to be carried out by a
duly authorized arm of the tribal criminal justice system" (chapter 8, para-
graph 9Tb) and "Rehabilitation of offenders must he carried out by a duly
authorized arm of the tribal criminal Justice system" (chapter 8, paragraph
1Olc (3)).

These criteria have been established by the Administrator under his author-
ity In section 501 of the act. The question then becomes whether this admini-
strative requirement that the program must be carried out by a duly authorized
arm of the tribal criminal justice system would preclude DF funding for crime
prevention and rehabilitation programs if the California tribes are not consid-
ered duly authorized arms of the tribal criminal justice system. In fact, if the
State, rather than the tribal entity, has jurisdiction for criminal justice activi-
ties, there probably is no duly authorized tribal criminal justice system.

There appears to be sound policy reasons for modifying this guideline for
Indian tribes and your office may want to seek to have the cited portions of
the DF guideline reevaluated to determine the necessity for a requirement
that prevention programs must be carried out "by a duly authorized arm of the
tribal criminal justice system." It would appear to be sufficient that the Indian
tribe have the ability to carry out the program objectives for which funding
is requested. In the case Ut hand, It would appear that the Secretary of Inte-
rior recognized the designated California Indian tribes as being able to under-
take crime prevention and rehabilitation programs. Whether they are duly
authorized arms of a tribal criminal Justice system seems immaterial.

Please note that while it is true that in order to receive DF funds directly
from LEAA, the recipient must qualify either as a governmental unit or under
part C as a governmental unit or as a nonprofit organization, Indian tribes
which may not have received the-designation as a unit of local government
nevertheless could be eligible to receive part C discretionary grants directly
from LEAA If they are nonprofit organizations which many tribes are under
vad'ious State laws. Indian tribes which are neither nonprofit organizations
nor designated units of local government may still be eligible for DF grants
if their applications are made on their behalf by and through the cognizant
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State planning agency. Accordingly, State planning agencies must certify their
willingness to accept such grants. (M 4500.1B, paragraph 8b.)

THOMAS J. MADDEN,
Assistant Administrator, General Counsel.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, REGION X,

Seattle, Wash., August 5, 1974.Mr. CECIL THDomPSO:,
Law Enforcement Planning Conzmission,
Statehouse, Capitol Annex No. 3,
Boise, Idaho.
Re: Nez Perce tribal youth service system, No. 0006-10-DF-75.

DEAR 'MR. THOMPSON, In reviewing this application for 1975 LEAA funds,
I am quite aware that it is most similar to the fiscal year 1974 application
submitted and not accepted.

A number of serious constraints exist on the possibility of considering this-
application for 1975. I am aware that you and other SPA staff, as well as the
former LEAA Indian desk representative, have provided a great deal of tech-
nical assistance to tribal representatives and the potential project director.
Mr. Marcinkowski, representatives of BIA and the tribe requested an appoint-,
xient on August 2 to discuss such matters with this office but did not make
the appointment.

In May 1972, the Attorney General and the Secretary of HEW entered into
an interagency agreement whereby LEAA would administer prevention and re-
habilitation programs within the correctional system and HEW would concen-
trate on those programs outside the correctional system. In addition, if a pro-
gram or program area has been traditionally and comprehensively funded by
other agencies, State planners would have to justify the need for use of LEAA
funds for the same program. The presumption then, is that LEAA would fund
prevention and rehabilitation programs for juveniles already within the sys.
tem. Congress has noted that LEAA funds are not intended to supplant or
subsidize other Federal programs, nor could they be expected to finance pro-
grams dealing with a full range of community problems. For the most part
then, this application appears to be a Tore HEW-related project and the pri--
mary emphasis in the total application has been on youth in general, rather
than specifically delinquent youth.

LEAA like HEW, uses discretiohary funds to encourage implementation of
new programs, but then requires local or State entities to take responsibility
for successful programs. This project funded for 4 years by HEW for $3%000-
$40,000 each year, is considered successful by the tribal council and yet no
tribal funds have been set aside to continue the successful p 7aject.

In the guide for discretionary grant programs manual M4500.1B, Indian law
enforcement program applications are to be developed and initiated by police,
courts, or corrections components or provide assistance to more than one of
these components to the tribal criminal justice system. The BIA law enforce-
ment specialist has informed LEAA that there is not a Nez Perce criminal code
per se, nor is there a tribal court. In addition, the BIA police on the Nez Perce
reservation, do not handle any tribal law violations and, in fact, send minor
crime violations to State courts. This seems to imply that there is not a law
enforcement arm of the Nez Perce Tribe. If this is true,. the tribe would not
be eligible for receiving LEAA funds.

If the applicant can provide assurance that all previous problems can be
resolved, it must also be shown that there is a need for such a program. The
State of Idaho has two parole officers In this particular area which includes
the total reservation responsibility and has three juvenile officers, one located
at Lapwai, one at Oroflno, and one at Nez Perce. In addition, an ASAP coor-
dinator is at Coeur d'Alene, Idaho. The applicant would have to show without
a doubt that these resources do not meet the needs of the youngsters on the
reservation.

The applicant would also have to provide a complete evaluation of the previ.
ous project's success, particularly related to criminal Justice. This report would
have to Include data showing that successes were directly related to that
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program. For example, is the decline in numbers of offenses since 1972 a
result of this previous effort, or do diversionary or alternatives to incarcera-
tion programs, halfway houses and volunteer placements exist as a result
of the project's activities? In addition, such resources developed would have"
to directly relate to fewer institutional placements and referrals.

If the applicant can ascertain that this is a criminal justice project and
that the tribe meets the basic requirements to be involved in a LEAA grant,
a number of fiscal changes to the application would have to occur. From the
number of crimes shown in the appendix, one doesn't know how many are
caused by residivists which would give a better caseload count. In addition,
those listed as truancy, curfew, and ungovernable are not true crimes. The
total caseload count would then be extremely reduced, there would not be a
need for two professional personnel and the assistant counselor position would
be deleted. In addition, the program director's salary is listed at approximately
$2,000 higher than he had been receiving previously. In order for that kind
of a raise to be approved, he would have to show that others doing the same
job earn a like salary. Fringe benefits would be reduced appropriately and
would have t6 show either a 13 percent rate or document the difference be-
tween that 13 percent and the 15 percent claimed.

The travel would be reduced, in that the assistant counselor's travel would
be deleted. Local outreach volunteers category is not acceptable and would
le deleted. Out-of-State travel would be deleted entirely.

Under equipment, it is assumed that if HEW has funded this for 4 years
that desk, chairs, and file cabinets already exist and this amount would be
deleted.

Under supplies, reproduction of program materials-is listed at $600 but there
is no program material description. Without a description and other data, this
amount would have to be deleted.

Under contractural, $4,000 has been set aside to hire juveniles whose services
are not clearly defined. Contractural regulations require a very clear definition
of what the contractor will supply to the contractee. It would- be recommended
that this portion of this application should be totally deleted, as contacts with
juveniles would be the responsibility of the project director.

Under category "other," environmental cleanup services would not b5 accept-
able, and that amount of $3,035 or $3,036 would be deleted. The applicant has
also failed to show the basis used in computing telephone expenses, which
seem exceedingly high. Justification for telephone expenses of $150 per month
would have to be provided. The applicant has also failed to show the basis
used in computing electrical expenses and some Justification for electrical ex-
penses for $125 per month for a home-type dwelling would have to be provided.

General fiscal comments are that the applicant must specify which element
of the criminal Justice system he represents; he would have to provide a copy
of the tribfil criminal justice budget; and the SPA would have to assure the
completion of the forms for this report, in that page 3 of the application has
not been filled out. The applicant has indicated indirect costs of $2,827, which
would make a total cost for the grant of $62,827 rather than the $60,000 listed.

Your Immediate relaying of this information to the Nez Perce Tribal Council
and the prospective project director would be appreciated. A response to these
concerns must be submitted and received in the regional office by August 28,
1974. In this point in time, the application would have to be rejected and
unless additional and clarifying information is received, the preparation of
rejection of this application will begin immediately after August 28.

If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at this office, 206-442-
4844. Sincerely,

-Mimi J. LANERS,

Idaho State Repre8entative.

CITY OF .INDIANAPOLIS,
Indianapolis, Ind., March 4, 1975

Senator BIRCH E. BAYH, Jr.,
Russell Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BATH: I am writing you to support you In your efforts on
behalf of the entire issue of Juvenile justice. It is encouraging to know that
there are some in high office who are sensitive to the social and economic condi-
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tons that effect and shape the attitudes atid behavior of adolescents in this
nation. On the other hand, It is somewhat discouraging to learn that the issue
of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention is given subordinate ranking
in the political hierarchy of priorities.

A recent article in the Indianapolis Star suggests that you are aware of the
Florida project and of the possibilities of that niodel effort in other Major
communities. The issue begs that we give serious conside~tion to the diver.
sionary system which, while not addressing itself to the cause, at least provides
remedial care and an opportunity for young people to avoid such things as
negative labeling and deviancy categories.

If there is anything that we can do to encourage your colleagues or others
of influence, please allow me to be of some assistance. -_

I hope that in the near future I may have an opportunity to discuss this and
related items with you personally.

Sincerely yours,
DONALD W. CASHEN,

Administrator.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE, INC.,
Gaithersburg, Md., September 80, 1974.

Ilon. BIRCH BAYH,
U. S. Senator, Indiana,
Senate Office Bulcldng,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYU: Thank you for your warm telegram of September 23,
during the 81st annual conference.

The prevention of juvenile delinquency has been recognized as critical in
our efforts to reduce crime in America. Thanks to your enlightened legisla-
tion, the prevention of Juvenile crime and delinquency has become a top Federal
priority.

With kind personal regards.
Sincerely,

FRANCIS B. LOONEY,
Immediate Past President.

INDIAN HILLS COMMUNITY COLLEGE,
Ottunmwa, Iowa, February 21, 1975

Mr. JOHN M. RECTOR,
Staff Director and Chief Counsel,
Subcontmitteo To Investigate Juvenile Dclinquencj,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. RECroR: On September 7, 1974, President Ford signed into law the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-415).
This legislation is a milestone in our Nation's attempt to combat juvenile crime.
I wish to thank you for your support of the act. Your further support on two
matters concerning this act would also be deeply appreciated.

First, as you are aware, the passage of this act set in motion the following
chain of events:

1. The July 1, 1975, termination of all funding for delinquency prevention
nnd control programs now being funded through the HEW Office of Youth
Development. (These programs have a present annual expenditure rate of
$13,000,000.)

2. The administrative pick up of all delinquency prevention and control pro-
grams by thme Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

3. The lack of desire by the administration to appropriate funds to imple-
ment the act through LEAA.

4. The resulting death of most delinquency prevention and control programs
across the country.

I urge you to continue your demonstration of support for Juveniles justice
needs by your commitment to reserve funding for implementation of the Juve-
nile Justice Act.

Second, the Department of Health. Education and Welfare is funding the
Comprehensive Youth Services System in Iowa. The purpose of this program
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is to provide coordinated youth services in order to more effectively provide
services to children which we believe will decrease incidences of juvenile
crime. As a result of the new act, all such funds have beeh transferred to the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. (Department of Justice). We
have been. working very closely with our State Law Enforcement Planning
Agency, but' unless guidelines establishing priority for programs such as. ours
are presented from the Federal level (LEAA), there is a, distinct possibility
that funding Will cease on July 1, 1975, by virtue of an administrative control
change. We believe' the difficulty lies in the time of transit on. Indeed, in alllikelihood many programs receiving HEW funds, including ours, would be
discontinued for a short period of time only to have LEAA request that such
programs be recreated at the end of the transition period. This not only de-
monstrates fiscal irresponsibility in dissolving programs only to' later request
their reinstatement, but many months of work in creating the system will be
wasted, at a cost to the taxpayers of approximately $30,000,000 across the
country; not to mention the loss of LEAA programs jointly funded by .LEAA
and HEW..,

Thank you again for your continued support.
Sincerely,

DON BROSTIAR,
Director, Youth Development Bureau.

BOARD OF COUNTY CO&MMIssroNERs,
Hennepin County Minn., April 28, 1975

Senator BIRCH BAYir,
Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
Washington, D. C.

It has come to my attention that NACo will be testifying before a congres-
sional committee on April 29 in support of legislation which would fund Public
Law 93-415 for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We
enthusiastically support the need for this legislation and the problems it seeks
to address and urge you to impress upon the committee members the impor-
tance of appropriating the full amount of the bills authorization so.that we
In our community can begin immediately to address the critical problems that
exists in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention.

THOMAS E. TICEN.
Chairman.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES,
OFFICE OF STATE FEDERAL RELATIONS,

Washington, D.C. April 24, 1975.
Senator BIRcui BAYH,
Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYJI: On behalf of the National Conference of State Legls-
tures and-the Task Force on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of our
Intergovernmental Relations Committee I would like to reaffirm our support
towards the implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974-PL 93-415. I would therefore ask that our position be in-
cluded in the record for the hearings being conducted April 29, 1975.

The National Conference of State Legislatures has consistently expressed
our concern for the inadequacy of -Federal programs in this area. We feel
this new legislation is the comprehensive approach necessary to deal with the
complex problems of juvenile delinquency.

We are disappointed in the lack of funding for this act and the apparent
unwillingness of the administration to request funds. We certainly feel this
legislation should be funded at a level commensurate with its objectives. The
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the State criminal justice
planning agencies seem willing and able to carry out the purposes of PL 0.3-
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415. The fact that LEAA had requested and the Congress approved the repro-
graming of up to $10 million of Safe Streets Act funds to begin implementa-
tion of portions of this act is evidence of their commitment. The delay by the
Office of Management and Budget on the usage of these funds can only prevent
this legislation from achieving its purposes. The decision not to fund this act
is even more significant if considered in light of the rather drastic cut to the
budget of LEAA which the administration has requested. If Congress does not
appropriate funds for the Juvenile Delinquency Act and the President's budget
request is accepted for the LEAA program, I think we can expect the reduc-
tion or elimination of many programs which are now going on in the States
to reduce crime and improve the administration of Justice.

It is for these reasons that we strongly urge Congress to effectuate the fund-
ing of programs for fiscal years 1975 and to appropriate sufficient funds for
fiscal year 1976.

The work which you and this committee have accomplished in the Juvenile
delinquency area is laudable. We not only recognize the accomplishment of
enacting PL 93-415 but also your continued commitment to its implementation,
as evidenced by these hearings. Thank you in advance for your consideration
of our views.

Sincerely, CAL LEDBEITER, JR.,

Chairman, Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Task Force.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN,
New York, N.Y., August 27, 1974.

Senator BIRCH BAYH,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. 0.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Congratulations on the culmination of your years of
effort for a stronger Federal Juvenile justice program.

While the bill is perhaps not all you-or we-would consider ideal, it is a
good one and represents great progress in this area.

We look forward to working with you for further improvement in future
years. Sincerely, FLORA ROIHMAN,

Chairwoman, Justice For Children.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATIONS
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

New York, N.Y., October 1, 1974.
Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: With the signing into law of a comprehensive Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, we see the possibility of providing
greater service to young people in great need. We hope that this legislation
is Implemented with adequate funding and strong administration to get the
program properly installed and carried out in the States. We look to the Senate
Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency to provide leadership and
oversight in that work.

We want to express to you our appreciation of the leadership you demon-
strated in seeing this legislation through 3 years of effort to its enactment.
Although we are outsiders to the legislative process, we believe that S. 821
would not now be the law of the land without your determined leadership. We
also wish to acknowledge gratefully the work of your subcommittee staff in
keeping us informed of key issues and developments.

Many of the local affiliates of all of our agencies have followed the progress
of this bill quite closely. As grass roots organizations, they knew the desperate
need for reform of the Juvenile justice system and the urgency of funding to
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get alternative programs going. We are sure they Join in congratulating you
on this significant service to the young people of our country.

Sincerely,
ROBERT W. HARLAN,

Executive Director,
Chairman, Interagency Collaboration on Youth.

NEW JERSEY AsSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN WITH LEARNING DISAfrLITIES, -
CAPE-ATLANTIC SECTION,

Linwood, N.J., September 3, 1974.
Senator BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. 0.

MY DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Thank you very mucfi for the material you sent me
on the Juvenile Justice and Runaway Youth Act.

May I take this opportunity to congratulate you on this fine piece of legislation.
It must be more gratifying to see it reach this point after all the time and effort
expended. Learning disabled and disadvantaged children are prime candidates
for delinquency. We in the New Jersey Association for Children with Learning
Disabilities deeply appreciate your concern and persistance on their behalf.

Sincerely,
BARBARA YEZEIC,

Legislative Chairman.

IRENSSELAER COUNTY DEPARTMENT FOR YOUTH,
Troy, N.Y., May 20, 1975.

Senator BIRcH BAYH,
Committee on the Judioiary,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency,
U.S. Senate,
IVa8hington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Allow me to congratulate you on your efforts to pro.
mote the full funding and implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Act of 1974.

As you know, our hopes and expectations were great last year with the far-
reaching promise of that legislation. Those hopes, based not only on the
breadth of the document and its promised funding but also, and equally Im-
portant, on- the Federal priority -for delinquency prevention inherent in Its
adoption, were quickly and tragically dashed when no appropriation was made
to implement the act.

We In local government desperately need a serious and high priority com-
mitment of the Federal Government in the area of Juvenile Justice and delin-
quency prevention. Such a priority, reflected in the serious allocation of money,
would provide much leadership and incentives to both States and counties to
look with a critical eye at their efforts in this vital area of youth needs and
delinquency prevention. Such a review would well inspire a similar raising of
this issue as a higher priority concern.

We fully and enthusiastically endorse your efforts to promote and achieve
the full funding of the JJDPA of 1974. We further urge you, the most aggres-
sive and energetic Implementation of the provisions of that important legisla.
tion and assure you of our full, unqualified cooperation in doing so. We simply
must give our young people more than empty promises and bring to them the
kinds of--services and programs they need to help them through their critical
formative years. These youths in trouble need and are entitled to nothing less
than the very best we have to offer. Implementation of this act is a most seri-
(us commitment and major steps in thsit direction.

I would also like to offer this letter into the official record of testimony re-
garding this most Important piece of legislation,

Again thanking you for our efforts and assuring you of our full, unreserved
support and cooperation, I remain,

Very truly yours,
JAMES E. GONm1e,. Commissioner.
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KING COUNTY COUSTROUSE,
-Seattle, Waeh., April 25, 1975. -Hon. BIRCH BAYIK,

Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Youth in King County between the ages of 10-17 con-
tinue to be involved in a significant amount of delinquent and predelinquent
activity. Communities are concerned about these problems and are seeking
guidance and financial assistance in meeting them. For this reason I wanted
to confirm my support for your subcommittee's work on the Juvenile Justice
Act. It Is my hope that'Tn appropriation will be forthcoming so that the full
intent of the legislation can begin to be realized.

Sincerely,
JOHN D. SPELLMAN,

County Emeoutive.
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[From the Los Angeles Times, Mar. 18, 10751

ADMINISTRATION REFUSES'"TO F'INANNCE ]DELINQUENCY' 1IGHT.

DELAY IN NAMING ADMINISTRATOR ALSO SEEN AS MOVE COUktiEB TO'
CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVE

(By Ronald J. Ostrow)

Washington-Despite a congressional mandate to accelerate the fight against
juvenile delinquency, the Ford Administration is refusing to fund an expanded
effort and may even forgo naming a director of the program.

Richard W. Velde, administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration-the Department of Justice agency charged with combating juve-
nile delinquency disclosed Monday that "uncertainty over dimensions of the
program" had raised questions about appointing an assistant administrator to
manage it.

"We have a policy decision to make as to whether the magnitude of the
(juvenile delinquency) effort within LEAA would justify filling the vacancy,"
Velde said.

A delay in filling the post would be the latest in a series of Administration
moves that seem to run counter to the urgency Congress sounded when it
passed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

Other such moves include:
President Ford's failure to appoint a 21-member advisory committee to rec-

ommend policy, priorities and operations for all federal juvenile delinquency
programs. The law required that the members be named by last Dec. 5.

A rejection by the Office of Management and Budget of a proposal b& the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to spend $10 million of its left-
over funds on the juvenile delinquency program, Justice Department officials
said Mopday that they were seeking clarification of the reasons for turning
down the funding which would not have increased the budget because the
money already had been appropriated.

Calling no meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice, which
was created by the act and whose members include the attorney general and
the secretaries of health, education and welfare, labor and housing and urban
development. Velde said the primary reason for the lack- of a meeting was
"transition at the Justice Department"-the turnover among attorneys gen-
eral and deputy attorneys general.

Making no provision for the program in the 1976 budget.
Velde and other Administration officials, in explaining the lack of action, cite

Mr. Ford's statement in September that he would not seek appropriations for
the new programs "until the general need for restricting federal spending has
abated."

But the refusal of the Office of Management and Budget to approve the use
of the available $10 million and the failure to appoint personnel to shape and
manage programs go beyond holding down federal spending, critics of the Ad-
ministration's position contend.

Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), chairman of the Senate subcommittee on juvenile
delinquency and a force behind enactment of the law, said that Mr. Ford "has
not considered either the gravity of the problem nor the terrible cost it is in-
flicting on our society."

Serious crime is climbing at a 16 percent pace and experts are estimating
that persons under 18 account for 4,1 percent of those crimes and those under
25 for 75 percent.

(462)
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Tie Law Erforcemont Assistance Administration budget 'wa' 'cut to $769.8
million for fiscal 1976--well below the $1.95? billion that the agency had
sought.

(Fromf the Gary (Ind.) Post-Tribune, Apr. 22, 1975]

BAYTI ASKs FORD BACK CRIME, FIQHT

Washington..,-Bntoyd by a General Accounting Office report wbIch confirms
his view, Sen. Birch Bayh. D-Ind., called on the Ford, administration to seek
fuuds for combating Juvenile delinquency. . to

The'.GAO said the govefninent has not 49ked Conigres 'to app'foprlhte new
funds to finance .programs under the' Juvenile. Justice aind -Dlinqftency Pre.-
vention Act.

"Since-Juveniles account for almost half the arrests for serlopib crimes in the
nation, adequate funding: of the Juvenile Jtistc4 act w6Uld-apjar to" be essen-
tial in any strategy to reduce the nation's crime," the GAO report said.

Bayh, who authored the legIslati6fi,--said he has become "increasingly frus-
trated with the enormous gap lWween the rhetoric and the reality of this ad-
niinistration'% concern over rising crime."

Bayh said the adinlhMtration's failure to ifnplement tie legislation is "out-
rageously Irresponsible."

The legislation, he added, is designed to prevent young people from entering
"our failing, Juvenile. justice system" and to assist communities to develop
"more sensible and economic approaches for youngsters already in the Juvenile
Justice system."

[From the Jasper (Ind.) Herald, May 9, 1975]

BAYH LINES

(By Senator Birch Bayh)

Washington-All of us know that crime is one of our most serious problems.
And it is a problem that continues to grow. Last year, overall crime increased
nationwide by 17 percent.

What many Americans don't realize Js.that in-Trportion to their numbers
young people are the largest contributors to the crime problem. According to
the most recent statistics available, in 1973 youths under 18 accounted for 51
per cent of the total arrests for-property crime, such as burglary and car
theft. They also accounted for 45 per cent of arrests for rape, robbery and
other serious crimes.

Total arrests of Juvenile offenders rose 144 per cent between 1960 and 1973,
and violent crimes committed by young people increased 247 per cent. The
estimated cost of all this violence has increased about 300 per cent since 1968
to an estimated $15 billion a year.

Hoosiers and all Americans are double losers from youthful crime. Not only
do we suffer a huge monetary loss totaling billions of dollars each year, but
thousands of young lives are also wasted every year as young offenders enter
a -.uvenile Justice system that has failed and continues to fail them and society.

Last year, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, was passed
overwhelmingly by Congress and signed Into law by President Ford. This act,
which I authored focused 6n preventing youngsters from beginning lives of
crime.

It creates an Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention In the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the Department of Justice to
coordinate all federal Juvenile-Justtce - grams---whch are now scattered
throughout the governmental bureaucracy. It also establishes a National Ad-
visory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention tO advise
the LEAA on federal Juvenile delinquency programs.

The act will also provide block grants to state and local governments and
grants to public and private agencies to develop juvenile Justice programs
with special emphasis on the prevention of delinquency. In addition, the act
sets up a National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to serve as a clearinghouse for delinquency Information and to conduct train-
Ing, research demonstrations and evaluations of Juvenile justice programs.
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Unfortunately, despite the waste of billions of dollars and untold young
lives, the Ford Administration continues to refuse to request any funds to
implement the act. This refusal persists In the face of a recent report by the
General Accounting Office which concluded that "adequate funding of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act would appear to be essential
In any strategy to reduce the nation's crime."

Congress has shown Its commitment to cutting Juvenile crime by directing
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to reprogram $20 million of
Its funds to begin to fund the ;Let. The administration, however, has blocked
the investing of these funds to prevent crime by young people.

I agree with President Ford when he Says we must draw the line on unnec-
essary governmental spending. But we must not turn our backs on a program
that could turn a relitlvey small investment into a savings of potentially
billions of dollars and thousands of lives.

By requesting adequate fupds, the President can join with Congress In help-
ing to reduce the crime rate by reducing Juvenile crime.

(From the Boston Christian Science Monitor, May 80, 1975l
CONGRESS SET To FIGHT JUVEMME CRIME

(Ay Robert P. Hey)

Washington-A new law designed to cut skyrocketing Juvenile crime is about
to gets Its first money from Congress, this newspaper has learned.

In action not yet announced, Senate and House conferees have agreed to
provide $25 million to finance the juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974.

Aim of the law Is to turn downward the rate of Juvenile crime by providing,
for the first time, a coordinated federal attack on the problem, and by provid-
ing block grants to states and municipalities for developing better ways of
coping with juveniles' problems-including crime prevention.

The financing for this effort comes against a background of:
Crime by juveniles accounts for nearly half thb serious crime In the United

States-and most of the 17 percent nationwide Increase in serious crime last
year.

Annual cost of Juvenile crime now is $12 billion, according to Sen. Birch
Bayh (D) of Indiana, chairman of the Senate's Juvenile delinquency subconm-
mittee and a prime sponsor of the new law. This cost Is rising steadily every
year.

The $25 million to get the new approach started is contained In a major
supplemental appropriations bill covering several government agencies. Con.
gress expects to complete work on the measure shortly after its early-June
return from vacation.

Supporters of the measure do not expect the President to veto It, contend-
ing that he supports most of the other elements of the bill.

Since the Juvenile justice bill passed last year, President Ford has said he
supported the concept, but that at this time he opposed providing additional
money to finance It in order to keep the federal deficit under $000 billion.

In testimony last month before the Senate Subcommittee To Investigate Juve-
nile Delinquency, Paul O'Neill-deputy director of the White House's Office of
Management and Budget (OMB)-confirmed that it was the President him-
self who decided not to seek money from Congress through regular appropria-
tions channels to finance the new law. By this decision he overruled the OMB
staff, which had supported funding.

Now Congress has run an end run around the President and provided the
money he did not want in a bill It thinks he cannot refuse.

The new Juvenile crime law is being administered by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA). Administrator Richard Velde told la.t
month's congressional hearing that his organization Is doing what It can with-
out additional funds-beginning the Job of coordinating federal efforts In the
Juvenile field, and planning for the time when it has additional funds to give
states and localities for innovative programs, or to reform Juvenile offenders.

The law is predicated on the assumption that current programs of deterring
crime by juveniles have been dismal failures. In his testimony, Mr. Velde noted
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that between 1960 and 1973, serious crime by juveniles-persons under 18-
had increased 144 percent. By comparison, serious crime by adults had in-
creased only 17 percent, as measured by arrest records.

Programs which the federal government could provide money for under this
law include alternatives to traditional imprisonment and research into juve-
nile justice problems.

Early in June the President is expected to send a major message on crime
to Congress. Supporters of the youth-law, which passed the Senate 88 to 1,
are hopeful he will include a belated request for funds for the new fiscal year,
which begins July 1.

(From the Sun Herald (Biloxi-Gulfport-Pascagoula, Miss.) Feb. 1, 19751
FoRD PRIORITY FoR YOUTH LAwS CRITICIZED

(By Jan Garrick)

A U.S. Senate consultant on Juvenile Justice legislation criticized the Ford
administration in Biloxi Friday for giving Juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention a "low priority" among national problems.

John M. Rector, staff director and chief counsel for the Senate subcommittee
on Juvenile Delinquency, charged that although statistics show the rate of
Juvenile delinquency is "skyrocketing," the Ford administration has failed to
seek funding for needed Juvenile correction programs.

The President signed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
last September, a measure which emphasizes alternatives to Juvenile Incarcer-
ation. But Rector said the President has indicated hf will not seek funding
this year for the law's prevention programs.

"This indicates that the President has given Juvenile justice a low priority,"
he said.

Rector, one of the 1974 law's authors, was speaking to a Joint Governor's
Conference on Juvenile Justice at the Sheraton-Biloxi.

The Senate subcommittee counsel said that President Ford has also lagged
behind in appointing a 21-member National Advisory Committee which would
present annual recommendations to the President on the federal Juvenile de-
linquency corrections programs.

According to law, Rector said the appointments should have been made by
the President in early December.

"On the one band you have people in the White House saying that this act
is not important because it doesn't affect a whole lot of people and then on
the other hand you have the skyrocketing rate of Juvenile delinquency," he said.

The Senate counsel said that youth arrests account for nearly half of arrests
made for serious crimes in the nation.

"If President Ford just one time would say we have to provide our judges
with some alternatives to incarceration it would be helpful," Rector said, add-
Ing that the President did not mention the Juvenile delinquency problem in
his state of the union message and that reformers have not been able to get
the White House to "focus" on the Juvenile problem.

Rector, however, indicated that the lawns supporters may have found an ad-
vocate for their programs in Attorney General designate Edward Levi.

"Sen. Birch Bayh has talked with Mr. Levi and he has indicated that he
gives the delinquency problem a high priority and may be the champion we
are looking for," he said.

The Biloxi conference, sponsored by Alabama and Mississippi, concludes
Saturday with a discussion of Juvenile court volunteers.

[From the St. Louis-Dispateh, Feb. 6, 19751

FORD SLIGHTS JuvENIrLz DELINQUENCY PLAN

(By Ted Gest)

Washington-President Gerald R. Ford, despite a White House declaration
Monday that "reduction of crime is a high federal priority," has recommended
that no money be allocated to a new program set up by Congress to fight Juve-
nile delinquency.
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Congress concluded that "Juveniles account for almost half the arrests for
serious crimes in the United States. today" in approving the antldelinquency
effort last summer. It authorized $125,000,000 in financing for fiscal year 1974).

Mr. Ford made no mention of the program In his austerity budget announced
this week, even though the program was intended to save tax money by reduc-

.ing the need to put Juvenile offenders in Institutions.
In addition, the White House has disregarded the law setting up the program

by not appointing a national advisory committee to review all federal antide--
linquency efforts. The panel was supposed to have been appointed by last Dec. 5.

Seven of the 21 committee members must be finder 26 years of age at tihe
time of their appointment. Ironically, two of the young persons on the tentative-
list for the group have turned 26 since the Dec. 5 deadline, thus causing a
further delay to -And- more young candidates. c

"There Is no federal leadership.in the Juvenile delinquency field," John M.
Rector, chief counsel to the Senate Stibcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delin-
quency, said in an interview.

"The White House had a tremendous opportunity to capitalize on its 'law
and order' effort, but has blown it politically" by not setting the new program
in motion, Rector said.

The gap between rhetoric and reality In the Ford Administration became
obvious In one instance late last week.

As the national budget was being readied for distribution, Clarence .M.
Kelley, director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, was speaking out in
favor of more federal antidelinquency efforts.

"From 1960 to 1973, the number of juveniles arrested for criminal offenses
in this country Increased 144 per cent," Kelley told a Kansas City audience.
"Last year, youngsters under the age of 18 committed 45 per cent of this
nation's serious crimes.

"Can we do nothing for these young people? I believe we can. We must."
Kelley then pointed out that "Congress recently enacted legislation providing

$80.000,000 to combat Juvenile crime in the next three years." Kelley did not
say that Mr. Ford in fact was not planning to recommend any financing.

A White House~sovrce familiar with plans for the National Advisory Com-
mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, as the panel is to be
called, insisted that Mr. Ford's staff had "made a good faith effort" to meet
the Dec. 5 deadline.

"We've had tremendous Interest in this committee-pressures from all over."
said the source, who asked not to be identified. He blamed some members of
Congress for part of the delay, saying that they had suggested members for
the panel after Dec. 5.

The new delinquency program is not entirely without money, because De-
partment of Justice officials have been able to designate $20,000,000 for it from
other programs. But that amount is not much to-both administer the program
nationally and provide funds for state programs.

Under the law, states would have to make major changes in the way juve-
niles are held in Institutions either before or after they are judged to be de-
linquent.

To obtain funds provided for In the act, states would have to draft plans
to increase the number of community-based treatment programs for delinquent
youths and to "discourage the use of secure incarceration and detention."

In addition, states would have to "provide that juveniles alleged to be or
found to be delinquent . . . not be detained or confined in any institution in
which they have regular contact with adult (prisoners) . . ."

Finally, within two years, states would have to assure that no youth who
was charged with committing an offense that would not be criminal If com-
mitted by an adult would be put In a detention or correction facility.

That last provision is significant, Rector says, because up to 40 per cent of
youths now held In such Institutions are there because of offenses such as run-
ning away from home or school or violating a curfew which are not adult
crimes.

If there is little or no money In the program, states will have little incen-
tive to make those improvements, Rector said.

The law does provide for a few changes that will go into effect even If the
program is not fully financed.
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The major one that will affect the states Is a requirement that the boards
that give out federal anticrime funds be representative of youth and experts-
in the- delinquency field.

[From the National Association of Counties News, May 12, 1975]
JUVENILE ACT N"ED MONEY, SENATE TOLD

Commissioner Mary E. Dumas of Wayne County (Mich.) testified to Sen.
Birch Bayh's Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency April 29 that
NACo supports the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
-that counties want to see the act fully funded and energetically admin-
istered.

President Ford signed the act into law last September, but asked that no
funds be appropriated to activate it. The act authorizes the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration (LEAA) to spend $75 million in fiscal '75, $125 mil-
lion in fiscal '76, and $150 million in fiscal '77 to help states, local govern-
ments, and community groups plan better delivery systems for their youthful
community.

The act emphasizes separation of youthful criminals from youthful truants,
runaways and others under the jurisdiction of Juvenile courts who have com-
mitted no crimes; and innovative approaches to keeping children in school, at
home, in alternative residences, and out of trouble.

Dumas detailed the responsibilities of county government for Juvenile jus-
tice. Most Juvenile courts are operated on the county level, and the second-
highest percentage of youth in custody are held in county detention centers.
Sie indicated that other county responsibilities to provide for the community
health and well-being, social services, manpower, job-training and education,
amount to a structure that can be used to respond to the needs of youth before
resorting to detention.

, But county funds are thinly dispersed over this skeleton, Dumas warned,
and cannot easily bear new burdens without assistance. Many local govern-
ments face losses in revenue this fiscal year, and cannot generate significant
new revenue.from property and other traditional tax-sources.

She indicated passage of the act had raised the hopes of counties who
thought help was on the way, and lack of an appropriation had-dashed them.
This statement was echoed by the testimony of Thomas C. Maloney, mayor of
Wilmington, Del., (for the National League of Cities and U.S. Conference of
Mayors); Walter Smart, National Collaboration for Youth; Flora Rothman
for the National Council of Jewish Women; Edward V. Healey Jr., president
of the national Council of Juvenile Court Judges, and Richard C. Wertz, chair-
man of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Admini-
strators.

The subcommittee questioned the General Accounting Office and Office of
Budget and Management. Elmer B. Staats, comptroller general of the United
States, criticized previous efforts of the federal government to coordinate
Juvenile delinquency programs, quoting from a recently released GAO report,
"How Federal Efforts to Coordinate Programs to Mitigate Juvenile Delin-
quency Proved Ineffective."

Assistant Director Paul O'Neill expressed OMB's reluctance to add any
dollars to the federal deficit in fiscal '76, as well as the agency's hesitation
to back prevention efforts. He indicated that LEAA had asked for permission
to reprogram $20 million for purposes of the new act that state planning
agencies had not spent.

Congress agreed, but OMB turned the request down. After a meeting be-
tween Attorney General Edward H. Levi and OMB Director James Lynn,
OMB agreed to reconsider. A final decision is still pending. Last month the
House passed a $15 million appropriation for the act that- the Senate Appro-
priations Committee is now considering.

Dumas indicated her county is debating whether to build a new jail that
will cost the taxpayers $35 million, and expressed the disappointment of
counties across the nation that the Administration would balk at the sums
so badly needed for the new initiatives of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974.
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[From the Evansville (Ind.) Courier, Apr. 30, 1975]

JUVENILE PROGRAM FUNDING DENIED

Washington (AP)-Sen. Burch Bayh, D-Ind., Tuesday defended a federal
Juvenile delinquency program that is a victim of the administration's plan
to hold the line on new spending.

But he could not convince Paul O'Neill, deputy director of the Office of
Management and Budget, that the programs outlined in Juvenile delinquency
legislation enacted last September warrant new funding this year.

When President Ford signed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974, he said he would not seek new appr0priations to imple-
ment the law until the national economic situation stabilized,

O'Neill admitted that the new law probably is better than earlier federal
attempts at Juvenile delinquency prevention. But he said he would endorse
new funding for it only "if we can figure a way to do it without telling" the
taxpayer to spend more money or running the risk of a bigger deficit that
would hurt all of us with more inflation."

The law consolidates federal antidelinquency efforts under the supervision
of an office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the Department
of Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. It also sets up new
programs for delinquency prevention and authorizes block grants to states
that submit comprehensive juvenile justice plans.

[From the Evansville (Ind.) Press, May 8, 19751

Ncw LAw AIDS CENRs FOR RUNAwAYS

(By Ann McFeatters)

Washington-Two years after the grisly Houston- murders of 27 runaway
boys, the federal government is implementing a new law to protect runways,
learn more about them and counsel them and their families.

The runaway youth act, sponsored by Sen. Birch Bayh, D-Ind., was passed
last fall by a Congress haunted by the Houston horrors and troubled by the
estimate that more than I million runaway children are hitchhiking and
roaming the streets around the country.

Since the bill was signed into law last September, bureaucrats at the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare have been writing proposed regu.
lations, and sending them to superiors for review. Final regulations are ex-
pected to take effect May 22.

The key provision of the bill is to establish or strengthen existing runaway
centers where children who have left home can go for shelter, food and
counseling.

The HEW office of youth development this week sent out application -forms
to private groups that want money for runaway houses.

Although most runaways do not commit crime and return home after a
night or two at a friend's house, the FBI reports the number of runaways
arrested has Jumped 60 percent in recent years. Also runaway youths
without food or shelter, roaming the streets in large cities, are more likely
to turn to prostitution, drugs or shoplifting.

There are an estimated 60 privately operated runaway houses around the
country but most of them have been in danger of closing for lack of money.

HEW estimates the $5 million Congress authorized for the bill for fiscal
1975 (and a like amount for 1976) will help finance 50 programs. The highest
grant will be about $75,000 to big-city centers.

[From the New York Post, Apr. 29, 19751

RAP FORD ON YOUTH CRIME

(By John S. Lang)

Washington-Federal and state officials complained today that the White
House fails to understand the significance of juvenile crime-though It now
accounts for half of all arrests.
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Their complaints were aired in testimony prepared for a Senate hearing into
why the Nixon and Ford Administrations had refused to fund the Juvenile
Justice Act.

The officials agreed the act was vital to curbing juvenile crime, which has
increased over 144 per cent since 1960 and costs the nation more than $12
billion yearly.

Comptroller General Elner B. Staats said in prepared testimony that two
years lgo the administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion sought White House guidance on policy toward juvenile crime and on
drafting of major legislation in this- area.

"IDID NOT ACT"

"The White House did not act on this request," Staats said.

"ESSENTIAL STEP"

The Controller General concluded, "since juveniles account for almost half
the arrests for serious crimes in the nation, it appears that adequate funding
of the [actl would be an essential step in any strategy to reduce crime in
the nation."

The act, designed to prevent young people from entering a juvenile system
which experts believe actually stimulates crime, envisions spending $500 million
over the next three years.

President Ford has refused to budget any of his money as part of his auster-
Ity plan of no new spending except for energy and national defense.

Richard W. Velde, administrator of the LEAA, said it was vital that steps
le taken to counsel aimd rehabilitate youthful offenders, as proposed in the act.

"... Youthful offenders today face a substantial possibility in many juris-
dictions of losing, either in law or in fact, the favored legal status which
they have enjoyed since the early-years of this century," Velde said.

Richard Wertz, head of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators, noted that when President Ford signed the act last
September he implied strong support for the need to reduce juvenile crime.

"Simply put, the dilemma is this: the public and the Congress want run-
away Juvenile delinquency rates stemmed. Yet the Administration refuses to
provide additional new funds to help do the job and furthermore seeks to cut
what programs already exist," Wertz said.

"The situation, we feel, is intolerable."

I

[From the Atlanta Journal, Mar. 23, 1975]

STILL DELINQUENT

The-Nation has a new juvenile delinquency law. But the Ford administration
is doing little to implement it.

Adequate juvenile justice reforms, experts have repeatedly insisted, must
li at the foundation of any successful, long.term effort to combat crime.

Tomorrow's criminal is today's Juvenile in trouble with the law-unless an
enlightened and resourceful juvenile justice system Is ready to step in to turn
that would-be criminal around at a crucial point in life.

Ironically the Ford administration's lack of enthusiasm for implementing
IMe Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 comes at a time
when serious crime is climbing at 16 per cent; and experts are estimating
that persons under 18 account for almost half of those crimes. -

The President is insisting that he'll not act on new appropriations until the
general need for restricting federal spending has abated.

That is all well and good. But it does not explain why other actions that
are available have not been taken. The Office of Management and Budget has
refused to approve tile use of an available $10 million. The President has
failed to appoint a 21-member advisory committee that would recommend
olicy, priorities ansi operations of all federal juvenile delinquency programs-

although the law required that members be named by Dec. 5, 1974. And no
meeting of the coordinating council on juvenile Justice, created by the act,
has yet been Callcd.

C7 - S - _ . 3.
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This is short-sighted cost efficiency and shallow administration which flouts
the will of Congress. Surely the most useful program in terms of saving

-public monies in criminal justice is a well-funded and coordinated juvenile
justice program, capable of producing the best long-term results.

[From the Indianapolis News, Apr. 5, 19751

YOUTH JuSTxcf SHUN1rE: BAYH
(By John Chadwick)

Washington (AP)-Sen. Birch Bayh, D-Ind., said today President Ford
"has responded with indifference" to legislation to curb juvenile crime.

Bayh, a chief sponsor of the Juvenile Jrstice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, said this was in the face of FBI statistics showing a 17 percent increase
in serious crime last year.

"While youths between the ages of 10 and 17 make up 16 percent of our
population, they account for fully 45 percent of all persons arrested for se-
rious crime," he said.

Referring to the legislation passed last year, Bayh said "the President has
not yet bothered to appoint an administrator to coordinate our efforts in
this area."

"Nor did he appoint the Advisory Board mandated by the act until almost
six months after the effective date of the act," Bayh said.

"Moreover," he added, "although crime by young people costs Americans
almost $12 billion annually, the President has expressed unwavering opposi-
tion to the expenditure of any funds under this act to reduce that loss."

The legislation authorizes appropriations of $75 million in the current fiscal
year ending June 30, $125 million the next year, and $150 million the third
year.

A spokesman for the Senate juvenile delinquency subcommittee, which is
chaired by Bayh, said Ford has not requested any of these funds nor has
Congress appropriated any.

The authorized appropriations were In addition to $140 million annually
that the- Justice Department's Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
estimated it would spend on Juvenile crime prorgams.

Bayh said in a statement that 51 percent of those arrested for property
crimes and 23 percent for violent crimes have not yet reached their 18th
birthday. -

"Obviously we are confronting a serious situation," he said. "And I for one
-am becoming Increasingly frustrated with the enormous gap between the
rhetoric and the reality of this administration's concern over rising crime."

Bayh said the legislation passed last year was "designed specifically to
prevent young people from entering our failing juvenile justice system."



PART 4-ITEMS RELATING TO THE ACT, S. 821

INFORMATION ABOUT THE ACT AND FuNDING PROBLEMS

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
SUBCOMMITTEE To INVESTIOATE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY,

Washington, D.C., August 23, 1974.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

MR. PRESIDENT: The conferees have finished their work on the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, S. 821. The Senate and the House of
Representatives have unanimously approved the conference report which adopts
the Senate provision-providing for administration of the program by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration and retains key features of the House
bill.

This measure is the product of a 3-year bipartisan effort to provide a com.
prehensive Federal response to the problems of juvenile crime and delin-
quency prevention. It represents a culmination of years of hard work and
the expertise and dedication of a great many individuals. The importance of
this legislation cannot be overstated. While we in Government are attempting
to achieve a balanced budget, certain crisis problems, such as Juvenile crime
and delinquency, demand an immediate mobilization of Federal resources.

We respectfully request that this act be signed into law.
Respectfully yours,

BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senator,

ROMAN L. HRUSKA,
U.S. Senator.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, August 27, 1974.

Hon. BIRCH BATH, "
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I would like to acknowledge and thank you for your and
Senator Hruska's August 23 letter to the President regarding the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 8. 821.

This legislation was received at the White House this morning, and I am
passing along your letter for the President's early attention so that he will
know of your request that he sign this act into law.

With warm regards,
Sincerely, PATRICK E. O'DONNELL,

Special Assistant to the President.

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY,
September 7, 1974.

NOTICE TO THE PRESS

The President has signed S. 821-Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 which extends existing juvenile delinquency programs

(471)
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for 1 transition year, creates two new National Institutes and an Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention within the Department of Justice,
establishes an independent coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention and a National Advisory Committee, authorizes new
categorical grant programs to deal with Juvenile delinquency and runaway
youth, and amends certain U.S. Code criminal sections on Juvenile delinquency.

S. 821 substantially revises and extends existing Federal laws and.agency
responsibilities related to juvenile delinquency. It places the principal respon-
sibility for Federal juvenile delinquency in the Department of Justice, estab-
lishes new organizational entities there to conduct research ou and carry out
juvenile delinquency programs, and establishes new Federal Juvenile delin-
quency and runaway youth grant programs.

The bill authorizes total appropriations of $380 million for fiscal years
1975-77 for the new grant programs authorized by the bill. Of this total, $85
million is authorized for fiscal year 1975.

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HousE PRESS SECRETARY,
Septeinber 8, 1974.

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Late Saturday, I signed into law S. 821, the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974.

This is the first piece of legislation to reach my desk for action in the field
of prevention and reduction of crime among our youth. Its passage by very
strong majorities in both bodies of the Congress represents a continuation of
our national commitment to reduce Juvenile delinquency in the United States,
to keep juveniles from entering the treadmill of the criminal process, and to
guarantee procedural and constitutional protection to juveniles under Federal
jurisdiction.

This national commitment is one of partnership with State and local gov-
ernments through which, together, we spend over $10 billion per year for
criminal justice programs.

During the course of this bill's passage through the Congress, the executive
branch voiced serious reservations with regard to several of its-provisions
for organizational change and fund authorizations. I continue to be concerned
about these provisions--especially the threat they carry with regard to in-
creased Federal spending at a time when the economic situation demands
across-the-board restraint, especially in the Federal budget.

Therefore, I do not Intend to seek appropriations for the new programs
authorized in the hill in excess of amounts included in the 1975 budget until
1he general need for restricting Federal spending has abated. In the interm,
the estimated $155 million in spending already provided under current pro-
grams will provide a continuation of strong Federal support.

This bill represents a constructive effort to consolidate policy direction and
coordination of all Federal programs to assist States and localities in dealing
with the problems of juvenile delhiquency. The direction of our Federal pro-
grams has been fragmented far too long. This restructuring of present oper-
ation and authority will better assist State and local governments to carry
out the responsibilities in this field, which should remain with them. Hope-
fully, the result will be greater security for all citizens and more purpose,
sense, and happiness in the lives of young Americans.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE -0N TILE JUDICIARY,

March 19, 1975.
Hon. EDWARD H. LEVI,
Attorney General of the United States,
I)epartncnt of Jiustice,
Wa8h ington, D.C.

DEAR AIR. ATTORNEY GE-NERAL: Last summer, by overwhelming votes in both
the Senate and the House of Representatives, the Congress sent the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 to the President. This
measure was designed, through a 3-year bipartisan effort, to provide a com-
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prehensive Federal response to the problems of juvenile crime and delinquency
prevention. It represents a culmination of years of hard work and the exper-
tise and dedication of a great many individuals.

When President Ford signed tile bill into law on September 7, 1974, lie an-
nounced that be would not seek current fiscal year appropriations for the
newly authorized programs. Subsequently, Richard Velde, Administratbr, Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, Department of Justice, however, did
request permission to make use of $20 million of previously appropriated funds
to lay the groundwork to meet the congressional mandate inherent in this
measure.

Last fall the Office of Management and Budget approved the programing
request for the reversionary funds as did the House and Senate Appropri-
ations Subcommittees. It had been our understanding that OMB was reviewing
the Implementation plan for use of these funds and that these moneys would
soon be available to begin to implement the act. We are disheartened to learn
that the plan has been rejected.

During your confirmation hearings in January we recall your expressed
interest In doing more to fight juvenile crime and to prevent delinquency and
your statement that you would champion the new bill. The importance of this
legislation cannot be overstated. While we in government are attempting to
achieve a balanced budget, certain crisis problems, such as juvenile crime and
delinquency, demand an immediate mobilization of Federal resources.

We respectfully request that you do all that is possible to obtain funding
to implement the act.

Respectfully yours,
BIRCH BATH,

U.S. ,Scnator,
ROMAN L. HRUSKA,

U.S. Senator.
U.. SENATE ,

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICrARY,
April 7, 1975.

Hon. JOHN 0. PASTORE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce, The Judiciary, and Re-

lated Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to advise you of my concern about the ad-

ministration's failure to implement the provisions of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

As you may recall, both House and Senate appropriations committees have
approved a request to reprogram up to $20 million-of previously appropriated
funds to implement the Juvenile Delinquency Act this fiscal year. Unfor-
tunately, for some months now the Office of Management and Budget has been
unwilling to release the funds. This Is very discouraging to me personally,
as it Is to many others across the Nation who are looking for Federal leader-
ship in the effort to combat juvenile delinquency.

Over the last few weeks, I have been searching for some means to encourage
the release of the funds so that this program can get started. An informal
check with the Comptroller General regarding the legality of OMB impound-
ment of the funds under the rescission and deferral provisions of the new
Impoundment Control Act reveals that OMB can continue to prevent the re-
programed funds from bQng used to implement the new juvenile delinquency
program because there Is no statutory basis for the funding.

In other words, OMB can continue to ignore this approved reprograming
request and fail to implement the program without regard to the rescission
and deferral provisions of the Impoundment Control Act unless Congress acts
to reaffirm the reprograming decision in an appropriations act. Such reaffirma-
tion would then force the administration to either spend the funds for Juvenile
delinquency or else submit a rescission or deferral request for consideration
by the Congress.

Consequently, I am requesting that your subcommittee Include the following
language in the forthcoming supplemental appropriations bill which I believe
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would provide the statutory basis for implementation of the Juvenile De-
linquency Act before the close of this fiscal year:

"Provided, That up to $20 million, but not less than $10 million, shall be
available in fiscal year 1975 to carry out the provisions of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and that these funds shall be derived
by transfer within the appropriation 'Salaries and Expenses', Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, 1975."

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely, ExuGH BATH,

Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquecwy.

Aparm 9, 1975.
Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: This is In response to your letter of March 19, 1975
in which you urged action in obtaining funds for the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

I share your view that a comprehensive Federal response to the problems
of Juvenile delinquency is necessary. Accordingly, I Intend to seek ways to
meet the laudable objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act.

Sincerely,
EDWARD H. LEvI,

Attorney General.
U.S. SENATE,

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1975.

Hon. BIRCH BAYH,
Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate,
Wayhtngton, D. C.

DEAR BIRCH: Thank you for your recent proposal designed to implement
the new Juvenile delinquency program.

Subsequent to your letter, the House Included $15 million In the fiscal year.
1975 Second Supplemental Appropriation bill. I have discussed the House
action with Richard Velde, the Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration, and he has several concerns that remain unaddressed
by the House action. These include matters of staffing, extended availability of
the funds and the distribution and adequacy of the House allowance. Perhaps
your staff could work with the Subcommittee clerk to develop a proposal for
subcommittee consideration that would deal with some of the concerns that
have been raised.

Thank you again for writing. Please be assured that I appreciate your
suggestions and that I welcome your further assistance In this matter.

JoHN 0. PASTOR,
Chairman, Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce,

the -Judiciary, and Related Agencies.

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITI-t; ON THE JUDICIARY.

April 30, 1975.
Hon. JOHN 0. PASTOR,
Chairman.
Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce, The Judiciary; and Related Agencies,
Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. 0.

DEAR MNR. CHAIRMAN: This is to advise you of recent activities since my
letter of April 7. 1975 regarding my concern about the Administration's failure
to implement the provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974.
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The House Appropriations Committee has included $15 million for the Juve-
nile Justice Act in the Supplemental Appropriations bill for this fiscal year.
Of these moneys $3.75 million would be used for special emphasis grants
which are direct Federal grants to public and private agencies designed to
combat juvenile crime and delinquency. For example, the Big Brothers of
America, who rely exclusively on voluntary contributions, would be able to
utilize such. funds to strengthen their anti-delinquency program in a com-
munity or to introduce the concept in an area not currently served by a local
chapter. In addition, $10 million would be made available to states under a
minimum formula allocation of $200.000. A small portion, 15 percent or less,
of these moneys could be used for planning, but the bulk of the funds would
be channelled to State and local agencies dealing directly with delinquency
prevention. For Federal salaries and related uses, to get the programs started,
$ 50,000 would be available.

Yesterday. I heard testimony from Mr. Paul O'Neill, Deputy Director of
the Office of Management and the Budget, Mr. Richard Velde, Administrator
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and Elmer Staats, Comp-
troller General of the General Accounting Office. Based on these and other
conversations it appears that $25 million could be obligated before June 30
to be spent by public and private agencies during the coming year.

I am also reaffirming my earlier position that would transfer up to $20
million, but not less than $10 million, of previously appropriated funds to be
used by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under the special
emphasis program.

Youths under 19 are responsible for more than 50 percent of the serious
crime in this country. I know that you, with your responsibilities in the
criminal justice-corrections areas, understand that this modest amount is
justified as an investment that will help us to save future tax dollars and to
enable more of our troubled youth to become productive citizens.

I have discussed this matter with Senator Hruska, the ranking minority
member of the Judiciary Committee and Senator Mathias, the mmking minority
ziember of our Subcommittee and they have no objection to this approach.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

BIRCH BAYH,
Chairman, Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency.

U.S. SENATE,
Comurrmzm ON THE JUDICIARY,

June 26, 1975.
Hon. JoHn 0; PAsToRE,
Chairman,
Subcommittee on State. Justice, commerce,

The Judiciary; and Related Agencies,
Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D. 0.

DRAR MI. CHAIRMAN: This is to advise you of my continuing concern that
the provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
nre Implemented to the maximum extent possible in spite of the current
loudgetary squeeze and belt tightening. I am deeply appreciative of your in-
terest and strong support for the program.

The $25 millou provided for the Juvenile Justice Act in the Suppleuiental
Appropriations bill for this fiscal year will help to initiate this program which
is designed to strengthen our national delinquency prevention effort by pro-
viding modest assistance to states, local governments and to nonprofit groups
puch as the Big Brothers of America and by providing minimal moneys for
planning, Federal salaries and related uses.

The Rouse Appropriations Committee has earmarked $40 million for the
Juvenile Justice Act In the Appropriations bill for fiscal year 1976. They
should be commended for their commitment to move forward with the pro-
gram, but I believe that an amount more commensurate with the growing
delinquency problem could be wisely spent by public and private agencies
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during the coming year. Rather than the full authorization of $125 million,
it appears that $75 million would be far more appropriate.

This level of second year funding, when coupled with the recent startup
moneys, would represent a significant step toward fulfillment of the act's
commitment to prevention as an integral part of the Federal Government's
fight against crime.

Youths under 19 are responsible for more than 50 percent of the serious
crime In this country. I know that you, with your responsibilities in the
criminal-corrections areas, understand that this modest amount is justified as
an Investment that will help us to save future tax dollars and to enable more
of our troubled youth to become productive citizens.

Thank you for your consideration,
Sincerely,

BIRCH BAYJI,
Chairman, Subcommittee To Inve8tigate Juvenile Delinquency.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

July 2, 1975.
Hon. BIRCH BAYIT,
U.S. Senate,
Vashington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR B.-yii: Thank you for your letter of June 26, in support of
a fiscal year 1976 funding level of $75 million to carry out the provisions of
the Juvenile Justice Act. Please be assured that your views will receive very
careful consideration when the committee deliberates on the fiscal year 197
budget request for the Department of Justice.

Sincerely,
JOHN 0. PASTORE,

Chairman, Subcommittce on, State, Ju8tice, Commerce,
the Judiciary and Related Agencics.

[Excerpt From the Congressional Record, July 29, 1973]
/

SENATOR BAYH CONTINUES FIGHT FOR DELINQUENCY FUNDING

SUPPORT FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, today the Senate will consider an appropriation
of funds for a measure which far too long has been denied proper imple-
nientation-the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
This act which I introduced some time ago is designed specifically to pre-

vent young people from entering our failing juvenile justice system, and to
assist communities in developing more sensible and economic approaches for
youngsters already In the juvenile justice system. It creates an Office of
Juvenile Justice and 1)elinquency Prevention in the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration of the Department of Justice to coordinate all Federal
juvenile justice programs now scattered throughou the Federal Government.
It establishes a National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and De-
linqeuncy Prevention to advise LEAA on Federal juvenile delinquency pro-
grams. It also provides for block grants to State and local governments and
grants to public and private agencies to develop juvenile justice programs
with special emphasis on alternative treatment and prevention.

Mr. President, the need for adequate implementation of ,this legislation Is
all too obvious for those concerned with the rising tide of crime' in America;
a frightening phenomena that is largely the result of a rapidly escalating
crime level among our young people.

While youths between the ages of 10 and 17 make up 16 percent of our
population they account for fully 45 percent of all persons arrested for
serious crime. Fifty-one percent of those arrested for property crimes and
23 percent for violent crimes had not yet reached their 18th birthday. That
part of our population under 22 years old account for 61 percent of the total
criminal arrests in this country.
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The seriousness of the present situation was dramatically underscored in
testimony submitted Just recently at our subcommitte's inquiry into Juvenile
delinquency in our elementary and secondary schools. It was estimated at
that hearing that vandalism in our schools is costing the American taxpayer
over $590 million per year. Moreover, a survey of 757 school districts across
the country conducted by the subcommittee staff found that teachers and
students are being murdered, assaulted, and robbed in the hallways, play-
grounds, and classrooms of American schools at an ever-escalating rate.
Each year, in fact, approximately 70,000 teachers are physically assaulted
in this country.

Who can dispute the need for immediate action? The recently released
Federal Bureau of Investigation report on trends in crime for 1974 presents
additional confirmation of the rising tide of criminal activity in America.
Serious crime in the United States rose 17 percent last year, the highest
annual increase since the FBI b ga o tl g crime data 45 years ago. The
increase for the first quarter of 1975 has reached 18 percent.

The suburban increase for last year was 20 percent while crime in rural
areas increased 21 percent. In smaller communities-under 10,000-crime
increased by 24 percent last year while robbery went up by 30 percent.

It is important to stress that these are problems that impact on the lives
of our citizens in rural, suburban, and urban areas. In fact, one who reviews
the top 50 crime centers, based on the number of serious crimes per 100,000,
will discover Phoenix, Ariz.; Daytona Beach, Fla.; Fresno, Calif.; and Albu-
querque, N.M., among the top 10 in the Nation.

Mr. President, this is not the first occasion on which I have found it ap-
propriate to emphasize these tragic and startling statistics. For more than 4
years as chairman of the Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, I have
stressed these concerns, but more importantly the failure of the Federal
Government to adequately respond to juvenile crime and to make the pre-
vention of delinquency a Federal priority.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is the product of
these many years of work. It was developed and supported by bipartisan
groups of citizens throughout the country and was sent to the President by
strong bipartisan major in the Senate and 329 to 20 in the
House.

The act recognizes that our present system of juvenile justice is failing
miserably. It is based on our findings that the present system is geared
primarily to react to youth offenders rather than to prevent the youthful
offense. It is likewise, predicated on conclusive evidence that the system
fails at the crucial point when a youngster first gets into trouble.

The juvenile who takes a car for a joy ride or tli youngster who thinks
shoplifting is a lark are often confronted by a system of justice completely
incapable of dealing with them in a constructive manner.

I am all too aware of the limited alternatives available to the juvenile
Judges in communities across the Nation when they are confronted with the
decision of what to do with a Juvenile involved in an initial, relatively minor
offense. In many instances the judge has but two choices-send the juvenile
back to the environment which created these problems in the first place with
nothing more than a stern lecture, or incarcerate the juvenile In a system
structured for serious offenders where the youth will invariably emerge
only to escalate his level of law violations into more serious criminal
behavior.

In addition to the dilemma we now face as to what we do with the young
troublemaker, we are also confronted with thousands of children who have
committed no criminal act in adult terms. In fact, almost 40 percent of all
children Involved in the juvenile justice system today have not done anything
which could be considered a violation of criminal law. Yet these children-
70 percent are young girls-often end up in Institutions with hardened juve-
nile offenders and adult criminals. Instead of receiving counseling and re-
habilitation outside the depersonalized environment of a jail, these youngsters
are commingled with youthful and adult offenders. There should be little
wonder that three of every four youthful offenders commit subsequent crimes.

Some youthful offenders must be removed from their communities for so-
clety's sake as well as their own. But the incarceration should be reserved
for those youths who cannot lie handled by other alternatives.
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Each year an excessive number of juveniles are unnecessarily incarcerated

in crowded Juvenile or adult institutions simply because of the lack of a
workable alternative. The need for such alternatives to provide an inter-
mediate step between essentially ignoring a youth's problems or adopting a
course which can only make them worse, is evident.

Mr. President, the recidivism rate among youthful offenders under 20 is
the highest among all groups and has been estimated at between 75 and 85
percent in testimony before our subcommittee. Obviously, past Federal efforts
to provide alternatives have been inadequate and have not recognized that
the best way to combat Juvenile delinquency is to prevent it. The act repre-
sents a Federal commitment to provide leadership, coordination and a frame-
work for using the Nation's resources to assist State and local agencies,
both public and private to deal more effectively with Juvenile crime and
delinquency prevention. Moreover, this legislation provides a workable pro-
gram for delinquency prevention. A recently released General Accounting
Office report found that if this act were properly implemented it "should
help prevent and control Juvenile delinquency."

In order to properly implement this very promising program, Mr. President,
we need a sufficient appropriation of money. As Elmer Staats, Comptroller
General of the United States, testified at a recent hearing of our subcom-
mittee: "Since Juveniles account for almost half the arrests for serious
crimes in the Nation, adequate funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delin.
quency Prevention Act of 1974 would appear to be essential In any strategy
to reduce the Nation's crime."

Because the Juvenile Justice Act represents such a promising approach to
these problems, I find it particularly distressing that the President has con-
sistently expressed opposition to Its implementation. Despite the fact that
he signed this act Into law last September, he has, to this date, failed to
nominate a director for this program and has omitted any funds for activities
under the act fyom his fiscal budget request for 1976. I can think of few
more blatant examples of false economy and misplaced priorities than the
fact that while Juvenile crime in this country is costing Americans $12
billion annually, the administration continues to be steadfastly opposed to
the expenditure of one red cent to reduce that loss.

In spite of suc'i opposition we are making progress in our effort to make
juventle-crime prevention a national priority. Though disappointed by the
Office of Management and Budget decision withdrawing its November ap-
proval of $20 million for the program-on the ground according to Paul
O'Neill, Deputy Director, OMB, that "at the time of the 1976 budget review.
the President indicated that he did not want to provide funding to imple-
ment this program"-last month the Senate approved $35 million in the
second fiscal year 1975 supplemental bill to permit LEAA to begin to address
the congressional mandate of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act. Though later compromised to $25 million In conference with the
House of Representatives which had provided $15 million, it was a start.

The $75 million contained in today's fiscal year 1976 appropriation bill
IR indeed significant. The House committee has earmarked $40 million for
the program and Its Members should be commended for their commitment
to move forward with the program, but I believe that the Senate amount as
I indicated to the distinguished chariman, Senator Pastore, earlier this year
is more commensurate with the growing delinquency problems and could be
wisely spent by public and private agencies this year.

This level of second year funding, when coupled with the recent startup
moneys, represents a significant step toward fulfillment of the act's commit.
ment to prevention of delinquency-before the initial serious act or at least
at that point-as an integral part of the Federal Government's fight against
crime.

I am deeply appreciative of the interest and strong support for this pro-
gram expressed by the distinguished chairman. Senator McClellan, and Sen-
atnr Pnstore, the distinguished subcommittee chairman.

I rge my colleagues to give the bill favorable consideration and hope that
the Hou.e of Representatives will agree with our view that prevention of
delinqiez cv and efforts to curb Juvenile crime demand immediate and ade-
quate funding.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the appropriate section of the

report-page 23-regarding the fiscal year 1976 appropriation for the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as well as the pertinent part of the
supplemental appropriation be printed in the Record.

There being no objection, the material was ordered to be printed in the
Record, as follows:

FxscAL Ymm.i 1976

Law Enforcement Assistanoe Administration

EALARIE8 AND EXPENSES

1975 appropriation ------------------------------------ $887, 171,000
1976 budget estimate ----------------------------------- 769,784, 000
House allowance -------------------------------------- 769,638,000
Committee recommendation ----------------------------- 861, 638, 000

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $861,638,000, a decrease of
$25,533,000 below the 1975 appropriation $91,854,000 over the budget estimate,
and $92 million over the House allowance. The committee recommendation
would provide $40 million for the law enforcement education program, $75 million
for the Juveule justice program, and the budget request level for ongoing LEAA
State block grant and other activities.

Under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is charged with the responsi-
bility for assisting State and local governments in reducing crime and improv-
ing the quality of the criminal Justice system. This appropriation also includes
funds to carry out title II 9f the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974.

The House, in its action on the bill, earmarked $40 million for the law enforce-
ment education program', the same as the 1975 level, and an increase of $17 mil-
lion over the President's budget request which had recommended a 45 percent
reduction in law enforcement education programs. The effect of the House action
would have been to finance the $17 million restoration of the law enforcement
education program by forcing an offsetting $17 million reduction on ongoing
LEAA activities-including block grants to States-which have already been
reduced in the budget request by $110 million. The committee recommendation
would restore the law enforcement education program to last year's $40 million
level without reducing ongoing LEAA activities below the budget request.

In similar fashion, the House earmarked $40 million for the Juvenile justice
program, an increase of $15 million over the 1975 level and $40 million over the
President's budget request which had recommended zero for the Juvenile justice
program. The effect of the House action would have been to finance the $40 mil-
lion funding level for the Juvenile justice program by forcing an offsetting
$40 million reduction on ongoing LEAA activities-including block grants to
States-which have already been reduced in the budget request by $110 million.
The committee recommendation would provide $75 million for the Juvenile justice
program without reducing ongoing LEAA activities below the budget request.

The committee's recommendations reflect concern about the recent 17 percent
year-to-year increase in serious crime, the possible serious adverse effects on public
safety that further reductions in LEAA activities may have on the financial
stability of hard pressed State and local police departments-many of which are
being forced to lay off police officers-and the fact that over half of the serious
crime in this country is committed by youths under the age of 19.

The bill includes $217,960,000 for LEAA to carry out these programs at essen-
tially the same level as the 1976 committee recommendation during the transition
quarter.

FIscAL YEAR 1975 SUPPLEMENTAL

The committee recommends $85 million for the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, an increase of $20 million over the House allowance, of which
$10 million shall be derived by transfer of 1971-74 reversionary funds.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 authorized
$75 million to implement the provisions of the new legislation. Unfortunately, the
administration has not requested an appropriation to carry out the new program.
Late last year, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration requested com-
mittee approval to reprogram up to $20 million to implement this program. This
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reprograming was readily approved by both Appropriations Committees of Con-
gress. Nevertheless, the Office of Management and Budget has yet to release the
funds.

The problem of juvenile delinquency prevention is most serious. Almost one-half
the serious crimes committed in this country are by youths under 18 years of age.

The committee agrees with the House that because of the OMB delay with
regard to the -reprogramed funds, it is necessary for the Congress to reaffirm
its earlier reprograming decision by appropriating additional funds to implement
the new juvenile delinquency legislation. In order to increase the efficient and
effective expenditure of funds, the committee has extended the availability for
$25 million in new budget authority until August 31, 1975. These funds would
be used principally for State formula grant allocations based on population with
a minimum grant of $200,000 to each State. The committee has also included
language in the bill to divert $10 million in 1971-74 reversionary funds to be
applied toward the Implementation of the new legislation. These funds would
be used primarily to accelerate the special emphasis prevention and treatment
programs, provide some increased State planning, and develop the necessary
administrative mechanism to insure the success of the new program. The com-
mittee has provided that reversionary funds shall remain available until Decem-
ber 31, 1975, primarily to insure the stability of the development of a professional
staff to administer the program and would expect the grants awarded from rever-
sionary funds to be obligated much earlier in the fiscal year. The committee
strongly believes that a staff of at least 51 positions are required to mount the
program effectively and has included sufficient funds to support such a staff.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MfANAOEMENT AND BUDGET,

Waehington, D.C., September 10, 1975.
1ion. JoHN 0. PASTORE,
chairmann . State. Jfstic. Commerce, The Judiciary Subcommittce,
Appropriations Committee,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

DFAR MP. CHATIMAN: The purpose of this letter Is to express to you our
deep concern regarding H.R. 8121, the State, Justice, Commerce appropri-
ations bill. -

The House version of the bill contains a provision limiting the President's
ability to conduct diplomatic negotions related to the Panama Canal. The
Senate version contains unacceptable levels of appropriations. We will
strongly recommend that the President veto the bill if it is approved by the
Conference with these unacceptable provisions.

Compared with the President's budget request, the Senate bill would in-
crease 1976 outlays by $86 million, decrease those In the transition quarter
by $20 million, and Increase those in 1977 by $161 million. In the light of our
veed to control the size of the Federal deficit, we do not believe such In-
c'enses can be justified.

Within the Department of Commerce appropriation, an additional $209 mil-
lion bas been provided for the Economic Development Administration and
the Regional Action Planning Commissions In 1976. The Senate committee
report states that these increases, which would primarily fund public-works
projects, are necessary to deal with the current unemployment situation. It
is clear, however, that the outlays from these projects will occur primarily-
in 1977 and beyond and that the proposed increase will have little Impact on
present unemployment.

Within the Department of Justice appropriation the Senate bill provides
an Increase of $92 million in 1976 for the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration (LEAA). Of this, $75 million Is provided for new juvenile
delinquency programs authorized by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 and $17 million is provided for the law enforcement
education program (LEEP). No additional funding for the new juvenile
delinquency program was requested in the 1976 budget, primarily because
the new act duplicates in large measure legislative authorities already avail-
able under the regular LEAA program. The new act also mandates that
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LEAA not reduce current spending for juvenile delinquency under regular
LEAA programs (estimated at $140 million annually). Furthermore, supple-
mental appropriations added by the Congress late in fiscal 1975 ($25 million)
will be available during fiscal 1976 to initiate new juvenile delinquency pro-
grams. Funds currently available (approximately $165 million) are sufficient
to mount a successful juvenile delinquency program in 1976. In the case of
the law enforcement education program, we continue to believe that the $23
million requested in the budget is adequate in the light of competing law
enforcement priorities.

The Senate version of the bill also increases funding for the Small Business
Administration's loan programs by $58 million above the amount estimated
in the President's budget. This increase for low interest direct loans is in
addition to the $200 million provided for the 7(a) direct loan program and
the nonphysical disaster program. This add-on would raise 1976 outlays by
$35 million.

In addition to these major funding problems, the restriction in the House
version of the bill which prohibits the use of funds for negotiations with
Panama over the Canal is highly objectionable. Such a provision, because
of the limitation it provides on executive branch ability to conduct inter-
national negotiations, in itself would provide a basis for veto.

I will be pleased to discuss with you our concerns with this legislation.
Sincerely yours,

JAMES T. LYNN,
Director.



INFORMATION ABOUT TIE NATIONAL ADVISORY CoMm rrrE

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SS CMRTARY,
The White House, March 19, 1975.

The President today announced the appointment of 21 persons as members
of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. The President is also designating J. D. Anderson of Omaha,
Nebraska as chairman of the committee. The members are:

FOR TERMS OF 3 YEARS

J. D. Anderson, of Omaha, Neb., president, Guarantee Mutual Life Co.,
Omaha, Nebr.

Allen F. Breed, of Lodi, Calif., director of the Department of Youth Au-
thority, Sacramento, Calif.

John Florez, of Salt Lake City, Utah, director, office of equal opportunity,
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Albert Reiss, Jr., of Woodbridge, Conn., chairman, Department of Sociology,
Yale University, Woodbridge, Conn.

Cindy Ritter, of Mound City, S. Dak., youth program assistant, extension
office, State Department of South Dakota, Mound City, S. Dak.

Flora Rothman, of Bayside, N.Y., chairwoman, of the task force on justice
for children of the National Council of Jewish Women, Bayside, N.Y.

Bruce Stokes, of Newark, Del., teacher coordination of distributive edu-
cation, Thomas McKean High School, Wilmington, Del.

FOR TERMS Or 2 YEARS

William R. Bricker, of Scarsdale, N.Y., national director, Boys Club of
America, New York. N.Y.

Richard Curt Clement, of Toms River, N.J., chief of police, Dover Township
Police Department, Toms River, N.J.

Wilmer S. Cody, of Birmingham, Ala., superintendent of schools, Birmingham,
Ala.

Robert Bradley Martin, of Memphis, Tenn., State representative, Tennessee
General Assembly, Memphis, Tenn.

Edwin Meese, III, of Bonita, Calif., vice president for administration, Rohr
Industries, Inc., San Diego, Calif.

George H. Mills, of Ilaunla, Hawaii, medical director, the Kamehameha
Schools, Kapalama Heights, Hawaii.

Wilfred W. Nuernberger, of Lincoln, Nebr., Judge of the separate Juvenile
court of Lancaster County, Nebr.

FOR TERM OF I YEAR

C. Joseph Anderson, of Terre Haute, Ind., Judge of the Vigo County (Ind.)
circuit court, Terre Haute, Ind.

Augustine Chris Baca, of Albuquerque, N.M., executive director of the South-
west Valley youth development project, Albuquerque, N.M.

Alyce 0. Gullatte, of the District of Columbia, assistant professor of psychic.
atry and family planning, Howard University College of Medicine, Wash-
ington, D.C.

William P. Hogoboom, of Pasadena, Calif., assistant presiding judge, Los
Angeles County superior court, Pasadena, Calif.

A. V. Eric McFadden, of Boston, Mass., special assistant to Mayor White of
Boston, Boston, Mass.
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Joan Myklebust, of Longview, Wash., recently resigned group life counselor
1, Maple Lane School for Girls, Olympia, Wash.

Michael W. Olson, of Pittsburgh, Pa., 16-year-old youth representative, Pitts-
burgh, Pa.
The Committee consists of the Attorney General, the Secretary of HEW,

the Secretary of Labor, the Director of the Special Action Office for Drug
Abuse Prevention, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the
Assistant Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, the Deputy Assistant Administrator of the Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, or their respective designees and 21
members appointed by the President.

The committee was established by Public Law 93-415 of September 7,
1974, to make recommendations to the Administrator of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration at least annually with respect to planning, policy,
priorities, operations, and management of all Federal Juvenile delinquency
programs. The committee shall meet at the call of the chairman but not
less than four times a year.

[Excerpt From the Federal Register, Apr. 9, 197151

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAw ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

Notice of eetabliehment
Notice is hereby given that the charter of the National Advisory Committee

for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention has been filed with the
Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate; Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
House of Representatives; Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of
Representatives; Committee Management Secretariat, Office of Management and
Budget; and the Library of Congress pursuant to section 9(c) of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (Public Law 92-463).

The National Advisory Committee for Juienile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention and two subcommittees were statutorily established by sections
207(a) and 208(d) and (e) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-415). The two subcommittees are: (1)
An Advisory Committee for the National Institute for Juvenile JUstice and
Delinquency Prevention; and (2) an Advisory Committee to the LEAA Ad.
ministrator on Standards for the Administration of Juvenile Justice. The
Advisory Committee and subcommittees will report to and receive support
from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA), U.S. Department of Justice.

The responsibilities of the advisory committee will be advisory in nature.
In particular the advisory committee will: (1) Advise the LEAA Adminis-
trator in the development of policy, objectives and priorities for all Federal
Juvenile delinquency programs; (2) advise the LEAA Administrator in the
development of reports to the President and Congress which analyze aml
evaluate Federal Juvenile delinquency programs, expenditures made, results
achieved, plans developed, and problems encountered in operating and co-
ordinating such programs; (3) advise the LEAA Administrator in the de-
velopment of an annual comprehensive plan for Federal Juvenile delinquency
programs, with particular emphasis on the prevention of Juvenile delinquency
and the development of programs and services which will encourage increased
diversion of youth from the Juvenile Justice system; and (4) advise the
Assistant Administration for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, LEAA, in the development of plans for the Implementation of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

The regular membership of the advisory committee shall be appointed by
the President from persons who by virtue of their training or experience
have special knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of Juvenile
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delinquency or the administration of Juvenile justice, such as Juvenile or
family court judges, probation, correctional, or law enforcement personnel;
and representatives of private voluntary organizations and community-based
programs. The President shall designate the chairman. 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 20 years of age on the date of their appoint-
ment.

Members of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention shall be ex-ofliclo members of the advisory committee.

The advisory committee Will meet at the call of the chairman, but not less
- than-four times a year, and will remain in existence for the duration of

Public Law 93-415, or until September 30, 1977.
Notice is also hereby given that Mr. Frederick P. Nader, Acting Adminis-

trator, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention operations task group,
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice,
Room 742, 633 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20531, is designated
as the authorized employee of the Federal Government to perform the duties
outlined in section 10(e) of the Federal Advisory Committee Act for this ad-
visory committee, and that Mr. John M. Greacen, Deputy Director, National
Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, 633 Indiana Avenue
NW., Washington, D.C. 20531, is designated as the authorized employee of
the Federal Advisory Committtee Act for the subcommittees of this advisory
committee.

Notice is hereby given that the first meeting of the National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention will be held on
April 25, 1975, at the Ramada Inn, 100 North Fort Myer Drive, Arlington,
Va. The meeting will convene at 9:30 a.m., adjourn for lunch at 12 n., -and
resume at 1:30 p.m.

The meeting will be open to the public.
For further information, please contact Mr. Frederick P. Nader, Acting

Assistant Administrator, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 633 Indiana Avenue NW., Wash-
ington, D.C. 20531.

RICHARD W. VELDE,

Administrator.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITrEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

CHARTER
Preamble

In enacting the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,
the Congress and the President established within the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration of the Department of Justice an Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to prevent and reduce Juvenile delin-
quency in the United States: by encuraging the development and implemen-
tation of effective methods and programs aimed at the prevention of de-
linquency, diversion of Juveniles from the traditional Juvenile justice system,
provision of alternatives to incarceration and improvement of the quality
of Juvenile justice; by encouraging research, demonstration and evaluation
activities and disseminating the results of such research to persons and
organizations actively working in the field of Juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention; by developing standards for the administration of Juvenile jus-
tice: by encouraging the provision of technical expertise and resources to
state and local communitiess to conduct more effective Juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention and treatment programs; and by providing leader-
ship and coordination at the federal level. The Act also created a National
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to bring
together a group of outstanding persons from throughout the United States
with special knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of Juvenile
delinquency and the administration of Juvenile justice to advise the Ad-
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ministrator of LEAA, and the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the implementation of its pro-
visions. It is to carry out these purposes that this charter is granted.

I. DESIGNATION

The committee shall be known as the National Advisory Committee for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

II. AUTHORITY AND SCOPE

The committee will operate pursuant to the provisions of the Federal
Advisory Committee Standards Act, Public Law 92-463, OMB Circular No.
A-3, (LEAA) Notice H 1300.2, and any additional orders and directives
issued in implementation of the act. The committee is established under the
authority of section 207(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974, Public Law 93-415. The scope of its functions is limited
to the duties specified in this charter.

III. DURATION AND TERMINATION

This committee will remain in existence for the duration of Public Law
93-415 or until September 30, 1977.

IV. RESPONSIBLE AND SUPPORTING AGENCY

This committee will report to and receive support from the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, Department of Justice, 633
Indiana Avenue, NW., Washington, D.C. 20531.

V. DUTIES

Advise the Administrator in the development of policy, objectives and
priorities for all Federal Juvenile delinquency programs.Advise the Administrator in the development of reports to the President
and Congress which analyze and evaluate Federal Juvenile delinquency
programs, expenditures .made, results achieved, plans developed, and problems
encountered in operating and coordinating such programs.

Advise the Administrator in the development of an annual comprehensive
plan for Federal Juvenile delinquency programs, with particular emphasis on
the prevention of Juvenile delinquency and the development of programs and
services which will encourage increased diversion of youth from the Juvenile
Justice system.

Advise the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention in the development of plans for the implementation
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.
Through subcommittees

Serve as the Advisory Committee for the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Serve as the Advisory Committee to the Administrator on Standards for
the Administration of Juvenile Justice.

At the Administrator's option, advise the Administrator on other particular
functions or aspects of Juvenile justice.

Yr. OPERATING COSTS

The estimated operating cost is $35,000.

VIZ. MEMBERSHIP

There shall be 21 members. The members of the Coordinating Council on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention established under the authority
of section 206(a), Public Law 93-415, shall be ex officio members of the
committee.

(a) The regular members of the Advisory Committee shall be appointed
by the President from persons who by virtue of their training or experience

67-988---76----34
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have special knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency or the administration of juvenile justice, such as juvenile or
family court Judges; probation, correctional, or law enforcement personnel;
and representatives of private voluntary organizations and community-based
programs. The President shall designate the chairman. 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 26 years of age on the date of their appoint-
ment.

(b) Members appointed by the President to the Committee shall serve for
terms of four years and shaU be eligible for reappointment except that for
the first composition of the Advisory Committee, one-third of these members
shall be appointed to 1-year terms, one-third to 2-year terms, and one-third
to 3-year terms; thereafter each term shall be 4 years. Any members ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for
which his predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term.

yin. MEETING

The committee will meet at the call of the chairman but not less than four
times a year.

I grant This Charter This - day of - 1975.
RICHARD W. VELDE,

Administrator.

REMARKS OF SENATOR BIRCH BAYH, NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUvM-
NILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, APRIL 25, 1975

I want to take this opportunity to congratulate all of you on your appoint-
ments to the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention. Your membership on this panel represents both a great
honor and a great responsibility. On the one hand it is a testament to your
knowledge and experience in this field as well as your commitment to the
goals of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974. On the other hand you will soon
be participating in the critically important process of planning and coordi-
nating the Nation's juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs
that are so vital to the future of our young people. Moreover, your assump-
tion of this responsibility comes at a time when our juvenile justice system
is facing a crisis of serious proportions. As chairman of the Senate Sub-
committee To-Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, I have become acutely aware
of the increasingly serious nature of Juvenile crime and our inadequate, In-
effective and, all too often, counterproductive attempts to control it. I know
I do not have to tell the members of this distinguished group that the in-
crease in crime in America is largely a product of a rapidly escalating crime
level am-ong our young people.

The number of juveniles arrested for serious and violent ,crimes increased
1600 percent in the 20 years between 1952 and 1972. Today, youths between
the ages of 10 and 17 make up 16, percent of our populations, yet these same
youths account for 45 percent of all persons arrested for serious crime.
51 -percent of those arrested for property crimes and 23 percent for violent
crimes have not yet reached their 18th birthday. That part of our Pbpulatpn,
which is under 22 years old, account for 61 percent of the total arrests;
while those 25 and under account for a staggering, 75 percent of the total
number of people arrested annually for serious offenses. In New York City
today boys and girls 15 years and under are committing one-third of all
violent felonies.

The seriousness of the present situation was dramatically underscored in
testimony submitted just last week at our subcommittee's inquiry into juve-
nile delinquency in our elementary and secondary schools. It was estimated
at that hearing that vandalism in our schools is costing the American tax-
payer over $590 million per year. Moreover, a survey of 757 school districts
across the country conducted by the subcommittee staff found that teachers
and students are being murdered, assaulted and robbed in the hallways,
playgrounds and classrooms of American schools at an ever-escalating rate.
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Between 1070 and 1973, for instance, 362 teachers were assaulted in Dayton,
Ohio schools. In the Kansas City school system over 250 teachers were at-
tacked in that same period. Each year, in fact, approximately 70,000 teachers
are physically assaulted in this country, ranging from the shooting death of
an elementary school principal in Chicago by one of his pupils to the beating
of a high school math teacher in Omaha just last month.

Of course, the principle victims of the crime wave in our educational sys-
tems are not the teachers but the students themselves. The. number of
American students who died in the combat zones of our Nation's schools
between 1970 and 1973 .exceeds the number of Ai' erican-soldiers killed in
combat throughout the first 3 years of the Vietnam conflict. Just in the first
2 weeks of the 1972 school year one student was killed and five others
wounded in knife attacks at three different San Francisco schools.

These figures are indeed alarming, but what is perhaps more frightening
is that the system of juvenile Justice which we have devised to meet this
problem has not only failed, but has in many instances succeeded only in
making first offenders into hardened criminals. Recidivism among youthful
offenders under 20 is the highest among all age groups and has been esti-
mated, in testimony before our Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee, at be-
tween 75 and 85 percent.

These statistics point conclusively to the failure of our juvenile justice
system. A failure that can no longer be tolerated. After 4 years of hearings
in Washington and throughout the country, the testimony presented to my
subcommittee on Juvenile delinquency has led me to two important conclu-
sions.

The first is that our present system of juvenile justice is geared primarily
to react to youthful offenders rather than to prevent the youthful offense.

Second, the evidence is overwhelming that the system fails at the crucial
point when a youngster first gets into trouble. The juvenile who takes a car
for a joy ride, or vandalizes school property, or views shoplifting as a lark,
is confronted by a system of justice often completely incapable of dealing
with him in a constructive manner.

I'm sure you are aware of the limited alternatives available to the Juvenile
judges in your communities when they are confronted with the decision of
what to do with a Juvenile involved in an initial, relatively minor offense.
In many instances the judge has but two choices-send the juvenile back to
the environment which created these problems in the first place with nothing
more than a stern lecture, or incarcerate the juvenile in a system structured
for serious offenders where the youth will invariably emerge only to escalate
his level of law violations into more serious criminal behavior.

In addition to the dilemma we now face as to what we do With the young
troublemaker, we are also confronted with thousands of children who have
committed no criminal act in adult terms. In fact, almost 40 percent of all
children involved in the juvenile justice system today have not done &nything
which could be considered a violation of criminal law. Yet these nearly one
half million children often end up in institutions with hardened juvenile
offenders and adult criminals. Instead of receiving counseling and rehabilita.
tion outside, the depersonalized environment of a jail, these youngsters are
comingled with youthful and adult offenders. There should be little wonder that
three of every four youthful offenders commit subsequent crimes.

Each year an excessive number of Juveniles are unnecessarily incarcerated
in crowded juvenile or adult institutions simply because of *the lack of a
workable alternative. The need for such - alternatives to provide an inter-
mediate step between essentially ignoring a youth's problems or adopting a
course which can only make them worse, is evident.

To assist State and local governments in an effort to provide an alterna-
tive, the Congress last year overwhelmingly approved and President Ford
signed into law, the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of1974". The purpose of this act is to make juvenile delinquency a priority
concern of the Federal Government. It is designed to prevent young people
from entering our failing juvenile justice system, and to assist communities
In developing more sensible and and economic approaches for youngsters al-
ready in the juvenile justice system.
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I think we can all agree that Federal efforts in the past have been inade-
quate. We have not recognized that the best way to combat Juvenile delin-
quency is to prevent it. The act represents a significant Federal commitment
to provide leadership, resources, and financial assistance to State and local
governments in order to confront all aspects of the delinquency problem.

The Juvenile Justice Act was approved overwhelmingly by Congress which
realized that in the past 3 years, the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration had never spent more than 19 percent of its annual budget "on Juvenile
programs, and very little of this on prevention. The Congress also recognized
that the lack of coordination and absence of full funding for the many Juve-
nile programs scattered among Federal agencies had to be corrected.

I believe the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 represents a constructive and
workable approach in a Joint Federal, State, local and private effort to con-
trol and reverse the alarming rise in Juvenile crime. A Government Account-
ing Office study released Just this week on the act and its prospects for
solving these problems stated that the 1974 act, "if properly implemented
should help prevent and control juvenile delinquency."

The GAO report concluded: "Since juveniles account for almost half the
arrests for serious crimes in the Nation, adequate funding of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 would appear to be essential
in any strategy to reduce the nation's crime."

Because the act represents such a promising solution to these problems,
I find it particularly shocking that the President has expressed total oppo-
sition to its proper implementation. It is obvious that he does not appreciate
either the gravity of the situation nor the terrible cost it is inflicting on our
society.

Today, crimes by young people cost Americans almost $12 billion per year
and yet this administration is unwavering in its decision to spend no money
under this act to reduce that loss. At the same time that President Ford is
asking the American people to come up with $700 million more to follow the
$150 billion we have already poured into the Vietnam quagmire he refuses
to spend one red cent for these programs designed to help our young people.
This $700 million, which the administration is so willing to spend in a doubt-
ful last minute effort to buy a few more weeks in Vietnam, is double the
amount requested in our act-to mount an all out three year federal commit-
ment to reduce the staggering social and economic costs of Juvenile crime
here at home.

The FBI has recently announced that serious crime in the United States
rose 17 percent last year, the highest annual increase since the FBI began
collecting crime data over 45 years ago.

At what point in this escalating level of violence will the President and
his administration awaken to their responsibility to the American people?

.How many more of our citizens will be terrorized in their neighborhoods,
schools, businesses and homes before we become serious about these problems?

Unfortunately, while the administration professes to be shocked and con-
cerned over our skyrocketing crime rates, they have responded with marked
indifference to congressional initiatives in this area. I am becoming increas-
ingly frustrated with the enormous gap between the rhetoric and the reality
of this administration's concern over rising crime. We cannot begin to solve
the crisis of Juvenile crime and delinquency by gathering statistics and
wringing our hands over the sad picture they present.

Last weekend we marked the 200th anniversary of the beginning of our
struggle to establish a Just and free society. From this beginning whatever
progress we have made in that direction rests in large part on the willing-
ness of our people to invest in the future of succeeding generations. I think
we can do better for this young generation of Americans than setting them
adrift in schools racked by violence and communities staggering under soar-
ing crime rates.

The Juvenile Justice Act is a product of many years of work by a bi-
partisan group of people in our communities, and a bipartisan effort to prop-
erly implement these programs. I hope that as members of the Advisory
Committee you would accept as your initial task the difficult but absolutely
vital Job of persuading this Administration to implement and fund the Juve-
nile Justice Act. It Is time for us to make our investment in the next gen-
eration of Americans.



INFORMATioN ABOUT THE RUNAWAY YouTH ACT

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY: RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT (PUBLIC LAW 93-415--TTLE III)

On November 9, 1971, Senator Bayh introduced S. 2829, The Runaway
Youth Act.

I learings were held by the Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquiney
oi January 13-14, 1972 on S. 2829.

On July 31, 1972, S. 2829 passed the Senate unanimously.
On January 31, 1973, Senator Bayh reintroduced the Runaway Youth Act

as S. 645.
On June 8, 1973, S. 645 passed the Senate unanimously; was introduced

in the House on July 10, 197-3 as H.R. 9298 and was incorporated into H.R.
15276 and S. 821 sent to the President on August 21, 1974.

Signed into law on September 7, 1974 as title III of Public Law 93-415,
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

Administered by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office
of Youth Development.

Public Law 93-415 authorizes $10 million for each fiscal year 1975, 1976
aud 1977.

labor-IIEW Appropriation Bill, H.R. 8069, passed the Senate September 26,
1975. Reported out of House-Senate Conference on December 8, 1975 and sent
to the President.

$5 million appropriated for fiscal year 1975, $7 million appropriated for
fiscal year 1976, $1.2 million appropriated for the Transmittal Period (July
1-October 1), fiscal year 1977 appropriations have not been decided.

Labor-IIEW Appropriations bill was vetoed by the President on December
19, 1975, veto overridden on January 27, 1976 by the House. ($&2 million
for July 1, 1976 to September 30, 1977).

Ford rescission (impoundment) likely.

(From the Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal, Aug. 26, 1973]

YOUNG RUNAWAYS Now A LARGE-SCALE NATIONAL PROBLEM

(By George Kentera)

Washington--An important fact is obscured by the news from Houston
aliout the murders of young boys by a homosexual and two teen-age friends.

That fact is that the problem of runaway young people-a problem that
contributed, considerably to the Houston murders' going undetected-is a
national problem, not one confined to Texas.

Houston police defend themselves against charges of laxness in the mur-
ders by saying they had neither the authority nor the manpower to keep
track of the city's 5,000 runaways per year.

But Houston is only a tiny part of the runaway problem In the United
States.

Senator Birch Bayh, D-Ind., chairman of the Juvenile delinquency sub-
committee of the Senate Judiciary Committee, put the problem in these words
earlier this year on the Senate floor:

"In the early 1950s, an estimated 275,000 children (under 18) ran away
from home each year. Today, as many as one million children run away
each year. I believe that it is time for the federal government to take effective
actiU1.
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"The runaway problem has continued unnoticed for many years because
it is a silent problem, far less dramatic than a silent problem, far less dra-
matic than most of the other ills that affect our young people.

"Most runaways are not-criminals. Instead, they are confused boys and
girls who are overburdened with personal, family or school problems and
decide to flee. They deserve our- help and understanding, but instead they
have been treated with indifference and even hostility."

Bayh's figures are buttressed by statistics from the FBI's uniform crime
statistics.

Those statistics show that more than 130,000 arrests for running away
were made by law enforcement authorities In 1967."They also show that
figure rose to 269,000 in 1971-and fell to 199,185 in 1972. Incidentally, the
1972 statistics show that 56.4 percent of those arrested as runaways were
girls.

And the runaways have been getting younger.
This year's report of the Senate Judiciary Committee on the subject notes:

"The most common age of runaways reported by the witnesses who operate
runaway programs (to house and help runaways) is 15. However, the prev-
alence of younger runaways is increasing. It was noted that a few years
ago the most common age was 16 or 17. More recently, 43 percent of the
runaways reported In New York were in the 11-to-14 age category."

The FBI statistics on runaways corroborate the Houston police view that
runaways are of such a number as to preclude thorough police attention to
them. But it could also be argued, from the statistics that the runaway is
a problem of stich dimensions that it requires more police attention, as the
Houston parents have been saying in recent days.

"Although some of the parents in the Heights area (where most of the
murdered Houston boys lived) may have felt we have not been doing all we
could have, we never would have enough people to check out every runaway
youth," Herman Short, the Houston police chief, said recently.

The Senate Judiciary Committee report, in effect, agrees with Chief Short,
but it also underlines the scope of the runaway problem as one demanding
greater attention by nonpolice means.

"FBI arrest statistics demonstrate that runaways significantly occupy po-
lice time," it said. "Runaways are the seventh most frequent reason for
arrest in a list of 21 categories, even though the runaway category is the
only one which applies exclusively to people under 18.

"Second, the police are not equipped to provide counseling and can only
return P. runaway to his home."

The Senate's answer to the problem, both last year and this year, has been
the Youth Runaway Act, authorized by Sen. Bayh and co-sponsored this
year by 23 other members of the Senate.

On July 81, 1972, the Senate by voice vote approved the bill, but it died
with the 92nd Congress in the House. The Senate passed the bill again last
June 8, again by voice vote, and it is once again lodged in the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee.

In fact, Rep. William Keating, R-Ohio, has now called for quick com-
mittee action in the light of the Houston slayings. The equal opportunity
subcommittee of the full committee has yet to hold hearings on the measure,
and Keating asked that those hearings be scheduled as soon as possible.

The Bayh proposal would appropriate $10 million a year for 8 years to
provide assistance to local groups, primarily in the large cities, who operate
temporary shelter care programs in those areas where runaways tend to
congregate.

The bill would also authorize funds to conduct research on the scope of
the problem in the United States, particularly into the types of children
who run away.

The Senate Judiciary Committee report said of the shelter care programs'
"Unlike traditional halfway houses, these facilities are designed to shelter

young people for a very short period of time. These facilities could be .used
by the courts and the police to house runaways temporarily prior to their
return home or to another permanent living arrangement.

"However, their primary function is to provide a place where runawarq can
find shelter and immediate assistance, such as medical care and counseling.
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"Once in the runaway house, the young person would be encouraged to
contact home and re-establish a permanen--iving arrangement.

"Professional, medical and psychological services would be available to these
houses from the community as they are needed.

"Most importantly, the shelters established will be equipped to provide
field counseling for both the runaway and his family after the runaway has
moved to permanent living facilities.

"If field counseling is not appropriate or feasible, information on where
to seek more comprehensive professional help will be supplied. In short,
these houses will serve as highly specialized alternative to the traditional
law enforcement methods of dealing with runaways."

[From the Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal, Jan. 14, 19721

U.S. OMCIALS OPPOSE BAYH BILL To HELP RUN;AWAYS

Washington-Federal welfare officials testified yesterday that the problem
of runaway youths Is real and growing but opposed a bill by Sen. Birch
Bayb, D-Ind., to authorize $10 million a year to finance shelters and counsel-
ing for them.

Philip K. Rutled an o ert Foster of the Welfare Department said at
a hearing of a U.S. Senate juvenile delinquency subcommittee that present
law provides both funds and authority to help support homes for runaways
as part of a broader program to deal with youth problems. Rather than
legislation directed solely to shelters for runaways, Rutledge said the de-
partment favors retaining flexibility to assist State and local agencies in a
variety of programs designed to assist young people and stabilize family
relationships.

Clark County officials are expected to tell their juvenile delinquency story
to the subcommittee today, and they have a 5-year report to back up their
testimony.

Superior Court Judge Warren W. Martin Jr. and Chief Probation Officer
Mrs. C. B. Barthold are to appear before the group, headed by Indiana Sen.
Birch Bayb.

Bayh and Kentucky Sen. Marlow Cook are co-sponsors of a bill that would
arrange housing and rehabilitation services across the country for appre-
hended juvenile runaways. The Indiana Democrat and the Kentucky Republi-
can propose that the Federal Government grant funds to organizations outside
of the law enforcement structure and Juvenile justice system to deal with an
"alarming increase" in juveniles leaving home without parental permission.

Bayh said "it's like pulling teeth" to get Congress to vote funds for the
kind of comprehensive program urged by the welfare officials.

He said he thought his bill would be more saleable because it was intended
to help runaway youth meet their problems before they became involved In
crime.

The bill, called the Runaway Youth Act of 1971, would be financed by the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare annually, beginning In
fiscal year 1973.

Judge Martin and Mrs. Barthold, who have released portions of a report
covering juvenile court activities in Clark County during 1966, 1970 and
1971, said they are in favor of the proposed bill. It closely parallels what his
Superior Court-which has exclusive Jurisdiction over juveniles in Clark
County-has been doing for some time. Martin said.

In a joint statement prepared for the subcommittee meeting, Martin and
Mrs. Barthold said thai "the -bill comes closer to the real needs of runaway
children in this country than any other piece of legislation proposed up to
this time."

Martin and Mrs. Barthold, in their report to the subcommittee, included
data from 1966 through 1971 showing that the percentage of runaway youths
they handled ranged from 7.7 percent of the total caseload in 1969 to 18.5
percent in 1967. According to the report, 10.9 percent of the 1,426 Juveniles
handled last year by the Clark County probation office were runaways.

I
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In the subcommittee report, Judge Martin also described his court's re-
cently established intensive probation and foster-home programs as "alter.
natives to incarceration" concepts. He feels these concepts should be con-
sidered by any agency or committee charged with setting up interstate shelter
houses if the act is passed. "In fact, both programs are partially funded
with federal money," Martin said.

Preliminary figures from the five-year comparative study show, among other
things, the delinquent behavior by teenage girls increased in 1971.

Some other statistics the two Clark County officials are to present to the
Senate subcommittee and which will be included in the annual and 5-year
comparative study are:

The number of juveniles referred to the Clark County Juvenile Court dur-
ing 1971 is up almost 90 percent over the 1966 total and 16 percent above the
1970 total. The increase in 1970 over 1966 was 66 percent.

Decrease in commitment of youths appearing in Superior Court to correc-
tional schools, hospitals, state farms, prisons and private institutions. Fifty-
three were committed in 1966, 80 in 1970 and 26 during last year.

A slight decrease in the number of youths returned to correctional insti-
tutions. Ten were returned in 1966, 11 in 1970 and eight in 1971.

A 5 percent decrease in male Juvenile referrals during 1971 over the
previous year, while the number of female referrals increased 5 percent in
1971 over 1970.

A total of 72 Juveniles placed in the foster-home or intensive probation
programs.

Bayh said available information indicates that as many as one million
children run away from home every year. He said arrests of runaways have
increased by 60 percent in the last four years.

"If we help the runaway deal with the problems that caused him to run,"
he said, "we can prevent many runaways from becoming truly delinquent."

Rutledge testified that Federal funds are now being provided for four run-
away houses and assured Bayh that his agency intends to put more emphasis
on the problem in the future.

[From the Decatur (Ind.) Democrat, Sept. 6, 19731

BAYH TALKS OF RUNrAWAY ACT

Washington, D.C.-The shocking and tragic slayings of at least 27 young-
sters during the past three years in Houston furnish new and compelling
evidence of the importance of speedy congressional action on the Runaway
Youth Act.

Apparently many of the youngsters who became the fatal victims in this
bizarre case were runaways picked up on the streets of Houston. It is esti-,
mated that one million young Americans run away from home each year.
The Houston tragedy is but the latest and most dramatic example of the
perils runaway youngsters face on the streets of our major cities.

The Runway Youth Act, which I first introduced in early 1972, and which
has twice passed the Senate, Is designed to provide teinporary shelters and
counseling services for runaways and thus reduce the chances that they will
fall prey to criminal elements. The bill, passed overwhelmingly in July of
this year by the Senate, Is now before the House. I am hopeful that we can
get house action before the end of this year.

The bill authorizes $10 million a year to finance runaway houses which
could provide youngsters with shelter, food and counseling designed to enable
them to return home voluntarily under conditions designed to prevent re-
peated efforts to run away.

During the hearings of the Senate .uvenite Delinquency Subcommittee on
this bill witness after witness testified that young runaways frequently
arrive In a strange city or town without means of sustenance and are often
forced into delinquency or subjected to abuses from street gangs, drug
pushers or hardened criminals. Many are picked up by police and treated
as criminals subject to incarceration In jails.
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[From the Miami (Fla.) Herald, Sept. 12, 19731

RUNAWAYS TELL SENATE PANEL OF ORDEAL IN ADULT JAILS

Washington- (UPI)-"They just threw me into a cage with it bunch of
drunks," Kenneth, a blond 14-year-old, nervously told Senators. "I was scared."

He had been about 12 at the time and a runaway. He remembers how
one of the drunks-"he was a big guy"-tried to assault him.

"First I ran and tried to-get away from him," he told the Juvenile De-
linquency Subcommittee. "Then I started screaming. The jailer eventually
came and took me out."

Chairman Birch Bayh (D., Ind.), said that on any given day close to 8,000
juveniles are held in jails in the United States. Ile estimated that more than
100,000 youngsters spend one or more days each year in adult jails or police
lockups.

The subcommittee is studying legislation, sponsored by Bayh, to improve
State Juvenile delinquency facilities.

Lyn, a slight, midwester girl of 14, told the panel of experiences in jails,
beginning at age 12.

"The longest was 17 days. Most of the time we just sat around and put
puzzles together.

"No one came to talk to us, to help us with our problems."
Frequently, Lyn said, she was put into jail cells with adult offenders, many

of them prostitutes.
"They told us ways not to get caught," she said.

(From the Christian Science Monitor, Aug. 17, 19731

PROTECTING YOUTH

The discovery of the slaying of 27 youths in Houston is rightly provoking
earnest inquiry about the problem of missing or runaway youths in America.

A New York City .official says that although his city has some 20,000
runaways in it at any moment, something like the Houston tragedy "couldn't
happen here." Other officials, however, say that as many as one in 10 of
such youths get caught up in prostitution or other crimes, preyed upon by
unsavory adults waiting to take advantage of them.

It cannot be said too often that the front-line defense of youth is the
home, with the values and understanding and affection expressed daily there.
The tremendous obligation of parenthood to make home life a secure foun-
dation for children must be reaffirmed in every individual household.

But as a Monitor report on runaways in New York this week points out,
there are also steps which government and social agencies can take to help
youths whose homes have failed them.

New York City has created a special unit which seeks out youths on the
run there. Congress is weighing a Runaway Youth Act which would provide
shelter and food for runaways. The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare is now funding pilot halfway houses for runaways, "hotlines," and
police training courses. Such steps, which are being augmented by local pro-
grams and activities of individuals, deserve strong support.

The public should note warily many shifts in public values and in com-
munity patterns. The Houston tragedy, even after discounting possible police
laxity in following up leads, showed a stunning isolation and lack of corn-
inunication within the community itself. It may partly be the fault of TV or
the automobile, but people today live too much as strangers in their own
neighborhoods.

A valuable sense of community has been allowed to lapse. Such a sense of
community provides a warning system as well as the positive values of
friendship and recognition. Job practices such as employee transfers which
put the values of family and community stability beneath a company's con-
venience, have added to the creation of "bedroom" communities of strangers.

Is there no collective caring for youth, which could lead to adequate com-
munity centers, useful job training, or help when home becomes unbearable?
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One wonders too whether the recent slackening of moral codes has opened
gaps through which youths are slipping to dangerous if not tragic encounters.

We hope the response to the Houston slayings will be a sober and thorough
reweighing of public and private responsibilities toward not only the missing
or the runaway, but toward youth collectively.

[From the Christan Science Monitor, Aug. 29, 19731
HOME Is WHjEE MOST RUNAWAYS START-AND ANGER DOESN'T HELP PARENTS

(By Robert M. Press)

He came to the youth worker in tears.
His 15-year-old daughter had run away from home-as an estimated 1

million juveniles in the United States do each year. More than half of them
are girls.

He was not sure of the right thing to do, but if she came back he planned
to file a "stubborn child" complaint against her in court, even though that
could lead to her being locked up as a juvenile delinquent.

This father's angry reaction was just the opposite of what people working
with runaways suggest. And since the recently discovered mass murder of
teen-agers in Houston, Tex., the problem of runaways is receiving increased
attention nationally.

REJECTION "THE WORST THING"

"The worst thing is rejection by the parent," says Robert Foster, acting
commissioner of the Office of Youth Development, Department of Health,
Education and Welfare.

Mr. Foster suggests a runaway's parents:
Immediately notify the police that the child is missing, how long, where

he or she might have gone. "Hopefully the kid will be protected against the
kinds of things that happened in Houston."

"Then it Is time for the parents to think about why. What does that
[running away] tell us? What can we do to strengthen the family?"

If the runaway contacts the parents again, the parents should not ask:
"'Why did you do this to us?' They should indicate thay want to work the
problems out and want the kid home."

"Then if necessary, seek family counseling, mental health assistance, or
help from a religious organization." I-

NOME PUODEMS FREQUENT

Many runaways cite problems at home as their reason for leaving. Once
on the run they find few places to go for legitimate help, so many turn to
crime to support themselves. In most states they can be arrested for the
"crime" of running away, so they avoid the pollee.

"Many times the problem is with the parents," says Mr. Foster. "The real
need for assistance might be for the parents, not the kids."

But runaways need a place to go for help, she said. There are only about
60 homes for runaways in the United States and they reach only about 35,000
runaways a year, she said.

Sandy (not her real name) was one of those who recently found help at
Boston's only runaway home, Project Place.

"The main reason I left home was that I'm turning into a Junkie (drug
user) again. I don't want that. It's really a bummer. I haven't hit It In
almost two months, but I really want it," she said in an interview.

SOMETIMES JUST ADVZNTURE

But she said narcotics was not the only problem. She had run away from
home more than a dozen times, usually going to stay with friends, but some-
times hitting the road for adventure.

"My stepfather Is an alcoholic. He gets down on me. Once he hit me over
the head with a frying pnn." Why did she show at Project Place? "They
can straighten my head out. We can talk, try to figure out a way for me to
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get off dope and straighten out the home situation or get a foster home. The
last time I was here they really cared. I know I have a place to come to
when I need it," she said.

NEEDED: 'SOMEONE TO CARE'

"Some kids are out for a good laugh-to prove they are big and bad," she
said. Many of them get involved in prostitution, selling and using narcotics,
stealing. When asked what kind of help they needed, Sandy said: "Someone
to care." Those calling for more homes for runaways and repealing laws
against running away argue that this caring is not found through punishment.

"Provide safe places for them and get them out of the criminal element,"
says U.S. Representative William J. Keating, Republican, of Ohio. His bill
now before Congress would provide $2 million a year for 3 year for police
teletypes and other assistance to broadcast nationally data on missing youths.
A bill by Senator Birch Bayh, Democrat, of Indiana would provide $10 mil-
lion a year for 8 years for more runaway homes.

[From the Nation, April 20. 1974, pp. 488-83

STREt GIRLS Or THE '70s

(By Celeste MacLeod)

BEKELzr.--Peggy will not sleep in a doorway tonight. She will stand on
the street until some man decides to take her home for dinner and bed in
exchange for sex. Peggy is 15 and has been living on the streets of Berkeley
for more than a year. Her counterparts haunt certain sections of dozens of
American cities. Is she a-special problem of the sour 1970's? No, she I a
variation on a very old one.

Girls like Peggy used to be called wayward--some people still use the
term. Peggy hasn't had much in life, but she is rich in labels. Doctors may
have labeled her a battered child, if they saw her at all as an infant. Her
parents and others who raised her began by calling her nuisance, brat and
slut, and ended by declaring her incorrigible, petitioning the courts to dis-
pose of her. Newspapers called her a juvenile delinquent; some gentle souls
called her a strayed lamb and prescribed Bible verses; while the labels
that psychiatrists and social workers put on her could run for pages. Judges
called her whatever they saw fit and sent her off to reform school. They had
little choice, because few options exist for these girls whom nobody wants.

In the past, we heard little about the Peggy's in our society because they
were locked away in State institutions. They could be kept there until they
turned 21, even if they had done nothing that would be considered a crime if
committed by an adult. They were imprisoned for their own protection, the
law said, to keep them from the danger of leading "an Idle, dissolute, lewd,
or immoral life." The emergence of a street scene in this country has given
some of these girls an alternative to spending their teens behind bars. It
has also given people a chance to know these girls outside an institutional
setting and to evolve new ways of helping them. Beth Barmack and Elaine
Zimmerman, young women involved in community action, have been working
with street girls of Berkeley for 3 years. In 1971, while students at the
University of California, they volunteered to teach English at East Campus
(the Berkeley continuation high school, a loosely structured, half-day pro.
gram for students who can't function well In the regular setting).

They found that girls in their classes (many of them former street people
who had been In and out of foster homes and Juvenile halls) had a strong
need to share their experiences and explore alternative means of survival.
To fill this need, Zimmerman and Barmack started a women's program.
They covered topics such as jobs for women, single mothers, rape, prostitu-
tion and sexism, using current articles and speakers to evoke group discus-
sions. The strong response to their program led them to set up additional
problem-solving sessions, where girls could discuss their lives and crises.
They also talked with dozens of street girls on Telegraph Avenue, after their
students had introduced them as "safe" (meaning that they wouldn't turn in
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runaways). [See MacLeod: "Street People: The New Migrants," The Nation,
October 22, 1978.]

In a resulting paper by Elaine Zimmerman, "Berkeley's Juvenile Girls In
Conflict," a vivid picture emerges. Girls on the street come from "alarmingly
difficult family backgrounds," she found. From infancy on they have been
tossed from parents to grandparents, friends, foster homes and Juvenile halls.
Only 1 In 20 grew up with both biological parents. With little education and
virtually no salable skill except sex, they "have low self-images, base their
identities on possession of a man, do not trust women, have no respect or
faith in authority, are lonely and bored, and have no one to confide in." But
tifey are eager to be loved and cared for.

Wilma is still looking for love. She spent. her first 5 years with family
friends in Oklahoma, until her mother remarried and took back Wilma and
her brother. Wilma never saw her real father. Her mother, herself a run-
away, was determined that her daughter would not go astray. To that end,
she beat her continually, using "whatever was handy-a bullwhip or a yard-
stick"; as punishment she burned her daughter's hand over the electric
stove. When she was 9, Wilma's mother split her head open with a belt
buckle and rushed her to the hospital, telling the doctors she had fallen out
of a tree house. Then the mother's marriage broke up, Wilma was sent to
friends, put into foster homes, reclaimed by her mother, who kept her 1 day
and sent her back to friends. When Wilma was 12, her mother phoned:
"Wilma, please come home, I love you. I need you." Wilma rushed back.
A few months later her mother beat her senseless. During the next years
she was in and out of reform schools, mental hospitals and the street. At
13, she escaped from a reformatory and went to New York's East Village.
She lived with a succession of men, and for a time came under the protec-
tion of the Hells Angels, but she often went hungry, was raped many times,
and turned to drugs. Eventually she came out to California and settled down
on the streets of Berkeley.

Many of Wilma's problems stem from her status. The runaway girl is a
fugitive, forced to live like an escaped convict, even if her parents have
thrown her out and she has been on her own for years. Legally, she must
be under the supervision of a parent, guardian, husband or the State until
the day she turns 18. (Age laws may vary from State to State; boys are
generally free at 16.) In a few States, she can apply at 16 to become an
emancipated minor, but as a runaway with a record, she has little chance
of being granted that status. She cannot take a Job to support herself. She
cannot enroll in school and finish her education. She cannot take part in
any activity where her identity may be recognized, or she will be thrown
into Jail. Most girls survive by the only means open to them-panhandling,
subsistence prostitution and sometimes petty theft. Meanwhile, they search
for "the" man, who they dream will give them all the love they never had. -

In practice the runaway laws have generated a strange irony. A man who
gives a ride to a female runaway may be more likely to get into trouble if
he tries to help her (he may be arrested for contributing to the delinquency
of a minor) than if lie rapes her and leaves her stranded on the highway.
Police are unlikely to believe such a story from a distraught girl who li's
obviously "been around." Last year Mia, a 17-year-old girl who lived with
her boy friend with parental consent, was kidnapped and raped by another
man. When she reported it to the police, they arrested her as a runaway and
shipped her off to Juvenile hall, instead of going after the rapist. Wilma
had a similar experience on the east coast at 16, when she went back for a
visit. Raped and dumped by a man who gave her a ride, she made her way
to the nearest police station, where she was promptly arrested. The judge,
seeing her past record, said he would sentence her to the State reformatory
until she was 21, unless the social worker put her on a plane to California
(and out of his State's way) within 24 hours. Miraculously, the social worker
came up with the fare.

Not all girls who run away fit the "discard" category. During the flower
children era of 1967, it became fashionable to run, and masses of middle-
class children turned up on the streets, fresh from home. Runaway centers,
such as Huckleberry House in San Francisco and Runaway House in Wash-
ington, D.C., gradually opened in many cities, to help both runaways and
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their parents. The need for more such facilities led to the proposed Runaway
Youth Act, introduced in 1971 by Senator Birch Bayh. (It passed the Senate
Iii 1972 and 1978 and is now in committee In the -House.) The bill allocates
grants, through HEW, for small runaway centers to provide '-'temporary
shelter and counseling services" for runaways. It keeps such centers
.. . whenever possible . . . outside the law-enforcement structure and

juvenile justice system." At hearings held early in 1972, Brian Satterly of
hluckleberry House said that, judging from his conversations with them,
"Police patrolmen almost unanimously think that runaways should not be a
police problem, that having police arrest and detain them . . . doesn't help
either the runaways, their families, or the police."

Several witnesses pointed out that the majority of runaways in America
are girls. Girls are also arrested more often than boys for status offenses--
runaway, truancy and the MINS, PINS and CINS statute (minors, persons
and children in need of supervision). Girls are jailed for status offenses
louger-than boys (or girls) are Jailed for felonies such as theft or assault.
Such treatment is legal, because their incarceration is labeled prevention
instead of punishment. Thus, when a 17-year-old girl was sentenced to 4
years at the Connecticut State Farm for Women, because she was "in mani-
fest danger of falling into habits of vice" (Mattielo v. Conm. 154 Conn. 737)
the Supreme Court, in 1969, refused to review the case. Preventive deten-
tion, a practice we deplore in Communist and Fascist countries, is all right
in our own, as long as it is applied only to children.

Tie landmark 1967 Gantt decision, which gives children arrested for a
crime the right to a lawyer, is not always extended to girls held on status
offenses-because they have committed no crime. Appeal after conviction is
rare, since the girls usually come from poor families, and there are no Jail-
house lawyers or law books in juvenile institutions. Once girls are committed,
the only way they can get out, it seems, is over the wall, and many girls
who were sentenced to institutions after they ran away from home have
managed to escape. No matter how difficult and depressing their life on the
street, every girl interviewed prefers this homeless existence to incarceration
in an institution. "At least you're free." Yet they are not happy with street
life. As one girl put it, "I'd like a place to crash where you don't have to
ball ll the time." Passage of the Runaway Youth Act can give more such
girls a place outside- the feared juvenile justice system where they can go
for help.

For Shirley, the support she received from the women's program at East
Campus may have been the rock that anchored her. When she was a baby,
her mother (who had run away from her own punitive father) worked as a
prostitute to put her husband through college. Often she received her cus-
tomers in the same room with Shirley. After graduating, the father left
them, and Shirley's mother had a nervous breakdown. She was never the
same, says Shirley. When she was 12, her mother urged her to have affairs
"for experience." At 14, Shirley was kidnapped by two couples: she was
beaten, raped, and had her hair shaved off. The police would not believe her
story; they advised Shirley's mother to send her out of town for a while,
which she did. When it was time to return, her mother would not send the
bus fare. Shirley hitchhiked back and, finding herself unwelcome at home,
went to the streets of nearby Berkeley. She slept in a school warehouse,
panhandled, lived with a series of men, and had two abortions. During
this same period she enrolled at East Campus (theoretically, she was under
parental guidance and not a runaway); she was graduated from high school
and Joined the women's program. "It came at the right time for me," says
Shirley, who today at 18 is In better shape than many girls emerging from
"rehabilitative" institutions. She found a job In a bookstore, has developed
a strong sense of self and plans to enter college.

Shirley and Wilma are both white, but patterns similar to their lives occur
in every racial background. Foster homes, the traditional placement for these
girls, are rarely successful. The girls have been In and out of so many foster
homes already that they have lost faith in the parental role, no matter who
plays it. "It's too late for them to. put on ribbons and be sweet lttle girls
in a nuclear family," says Zimmerman. Teen-aged girls are also the hardest
to place,-she adds, because they spell sex and trouble to foster parents, just
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as they did to their own. Zimmerman and Barmack favor the new concept
of small group homes In a community setting. They are in the process of
setting up such a home In Berkeley.

Ten juvenile girls will live cooperatively in the group home, attending
Berkeley's continuation high school. A staff member will be on hand around
the clock, aided by part-time therapists. By exchanging experiences in group
sessions and in everyday life, says Barmack, the girls will find that their
problems are not unique and that they can learn from another. No longer
dependent on a male for survival as they were on the street, they can make
friends with other girls, instead of viewing them as hated rivals. They will
have a voice in shaping house policies, as well as being responsible for their
share of the work. But it will be their house, says Barmack, a different
situation from the authoritarian atmosphere they knew In homes and insti-
tutions.

Staff members at Sanctuary, a runaway center in Boston, share Barmack
and Zimmerman's belief that large Juvenile institutions are destructive. In
-Nothing Left to Lose" Jeffrey Blum and Judith Smith tell how difficult it is
to reach juveniles who come out of State institutions. These young people,
they find, "do not come out unscathed. They adapt to survive: they become
cynical, manipulative, amoral." Massachusetts closed all of its juvenile in-
stitutions in 1972. In the past 3 years New York City has closed three of
its four secure Juvenile facilities, diverting children into foster or group
homes instead. The National Association of Sheriffs has condemned the prac-
tice of Jailing Juveniles. Nevertheless, incarceration remains the major way
of dealing with troubled children in this country.

In "The Throwaway Children" Judge Lisa Aversa Richette of Philadelphia
poignantly describes the tragedies that engulf children who are brought be-
fore the juvenile court, and the frustration of court personnel who have no
effective way to help them under present laws and programs. "There are no
houses--nice or otherwise-for children who are rejected by everyone and
literally thrown away into the streets like litter," she wrote in 1989. "Not in
Philadelphia, nor in any American city. Jails, detention centers, correction insti-
tutions, yes. But a quiet loving home where a boy or girl can live, study, and be-
understood, that is quite another thing." Judge Richette believes that "due process
of law--one of society's most profoundly civilized values--may mean more in
the life of all children than all the rhetoric of the therapists." Some of the
changes in juvenile law which she advocates in her writings are contained In

-Federal legislation now pending.
In 1972, after many bearings, the Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile

Delinquency of the Senate Judiciary Committee developed the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act. It was introduced by Senator Bayb,
chairman of the subcommittee, and Senator Marlow Cook of Kentucky. The
bill would provide resources (both money and consultant help) for States
and communities that set up new programs for juvenile offenders, empha-
sizing small community-based facilities such as group homes, half-way houses,
foster care and shelter-care facilities. "There's a real need for Federal leader-
ship in this area," says John M. Rector, staff director and chief counsel of
the subcommittee. In President Nixon's 25,000-word State of the Union mes-
sage, Rector points out, 'There was . . . not one word that would reflect
a concern for young people in trouble."

The bill (now In committee) is preventive, Rector adds. It sets up a series
of Youth Service, Bureaus from which chldren with problems can be re-
ferred to appropriate agencies for help. The aim is to keep young people
from ever becoming entangled In the juvenile justice system. Other features
of the bill include increased constitutional rights for arrested Juveniles, more
effective sealings of juvenile records, -the prohibiting of Jailing juveniles with
adults, and an office in H.E.W.

No changes in-age limitations are included in the present bill. Wilma is
angry that the court would not let her be on her own at 15 or 16, so she
could have looked for work without being arrested. Bob Walker, an attorney
at the Youth Law Center In San Francisco, says a minor status is an ad-
vantage for some, because it requires their parents or the state to support
them. For girls like Wilma, who in fact have been on their own since 12 or
18, Walker thinks the law should offer a way for them to become emanci-
pated long before 1&
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Tom Jennings, another attorney at the Youth Law Center, says lawyers
are making gradual headway In challenging statutes that allow Juveniles to
be jailed on virtually any pretext. In Gonzale8 v. MGaflard (ND Calif. 1971)
a three-Judge panel ruled that the statute phrase "in danger of leading an
immoral life" is "unconstitutionally vague." But statutes designating per-
sons in need of supervision are still on the books in most States. A Puritan
strain permeates our laws pertaining to juvenile girls. Their morals are con-
sidered more Important than their rights or welfare. Girls, but not boys, are
locked up for having sexual relations at an early age.

This same attitude extends Into the home. Parents often regard their
adolescent daughters as potentially dangerous sex machines, which must be
strictlf regulated to perform as diregqted. Girls have been declared incorrigible
by their parents, and jailed for many years, for offenses such as having
friends the parents don't like, staying out late one night, or talking back.

Group homes may not be the answer for all such girls, but they are a
hopeful alternative to penal dumping grounds. Zimmerman and Barmack
in Berkeley believe that the confidence and self-reliance which girls cal
develop in a group-home setting will keep them from becoming tomorrow's
adult throwaways. As Judge Richette puts It: "We generally underestimate
just how much young people can do for themselves, If adults will let them."

(From the Washington Star-News, July 7, 1974]

TER RUxAWATS
(By Ann McFeatters)

The United States has a runaway problem.
Estimates for the children who run away from- home vary fron, 600,000 to

1 million a year. Many are gone only a night or two and return home safely.
Others become drug addicts or prostitutes and even murder victims.

The average age is 15. More than half are girls.
Congress is working on a solution. But as the Federal program comes closer to

enactment, the controversy grows about the approach to housing and counseling
services.

Many runaways say they would not go to shelters that force them to call home.
Some police and social workers fear the system would be too cumbersome to work.

Meanwhile hundreds of children run away every week leaving their parents
waiting to hear from them, worrying, wondering what went wrong.

D.C. Runaway House is a three-story, inner-city gray stone building operated
-by private donations. It is bleak and dilapidated. Names, dates and old messages
are scrawled on walls and woodwork, a tawdry and pathetic reminder of an
unending parade of wandering, often frightened Children trying to scratch their
marks on the world.

Aged 18 to 16, the youngsters sit around an old dining room table on a tacky
assortment of chairs. Although they have known each other for only a few days
and soon will part, unlikely to see each other again, they have a ready camara.
derie. They Joke, tease and empathize easily.

At Runaway House they are welcome for as long as 2 weeks. There is a floor
for girls and a floor for boys and four full-time counselors The runaways must
find money to eat on their own but they are directed to part-time jobs and legal
and medical help if they need it.

A girl, 16, with a fragile loveliness says she ran away from a town "far away"
when her stepfather sexually molested her.

D.C. Runaway House got her a Job selling flowers. She plans to go back to
school in the fall and to share an apartment with a new-found 26-year-old girl
and she talks enthusiastically about going to college. She says her parents know
sbe is safe but she won't tell them where she Is or what she Is doing.

A 15-year-old boy, sitting, Is being given free legal help through the runaway
house. He ran away from reform school where he was sentenced to eight months
for drug abuse.

"The Establishment Is always trying to get me," lie says. He is friendly and
likeable and says he is ready to give up hitchhiking and to go home to his parents
and back to school after 14 months on the road.
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Another girl who left home In Pennsylvania 2 weeks before says: "I hated
my family. I hated the area. I bated the people. I hated the school. Is that a good
enough reason for you?"

She has talked to her parents but refuses to go home. "1 want to get Into it
foster home but they won't let me," she says plaintively. She bristles when asked
if she is seared. "I didn't run away. I ran to something. A friend told me about
the runaway house. I got on a bus after school and came down here." She doesn't
know what she will do now.

A visitor enters the room; at 14, he Is a recognized leader. He teases the
Pennsylvania girl for being so naive "she only got 15 cents on her first day of
panhandling."

He is smart, tough, good looking and likeable. He has hitchhiked across the
country many times and knows where to go for food, shelter and health care in
nearly every major city.

He lives in a nearby foster group home by court order. "Survival depends on
who you know and what you know," he says. "You don't ever have to go hungry.
But some 13-year-old chick who doesn't know anything but her own room and
school will die of starvation if she doesn't learn fast."

He says he always has had problems with his parents. "My mother is too over-
protective," he says. "One night I got busted in Mississippi for being a runaway
and got taken home. My parents started screaming at me about cutting my hair.
I left the next day."

A 17-year-old girl comes into the room. She is jubilant. "All my problems are
solved," she announces. "My father's outside. I'm going home."

She says she has been away for 2 weeks because of family arguments. "My
folks favored the boys (her brothers) and blamed me for everything. They were
scared I wasn't ever coming back. They've promised to let up on family argu-
ments and be nicer.

"I'm glad I ran away," she reflects. "It's been an adventure. This place is
nice. But I'm glad I'm going home."

She is greeted with a chorus of "sissy runaway" and "you just think every-
thing's going to be all right-just wait." But she just smiles good naturedly.

Across the empty uncarpeted hall in the sparsely furnished living room, her
father sits on the edge of an old sofa. He nervously turns his hat in his hands,
over and over. His balding head is ringed with perspiration. He looks as if he
has not slept for days.

An estimated 60 privately funded or partially public runaway centers are
spread across the country.

These include Huckleberry's in San Francisco. the Berkeley Runaway Center,
Project Place in Boston. the Bridge in Minneapolis and San Diego, Ozone Rouse
in Ann Arbor. Mich., Covenant House in New York City, AmIcus House in
Pittsburgh. and Valley Youth House in Bethlehem, Pa.

One of the most famous was Looking Glasq in Chicago. But after 4 years in
which 3,000 children and their families were helped, Looking Glass had to close
beenase of lack of money.

Sen. Birch Bayb, D.Ind., chairman of the Senate Juvenile Delinquency Sub-
committee. says: "Most runaways are not criminals. Instead they are confused
boys and girls who are overburdened with personal, family or school problems
and decide to flee. They deserve our help and understanding but instead they
have been treated with indifference and even hostility."

Legislation pending in Congress calls for strengthening interstate reporting of
runaways, setting up a research program to determine how many children run
away and authorizing $10 million a year to establish, maintain and operate
temporary housing and counseling services to help get runaways back home.

The most significant argument against the bill is the question of whether run-
nways would go to shelters which were required to immediately notify parents
as any center getting Federal money would have to do.

The D.C. Runaway House. for example, sometimes angers policemen because
there is no house requirement that parents be notified, although house counselors
advise the youngsters that this would be best. Unless they have an order for
custody, a type of warrant for a missing child, police may not search the
Runaway House.

It's. also debated whether a string of Government funded runaway centers
across the country would encourage children to leave home.
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Another issue is whether, tracing runaways should be a police matter. In most
States it is illegal for a minor to leave home without his parents' consent. And
this makes it a police matter.

Bayh argues this means runaways often are locked up in Jail "where they are
frequently beaten, neglected and homosexually assaulted." He says police time is
needlessly wasted.

Others also point to the issue of children's rights. If a child consistently runs
away and does not want to live at home, should he or she be forced to go back?
Do children have a say in where and how they live?

The Nixon administration does not like the Bayh bill. It wants to amend the
current juvenile delinquency prevention law to let State and local governments
handle runaways in their own way with some Federal research and demonstra-
tion projects. It would cost much less than Bayh's approach.

Most experts agree the runways are most in need of counseling.
Most counselors try to convince them to go home unless they sense an intoler-

able situation. Then they help the runaways find temporary jobs, get legal help,
get back to school and find foster homes.

(From McCall's Monthly Newsletter for Women, November 1974]
THE NEW RUNAWAYS

(By Mary Scott Welch)
Back In the mid-sixties--when runaway children first became a national

problem-the typical youngster was not running from a bad home and par-
ents. He or she was running to something-the drug scene of Haight-Ashbury
or the East Village, the counterculture of an Arizona commune or just the
freedom of the open road.

Nearly a million kids still run away from home every year. But the new
runaway is a different breed. He's younger than ever: Increasing numbers
of 11- and 12-year-olds have brought the average age down to 18 or 14, ac-
cording to FBI statistics. Girl runaways now outnumber boys. Those who
turn up in cities are more likely to come from working-class homes than
the affluent surroundings earlier runaways seemed to be rejecting. (That,
police officials admit, may be because middle-class kids now flee to the
wilderness rather than the streets.)

The most significant difference between today's runaways and the flower
children of the 190s is to be found in the scene that they're leaving. Accord-
ing to Brian Slattery, codirector of San Francisco's Huckleberry House, a
halfway house for homeless youths, "70 to 80 percent have significant family
problems. Those who leave. just to be traveling and seeing California are
probably five percent, if that."

More and more, youth counselors are discovering that today's runaways
feel unwanted at home. "For a long time before a girl runs away, she ab-
sorbs parental signals, both imaginary and real, telling her that the family
would be better off without her," says Sanford Sherman, Executive Director
of the Jewish Family Services In New York City. "You're too much for
me' an exasperated mother may say once too often-or I'm ready to give
up on you.' The parents may often fight over her, to the point that she begins
to see her own flight as a constructive move, a means of restoring peace to
the family. Conflicts may seem to center around curfews and other such
traditional restraints, for girls are still supervised more rigidly than boys.

-But the actual message that gets across to the runaway is, 'Get Lost I'
She may even run to escape institutionalization by parents who no longer

vant to cope with her and are threatening to take her to court and have
her declared an Incorrigible or L Person in Need of Supervision. Every year
a half million adolescents are sent to detention houses, state schools and
jails for offenses that would not be considered crimes if they were adults.
While some undoubtedly break juvenile laws, authorities are becoming
alarmed at the growing number they believe are simply "difficult" adolescents
whose Impatient parents dump them Just because they don't want to bother
with them any more.

67-988 0 - 76 - 35
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Why are so many parents so unable to deal with their children? Teenagers
are more assertive, more worldly, wise, less susceptible to authoritarian
management. Parents are more preoccupied with their own lives, less willing
to devote themselves to problem children. More families are fractured by
divorce, so that more children are being raised by a single harried parent
or a new, sometimes hostile stepparent. More families are on the move, leav-
ing their children without any feeling of permanance or any lifelong friends
they can rely on.'

"Let me describe the kind of kid who is least likely to run away," William
Treanor, director of Runaway House in Washington, D.C., told a Senate In-
vestigating committee not long ago. "That Is a young person who has at least
one other sibling, who is living with both of his natural parents, who has
not moved during the period that he has been in school-his family has not
changed houses, or at least neighborhoods-and whose family has some kind
of value system that they are trying to transmit to the child and are con-
sistent about it. The reason I say that * * * Is because I do not recall ever
seeing a runaway that was raised that way."

Recently passed by Congress, Senator Birch Bayh's Runaway Youth Act
will put $10 million a year for 3 years Into increasing and improving services
for the dislocated young. Additionally, it will underwrite a $50,000 research
study on who runs away, why, and how to prevent such complete and some-
times irreversible breakdowns of parent-child relationships.

But the best prevention begins at home, Sanford Sherman advises parents
to watch for warning signals, such as a door that is constantly closed, both
literally and figuratively. He urges parents to take the Initiative to break
down the barricades between them and their child, even when they think
they've done all they can and it's really the child's move. Child vs. adult is
an uneven struggle; parents can afford to be big about it. In every way
possible, he say, eonvey the idea that, whatever happens, the child belongs.
Make sure he knows that you are unconditionally on his side, always ready
to help him. And that no matter how hard he may try he simply can't make
you throw him away.

(From the Evansville (Ind.) Press, May 3, 1975]

NEW LAW AIDS CENTERS FoR RUNAWAYS

(By Ann McFeatters)

Washington-Two years after the grisly Houston murders of 27 runaway
boys, the Federal Government is implementing a new law to protect run-
aways, learn more about them and counsel them ahd their families.

The runaway youth act, sponsored - by Senator Birch Bayh, Democrat,
Indiana, was passed last fall by a Congress haunted by the Houston horrors
and troubled by the estimate that more than I million runaway children are
hitchhiking and roaming the streets around the country.

Since the bill was signed into law last September, bureaucrats at the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare have been writing proposed
regulations and sending them to superiors for review. Final regulations are
expected to take effect May 22.

The key provision of the bill is to establish or strengthen existing runaway
centers where children who have left home can go for shelter, food, and
counseling.

The HEW office of youth development this week sent out application forms
to private groups that want money for runaway houses.

Although most runaways do not commit crime and return home after a
night or two at a friend's house, the FBI reports the number of runaways
arrested has Jumped 60 percent In recent years. Also runaway youths without
food or shelter, roaming the streets in large cities, are more likely to turn to
prostitution, drugs, or shoplifting.

There are an estimated 60 privately operated runaway houses around the
country but most of them have been in danger of closing for lack of money.

HEW estimates the $5 million Congress authorized for the bill for fiscal
1975 (and a like amount for 1976) will help finance 50 programs. The highest
grant will be about $75,000 to big-city centers.
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(From the Chicago Tribune, May 12, 19751

WHY CrnwzN RUN AWAY

(By Ronald Kotulak)

A man's home may be his castle, but an estimated 1 million kids each year
find that their homes are turned into dungeons.

That's the number of children and youths who find their home life so terrible
that they run away. The latest figures show that in 1971 some 200,000 runaways
were apprehended.

"Adolescents and children are running away from home, hitting the road,
living on the street more than ever before," said Dr. William M. Schmidt of
the Harvard School of Public Health and chairman of the Massachusetts Com-
iiittee on Childreh and youth.

A number of studies show that one out of three are 14 years old or younger
and a small percentage are 10 or younger, he said. More than half are in the
13- to 15-year-old age group.

More than half of the runaways were girls, and some surveys found that girl
runaways outnumbered boys two to one.

Most of the runaways mean business, and they are not Just running away
for a few days to have some fun, Schmidt said.

Some of the most Important reasons that will prompt a child to flee his
home are crises of family discord, arguments, abuse, and alcohol-related
behavior. Troubles in school or with the law and unwanted pregnancies are
not big factors, he said.

Doctors especially should be on the watch for these runaways because
their street life increases the risk of illness, he said. Their hand-to-mouth
existence, poor diet, poor personal hygiene, and perhaps alcohol and drug
abuse make them easy prey for disease, he explained.

Skin infections, parasitic infestations, sexually transmitted diseases, un-
wanted pregnancies, respiratory infections, and gastrointestinal disorders
were found to be common among these youngsters, Schmidt said.

"Runaway young persons are generally frightened, often angry, and fre-
quently sad and depressed," he said.

As individual children, they need the protection provided by runaway
houses, where after a short stay they may find that they can go home, or
where some alternate arrangements can be worked out, he added.

Schmidt said there was a serious lack-of private or governmental facilities
that deal with runaways' needs.

Some places that offer help to runaways are the National Runaway Switch-
board (800-621-4000] in Chicago which may be called free of charge. The
switchboard offers suggestions and provides information on available services.

The other is Operation Peace of Mind [800-231-6946] in Houston which
accepts calls free of charge from youngsters who want to have a message
sent to their parents.

(From the Washington Post, Dec. 28, 1975]

KEEPING OUR CHILDREN OUT OF JAIL

(By Joel A. Levich and Laurel F. Vlock)

Debby A. ran away from her comfortable middle-class home in Detroitseveral times recently and finally wound up in jail. Not because she stole
anything, hurt anyone or committed any crime, but because she continually
ran away. She spent 12 days in a Juvenile lockup awaiting a court hearing
and was eventually sentenced to a year in a state home for girls. Her
mother, her teachers and the judge all agreed the 14-year-old was "out of
control" and needed more help than they could provide in any other way.

Fifteen-year-old Charles S. refused to attend school regularly and was sus-
lwnded for truancy and sassing a teacher. "He's hanging out with a bad
group," his mother told the judge in explaining why she had filed a petition
on her own son. "His father and I can't handle him anymore; so for his own
good something has to be done with him." The judge complied and sent
Charles to the Tennessee State Training School for 18 months.
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Every year in the U.S., 200,000 youngsters under the age of 18 are arrested
and detained at least a few days in Jail for offenses which no adult could
be punished for. These are called status offenses because they apply only to
youth and, although labeled different things in different states, generally fall
into the categories of running away, truancy and ungovernability. Although
not all of those held in jail pending a hearing wind up with long-term
sentences-4 months to 2 years or more-a lot do, perhaps as many as
40,000 a year.

This system of jailing status offenders has been under severe attack for
years by reformers who claim it is unjust and a violation of the basic civil
liberties of juveniles. Congress responded last year by passing a new Juve-
nile delinquency bill sponsored by Sen. Birch -Bayh (D-Ind.) which, among
other things, mandates that within 2 years states wishing to obtain money
under this bill can no longer put children who have not committed a crime
in Jail, either pending a hearing or for long-term confinement. It does not,
however, remove status offenders from the juvenile Justice system entirely,
as many reformers would have preferred.

Surprisingly, a chorus of protest is being heard from parents, teachers,
Judges and lawmakers who oppose the bill. They point to skyrocketing
Juvenile crime statistics and maintain that ungovernable children usually
need more, not less, authority in their lives in order to straighten out. With-
out at least the threat of incarceration, they claim, treatment becomes
impossible.

And it is not only the threat they see as important. In many areas of the
country parents have long used their actual power to have their children
sent away as a disciplinary measure of last resort. Under the new bill, that
power would be taken away. This section of the bill has proved so contro-
versial.that, so far, nine states-Alabama, Colorado, Hawaii, Kansas, Okla-
homa, Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia and Wyoming-have refused to
buy into the bill rather than comply.

Teachers, traditionally progressive in their thinking, now are militantly
demanding law and order in the schools even at the price of children's
rights.

Recently, outside a juvenile court hearing room in Tulsa, Mrs. Fred G.
waited with her 13-year-old daughter Nan who sat next to her, sullen and
unresponsive. "What am I to do? I'm at my wit's end," pleaded Mrs. G.
"She never listens to me and she's out every night. Last week her brother
found out that she's been seeing men besides. I want the judge to tell her
right where she's going to wind up if she doesn't stop being a tramp-in
Jail"

In fact, status offender girls pose a particular problem for authorities and
are often judged differently than their male counterparts. This is reflected
in the fact that 70 percent of girls in prison today are there for status
offenses-for boys the figure is 28 percent.

"Whether we like It or not, there's still a double standard inour society"
says Connecticut juvenile court judge Margaret Driscoll, president of the
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges. "With girls who defy authority
there is the constant threat that they will turn to prostitution or be taken
advantage of in some way."

Judge Driscoll does not agree that status offenders never should be in-
carcerated and is particularly critical of those who want to deprive the
court of jurisdiction over them entirely. "If these children can't be brought
to court, what on earth is going to happen to them?" she asks. "Are they
seriously telling us that when all else has failed they are simply willing to
leave 13- and 14-year-old girls out on the street to fend for themselves?"

The reformers admit that this is a sticky question and one which they
must be prepared to answer. Bob Smith, deputy director of the California
Youth Authority, feels that lisks must be taken. "It is very harsh to say
this and I know I am going to shock a lot of people" he says, "but, in my
mind, even these youngsters will be less damaged if left out on the street
than if exposed to the downward spiral of our juvenile justice system. Un-
fortunately, history has shown that we too often have been the cause rather
than the cure of juvenile crime. The answer is not to jail these kids but to
provide more and better counseling agencies to which they can turn if they
wish."



505

Smith's statement leads straight to the philosophical heart of the matter
for it implies that if they do not wish it, juveniles have the moral, and
many say the constitutional, right to reject all authority as long as they
do not commit a crime.

Another reformer who believes that the State assumes too much authority
in juvenile matters is University of California criminologist Anthony Platt.
Platt's book, "The Child Savers," written in 1969, was a severe indictment
of the entire Juvenile court concept. Says Platt, "The- whole category of
youthful deviance which we now call status offenses was simply invented
about 75 years ago by wellmeaning people who were terribly certain they
knew what was best for children. I think that their system has failed
miserably. It is today simply a way to punish children-particularly poor
children-arbitrarily, on the flimsy excuse that It's for their own good."

And so the controversy continues. For the moment the reformers seem
to be carrying the day since they-soon will-have succeeded in keeping status
offenders out of Jail in most states. Their next campaign is certain to be for
the abolition of status offenses generally.

According to Milton Rector, president of the National Council on Crime
and Delinquency, a private, non-profit agency and long a champion of this
cause, prospects are good for success here too. "I'd say that within 5 years
most states will adopt laws that exclude status offenders from the purview
of the Juvenile Court," says Rector.

On the other side are those who believe that relinquishing control of
status offenders will make the job of curbing juvenile crime even-more difli-
cult. How, they ask, can you give up the ability to regulate the lives of
children who have already shown a tendency toward delinquency, especially
when statistics show that more than half of these youngsters will one day
wind up in court charged with a criminal offense anyway?

"We've got to get a hold of them while they're still young and there's
still a chance," explains Warren Cain, supervisor of probation at San Fran-
cisco's Juvenile Court. "No matter how you slice it, a kid is not an adult."

[The Christian Science Monitor. June 4, 1975]

U.S. HELP FOR TEEN-AGE RUNAWAYS

(By Robert P. Hey)

Washington-Seventeen-year-old Paul stole the family car two weeks ago
and ran away from his home in suburban Washington; 5 days later he and
four friends from his school turned up in California. Paul ran away the day
his high school counselor told him his grades were so poor he would not
graduate this year.

After weeks of building anger at his parents, 16-year-old Michael ran
away from home one March Monday. For 2 months his distraught parents
heard only one word from him: "hello"-and that indirectly. It was relayed
by a national telephone center for runaways in Chicago. Last week he re-
turned home; his parents now know he spent those months in New York
City, supporting himself by working as a delivery boy.

In an anguished cry for help, 14-year-old Jimmy ran away from his middle-
income Washington home last month. A sensitive, dependent boy, he phoned
his father 3 days later from New York-hungry, broke, and anxious to return
home.

Paul, Michael, and Jimmy are three of hundreds of thousands of youthful
runaways in the United States each year-and their numbers are growing
immensely.

What can be done to help them?
According to latest available figures collected by the FBI (for 1978),

265,600 youths were arrested in 1973 as runaways. This compares with
199,000 in 1972; and 102,000 in 1966.

More runaways are 13- or 14-years-old than any other age; and in 1973,
10,992 were under 12.
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In the next few days, Senate appropriations subcommittees are to decide
how much money they want the Office of Youth Development to spend next
fiscal year helping runaway youth, through a law Congress passed in 1974.

The law would grant Federal funds to local police and private groups-
with emphasis on nonprofit, low-budget organizations-to provide shelter,
care facilities, and counseling assistance to runaways to return voluntarily
to their parents.

To the dismay of the chief congressional sponsor, Sen. Birch Bayh (D)
of Indiana, the Ford administration last year did not ask additional money
for this aid to runaways. Instead It allocated for these purposes half the
existing $10 million annual budget of the Office of Youth Development, in
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW).

Congressional sponsors of the measure complained that the growing run-
away problem demanded more Federal effort-incluiding more money-not Just
a redivision of the same amount of effort and money.

The Ford administration, however, has pointed to the immense Federal
deficit-estimated at not less than $60 billion for this coming year. Neither
runaways nor any other Americans can be helped by the Federal Govern-
ment, it says, if the deficit gets completely out of hand, with disastrous con-
sequences for the national economy.

For the coming fiscal year, which begins July 1, the Ford administration
asks $5 million in additional money for the youth runaway provisions.

On the other hand, Senator Bayh will ask the Senate appropriations sub-
committee for twice that amount.

Even as the appropriations subcommittees prepare to discuss the financing
Issue, local organizations are filing their proposals to aid runaways with
the HEW in order to qualify for some of the $5 million In Federal funds
which the Government already has earmarked from 1975 funds. This is the
last week for such filing.

A key part of the requirements-that shelter and counseling places do
not notify the police when a runaway comes for aid. The reason-if they
did, most runaways never would seek the aid that so many need.

Perhaps when these new shelter-counseling organizations are fully under
way the Nation will have a better idea of how many youths run away each
year. Police arrests statistics do not tell the full story; neither Paul, Michael,
Jimmy, nor most runaways were arrested.

By one estimate some 2 million youths were runaways between 1969 and
1972. And the number is growing. Now, with the funding of the runaway
youth provIsions of the Juvenile Delinquency Law, the Government Is in-
creasing its efforts to help them.

[From the National Association of Counties News Weekly, Dec. 1, 1975]

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Although President Ford, in his 1976 Budget Message, again failed to re-
quest any funds for the Juvenile Justice and Delinqcemcy Prevention Act of
1974, Congress nevertheless appropriated $40 million as part of an $809.6
million appropriation to LEAA. The appropriations bill was signed by Presi-
dent Ford Oct. 21.

A "maintenance of effort" requirement (imposed on LEAA under the Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) requires LEAA to
expend in fiscal 1976 what it spent for Juvenile delinquency in fiscal 1972
(or an estimated $110 million) over and above the $40 million appropriated
for the Juvenile Justice Act itself.

Assuming the full $40 million is released by the Office of Management and
Budget, the money will be appropriated as follows: $9.8 million for spec'el
emphasis or discretionary funding; $23 million in formula grants; $500,000
for concentration of federal efforts; $6 million to the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; and $700,000 to administer and
staff the newly created Office of Juvenile Justice.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 contains
authorization of $75 million for fiscal 1975, $125 million for fiscal 1976 and
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$150 million for fiscal 1977. In June a supplemental appropriation of $25
million was approved for fiscal 1975. To dAte nine states have elected not
to apply for formula grants; Alabama, Colorado, Hawal, Kansas, Oklahoma,
Rhode Island, Utah, West Virginia and Wyoming.

RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT

Title III of the act, short titled the "Runaway Youth Act," places the ad-
ministration of certain provisions relating to runaway youth within the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare. During fiscal 1975, $5 million
was appropriated for title III against an authorization level of $10 million.
(The act also authorizes $10 million for fiscal 1976 and fiscal 1977).

Of the $5 million appropriated for title III, $4 million was distributed in
grants under part A of the title. This section authorizes grants to localities
and non-profit private agencies for temporary shelter, counseling and referral
services to runaway youth and their-families. Preference is given to voluntary
programs; to proposals of $75,000 or less and to programs whose overall
operating budget is under $100,000 per year. Of the remaining $1 million, up
to $500,000 was to be used to conduct a national survey of runaway youth
and $500,000 was spent to provide technical assistance to programs. During
fiscal 1975, 65 runaway facilities received funds out of 260 proposals sub-
mitted. Most of the grants went to private agencies but there were some
public and semi-public agencies funded.

For fiscal 1976, the Senate Appropriations Committee approved an appro-
priation of $10 million. The House Appropriations Committee appropriated
$5 million. A House-Senate Conference Committee will probably split the
difference.

(Excerpt From the Federal Register, April 22. 1975)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

[45 CFR Part 1351]

RUNAWAY YOUTH: PROGRAM AND AeTivirns

NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

Notice is hereby given that the Assistant Secretary for Human Develop-
ment, with the approval of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
proposes to issue regulations to implement the Runaway Youth Act, title III
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Public Law
93-415, approved September 7, 1974, which authorizes financial assistance for
the purpose of developing local facilities to deal primarily with the immediate
needs of runaway youth in a manner which is outside the law enforcement
structure and Juvenile Justice system. For this purpose it is proposed to add
part 1351 to 45 CFR chapter XIII.

Part A of title III provides for grants and technical assistance to localities
and nonprofit private agencies for the establishment, strengthening, or fund-
ing of such local facilities.

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments, suggestions or
objections regarding the proposed part 1351 on or before May 22, 1975 to
the Office of Youth Development, Office of Human Development, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 400 Sixth Street, SW, Room 1651A,
Washington, D.C. 20201. All written submissions made pursuant to this
notice will be made available for public inspection at the above address on
Monday through Friday of each week from 9 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. (area code
202, 245-2873).

Federal financial assistance under part 1351 is subject to the regulations in
45 C.F.R. part 80, issued by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
and approved by the President, to effectuate the provisions of section 601 of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d).

Federal financial assistance under part 1351 is also subject to the provisions
of section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794).
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The provisions of 45 C.F.R. Part 74 and certain enumerated chapters of
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Grants Administration
Manual shall apply to all grants under this part

Dated: March 27, 1975.
STANLEY B. THOMAS, JR.,

Asftstant Secretary
for Human Development.

Approved: April 15, 1975.
CASPAR W. WINmRnoE,

Secretary.
Chapter XIII of title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations is amended by

adding part 1351 as follows:

PART 1851-RuNAWAY YOUTH

Subpart A-Definitions
Sec.
1351.1 Definitions.

1351.10 Pur Subpart B-Grants Program
1351.11 EligibIlity.
1351.12 Duration of Federal assistance.
1351.13 Application; scope.
1351.14 Application; content.
1351.15 Priority.
1351.16 Size of grant.
1351.17 Approval by Secretary.

1351.25 Purpose. Subpart C-Contracts
1351.26 Provisions.

Subpart D-Grants Administrative Provisions
1351.30 Gei'aral.
1351.31 Nature and use of grants.
1351.82 Application, review, award, and amendment of grants.
1351.33 Cost sharing, matching, and payments.
1351.34 Confidentiality and other public policy requirements.
1351.35 Financial and administrative requirements.
1351.36 Reporting requirements.
1351.37 Grantee procurements.
1351.38 Property requirements.
1351.39 Allowability of costs.
1851.40 Grant closeout, suspension and termination (Reserved].

SUBPABT A-DEFINITIONS
§ 1351.1 Definitions.

For the purposes of this part, unless the context otherwise requires:
(a) "Act" means the Runaway Youth Act, Title III of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1975 (Public Law 93-415).
(b) "Aftercare counseling" and "aftercase services" mean the provision of

services to runaway youth and their families, following the youth's return
home or placement in alternative living arrangements which assist In alleviat-
ing the problems which contributed to their running away.

(c) "Area" means a specific neighborhood or section of the locality in
which the runaway program is or will be located.

(d) "Budget period" means the intervals of time, usually 12 months, for
which funds are awarded.

(e) "Counseling services" means the provision of guidance, support, and
advice to runaway youth and their families designed to alleviate the prob-
lems which contributed to the youth's running away, resolve intrafamily
problems, and to help youth decide upon a future course of action.

(f) "Demonstrably frequented by or reachable" means located in an area
in which runaway youth congregate or an area accessible to runaway youth
by public transportation or by the provision of transportation by the runaway
house Itself.

(g) "Facility" means a physical structure in which services are provided
to runaway youth and their families.

(h) "Grants Administration Manual" (hereinafter referred to as the GAM)
means the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare staff manual
which sets forth policies for the administration of grants by agencies of the



509

Department. The manual is available to the public by purchase on a sub-
scriptlon basis from the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government
Printing Office. In addition, it is available for public inspection and copying
in the Department's central and regional office information centers pursuant
to the Department's public Information regulation (45 CFR part 5).

(I) "Juvenile Justice system" means agencies such as, but not limited to,
Juvenile courts, law enforcement, probation, parole, correctional institutions
and detention facilities.

(J) "Law enforcement structure" means any police activity or agency with
legal responsibility for enforcing a criminal code including, but not limited
to, police departments and sheriffs' offices.

(k) "Locality" means a unit of general locp.' government such as a city,
county, township, town, borough, parish or vIilage, or a combination of such
units.

(1) "Nonprofit private agency" means any agency, organization or institu-
tion no part of the net earnings of which inures, or may lawfully inure, to
the benefit of any private shareholder or individual. It may include agencies
which are fully controlled by private boards or persons.

(m) "Office" means the Office of Youth Development within the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

(n) "Past experience," with respect to the priority of private organizations
or institutions for funding under this part, means that a major activity of
such organizations or institutions has been the provision of temporary shelter,
counseling and referral services to runaway youth and their families, either
directly or through linkages established with other community agencies.

(o) "Program budget" means the total amount of funds expended by the
applicant on services for runaway youth in the area during the 12 months
preceding the submission of its application.

(p) "Runaway house" means a locally controlled facility outside the law
enforcement structure and the Juvenile Justice system providing temporary
shelter, either directly or through other -facilities, and counseling services to
runaway youth.

(q) "Runaway youth" means a person under 18 years of age who absents
himself from home or legal residence without permission of parents or legal
guardian.

(r) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare.

(s) "State" means any State of the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
and any territory or possession of the United States.

(t) "Technical assistance" means the provision of expertise for the pur-
pose of developing and strengthening services for runaway youth.

(u) "TemporaV shelter" means the provision of short-term room and
board by a runaway house.

SUBPART B-GRANTS PROGRAM
§ 1351.10 Purpose.

(a) The purpose of this subpart Is to assist States, localities and non-
profit private agencies to develop local facilities to deal primarily with the
immediate needs of runaway youth in a manner which is outside the law
enforcement structure and the Juvenile Justice system;

(b) Grants will be made under this subpart for the purpose of establish-
Ing, strengthening or funding existing or proposed runaway houses.
§ 1351.11 Eligibility.

(a) Grants under this subpart may be made to States, localities or non-
profit private agencies: Provided, however, that agencies and organizations
which are a part of the law enforcement structure and the Juvenile justice
system are not eligible applicants;

(b) Nothing in this part shall be construed to:
(1) Deny grants to nonprofit private agencies fully controlled by private

boards or persons but which In other respects meet the requirements of
this part. Such piivate agencies must agree to be legally responsible for
the Operation of the runaway house;
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(2) Give the Federal Government control over the staffing and personnel
decisions of facilities receiving Federal funds.

S1351.12 Duration of Federal assistance.
(a) A project grant shall be awarded for a specific budget period not in

excess of 12 months;
(b) Grantees may reapply for and receive continued grant support for

additional 12 month budget periods or less contingent upon having met all
the requirements of the Act and this part, having demonstrated satisfactory
past performance, and upon the availability of funds. Grant support, how-
ever, shall be limited to three budget periods.

(c) The budget period may be extended without additional grant support
for a period not In excess of 12 months, when required to assure adequate
completion-of the approved project.
§1351.13 Application; scope.

An application for establishing, strengthening or funding a runaway house,
must provide for temporary shelter to runaway youth and counseling services
to both youth and their families. Funds may be requested for the acquisition
and renovation of existing structures, staff training and the general costs
of operating the runaway house. There is no provision for Federal financial
participation In the construction of new facilities under this subpart. (For
matching requirements, see Subpart D.) Federal participation in the cost
of acquisition and renovation of existing structures shall not exceed 15 per-
cent of the amount provided In the Federal grant award. Under special
circumstances an applicant, on the basis of a demonstrated need, may receive
a waiver from the Secretary of this 15 percent limitation.
§ 1351.14 Application; content.

An application for funds under this subpart shall contain the following in.
formation:

(a) A budget for the proposed period and a budget justification;
(b) A description of the qualifications, roles and functions of the principal

staff to be responsible for the project;
(c) A detailed description of a staffing pattern which conforms to applic-

able State and local licensing requirements. At a minimum, the staffing pat-
tern must provide for the presence of at least one adult staff member on
the premises whenever youth are using the runaway house and for a staff
member to be on the premises or accessible by telephone 24 hours a day
when youth are not using the facility;

(d) A description of the methods to be employed in providing staff and
decisionmaking roles for youth in the operation of the runaway house;

(e) A description of the methods to be followed in utilizing youth -and
adult volunteers in the operation of the runaway house;

(f) A description of the methods to be employed In implementing the fol-
lowing programmatic goals:

(1) Alleviating the problems of runaway youth;
(2) Reuniting youth with their families and encouraging the resolution

of intrafamily problems through counseling and services;
(8) Strengthening family relationship and encouraging stable living con-

ditions for youth;
(4) Helping youth decide upon a future course of action.
(g) A description of the services to be provided;
(h) A statement as to the capacity for temporary shelter for runaways,

with the assurance that no facility utilized by the runaway house for this
purpose shall have a maximum capacity of more. than 20 youth;

(i) Documentation of the- number of runaway youth in the area and the
existing services available to runaway youth. Applicants shall be required to
provide the following:

(1) Annual statistics on the number of runaway youth in the area com-
piled from police, welfare, juvenile court, existing runaway service providers,
and other resources documented by source;

(2) Annual data on available services for runaway youth in the area,
Including a listing of the existing temporary shelter facilities outside the
law enforcement structure and the Juvenile Justice system and other avail-
able services for runaway youth and their families, indicating their service
capacity.
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(J) Documentation that the runaway house is or will be located in an
area which is demonstrably frequented by or easily reachable by runaway
youth. The documentation provided may consist of police contact reports,
social service agency reports or other types of relevant data to substantiate
that the facility is or will be located in an area which runaway youth fre-
quent or verification that the facility is or will be located in an area easily
accessible by public transportation or that transportation is or will be pro-
vided through arrangements with other agencies or by the facility itself;
- (k) Assurance that the runaway house shall comply with or exceed applic-
able State and local licensing requirements including, but not limited to,
building, health and safety codes;

(1) A description of the plans to be followed in contacting the runaway's
parents, legal guardian or relatives. In the absence of applicable State laws,
the runaway house shall be required to contact the youth's parents, legal
guardian or relatives preferably within 24 hours but no more than 72 hours
following the time of the youth's admission into the runaway house;

(m) A description of the procedures to be followed in assuring the safe
return of the youth, either home or to an appropriate alternative living
arrangement, according to the best interests of the youth. The procedures to
be employed must provide for the involvement of both the youth and the
parents or legal guardian, and must be geared toward developing a consensus
as to what constitutes the best interests of the youth;

(n) A description of the arrangements to be established with appropriate
agencies for the provision of alternative living arrangements for those youth
for whom returning home is not determined to be in their best interest;

(o) The methods to be employed In securing transportation and for assur-
ing the safe arrival of youth who are returned home or are placed in an
alternative living arrangement. If the parents or legal guardian are unable
to meet the youth, the runaway house shall make appropriate arrangements
to have the youth met, either *by a representative of another runaway house
or of an appropriate agency in the locality to which the youth is being re-
turned. The runaway house shall be required to contact the youth's home or
alternative placement within 12 hours after the scheduled arrival to confirm
the safe arrival of the youth;

(p) A description of the provisions to be made, as needed, for aftercare
counseling and aftercase services for runaway youth and their parents within
the State and, to the extent possible, for runaway youth and their parents
within the State which the runaway house is located;

(q) A description of procedures to be followed In contacting local govern-
ment agencies pursuant to working relationships established with such agen-
cies by the runaway house;

(r) A description of the methods to be employed in returning, in accord-
ance with applicable Federal, State and local laws, youth who have run away
from correctional institutions. This shall not be construed to mean that the
runaway house shall bear the financial cost of returning these youth;

(s) A description of the procedures to be followed for establishing work-
ing relationships with law enforcement personnel;

(t) Assurance that the runaway house can and will comply with the sta-
tistical reporting requirements and sha!l submit data including, but not
limited to, the number of youth served; their age, sex, race/ethnicity, and
socio-economic background; the places from which they ran; and the types of
services provided to both you and their families;

(u) Assurance that the runaway house can and will comply with evalua-
tion reporting requirements including, but not limited to, an assessment of
its effectiveness in alleviating the problems of runaway youth; in reuniting
youth with their families and encouraging the resolution of intrafamily
problems; in strengthening family relationships and encouraging stable living
conditions for youth; and helping youth decide upon a future course of
action ;

(v) Assurance that records on individual youth will not be disclosed with-
out the written consent of the parents or legal guardian except to a court
involved in the disposition of criminal charges against the youth or to an-
other agency compiling statistical records. Disclosure of information to an
agency compiling statistical records shall be in a non-personally identifiable
form. In order for an agency compiling statistical records to obtain access
to individual case records, such agency must document that it is conducting
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bona fide research on or otherwise has a bona fide interest in runaway youth
programs. Reports or other documents based on such statistical records shall
not disclose the identity of individual youth;

(w) Assurance that the runaway house can and will comply with the
required accounting procedures and fiscal control devices;

(x) Assurance that the runaway house shall submit an annual report de--
tailing how its programmatic goals have been met and how the plan con-
tained in the approved application has been implemented;

(y) Assurance that the runaway house shall submit such other informa-
tion as the Secretary reasonably deems necessary.
§ 1351.15 Priority. N

(a) In considering the grant applications under this part, priority shall be
given to:

(1) Private nonprofit organizations or institutions which have had past
experience in dealing with runaway youth.

(2) Applicants whose requests for financial assistance are smaller than
$75,000; and

(3) Applicants whose annual program budgets are smaller than $100,000.
(b) Once priorities have been assigned, the following factors will be con-

sidered in approving applications for funding;
(1) Documentation of the greatest need for Federal support based upon

the number of runaway- youth in the area and the existing availability of
services ;

- (2) The completeness and adequacy of the grant application as outlined in
51351.14.
§ 1351.16 Size of grant.

The size of such grant shall be determined by the number of runaway
youth in the community and the existing services available for runaway
youth.
§ 1351.17 Approval by Secretary.

An application for a grant may be approved by the Secretary only if It is
consistent with the provisions of the act and this subpart.

SUBPART C-CONTRACTS

§1351.25 Purpose.
The Secretary is authorized to make contracts for the provision of tech-

nical assistance to carry out the purpose of the acL
§ 1351.26 Provisions.

Any contract under this part shall be entered into in accordance with, and
shall conform to all applicable laws, regulations and Department policy.

SUBPART D-GRANTS, ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

§ 1351.30 General.
Applicability of 45 CPFR Part 7.-The provisions of 45 CFR part 74, estab-

lishing uniform administrative requirements and cost principles, shall apply
to all grants under this part.
§ 1351.31 Nature and use of grants.

The provisions of chapter 1-00, Eligibility for Grants, of the GAM shall
apply to all grants under this part.
§ 1351.32 Application, review, award, and amendment of grants.

(a) Application review.-AIl applicationi for a grant will be reviewed by
the Office to determine whether they meet the requirements of the act and
this part. The applicant may be requested to submit additional information
either before or after review of the application. The Office may submit the
application to technical consultants. On the basis of the recommendations
received, the Secretary will determine the action to be taken with respect
to each application and will notify the applicant accordingly;

(b) Award.-All grant awards shall be in writing, shall specify the
amount of funds, the purposes for which these funds are granted, and the
budget period for which support is given;
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(c) Grant amendments. (1) The grantee shall submit an amendment de-
scribing any material change in the plan of his program or project proposed
to be made- during the budget period. Proposed program or project plan
amendments shall be submitted in writing for review and consideration by
the Office;

(2) Proposed project plan amendments may be initiated by the Office if,
on the basis of reports, It appears that Federal funds are being used for
approvable purposes beyond the scope of the approved project application.
§ 1351.33 Cost sharing, matching, and payments.

(a) Matching requirements. Federal financial participation under the act
and this part in the costs of operation of a runaway house pursuant to its
approved application and budget, shall be 90 percent. The non-Federal share
may be in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated by the Secretary, including plant,
equipment, or services;

(b) Payments. Payments under this act may be made in installments, in
advance, or by way of reimbursement, with necessary adjustments on account
of overpayments or underpayments.

(c) The provisions of chapter 1-400, matching and cost sharing, of the
GAM shall apply to all grants under this part.
§ 1351.34 Confidentiality and other public policy requirements.

(a) (onjldential information. All information, including lists of names, ad-
dresses, photographs, and records of evaluation, obtained as to personal facts
about individuals served by any runaway house assisted under the act shall
be held to be confidential and may not be disclosed without written consent
of parent or legal guardian except as provided in 11351.14(v).

(b) Protection of rights of recipients. (1) No youth shall be the subject of
any research or experimentation under this part, other than routine testing
and normal program evaluation, unless the parent or legal guardian is in-
formed and given an opportunity as of right to exempt such youth therefrom;

(2) No youth shall be subject to medical, psychiatric or psychological
treatment under this part without the consent of the parent or legal guardian
unless otherwise permitted under State law.

(c) Conflict of interest. Employees or individuals participating in a -pro-
gram or project under the act shall not use their positions for a purpose
that is, or gives the appearance of being, motivated by a desire for private
gain for themselves, or others, particularly those with whom they have
family, business or other ties.
§ 1351.35 Financial and administrative requirements.

The provisions of chapter 1-45, use of consultants, of the GAM shall apply
to all grants under this part.
§ 1351.36 Reporting requirements.

The grantee shall submit reports in such form and containing such in-
formation as prescribed by the Secretary, and shall keep such records and
afford such access thereto as the Secretary may find necessary to assure the
correctness and verification of suc reports.
§ 1351.37 Grantee procurements.

The provisions of chapter 1-46, use of small, business and minority-owned
businesses, of the GAM shall apply to all grants under this part.
§ 1351.38 Property requirements.

Publications and copyrights.
(a) The results of any activity supported under this part may be published

without prior review by the Department: Provided, that such publication's
preface shall acknowledge the Federal assistance received and state that
interpretations of data do not necessarily represent interpretations of the
Department and provided, further, that three copies of such publication are
furnished to the Department.

(b) Where a project activity leads to the publication of a book or other
copyrighted material, the author is free to copyright the work, but the De-
partment reserves royalty-free, nonexclusive, and irrevocable license to repro-
duce, publish, or otherwise use, and to authorize others to use, all copy-
rightable or copyrighted material resulting from the grant-supported activity.
Any such publication shall contain a notice of such license. -



514

§ 1351.39 Allowability of costs.
The following chapters of the GAM shall apply to all grants under this

part:
(a) Chapter 1-44, alteration and renovation (except for the limitation pro-

vided in 11851.13) ;
(b) Chapter 6-10, charges for leased facilities and equipment;
(c) Chapter 6-0, charges for facilities purchased or constructed by State

and local governments;
(d) Chapter 6-100, establishment of indirect cost rates;
(e) Chapter 6-110, use of special indirect cost rates;
(f) Chapter 6-120, treatment of costs of services provided by affiliated

organizations; and,
(g) Chapter 6-150, reimbursement of indirect costs.

§ 1351A0 Grant closeout, suspension, and termination. [Reserved]

THE LOAL STATUS OF RUNAWAY CHILDREN

(By Hubert Wilton Beaser, Esq.)

A SUMMARY

Runaway children and their families have, in the past several years, be-
come a dominant subject of concern for both public and private groups in-
volved in preserving the quality of life in this country. Barriers to that
quality existence are frequent and far reaching for the many young people
who, for a variety of reasons, have chosen to take flight from their tradi-
tional origins. Undoubtedly the least subtle of the many problems that are
encountered by runaways fall Into the category of legal prohibitions because
of minority classification.

In an effort to determine the current legal status of juvenile runaways in
the United States, the Office of Youth Development of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), funded Educational Systems Cor-
poration (ESC) and Principal Investigator Herbert Wilton Beaser, J.D. to
study the issue. The project was undertaken as a "bench study" of the major
statutes, highest court decisions and opinions of attorneys general in 54
jurisdictions--the 50 states and the District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands. These three research topics were viewed as they
relate to the primary legal problems likely to be encountered by children
"on the run"-whether running interstate or intrastate.

As the study evolved, it became increasingly apparent that field com-
parison of the law on the books with the law in action is a prerequisite to
making a valid assessment of the state of the law today as it affects runaways.
Though this review of reality has not yet taken place, much can be gained
by considering the strictures that legally prevent a runaway from seeking
medical care, from supporting himself or herself, from attending school In a
Jurisdiction other than that of the parent or guardian, and, in many instances,
from retaining his or her very freedom.

The capsulized version of the ESC-Beaser study that is presented here
should be perceived as an introduced to the morass of laws and legends that-
await the potential runaway: It attempts to single out the areas of major
interest, both to the population concerned and to their pursuers, and to docu-
ment a general legal attitude In each area. The summary is not intended to
be inclusive.

UNIMANCIPATED MINORS UNDER COMMON LAW

Historically, children below the age of 21 had little, if any, control over the
direction and circumstances of ther lives. Common-law provisions for reciprocal
rights and duties between parents and their minor children stipulated that
parents had the legal right to the physical care, custody and control of those
children; that they had the right to provide and supervise their education,
religious control and general upbringing, including discipline, and that they
could retain the services and earnings of these minor offspring. Inherent in
the stated rights was the implied obligation of parents to in fact provide
their children with the necessities of life. Rights and obligations terminated
as each child reached the age of 21.
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In spite of its appearance as a protective cloak, in actual piactice the com-
mon law served rather as the harbinger of severe legal disability for the
unemancipated minor. Under its mantle, the minor could not give valid consent
to medical, surgical or psychiatric care. If between the ages of 7 and 14 and
charged with the commission of a crime, he or she could be tried and con-
victed as an adult. The minor child had no right to his or her earnings, or
to a choice of domicile other than that of the parent of record. Yet he or
she could consent to marriage at the age of 7! Under common law, the un-
emancipated minor could neither sue nor be sued, and could disavow most con-
tracts to which he or she had been party. There was no common-law require-
ment that a child attend school to fulfill the parental obligation that he or
she be educated.

Many legal changes and adaptations have obviously occurred since the
common law was the law of the land. As an example, the age of majority has
been lowered in 41 of the pertinent 54 jurisdictions to 18 years of age. How-
ever, In many cases, newly enacted statutes simply Imposed additional restric-
tions and limitations upon unemancipated minors.

In the specific instance of runaway children, common law and statutory
proscriptions combine to create a veritable jungle that the typical runaway
is ill-prepared to confront. Youngsters who have chosen or been forced to
flee their homes are generally significantly younger than any established age
of automatic emancipation, and the route to acquiring the privileges of emanci-
pation is difficult If not inaccessible. The ESC-Beaser study documents its
pursuit.

THE JUVENILE COURT

The concept of a Juvenile court originated early in this century as a well-
intentioned attempt to shield children from the stigma of being called Into the
adult "criminal" court. The privacy that would "protect" these -errant minors
excluded lawyers, juries, most witnesses, the press and the public from the
courtroom; the judge and the probation officer would do what was in the
"best interests" of the child.

In spite of the noble motives of its creators, the Juvenile court has often
rendered substantive and procedural injustices on children before it, as well
as on their parents. The landmark cases of Gault and Miranda, decided by
the U.S. Supreme Court In 1967 and 1966, respectively, testify to the rights
of juveniles to standard court procedures such as timely notice In. advance of
hearing, right to counsel, and privilege against self-incrimination. To what
extent these decisions have impacted on actual Juvenile court proceedings is
difficult to determine.

The runaway child presents a peculiar phenomenon within the Juvenile
Justice System. Statutes regarding their behavior are vague and vary widely
from State to State. In 24 of the 54 subject jurisdictions, peace officers may
take into custody and detain juveniles suspected of being runaways. Such
runaways are variously categorized as delinquents, persons in needs of super-
vision (PINS), or children In need of supervision (CINS). -

In most cases, their inconsistencies with the law are designated ."status
offenses," that Is, offenses that are classifiable only because they were com-
mitted by unemaneipated minors. Identical behavior by adults is legally and
socially acceptable. Current thinking with respect to youth development in this
country is that jurisdiction over "status offenders" should be removed from
the Juvenile court system and vested in nonjudgmental social service agencies.
These and other examples of present-day thoughts concerning children and
justice are contained in the newly issued M6del Acts for Family Courts and
State-Local Children's Programs, compiled by W. H. Sheridan and Herbert
Wilton Beaser and published by HEW's Office of Youth Development.

PUBLIC EDUCATION

Though the common law made no demand that a child attend school, later
legislators provided for such a requirement. Only Mississippi is now without
a compulsory school-attendance law. All other jurisdictions set minimum and
maximum ages between which a child must attend school unless exempted for
specific cause. The upper end of the age span Is of critical Importance to the
runaway, as It determines when he or she may no longer attend school, when
he or she may obtain a work permit, and whether school attendance, If de-
sired, is possible in a new location. Thirty-six of the 53 jurisdictions with
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school-attendance laws set 16 as the maximum age for required schooling;
the lowest maximum age is 14, in Puerto Rico, while the highest is 18, in five
Jurisdictions.

SOCIAL SECURITY AND CHILD WELFARE SERVICES

Immediate priority needs of the youthful runaway would ordinarily be for
food and lodging. However, juveniles will frequently find that traditional
service programs are not available to them because of their minority status.
Three possibilities do occur, nevertheless. Regular payments may be secured
through the aid to families with dependent children (AFDC) program for
the support of dependent children living with almost any relative. In addition,
a runaway child may be eligible for care and services through a public or
private child-caring agency, which may include a "runaway house." Interstate
runaways may be maintained for up to 15 days and then returned to their
home communities under provisions of the Social Security Act.

MEDICAL AND SURGICAL TREATMENT

The common law structure that consent of a parent or guardian must pre-
cede any medical services rendered to a juvenile has prevailed into modern
times. In only 28 of the 54 Jurisdictions does marriage of the minor qualify
him or her to consent to a doctor's care. In many cases, no specific statutory
references are made to particular types of care, and the common law rule
presumably prevails. Where statutes do exist, they often vary drastically
among Jurisdictions and among types of care sought. A minor of any age, for
example, may give a legally valid consent to treatment for pregnany in merely
11 of the 54 jurisdictions studied. In marked contrast to that statistic is the
fact that treatment for venereal disease can be approved by minors in all but
four of those same jurisdictions.

Securing medical and surgical care can be of desperate importance to the
young runaway. Even in the case where a legitimate emergency exists, the
attending doctor often faces considerable financial and professional risks in
treating an unknown juvenile. He or she confronts another dilemma in deciding
how to handle the confidentiality requirement of the medical profession.- The
runaway in need of services may often be the hapless and unattended victim
of these unresolved predicaments.

The ESC-Beaser study, in concurrence with the thoughts of other prac-
titioners in the field, suggests that a model medical care statute be adopted
by all jurisdictions. This carefully worded legislative tool would safeguard
parental rights and the rights of the juvenile, as well as hold the physician
harmless both civilly and criminally, except for negligence when he or she
provided medical care to minors under circumstances stipulated in the statute.

CHILD LABOR LAWS

The common law- combination of no schooling requirements and the parent's
right to a child's earnings frequently led to the exploitation of minors as
supplementary wage earners for families. The Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938 addressed a growing national concern in this regard by federally regu-
lating the ages, hours and conditions under which minors may work for pay.
Coupled with the compulsory school-attendance laws that had developed, the
child-labor laws protected minors from unjust utilization in the marketplace
by parents or by unscrupulous employers.

What was a great boon .to children in general, however, has become a major
legal difficulty to runaway children in particular. The range of basic minimum
ages at which a minor may seek formal employment spans'the 2-year period
between 14 (22 Jurisdictions) and 16 (29 Jurisdictions). Employment or age
certificates (working papeis) must accompany job applications up to-the age
of 18 in 25 Jurisdictions. Only six States require no work permit for minors.
The number of hours per day and days per week that a juvenile may work are
tightly controlled, and nightwork is virtually prohibited. Department of Labor-
defined "hazardous occupations" in-nonagricultural industries are reserved for
persons over 18. Similarly dangerous positions in the agricultural field have
a minimum age of 16 years.

The problem confronting the young runaway striving for self-sufficiency
becomes apparent. Its double-edged nature, an additional barrier, derives from
the legal reality that the employer, not the employee, is liable for correct
interpretation of the child-labor statutes. The rejected runaway may, once
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again, as in the case of medical services, find himself or herself the unfortunate
victim of circumstance.

CURFEW LAWS

Statutes and ordinances regulating the evening and night hours during
which juveniles of a certain age must be off the streets are particularly
threatening to interstate runaways. Eleven jurisdictions have enacted State
laws imposing curfew restrictions on juveniles. Others delegate authority in
this matter to police chiefs or to the juvenile court, either of which would
then have control over the late-hour activities of uninformed minors from
other jurisdictions.

HITCHHIKING REGULATIONS

Hitchhiking, a common mode of transportation for runaways, is prohibited
by statute in 34 of the 54 jurisdictions studied. The prohibition pertains to
all persons, and is not selective of minors. However, since an act of de-
linquency is defined as "the violation of any State law or municipal ordi-
nance," a juvenile charged with hitchhiking in the regulating jurisdiction
may face court labeling as a delinquent.

STATUTORY RAPE

Every jurisdiction studied has statutory provision for the prosecution of "un-
lawful carnal knowledge of a woman." However, the individual specifications as
to age of both female and male, burden-of-proof requirements and degree of
punishment vary widely among the many localities.

Utilizing statutory rape proscriptions as a barometer for determining per-
mlssible sexual activities of minors is a risk undertaking, as jurisdictional
statutes fall into no discernible or rational pattern. This fact can be par-
ticularly disconcerting, if not actually harmful, to the runaway child, male
or female. Behavior that was freely and legally indulged in by the runaway
in his or her State of origin may suddenly, in a new environment, be a crime
subject to severe penalties. Likewise, presumptions made on innocent minors
by opportunities encountered in the runaway culture may be subject to no
legal restitution.

DRUG ABUSE PROGRAMS

The ESC-Beaser study dealt with statutory provisions authorizing or man-
dating drug-abuse programs under which juvenile addicts would be entitled
to treatment. It did not deal directly with violation by a minor of laws
relating to the use, possession or sale of proscribed drugs. The child's consti-
tutional rights under such circumstances, however, were explored within the
review of the juvenile court.

In each of 21 jurisdictions, a particular State agency is authorized to
establish a program for drug-abuse treatment either directly or through local
agencies. Twenty-two jurisdictions have enacted legislation establishing drug-
addiction treatment programs specifying in considerable detail the procedures
to be followed, including in some cases eligibility requirements for minors.
Statutes specifically authorizing minors to consent to medical treatment for
addiction are on the books in seven States. These statutes also protect the
person giving such treatment against all legal action except for negligence.
Only Alabama and Guam have no legal provision for drug-abuse treatment.

CONTRIBUTING TO TE DEUNQUENCY OF A MINOR

Under the common law, a child's parents had tWe right to the physical care,
custody and control of that child until the child reached majority or was
sooner emancipated, and had legal recourse If someone deprived them of that
right. The law has continually been Interested in protecting parents' rights
and in assuring the proper upbringing of children.

From these concerns have arisen, in all jurisdictions studied, statutes
regarding contributing to the delinquency of a minor, "harboring" a minor,
or interfering with parental rights to "care, custody and control." The pro-
visions of these many statutes vary greatly and follow no special pattern.
Designed to have a broad span of applicability, some of the statutes in fact
test the "void for vagueness" doctrine. Both perpetrator and victim are
frequently Ill-defined, which leads to the conclusion that, theoretically, one
minor could be convicted of inducing another minor to leave home.

67-988 0 - 76 - 36
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The looseness with which so many of the "contributing" statutes are drafted
creates serious problems for workers employed in runaway houses. The law
is virtually noncommital regarding the length of time and type of services
that may be provided a runaway without notifying a parent or guardian.
Once again, risk is involved on the parts of both the provider and the re-
ceiver of services.

LZOAL ABILITY TO MARRY

Basically, marriage is a civil contract between two persons having the legal
capacity to enter into a contract. Under the common law, a child could con-
sent to marriage at the age of 7, and could confirm it legally when the male
was 14 and the female 12. Statutes in many jurisdictions have now changed
the common-law minimum ages below which minors may not marry even
with parental consent. The lowest such ages pertain in New Hampshire: 14
for males and 13 for females. The range in other jurisdictions is generally
between 16 and 18. -"

The last several years have witnessed a dramatic lowering of the age at
which juveniles may legally marry without parental consent. Twenty-four of
the 54 Jurisdictions studied have established 18 as that age for both parties.
Nine Jurisdictions retain 21 as the age below which parental consent is
needed for both male and female. Twelve areas hold to 21 for males and 18
for females. In some jurisdictions, intervening circumstances such as preg-
nancy or the draft will warrant approval of marriage even below the statu-
torily established minimum age. Of particular interest in today's society are
the facts that 14 States and the District of Columbia still recognize common-
law marriages, and that such a union, validly contracted in one of those
jurisdictions, would be recognized in all the other jurisdictions.

USE OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS

Statutes attempting to curb the use, acquisition or possession of tobacco
products by minors are very broadly worded and singularly inconsistent from
jurisdiction to Jurisdiction. Only 13 out of the 54 jurisdictions, for example,
have laws covering the purchase, possession or use of tobacco products by
minors. The sudden enforcement of one of these statutes at the expense of
an uninformed runaway may place him or her in a detention facility for
behavior that was completely legitimate two blocks away! Similarly con-
fusing are the statutes in 36 jurisdictions relating to or regulating the sale,
barter, gift or exchange of tobacco products with or to minors. Since these
restrictions do not necessarily coexist. with others prohibiting minors from
smoking, a person offering a juvenile a cigarette may be found guilty of a
misdemeanor, while the juvenile accepting the gift is without offense!

PURCHASE AND USE OF INTOXICATING BEVERAGES

All jurisdictions have statutory requirements relating to the purchase, con-
sumption and/or possession of beer, wine, or distilled spirits by minors. In
24 Jurisdictions, a person 18 years of age or older may purchase or be sold
intoxicating beverages of any kind. Seven Jurisdictions require that he or
she be at least 19 to make such purchases, and the minimum age of 21 applies
in 14 additional states. These differing statutes have obvious implications
for the interstate runaway.

MOTOR VEHICLE LAWS

States that would apply to the ability of juveniles to operate or seek to
operate motor vehicles on public highways are found in in all Jurisdictions ex-
cept Georgia, which has no conditions attached to obtaining a driver's license.
Only Georgia and Pennsylvania do not require that an applicant for a license
take and pass a written examination. In all but four jurisdictions, the appli-
cant must pass a vision test. Only Georgia does not require an actual driving
test. Other conditions for obtaining a -license, which are sporadically en-
countered, include an oral examination, a hearing test, a physical examina-
tion, and a road-sign test.

The minimum age at which an individual may obtain a license to operate
a motor vehicle-although "learner's permits" may be obtained earlier-
ranges from 14 In Arkansas to 21 in Colorado: The minimum age is 16 in
25 jurisdictions and 18 in 19 jurisdictions. Additional. limitations and con-
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ditions placed on the licenses of juveniles, however, make driving not just
a matter of age. In many areas, driver education/training is a prerequisite
to a license. Frequently, a licensed adult driver must accompany the minor,
and he 6r she is restricted in the hours during the day when driving is
permitted. Regarding interstate driving by minors, most jurisdictions honor
reciprocity provisions that allow drivers from another State a certain "grace"
period before obtaining a new license. States governing reciprocity make no
special mention of minors.

STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES

The ESC-Bjeaser study, not surprisingly, discovered that very little specific
statutory authority exists that would authorize or direct an agency within
a jurisdiction to establish and operate, or to assist in the establishment and
operation of, treatment alternatives for runaway children. Some of the vital
questions that remain unanswered because of this lack are these: May a
shelter-care facility providing housing for a runaway child do so without
notifying his or her parent or guardian? Must that notification policy be
uniform throughout the State. Must a shelter-care facility meet the same
facility standards demanded of oth-r c - ring institutions? Are records
maintained by such a facility confidential or may they be inspected by police
authorities? Must they be produced in court proceedings? Jurisdictional
statutes addressing these and other specific concerns would do much to
clarify the status of the runaway.

THE INTERSTATE COMPACT ON JUVENILES

Forty-eight States and, the District of Columbia have adopted the Inter-
state Compact on Juveniles developed and sponsored by the Council of State
governments. The Compact makes specific cooperative provisions to "provide
for the welfare and protection of juveniles and the public." Participating
States agree to: the cooperative supervision of delinquent juveniles on pro-
bation or parole, the return from one State to another of delinquent Juve-
niles who have escaped or absconded, the return from one State to another
of nondelinquent juveniles who have run away from home, and additional
measures for the protection of Juveniles and of the public which any two
or more of the party States may find desirable to undertake.

Viewed specifically with regard to the-runAway child, the Interstate Com-
pact leaves-very much to be desired. Protection under it of the legal rights
of runaways and of their parents are minimal at best. This study concluded
that if the Interstate Compact on Juveniles is to be used as an enlightened
judicial instrument to solve the legal, social and practical problems of runa-
ways and their parents, it needs radical revision.

THE LA W IN ACTION

One aspect of the ESC-Beaser study involved soliciting feedback from
individuals and agencies with runaway children, regarding the stat-
utes that have been di ussed as either helps or hindrances to their work.
An impressive number of replies were received, and many salient comments
pointed to the need for change in the present state of the law.

Perhaps this excerpt speaks most closely to the spirit of those who shared
their views with us: ". . . I become quite frustrated by the confusion in the
present laws concerning juveniles in general and runaways in particular.
Since many runaways cross state lines, a unified Federal law clearly stating
their status and the procedures for dealing with them would be very help-
ful. . . . I think that (Federal) stance should recognize runaway episodes
as symptomatic of family and individual difficulties that may require counsel-
ing or family mediation besides other social services."

The collective impressions of runaway workers that are a part of the
product of this study were never intended to represent a definitive analysis
of actual practices regarding runaways and the law. They do make apparent,
however, that much more is "going on" that affects the legal status of runa-
ways and the treatment they receive under the Juvenile justice system than
would appear from a simple reading of the statutes, judicial decisions, or
opinions of attorneys general. An in-depth, more comprehensive field study
of the true picture of runaways and the law is both needed and warranted.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEIFAR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETAzY,

Waslhnglon, D.C., June 25, 1975.
Mr. JOHN M. ROTOZ,
Staff Director and Chief Counsel,
Senate Judicary Committee'. Sv omm4ttee To Invest iate Juvenile Delinquency,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR JOHN: As you requested I am enclosing the complete list of the 65
grantees to receive funds during fiscal year 1975 through the Runaway Youth
Act.

I am pleased that the Office of Youth Development has successfully imple-
mented the act. It is our hope that that we will serve more than 32,000
young people during the ensuing year.

Thank you for your continuing Interest.
Sincerely,

MORTON M. KANTER,
Deputy Commissioner,

Ofoe of Youtht Development.
Enclosure.

Runaway Youth Act-1975 granleesRegion I:
Boston Network of Alternative Runaway Services (The Bridge/

The Place), Boston, Mass ------------------------------ $43, 758
Spectrum, Burlington, Vt --------------------------------- 30, 000
Child and Family Services (Hassle House), Concord, N.H 38, 570
R.I. Department of Community Affairs, Providence, R.I ------- 36, 000

Subtotal -------------------------------- --------- 148, 328

Region II:
The Educational Alliance (Project Contact), New York, N.Y___- 69, 943
Project Equinox, Albany, N.Y ......-------------------------- 73, 180
Compass House, Buffalo N.Y .................- 38, 150

- Covenant House New Vork, N.Y-- .......--.... 73, 258
Municipality of San Juan, San Juan, Puerto Rico ------------ 68, 180
Diocese of Paterson, Paterson, N.J ------------------------- 72, 750

Subtotal -------------------------------------------- 395, 461

Region III:
Voyage House Philadelphia, Pa ---------------------------- 69, 702
Fellowship of Lights, Baltimore, Md ------------------------ 65, 580

'Family Services of Montgomery County, Rockville, Md ------- 68, 985
SAJA Runaway House, Washington, D.C ------------------- 70, 320
Youth Research Center (Second Mile), Hyattsville, Md ------- 66, 010
Valley Youth House, Bethlehem, Pa ------------------------ 65, 403

Subtotal ----------------------------------------- 406, 000

Region IV:
South Carolina Department of Youth Services, Columbia, S.C._ 67, 558
The Relatives, Charlotte, N.C ---- ---------------------- -68, 000
American Red Cross, Birmingham, Ala ---------------------- 61, 524
Runaway House, Memphis, Tenn -------------------------- 33, 144
Switchboard of Miami (Bay House), Miami, Fla -------------- 73, 731
Human Resources Center, Inc. (Youth Alternatives Runaway

Shelter), Daytona Beach, Fla. --------------------------- 60, 843
Youth Programs, Orlando, Fla ----------------------------- 71, 000
Metro Atlanta Mediation Center (The Bridge) Altanta, Ga .... - 69, 000
Leon County School District, Tallahassee, Fla ---------------- 70, 773

Subtotal ----------------------------------------- 575, 573
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Region V:
Youth Network Council (Yellow Brick Road), Chicago, III
United Indian Group Home Runaway Project, Minneapolis,

Minn ,
Centrol Cultural Education Chicano-Boricua, Milwaukee, Wis_.
Detroit Transit Alternatives, Detroit, Mich ------------------
Bridge for Runaways, Minneapolis, Minn --------------------
Briarpatth, M adison Wis --------------------------
Switchboard, Fort Wayne, Ind. .............................
New Life for Girls Cincinnati, Ohio ............ ...........
Salvation Army (New Life House), Chicago, Ill --------------
Mental Health and Mental Retardation Board of Montgomery

County (Daybreak), Dayton, Ohio
Huckleberry House, Columbus, Ohio ------------------------
Ozone House, Ann Arbor, Mich ...........................
City of Indianapolis (Stopover), Indianapolis, Ind ...........
Counseling Center of Milwaukee (Pathfinders), Milwaukee,

Wis _
National Runaway Switchboard Metro-Help, Chicago, Ill .....

Subtotal..

Region VI:
Middle Earth Unlimited, Austin, Tex-
YWCA of Galveston, Galveston, Tex --
Youth Services (Greenhouse), New Orleans, La
YM CA of Dallas, Dallas Tex -----------------------------
National Conference of dhristians and Jews, Little Rock, Ark. -_
Martin Luther King Community Center, Houston, Tex
The Family Connection, Houston, Tex-

Subto tal ---------------------------------------------

Region VII:
Total Awareness, Council Bluffs Iowa.
Youth Emergency Services, St. Louis, Mo_.
Northland Youth-Adult Projects (Synergy House), Parkville,

M o -- --------------------- ----------------------------
Flying Dutchman, Wichita, Kans......................

Subtotal ..................................

Region VIII:
Montana State Youth Development Bureau, Helena, Mont....
Order.of the Holy Family, Denver, Colo ....

Subtotal ............................................

Region IX:
Interface Community Newbury Park, Calif..............
Awakening Peace, Lake Tahoe, Calif .......
Youth'Advocates, Inc., Woodacre, Calif ....................
Youth Advocates, Inc. (Huckleberry House), San Francisco,

Calif..........................................
San Diego Youth Services (The Bridge), San Diego, Calif.
Focus, Las Vegas, Nev ..............................
The Sanctuary Agana, Guam .........................
Diogenes, Davis, alf .---- ------------------------------
North Orange County YMCA, Fullerton, Calif ..........
YMCA of San Diego and San Diego County (Project Oz),

San Diego, Calif................................

Subtotal ....

$69, 900

67, 265
70 307
66, 808
65 000
42, 849
31, 200
43 800
69 000

63, 396
56, 856-
65, 780
70, 375

60, 247
152, 080

994, 863

49, 965
70, 886
71, 980
70, 150
61, 834
71, 208
72, 977

469, 000

60, 390
64, 908

42, 852
49, 150

217, 300

45, 000
75, 000

120, 000

74, 466
50, 400
57, 120

74, 123
74, 985
72, 000
48,p950
74, 476
68, 480

60, 5QO

655, 500
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Region X:
Family Crisis Intervention Center (Looking Glass), Eugene,

Oreg --------------------------------------------- $52, 601
The Shelter, Seattle, Wash ------------------------------- 73, 145
Alaska Children's Service, Anchorage, Alaska ---------------- 39, 055

Subtotal -------------------------------------------- 164,801'

Total ----------------------------------------- 4,146, 826

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

Washington, D.O., July 16, 1975.
Hon. WARRN MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Subcomm4ttee on Labor-HBW, Committee on Appropriation., U.S.

Senate, Waoh4ngton, D.C.
Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The problem of children who run away from home is one

which I have studied In great detail as chairman of the Juvenile Delinquency
Subcommittee. Many of these youngsters, soon after their departures, find them-
selves in circumstances where they must resort to illegal activity, including
prostitution and drug pushing, to sustain their lives or are similarly victimized
by criminals young and old.

After twice passing the Senate in 1972 and 1073, the Runaway Youth Act
which I authored became law in 1974. It was incorporated as title III of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (Public Law 98-415) and
authorized the amount of $10 million for each of 3 years concluding In 1977.

Congress appropriated $5 million to implement the program in fiscal year 1975.
It Is off to a good start. But the Office of Youth Development, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, was only able to award grants to 65 programs,
although a majority of the 258 applications merited funding.

As chairman of the Senate Subcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,
and a member of the Labor-HEW Appropriations Subcommittee, I would like to
recommend that we fund the Runaway Youth Act at the level of $10 million. The
need Is clear and while the initial grants have begun to fill this gap in assistance
to young people in trouble, much more can and should be done.

We are all increasingly aware of our national failure to adequately address
the concerns of our youth so as to prevent the development of criminal life-
styles. The Runaway Youth Act is designed to help accomplish this objective.

Youths under 19 are responsible for more than 50 percent of the serious crime
in this country. I know that you, with your responsibilities In the health and
social service areas, understand that this modest amount is Justified as an in-
vestment that will help us to save future tax dollars and to enable more of our
troubled youth to become productive citizens.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

BIRCH BAYH.
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JUVNILE DELJI tMY [ATA

SJUMITn'EE TO INVESTIGATE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

SENATOR BIRC MAYH, CHAI

April 1976

The American youth population, between'the ages of 10 and 17 accounts for 16% of the
total U.S. population:

--Of the 6 million arrests made nationally in 1974,
27%, or 1,683,073 were of persons under 18 years of age.1

--31% of all crimes solved (for FBI Crime index Offenses)
involved persons under 18 years of age.

--The peak age for arrests for violent crime is 18, followed
by 17, 16, and 19. Since 1963 arrests of juveniles in this
category has tripled, from about one arrest every 400
juveniles to about one arrest for every 140 juveniles.2

--The peak age for arress for major property crimes is 16,
followed by IS and 17.'

OFFENSES (1974)1
Runaways 1974 :ational estimate of arrests: 239,600, representing 10.3% of

all juvenile arrests.
National estimate of total number of runaways--I million.

Table.
Jiuendie Arrests (under 18 as % of total arrests for offense):

violent crimelserious) 22.6%
property crime (serious) S0.7%
all serious crime' 4S.1%
all arrests 27.2%

IDS IN ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (under age 18):
Table I I.
All Juveniles " 1960-1974 1969-1974 1973-1974

violent crime "2+4.7 +49.01OT '87v
property crime +133.0% +29.8% +20.2%
all serious crime +142.6% +31.6% +18.8
all arrests +137.81 +16.41 +8.71

TRENDS IN ARRESTS OF JUVENILES (under age 18) BY SEX:
Table 111.Male Juveniles 1960-1974 1969-1974 1973-1974

violent crime Z1F.t + +3.WT
property crime +107.1% +13.8% +19.6%
all serious crime +118.0% +15.9% +18.1%
all arrests +119.4% +16.0% +9.S1

labl

efe'Yiveniles 1960-1974 1969-1974 1973-1974
violent crime +419.2 +6Z.6 i
property crime +380.9% +46.4% +23.0%
all serious crime .383.21 +47.3% +22.4%
all arrests +245.11 +47.21 +5.9%

DRUG ARREST TREhN:3

SgRYds and Adults: Linder 18
1960-1974 +3,778%
1969-1974 +92% +80%
1973-1974 +1.8t +2.21

(Continued on back side.)
+Violent crimes are the offenses of murder, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault.
'Property crimes are the offenses of burglary, larceny, theft, and motor vehicle theft.Serious crimes are the combination of property and violent crimes.
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DRUG ARREST TRENDS, continued3

Table VI.
Juvenile and Adult arrest totals, by sex:

Under 18
Fema lIle* *3-,gT%
+102% +ISO%
-3.8 +3.01

All ages
FemlIe Male

+98% +llS
-.1% +2.51

Juvenile crime has had quantum growth rates relative to adult crime
during the fourteen year period of 1960-1974. Other trends visible in
the arrest statistics include a significant increase in juvenile
participation in violent crime and tremendous increases in drug law
violations.

Accompanying this soaring growth in juvenile crimes has been a dramatic
increase in female delinquency. Explanations for this trend include, changing
social attitudes towards women, deteriorating economic conditions, advanced
ad significant differences in the prosecution and institutionalization
of juvenile boys and girls.

ThE JUENILE AND THE LEGAL SYSTJ4

Juvenile Court Caseload:4

The juvenile courts in the U.S. handled over 1 million cases in 1974.
There has been a caseload increase each year; generally exceeding youth
population incrsses. Between 1960 and 1973 the number of delinquency cases
more than doubled (124% increase), compared to the 32% increase in the
number of children aged 10 through 17.

Of the 1,709,564 juveniles taken into custody by the police in 1974:1
47.0% were referred to juvenile courts.
44.4% were handled and released.
3.7% were referred to adult court.
4.9% were handled by other government agencies.

Of the total crime committed by juveniles in 1974:1
81.61 were committed by males.
18.3% were committed by females.

RECIDIVISM:I (Based on a three year FBI study of persons released in 1972
and re-arrested within thret years.) -

64.4% within 3 years for persons under 20.
57.41 within 3 years for all persons.

The highest re-arrest rate of all age groups was for the under 20 age
group. There was a constantly declining re-arrest rate, correlating with

rising age. The other important finding of this study entailed the nature of
future crime--of all persons re-arrested during the follow-up study, 241
were rearrested on a charge more serious than the initial charge.

(Fi ~res .bese nJJVENILE INSTITUITIONSS Re ctuae
localy-operated

Detention Centers
Shelters
Reception/Diagnostic
Training Schools
Ranches, Forestry Camps,
Half way Houses
Group Hows

No
319
19
19

187
Farm 103

59
90

a for da oftJne3it174. Intilytios7Sate otrat alt es, and47
facilities,) tt
Approximae Anua Annual

ally Populations 5 AMissions6 Departures 6

10,782
190 4,986 5,034

1,734 21,302 21,203
26,427 60,678 59,745
4,959 15,277 14,483

713 2,453 2,184
889 3,096 2,73S

*Annual Admissions and Departures data is available for 1973 only; the Daily
Population figures are for 1974. General 1iailarity-of the numbers permitted
comparisons between the two years.

(Continued on next page.)

1960-1974
1969-1974
1973-1974
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JUVENILE INSTITrrTONS, continued:

As the figures on the preceding page indicate, training school cuuitment
still dominates juvenile corrections. Only 18% of- juvenile offenders are
placed in community-based residential programs, Inspite. of the much heralded
movement toward commity care. In fiscal 1974, the states spent more
than $500 million operating their institutions, while pending less than
$30 million for community-based residential programs.

Purpose of Incarceration: 5  (figures based on data for day of June 30, 1974)
Number pf

Detention Status Youth Held Male Female
Total: 45,69f 3S 137
Adjudicated delinquent* 33,385 27,001 6,384
CINS/PINS+ 4,551 2,623 1,928
Pending dispostion by Court 6,397 4,571 1,826
Awaiting transfer 460 307 IS3
Voluntary commitment 373 290 83
Dependent & Neglected Child 528 265 263

Incarceration by Offense:'
W?.le Incarcerated %Female Incarcerated

TYOe of Offense for Charge for Charge
Status Offense Z31 70O
Misdemeanor 22% 16%
Felony 49% 81
Drug crime 61 81

Of significance is the large numbers of youths who are convicted
and institutionalized for Status Offenses--70% of all juvenile females in-
carcerated, and 23tof all juvenile males incarcerated. In addition:

--More juveniles adjudicated as Status Offenders are sent to juvenile
institutions than youths convicted of other offenses. (2S% are incarcer-
ated or status offenses; 18% for minor offenses, and 23% for serious
cr im e. )

--Once incarcerated, Status Offenders spend more time in institutions
than their juvenile counterparts who have been institutionalized
for other offenses.

0TER FACTS ABOUT YOUM:

SCOOL VIOLENCE AND VANDALISM

COSTS:
--SW million spent on vandalism in the public schools in the U.S., this

represents an average cost of at least $5,000 annually for the school
districts of the country, or ovgr $10 per student--more than the amount
expended on testbooks annually.v

CRIMES:
Tia survey conducted by the Subcommittee of in excess of 750 school

districts in 1973, the following information on schocl crime trends was-
learned.

Between the three years 1970-73, the rates for crimes in school in
increased as follows:

Homocides 18.5% Assaults on teachers 77.4%
Rapes & attempts 40.1% Assaults on students 85.3%
Reported robberies36.7% Drug & Alcohol offenses at school 37.5%
Dropouts 11.7% Burglaries of school buildings 11.8%

Collaborating FBI crime figures on homocide for 1974 report that youths
under the age of 18 committed 10% of all murders during 1974, and that
between 1969 and 1974 the number of juveniles under 18 arrested for
murder rose by 52%.

01"sinsfle tor an actwhich wou d have resulted in a criminal
conviction if the youth were of adultage.. Jn the data collection
process status offenders were included in this category by some agencies.

+Refers to juveniles who have been declared in need of supervision by a
juvenile court under special statues for "status offenses."
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OnhR FACTS ABOUT YCHfl, continued:

Use of Various Drugs, by Juveniles (aes12-17) and Adults, Fall 19743

EVER USED USED IN LAST 1WNII
Juveniles Adults Juveniles Adults

Alcohol 31 72 33 W
Tobacco 58 '65 241 401
Marihuana 24t 401 is% 10%
Non-medical use of
psychoactive drugs 10% 12% St 6%

LSD 8% 81 St hi
Heroin St 4% t

YOUTH tfT POYMENT10

January 1976 Uneoployment Rates--Teenagers, Adults, and All:
Total Males Females

Teenagers, 16-19 TN "
Adults, 20 and older 6.S% 5.8% 7.5%
All ages 7.8t

1975 Average Unemployment Rates--Teenagers, Adults and All:
Total

Teenagers, 16-19
Adults, 20 and older 7.3%
All ages 8.5%

December 197S Unemployment Rates--Teenagers, Adults and All:
Total

Teenagers, 16-19
Adults, 20 and older 7.1%
All ages 8.3%

As these figures indicate, teenage unemployment rates have not followed
the adults' rates downward trend from the record-setting unemployment of 1975.

Sources Used:

IUniform Crime Reports for the United States, 1974, Federal Bureau of
Investigations, U.S. Department of Justice, 11/17/75. (NT: Caiulations of
1969-74 arrests trends, Uniform Crime Reports, 1969.

2Letter from LEM, Dept. of Justice, to Senator Bayh, March 18, 1976;
attachment #2,"Data on Juvenile Delinquency and the Juvenile Justice System."

3White House White Paer on Drug Abuse, A Rert to the President fromthe Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task Force, September 1975.
4Juvenile Court Statisties 1973, Department of HEW, Office of Human

Development, Office of YoUth Development.
5Children in Custody: Advance Report of the Juvenile Detention and

Correctional Facility Census of 1972-73, LEAA, May 1975.
6Letter from LEM, Dept. of Justice, to Senator Bayh, March 18, 1975;

attachment 01, "Admissions and Departures for Public Juvenile Detention
Correctional Facilities, 1971 and 1973."

7Juvenile Corrections in the States: Residential Programs and De-
institutionalization, National Assesment of Juvenile Corrections, U. of Mich., 197S.

8Letter from LEAA, Dept. of Justice, to Senator Bayh, March 18, 1976;
attachment #2, '"ata on Juvenile Delinquency and the Juvenile Justice System."

9Prelimlnary Report of the Sucommittee to Investigate Juvenile
Delinquency, Our Nation's Schools--A Report Card: "A" in School Violence and
Vandalism, Aprl" 1975.

10Deprtment of Labor, Bureau of Hmployment Statistics, January, 1976.
(Monthly rates are seasonly adjusted.)
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