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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENrrION ACT 

TUESDAY, JUNE 27,1978 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON E(JONOMIC OPPORTUNITY, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

As Amended Through October 3, 1977 

* 
Public Law 93-415 

As Amended By 

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

The Crime Control Act of 1976 
(Public Law 94-503) 

and 

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

* 

an act 
'1'" l,ro\"Wl' n ('0ll11.reill'lIsil'l', ('oordinal('d 1ll'llrol(('h to till' l.roYil'ltlx (If jnn'llill' 

uplinljllPlw)', IIl1d for IIthp! JllI!110~('X" 
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Reprfsentatives of the 
[/nitcd States of America in Congre8s assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
19i4". (42 D.s.C. 6601 note) 

TITLE I-FI~-rnINGS A~-rn DECLARATIO~ OF prRPOSE 

FI::>'"DINGS 

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

crimes in the United States today; 
(2) understaffed, overcrowded juvenile courts, probat~on sen"

kes, ond correctional facilities are not able to prodde indh"id
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 effecti.e services, may become 
delinquents; 

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

(5) juvenile delinquency can be prevented throu~h programs 
designed to keep students in elementar:v and secondary schools 
through the prevention of unwarranted and arbitrary suspen
sions and expulsions; 

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

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

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

(1) 
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lIH'usm'abh' lo:..:s of human lift" pl'l'sOJlfil :,,:p('ul'it,\', alld wnHt(,lllJ11lllnn 
l'C'SOtll'C'PH and t 11:1 t ,i 11 n'nile c1elinqllP]H'Y ('onst itntC's a g'l'o\\"inp: thl'l'ut 
to thp nationa! w(,jfarp l'('<jnit'il1g' illllll(l(liatt' all(l (,OlllPl'('lH'lIHin' Hetion 
hy tIl(' Fl'tll'l'Hl (iO\'Pl'llllll'llf to l'l·d\l('~' alHl jll'('\'('llt (h'lillqn(,ll('~" (4~ 
(',S'(', ::i60J) 

SEC. 102, (a) It i:..: tlH' pllrpo,;p of this Act-
(1) to pl'odd(' for tIl(' thO],Ollp:h H1HI prolllpt (>\'alnntion of all 

fl'GC'rn 11\, u:":Hh:tl'tl j tlYrni Ir cI('linc'(lH'llcy Pl'Og'I'UIl1S: 
(:2) to pl'O\'illl' t('('huirn 1 nssistnnr(' to ]Hlbli(' and pri \'afl' ugl'l1-

rips. in-.titntinn:..:. nnc1 iwli dc1n:! Is in r1l'w!oping and illlp!Pllll'llf
iup: iuwnilc dl·linquelley pl'op:ram:..: i 

(3) to pstahlish training' prog'l'ullIs for prrsolls. inc1ncling pro
fC'ssional:-:. pnruprofes:::ionals. and Yoltmt<'ers, who ,,'ork with 
dl'lilH]lIC'nif' or potential dr1illC]urnts or whosC' work 01.' arti"itiC's 
l'platc' to jlwpui1c1 <1t·linqlwnry programs; 

(.J) to ('stabli::;h a cC'ntmlizNI rC's(>urrh effort on thl' prob]rms 
of jnYC'nile dl'linqlH'nry, inr1)ldinp: an information r]l'aringhonS'l' 
to disseminate the finding's of sl1ch r(>~l'ar('h and all data rC'1at(>(1 to 
juvenilt' delinquency j • • • 

(5) to develop and encollrage tIll' 1l11pl(>l11l."ntahon of natIOnal 
standards for tIl(> administration of juvenile jl1sticC'. ilH'luding 
rerommendations for adlJlinistrative. hndgC'tal'V, and lC'gislatiyC' 
action at the Federal, State, and lorallcv(>i to facilitate thl' adop
tion of such standards; 

(6) to m::sist Btatt' ulllI local eOl11mul1ities with r(>soUl'C('S to 
develop and implem(>nt programs to keep students in elC'ml~ntary 
and secondary schools and to pr('Yent unwarralltNl and al'lHtrary 
suspensions and expulsions; and 

(7) to establish a Feclt>l'al assistance program to dC'al with tIll' 
probll."ms of runaway youth, 

(b) It is the1'(·fore the further dechlrGd policy of CongTC'ss to pro
vide the necessary resources, lC'adC'l'ship, and coordination (1) to 
dl'velop and impll'mel1t effective methods of preventing and reducing 
jun'llile delinquenry; (2) to develop and conduct effective programs 
to pr(>Yent delinqnency, to divert juveniles from the traditional ju\'l'
nile justice SYStl'1ll and to provide critically needed alternativE'S to 
institutionalization; (3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in 
the rnited StatN'; and (4) to increa~(' the capacity of State and loral 
governmenfs and public antI privatl' agencies to conduct C'fl'E'ctin> 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation pro
grams antI to provide research, evaluation, and training services in the 
field of juvenile delinquency pren·ntion. (4.B U.S.O. 5602) 

DEJ;'INITIONS 

SEC. 103. For purposes of this 1\.ct-
(1) the term "community based" facIllty, program. or serVIre 

ll1l'ans a small, Op011 group home or other suitable plare 10catC'tl 
nerr the juvenile's home or family and programs of cOll1lUunitv 
supervision and service whir:h maintain community and COnSU111l"r 
participation in the planning operation, and evaluation of their 
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programs which lll8.y include, but axe.not limited to, medical, edu
cational, voe&tioDal, social, and psychological guidance, tr&ining, 
counseling, alcoholism treatment, drug treatment, ILnd other 
rehabilitative services; 

(2) the term "Federal juvenile delinquency programH means 
any Juvenile delinquency program which 15 conducted, directly, or 
indirectly, or is assisted by any Federal department or &e,rrency, 
including any prowam funded under this Act; 

(3) the term "Juvenile delinquency program" means a.ny pro
gram or activity relB,ted to juvenile delinquency pre\"ention, con
trol, diversion, treatment, rehabilitation, planning, education, 
training, a.nd research, including drug and alcohol abuse pro
grams; the improvement of the ju,enile justice system; and any 
program or activity for neglected: abandoned, or dependent youth 
and other youth to help prennt delinquency j 

(4) the term "Law Enforcement Assistance Administration" 
means the agency established by section 101 (a) oi the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 8.S amended; 

(5) the term ".A.dlllinistratol'·~ mean:; the agl'ncy head desig
nated by section 101 (b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, as amended; 

(6) the term "law enforcement and criminal justice': means 
any acti\"ity pertaining to crillle prHenrion, control, or reduction 
or the enforcement of the criminal Is w, including, but not lirJlited 
to police efiol'l~ to pren~l1t, control, or l'edu<:e crime 01' to aJ!pre
hend (,l'i111inal~1 activities of court:; hndng criminal jUl'i,.;djetion 
aud l'elateJ agencies (including prOSt'cutol'ial a.nti defender sen
ices, activitie:; of corrt?ctions, probation, or parole authodties, and 
~l'ogl'alllS relating to the prerentioll. com )'01, or reductioll of 
JU renile delinquency or narcotic a.ddiction i 

(7) the t.erm "State" means any State of the rnited States, the 
Di"tl'ict of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puel10 Rico. the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Isla.nds, and Ilny territory.or POSi>('6-

sioll of the l: nited State::.; 
(8) the term "unit of general local go\'ell1111ent" means ally 

city, county, towniihip, town, bol'Ollorrh, parish, village, {)(' other 
general purpose political subdirision of 8. State, an Indian tribe 
which performs law enfol'cement functions as determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior, or, for the purpose of as:-)i.~tan~ eligi
bility, any agency of the Distriet of Columbia go\'ernlTlent per
forming Ia w enforcement functions in and for the District of 
Columbia anu funds'appropriated by the Congrl'B."> :fOI' the activi
tie:; of such agency may Ue used to pl'Oyide t.he non-F~~dl'~'al "hare 
of the co.st of progra.ms or projects funded undor thIS tltle; 

(f1) the terlll "combination" as applied to Stutes or units of 
generu.llocal government means allY groupillg 01' joining to~ethel' 
of such States or units for the purposl' of preparing) deyelopillg, 
01" illl plementmg 11 law enforcement plan: 

(10) the ,ternl "constnlction" means 21.('<]11 isition. expan::;.ioll. 
relllade ling. and !lltel'll.t jOll of existing buihling". R lHl init illl equi p
mellt of any such building,;. or any combination of such acth'itieii 
(including architects' fees but not the cost of acquisition of land 
for building::) ; , 
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(11) the tenn "public agency" means any State, unit of local 
government, eombination of such State; or units, or any depart
ment, agency, or instrumentality of any of the fore~oing; 

(12) the tenn "correctional institution or facility" means any 
place for the confinement or rehabilitation of juvenile offenders 
Qr indi,'idua]s charged with or com'ictpd of criminal offenses; and 

(13) the term "treatment" includes but is not limited to medi
cal, educational, social, psychological, and vocational sen'ices, cor
recth'e and preventive guidance end training, and other rehabili
tative sen'ices designed to protect the public and benefit the addict 
Of other user by eliminating his dependence on addicting or other 
drug'S or b~' controlling his dependence, and his susceptibility to 
addiction or use. (42 U.S.C. 560J) 

TITLE II-JU"\"'EXILE JFSTICE AKD DELIN"Ql"'"E!\CY 
PRE\"'"EXTIOX 

PART A--JL'I'EXILE JeSTICE AND DELINQLEXCY PREYEXTIOX OFFICE 

ESTABLISH:\fENT OF OFFICE 

SEC. 201. (a) There is her~bJ created within the Department of 
Justice, Law Enforcement AsslStance Administration. the Office of 
,Tm'enilc> .rustice and Delinqnency Prewntion (referred to in this Act 
as Hw "Office"). The Administrator shall administer the pro\'isions of 
this Act throu~h the Office. 

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

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

(d) The Associate Administrator shall exercise a 11 necessa ry pow
ers, subject to the direction of the Administrator of the La'\'\' Enforce
ment Assistance Administration. The A!"c:;ociate Administrator is au
thorized. subject. to the direction of tll.., Administrator. to award. 
administer, modify. extend, tenninate, monitor. evaluate. re;ect. or 
den. all grnntR and ('ontracts from. and anli('ation~ for. funds made 
available under part B and part C of this title. The AdministNltor may 
delegate such AuthorHy to the ARSOCiate Administrator for n 11 grants 
Rnd contracts from. and applications for. funds made Rvailablr lmner 
thir. part and funds made availltble for jnvpnile ;l1sticp ann oelin
quencv prpyention nro!!Tftms under the Omnibus Crimr C'ontrol nnel 
Safe, Streets Act of 1968. AS amendpd, The Associate Administrator 
shall fPDort directlv to thp Aelministrlltor. 

(e) Thpre shall be in thp Office It Depllty Al"l"ociate Ailministrntor 
WllO shall bp Itpoointed b. the Aelministrator of thp Law EnfOl'('('ment 
Assistance Administration. The Deputy Associate Administrntor sha1l 
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.perform such functions as the .Associate Administrator from time to 
time assigns or delegates., and shall act as Associa.te Administrator 
during the absence or disability of the Associate Administrator or in 
the event of a vacancy in the Office 1 of t.~e Associate Administrator. 

(f) There shall 100 established in the Office a Deputy Associate Ad
ministrator who shan be appointed by the Adlninistrator whose func
tion shall be to supervise and direct the N ntional Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention established under section 241 of 
this Act. 

(g) Section 5108 (c) (10) of title 5, United States Code first occur
renre, is amended by deleting the word "twenty-two" and inserting 
in HE.'u thereofthe word "twenty-five!!. (42 u .s.C. 5611) 

.PF.RBOXXEL, SPECIAL PER.SON~z:L, EXPERTS, AXIl CONSCLTAXTS 

SEC. 202. (a) The Administrator is authorizpd to select. employ, and 
fix the compensation of such officers and employees, including attor
ney~, as are necessary to perform the functions vested in him and to 
prE-scribe their functions. 

(b) The Administrator is authorized to select, appoint, and employ 
not to exceed three officers ann to fix their compensation at rates not 
to ex('eed the rate now or hereafter prescribpo for GS-IS of the General 
Schednle bv section 5332 of title fi of the United 8tatt's ~de. 

(c) Upon the request of the Administrator. thl.' head of any Fed
eral agenc~' is authorized to detail. on a reimbursable basis, any of it~ 
personnel to the Associate Administrator to a~~ist him in carrying out 
his functions under this Act. 

(d) The Administrator may obtain sen-ires as authorized by sec
tion 3109 of title, 5 of the Unitl'd Stat€s Codl'. at rates not to exceed 
the rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the General Sched
ule by section 5332 of title 12 of the United States Code. (42 U.S.O. 
5(12) 

TOLCXTARY SERnCE 

SEC. 203. The Administrator is authorized to accept and employ, in 
carrying out the proYisions of this Act, voluntary and uncompensated 
sen"ices notwithstanding tlJ.e provisions of RE'ction 36i9 (b) of the Re-
yiseu Statutes (31 17 .. S.C. 665(b»). (4£ U.S.C. 5(13) • 

COXCE~~TIOX OF FED~\L EFFORTS 

SEC. 204. (a) The Administrator shall implement{)varall policy and 
develop objectives and priorities for all Feuernl juvenile delinquency 
'programs and acth-ities relating to .pre\"antion, diversion, training. 
treatment. rehabilitation, evaluation, repearch, and improvement of 
the juvenile justice system in t.he United States. In carrying out his 
functions, the Adininistrator shan commIt. with the Council and the 
N'ational Advisory Committee for JUl'enile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. . 

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

~ Rn In orl~n/l1. Apparaentl;v should reAd "offirp·'. 
~ So m originaL Apparently should read "title 5". 
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(!) advise the President through the Attorney General as to 
all matters relating to federally assisted juvenile oolinquency pro
grams and Federal policies regarding juvenile delinquency; 

~2} t'.ssist operating agencies which have direct responsibilities 
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency in the 
development and prom~a.tion of regulations, guide lines, require
ments criteria., standaras, procedures, and budget requests in 
accordance with the policies, priorities, and objecti-ves he 
establishes; 

(8) conduct and support evaluations and studies of the per
formance and results achieved by Federa.l juvenile delinquency 
programs and activities and of the prospecti'\"e performance and 
results that might be achieyed by alternative programs and nctiYi
ties supplementary to or in lieu of those currently being 
administered; 

(4) implement Federal juvenile delinquency programs and 
acth-ities among Federal departments aD9 a.g(,llcies and betweell 
Fedel'al juvenile delinquency programs and actiyities and other 
Federal programs and activities which he determines may haye 
an important beRring on the sUC('('ss of the entire Federal jun>nile 
delinquency eft' ort; 

(5) develop annually with the assistance of the Adyisory 
Committee and the Coordinating Council and submit to the Pre;;i
dent and the Congress, after the first year following the date of 
the enactment of the JU\"enile Justice Amendments of 1977, prior 
to December 31, an analysis and evaluation of Federal jUYenile 
delinquency programs ('()nduc~.d and assisted by Feneral drpart
ments and a.gencies. the expenditures made, the l'('sults achiereo. 
the pla.ns developed, and problems in the operations and ('oordi
nation of such programs and a brief but precise comprehensiw 
plan for Fed€'ral juvenile drlinquenc~' pro7rams. with pnrtirll1ar 
emphasis on thr pre,-ention of jun>nile delincl'lenry nnd th€' (1rwl
opmpnt of frograms ann sen"ices whi(,h will enrOUl'age in('rPfI<:rd 
div~rsion 0 juveniles from the tranitionRl jun>nile jllc;ti('e syc;tem, 
whieh analvsis Ilnd eVltluRtion shall include recommf'ndations for 
modificatjons in organization, management, personnel. stnnchr...:tc:, 
bud7rt requests, and implementation plans necoe!'!'illrv to 1n('rpa"'(' 
the pfi'€'ctiYenpsc; of these prorrrllms: and ' 

(6) pro'\"iot' technic8.1 1I.!'lc;istaJ1cf' to Fedprnl, State, !lnr1 10"111 
~overrumntc;. courts.. public and pri'\"ate !lgellcie!o'. institution.::, ~nd 
mdividua]s, in the plannin,Q'. ('stablishment. funding. oprl'Rtion. 
or pvaluation of jmrenile delinquency programs, 

(c) The President shall, no later than ninetv days after re('eh"ing 
es.ch annual report under snbsec-tion (b) (5), sllhmit n report to the 
Congr€'!'lc; and to tIl(' Council contR.ining fI detnilecl sintrmrnt of I1n~" 
action tRken or antidpated with respect to recommendRtiol1s mnd€' b~" 
el!::.::h such annllR 1 report. 

(d) (l) TIlp first anrHln~ 'I't'port submitted to tlle Preshlrnt find the 
CongTf'sc; by thf' Admini!'itrntor unclf'r subsection (b) (.1) shan contain. 
in addition to information required by subsection (b) (!1). a c1€'tnilen 
statement of criteria developed by the Associate .A.dministra to I' for 
identifying the chflrn('teric;ti('s of juwnilr df'linrlllpm'~-' jm"'('nile dplin
quency prevention, di'~,'''rsion of youths from thr juwnilp jll~ti('r ~y~-
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teIn, and the training, tl'entulent, and rehabilitation or jm:elJile 
delinquents. -

U~) The s('cond snch annual report shall contain, in addition to 
information l'l'<}uil'ed by subsection (0) (5), an identification of Fed
Nal programs vi"hich arl' related to juwuiIe delinquency preventio11 
or tl'l'atl1H'ut. togetlwl' with a sta,tellll'nt of the moneys expended for 
('neh sl1ell pl'ogrnm <1nring." the lllost recent complete fiscal year. Such 
identification shaH be made by thl:' Administrator through the URe of 
critl'l'ia denlopl'<l nndm' para{lmph (1). 

((') TIll' thil'cl sHcll annual report submitted to the Py(,sident H.(tc1 

tllp Con{ll'(,s,s by the .Alhninistrator under sub~ctioll (b) (5) shall 
contain, in addition to the compl'ehl'l1siw plan required by subsection 
(b) (.J), a c1etnill'cl st!ltl'nH.'llt of procedul'<.'s to be used with l'('spect to 
Ow ,",l1bllli~sion of jnYl'nile delinqlH'H('Y dl'yC'lopment stat('mel1ts to 
tllt' Admi n istra tor h~' Frclrrnl agel1cirs 1l1ldt'1' subsrdiol1 ("1"). Such 
statement snhlllittr(l b," tIlt' Administrator shnll inclnclp a c1('s(,l'iption 
of information, data. alhl analyses which :-11 a 11 be contained in ('ach 
such. developn1811 t ::1 a t(,lllE'llt. . 

(f) The AmJqj.:;:tl.'atOl' lllay require, through appropria,te auth01.1ity, 
Fede-Tal depa.:rtllll'llts amI agencies enga~€~ in any activity hwolving 
any Federal jUVPlli]r c1elinqIH'llcy program to pI'ovicle him with such 
information and l'E'ports. and to conduct such stud'ies al'ld surveys, lliS 

he may deem to be necl."ssal'Y to cany out the PlH'poses of this part. 
(g) The Administrator may delegate any 0~ his :Ilunctions· under 

thjs title, to any offi('('r Dr eJHpl0;vee Df the Admillistl'a.tifln. 
(h) TIll' .. \'(lministrntor is n-nf.hol'izt>~l to util.ize the services and 

fa.cilitirs of allV H/,reney Df the Fe~lpml GoVel'llm(:,llt and of any Qther 
puhlin 1t{lPllr'y' 01' 'ins;tltution in 1H'l'm'c1ance with app'/.'opllin..V: ag:l'ee
]l1rnts, and to pa~' for snch sel'vi('(.>s either in mlvance or by way of 
1'l'ill1bnrsement as mar be ag.I:eed upon. 

( i) Tlw Aclministrator is authorized to trnnsfpl' funds appropriated 
ulHlf>l' this tit 1(' to an~T agen('~' of thr F('dl'ra 1 GoYcl'lll1l('nt to devclop 
or dl'lllDnst1'ntr Jl('W methods in jnnnile drliufjuency prerention and 
rehahilitation anel to supfllement existing de1inqU€Hcy lWeVE'u.ti{;>n and 
whahil1tation progl'Hm:-; which the Assoria:tr Administrator finds to be 
rxrrptionn 11,\' rfi'C'rt i n' o~' fDr ,,,h jch hr fillfh: t 1w1'e exists ('xceptional 
np(,(1. 

(i) Til(' Arlministrn.tor is authorized to make g'l'ants to, or enter into 
contrads "ith., any Pllblic or private 3,,-f71.'ncy. or~nnizati('m, instituti.on, 
or jn{~h-jdual to CHIT~T out thl:' purposrs of this title. 

(1::) An fnll('tlons of thr Administrator llnd{'l' this title shall be 
('o()f'(linatrc1 as nppl'Opriate. with thr fundions of the Seal'~tnl':V of the 
Depnrtl11E'nt of IIrn1th. Education. nnel W ... Hare ullf1'e1' title III of this 
Act. 

(1) (1) Thr Arllllinistrntor shaH 1'l'<11111'(, thr'ough app.rDpriate 
:ll1rhOl'itT· rncll. FrdE'ral agencv which administt'rs a Federal jnven.i1e 
delinQl,,;nCV program "h1('1\ 'nwets nny criterion clewlopr<1· by the 
As!-'ociate Administmtor 11n<1('r section 204 (d) (1) to submit annnally to 
tlw C'OllllC'il n inn-nil!' drlinqn(,llfT dl'n,lopnwnt. stat<'ll1ent. Such state
ment shall he in addition to an:; information. lI<'port. Rt1l{l~T. or SHl'WY 
whi('h thr Arlministrntol' may require nnder section 204 (f). 

(2) Earh juvenile c1elinqllrncy clevrlopment statenwnt submittl:'d to 
t1w A(lm1nl!'trrrtor mvl{'l' !'Hb;;l'('tion ("1") Rhall he snlnnitt{'(l in aC(,Ol'd-
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lli.nce with procedures established by the Administrator under section 
204 (e) and shall contain such information, data, and analyses as the 
Administrntor may require under section 204 (e). Such analyses shall 
include an ana.lysls of the extent to which the juvenile delinquency 
program of the Federal agency submitting such development state
ment conforms with and furthers Federa.l juvenile delinquency pre
vention and treatment. goals and policies. 

(3) The Administ.:ator shall review and comment upon each juve
nile delinquency development statement transmitted to him under sub-

_- section ("1"). Such development statement, together with the com
ments of the Administrator, shall be included by the Federal agency 
involved in every recommendation or request made by such agency for 
Federal legislation which significantly affects juvenile delmquency 
prevention and treatment. (42 U.S.C. 5614) 

JOIXT F"C}.""DINO 

SEC. 205. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, where funds 
are made available by more than one Federal agency to be used by an), 
agency, organization, institution, or individual to carry out a Federal 
juvenile delinquency program or actinty, anyone of the Federal agen
cies providing funds may be requested by the Administrator t.o act for 
all in administering the funds advanced whenever the Associate Ad
ministrator finds the program or activity to be exceptionally effective 
or for which the Associate Administrator finds exceptional need. In 
snch cases, a single non-Federal share requirement may be established 
according to the proportion of funds ad,anced by each Federal al!ency, 
and the Administrator may order any such agency to waive any tech
nical gTant or contraet requirement (as defined in such re!!Ulations) 
which is inconsistent with the similar requirement of the administer
ill{! a{!'enry or which the administering agency does not impose. (4-:2 
U.8.C. 561';) 

cx)()RDINATINO COUNCIL ON JUn:h'TLE Jl:.TSTICE AND DELINQeNcr 
PREVENTION 

SEC. 206. (a) (1) There is helt'by established. as an independent 
organization in the executive branch of the Federal Government a 
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquenc:- Pre,en
tion (hereinafter referred to as the "Council") composed of the At
tomev General.lhe Secretary of Health. Educntion. and 'fe-lfAre. the 
Secretary of Labor, the Dire-ctor of the Office of Drug Abuse Polic~', 
the Commissioner of the Office of Education, the Director of the 
ACTION Agency, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Deyelopment, 
or their respective designees, the Associate Administrator of t.he Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delin quency'Preventi on, the Deputy Associate 
.Admini~trat.or of the InstHute for Juvenile .T ustice and Delin
Quency Prevention. a.nd re.presentatives of such other ag-encies as the 
President shan desi~ate. 

(2) Any individual designated undpr this section shAll be selpctpd 
from individuals who exercise significant decisionmakinl! authority 
in the Federal agency involved. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 2 
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(b) The Attorney General shall serve as Chairman of the Council. 
The Associate 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 
juvenile delinquency programs. The Council shall make recommenda
tions to the Attorney General and the President at least annually with 
respect to the coordination of overall policy and development of ob
jectives and priorities for all Federal Juvenile delinquency programs 
and activities. The Council is authorized to review the programs and 
practices of Federal agencies and report on the degree to which Fed
eral agency funds are used for purposes which are consistent or incon
sistent with the mandates of section 223(a) (12) (A) and (13) of this 
title. 

(d) Thr Council shall me-et a minimum of four tim('s per year and 
a description of the actiyities of the Council shall be included in the 
rumllal report required b-r section 204-(b) (5) ofthis title. 

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

(f) ~remlH>rs of the Council who are employed by the Federal Gov
ernment full time shall b£> rt>imbursed for travel. subsistence. and 
other necessa,r:v expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties 
of Ol£> ('ouncIl. 

(1!) To c~rr:v out the purposes of this section there is anthorized to 
be approprlated such sums as may be necessary. (4~ D.S.D. 5616) 

ADVISORY CO:aU.IT.IT£E 

SEc.20i. (a) There is hereby established a Kational Advi!:ory Com
mittee for Juvenile ,Tustice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter 
referred to as .the ".Advisory Committee") which shall consist of 
twentT-one members. 

(b)' The inembeJ."s of the Ooordinating Council or their respectiTe 
designeps shall be ex officio members of the Committee. 

(<:) The regular. members of the Advisory Committe€' shall be np
'pointed by the President from persons who by virtue of their train
mg or experience have special knowledge concerning the 'j)'J"eventlon 
and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the administration of juve
nile justice. such as juvenile or famEy court judges j probation, corn'c
tional, or law enforcement personnel; and representath'es of pri,ate 
voluntary organiza.tions a.nd community-based programs, including 
youth workers involved with alternative youth programs and persons 
with special experience and competence in addressrng the problem of 
8<'hoo] "i01ence and vandalism and the problem of learning diSRbil
ities .. 1 The President. shall designate the Chairman. A maiority of the 
mC'mberRof the Advisory CommHtee.)ncluding thE'. Chairmll.n, shall 
not be full-time emplo~'e(,B of Federal. Statf'. or local gOYernments. At 
least se,en members shall not have attained twenty-six vears of age 
on the date of their appointment, of whom at least three shall haye 

1 So in orlsinal. 
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been or shall currently be under the jnrisdirtion of the }ltvenik justice 
system. 

(d) Members appointed bv the President to thp Committee shall 
15ern' for term~ of four yt>B.rS and Rhall be ~)~ble for reap~intment 
except that for the first composition of the Advisory CommIttee. one
third of these members sha11 be appointed to one--:t'ear terms, ooe·third 
to two-year tenn~. 8nd onE'-third to tht'e(>-venr tE'MnS; thercAfter eaeh 
term shall be four ,'eRTS. Such memoon; shall be appointed within 

-ninf'ty days after thE: datE' of thr enactment of fhii; title. Any rnemhf>rs 1 

'ftppointed to fill Ii vacancy occurring' priOl' to the expimtion of the 
term for which hi!'i prt>o('('e!"sor WIIS IlppointE'd. Mall be nppoinh'd for 
·the remainder of Rurh term. ElE'"en members of the ('ommitter shall 
ronstitlltE' a C]lIorum. (4£ [7.8.0.5617) 

nrrrES OF TIlE AO\'I80nY C(lM~nTTEE 

REI. 20~. (11) ThE' A(ld!'!Ol'Y Committf'E' .shall nwet at the call of 
thE' (,hairman. but not ]pss thAn four times a year, 

(b) ThE' Adrisory Committpe shall maki> rp('.ommendation~ to the 
ASSO<'iate Admini"trator. the Presi(lent, and tIlE' COnilres.<: nt least 
Ilnnunll~' with rpsppct to planni~. policy, priorities, operatiolls\ and 
mann~mE'nt of 011 FedE'ral jm'enilp delinqnency programs. , 

(c) The ChairIrul.n sholl dpsignntp a subcommittef' of mpmbers of 
thf' Ad,iROIT (',ommittel' to !Hl,i~p thE' A<;sociate Administrator on 
partirlllRr flinrtions or R<:PPf't~ of thp "ork of thp Officr. 

(d) Thp Chairman sllal] cipsillntlte a flllOCOl1lmittpf' oj not Ie!")' than 
fin memhers of the COlllmitt£'(> to !*r,e, togE'thpr with the Director of 
thr :?\ationnl Institntp of CorreC'tions. as mpmbers of an Adds.ory 
('ommittpp for tlH' Katiorll\l Institutp fol' .Tm'enilp Jnstice and De
]inqIlP))r:v PI'E'\'C'ntio)) to jlrdorm the fllnction~ set forth in S{'('tion 245 
of this titlE>. 

(t» Th(> Chairman RhR 11 cit>si,!!natE' R subcommittee of not less than 
th'p members of th(> Committ<>e t.o !lE'rve as fin AddsOIT Committee to 
the A~()('intp Acimini!"tl'ntor on Standar(l!5 for .Tnvenile .Tllstice to 
pprform thE' jun('tions APt forth in SE"<'tion 241 of this title. 

(f) Thp Chainnnn. with the approval of thE' (1,ommittee, shall 
l"t'flnest of thp AS!'l()('if\tE' Arlministrlltor sueh !rtnff and oth(>J' support as 
rnav be nN'PSc;ary to earIT ont tht> duties of tl1P Ad"iwrT Committee. 

(f!) Thp Al'!~(';'iatp AdininiRtrator shall prondE' ~n('h "i.afT Rno othE'r 
811PpO~ as mnv lx> nN'E'l'!Sary to perfonn thE' dutirs of thp Adnoory 
C,ommlttt'{>, (493 [l.S.C. 5618) 

SEC. 20!>. (n) )it>mbpn; of the Ad"isol'v Committ(>€ who are em
pJoyt>d by the> FE'clpNll Goyemnwnt fnll timt> shall sen'e without com
pensation but shall bE' I'1'imhllr<:(>d for travel. subsistt>nct>. and other 
nt'('E'SSR.l)' (>xr<'n~s inC'llr}'('o by them in euryin,!! 01lt thf' duti(>S of the 
Add!'ol'v Comll,JttPE·. 

(h) Member!' of the Advisory Committee not t'mploYM full time 
by the Ft>deral Govemnlf'nt s]uill r('('e1\'£' <X>lllpensation' Ht n ratp not 
to exceed the rate now or ht>reHiter pI'{'scribro ror GS-1S of tIl(' Ge>n-

, 130 In orlgin!!l. Apparently sbould read "m~m~r". 
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eral Schedule by section 5332 of title D of the United States Code, 
including traveltime for eR~h day they are engaged in the perionnance 
of their duties as members of the A.ddsory (',.ommittee. Members shall 
be entitled to reimbursement for travel; subsistence, and other !ieee,,
eary expenses incurred by them in carrymg out the duties of the Adri
sory Committ.ce. (42 D.B.C. 5619) 

P .ART B-FEDEnAL ASSlsT.ill'CE FOR &rATE AND LocAL PROGRAMS 

Subpart I-Fonnule. Grants 

SEC". 221. The Administrator is authorized t.o make gra.nts to Stat('s 
and un its of generalloca J government or combinations thereof to assist 
them in planning, estft.hlishing. operating. coordinating, and evaluat
in~ Pl'oje-cts dirt'cily or through grants and contracts with pur-lic and 
privat(' ~gE'nciE's for the rlE'velopmE'nt of more effective education, 
training. t'e!'leRrch, prevention. diversion, treatment. and rehabilitation 
prOg.TRn1l' in the area of juvenile delinquency IUld programs to im
pl'oYe the juvenile justice system. (~ U.S.C.56/11) 

ALLOCATION 

SFA'. 222. (a) In accordance with regulations promulgated under 
this part, funds shall be allocRtpd annua]]y among the States on the 
ba~is of J'eJati\'(> popnlation of people under age eight.een. No such 
allotment to any State shall be 1ess than $225,000. except that for the 
Vir;,;in Islands. Guam, American SalTIoa, Ilnd the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands no allotment shall be less than $56,25'0. 

(LJ) Except for tunds appropriated for fiscal year 1975, if any 
aIDonnt so allotted remains unobligated at the end of the fiscal year, 
such funds shall be reallocated in a manner equitable a.nd consiStent 
with tl1E' purpose of this part. Fllnds appropriated for fiscal year 19'75 
may be obligated in IlC'OOrd8.noe with subSection (8.) until June 3D, 
l1)76. after which time th.€y may be reallocated. Any amount 80 rea 110-
cated shall be in. a.ddition to the amounts already allotted and ayail
able to the State, the Virgin Islands, .American Samoa, Guam., and the 
Trost Territory of the Pacific Islands for the same period. 

( c) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part, 
a portion of any allotment to any State under this part shall be ayail
able to denIop a State plan and to pay tllat portion of the expendi
tures whic'h are n.ece8'3ary lor flfficioot Administration .. Not more thun 
l5 per rentum of the. total Annual I\Uotment of RUch State shall be 
available for such purposes. The Staw shalJ make available needed 
funds for planning and a.d.m5nistration to units of general10cnl gOY

ernment or oombina tio'ns thereof within the State on an equitable basis. 
(d) Financial assistance e:ctendoo 'UDder the provisions of this Fec

tion shall not exceed 90 per rentum of the !l.pproved costs of any 
-a.ssisted programs or activities. The non-Federal share shall be mad" 
;n cash or h"ind oonsi"ltent with the maintenAnce Qf prOgTflms required 
b, se.ction 26l. 

. (e) In accordance with regulations promulgated undE'r thj~ pn rt. 
-5 per centum of the minimum annual allotment to any State under this 
part shall be available to assist the a.dvisol'Y group 'established undel' 
section 223 (a) (3) of t.his Act. (4£ U.S.O. 663£) 
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[ SEC. ff£f. (u) • ., • 
A.LLOCATJON 1 . .. .. . .. . . 

[ (C) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part, 
a portion of any allotment to any State under thu part shall be avail
able to drt·elop a State plan or for otMr pre-award activiti.es (788ociated 
with 8ttCh State plan, and to pay that portion of the ezpenditures wMch 
arc necessary for efficient administration, including monit01'inq and 
evaluation. 'lot more than 7lh per centum of the total annual allot
ment of 8urh State 8hall be at'ailable for 8Uch purposes, except that 
any amount ezpe'TUied or obligated by 8UCh State, or by tlnus of qen
erallacal gOl'ernment or a:ny combinaiion thereof, fro'ln amountlJ made 
ava:UaJJle under this 8ubsection 81wll be matched (in an amount equal 
to any such amount 80 e'J::pended or obligated) by 8WJh State. or by 
-8uch units or comhinations, from State 07' local fu'TUis, a8 tILe calJc may 
"be. The State shall make available needed funds for planning find od
mini,stmtian to u.nits of general loral gO'L'ernment or comb ina! ions 
thereof1..Cithin the State on an eljuit-able basis, 
r (d) In accordance with regulations promulgated under t!tis part, 
5 per cell tum. of the minimum annual allotment to any State under this 
part 8hall be available to assist the advi30ry group establi~hcd under 
section ;22.3 (a) (3) of this Act. ] 

STATE PUXS 

SEC. 223. (n) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a 
State shall submit a plan for carrying out its purposes consistent "With 
the provisions of section 303(a), (1), (3), (5), (6), (8), (10), (11), 
(12), (15). and (17) of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
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 desig
nated in accordance "With paragraph (1) (hereafter referred to in 
this purt as the "State planning agency") has or "Will ha\'e 
authority, by legislation if necessary, to implement such plan in 
conformitv "With this pa.rt; 

(3) lro~ide for an advisory group appointed by the chief execu
tive 0 the State to carry out the functions specified in subpara
graph (F), and to participate in the development and rene"W of 
the State's juvenile justice plan prior to submission to the super
visory board for final action and (A) "Which shall consist of not 
less than t"Wenty-one and not more than thirty-three persons "Who 
have training, experience, or special knowledge concerning the 
preYE~ntion and treatment of a 2 juvenile delinquency or the admin
istration of juvenile justice, (B) "Which shall include representa
tion of units of local go.ernment, la"W enforcement and juvenile 
justice a.gencies such as la"W enforcement. correction or probation 
personnel, and ju.enile or family court judges, and public agen-

!The tollowinle: prons\ons of section 22:! take etrect on October 1. 1975. Amendments 
made to 8l'Ction 222(c) of the Act by section 4(b) (2) ot the Juvenile Justice Amendments 
ot 1917 (Pnbllc Law 95-11:;: 91 SUIt. 10:;1 I are r-e1ll'Cted In the Italic tSl>". Section 
'(h) (2) e.Jso amended section 222 by striking out aubsectlon (d) and redesignating BUb
aection (el 8S subsection (d). 

• 80 In orl~ne.J. 
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cies concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment such as 
welfare, social services, mental health, education, or youth serv
ices departments, (0) which shall include representa.tives of pri
vate organizations concerned with delinquency prevention or 
treatment; concerned with neglected or dependent children; con
cerned with the qua.lity of juvenile justice, education, or social 
services for children; which utilize volunteers to work with 
delinquents or potential delinquents; community-based delin
quency prevention or treatment programs i business groups and 
businesses employing youth, youth workers involved with alter
native youth programs, and persons with special experience and 
competence in addressing the problem of school violence and van
dalism and the problem of learning disabilities; and organizations 
\vhich represent employees affected by this Act, (D) a mal'ority 
of whose members (mcluding the chairman) shall not be ful -time 
employees of the Federal, State, or local government, (E) at least 
one-third of whose members "hall he under the age of twenty-six 
at the time of appointment at least three of whom shall have been 
or shall currently be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 
system; and (F) which (i) shall, consistent with this title, ad
yise the State planning agency and its supervisory board; (ii) 
may nddse the Governor and the legislature on matters related 
to its functions, as requested; (iii) shall have an opportunity for 
reyiewand comment on all jm'ellile justice and delinquency pre
vention grant applications submitted to the State plannin~ agency 
other than those subject to review by the State's judiCIal flan
ning conunittee established pursuant to section 203 (c) 0 the 
Omnibus lCrime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, 
except that any such review and comment shall be made no later 
than 30 days after the submission of any such application to the 
advisory group; and (iv) may be given a role in monitoring State 
compliance with the ~uirements of paragraph (12) (A) and 
paragraph (13), in adVISing on State planning agency and re
gional planning unit supervisory board composition, in advising 
on the State's maintenance of effort under section 261 (b) and sec
tion 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, and in reyiew of th-e progress and accom
plishments of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention projects 
funded under the comprehensive State plan; 

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

(5) unless the provisions of this paragraph are waived at the 
discretion of the Administrator for any State in which the serv
ices for delinquent or other youth are organized primarily on a 
&atewide basis, provide that at least 66% per centum of funds 
received by the State under section 222, other than funds made 
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&nilable fo the State advisory group under sect.ion 2-2'2 (e),l shall 
~ expended througb-

"(A) prO~'Tams 'Of units of general local government or 
combmations thereof, to the extent such programs are con
sistellt with the State p1an i and 

(B) programs of local private agencies, to the extent such 
programs are consistent with the State pian, except that 
direct funding of any local private agency by a State E>hall 
be permitted only if such agency reqnest.<=; such fllnding aftl'r 
it has .applied for and been deni-Pd funding by any 111)it of 
general local government or combination thereof i 

('6) provide that the chief exe.cutin! officer of t11<' lmit of goell
eral10cal government shall assign responsibility for the prepara
tion and administration of the local go,-ernmcnfs part of a State 
plan.. or jor the supemsion of the preparation and administrati0n 
of the local go.ernment's part of the State plan, to that agency 
within the 10c8.1 p;o,ernment's structUl'1' or to n re~ional planning 
agency (hereinaftE'r in this part referred to as the local agE'n('Y~') 
whiC'h can most erfecti,ely cal'ry out the purposes of this part imd 
shall pro\'ide for snpen-ision of the program,; fund<.>d undpr this 
part. by that IOCR 1 agency: 

(7) pro\"lrle for an equitllblE' distribution of the assistance 
rE'ceiwd 1lnrler 8(>(1ion 222 'Within thE' State: 

(8) set forth B detailed study of the State needs for an effec
tive, comprehpn,;i~e, coordinnted approach to 'juvenile delin
quencv pre\'ention and treatment and the improyement of the 
junmlle jmrt:i~e system_ This plan s11all include itemized esti
mated costs faT the de,elopment and implementation of such 
progTfl.m~. Pro,2TRms and projPC'ts developed from the stlldy may 
be rundNl unoer paragmph (10) pronded that they meet the 
~riteria for ndrnn('('rl tE'chnique progrnms as sppcified therein; 

(9) 'ProTIde for the active consultation 'With and participation 
of private Ilg'eHcies in the development and execution of thE' State 
plan: and provide for coordination and maximnm utilization of 
existing juvenile delinquency programs and ofhE'.T related pro
grams. such fl.l'i education, helllth, nnd 'Wel:f'are within the State: 

(10) -provide that not Jess than 75 per centum of the fnnds 
avnilablE' to 5u('11 State undt'r section 222. othE'r thnn funds mlloe 
available to thE' State addsory g-TOllP llnOE'T section 2-22(e).1 
whetht>r 'expended directly by the State. by the unit of general 
local government or combination thereof, or through grants and 
oontracts with public or pri~ate 1!.gencies. shall be u!';('d foJ' IId
vanced techniques in de\-eloping . .maintaining, and expandintt 
p!'OlV'ams and services designed to prevent juvenile delinqnenr.y, 
to divert )llypnilp.s from thE' juvenil£' justice syst('m. to prcn-ide 
oommllnity-bRS(,O alternatiw!' to juv{'lll1e dE'tE'ntion and C01'I,(,C

tional facijitiE's. to enconra~e 8 diversity of alternatives 'Within 
th{' iuvenilE' ill~t~ce s:vstem. and to estft.blish and adopt junnile 
justice stanrlnrds. TheRe advanced technicl'l('s incl\1<1I:'-

2 AD ameDdlDellt which ta'kes i'tI'f'et October 1. 11178. ebmDJ:f'S tt1ls reterent'P to "spctlon 
~22(d)" to conform with other e..met.~mpnts taking eft'ect c,n s'Jch datp. , 
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(A) community-basedfrograms and services for the pre
vention and treatment 0 juvenile delinquency through the 
development of foster-care and shelter-care homes, group 
homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home health services, 
twenty-iour hour intake screening, volunteer and crisis home 
programs, day treatment, and home probation, and any other 
designated community-based diagnostic, treatment, or re
habilitati va service; 

(B) community-based programs and services to work with 
parents and other family members to maintain and 
strengthen tlle family unit 80 that the juvenile may be 
retained in his home; 

(C) youth service burea.us and other roIDlllun.ity-based pro
grams to divert youth from the juvenile rouri or to support, 
counsel,or provlde work and recreational opportunities for 
del:inquents and other youth to help prevent delinquency; 

(D) projects designed to develop and implement programs 
stressing advocacy activities aimed ~t improving services for 
and protecting the rights of youth impacted by t.he juvenile 
justice system; 

(E) educational progrlUIlB 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 initia.ted programs and outreach programs de
signed to assist youth who otherwise would not be reached 
by traditional youth sssistance programs; . 

(H) pro\-ide for 1 a statewide program through the use 
of probrution subaidies, other subsidies, other financial incen
tives or disincentives to units of local government, or other 
efi'ecth-e means, are 1 designed to-

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

(ii) increase the use of noll9flCure community-based 
facilities as a percenta.ge of total commitments to juvenile 
facilities i and 

(iii) discourage the use of secure incaI'C8ration and 
detention; 

(1) programs and activities to establish and 8.d.Opt, based 
on the ;recommendations of the Advisory Oommittee, sUuld- . 
ards for the improvement of ju,enile justice Within the 
State; 

(ll)pro,yides 1 for the development pI an aoequate reooe.rch, 
traming, and evalua.tion capacity within the State ; 

(12) (A) provide within three years after submission of the 
initial plan that juveniles who are charged. with or who have com
mitted offenses that would not be criminal if committed by an 
a.dult, or such nonofi'enaers as dependent or neglected Children, 

• 80 1n origin 0.1. 
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Shan not be placed in juvenf l detentioD or oorrectivna.l facilities; 
~nd 

(B) provide that the 8ta ~ shall trubmit annual reports to the 
Associate Ad...-nini&trator con Idning a review of the rrogresB made 
by the State to acllleve the ( ~institutionaliza.tion () juveniles de
scribed in subparagraph (A and a review of the progress made 
by the State to provide that lUch juveniles, if plft.Ced in facilities, 
are placed in fe.cilities whicl (i) are the least restrictive alterna
tives a.ppropriate to the neE Is of the child and the community; 
(ii) a.re in reasonable prOl lmity to the family and the home 
communities of such juvenil S; and (iii) provide the services de
scribed in sootion 103(1) ; 

(13) provide that juvenil s alleged to be or found to be delin
quent and youths within tl ~ purview of paragraph (12) shall 
not be detamed or confined: 1 any institution in which they have 
regular contact with adult p rsons incarcerated because they have 
been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal 
charges; 

(14) prodde for an adeqll lte. system of monitoring jails, deten
tion facilities, correctional: [lcilities, and non-secure facilities to 
insure that the requiremenl; of paragraph (12) (A) and para
graph (13) are met, and fe ~ a.nnual reporting of the re..c;ults of 
such monitoring to the Asso iate Admimstrator; 

(15) provide assurance tl at assistance will be available on an 
equitable basis to deal with disadvantaged youth including, but 
not limited to, females, mi ority youth, and mentally retarded 
and emotionally or physical: V handicapped youth; 

(16) provide for procedl res to be established for protecting 
the rights of recipients of S Irnoes and for assuring appropriate 
privacy with regard to reco: ds relating to such seITices provided 
to any individual under the ,tate plan; 

(11) provide that fair a Ld equitable arra.ngements are made 
to protect the interests of el lployees affected by assistance under 
this Act. Such pl".)tective $ rrangements shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, include, wit\ .out being limited to, snch provisions 
as may be Decessary fot-

(A) the preservatiOl. or 1 rights, privileges, and benefits 
(inc1uding continuatioI of yens ion rights and benefits) under 
existing collective-barg Linmg agreements or otherwlse; 

(B) the continuatiOI of coI1E'cti,e-bargaining rights; 
(0) the protection of individual employees against a 

'Worsening of their po: itions with respect to their employ
ment· 

(D) assurances of em ?loyment to employees of any State or 
political subdi'vision th 'roof who 'Will be affected by any pro
gram funded in whole ( r in part tmder provisions of this Act; 

(E) training or retrl ining programs. 
The State plan shall provi( e for the teI'lllS and co!lditions of the 
protection a.rrangements est ablished pursuant to this section; 

(IS) provide 'for such fis< 9.1 control and fund accounting proce
dures necessary to B88Ure F rudent use, proper disbursement, and 
a.ccurate accounting of fund; recei red under this title; 

• 80 In origin .. !. 
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(19) provide Je8.SOnahle assurances that Federal fuda m~ 
available under this part for any period will be. 80 used as to 
supplement and increase (but not suppla.nt) the level of the State, 
local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the absenr,.e of 
such Federal funds be made available for the progra.ms described 
in this part, and will in no event replace such ..state, local, and 
other non-Federal funds j 

(20) provide tha.t the State planning agency will from time to 
time, but not less often then 1 a.nnually~ review its plan wd submit 
to the A~sociate Administrator a.n anal;vsis and evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the programs and actiVlties 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 otlier terms and conditions as the .A.Bsociate 
Administrator may reasonably prescribe to assure the effectiveness 
of the programs assisted under this title. 

Such plan may at the discretion of the Administrator be incorporated 
into the plan specified in 303(0.) of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act. 

(b) The State planning agency designated pursuant to section 
223 (a), after receiving and considering the advice and recommenda
tions of tile 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 or this section. Failure 
to achieve compliance with the subsection (a) (12)(A) requirement 
within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any Stare's eli¢.
bility for funding under this subpart unless the Administrator, WIth 
the concurrence of the Associate Administrator, determines that the 
State is in substantial compliance with the requireme.\+" through 
achievement of deinstitutionaJi2ation of not less than 75 per centum of 
5uch juveniles, and ha.s made, through appropriate executive or legisla
tive action, an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance 
within a. reasonable tinle not exceeding two additional years. 

(d) In the event that any State chooses not to submit a plan, fails 
to submit a plan, or submits a plan or any modification thereof, which 
the Administrator, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hear
ing, in accordance with SE'ctions 509, 510, and 511 of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control s.nd Safe Streets Act of 1968, determines does 
not meet the requirements of this section, the Administrator shall make 
that State's allotment under the provisions of section 222 (a) available 
to public and .private agencies for special emphnsis prevention and 
treatment programs as defined in section 224. TheAdministra.tor shall 
endeavor to make such reallocated funds available on a preferential 
basis to programs in nonparticipating States under section 224(0.) (2) 
a.nd to those States that have achieved substantial or full compliance 
with the subsection (a) (12) (A) requirement within the initial three 
years of ,Participation or have achieved full compliance within a rea
scmable hme thereafter as pro,-ided by subsection (c). (n! U.8.0.5633) 

, So 10 orlj:'IDal. 
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Subpart n..:...special Emphasis PIm'ention and Treatment Programs 

SEC. 224. (a) The Administra.tor is authorized to make grants to 
and enter into contracts with public and .private agencies, Qrganiza
tions, institutions, or individuals to-

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

(2) develop a.nd maintain community-baseJ" alternath'es to 
tradItional forms of institutionalization; 

(8) develop and implement eft'ecHve means of dH'erting juve
niles from the traditional juvenile justice and correctional rystem, 
including restitution projects y.'hich test and validate selected 
arbitration models, such as neighborhood courts or panels, and in· 
erease victim satisfaction while providing alternatives to incar· 
ceration for detained or adjudicatpd delinquents; 

(4:) improve the capability of public and private agen<;ies 
and orgRnizations to provide sen'ices for delinquents and other 
youth to hel p prevent delinquency: ' 

. (5) facilitB;te the adoption o~ the recommendations of the Ad
nsory Oomrmttee and the InstItute as set forth purnuant to sec
tion 247; 

(6) dey~lop and implement, in coordination with the Commis
sioner of Education, model programs and methods to keep students 
in elementary a.nd secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted 
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions and to encourage new 
approtlches and techuiquf.'s with respect to thC' prevention of school 
violence and vandalism; 

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

(8) develop, implement, and support, in conjunction with the 
Secretary of Labor, other public and private agencies and orga
nizations and business and industry p~grams :for yonth f.'mploy
ment; 

(9) imp:rove the juvenile justice system to confoMn to stand
ards of due process; 

(10) develop Rnd support programs dpsigned to encourage 
and pnable State legislatures to consider and further the pllrpo~es 
of t11is Act, both by amending State laws ?there ne-cessary, Ilnd 
devoting greater resources to those purposes; and 

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

(b) Twenty-five per centum of th£> funds approprIated for each 
&cal year pursuant to this part shall be available only for special 
emphasis prevention and trentment grants and contracts made pursu
ant to this section. 

(c) At lea!';t 30 per centum of th£> fund!'; available for grants and 
contracts made pursuant. to this section shnll be available for grants 
Ilnd contracts to private nonprofit agencies, organizations. or institu
tions 'Who have had experience in dealing with youth. (4£ V.S.O. 563~) 
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CONBIDE.R&.TIONS FOn ,6 """ROYAL OF APl'LlCA'I:lONB 

SEC. 225. (a) Any agency, II mtion, or individual desin.·ng to 
receive a grant, or enter into any contract under ooction 224., shall 
submit an application at such time, in such manner, and containing 
or accompanied by such information as the Administrator may· 
prescribe. 

(b) In accordance with guidelines established by the Administrator, 
each such application 511n11-

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

(2) set forth a program for carrying out one or more of the 
purposes set fort11 il1 section 224 j 

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

(4) provide for regular evaluation of the program j 
(n) indiel\te that the applieant has requested the n"iew of the 

application from t hr Stot(' plSl1Jlil}g agency s.nd local agency 
dpsi~att'd in section 223, when appropriate, and indicate the 
responst' of such agpncv to the reqnest for rt',·jew and comment 
on the- application; . 

(6) prodde that l't'gnlnr reports on the program shall be sent 
to the Anministrntor anel to the State planning agency and local 
agency, when appropriate; 

(7) proyidr for SUdl fiscal control and fund accounting: pro
cedurc's as may Ix> J1Pressary to assure p111dent use, proper dis
bursement, and a<'cumte accounting of funds recpi-ved under this 
title: and 

(8) indkllte thp rpspOl1se of the State agency or the local 
agency t() the reC(llrst for re"iew ann comment on the application. 

(c) In determining "hpther or not to approve applications for 
grnnts under sprtion 224. thr Administrator shall consider-

(1) the relati"e cost and effe.ctiveness of the propoSE'd program 
in effectuating the purpos(';:: of this PR.rt: 

(2) the ext('nt to which the' propo;::rd prop-ram win b~corporate 
new OJ' innovative tpchniqucs: 

(3) the extent t() whicll the proposed program meets the objec- . 
tives and rrioritie~ of t]1P Stat.e. plan. when a State plan has boon 
approved bv the Administrator under section 2Z3(c) ~nd "hen 
the location' and sc.ope of the program mAkes such oonsideration 
appropriat.e: 

(4) the incr8aS(' in cl\pll.C'ity of the publiC' and prh'ate ~rncy. 
institution, or indh'idual to provide services to deJinquents and 
other youth to help pJ'(>Yent delinquency i 

(5) the ext{'nt to which the proposed project serves oommunities 
which ~a\'e high rates of south unemployment, school dropout, 
and dr]mqupncy: 

(6) the extent t() which the proposed prof!T8-Dl fsci.litat.es the 
implementation oi the recommendations of the Ad,·isory C'fom-
mittee II!" 9Pt forth p1lrsuant to section 247: and . 

(7) th~ adverse impact that may result from the l'e&riction of 
eligibility, based upon population, for- dties with a ·population 
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greater than forty thousand, k>cated within States which have 
no city with a population over two hundred and fifty thousand. 

(d) No city should be denied an a.pplication solely on the basis of 
its population. (42 D.S.O. 5635) 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Withholding 

SEC. 226. Whenever the Administrator, after gi~ reasonable 
notice and opportunity for hearing to a re<::ipientof finanClal 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 Administ'rntor shall initiare such proceedings as are appropriate. 
(42 D.S.O. 5686) 

USE OF FUNDS 

SEC. 22i. (a) Funds paid pursuant to this title to any public or 
private agency, organization, institution, or individual (whether di
redly or thrGugh a State planning agency) may be used for-

(1) planning, developing, or operatmg 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 innova.tive community-bas~d facilities for less than twenty 
persons which, in the judgment of the Administrator, are neces
sary for carrving 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 Stare agency or local agency) may be 
used for construction. (493 U.S.O. 5637) 

PAY1!ENTS 

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

(b) At the discretion of the Administrator, when' there is no other 
way to fund an essential juvenile delinquency program not funded 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Adininistration, the State may 
utilize 25 per centum of the fcrmula grant funds aT8.ilahle to it under 
this part to meet the non-Federal matching share requirement for lLny 
other Federal juvenile delinquency program grant. 

(c) Whenever the Administrator determines that it will contribute 
to the purposes of purt A or part C. hE' IllUY l'f'C}llire thE' l'P('ipient of 
any grant or contract to contribute money, facilities, or services. 

(d) Payments under this part, pursuant to II. grant or contract, 
may be made (after necessary a.djustment, in the case of grants, on 
account of previously made overpayments or underpa.yments) in 
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advance or by way of reimbursements, in such installments and on such 
conditions as the Administrator ma.y determine. r (e) Except 8.S provided in the second sentence of section 222 ( c) , 
financial assistance extended under the provisions of this title shall be 
100 per centum of thE' approved costs of.any program or ~tivitJ:' ] 1 

(f) In the case of a ~e.nt under thlS part to an Indlan tnO'e or 
other aboriginal group, if the Administrator determines that the tribe 
or group does not have sufficient funds available to meet the local share 
of the cost of any progra.m or project to be funded under the grant, 
the Administrator may increase the Federal s'hare of the cost thereof 
to the extent he deems necessary. Wbere a. Stare does not have an 
a.dequate forum to enforce grant ;provisions imposing any liability on 
Indian tribes, the Administrator IS authorized to waIve State liability 
and may pursue such legal remedies as are necessary. 

(~) if the Administrat<lr determines, on the basis of information 
available to him during any fiscal year, that a portion of the funds 
granted to an applicant under this part for that fiscal year will not be 
required by the applicant or will become available by virtue of the 
application of the provisions of section 509 of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, that portion shall 
be availftble for reallocation under section 224 of this title. (4£ ,V.S.O. 
50.38) 

COXFIDE~TL\.LITY OF PROGRAM RECORDS 

SEC'. 229. EXCE'pt ns nnthorizE'd by law, progTam records containing 
th~ identity of indh'idual juyeniles gathered for purposes pursuant to 
this titlE' may not he disclosed except with the consent of the service 
rE'cipient or 1eg-al1y authorized representath·e. or as may be necessary 
tQ p('rform the functions required by this title. Under no circumstances 
mny project reports or findings available for public dissemination 
contllin the' actnal name's of indindual serrice recipients. (4£ U .B.O. 
56.19) 

PART G-KATIO~AL IXS"lllC1E FOB JUVENILE JUSTICE A:/I."'1> 
DELINQUEXCY PREVENTION 

RF.('.241. (a) Thpre is hereby established within the .Juvenile Justice 
and neJinQuenc~' PreVE'ntioll Office a National Institute for Juvenile 
.Tustire and Delinquency Prevention. 

(b) The National Institut(' for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Pl'P\'ention shall be under the superrisiou and direction of the Asso
nnte' Administrator. and sha11 be headed by a Deputy Associate 
Administrator of the Office ap'pointed under section 201 (f). 

((') The activities of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinqnency Preventjon shall be coordinated with the activities of the 
Notional Institute of La" Enforcement and Criminal Justice in 
ftccordance with the requirements of section 201 (b). 

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

ISeoctton 228(e) of the! Aet. II.ll added by lll!etlon 4(Il')(S)(A} of the Junulle Justl~ 
Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 0~1l5: 01 Stat. 19:56) takee efled october 1. 11178. 
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also be the purpose of the Institute to provide training for represcnta
tin's of Federal, State, and local law enforcement officers, teachers, 
lUHl other educational personnel, juvenile welfare 'workers, juvenile 
judges and judicial personnel, probation personnel, cOl'rectional pel'
!:'0I1I11:1 and o~hl'" ppJ'son:-, ineludill~ lay pt'l':-onlll'l, including persons 
.assocIated wIth law-related educatIOn programs, youth workers, and 
l'epn'~elltnti n's of pri mte youth agencies and organi:.::ations, connected 
'with the tre!tbl1ellt and control of juyenile offenders. 

(e) In addition to the other powers, express and implied, the Insti
{ute lllilY-
. (1) l'eqlH'st any F!.'d!.'ral agency to supply such statistICS, data, 

program reports, and other material as the Institute dooms neces
:::al'Y to carry out its functions; 

(:2) arrange \yith find reimblll'se the h!.'arls of Federal agencies 
for f"ll!.' use of Pl'J'sOlllH'l or faciliti!.'s or !.'qnipment of such agencies; 

(3) confer \\"ith and ayail its!.'lf of the cooperation, services, 
l'!.'~ords, and facilitil's of State~ mnnieipal~ or other public or 
plwate local agencies; 

(4) make grants and enter into contracts with public or private 
agencies, organizations, or indidduals, for the partial perform
~mee of any functions of the Institute; 

(i») compC'ns'lte consultants and members of technical advisory 
i..'ouncils wIto arC' not in the regular full-time employ of the United 
States, at a ratE' nm\" or hereaft!.'l' prescribed for GS-18 of the 
General Schedule DY section 5332 of title 5 of the United States 
Code and while aw'ay from home, or regular place of business, 
tIt!.'y may be allowed tran'l expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5i03 of title 5, United 
States C.ode for pel':-ions in the Goyernment service employed 
.intermittently; and 

(G) assist; through training, the ad dsory groups established 
pursuant to section 223(a) (3) or comparable public or private 
citizen groups hl nonparticipati~lg States in the accomplishment 
of their objectives consistent with this Ac.t. 

(f) Any Federal agency which receh-es a request from the Institute 
lmde]' subsection (e) (1) may cooperate with the Institute and shall, 
to the maximum E'xtent pl'l1cticable, consult with and furnish infor
mation and ach'iet' to thp Institute. (4~ U.8.('. /i(51) 

INFORlIIATION FUNCTION 

fiLe. 242. The National Institute for Jm'euile Justice and Delin
<1uencv Prevention is authorized to-

. (1) serve as an information bank bv collecting systematically 
and synthesizing the data and knowle'dge obtained from stndie's 
and research by public and private agencies, institutions, or indi
"iduals concerning all aspects of juvenile delinquency, inclmling 
the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency; 

(2) serve as a clearinghouse and information center for the 
preparation, publication, and dissemination of all information 
rr,garding juv('nile delinquency, including State and local juyenile 
delinquency prevention and treatment programs and p'lans, avail
ability of resonrces, training and edncational programs, statistics, 
and otll!.'l' p!.'I,tin!.'llt data and information. (4!2 U.S.O. 565dJ) 
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HESEARCH, DRUONSTRATION, AND EVALUATION FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 243. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice Dond Delin
quency I)revention is authoriz~d to-

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

(2) encourage the development of demonskation projects in 
new) innovative techniques and methods to prevent and treat 
juvenile delinquency; 

(3) provide for the evaluation of all juvenile delinquency 
progl'Ul11S assisted under this title in order to determine the results 
and the eiTecti veness of such programs; 

Cl) provide for the evalnation of any other Federal, State, or 
local jllvenile delinql1l'Il(,Y pyoogram, upon the request of the Asso-
ciate Administrator; , 

(5) prepare, in cooperation with educational institutions, Fed
era1, State, and local agellciC's, and appropriate individuals ancI 
private agencirs, such studies as it considers to be necessary with 
respect to the prenntion and treatment of juvenile delinquency 
and related matters, including recommendations designed to pro
mote effective prevC'ntion and treutment. such as assessments re
garding the role of family dolence, sexual abuse or exploitation 
and media violence in c1e1in'lneney, the improper handling of 
youth placed in )ne State by another State, the possible ameliorat
ing roles of recreation and the arts, and the extt'nt to which youth 
in the juvenile system are treated differently on the basis of sex and 
the ramifications of such practices; 

(6) disseminate the results of such e.valuations and research 
and demonstration activities particularly to persons acti ,-ely 
working in the fie let of jUn'nile delinquency i and 

(7) disseminate pel'tint'nt data and studies o(including a periodic 
joul'llal) to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned 
with tIl(' pr(,YPlltioll :tllll tl'eatllll'llt of jllYl'llih' llp1inquellcy. ('P" 
roSJ' .• j{;;;oJ) 

TR.UXlxn n O Xl"l'lO;\S 

SEC. 2Ho The Xationn 1 I nstitnte for J tn°PHilp .r llsti('p llJ1l1 DPliu
quel1C'y Prl'\'putioll is Hnthol'iZl'll to-

(1) dc,-elop, ('oJ1(hll't, awl provide fo!' training programs for 
the training of pl'of(·::;sionn1. paraprofessional, tnul voJllnt('P1' per
sonnel. and otlwl' 1>(,1'8011S \yho are or ,dlO Hl't' pl'q)(ll'ing to \\"o1'k 
with jll\o(lllil(':-, and jIlYl'ni1(l offel1(IL'l's: 

(2) dt'velop, conduct, and prodde for :-l'minar~, workshop, niH T 
training pl'ograms in the latt'~t prc)\'en l'ti'edi \t' tel'l111iqul':; amI 
methods of pren'nting nnd tl't'ating jm°C'llih' tlt'lillqu(lll'C'Y fot' law 
eniOrCem(lllt officers, jmO('nilp judges, and otlll'l' l'onrt pl'l'Snnnl'l. 
probation officers, correctional personnel. awl other Fedeml, ~tatl', 
and 10('11.1 gon'l'Ilnwut personnel who arc engaged in work re1ating 
to jnwnilC' <lelinquene:v; 

(3) deYise ancl ('onduct a training Pl'O,!r1':lIll. in ac('ol'<lan('(' with 
the ]H'Q\oisiolH; of sections 2-!!>, 250, and 251,1 of short-term instl'llC-----

1 So In orig-inal. App[lr~ntly should rpnu "sections 2,18. 249. and 250"0 
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tion in the ll\~st proven-eft'ectiv9 methods of prevention, control. 
and treatment of juvenile delinquency for correctional and law 
enforcement personnel, teachers and other eduoational personnel, 
juvenile welfare workers, juvenile judges and judicial personnel, 
t>oobation officers, and other ~rsons ({including lay personnel, 
mcluding persons assooiated WIth law-re.tated educa.tion programs, 
youth workers, and representatives of priva.te youth agencies and 
organizations) connected with the pre'vention and treatment of 
juvenile delinquency; and 

(4) develop technical training reams 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. 
(4£ u.s.a. 5654-) 

IN B'll1'OTE ADVIBORY OOJOnTl'EE 

SEC. 245. The Advisory Committee shall advise, consult with, and 
make recoinmendations to the Associate Administrator concerning the 
overall policy and operations of the Institute. (4£ u.s.a. 5655) 

ANNUAL REPORT 

SEC. 246. The Deputy .Associate Administrator for the National 
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinqllency Preyention shall 
develop annually and submit to the Associate Administrator a:fter the 
fust year the legislation:is enacted, prior to September 30, a report on 
research, demonstration, training, and eyaluation programs fUllded 
under this title, incllJding a review of the results of such programs, an 
assessment of the application of such results to existing and to Hew 
juvenile delinquency programs, and detailed rec.ommendations for fu
ture research, demonstration, training: and eyaluation programs. The 
Associate Administrator shall include a summary of these results and 
recommendations in his report to the President and Congress required 
by section 204:(b)(5). (l;13 u.s.a. 5656) 

DEVELOPMENT 'oF BTANDARDS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 

SEC. 247. (a) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention, under the supervision of the Advisory Committee, 
shall review existing reports, data, and standards, relating to the 
juvenile justice system in the United States. 

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

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

(2) recommends State and local action to facilitate the adoption 
of these standards for jm'enile justi('e lit th(> State and ]ocallenJ. 

(c) Each department, agency, and instrumentality of the executive 
branch of the Government. including independent agencies, is author
ized and directed to furnish to the Ad"isory COl1unittee such informn-

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

(d) Following the submission of its report under subsection (L) 
the Advisory Committ{'e shall direct its etrort~ toward refinement of 
the recommended standards and may &Sfilst Statrand local J!O\'ern
mentE and privatR agencies a.nd organizatioll.8 in the adoption of ap
propriat<l standards a.t State a.nd local Jevels. The National Institute 
for Juvenile .Tustice and DeJinqllency Prevention iE' Bllthoriwd to dl'
velop and support model State IC{cislatioll ('onsisten.t with tll(> ~nan
dates of this Act and the standards developed by Advlsory CommIttee • 

. (4£ V.S.C. 5657) 

ESTABLISHlfEXT OF TRAINING PROGRAM 

SEC. 248. (a) The Associate Administrator shall establish within 
thE' Institute a training program designed to train enrolJe€s with re
sped to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of 
jUYenile. delinquency. In carrying out this program the Associate 
Administrator is authorized to make use of available Sta.te and local 
services, equipment,personnel, facilities, s.nd the like. 

(b) Enrollees in the tl,"aining program established under this section 
shall be drli,IWn from correctlOlla.l and law enforcement personnel r 
teachers and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers, 
juyenile judges a.nd judicial personnel, probation officers, and other 
persons (inclpding lay personnel, including persons associated ,,:ith 
law-related education :programs, youth workers, and represent.a.tlYes 
of private youth agenCIes and organizations) connected with the pre
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. (4£ U.8.C. 5659) 

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING PROGRAM 

SEC. 249. The Associate Administrator sh&ll design and supervise a. 
curriculum for the training program established by section 248 which 
shall utilize an interdisciplinary approach with respect to the preven
tion of juvenile delinquency, the treatment of juvenile delinquents, 
and the diversion of youthS from the juvenile jUBtice system. Such 
curriculum shall be appropriate to the needs of the enrollees of the 
training program. (4£ V.S.C. 50GO) 

ENROLL¥ENT FOR TRAINING PROGRAM 

SEC. 250. (a) Any person seekinJ2: to enroll in the train~ program 
established under section 248 shall transm.i.t a.n applicatIon to the 
.Associate Administrator, in such form and according to such proce
dures as the Associate Administrator may prescribe. 

(b) The Associate Administrator shall make the final determination 
with respect to the admitta.nce of any person to the training prof!ram. 
The Associate Administrator, in making such determination, shall seek 
to assure that persons admitted to the training program are broadly 
representati ve of the categories described in sectlOn 248 (b). . 

(c) While stud;YIDg at the Institute and while traveling in connec
tion with his study (inclu~ authorized field trips), each person 
enrolled in the Institute shalloo allowed travel expeDBeS a.n.d a per 
diem allowance in the same manner as prescribed for persons employed 
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intermittently in the Government service under section 5703(b) of 
title 5, United States Code. (4£ u.s.a. 5661) . . 

PART D-AomNIBTRATIVE PBOVIBIONB 

SEC. 261. (8.) To carry out the purposes of this title there is author
ized to be appropriated. $150 000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1978, $175,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1979, and $200,000,000 for the fisclll year ending September 30, 1980. 
Funds appropriated for lilly fiscal year may remain available for obli
gation until expendeCl. 

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261(a) 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre.ention Act of 1974, the 
Administration shall maintain frOm the appropriation for the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, each fiscal year, at least 19.15 
percent of the total appropriations for the Administration, for juve
nile delinquency programs. (42 u.s.a. 50iU1) 

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 262. The administrative provisions of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, designat-P.,d as sections 
501,504,507,509, 510, 511,516, 518(c), 521, and 59A (8.) and (c) of 
such Act, are incorporated herein as administrative provisions appli
cable to this Act. (4£ u.s.a. 567~) 

EFFECTIVE CLAUSE 

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

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

(c) mcept as otherwise provided by the Juvenile Justice Amend
ments of 1977, the amendments made by the Juvenile Justice Amend
ments of 1977 shall take effect on October 1, 1977. (4£ u.s.a. 5601 
note) 

TITLE III-RUNAWAY YOUTH 

SHORT 'lTI'LE 

SEC. 301. This title may be cited as the "Runaway Youth Act" 
(4£ U.S:O. 5101 fWte) 

FINDINGS 

SEC. 802.' The Congress perebr. £nds that-
(l) the number of juveniles who leave and remain away from 

home without :parental permission has increased to alarm.illg pro
portiChlS, creatmg a substantial1aw enforcement problem for the 
communities inundated, and significantly endangering the young 
poople who are without resources and live on the street ; 
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(2) the euct na.ture of the problem is BOt ~ell defined because 
national 13tatiEtics on the ftize an.d profile .of th~ I"WlB.wa.y youtli 
population are not tabulaWd.; 

(~)m.a.ny such young people, bee&uae.of their age and situa
tion, are Ql'g€'lltly in need of temporary -sheJ«>r .utG cooRS(>ling 
B<!rvices' 

(4) tl~e problem of locating~ detaining, IIUld r&uming runn w'ny 
children should not be the l"e£lponsibility of a.lready o\'erounlC'necl 
police departments and juveni.!€ justice authorities; and 

(5) in \"iC'\\" of t hC' interst.ate nature of the problem, it i~ the re
sponsibilit:v of tue FroHn) Gover111l1enl to u{'\'elop ~ccurat(' rl'
porting of th.e pt'oLklll IHltiou[llly And to clewlop all eill'l'lin 
syEi('ll\ uf t~mpOntry caw outside the law enfol'(>ement structure. 
<.f2 U.S.O. 57'01) 

RULES 

SEC. 203. The Secretary of Health, EducaLion,-and 'Welfare (herein
.after referred to as the "SwretaryYl) may prescribe suc.h rules as he 
col1sid{'l'lj necetiSary 01' llPPJ'Opriate to carry out the purposes of this 
title. (4'! C.8.0. 3(0)) 

PA~T A -GRAXTS rRoGR..\31 

SEC. 311. The Secretary is authorized to make grants and to pl'O
vide technical a.."Sistance and short-term training to States, localitles 
and nonprofit private agencies and coordinated networks of such agen
cies in accordance with the provisions of this part. Grants under this 
pa.rt shall be made for the purpose of de,eJoping local faci1iti~ to dell.] 
primarily with the immediate needs of runaway youth or otherwise 
homeless vouth in a mRnner which is outside the law enforcement strnc
ture and Juvenile justice system. The size of such grant shall be det.er
mined b:r the number of such youth in the connnunity and the existing 
availability of services. Among a.pplicants priority shall be given to 
priva.te organizations or institutions which ha,e had pRi't experirnce 
l/l dl'~lljn,!! with slIch youth. (4.11 U.S.O, 5711) 

ELIGmILITY 

SEC'. 312. (a) To be eligible for ll.s!:;istance under this part, Son appli
cant shall propose to establish, stren,!rthen, or fund an pxisting 01' pro
J>osed runa.way hoUSE'., a locally controlled facility providing temporary 
shelter, and counseling sernc{'s to jU\E'nil{'!". who hnn> left homE:' with
out permission of their {larents or gil ardian <;. 

(b) In ordrr to quahf:r for asslstance under this part, an applicflnt 
l'hall submit 11 plan to the Secretary meeting the followiu.g require
ments and inclllding the following information. Earll hOl1s<'-

(1) shall be located in an area "hidl iF delllonstrnbh' frPC]llPntC'o 
by or easil:r reachable by runaway youth: . 

(2) shall ha.ve a maxinmm caparitT of no more than twpnt:r 
children. with a ratio of staff to childrpn of suffirient portion to 
1\<;C;l1l"{, aON]llr.te supC'n'isl0n and treatment; 
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(8) shall develop adequa.te 'Plans 10r contacting the child's 
parents or relatives (if such action is required by State law) and 
assuring the safe return of the child .aecording to the best interests 
of the child, for contacting local government officials pursuant to 
infonnalarrangements established with such officials by the run
away house, and for providing for other appropriate alternative 
Ii ving arrangements; 

(4) shall develop an adequate plan for assuring proper rela
tions with law enforcement pel'SOnnel, and the return of runaway 
youths from correctional institutions; 

(5) shall develop an adequate plan fOT aftercare counseling 
involving runaway youth and their parents withi.n the State in 
which the runawav house is located and for assuring. as possible., 
that aftercare sen;ices will be. proyided to those children who are 
returned beyond the State in which the runaway house is located; 

(6) shall'keep adequate statistical records profiling the children 
and parents whioh it serves, except that records mainw.ined on 
·individual runaway youths shall not be disclosed without the con
sent of the individual youth and parent or leWll g'Uarciian to any
one other than another agency compiling- statistlcal records or a 
goyernment agency involved in the disposition of criminal charges 
against an individual runaway youth, and reports or other docu
.ments based on such statistical records shall not disclose the 
identity o{individual nmawa, 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 budg-et estimate with res)1ect to the plan 

submitted bv such house under this subsection; and 
(10) shal.l supply such other infonnation as the Secretary 

reasonably deems necessary. (42 U.S.O. 5112) 

APPROVAL BY SEORETAnY 

SEC. 313. An application by a State, localit.y, or nonprofit priYate 
agency for a grant under this part may be approved by the S&re
tary only if it is consistent with the applicable proyisions of this 
part and meets the requirements set forth in section 312. Priority shall 
be given to grants smaller than $100,000. In considering grantapplic.a
tions UIlder this part, priority shall be. given to any applicant l't'hose 
program budget is smaller than $150,000. (42 U.s.O. 5113) 

GRANTS TO PRIVATE AGENCIES, STAFFING 

SEC. 314. Nothing in this part shall be construed to deny grnnts to 
nonprofit private agencies which are fully controlled by priYate boards 
or persons but which in other respects meet the requirements of this 
part and agree to be legally responsible for the operation of t.he 
runaway house. Nothing in this part shall give the Fe-cleral Govern
ment control over the staffing and personnel decisions of facilities 
receiving Federal funds. (4~ U.S.O. 5114) 
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IlU'OnTS 

SEC, 315. The Secretary shall.RQntUllly report to the Congress on the 
status and accomplishments of the runaw,ay houses which. a.re funded 
tmder this part l wibh particular a.tt~ntjon to-

(1) their effectiveness in alle\'iating the problems of runaway 

yOU(th;h·a.b'l' 'h'ld 'hth'! '}' dt 2} t elr 1 lty to reumte c 1 ron '\nt elr anu les an 0 
encourage. the resolution of intrafamily problems through counsel
ing and other services; 

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

(4) their effectiveness in 11elping youth decide upon a future 
course of action, (4$3 C.S.C.6715) 

FEDERAL S:H.ARE 

SEC. 326. (a) The Federal share for the acquisition and renoyation 
of existin!7 stru('tures, the provision of counseling services, staff train
ing~ a.nd the general costs of operations of such facility's budget for 
any fiscal vear shall be 90 per centum, The non-Federal share mav be 
in 'cash or 'in kind~ fairly evaluated by the Secretary, including piant, 
equipment, or sen-ices. 

(b) Payments under this section may be made in installments, in 
advance, or 'by way of reimbursement, with necessary adjustments on 
account of oYel'payments or underpayments. (42 D.S.O, 5716) 

P ART B~RECORDS 

REC{)RDS 

SEC. 321. Records containing the identity of individual youths pur· 
suant.to this Act mnT under no circumstances be disclosed or trans
ferred to nny indiyidual or to any public or private agency. (42 V.S.C . 

. 5731) 
PART G-REORGANIZATIOY 

REORGANIZATION PLAN 

SEC. 331. (a) After April 30, 1978, the President may submit to the 
Congress a reorganization pla.n which, subject to the provisions of sub
SE'.ction (b) of this section, shall take effect, if such reorganization plan 
is not disapproved by a resolution of either House of the Congress, in 
accordance with the provisions of, and the procedures established bv 
chapter 9 of title 5, United States Code, except to the extent providea 
in this part. 

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

(1) for the establishment or an Office of Youth Assistance 
which shall be the principal agencv for purposes of carrving out 
this title and which shall be establiShed- ~ 
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(.A) within tl](' OfficI.' of .TllYl'nih' .Tu~tict' nnd D('1il1qlle>nc~r 
Pl't"'l.'ntioll in the> Dl'pn I'hnl'nt of .Tnsticl'; or 

(R) within thp ACTION Agenrv; 
(2) that tlw trnnsft'r anthorizt'd bv paragraph (1) shall be 

l'tf!'rtin :30 <In\'~ nft('l' tht' last dntr on 'whirh Rllrh transfpl' rOll1d 
hI' (lisnpPJ'onc1l1m11'1' chnp/"('I' !) of title 5, lTnitecl Statt's (;0(1t': 

(!1) that l)]'oPPl'ty. 1'('('01'(18, nn(llUlt'xp('nc1pd bl1 Inn('('s of nppl'o
jwintions, nlloraHolls. and otll('!, i11l1c1s t'l1lplo~·t'd. l1SPCl. ]lPld, 
I1Yl1i1nh11.'. 01' to hI' m:Hlt' n:vailablp in rrmllE'rtion with the functions 
of thr Offirr ()f 1"'011111 DpY('10pJ11pnt' within thl' Drpnl'tnwnt of 
HE'alth, Ed11rntion, nnd "\\Tt'lfnl'P in thE' oprrntioll of funrtions 
(,unmant to this titlp. sha111)(' 1Tnnsfrl'l'Nl to th(> Offirr of Yonth 
. \ssistl111('(, witllin thr Offirp of .Tllypnilt' .Tnsti('p nm1 DplinqHP1H'v 
p,'p\'pntiol1 01' within thp AC'TTOX Agpn('~ .. ns tIl(' ('nsp ma~' b~, 
Im!l that all grants. applieations fol' gl'nnts. ('ol1t1'nr1's. am1 oth!'l' 
ng"('(lIlIPllts awnl'ck(1 01' Plltpl'Pf\ into In' thp Offi('r of 1'"o11t11 Dl'ypl
O'PJllPllt shall ('ontinup in p{fppt lllltil ll1()(lifiP(1. sl1})(,1'8I.'c11'(1. or 
]'('vokpc1 : 

(4-) that an offieial actions taken bv t11r SN'l'(>tal'Y of HPfllth, 
Education, and Welfare. his oE'sign(>e; or any ot.hE'r person under 
nl(' authorit.y of this titlE' which ar(> in f01'('e on t11(> rffprtiw cli'tt(\ 
of S11('h plan, and for which thrre if'; continuing authority nnder 
th(> pl'o\"isions of this titlp, shall continul.' in f1111 f01'('r ftl1(1 (>ffrct 
until D1odifiP(1. snp(>rseded. 01' rpyokpd by th(> Associate Adminis
trator for thr OfficI' of .ruYenil(' .Tustjc(' and Dl.'linquency Prry('n
tion or b)' tIl(' .Din>ptor of tll(' ACTIOX _\.gpnry. as thE" rusp may 
1)('. as appropnat(>; and 

(5) that. 1'(>f(-,1'E'n('('s to tllE' Offirt' of Youth D('yc·lopmpnt within 
tlle Dppartment of Hpalth, Eduration, and "Tpliare in any statute, 
reorganization plan, ExerutiYe order. regUlation. or other official 
document or proceeclin~ shall, on .and after such date, be deemed 
t.o rt'fe1' to the Office of Youth Assistance within the Qffice of 
.Tl1Y(>nill.' .Justice und DE'linquE'ncy Prevention 01' within the 
.\C'TIOX .\g(,lH'~'. nf'; tll!' ('nBC' mny liP. as.appl'opriatp. (42 V.S.O. 
:ifi/) . 

P.\RT D~.\rTIIomZ'\TIOX OF ~\l'rROrRIATIOXS 

SEC'. 341. (a) To ('any out the purposes of pnrt A of this title there 
is authorized to he appropriated for each of the fiscal years ending 
.r une 30,1975, and 19713. and Sept(>mbe1' 30, 1D77, the sum of $10,000,000, 
and for rlt('11 of t]lE' fiseal spal'S ('ueling SE'ptpmber 30, 1978, 1979, and 
19RO. the sum of ~25,OOO.(}()0. 

(b) The ~('retary (through the Office of Youth Development 
whirh shalla( Iministt'l' this tit]e) shan consult with the Attorney Gen
('ral (throu!!'h the Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile 
.Tm;tir(> nmlD('linqnt'ncy Pr(>YE'ntion) for the purpose of coordinating 
the dE'YelopmrJlt and implementation of programs and activities 
fll11dpcl nnoP1' this title with those related programs and activities 
fnnclpclnn<1C'l' titlE' IT of this Act and under the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Saip StrC'rts Art of lDnR, as aml.'ndrd, (.~;2 T!.S.O. 5761) * 

• XOTF..-Titlp IV or the Juvpnllp Justice and Delinquency Prevention A('t ot 1974 was 
fPlwn.lpd hy section 10 of the Juvenile Justice Amendments Ilf 1977 (Public Law 9a-1Ui: 
!ll Stu r, 1061). TitlE' Y of such A('t, whlt'h made various amendments to title 18, UnIted 
f;tntp" ('fill 1', is not includpd In this Compilation, 
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* * * 
Conforming Provisions of Title I of 

THE OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968 
As Amended 

[With Emphasis Added] 
m!CL.\RAT10NS AND Pl"RP(l!'E 

Congl"l'SS finds that till' hig-h incidrl1c(' of (,I'ime in thl' Pnitpd 
Statl's tlin'atens thp l)('a('l', f:l('('11I'ity, and grlll'J'nl wl'lfaJ'l' of the 
Nlltion find its eiti7.Plls. To l'edllcl' lind J)J'r\'Pl1t (,l'illW and jllYl'nill' 
deliIlQIH'IW\', and to imnil'P tlw gJ'PlltPl' safl'ty of tlw (lpopil', law 
rllforCl'l1H'llt, and criminlLl jllsti('e efl'orts nlllSt bl' ]wtter ('oor'dinate(l, 
intcnsifipd, alld maol' more ptl'pdi\'l' Ilt all Ip\'l,ls of gO\,l'l'I1l11l'nt. 

('Ollgl'PSS finds flll'tlll'l' that crinll' is pssl'ntially a 10(,ltl pl'oblc'm 
that mllst he .]pnlt with by t-ltntr nnd lo('al go\'prnlllentR if it is t{) be 
controlll'd e/fe('tiwly, 

Congn'ss linds fUl'lher that the fiIHtJ1~iul and technical 1'(,SOlll'ces of 
the Fl'deral GO\'el'lllllellt should be u.sed to provide constl'llCti ve aid 
and assist,tIlee to Statl' alld loC'al gO\'l'rnlllents in combat illg till' sl'l'ious 
problplIl of ('l'illlP and t.hat tIll' Federal Government should assis!' State 
llnd loml g(}\'el'llllll'llts in evaluating tin; impact alld value of progl'allls 
developed and adopted plII'stlllnl to this tit Ie, 

('on '[,PHS JiIHIH further that. the hi,," iu("idl'II('l' (If dplinqlll'l\l'Y in 
n tl' ~lteH to( a' n'slI ts In l'IlOI'IIl()lIS annllll ('ost allll I Ill-

111 l'a:>U1'ahIt· loss in hllJluUI lift'. wl'Hcmal tiP('ul'it, alid \\'l\stl'<I hlllll:lII 
I'l'sou!'!'e;;. alHI that jll\'PIIl)e dpliIHIIIl'IH'\' ('onstltutps a gl'()\VllIg t Irpal 
to tllP national Wl'lfal'p I'l'qllil'illg' illllllPdiate al.I\l'OIlIPI'P"l'IISi\'(· ad lOll 

hv the Fl'lil'l'ld UO\'(,I'IlIlll'lI! t.o I'etiue!' and PI'P\'Pllt (/t,lill()UI'JI('Y, 
It is till'rpfol'c the dl'e1arcu policy of thl' ('Ollgl'l'SS to assist State 

and. loeal g"(}\'l'I'nllll'nb; in strengthelling awl improving law cnforce
ment and el'iminal justicc :it Hery level by Fedeml assistance, It is 
the purpose of this title to (1) en('ouragl', through the prO\'iHioll of 
F!'del'lll technical and finallcial aid and assi::;t.ance, Statl's lind units 
of gpne!'allocal gO\'l'I'lllllent to de\'l~lop and adopt ('omprehem;ivc plans 
Imsl'd upon their l'mlun.tion of and desigllpd to deal with their par
til'ular pl'olJll'JlI::; of law l'lIfol'C'l'lllent and criminal jUiltice; (~) author
ize, following evaluation and approval of compn'hen::;in'. plans, gl'llllts 
to States alld ullit::; of local gon!rlllncnt in unIt'r to illlprovp ami 
strengtlll'Jl la\\' l'nfol'Cellll'llt and criminal j\l~ticl' j and (3) l'ncollrage. 
through the IJl;o\'i~ion uf Fedl'I'al tl'dlllieal IUlll financiltl aid !Llld assist
ance, I'l'sl'areh awl deH,lopment diI'P('/l'(1 toward the impro\'l'lIlent of 
law l'nfOl'l'erlwnt and ('!'iminal justice and t.he de\'e!opmcnt of new 
methods for thl' IJl'l'\'pntioll and l'(>(luction of crime and the detection, 
apprehension, llnd l'l'habilitation of t'l'iminals. 

It is th\'I'(,foJ'p till' flll'th('I' t!PI'lan'd 'o1il'\' of COII"I'!';;S to lI'o\"idp 
til(> I\('I'\');H:II'\' I'PSOIll'I'pH Ip:I<I('I':,;l1I I. :Ind ,'oordlllatlOlI to 1 «'\'1' d " 

:Iml illl 11!'1IH'nt p!l'pdi\'e HH·jhods of lI'('\'('lItill" Hmll'mllll'ill" lUI"Pllil" 
( (' Ill( UPI\('\'; (~) to ( ('\,P 0 ) aliI l'OI\( IIct ('I 'pdl\'(> II'O"I':Inl>' to 11'('\"'l\t 
d('lillql\l'lIl'\". to ( 1\"('1'1 111\'1'111 PS II'OIlI t It' tnt< ItlOlla JII\'I'1l1 I' )I1,.;tll'P 
R\'stplII nIH] to pl'I/\'idl' ('I'iticnlh' Il\'p(II'(] :dtl'l'nati\'ps to intit illli iOllali: 
"arioll; (:lj to illl]lI'O\'p til\' qllality of jll\PlIilp jIlHtit,(, in litl' \'lIitP(J 
Statp>,: alld (.j.) to iIlIT('a,.;\' titl' ('a J:H'il \' of t-lt al(' !llId I(wal "0\'1'1'11" 
111('111"; all< JIll 1 ((' alit pl'l\":\11' agl'll('IP"; to t'OI11ll<'l ('I Pl'Il\'(' JIII'I'III (' 
fu~ti('p lli~( dplill(J\:PIII'\' PI'l""Plltioll alHl I't'ital,ilitatioll ]>1'()I!I'allls alld 
to pt'(}\'jdf' rp~lr.t:.b p"alJljltjoll aud traIn!!)" "';fll·\·j"f'S ill tl!" 1ic1..LoJ' 
jl]\'f'lIilp illsri("(~nlld (l<,li!\(j1ll'w'y p('f'\'''"ti!~I, i 

I 



35 

* 
PAnT B-PLANNING GRANTS 

* 

* 
PART C--GRANTS FOR LAW ENFORCElIIENT PURPOSES 

* 

* 
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* PART F-ADl\11NISTRATlVE PUOVlSlONS 

* 
SEC, 519, On OI'l><.'I'OI'(' D('l'ell1lll'r;H of ('aeh ,Yt'lll'. 'flip .\dll1ill1~tration 

;;hall l'l'POl't to tht' PI'l'sident and to the COlllmittees on tht' Judiciary 
of tht' SelJatl' ltnd House of Hepresentuti\,(I.'j, and to nle Committee 
on Education and Labor of the House of Represl'ntatives,.Oll 

,activities pUI'::nil1nt'to the pro\'lslOlIS of thIs htle dUl'lng the 
precediilg fiscal year, ::;uch rei)OI·t shari lIIl'lude-

SEC, ,i~() t a). Therl' are authorized to' 
h(' nPP"Ol»'inted fOl' the purposes of carrying out tllis title not to 
ex"'ped :;:~:W,llOO.OOO for the period bl'giuning on .Tuly 1. 10TH, and 
ending on September 30. 1976, not to l'xceed ljiSSO,OOO,OOO for the fiscal 
Yl'ar l'l1t!ill~ ~eptelllbel' ;30, W77: :i'~OO,UOO,()t)O for the fiseal y(lar ending 
~eptelllber ;30. H)7~: and $800,Oon.noo fOl' the fis('a1 yenr ending ::;ep
tellllwr :311. }!)j}), In addition to any otll('I' SUIl1S available for the pur
pO:::t's of g'l'lmb under part C of tlli::; title, thel'e is authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed :i'15,OOO,OOO for the fiscal year eUllillg Sep
tembt'l' :30. 11l77: and not to exceed ~l,i,OOO~OOO for each of th(\, two 
succl'euing fiscnl years: fol' the purpos(ls of grants to ur ndminister{'cl 
by the Oftic<:' of Commnnity _\.nti-C'l'ime Programs for community 
patrol actidties and the encouragl'lllent of neighborhood palticipation 
in crime p1'('\'ention and puulic ~afety eiforts uncleI' section 301(u) (6) 
of this tit Ie. 
Funds a,'· '1riated for allY fiscal year may remain available fol' 
obligatio. 11 expended. Beginning III the fiscal year ending .June an. 
1972, and in each fiscal year thereafter thiwe shull be allocated for the 
purposes of part E an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of 
the amount allcx:ated for the purposes of part C. 

(luJn addition to the fnIH)s llpp1'opri(ltrd und(~l' section 26] (0) 
of flIP .TIl\'('nile .Tw;tice, and DelhI uenc' Pl'e\'l'ntioll Act of 1V74 the 
Administration shall maintain hom t Ie Itp)ll'OPl'latlQ!l, 01' t H\ ,nw 
Enforcement .\ssistance Administration each fiscal ellr at least 1!Ufi 
~ercrnt 0 t H~ tota nppropnatlOl1S or the Administl'lltion, foJ' ju\'tmHe 
delInquency prO~l'Ullls. 

* 

* * * 
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Mr. ANDREWS. Our first witness is John Rector, Administrator, 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. John, we 
are pleased to have you here again and look forward to your 
statement. You can read it or if you prefer, we will submit it for the 
record and you may paraphrase. 

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

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

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

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

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

on Economic Opportunity to review the implementation of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended. 

When young people confront our juvenile justice system, injustice is 

a frequent result. The system does not provide the individualized 

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

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

jurisdiction; and it does not protect communities from juvenile crime. 

As the Committee knows too well, we as a nation indiscriminately 

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

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

established the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 

was developed in response to these inconsistencies in the existing 

system. 

As this Subcommittee knows well,\~ Act was designed to help states. 

localities and public and private agencies to develop and conduct 

effective delinquency prevention programs, to divert more juveniles 

from the juvenile justice process, and to provide urgently ne~ded 

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

public or private facilities, masquerading under the questionable 

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

only increases our already critical crime rate by supplying new 

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

training schools, which are often nothing more than wretched academies 

of crime. 

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

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

families. 

The traditional "solution" for juvenile crime has been to v.pgrade 

personnel, improve services or refurbish facilities. The Act tells 

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

departure from the current practice of institutionalized overkill 

which undermines pri~ary influence agents -- family, church, 

school and community. We must support policies and practices which 

protect our communities while also assuring justice for youth. -

The current overreach of the child \~elfare juvenile justice industry 

in its reliance on detention and incarceration is particularly shocking 

as it affects non-criminal young peop1e. These iouths are actually more likely 
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to be detained, more likely to be institutionalized, and once incar

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

charged with or convicted of actual criminal offenses. Incredibly, 

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

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

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

who commit serious, usually violent offenses, detention and incar

ceration should be available. 

The overloaded juvenile justice system is under-fire for not stemming 

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

understandably blinded by the lurid publicity given a relative small 

handful of violent juveniles and We lose sight of the fact that the 

net of the juveni1e system is very wide; that many noncriminal acts 

and minor delinquencies subject youth to unwarranted and unjust de

tention and incarceration, grossly disproportionate to the harm, if 

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

regard are compounded by the fact that these indiscriminate incarcera

tion policies which overload the juvenile correctional system permit 

the punishment of ever fewer serious violent youthful offenders. 

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

juveni1e justice system -- to its severest test. 
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The few serious cases are not dealt with appropriately, while less 

serious offenders are treated harshly. 

Sentencing"is an area of special concern. Sentences based 

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

of the crime, lend to disparity. EVen when youths are cunvicted of 

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

imposes vastly different sentences. While some discretion is essential, 

sentencing guidelines would be more consistent with justice and community 

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

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

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

through our Institute will assist the States ~n their struggle to 

deliver justice to all citizens. 

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

State and its respective communities,rather than focusing solely on 

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

of individuals often permits-those intimately involved wlth ·tne· 

implementation of policy to overlook the cumulative impact of their 

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

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

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

incarcerated - particularly those whose conduct would not be illegal 

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

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

from intervening in their lives at all. 

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

visions condition continued State participation in the formula grant 

program on a commitment to deinstitutionalization of status offenders, 

segregation of juvenile and adult offenders, and development of an 

adequate system for monitoring jails. detention facilities, and correc

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

would stimulate the development of appropriate alternatives including 

non-intervention to fill the void ~etween essentially ignoring unlawful 

behavior and continuing wholesale detention and incat'ceration. 

Development of alternatives to detention and incarceration also make 

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

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

per child of institutionalization in a public juvenile detention or correc

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

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

exceeds $8,000 per child annually. 

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

healthy assessment of our current policy and practices. Additionally, 

it has stimulated the development of criteria for imposing incarceration 

while stressing certainty of punishment for serious offenders. the 

General Accounting Office has characterized it as the most promising 

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

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

is we" with the program or that il: is operating totally '::onsistently 

with Congressional expectations. 

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

cussed this matter with the Senate Judiciary Committee in part as 

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

Administration. there have been notable shortcomings in implementation. 

Despite strong bipartisan support for the program, there has bee~ 

opposition to funding and implementation. as we'l as administrative 

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

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

surprising that any of its objectives were achieved." 

liThe lack of such essential support. together with the difficult, but 

predictable. problems inherent in achieving compliance, work to nullify 

the Congressional mandate •••• In view of this5sorry chronology, I 

am cautiously optimistic that the flexibility of the Juvenile Justice 

Amendments of 1917 will encourage more states to comply." 
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The Administration ~s committed to implementing the 1974 Act. On 

these crucial human rights issues there is Federal leadership for a 

change. 

On October 3, 1977, President Jil1Ul\Y Cat'ter signed the Juvenile Justice Amendments 

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

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

Our ·support is clearly evidenced by the following sketch of requests 

and actual appropl'1at10ns for the Office: 

Fiscal Year (Admin.} 

FY-75 ---- ~ord/N1xon) 
, 

FY-76 "(Ford) 

FY-77 ford) 

FY-78 Carter) 

FY-79 (Carter) 

Pres. Reguest 

0 

0 

10 

75M 

100M 

Appropriation 

.25 

$40M 

$75M 

$100M 

? 

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

in mY view, to review several key pre-l977 pol~cy decisions and related 

practices which linger or even haunt us today. 



- ----~---------.----. 

46 

As you know, an integral aspect of the compromise on the 1974 Act was 

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

50 percent of all appropriations. Thus. those interested in 

the new prevention and change oriented approach inherent in the Act 

but concerned about the possible inhibiting impact of the traditional LEAA 

delivery system. through' State P1annihg Agencies (SPAs). were assure ~f 

assistance. 

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

funds. to the extent they have b~en obligated, were channelled through 

the SPAs. 

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

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

Purposes) and fiart E (Grants for Correctional Programs) discretionarY 

funds. such monies were commingled wfth JJDP funds with the result that 

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

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

grantees. Additionally, projects and programs funded by the Office 

reflected a decided preference for use of eeA funds. rather than JJDP 

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

"reliance on national initiatives as a funding vehicle. As a matter 
-.~~ 

of policy. individually submitted project and program applications. whether 

local. State, or regiorial. were overtly discouraged. 

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

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

to fully appreciate the cumulative significance and effect of these 

earlier policy decisions. 

DJJDP was in its final quarter with a Fiscal '{ear 1977 discretionary 

appropriation oT $18.875.000, but with an astounding $43,760,000 in discretionary 

funQ~ avarla~l~. 'The Ufficehadyef-to complete 'a single 1977 initiative. 

I was struck by the seeming optimism that prevailed as I sol'iCited 

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

reality of the' situation rarely surfaced. 

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

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

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

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

Administridi'orrsbudgel:I'equest 'for Fiscal'Year'1979:-
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The fact is that our Office started FY 1978 (October 1. 1977) with 

in excess of $150 million available. 

If we succeed in allocating these dollars in a ~imely and thoughtful 

fashion. it will be a first for the program. 

We have made a good st!ftt towards remedying many of the problems that 

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

heat. 

Rather than ,adopting" an unrealistic. unachievable agenda of proqrams that 

includes a-little o(something for everyone. we have tarqeted our activities. 

Congressional guidance has helped to facilitate this more national 

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

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

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



49 

implementation. A targeted focus relative to the Act's 
primary thrust with fewer initiatives each year would 
serve to clearly state the priorities of the Office. 
The implementation of standards would, of course, be 
one vehicle to achieve these goals. 

We have established sorely needed elementary control and monitoring 

mechanisms including a paperflow control desk, systems for acknowledging 

correspondence and for logging assignments of applications or concept 

papers. 

We have established a rational planning process for travel, participation 

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

of telephone conference calls where appropriate. 

We have developed a viable strategy designed to address the extraordinary 

fiscal problems in the Office including the following: 

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

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

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

exclusively with JJDP funds! 

b. SPAs are no longer the -vehicle for allocation of 

discretionary funds. Not only will a significant amount 

of our monies be awarded directly to grantees, but a factor 

-conl:rlbuting tost~rt-up' or fund flow problems will be 

-errriifliated. 
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c. Unsolicited program applications are being received 

and considered. This mor~ easy access to the Office 

will match applicants' needs with OJJOP dollars. 

d. The practice of suspending the processing of appli~ 

cations has been radically curbed with expected 

results; decisions are made in a more timely manner 

and another aspect of the dollar jam is addressed. 

e. The Restitution Program. which was originally designed 

for funding with Parts Cand E and JJDP monies, was 

redrafted for funding exclusively with JJDP money. 

Add~tionally, the Program plan has been reVised to 

encourage, through the use of incentives, community 

group participation and more selective evaluation. 

Incidentally. 117 applications have been received. 

It is project that we will obligate $24 million for 

.the Program by September. 

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

the discretionary carryover. $30 million. to a children 

in custody incentive program. Its several components 

include supplements to the participating States and the 

advisory groups. Assistance will be provided to others 

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

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

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

the ori gi na lly~funded peri od. So~ca 11 ed "no cos t extens ions" 

have contributed to fund flow problems. 

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

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

responsible for its direction and management. We have made significant 

progress with the formula grant program. 

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

assistance to our Congressionally targeted consumers. We are refocusing 

to respond to the important definitional changes impacting the scope of 

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

would benefit from delinquency prevention services. This precludes 

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

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

We are aiming to avoid t~e eegative labels and stigmas inherent in so

called "deficit" programmit.g such as on sextlal exploitation or child 

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

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

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

Thus, th~ough all of our Office activities we are attempting to dis

courage the inappropriate intervention into the lives of youth. 

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

,alternatives when necessary. 

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

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

we wil1 be helping to protect citizens from the vicious cycle of abuse 

inherent in present child welfare juvenile justice systems and its burden

some tax levies. 

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

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

authors of the Act. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For example, the initiative on diversion that was awarded in the 
fall should have been awarded prior to the end of fiscal year 197'6. 
However, because of a lot of complications that are endemic in the 
Office and LEAA, it was awarded in the fall of 1976. If you look at 
the guidelines for that diversion program, you will Gee an introduc
tion by Mr. Richard Velde, the former Admil.lli~trator of LEAA, that 
says that since they are using Parts C and E Crime Control Act 
money, the policy of Crime Control Act and not the policy of 
,Juvenile Justice Act will prevail with regard to the grants under 
diversion. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It doesn't mean that the agency didn't have discretion to require 
cash match when appropriate. That is only one wrinkl'3. The most 
important aspect is the fund-flow implication. For the diversion 
initiative, they allocated the appropriation for LEAA to the juvenile 
diversion program rather than the monies that the Congress had 
specifically appropriated for such projects. That policy decision 
relates in an intimate way to the fact that the Juvenile Justice 
dollars have been stacking up over the last three years, while the 
Parts C and E funds dollars have not. In other words, they put a 
preference, in addition to the problem we were discussing, on 
allocating C and E in lieu of allocating Juvenile Justice funds when 
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they had the choice. At the very moment the diversion project, for 
example, was being funded, the Office had on hand $38 million of 
Juvenile Justice discretionary monies, appropriated in fiscal year 
1976 and appropriated in fiscal year 1977. Of course, the fiscal year 
had just started. They had on hand $5.7 million in Part C, and $13 
million in Part E, for a total of $57 million, of which $38 million 
was Juvenile Justice money. 

They turned around and allocated $8,4 to the diversion program 
with $4.9 million of that Part E, $3.4 million Part C, and $100,000 
JJ. So they diminished their available Juvenile Justice money by .3 
peroJent, their available Part C by 60 percent and available Part E 
by 37 percent. That is an example of the kind of process that 
continued und yielded the results we have when we see the Juvenile 
Justice dollars stacking up year after year after year. 

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

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

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

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

Reasonable people, of course, could differ, as they obviously tio, 
about whether this mode of going exclusively with national initia
tives is a sensible way. I could see where there would be good 
arguments on both sides of that. But when the Office was only doing 
about one initiative a year, and when they were allocating the 
limited amounts of funds to it they were, I don't sec any rational 
justification for having used that almost exclusive mode of doing 
business. If they had done three or four a year in each of their years 
and obligated their Juvenile Justice money, I could see tbat would 
make sense. But they were doing only one a year, and, in fact, 
obligated more Crime Control Act money than Juvenile Justice 
money. The dollars were stacking up. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

If we received from a community, an application to do a juvenile 
delinquency crime prevention p)"oject that had the mayor, city 
council, and private nonprofit organizations involved, and that 
application before this year was submitted to our office, there was a 
very real likelihood, almost an assured likelihood before this Y2ar, 
that the application would be rejected because it was a so-called 
unsolicited project, in that it did not respond to the guidelines of 
one of the initiatives that had been published. 

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

Our position is that the impact of these past, and I underscore 
past, policies and practices cannot be understated. Only after my 
Senate confirmation and arrival last July did I begin to fully 
appreciate the cumulative significance and effect of these earlier 
policy decisions. 

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

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

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

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

Mr. ANDREWS, John, may I interrupt again? It seems that when 
moneys are appropriated for an agency or department, unier cir-



61 

cumstances whereby the use of an amount of money is left to the 
discretion of someone, the restrictions or mandates as to the use of 
that money are followed, as far as I know, during the year for which 
the appropriation is made. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The statute says that unexpended formula grant funds revert to 
the Office and become ppecial emphasis or discretionary monies. 
That is in the statute. Now, there has been a tug-of-war about how 
you approach that. What LEAA has done in the past, what we 
disagree with, is as follows: The statute says that the reverted 
formula grant money is to be converted into special emphasis 
money. For the current fiscal year, the formula grant money, out of 
the $100 million appropriated, I believe is $63.75 million. Rather 
than crank that money out to the participating States, through the 
formula grants, what they have done this past year and what they 
did in former years W3S to account for the States that are currently 
not participating and the territories that are currently not partici
pating, skim that off the top of $63.5 million and set that aside-
sort of on the limb, sort of betting one or more of the States or 
territories will come into the program in the course of the fiscal 
year-rather than cranking all the money out, the $63.375 million 
total, to the States and then just see what, in fact, does come back. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yesterday, Congressman Hawkins and I and four other members 
of the Senate watched an ABC documentary which is to be shown 



64 

tomorrow night. I encourage any of you here to view it, if you are 
interested in juvenile crime, delinquency and related problems. 
That will be tomorrow night on ABC at ten o'clock. It is about an 
hour long. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. RECTOR. I touch Q11 that briefly in the statement. Weare 
taking a more targeted approach. The problem in the past rhetoric 
was that there was supposed to be a little something for everybody. 
In reality, they have done one a year. I am not critical of that. But 
funding only one a year with $8,4 million while another $50 million 
was sitting on the back burner is what I criticize. They could have 
funded $40 million or $50 million worth of diversion projects. 

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

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

Mr. RECTOR. I don't have a list with me, but I could describe a 
couple of them. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Good. I don't care for the list. 
Mr. RECTOR. Yesterday, I had a conversation with the director of 

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

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

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

That is a simplified description of diversion. It is a pretty simple 
notion. The current system quite frequently fails and is a r6volving
door syndrome. It is a very expensive proposition-expensive to 
incarcerate Y0l,lng people. These diversion programs provide an 
alternative to that and shore up some self-worth on the part of 
young people. Project New Pride is a prototype. An evaluation 
which I will provide the committee of Project New Pride indicates 
that recidivism rates are going down; young people are being placed 
in ever-increasing numbers in viable jobs. They have support of the 
public and private sectors. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I think the Calitbrnia Youth Authority hes been an example in 
the country and certainly preceded the 8fforts in this field prior to 
the passage of the Federal act. But due to an interpretation which 
apparently your office has placed on that particular part of the act, 
requiring sep8.ratioD, which I think is a policy all of us would 
subsc:rlbe to, the State faces at the present time a loss of some $6 
million in Federal funds, which we obviously cannot afford to lose, 
which I think would be a severe impact on that State, and it would 
seem to me that the interpretation placed on that particular part of 
the act has been n little unreasonable in view of the compromiRc 
which has been suggested by California. 

I will not go into that. I think you are probably well awarf. >'Jf it. 
May I ask you, therefore, specifically, what is the present situa

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

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

Mr. RECTOR. I likewise am a Californian. 
Mr. HAWKINS. You are not elected from a district where you hav8 

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

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

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

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

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

The situation that we were presented with occurred when Califor~ 
nia filed its fiscal 1978 plan. On the face of it the State indicated 
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that it would not comply with the General Counsel's opmlOn of 
197f>. That was a turnabout. They had been working toward a 
compliance with the General Counsel's opinion. 

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

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

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

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

To bring you up to date regarding the present status, within the 
last week, I think becau% of Proposition 13, and all the develop
ments in the StaLi:, Doug Cunningham, the Executive Director of 
the SPA sent a letter to me. He and Ms. Pearl West, the head of the 
California Youth Authority, sent a joint letter to me, making me a 
proposition. 'l'hey sent t.he letter on June 15, and they said if by the 
22nd of June we did not accommodate their position, that they 
would cut the money off to all the juvenile delinquency prevention 
oriented programs throughout the State. That is what their letter 
basically said. 

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

So the recent crisis was precipitated by the letter from Doug and 
Pearl to me. We were on track to receive from them a plan to be 
submitted by the end of July pursuant to agreements that we had 
made last spring. 



74 

I was rather surprised to get the letter. We had a week to decide 
almost under er.a~:rgency circumstances what to do about it. What 
we did, and I think Congressman Edwards and others spoke on 
behalf of the California delegation and on behalf of the study group, 
and on behalf of a lot of other folks, was allow the drawdown of 
monies, again for the rest of the year, as we had for the earlier part 
of the year, but not allow the California Youth Authority to draw 
dcwn money. 

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

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

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

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

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

[The information follows:] 



75 

STAT! Of '-'UIO.,.", 

OFFICE OF CR!MJNA1. JUSTICE PlANNING 
OffiCE 01' Tl1E OIRECTOR 
7171 toWUMG OleYl 
s.~UJAtHtO. tl.lJf'<m.IlA tSl%l 

Hr. John Rector. Dfrector 
Office ot .Juvenile Justice and 

De11nquency Prevention 
Law Enforcement Assistance Admintst~\t1on 
633 IndIana Avenue. H.W. 
W~shtngton. D. C. 20531 

Dear John: 

or __ = 

June 15, 1978 

-...... O. uawN 1&.. __ , 

To contina cOIlJ!¥!nts made by OlIn Doyle, Charles Kultl and Hathan Hanske at 
their June 9 meeting with Oave West and Frank Porpotage of your office, 
it has been necessary for Cal1t~'1m1a to d'~lay of11c1al action on your 
conditional grant of fiscal year 1978 J~en11e Justice and Deltnquency 
Preventton Act funds. We appreciated very IWch the wf111ngness of your 
staff to meet witn California's representatives on such short nottce to 
discuss the separat10n issue and the potential alternatives for dealing 
with that issue. 

As was stressed to your staff. the landslide passage on June 6 of Proposit1on 
13 has had a profound effect on government 1n the State of CaHfomhl. It 
appears that approximately seven billion dollars 11'1 local property tax reveooe 
wnl be eliminated. soue 800 million dollars of which wu to have been ex
pended by our c1t.ies and counties for criminal justice progl'l1nlS during the 
1978-79 ffscal year. 

Although the full and precise impact of this new constitutional provision 
1s not yet kncwn. it is obviously leading to profQund changes in the fiscal 
and operating relationships a~ng state and local agencies. Like ~very other 
public body 11'1 California. th~ Youth Authority and the Office of Crimtnol 
Justice Plannin9 are re-examining their program$ and priorities in light of 
this new and critical s1tuat10n, 1n which there are IMny IIlOre problems and 
uncertafnties, and far fewer dollars. Fortunately. federal aOr.ln1strato\~ 
ere cor..,rehen<:lng the national pol1cy and progrlSl implications of the d~ision 
of the electorate. and state departJrellt directors are finding their Washington 
counterparts to be understanding and cooperative. 

Although our analysiS is being continually refined. 1t now appears that the 
drastic reduction in local property ux revenues .111 produce the following 
genera 1 results of in.,ortanc:e to the 111lplelllenut1on of the Juven11e Justice 
and Delinquenc), Pr1!vention Act: 

1. Unless and until new 1ong-tem func!ing arrangements lire wrked out, 
prelfentative services wnl be given low priority in the allocation 
of remaining lceal resources. In this regard, crflDe end delfnquency 
prevention will suff~\', alllng with such other preventlltlv! service 
"reas as fire slifety. public and genul health. road 1III11ntenanee. 
and the li ke • 

32 -505 0 - 78 - 6 
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2. Public hll'Mn service Agencies, such as probation departlllmts, will 
largely ~1thdraw f~ contractual or funded referral arrangements 
wtth the private sector. as 1t is unlikely that such purchbse of 
services fundfng will be def~ndable 1n the face of patl!ntfal or 
actual leyeffs of public employees. 

3, local correctional options \fin be severely restricted liS work 
furlough programs and minimum security adult county farms and caJp$ 
are c10sed. Such facilities now receive G large portion of the 
more than 16,000 convIcted felons sentenced annually to l~cal 1n
clirc~rat1on ~- more than double the mmber being carnltted to state 
Institutions. In addition. the state has been advtsed that extensive 
closures of juvenile ranches and carrps are to be expected. T~ effect 
of the above will be a very substantial increase in th~ n\l!'bef'!. of 
people committed to the Department of Corrections and to the Depart
ment of the Youth Authority. 

4. Fhllilly. state gov!M\II'II!nt is taking i~iate steps to divert state 
resources to assist in the cont1nua~ion of essential leeal servtces. 
To that end. all -dep~\'1ments of state goveTfl1lYlmt, inc'uding the Youth 
Authority, will be undergoing major budget cuts. 

An additIonal, but less specific, result of Proposition 13 1s that public offi
tials are on notice that the people insist that every expenditure of' tax I1Dnan. 
whether federa', state. or local fn origfn, must be freshly justified on the 
basis of clear j)ub1ic benefit. . 

Our analysis of the eff6cts of the property tex limitation law le.ads us to two 
conclusions nearing on the separatfon issue which, together, form something of 
a paradox. On the one hand. the continuation of the flow of Juvenfle Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act funding for local progr~ has become critical 
to the surviv~l of numerous successful community-level alternatives, for which 
hard-won access to local !1'oOnay efthtr is or likely wl11 be denied. On the 
other hand, the Youth Authority, facing the prospect of substantial institutional 
caseload increases, needs maximum flexibility in managing its populatio~. 

As has been stated on several occaSions, including as part of the State uf 
California's formal 1978 plan, we have been and continue to be of the opinion 
that California statutes, coup1ed with the Youth Authority's implementation of 
the mandates contained in those statutes under close legislative and judicial 
scrutiny, meet in every way the objectives llndtntent of Congress In enacting 
the separation reqUirement. Ifothwithstandtng th~t opinion. the Youth Authority, 
by transmittal dated January 31, 1978, submitted to your office II draft of II 
proposed separa~ion plan based on a c~nblnation of age and jurisdictional 
fattors. Th1s proposal WlIS made ir. the sp1rit of compranfse and in the hope 
that II mutually satisfaetory result could be reached, Based on yc~r letter of 
March 20, lind on the JtJne 9 df$cusston with Hr. West ~it1 Hr. Porpot~ge. we 
Ilnderstand it to bf: your pos1t1Q" that Dnythin9 'ess than fun separation strictly 
on the b~sis 6f court Of commitment 1s unacceptab'e, except that 16- and 17-year
o1ds under cr1minll.l COIll"t jurisdiction cou1d be cOlmlfngled with either criminal 
or juvenile court commit~nts. We furth~r understand, as a result of th~ June 9 
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discussions. that the entire controversy is one of 1nterpr~tatiQn of the 
languag~ of the Act and that the essence or qua1ity of the institutional 
progrAtn!o of the Youth Authority lire not lit issue. 

Based on the above considerations. and on the continued and deeply held 
belief that ws cannot justify on the ~r1ts Any expenditure of pUblic funds 
merely to comply with your office's current rigid interpretation of the 
separation requirement within the Youth Authority, we have concluded that 
the state of California cann~t now in good conscience bind itself to either 
the strict separation requirement or the inflexible timetable for complying 
with that requirement specified tn your Hay 24, 1978 grant award document. 
Furthermore, California is not now able to commit itself tc implement the 
approach to separation proposed in the Youth Authority staff paper forwarded 
for your review on January 31, 1978. 

In the course of broad discussions of this issue over past months we have 
realized, however, that several sectors of the public ~ould 11ke to be 
assured that separation 1s guaranteed in connection with the younger element 
of our ward populatlon. Accordingly, although we would prefer to wait until 
the post-property tax 11mitat1on pattern~ of dealing with youthful offenders 
at the local and state levels have become clearer, the state is presently 
wllling to make th~ following commitment, substituting for the present language 
in special conditions numbers twelve and thirteen in the grant award document: 

12. Grantee agrees that within six months of the date of the 
Comprehensive Plan Award the Department of the Youth Authority 
wlll not allow contllct betweep persons commit~d to the ~outh 
Authority from the JUVEnile courts who ara sixteen years of 
age and under and persons CQllf,I1tted to the Youth Authortty fr()g\ 
the criminal courts who are eighteen years of age and over. 
except for the following: 

a. In short-term diagnostic processes in the Youth 
Authority's reception c~nter/c'tn1cs; 

b. Happenstance encounters wh11~ being transported or 
While older wards are on the grounds of a younger ward 
institution to perform supervised maintenance essign
ments. 

c. In hospitals while receivin9 medical ~Gre and treatment; 

d. female wards at the Youth Authority's Ventura School. 
during the regular program-day (the total Youth Authority 
female population is so small as to make separation in 
programs fbc11it1es completely unworkable). Contact 
shall not. however, be a"owed in liv1ng unit$. 
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We would like to again direct your attentinn to the IlHernaUve available 
under Section 509 of the Crime Control Act. as 1ncorporated by Section 262 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, whieh provides that 
you ~ay e~erc1se your discretion to d1sapp~ove payments only for act1v1t1e$ 
for ~hith tllere is a failure to meet statutory or rtlgu1atory reQuirell'ents. 
This approach ~as raised in the March 30 memorandum from Dan Doyle to Pearl 
West, a copy of which was forwarded to you, and ~a5 further discussed at 
the June 9 meeting. Your positive exercise of the discretion to exclude 
the Youth Authority's institutions from funding under the Juvenile JU5+ke 
lind Delinquency Prevention Act wollid pcm1t the continued flow of fedeY'l.Il 
funds to those successful local pro9ra~s for which such fund~ may be the 
d1Tfcrence ootween survival lind temination,. 

He trust YOII understand the neceSsity (ar Californfa to taka the positfon 
noted f\bove. tie wtlu1d appreciate 1.1 response by June 22, 1978 as our super
visory board will be meeting on the following day. If a favorab1e response 
has not been received by that date, we must notify reCipients of fiscal year 
1978 Juvenile Justice nnd De11nquen~y Prevention Act funds to cease operations. 

ORC:rd 

Sincerely; 

~~~~ 
DOUGLAS R. CUNlUllGHAH. Executive Director 
Off1ce of CrimInal JIJstice P1annfng 

;p/ / / \ /" 
~a4-'I..~' ),t. / . 

• "'1/~ 

PEARt. S. m:ST, D~rectol" 
Department of the Youth Author\ty 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

1978 

MI'. Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
717-1 Bowling Drivel 
Sacrarnento, CA 95823 
Ms. Pearl S. West, Director 
California youth Authority 
4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, S'?f~20 
sacram?,{o, CA 95823 ~ 

Dear ~f;./~gham and Ma. est: 

This is in reference to your jOint letter of June 15, 1978, concerning the con
ditional approval of your 1978 Juvenile Justice Ilnd Delinquency Prevention 
Act Plan. 

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

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

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

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

WlthW'~ 

J. '~R"t" " Ad~~1rator 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Now, I, for one, would certainly hope that we could eventually 
arrive at the point where we would have money available for all 
youths and as much from the viewpoint of prevention as possible, 
but, unfortunately, that is not the situation. Despite the pleas of 
some of us, funding is being cut back on all programs, and this 
program is no exception. Therefore, the matter of concentrating 
what money is gained from the Congress and from the Federal 
Government becomes a serious problem. 

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

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

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

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

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

Weare not limiting our activities. I would be more than happy to 
pro\ide for the record a breakdown. 

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

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

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

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

For example, some of these bureaucrats there raised questions as 
to the guideline. Just like our statute says-I know something about 
that, at least from a staff perspective-it says that we should focus 
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our activities on impacted areas where there are high rates of 
dropping~out and a high number of disadvantaged children. As the 
prevention guideline wound its way through the bowels and the 
halls of LEAA, people raised questions such as why focus on 
disadvantaged children? Very basic kinds of issues were raised. It 
took 21 months to get that little number through the apparatus. I 
will submit for the record all the exchange of memoranda about 
that. Knowing that kind of thing, knowing the stifling history of the 
bureaucracy there, and Imowing that, in the main, the same folks 
were still there, we decided to go with what we thought we could get 
through. We got prevention through just under the wire in the 
latter part of August and September. It was the first commitment of 
straight-out Juvenile Justice monies. We could provide a breakout 
of those monies. I think some of your concern would be ameliorated 
relative to thE! issues about which you have expressed concern. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Just parenthetically, I might say that I wish that 
you and others, when confronted with differences of interpretation 
of statutes and laws where periods of time as long 21 months are 
being consumed to reconcile one philosophy versus another, would 
simply try to implement what the law, itself, says. I know that 
sometimes the law doesn't say specifically. It is sometimes in such 
general terms that it is subject to reasonable interpretations which 
differ with each other, but it would seem to me that a good purpose 
would be served, if, even on an informal basis, someone who is a 
part of one position or another would simply call over here and 
make an appointment to come over, perhaps with representatives of 
the other school of thought, and say, IIWe understand that the 
Congress intended that we be in the process of using certain funds 
or certain authorizations in order to address certain problems. Let's 
just confess we are not doing that. We are bogged down in several 
interpretations of what the Congress intends and we are jockeying 
around trying to find a correct interpretation. Hence, we would like 
to present to the appropriate subcommittee or committee, as the 
case may be, of either or both Houses, all the alternatives that are 
being debated-two or six, or however many. Here is what they 
are. Would you give us some direction. Perhaps you should put 
some pressure on some of us to quit, because we are pursuing 
objectives that were not intended, or maybe you should endorse our 
position, and ask the other side to layoff and let us go on with our 
policy." 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sub-Program 1.207 - B.3 - Alternative Education 

Program Impact: 

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

",·School is one of the most significant institutions in the lives of 
young people, and while many inter-related factors contribute to 
delinquency, there is growing consensus that there is a clear correla
tion betweell school problems and more serious delinquent offenses. 
The Nation~l Fducation Assaciation has estimated that nearly two 
million school age children are not in sthool. and a significant 
number are out ~s a result of suspension, or expulsion. While 
few school administrators suggest that suspensions or expulsions 
serve the educational or emotional interests of suspended children. 
only a few schools have devised effective alternatives for handling 
probl em behavior in ,~ays which keep youth in school and channel 
behavior into product"lve channels. 

This program is expected to have major impact upon the way schools 
respond to the needs of youth through development and 11;';pl ementation 
of educational approaches which build upon the cultural. ethnic and 
economic differences of youth. involve parents. youth and community 
persons in the school decisio~ making process, and increase the 
competence of school personnel in responding to youth behavior. 

Specific Objective: 

To develop the strategy and goals fl~ this program for inclusion in 
the FY 79 program plan. 

Resources Required: 

Funds FY 78 

o 
PersoMel (10) .3 W/Y 

Results Soug~l: 

1) An approved alternative education program for grant award 11'1 
r:v 79 which continuer the thrust toward increaSing the c:ompetenr.:~ 
and responsiveness of schools and thc1r basic financial support systems. 
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1. 1978 MBO Program Objective Code: 1.207-.\3-3 

2. Sub-Program Title: Prevention of Delinquency - Altemative Education 

3. Continuation 

4. Past Progress: 

a. The Alternative Education prograrn will be a national scope Jnltiatlve 
which continues the thrust toward preventloo of delinquency. through 
development of youth skills to more effectively cope with their environ
ment, while Improving the capacity of the major youth ooclallzlng Instl-
tutions to more effectively respond to the needs of youth. This program . 
is mandated by Se~tion 224(a)(6) of the Act, wh1ch requires the Office . ,;;'4 
to develop,programs which keep youth In school, reduce dropoutt;, push/outs~:;:l 
and expulsiOns. ..;~~1 

.N . .:t 
b. This Initiative wlll support action programs which prevent delinquency 4~£~ 

through development of alternative education ol!tions Cor youth whose educa.t Jj 
tional and social development needs are not being met In traditional class- :~ 
room settings in school districts where there is a disproportionately high 
rate of dropouts, suspensions and expulsIons. The sub-program objectives 
are to reduce truancy, dropouts, push/outs, 8nd expulsion or youth 
through: 

(l) Increased competency of school personnel to relate to the !ocial 
and educational needs of youth. 

(2) Elimination of administrative pr~edures and policies whIch negatively 
label youth, 8nd impede CUll and constructive use of available learning 
opportunities. 

(3) Expanded opportunities for creative leal'l~ing Which buUd upon the 
cultural. ethnic and economic erfectlvenelR~ or youth. 

(4) Involvement ot youth end parents in planning, implementing, and 
evalli.!ltlng school programs. 

c. The rationale tor the program is based upon the recognition that ~chool 
is one of the mOlit significant institutions In the llves of yCi\lt\g ~ple. While 
m8nY Interrelatect factors cofttdbute to delinquency, there t~ a growing 
consensus that there is a clem' correlation ~tween school problems 8nd 
more serious deling'lent offenses. The National Education Assoolation has 
estimated that nearl) two million school age chl!drl.!n Ill'e not in school. 
While few schoollldministrator!' suggest that suspensIons or 41xpulsiQns serve 
the educational or emotional interests of suspended chlldren, only s few 
schools have devised efl'~ctive alternatives for hMdling problOitlboha"Jor"~ 
in ways which keep youth in school and chal'lnel behavior into ptoductiV$ . ,: 
c}lannels. ., 

d. This 1'1'ogrsm is expe;!ted to have major Impact upon the wlI.ypubll~ 
, school., and their support systems train personnelllJ1d deliver educational 

service&" 
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PY 1979 Dolltir , 

PY 1970"·:' ·-Program -. -Eatlmated .• ~& Evaluation 
Aetlvltv ObJeetive Result Expeeted CoSt No of Sites Strategy APbP StlllZe 

L Dtivelop statement of L207-B-3 L A slgnifleant reduetion In '15.7 2 to 15 school A n&tiOllal Step 4 
program strategy &: • dropouts, push! outs expul- flistriets indE'pendent Design-
goals. &ions, and truancy as a I'e- $200,000 evaluation wl,ll StepS 

IIII1t of providing Improved o$L6 be funded by Demonstra-
educatlOilal opportunities ~illion for NIJJDP tIon. 
tor 5,000 youth. year rwards

• 

2. Develop program "2.~ A reduction In negative 
guideline. labeling in the affected 

schools CIIId school districts. 

3, Is:rue program 3. Increased participation of I 00 
-1 

announcement youth and parents in 
by January 30, planning, implementingoc 
1979. evaluating school pro-

gl'ams. 

4. Select appllCl!<lts 
from pre-appll-
eations. 

S, Provide TA in 
.:Ievelollment 
of program 
models. 

-Levels of rllductlon will be 
6. AWBrogrants determined· after evaluation 

design and ~eawlicatlons 
'I. Condoot post- are in. 

award meeting ~15.7 

II. y. "grants. 
Total 

" Estimated I , I . 



FY 1979 Resources: 

Fund T~ 

C 
E 
TA 
JJ 

Total Estimate 

Personnel 

FY 1980 ZBB Support 
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$15,700 

$15,700 

2,00 w/y 

85~ of FY 1979 Base = ~12.q2~ 

Alternative Education 

This would require reducing the number of youth served in 
each project. 

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

1-0~ ~boye base - $lF.720 

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

,Certification 

Subprog ram Ma na ger-o--'='.II~--,_/_~~_r-_iv_-\....,'L .... 

Office Head __ -J..A,;a....;::x:....:lI!:::........<'--~-L--I· ~/t; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

One of the ironic things about the youth worker conference-and 
I have experience in this area, I was in juvenile delinquency in 
college; I was a criminology graduate in college. I worked with gang 
kids in Oakland, something I have been concerned about for a long 
time, and I used to go to the Federally-sponsored conferences on 
juvenile justice in the last four or five years. Walking in, you notice 
black and brown faces in the crowd, and you can notice all three of 
them. You just can't help but notice when you have a thousand 
folks in this country dealing with these very serlous concerns that 
are urban, in the main, though not exclusively. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AFTERNOON SESSION 

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

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

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

[prepared statement of Paul G. Quinn follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PAUL G. QUINN, EXEOUTIVE DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE, STATE OF COLORADO, ON BEHALF OF THE NA'l.'IONAL CONFER
ENcE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PUNNING ADMINISTRATORS 

:·lr. Chairro"l1 illlcl distingui'lhC'cl mcmbcn; of the COl~.mil"tt,(" 

Criminal Justi.ce Plallnill9 Aclministrators* and as E>:ccutiv::l Diructor of 

the Division of Crimillal Justice of the Stat.e of Colorado, 1 a!'tI'recia'te 

t::e opportunity you have m:tended to me to addres:; you on the matte::; of 

t!':" progress of t),., states and territorial possessions of the United 

States toward meeting the objectives of reducing and preven~ing juvenile 

t."l.inquency «nd assisting our troubled youth, established 1::y Congress in 

t:.2 .Juvenile Ju!~·t:ica and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as 2I.1endl~d, 

i..:l::' of the st.e· ... arc.ship of the program by the Office of Juvenile Justice 

Daspit", -'::;<0 !':'y:::iad of l:",olitical, administrative and financial 

:"s.:ru9S rais~d bi- -:':-:e deinstitutionalization of status offanders Ir.andate 

c:: Section 2::3(,,) (12) and the separation requirement of Section 223(a) (13) 

of the Juve:-.i:", Justice Act, states ar.d territories h<tve as a ,·thole made 

* The l':ational Conference of State Cdminal JustIce Planni:-.g Admin
istrators're~resen~s the directors of the fifty-six (56) S=ate and 
territorial ~ri .. :tin<ll justice Planning Agencies (SPAs) created by the 
states and territories to plan for and encourage improvements in the 
a~~inistration of adult and juvenile justice. The SPAs have been 
designated b:,' their jurisdictions to administer federal financial 
assiutar.ce Fro;ra:ns created by the Omnibus Crime Control ana Safe 
Streets Act 0= 1968 as amended (the crime Control Act) and the Juvenile 
.:rustice an.:! !Je1.inguency Prevention Act of 1974 (the Juvenile Justice 
],ct). D"t"ir.g Fiscal Year 1978, the SPAs haVe bel'll respon;,;ible for 
determin: _ how best to allocate ap?rm-:itndtely 61 pcrce!1t of th~ total 
appropriations under t.he Crime Control Act and ap::?rm:imat~ly 6·) percent. 
of the total appropriations und~r the Juvenile Ju;:;tice 1,ct ~ In essence I 
the states, through the SPAs, arc assigned the central role ~nder the 
t .. ·:o Acts .. 
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considerablc progress tovl<lrds realil:ution of the objuctives. To fIllOtu 

frt-':l Oln october 1977 Al:tJmr D. J,ittle stu<ly of tt'n Btatu:;, slJI'Portc<1 by 

t;.e Office 'of c1lJvenile Justice: 

The state}~ cxmnined are at differc!lIt stages in the process of 
deinstitutionalizntion, but all have mode clear progress. 

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

pe!:suasively they've (the State Planning Agencies) mude a dent (in 

i:c.:oroving the criminal justice system) in probably every state and in 

S::-::I", states there have been appreciable changes .... I \·:ould attribute it 

::0 the indiviL~:.l e-.=forts of persons in particular sta"lcs .. II 

I want to r€~crt to you that the States care about kids. ~Jey are 

t.:.:;':'~,; their :r,:::'~:" as ,,-isely as they can. In addition to Juvenile Justice 

;.~~ dollars, ~.'::a:,· .:>.=e also using Crime Control Act dollars in excess 

c;' t.::e rnai~~·?;.":l=;;; of effort require::l;;;nt mandated by Sect.ion 520 (l:» of 

t:.~ Crime CC!",t~rcl Act .. 

I a!:l he9?.>' t1::z:c. the States are making progress. I \11sh that 1 

could report. 1:.;'at. the federal government ~las doing as ;~ell at meeting 

the deinstit~t.io:l31ization and separation requirements. I was shocked 

t'.'ic.' \,eeks ago, and I'm not easiLy shocked, to discover on a visit to 

a co:nmunity tr!:'a!:ment center in dOl-rotmm Denver, Colorado that juveniles 

~'eferred by th'" p",eeraL Dif>trict Court or committed to the Bureau of 

Prisons as d"li:1quents ~lere being held in custody at the same facility 

as St.ate felons in apparent violation of federal la~l (18 U.S.C. 5035 dnd 

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

Pederal Bureau (;f I'risons havl' been put on notice of this situation, but. 

have done nothing, not even Visited the facility. 
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During my vi5i t, I disc<>vcrca the folloNing, 

(1) It is possible fOl" 16 year 01,1 fedcrill jt:v"'nilC' c:1 i"nt;; Lo 

th~ federal juvenile cljents participate in a 30-Ja)' ~cC:;Ul"e ilhd tot,11ly 

s'::.t;>ilrate orientation program and "fter receiving so:~,=thing (mtitlcd a 

"Co",.:nunity Clearance". 

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

te. share meals and recreational facilities \'lith adult fc:lons after parti

ci:;,ating in t'h':"s 3'J-day orientut:' ')n ph'-lse and aft~r being grunted c;ol~lnunity 

(3) Nativ'2 i'~ne=ican youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under 

:.,5..~ral la-..; (·or.'r=>e about 95% of thE' federal juvenile clients housed 

i" this facili:::. ::O:1e of thE<se youths are from Colorado. !·:ost are from 

the Dakotas a::d 1,:0:1';:<:.na, hundreds of miles from their home cOll1muni ty. 

T::ey are aL!.<?;:·:!d:Cy !Jeing reilltegrated back into the cOllllnunity through this 

progra;n, bu'C 0::8 c"-, hardly claim that do;~ntown Denver in at:yway resembles 

the Pine Ridge Rese!.'vation ill South Dakota, sC'me 600 miles a·,lay. 

(4) All 0= the federal juvenile youth that I spoke vTith stated 

that they \/ould !?!.'efer to be in a similar program near their home. They 

do not ,~ant to be near their home communities if it I~.eans being housed in 

a jail, ,~hich at present is the only alternative offered by the Federal 

Bureau of Pris~ns. 

(5) This progra;ll ,,;as described to me by its director as only tcm;:o

rary, yet it is already one year old. 

This mixing of fe(leral youth ",ith adult felons in a half"/ilj' bouse 
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and the housing o;C Nativo 1Im~rjcan youth huntlrc:ds of niles [1'0,'.1 their 

hOI:'.es, in an urban setting, is penni tttld hy the rN1cral llurl'au of 

Prisons. This is outrageous. Is this what congress intended ,·;hen it 

pacs<!cl the Juv12nile Justice Act? Was it not the intc:1~ of Congn,ss 

th<t~ the Office of Juvenile Justice encourage other fei!eral offices, such 

as the Federal Bureau of Prisons, to meet the intent of the Juvenile 

Justi"e Act? Just as state Planning Agel\cies are as1:ecl to coordinate 

act:ivities of ot.ioter state agencies over which they ha·"e no direct 

<.:'.:'tho:.:-ity, so too sho~ld the Off. ice of Juvenile Just.ice be asked to 

coc~dinate activitie~ among other federal agencies suc~ as the Federal 

p~:;,au of p~is(ms, H3W, etc. Thus far there is little evid"!nce that 

t:.':'5 has been co"". Shouldn't the Federal Bureau of :Prisons be required 

~o cevelo? al~a~r.atives for these youth closer to their homes, just us 

we are bRing req'.lired to do under the Act? 

I war.t to e~phasize that I am not recommending t~at these youth 

be placed in jails near their homes. Where they are :-.011 is certainly 

preferable. I~" recommending, however, that the Federal Bureau of 

Prisons be required to immediately develop community-based altern~tives 

for these youths in their home communities. 

IVhere is the federal leadership in the area of .juvenile justice? 

Don't the fada~~~ agencies care about kids? 

States and localities need federal financial and ~echl!ical assistance 

and leadersh~p in order to bring about vast improve,"E:n~s in t.>,e juvenile 

justice system. What does the record shO\~? 



97 

The record indicutc::; that the Office of Juvenile, Juntice in doing 

an n!:>y:.;mZll job of utilizing the c:tteflorical fUlld" it h',3 at its disl'o""l. 

T'.;o-third!l of the way through the fiscal year, the fi;;;.Jn,s look like 

thin. Only $3,212,000 of $~9,S67,000 or 7~ of the sp2~ial emphasis 

funcs available October 1, 1977 I'lere obligated by l,!ay 31, 1978. Only 

$5,206,000 of $16,067,000 or 32~ of the juvenile justice research funds 

were obligated. Only $739,000 of $1,740,000 or 43~ 0= continuation of 

feceral effort flli""lds I<ere obligated. lind $1,872,000 of $3 million or 

E::,,, of techr:ici:!l assistance funds ,,,ere obligated. I:; order for the 

Office to obligate its federal categorical dollars, t:'e Office has 

al!'2ady gran"!::E,d $l~ million of special emphasiS funds as formula fund 

s..:.pp:!.gmentt. b.:' 3",;u"~€:!s \'lho kno\'1 hO'1l to use the money. And, ''it: understand, 

the Office is ~=n"!::a~plating granting ancther $30 million of categorical 

flli~ds in the s~.e fashion. How can there be model and demonstration 

progra~s if ~he Office does not obligate funds? 

l·rnat is the rerord of juvenile justice categorical programs that 

have been ft:.""lded? The Office of Juvenile Justice should be asked how 

many juvenile justice exemplary projects have been designated since 

August 1977 and how many juvenile justice prescriptive packages have 

been developed in that same timeframe. The Office sh:;>uld be asked what 

it has done in the last ten months to shO\" the States and localities 

wha~ can and should be done and hoI>' to do it. 

The S~ate Planning Agencies would be interested in learning the 

ansl"ers to the follo~ling questions: 
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(1) Nl!;tt s.i.<]niricilnt results h<lvi,l buen achieved ~lith :iuvo:.mj It! 

jl.r ~ice SpCCiill cl;lphasiB funds in th~ Intlt ten mootlJ!":;? 

(2) Ho,-: m:rny neN sppcial emphnsin ini tiativ~z have beCln il111101lI\CC\U 

,r t.l:~ last. tc~ ",onths? I!OI~ Inuch tin\Q did prospective "pplicill1to have 

tc ~p!?ly for that inil.i:lLivl? from the officiill notification dnte? How 

mi::::y and what initiatives wore planned for the last ten ll10nths hut never 

a:::r:.ouncetl? ~;h'i \'lere they not announced? 

(3) ~.;:-~~'t C3=-~.!ificant results have been. achieved ,·.jl:;h ju"o/enilu 

:;':s:ice j?;::.:-::.~ '. <.;,,:i :c crime Control Act discretionary funds in the last 

(~) :::.,~ !2:'::~.i:icallt z.esults have been achieved with National 

::,~-,;;il:t.:';" ::::; .- ~·.·-,,':le Justice and Delin'Iuency Prevention funds in the 

(5) ,.;:.- -- -~ 7.);,';' obligation ane (!xpenditu:Cl? r<>.tes for categorical 

£'.:.::.1.3. cc;.::.~:·:...:.:.:. :.~. t.JJJDP dl.lring the last ten months so low? 

vn:fCi=t.~~:':'=l:"J :r can think of i\O notiilile results .. 

).::l~--~e -:::-." ~,'_i;;:::n for thir; lack o[ federal le .. ::1:or!lhip h;, to quote 

the ;."~i:1:~":':·-'--';~·: (;f the Office, of Juvenile .Iuut;ice Elnd De:lil1'!uency 

Prever,t.i-;,:-.• '·~.:~e ,Tuvenile Justice Office is in relQtiveJ.y L<le sh,,-p<,,". 

!·!r. R~ctc.\!" .2.~: ~:;.~d that his office His in bad strcd.t~ (ldtninj,~triltively" 

B:.d that -:: ~.:. .::.' sC':::-~tion(l:':~l l'rCJgrt"lll\ he c:ulltrols is litho l',,~~~ tl1t!y c"ll 

Special L:-:~ :-,~ ' .. ~ ,1
11

• 

It i:;~ !'.»~_ j'.lst tht! j\~v(;nLle just"i('(.! fi,::;c..J.l n:Hdsta!:(,;;~ proYl."nm that 

if; not fU:1ct:L.:·j rg \01Dll. 11'~V': State~) and locaJ un':" t;i o[ gOVul:ni"~!nt i\'1~\~ 
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Jus tice peT!lOnlle 1 hav!! holel thE'il:" abili t.y to tl:"ilvcl NClvurcly rut; td c Led. 

m1"~ teclmical a;;cistance halJ been pl'ovi(~ec1 C(llllerJ from national corltracl<)I-~ 

0= L::.~J,- To tllc bost of aUl:" kno-.,ledge, thE< nSlJistullcC from t.he cOlltr,ICtorR 

!,::.s; ):,,"'11 illl t-:,o frequently unl:"esponsiv!, and untimely. 

Iqhat we need despal:"atcly is national leacJerlJldp, but vlllat: "IC have 

is ",n attempt "t Il".anagem~nt by regulation from Wiishington, D. C. The 

0==1.co of ,juv~'1ile Justice hal" not coordinated its action l1ith other 

"".:.i:>rts with:_, :'E'_'" and the Department of Justice, lilth other federal 

,">,;:cies G..:',ci ',': ::.i'. tr.e Rtatcs and local units of govel:"nment. 

':'!1e O=::;.~·::- ..:;:: Juvenile Justice in the past: ten months has increasingly, 

,"':'a::"u 1. :::. ~::.= ==:::.1 the rest of LEJ,.z" It is our understanding that 

:_:.··s c': .".·::_,,_·~::.~o::s within LEA." have almost cntil:"ely broken dmm. 

;;"~;::::",,, '=-::s ."i.-::~::,:,.,::::.1tor of the Office is a recent political appointee 

c,;'." he i::; ;;':":;,. ',\:';~'~rity under Section 527 of the Crime Control AC't to 

s5::a::,lish F:'1.-":::,- ::::r or administer all LEAA juvenile justice progl:"ams, 

t"o;, F.c'imini61:r" :~,~- !.a5 effectively freed hil:lself from accountability to 

e:'::he:: t;!€' ,o,::~':':.g ~:::A.~ Administrator or the Attorney Gcnel:"al or his 

C:~-"igr.ee. ::- fc5,,(!nCe, th(' Office has been going i ts o\~n I·ray. As a 

ref",t:::'t. aif::';!::,;-.:, E-.·l~iniHtrative policir-s are developing for the Office 

th:t:1 for t:·:,; r_~·,,: (.If LEM, and support sC!:::vicez n:ce b:!ing uuplicated 

\;itr"i.n t';!;:- :.::: j::~" 'i'hc lJreo.kdo·,irl is so corrple"tc that the Offj ce of 

Juvenile :;;:-::',:", na;; o"",n fniled to c.ith::-c contriL',ttc to Ul'" r,.onthly 

n~t!1ct.s~·r.k'\:lt ;::::i~.::': pr~r~rcd by LEAw~' s CZf:ice of PlanJl.i,ng i:nd ;·!anQgt~r.:('nt. 

fer !:~iJbi!'i.£Si.=-:. to the ;\c;Lin~J IJEAJ... ;:.d:;inistrator or bt:" rQljre~':!Ilb:~d at a 

D~p.)rt.i'~·."!lt Gtf l.Ju!jticc PY 1':(.,0 hll:-1get :1~n.ring \·lith Lhe ).'1,"1sL of LB"V\. fj,'hll 



100 

re:; 1.: 1 t of ('he fru(Jmr~lllutioll j s red tap .... , liH.:k of uGt:(.>'mtilbility GIllel 

c('.1::t:i!ion. As m;mIlPJ.e,;,~h~ orrice lJ..l~ pj:ur,osed that the. St.1 Lc:~ cl~V"'lc.r' 

t·.···.; plilnS :.- one for juvenile justice <.Ind tho othor for Ow rust of the 

L::03" SU)?pD~L"d !Jrograll1';. It has required i'ln c:xLc)lsive F''l 197& Pli.li1 

S_,,?l,,"~ent D':lcc..-:"mt which in tarn must l"'.c. fo1101oeel by i! ry 1979 1'lan, 

t::", State gu.id",U.llil.s for which arc not y",t availablo cven thou'.!h most 

pla:.,; have o.l>:"~'''dy neen cor:-.pletec1 and sUbmitted to the State logislaturt:1!; 

Can the situation gr=t wors .. ? 

7he ;'L-.~.:i;: orator of the Office of Juvenile Justice is the vice 

::::;..~=,an cf -:.;." ~::>~~:dinatillg council on Juvenile Justice ,·;hich \~al:l 

:::"'=~"'.':; l\;':::"-"~:: ~o Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice Act. The Vice 

:::-.:.l~a:· :5." ::":';;;':::'=:': to act in the absenct:! of the Chairman. The Council 

;'·;.~'5" na;:=a~" :.~ t,;; cCGt'dinate ail federal juvenile delinquency programs 

""':'S':. ~."et f':'l!:: tir;:a:c, a year. It is our information that it has not met 

c:,=e i:1 '.;.ha :~.s::' tan months. The Office which is designed to playa 

f",~a~al lE:a::~!:s:~i? role in coordination of federal p,-ograres has completely 

c.;-.~.icated. it:.5 ~~sp-:r.sibilities. We ask ~"hy? 

The Of!;::::" of J'.lv(mile JUl:ltice hilS had a number of interllgency 

ag!:~enents '>'i::h other f.ederal a9~ncies to achieve jointly some of the 

o!:;jective.s of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has CO!T1~ to our attention 

th:l.t in 1:: ... " l:,.,;t ten fl')nths attempts have bean tn3da to cancF.ll those 

reonths? If nott why not? 
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'l'he lilck of coordination bcb:ecll t.he Offic" illld Sti1tt> Pl.:tnTlin~ 

Ag~:'" .. ::i('.::1 11as beel) !:xuccrh~'t('1,,1 in the las t ten r.10:ltb!3. PY(1ljUf.Hlt cxuraplc:; 

h~'!", COl:le to light where the Office has by-pam,:,;d State, regiollal and 

1~.::£.::' plannill;' agencies and (lealt diructly \,ith grdnl:ecs and Rubgrantees. 

\';:1,,::. has bc;cn the result? In far too many Cclse!<, the grants that have 

beer, a',:arded h"ve been delayed for a period of a year or lnore before 

i.:su=s have ):>",e" reSOlved. Grants have been duplicative, inappropriate 

cr u,'ltilneJ.y. ?.a t!l"r than coordinating efforts \,i th state and local 

u:-.:'t;; cf SQ':~r"'--~n::, the Office has chosen to go it alone. 

;:'='t ".'i: c.Grr: ;:'.:; t\;O a(lditional significant areas before closing ,-lith 

a. S~!:l.tJ5 c:!: ... :::es~; 7":;;.:'; and recom.'l1endations. 

Stll. ;,,,,:,;:L.:.,, ::"fore the Administrator is a proposed I,EAi, guideline 

1·:~::"0C •• lF :::-.;.r·::" ., e,,::itled "State Planning A~ency Grants". The failure 

of: that g'_~ ~:::.;.~ ~;:o :::>e issued has caused great consternation around the 

co~:~:::ry. :-:., Ce. ::"'1.e one hand, has significantly delayed the com,lIitment 

of fu:tds ar.'='- C?~.5,"d un um~arranted amount of paperwork; and, on the 

ot~er hanC., i;; ,?re\'Emting the resolution of signficant program rel.tted 

issl!es c;)!.:::erJ:ing 'thE' corruningling of status offenders and juvenile 

deling~en~s. t~e ~d.anced techniques to be supported under the Act, and 

continu:!ti;:';l f'm-iir.3 pOlicies. The proposed g\lidelil:e is un example of 

three r:.;."jor Fr'~~lc;'1s ,~ithin the Office of Juve11ile Ju,;tice.. First, it 

frc~qus.;H:ly a::-=t:m!-'ts to exceed the Offic~'S statutory authority as in the 

case of the d:::£ini tiO!lS of "j uvenile detention a11~1 cor.cec1:.ional facili ti(.1S I, , 

"advan:::ed practices" and the role of the juvenile justice advisory 

co~ittee. Second, it proDos~s disruptive changds Hit110Ut ju~t.ificcit.ion 
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a!) in the caseD of the }-'.'luirl'ments j;or t'he level of lOa.; ntuUCll1CC of 

cff.;:;:ot and the requireltlC'llt. for a !lCl'IJrate juvunilc jus'ticc Plan_ 1lnd 

t!11.~c1, th~ final guideline has not been izsu"d in u timc·ly f"5h10n, <lIld 

v;:-.,;,!: it 25 issuc;d, (-Till, th~rcfore, be too late to be of any value to 

a!':~·-':1e. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice is a prime adr.d.nistrative c:,m.lplc of 

!-It;rphy's Law: if anything can go wrong, it \dll. Applications and 

b'....oget revisi~::s are lost, approvals of plans, applications! extensions, 

;..J~'-,st..,.~!";::.s a::c n'''isions take three and four times longer than permitted 

;;.~- a,;e,n"y rt::'",,, =".5. guidelines, unsolicited grants are apparently 

a";.:u.=C:~d ':.t.'!..t:-;:::!:t ::~~pe:=t to guidelines, guidelilles are issued late and 

s::::=ti.':1r:s e:,:;-",~'~ ;;.;.:-:hority, and red-tape requiren\ents are running 

The f::;:;'::'.:..·::,~_;- S'jestions might be asked: 

(l) !.:::;..;.' E i;r::'ernal policy calls for t11e approval of all plans and 

applications '.I: tcin ninety days. HO\' many plans and applications have 

neithe:c b"'"- a:;;;:.ro-Jed or disapproved in ninety days \~ithin the last ten 

months? ";: .. y is the Office not complying \d.th the LEAA ninety-dllY 

internal policy? 

(2) Att<:,c,,"_01ent K of mlB Circular A-102 requires that budget 

revisions 1:-e acted upon \·,ithin thirty days_ Crant: adjustm",nts, revis.Lons 

and ext<-~F\i-:::."s sho·uJ.d be dealt \-lith in a similar timefrmne_ On how 

many occasions in the last ten months has the Office £",il",<'\ to act on 

such revisions. adjustments nnd extensions \d.t.I)in thjrt.y do.ys? \'lily not? 

(3) Ho\·, lnany grants in the J.ast ten l::onths have b.::.cn al'l,1rdcd ,·;hich 
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\';e::~ not broadly and !Juclicly sOlicitt.d or ',~(!rl! Hot n",,,rd,,c1 l'uy.sui.lnl: ,to 

LlC.~.:"\ l'ubli ~;hcd guj ck 1. i.ncs? 

(tl) }lO\, r.,a::y l'olit:ies are bC';'l;Y utilized in the Olfic,' \~hich havc 

n::.-t h=en Ol:-:"!~l 'too public revie\'l and co~..:.'t:'nt purnuant to LEa .. \ I S o'.· .. n 

i,:.: .. ::nal rules and Uw Prc=sidenl:' s Executive Order 12044:' 

(5) ~';::y ',\'i2:::e t11e juvenile justice portions of the FY 1978 crime 

Control Act cO~l;o::ehellsive p';'ans nnd the 1978 Juvenilc Justice Act plnns 

c'ie!.':'ec. multi-':,,:cr ;::pproval in october through December of 1978, but 

C!,=:",rvved :Ocr :;·..:~iI s~atlls eight months later after the FY 1979 plal1s hnd 

(6) !ic~- ""::.::,' '.'ileant professional positions are there in the Office 

,,:. .:!:ve:.':':e :'';'3~::!'? \fuat percentage of professional positions are 

;:.:.:'led in ~":,,, ;::;:;:.:,::",1 Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many staff 

h"ve tra::~'::=:'~:" C'.1t of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other parts of 

L:::~b:. in -Cf!.: l:::t -tan months? \'lhy are so many positi~ns vacant? 

i'ie do no:; k.'";J'~ the specific aJ1s"ers to aJ J. these ques,tions, but 

\:e s~j.o:lld. He l~'1o"";1 .for instance that only four of eleven professional 

positio;}s i.n t.!1e National Institute nre filled.. And sixteen of sixty-one 

positions in cne Office are vacant, This sltuation is unacceptable 

a~d oust b~ re==ified. 

In ligh:: 0= che foregoing discu:;sion, '..:e make to you the follo'..:ing 

reco::unenan. c:iO:iS. 

(1) \';e· a;;;): that this Committee closely exa'!\ine the operation of 

the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the federal le.vel, and mnlm 

ir.u-::ediate recon~n,"ndations to the rresident and the l\ttorney C"Olleral ho,'/ 
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some of the udmil1J.str<1l:ive problems r.1igbt be "ljm.tn~tetl. 

(2) 110 ask that j;he committee call for the immediate iSGuurJCe of 

a final guideline WIlDD.IF Change 3 in ol'der th"t the policy issues 

in',:.!.vec1 ::tig,lt b;: resolved. \1e l'lould ask thut yOU review the final 

g::ideline and advise the Office I· .. hether it exceeds statutory limitations 

ar.d/or violates legislative intent. ",e I~ould hope that a careful revim, 

\,'o::1d be mac" o! the definition of "juvenile detention or correctional 

:a~'::"ityll ana ~'1~ continuation policy. 

(3) i';e ';:-t:ld suggest that you determine the reason why the utiliza,.. 

t.':'Ct:l of jt:ni;r-~':'::'e j::st.ice funds is proceeding at such a slo\o/ rate. If 

t::e reaseI'. ::0:: ::.;":e ;>!.ow fund flm.; is legisla.tive, we would suggest that 

1<-;:'51a::_ ':. =e,.:::"':'oSr.t5 be considered concurrently with the reauthorization 

u;: ~e C=irr.'2 ::;':;:0::=':'-' Act in the n~xt session of Congress, If the reason 

is ac..-r.i:o:'s~:::>:::".7e, we suggest you make appropriate recom.'11endations to 

t::e ?resid",::~, ::>= <:ake such actions I·:arranted under the Impoundment 

(4) Ii'" ><:luld ask that you ca~eful1y look into ho\~ l'lell the Offine 

is coc!"dir.at.;.:1':; its activities "lith others. 1'le would suggest that you 

conlddC'r .;:::.t t::e effect of Section 527 of the Crilae Control Act has 

beer., and :"::'"t::;?~ its continuation is \.;ar;antCld. 11e would suggest th::J.t 

yc,u G.~ter7:i :.'? ~N;'~et.!:~r section 206 of t:-.c Jl\venile Justice Act h'lS l)een 

carr.plied · .. ;ith.. ,'jl;;: '·lo".!ld rpco:nme~d ~:'1at you loo;~ at hou the Office .is 

coordinati:-tg a!ld com.'l1UUic .. ltinCJ \·,ith it~) Et.ate eoullte!:p~rts, the Stnte 

Pliulnir,g Age!Jcies .. 
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(5) ~le suggest tlmt you rcco:nrllt~nc1 to the Admini stration that all 

LEA], plans unu apylicati'ons be acted upon \1ithin nil1ety ~lays of uu\,)-

mi&~iont o,nd rcviLions, cxtcnt.;ions and t.acljustments be acted upon within 

thir::y <lays, \<ith failure to act to constitute approvill. If the Office 

fails to cO::lply 'lith this recommcndation, \<e would suggt!st thaI: you 

,,::,-?r.c the Juv(;Tlile Justice Act accordingly. 

(6) Last, but not least, \<e \·;ould suggest that you investigate the 

!>it ... :."t;ion at ::o:::nunity-based facl.lities which house }'outh under fedet:al 

c\:.;;-:cd~·. ~"7e wo~:;'::i also reco:nmend that the Office of Juvenile Justice 

a~~ t~'" B'.l::ea'.: o!: ::1"i50ns be instructed to investigate \~hether there are 

c.-:;".",= e:-:$:lo?5 t::"r. Denver where juveniles have been committed to 'the 

~:::;,-::5y ,.f ::h<' '>:::.:,:;,.u and are being confined with adult felons. 

'l'r.c- .:;=~=~ ;:::'-:~_ning Agencies and the National Conference care about 

t=ccl:oi.",d :::':s. :.e ",re anxious to ~Iork with you to improve their lot. 

I tr",:-.}: ::::.\ =or the opportunity to appear before you. 

:;: ,,::. pr<:'::':l::.e to attempt to ans\.;er any questions you may have. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL G. QUINN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DIVISION 
OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE, STATE OF COLORADO 

Mr. QUINN. I would like to divide my testimony into three parts. 
First, I want to give you my background. I think it might enlighten 
some of my later comments. I have been StatJ3 Planning Agency 
(SPA) director in Colorado for some three years. Recently I have 
been promoted to the two other line criminal justice agencies. In 
some respects, John Rector and I have parallel experiences in 
taking over a problem-plagued bureaucracy. I would like to parallel 
what has happened in Colorado versus what has happened in the 
Office of Juvenile Justice. 

The Colorado SPA, in its first year of the Juvenile Justice 
program, was naturally eager to participate in the program. It 
began participating after I became director almost three years ago. 
You asked in the morning about what we were doing for kids, and I 
would like to briefly discuss what Colorado is doing for kids with 
this money. I think that is the most important part of the program. 
What we want to talk about is whether or not this money is going 
for the purpose Congress and many other people who care about 
kids Intended. 

At the present time we are operating 38 projects in Colorado 
using the C and E money or Juvenile Justice money. The vast bulk 
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of those projects concerns getting status offenders out of jails and 
locked institutions. We are funding a number of diversion projects 
and a number of shelter care projects. In rural Colorado, one of the 
main problems is that you have hundreds of small communities 
with a 2- or 3-cell jaiL 

We have seen kids sitting in those jails 40 or 50 days who have 
done nothing but run away. The sheriff does not know what to do 
with them. There are no services until eventually he or she is often 
released to the street. 

They are now taken to shelter care projects. Nineteen more 
projects are scheduled to go into operation. We are also putting an 
increasing amount of our money into crisis intervention teams to 
keep the kids even out of shelter care. When the child is drunk or 
high on drugs or whatever, instead of putting him in shelter care, or 
even worse, in a jail where he gets no help at all, he gets a little 
help in shelter care, and we are funding crisis intervention teams 
who will intervene with that family at the point of crisis. There is 
increasing evidence in the last few years that a family is much 
more ripe to deal with its problems at a point of crisis than two 
weeks later when everybody is calmed down and returned to more 
normal circumstances. 

The City of Denver, which was one of eight impact areas, has put 
over one-third of its money in juvenile justice-the vast bulk of the 
money being C&E money from LEAA. 

Colorado has what we called Children in Need of Supervision 
(CHINS). In 1975, which was our base line year for participation in 
this program, 11,000 CHINs were taken into some kind of law 
enforr.ement custody. Fifty-five hundred of those were detained. As 
Mr. Rector pointed out earlier, girls are held much more severely 
and for longer terms than boys, and that is true nationally as well 
as in Colorado. Of those 5500, the vast majority were girls and they 
were held many more days. In our first year of participation in the 
program, we deinstitutionalized 25 percent of the kids being held, 
which we think is considerable progress. 

Obviously, the remaining 75 percent is going to be more difficult 
because they are the more difficult cases, but are heading down 
that avenue. 

We fep.l that one of the problems in operating this program 
regardless who is handling it, the State or Federal Government, is 
that labels are very misleading. I want to give you some statistics 
for Colorado. Twenty-five percent of the CHINs taken into custody 
in 1975 had prior juvenile delinquency offenses and then 66 of all 
the CHINs held in State institutions had prior delinquency offenses. 
So when we see a child either in jail or wherever labeled as a CHIN, 
that is often a very misleading record. If you go back into the child's 
record you will find a variety of labels, some criminal. 

Another interesting fact we have discovered in Colorado is that 
most CHINs who are recommitted to the system are recommitted 
within 90 days after their first re}ease from the system. That is why 
we are putting more and more money into crises intervention teams. 
We are finding out that the first 90 days are by far the high crisis 
period for these juveniles. 
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I want to discuss as the second part of my testimony that we are 
more directly concerned with the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinqency Prevention. Just two weeks ago I was shocked-and I do 
not use that word lightly-to walk into a project several blocks from 
my office and find conditions in a F~derally operated program that 
I did not think could exist. I want to read this because I think it is 
important that I be as specific as possible. I 

This is on page 2 of my written testimony. I will specifically refer 
to one project. I was shocked to discover on a visit to a community 
treatment project in downtown Denver, Colorado, that juveniles 
referred by the Federal district court or committed to the Bureau of 
Prisons as delinquents were being held in custody at the same 
facility as state felons in apparent violation of Federal law. 

As I walked into the lobby, I found Indian juveniles sentenced 
under the Federal district court mixing both in programs and in 
recreation with adult felony offenders, a clear and shocking viola
tion of the Federal Juvenile Justice Act. 

On page 3 of my testimony, I will read specifically what we found. 
It is possible for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to share living 
arrangements with adult felons. This commingling occurs after the 
Federal juvenile clients participate in a 30-day secure and totally 
separate orientation program and after receiving something entitled 
a "community clearance." 

It is normal practice for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to 
share meals and recreational facilities with adult felons after nar
ticipating in this 30-day orientation phase and after being granted 
community clearance. 

Native American youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under 
Federal law comprise about 95 percent of the Federal juvenile 
clients housed in this facility. None of these youths are from 
Colorado. Most are from the Dakotas and Montana, hundreds of 
miles from their home community. They are allegedly being 
reintegrated back into the community through this program, but 
one can hardly claim that downtown Denver in any way resembles 
the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota, some 600 miles away. 

All of the Federal juvenile youth that I spoke with stated that 
they would prefer to be in a similar program near their home. They 
do not want to be near their home communities if it means being 
housed in a jail, which at present is the only alternative offered by 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons. 

This program was described to me by its director as only tempo
rary, yet it is already one year old. 

This mixing of Federal youth with adult felons in a halfway 
house and the housing of Native American youth, hundreds of miles 
from their homes, in an urban setting, is permitted by the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons. This is outrageous. Is this what Congress in
tended when it passed the ,Juvenile Justice Act? Was it not the 
intent of Congress that the Office of Juvenile Justice encourage 
other Federal offices, such as the Federal Bureau of Prisons, to 
meet the intent of the Juvenile Justice Act? 

Just as state planning agencies are asked to coordinate activities 
of other state agencies over which they have no direct authority, so 
too should the Office of Juvenile Justice be asked to coordinate 

32-505 0 - 18 - 8 
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activities among other Federal age:qcies such as the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons, HEW, and etc. Thus far, there is little evidence that this 
has been done. Shouldn1t the Federal Bureau of Prisons be required 
to develop alternatives for these youth closer to their homes, just as 
we are being required to do under the act? 

I want to emphasize that I am not recommending that these 
youth be placed in jails near their homes. Where they are now is 
certainly preferable. I am recommending, however, that the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons be required to immediately develop community
based alternatives for these youths in their home communities. 

I would like to know how often the Coordinating Council has met, 
and, if it has met, why it has not dealt with this practice? The 
Administrator has the authority to cor~·dinate activities of other 
agencies as a part of the Juvenile Justic.:e and Delinquency Preven
tion Act. In my understanding, that is not now going on. 

I would like to refer to some problems Colorado has had with the 
present operation. I am talking about the state planning agency in 
Colorado. I am moving away from the Federal program that is 
operating two blocks from my office in complete violation of the 
Federal legislation. 

Mr. Rector mentioned New Pride. That was a project funded with 
C&E money a few years ago in Colorado. That got very enviable 
status because only 25 out of 111,000 programs that have ever been 
funded with LEAA money have received that status. That rehabili
tates kids with four or five previous offenses. Their success is 
phenomenal. Mr. Rector's predecessor assisted the Colorado state 
planning agency and the City of Denver to acquire $1 million in 
discretionary money to fund a project to follow that up. New Pride 
continues to operate with local money but it was a relatively small 
project. 

We submitted to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention on July 21, 1977, a budget revision which had six 
different parts, most of which were major parts of the program. The 
program b~·.6 been hampered because, to this day, we have never 
gotten approval of that budget extension. We fund hundreds (If 
grants in Colorado. Budget extensions normally take a matter of 
hours. 

I think this is absolutely shocking that the Office of Juvenile 
Justice can take some ten months to respond. In April we were 
given a verbal approval by the staff to go ahead with some of the 
changes and told that a letter from Mr. Rector would soon be 
forthcoming. I spoke to my office 10 minutes ago and that letter is 
not yet in the office. 

A million dollars in Colorado is a lot of money. We only get $4 
million from LEAA, so when you look at one project for a million 
dollars dealing with the most hard-core delinquency by a staff that 
has enormous success, there are few projects more important to us. 

The part of the project held up is a construction project which 
was going to train these kids. In the 10 months since the budget 
revision has been held up, the housing market has exploded terri
bly. The ability of this project to now purchase homes has been 
debilitated considerably. The delay in the budget revision has 
caused very severe restrictions in Colorado's ability to operate this 
project. 
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I want to give you an example of three more projects we have 
tried to process through the Office. Last summer what is known as 
special emphasis grants were encouraged. Colorado applied for four 
of those grants. One was rejected because it did not meet the 
criterion of 100,000 or less population. That criterion was specifi
cally waived by the Oflice of Juvenile Justice staff. That same 
person is now on the staff here in Washington. He waived the 
100,000 requirement and the grant was processed then rejected here 
in Washington because the grant was not concentrated in the area 
of 100,000 people. So the City of Den.ver spent many hundreds of 
hours developing the application, and they are saying they will 
never apply for an application again because it is not worth their 
time. 

The three projects I would like to refer to are Larimer County 
Project, a Second Chance Home in Fremont, Colorado, and then the 
Pueblo Shelter Care Home. These three projects were developed last 
summer. Because my juvenile justice planner was going to be on 
vacation, other staff filled in and at the request of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice rushed through some of the review of these grants. 
These are not funded by LEAA money but funded in Washington. 
So they were submitted last August. To this day only one of those 
three projects has been funded. 

That was funded maybe three weeks ago and for the wrong 
amount. They missed by $27,000. What is even more shocking is 
that the Larimer youth holding facility when it was initially sub
mitted and had tentative sign-off, would have held juveniles in 
violation of the Juvenile Justice Act and no one caught that until 
my staff pointed it out to Washington. They then required that the 
grant be rewritten. We are still waiting for the other two grants. 
The chaos that exists around these three grants is simply incredi
ble. The severe criticism that all agencies involved have taken, the 
amount of backtracking that has had to go on in planning in the 
three areas has set us back, so even if we got the money today, we 
would have to spend months regrouping the work we were ready to 
bring to fruition a year ago if we had gotten the money. 

At the present time Colorado is spending about 39 percent of its 
total amount of funds for juvenile justice programs. I would like to 
ask some questions that I think if the committee gets answers to 
they will be shocked. 

I am on page 6 of what was submitted as the testimony. What 
significant results have been achieved with juvenile justice special 
emphasis funds in the last 10 months? 

How many new special emphasis initiatives have been announced 
in the last 10 months? How much time did prospective applicants 
have to apply for that initiative from the official notification date? 
How many and what initiatives were planned for the last 10 
months but never announced? Why were they not announced? 

What significant results have been achieved with juvenile justice 
Parts C and E Crime Control Act discretionary funds in the last 10 
months? 

What significant results have been achieved with National Insti
tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds in the 
last 10 months? 
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Why are the obligation and expenditure rates for categorical 
funds controlled by OJJDP during the last 10 months so low? 

Maybe the reason for this lack of Federal leadership is, to quote 
the Administrator ofthe Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, "the Juvenile Justice Office is in relatively bad shape." 
Mr. Redor has said that his office "is in bad straits administrative
ly" and that the discretionary program he controls is "the mess they 
call Special Emphasis." 

It is not just the juvenile justice fiscal assistance program that is 
not functioning well. The States aHd local units of government are 
~xpcrieficing a dearth of technical assistance. Office of Juvenile 
Justice personnel have had their ability to travel severely re
stricted. What technical assistance has been provided comes from 
national contractors of LEAA. To the best of our knowledge, the 
assistance from the contractors has been all too frequently unre
sponsive e.nd untimely. 

We go to the national contractors or not at all. 
What we need desperately is national leadership, but what we 

have is an attempt at management by regulation from Washington, 
D.C. The Office of Juvenile Justice has not coordinated its action 
with other actions within LEAA and the Department of Justice, 
with other Federal agencies and with the States and local units of 
government. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice in the past 10 months has increas
ingly isolated itself from the rest of LEAA. It is our understanding 
that lines of communications within LEAA have almost entirely 
broken down. Because the Administrator of the Office is a recent 
political appointee and he is given authority under Section 527 of 
the Crime Control Act to establish policy for or administer all 
LEAA juvenile justice programs, the Administrator has effectively 
freed himself from accountability to either the Acting LEAA Ad
ministrator or the Attorney General or his designee. 

In essence, the Office has been going its own way. As a result, 
different administrative policies are developing for the Office than 
for the rest of LEAA, and support services are being duplicated 
within the Office. 

I want to give a few examples. We just finished our 1979 plans. A 
week before that plan was done we get a letter from Mr'. Rector 
which says we have multi-year status, meaning we do not have to 
do a lot of planning we just redid. But on the next page it says we 
have to redo everything you did last year. I reread the letter several 
times. The letter was absolutely useless. We have asked for 
clarification. 

At the same time we finish our 1979 plan we are being asked to 
submit a supplement to the 1978 plan. The 1979 plan could easily 
function as a supplement. We have to waste the time of people who 
could be helping juvenile offenders to satisfy some claim they have 
about the need for a supplement, 

We have yet to get the fmalized guidelines for the 1979 plan. We 
finished the 1979 plan on guesswork. We expect the guidelines will 
come out some day and we will have to do a supplement to the 1979 
as we did with the 1978 pla..'1.. Much of the paperwork is unnecessary. 
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The breakdown is so complete that the Office of Juvenile Justice 
has even failed to either contribute to the monthly management 
brief prepared by LEAA's Office of Planning and Management for 
submission to the Acting LEAA Administrator or be represented at 
a Department of Justice FY 1980 budget hearing with the rest of 
LEAA. The result of the fragmentation is red tape, lack of account
abilit.y, and confusion. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice has had a number of interagency 
agreements with other Federal agencies to achieve jointly some of 
the objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has come to our 
attention that in the last 10 months attempts have be~m made to 
cancel those agreements. Have any and how many such agreements 
have been cancelled? Why? Have any new interagency agreements 
been executed in the last 10 months? If not, why not? 

The Office of Juvenile Justice is a prime administrative example 
of Murphy's Law: If anything can go wrong, it will. Applications 
and budget revisions are lost, approvals of plans, applications, 
extensions, adjustments and revisions take three and four times 
longer than permitted by agency rules and guidelines, unsolicited 
grants are apparently awarded without respect to guidelines, guide
lines are issued late and sometimes exceed authority, and red-tape 
requirements are running rampant. 

I do not understand why we can mail dozens of things each week 
to Washington, D.C., and why LEAA gets all their mail and why the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention does not get 
it. 

The following questions might be asked: 
LEAA's internal policy calls for the approval of all plans and 

applciations within 90 days. How many plans and applications have 
neither been approved nor disapproved in ninety days within the 
last 10 months? Why is the Oftice not complying with the LEAA 90-
day internal policy? 

Attachment K of OMB Circular A-102 requires that budget revi
sions be acted upon within 30 days. Grant adjustments, revisions 
and extensions should be dealt with in a similar timeframe. On how 
many occasions, in the last 10 months, has the Office failed. to act 
on such revisions, adjustments and extensions within 30 days? Why 
not? 

How many grants in the last months have been awarded which 
were not broadly and publicly solicited or were not awarded pursu~ 
ant to LEAA published guidelines? 

We will get a call from a juvenile justice agency who, unbe
knownst to us, has for maybe some months been cooperating with 
the Juvenile Justice Office in D.C. in getting a grant. What they are 
calling about is that everything is in chaos, they don't know what to 
do. We may have to go in and undo months of misunderstanding on 
their part. 

If an audit is ever done and some of that money is misused, I am 
the one in trouble because I exceeded my authority, and must bite 
the bullet to get that project moving until we get the letter from 
Mr. Rector which we are still waiting for. 

Why were the juvenile justice portions of the FY 1978 Crime 
Contrel Act comprehensive plans and the 1978 Juvenile Justice Act 
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plans denied multiyear approval in October through December of 
1978, but approved for such status eight months later after the FY 
1979 plans had already been written? 

The plan we have suomitted for 1977 and 1978 were in the range of 
1500 to 1700 pages. The plan for 1979 was 290 pages. We have saved 
considerable staff time and paperwork, which went to line agencies 
to help juveniles. 

How many vacant professional positions are there in the Office of 
Juvenile Justice? What percentage of professional positions are 
filled in the National Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many 
staff have transferred out of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other 
parts of LEAA in the last 10 months? Why are so many positions 
vacant? 

We do not know the specific answers to all these questions, but 
we should. We know, for instance, that only four of 11 professional 
positions in the National Institute are filled. And 16 of 61 positions 
in the Office are vacant. This situation is unacceptable and must be 
rectified. 

In light of the foregoing discussion, we make to you the following 
recommendations. 

(1) We ask that this committee closely examine the operation of 
the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the Fedel'al level, and 
make immediate recommendations to the President and the Attor
ney General how some of the administrative problems might be 
eliminated. 

(2) We ask that the committee call for the immediate issuance of 
a fmal guideline M4100.1F Change 3 in order that the policy issues 
involved might be resolved. We would ask that you review the final 
guideline and advise the Office whether it exceeds statutory limita
tions and/or violates legislative intent. We would hope that a 
careful review would be made of the definition of "juvenile deten
tion or correctional facility" and the continuation policy. 

We are now finding out that after years of States moving kids out 
of these facilities these very facilities are now being called institu
tions by Mr. Rector, so what you have :is, under the requirement in 
the act, those States most progressive that began to take kids out of 
institutions on their own and to put them in these community 
programs are now classified as the most retarded or recalcitrant 
States because they are being called correctional institutions. Other 
States that have done none of this look on paper as if they are far 
ahead. You have States being pushed out of the program that are 
some of the most progressive in the country because of semantics. 
You may have a State which has a thousand status offenders in 
detention facilities but a couple years ago had 4,000. 

You may have a State which has now 4000. Over 12 months, 
maybe the more progressive State only takes 500 out where the 
other state may take 3,000. In fact, the progressive State has beer:. 
treating its kids better than any other state. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Quinn, Governor Hunt, I am told, is now here. 
Can you stay with us? I do not want to cut short your testimony. 
That is not my intention. If you stay with us we will resume 
shortly. (Brief pause.) 

Mr. RALEY. Mr. Quinn, while we wait momentarily for the Gover
nor, I have a few questions. The guidelines to which you referred 
are for the FY 1979 State plan; is that correct? 
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Mr. QUINN. Yes. 
Mr. RALEY.. When is the FY 1979 state plan due? 
Mr. QUINN. It is due July 31, 1978. 
Mr. RALEY. A little more than a month from today? 
Mr. QUINN. That is right. 
Mr. RALEY. Have you received those guidelines in fInal form? 
Mr. QUINN. Our plan is done, as are many State's, because each 

State is provided an advisory role on each year's plan, so in order to 
give them the 45-day review period to which they have a right, we 
fInished our plan to let our legislature revi'ew the plan. 

Mr. RALEY. You still have not received the fmal guidelines for the 
FY 1979 plan? 

Mr. QUINN. Yes, that is correct. 
Mr. RALEY. I was interested in your mention of the fact that 

project New Pride had been funded by Part C&E money. 
Mr. QUINN. Correct. 
Mr. RALEY. When was that program first funded? 
Mr. QUINN. It was fIrst funded in 1972. 
Mr. RALEY. Even before OJJDP existed? 
Mr. QUINN. Yes. 
Mr. RALEY. There was a question certainly not answered this 

morning regarding the reasons for many of the delays both in fund 
flow and general operation of the OffIce. Most of these problems 
were attributed to the past administration. There were a lot of 
problems, quagmires that had developed bureaucratically in the 
previous administration and, to quote Mr. Rector, some attempts at 
administrative sabotage. In your opinion has this administration 
been superior to the past administration? 

Mr. QUINN. It had been much poorer. 
Mr. RALEY. Those are all the questions I have. 
Ms. STANLEY. I have no questions. 
[Short recess.] 
Mr. ANDREWS. Ladies and gentlemen, this is a pleasant interlude 

for me and certainly an importaut one for this subcommittee and 
for all of us who are interested in the major area of juvenile justice 
and juvenile problems of various and sundry kinds. The reason it is 
so great for me personally is that our next witness is certainly three 
things to me: fIrst, a friend; secondly, Governor of my home State of 
North Carolina, and thirdly, I am pleased to say, a constituent of 
mine living in my congressional district. We have a lot of grand 
relationships, but he really is here today not exactly in any of those 
capacities but rather as a member of the National Governors 
Conference. 

Governor Hunt is Chairman of the Subcommittee on Justice and 
Crime Prevention. I know that he too is personally very dedicated 
to becoming part of the solution to the problems that exist within 
this area. That is exactly what we are here for and we are GO aware, 
as is he, that the problem is so great and so serious that it is going 
to require the cooperation of dynamic ~ovenors such as Governor 
Hunt, and in fact, the entire Governor s Conference, law enforce
ment officials, education people, most importantly, the public, and 
perhaps least importantly, the Congress. 
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Governor, we are accused so often of just throwing a bucket of 
money at a problem and then walking away. That is not workin.g 
with regard to juvenile delinquency so we are especially pleased 
that you are here. We will give our best efforts to stick with this 
and get a good job done. We look forward to your statement very 
much. 

[prepared statement of Hon. James B. Hunt follows:) 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GOV. JAMES B. HUN'l' OF NORTH CAROLINA, CHAIRMAN, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVER
NORS' ASSOCIATION 

As ~he Governor of North carolina and as the Chairman of the 

SubcolDlllittee on Criminal Justice and Crime Prevention of the National Governor's 

}~sociation, I am honored to be appearing here before you today. I understand 

that you are interested in the overall performance of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention in carrying out the purposes of the JJDP Act 

and its 1977 amendments. 

When I was elected to office 18 months ago, I had two top priorities: 

North Carolina's children and fighting crime. My first major address to the 

General Assembly a$~ed for mobilization of the full resource& of North Carolina 

to fight crime and for the creation of one overall planning body for directing 

criminal justice efforts in our state, the Governor's Crime Commission. This 

body also serves as the state supervisory board for all ~~ and JJDP monies 

coming into North Carolina. I also requested the establishment of a Juvenile 

Code Revision ColDlllittee using LEAA monies to conduct the first coordinated aud 

independent evaluation of all of North carolina's juvenile justice efforts. It 

is presently concluding a full study of existing laws and services, and 

recommending whether they should be improved. 

As this study has been going on, I requested the Juvenile Justice 

Planning Committee of the Governor's Crime Commissi~n to make a determined effort 

to see that the LEAA juvenile monies coming into the state be spent to help 

develop community-based services as an alternative to training schools for our 

state's delinquents and status offenders. (In the past some of the LEAA juvenile 

monies coming into North Carolina were not spent for various administrative and 

political reasons and were realloca,ted at the eleventh hour to law enforcement, 

courts, and cor,ections projects.) I also asked the Juvenile Justice Planning 

ColDllli~tee to study the question of whethet or not North Carolina should 
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participate in the JJDP Act. The Committee members studied, in depth, the 

reasons why North Carolina had decided not to participate, the 1977 amendments, 

and the successes and failures of other participati.ng states. They then developed 

a realistic and honest plan for North Carolina's participation in the federal JJDP 

legislation. As of today, North Carolina has allocated eve., penny of its LEAA 

juvenile monies and has been accepced for participating in the JJDP Act. On top 

of that, I have requested that the N.C. General Assembly allocate state fonds 

in. .increasing amounts each year to be returned to our 100 counties for the continuing 

development of community-based alternatives. 

In North Carolina, tben, we are paying more attention to juvenile justice 

than ever before, because we are not just talking about children presently in 

trouble with the law; we are also talking about the group most likely to become 

the hard core criminals of tomorrow. We are approaching this probl~ as a team: 

citizens, SPA staff, and Governor. We have learned from past failures that without 

a high degree of special attention -focused on this area, it can easily becolne 

submerged in the vast urgencies of the day-to-day criminal justice system. But 

we are convin~ed that we need to do more than just react to help solve the crime 

problem. We need to plan in order to ~revent, and our prevention efforts should 

be focused on our children. 

At the federal level too there is a great need for a special emphasis 

on juvenile juatice as opposed to criminal justice generally. We need an Office 

of Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis. You have recognized through your 

JJDP legislation the need for this office in addition to and apart from the 

main stream of LEAA because of the special nature of youth crime. We must, 

of course, maintain the authority for coordination between these two entities, 

LEAA and OJJDP. The amount of juvenile crime is disproportionate to the popu

lation. Juveniles between the ages lQ-17 represent about 15 percent of the 

2 



117 

population and yet in 1974 they committed about half of the nation's serious 

crime. In 1975, 69 percent of our total inmate population in North. Carolina 

Was under 30 years of age. 

The needs of youth sometimes get lost when no special focus exists. 

For example, in 1974, before the JJDP legislation, when juveniles were connni.tting 

50 percent of all serious crime in the country, only about 13 percent of LE:~'s 

assistance .as being used to support juvenile programs. Since the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention was formed, a higher percentage of 

the federal dollar has been directed toward the juvenile. About 20 percent of 

LEM money now suppo·rts juvenile programs in addition to those funds appropriated 

under the JJDP Act. 

Interestingly enough, during that same period of time, according to 

FBI statistics, juvenile crime has dropped. The proportion of serious crime 

ccnnnitted by juve'li~.~s has also dropped; and perhaps as a result, crime· in 

general is declining. According to FBI statistics, juvenile ,J:rime represented 

41.5 percent of serious crime in 1976, a considerable drop since 1974. In 1976 

literally every category of serious crime by juveniles declined. Murder by 

youth under 18 dropped 17 percent from 1975; robbery dropped by nearly 20 

percent. In addition, juvenile crime decre.aeed faster than adult crime. In 

short, in the JJDP Act, we just may, and 1 emphasize the word ~, have a piece 

of legislation that works. 

One important feature of the Juvenile Justice Act is its provision for 

the coordination of all federal programs related to delinquency preventign. The 

states need such federal coordination efforts. Various federal agencies within 

diverse federal departments have different priorities and different procedures. 

They require different forms, different guidelines and reporting baaed on 

different fiscal years. This maze of bureaucracy all comes together at the 

3 
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state level whe.e we must attempt to untangle tne web and actually deliver 

assistance to those in need. 

Federal agencies ueed to simp~fy their application p~ocedures. 

Policies need tc be consistent, so that one federal program isn't supporting a 

practice that another program seeks to discourage. A case in point in the 

juvenile justice area is that HEW still provides money to states for education 

based on the number of juveniles in training school~. The more juveniles in 

training schools, the more mone~. The JJDP Act, on the other hand, seeks to 

remove an increased number of j uvenilEi offenders fro.m training schools. This 

kind of mixed message from the federal government to the states must stop. 

The JJDP legislation provides a forum for .!luch coordination to occur 

through the federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice. Congress is to 

be congratulated for writing the language, but coordination must be more than 

words and meetings. Those agencies responsible for the operation and success 

of the council must put action behind the words. States, local governments, 

private nonprofit agencies, a~d the yauth themselves will all benefit. In 

the delivery of youth services at: th.e state level, we are trying to get our 

administrative houses in order. Our efforts can go no further unle~s federal 

agencies put aside bureaucratic turf disputes and respond solely to the needs 

of children. We understand thae as of today the Federal Coordinating Council 

on Juvenile Justice has yet to hold its first meeting. 

Coordination is also important between the Office of Juvenile·Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA. ~ck of such coordination and staff tension 

within the Office itself seem to be causing unnecessary time delays in the 

processing of state requests. For instance, North Carolina's application to 

participate in the JJDP Act was sent to Washington in the end of December and 

we didn't receive word of our acceptance until 2 weeks ago, 6 months later. 

4 
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North Carolina submitted a Plan Adjustment for the use 'of1977 'uonies 'several 

months ago which we are told had been reviewed by LEAA and was sent on to 

OJJDP where it sat for some time. We were at a standstill. until this adjustment 

was reviewed. Our SPA Director sent a letter requesting a review of a "special 

condition" placed on the use of our juvenile LE.<IA monies for detention subsidy 

in February and has yet to receive a reply. Without this reply which would 

enable us to spend these monies, juveniles are being unnecessarily locked up 

in adult county jails in North Carolina. These examples from our state are 

typical of time lags being experienced by most states. 

In this mass of tangled federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first priority is to 

provide services to children in trouble with the law. It must distribute funds 

to be spent to help our troubled children as if it were a crisis, for in fact 

it is. Research, planning, technical assistance, training, and policy-making 

can be pretty heady experiences for federal administrators. It's easy to 

become infatl~ted with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem 

impressive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running training 

institutes for professionals and government employees can bring praise and 

approval from those participants. But the first target for services must remain 

OUl' ,';, ·ldren. Getting assistance down to the service prov;.der and the young 

person in the street must be the top priority. 

One way to get this emphasiS into OJJDP is to involve local service 

providers and members of national and state advisory committees in the setting 

of guidelines and definitions as regular participants rather than as responders 

to the information after it is printed in the Federal Register. It is only 

natural that. after OJJDP staff members have invested a great deal of time and 

effort into definitions and guidelines without outside participation, they are 

5 
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ready to fight to defend them regardlass of logir.al arguments to the contrary. 

And we are presently in th~ midst of just such an unnecessary fight. 

'!be argument over the "co-mingling" of status offenders and juvenile delinquents 

is a good example. If implemented, this prohibition of "co-mingling" could 

squeeze delinquents out of community based services and back into training schools. 

Such a single-mindedness on the part of OJJDP staff for deinstitutionalization of 

status offenders tends to make them overlook sincere state concerns for prevention 

and for delinquents. In North Carolina, we are interested first in those children 

presently in trouble, both delinquents and status offenders. This concern is 

closely followed by our' commitment to prevention. Some of our bes~ prevention 

efforts are focused at young children who are behavior problems' in our public 

schools. 

rbi.s .focus on all tht'ee liI$pects--delinquents, status offenders, and 

prevention--could be achieved through the employment and consulation of local 

service providers to complement staff theoreticians. 

In North Carolina we take citizen and provider input very seriously. 

We are establishing an advisory board for the JJDP Act which is an extension 

of the jUvenile committee of our supervisory bosrd, the Governor's Crime 

Commission. This JJDP Advisory Board will have an overview of !!!!. juvenile 

justice planning, not j7Jst the JJDP and LEAA juvenile monies. Over one third 

of the members of the JJDP Advisory Board will be members of the Gove~or's 

Crime Commission. We would hope to see regular interaction between the state 

advisory boards and the National Advisory Board. OJJDP staff consultation with 

state advisory boards prior to the establishment of federal JJDP guidelines and 

definitions is imperative. The prior involvement of an active and knowledgeable 

National Advisory Board in decision~making with the federal OJJDP staff should 

also help to lessen negative responses later. State Advisory boards need 
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encouragement to be strengthened in states participating in JJDP. Governors, 

state ac!visory boards, and SPA staffs need to work as a cmnmitted team. 

There is no magic answer for the problem of juvenile crime, but in 

North Carolina we are determined to develop the best possible approach to the 

problem. Our dedication and yours, as evidenced by the JJDP legislation we are 

discussing here, could truly help the troubled children of today become the 

good citizens and leaders of tomorrow. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. HUNT, JR., GOVERNOR OF THE 
STA'l'E OF NORTH CAROLINA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S 
CONFERENCE, ACCOMPANIED BY GORDON SMITH, ANN BRYAN, 
AND BARBARA SARUDY 

Governor HUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may say, I am 
pleased to have with me today Mr. Gordon Smith, who is Director of 
our Crime Commission in North Carolina, Ms. Barbara Sarudy, who 
is the Chairman of our Juvenile Delinquency Planning Committee, 
and also the Director of Youth Care in Greensboro, which is 
probably one of the most effective groups in our State dealing with 
young people in trouble with the law; and also Miss Ann Bryan, 
Director of Planning for our Department of Crime Control. 

It is significant that they are with me because we are part of a 
team that works very closely together. I am very much involved in 
this area working with them. 

I do appreciate your letting me come as the Governor of the State 
of North Carolina but also as Chairman of the Subcommittee of the 
National Governors Conference that is very much involved in this 
field. I want to thank you first of all. I know people generally come 
to complain and point out deficiencies-and I will have some of 
those I want to talk about-but I want to thank you first of all that 
this act was passed and this concern has been demonstrated by our 
national government. We do feel that it is our government; we want 
to make some changes in it but it is ours. We also appreciate that 
you are doing this job of oversight which is a proper one. 

I want to talk a little about some of the things that we feel about 
this but first of all sort of lay the groundwork by describing to you 
and for the benefit of the subcommittee where we are in North 
Carolina so that you will understand the perspective we have and 
the concerns we have. 

When I was elected Governor of our State 18 months ago, I had 
two top priorities. The people of my State knew that. They elected 
me based on those primarily. One was the children of North 
Carolina-what we could do to raise up a new generation of people 
who are different. Another was fighting crime. My first major 
address to the General Assembly asked for mobilization of the full 
resources of North Carolina to fight crime and for the creation of 
one overall planning body for directing criminal justice efforts in 
our state. That was to be the Governor's Crime Commission, to be 
responsible not only for the LEAA program but for the other things 
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that we would be doing in terms of trying to fight crime more 
effectively. 

I want to emphasize right here-and I do not think I have to do it 
for you-that that is one of the primary concerns of our people. If 
we are a government at whatever level that really cares about 
people Bnd is responsive to them, then we must respond in this field 
of fightIng crime because it is one of the great concerns our people 
have. 

We created this Crime Commission and, as I said, it serves as a 
sta':e supervisory board for all the LEAA and the OJJDP monies 
coming into North CarolL'1a. 

I also requested the establishment of a juvenile code revision 
committee using some LEAA funds to conduct the first coordinated 
and independent evaluation of all of our juvenile justice efforts. 

We had had a juvenile justice sytem that had been growing in a 
very uncoordinated and often times conflicting way. I served four 
years as Lieutenant Governor and presided over the Senate. People 
came in with different proposals and we enacted most of them and 
a lot of money was spent. Frankly, there was no overall coordina
tion and direction of them in a way that would give us the 
maximum benefit. 

So last year when I went before the General Assembly, although I 
had a lot of things I asked for in the crime package and all were 
passed except one bill out of 15, the one thing I asked them not to 
do was to pass any more bills that had to do with the juvenile 
justice system. I said, "Give me one year for the finest committee I 
can put together to study this matter so we can come in with a 
complete fresh approach to deal with the field of juvenile justice." 

That committee is now concluding its study and will be recom
mending what kind of organizational setup and what kinds of 
programs we ought to have. That will be the heart of my proposals 
to the 1979 General Assembly. As this study has been going on, I 
requested the Juvenile Justice Planning Committee of the Gover
nor's Crime Commission to make a determined effort to see that the 
LEAA juvenile monies coming into the State be spent to help 
develop community based services as an alternative to training 
schools for our State's delinquents and status offenders. 

In the past, some of the LEAA juvenile monies that came into 
North Carolina were not spent for various administrative and 
political reasons. And then at the 11th hour, just before the funds 
were to be lost, they were reallocated to law enforcement or the 
courts or the corrections project that did not really key in on the 
juvenile problems. 

I also asked the Justice Planning Committee to study the ques
tion of whether or not North Carolinn should participate in the 
JJDP Act. Let me just say to you right here that we had not 
participated originally because we could not see that we would have 
the community alternatives in place in time to take all the status 
offenders out of our training schools. We did not file any. We did 
not act in a dishonest kind of way. Until we could see that we were 
in a position to do that, we did not come in. We did arrange, with 
our own state funds, to establish community alternatives. 
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We have been working very hard at that, and I have been 
recommending more money every year. We have recently come into 
the program and will be participating fully. 

The committee members studied the reasons why we had decided 
not to participate, and we looked at the 1977 amendments, we 
looked at the successes and failures of other States. As I said, we 
have now come in and are participating with a realistic and honest 
plan for North Carolina to be involved. 

As of today, since we have made these changes North Carolina 
has allocted every penny of its LEAA juvenile monies and has been 
accepted for participation in the JJDP Act. On top of that, I have 
asked the General Assembly to allocate increasingly more funds to 
our counties for their own development. 

I might just say this to you right here, I know that there are 
different patterns in different States and I am here speaking for all 
the Governors. But let me say this about our approach in North 
Carolina. We have made this a community responsibility. The State 
puts funds in, the State provides technical services, but it is the 
community's responsiblity; so you have all the church groups, all 
the concerned groups locally pushing county commissioners to get 
this done, and of course pushing us in the General Assembly at the 
same time. 

We think we are having a lot of people feeling their responsibility 
here and giving leadership to it that would not happen if we simply 
had a State program right by itself and not putting part of the 
responsibility on the counties. 

In North Carolina we are today paying more attention than ever 
before to the field of juvenile justice. We are not just talking about 
children presently in trouble with the law. We are also talking 
about the group that is most likely to become the hard-core crimi
nals of tomorrow. We are approaching the problem in North Caro
lina as a team. Again I want to stress this. We do not simply have a 
Governor and an SPA staff over here somehow in an adversary role 
with the groups who are providing the facilities, and that sort of 
thing-human services or whatever they may be. We are working at 
all of this together in a real teamwork kind of way. 

We have learned from past failures that without a high degree of 
special attention focused on this area, it can easily become sub
merged in the vast urgencies of the day-to-day criminal justice 
system. We are convinced we need to do more than just react to 
solve the crime problem. I am strongly convinced that we must plan 
in order to prevent. Our prevention efforts should be focused on our 
children. Those are important decisions to make. We have to plan; 
we cannot simply just talk about what we are going to do about the 
present-day people who are in trouble. We have to look ahead and 
try to prevent it in the years to come and we have to focus our 
attention on our children. 

At the Federal level also I think there is a great need for special 
emphasis on juvenile justice and n'ot simply on criminal justice 
generally, although that is very important. We do need the Office of 
Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis in establishing that, and 
in creating this legislation it was very important. 

You have recognized through your JDDP legislation the need for 
this office in addition to and apart from the mainstream of LEAA 
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because of the special nature of youth crime. We must, however, 
assure coordination between these two entities, LEAA and JJDP. 
The amount of juvenile crime, as you well know, is disproportionate 
to the population. Juveniles between the ages of 10 and 17, in 1974, 
represented about 15 percent of the population and yet they com
mitted about half of the Nation's serious crime. In 1975, in our 
State of North Carolina, 69 percent of our total inmate population 
was under 30 years of age. 

The needs of youth sometimes gets lost when no special focus 
exists. !t'or example, in 1974, before the JJDP legislation when 
juveniles were committing about 50 percent of all serious crimes in 
this country, only about 13 percent of the LEAA assistance was 
being used to support juvenile programs. 

Since, of course, the Office was established, a higher percentage 
has been directed toward the juveniles, and now of course about 20 
percent, as the law provides, of the funds are put into those 
programs. That is a step forwa,rd. That is very important, and I 
think the Congress is to be commended for that. 

Interestrngly, during that same period, according to FBI statistics, 
juvenile crime has dropped. We must always be cautious about 
what we ascribe these changes to, as you so well know. But it may 
be-and I think it probably is true that this is partially responsi
ble-according to FBI statistics juvenile crime represented 41.5 
percent of serious crime in 1976, which is a considerable drop from 
1974. 

In 1976, literally every category of serious crime by juveniles 
declined. Murder by youth under 18 dropped 17 pecent from 1975. 
Robbery dropped by nearly 20 percent; in addition, juvenile crime 
decreased faster than adult crime, so that tells us something is a 
little different here. 

In short, in the JJDP Act we just may have a piece of legislation 
that works. With all the problems we find in the world, Mr. 
Chairman, this is a place where I think we can take some pride and 
some satisfaction, and I commend you and this subcommittee and 
the Congress that has €'stablished this. 

One important feature of the Juvenile J'ustice Act is its provision 
or purported provision for the coordination of all Federal programs 
related to delinquency prevention. I know that coordination in big 
government bureaucracy is tough. It is tough to do in North 
Carolina. I can imagine what it is like to do herE:. But I want to say 
to you that we in the States desperately need such Federal coordi
nation efforts. That is one of the main things I want to say to this 
committee today. Various Federal agencies within diverse Federal 
departments have different priorities and different procedures. 
They require different forms, different guidelines, and reporting 
based on the different fiscal years. This maze of bureaucracy all 
comes together and you see the problem at the State level where we 
have to untangle the web and actually deliver assistance to those 
who need it. 

Mr. Chairman, I know you are one of the greatest State legisla
tors North Carolina ever had before you came to Congress, so I 
know you are aware of what I am talking about. 
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Federal agencies need to simplify their application procedures. 
Policies need to be consistent so that one Federal program is not 
sapporting a practice that another program seeks to discourage. I 
will give you a case in point. HEW still provides money to States for 
education based on the number of juveniles in training schools. The 
more children in the training schools, the more money you get. The 
JJDP Act on the other hand tries to remove juvenile offenders from 
training schools, at least those that can be, and this is the kind of 
mixed message that you get from the Federal Government that we 
need to stop. 

The OJJDP legislation provides a forum for such coordinatIon to 
occur through the Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus
tice. Congress wrote the language into the law. Coordination has to 
be more than just words and meetings. Those agencies that are 
responsible for the operation and success of the council have to put 
action behind their words. States and local governments and private 
nonprofit agencies and the young people themselves will benefit if 
we do and will be hurt if we do not. 

In the delivery of youth services at the State level, we are trying 
to get our houses in order. Again, that is hard for us to do. We are 
at the place where the programs are really delivering. But I want to 
say to you that I think we are working as hard at it in our State as 
any State is doing. I want to say to you it is going to be hard for our 
efforts to go much further unless the Federal agencies put aside the 
bureaucratic disputes and respond solely to the needs of children. 
I could go into some of those. I won't do it now, but I will later if 
you like. 

We understand that as of today, for example, Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal Coordinating Council that was set up in the law on juvenile 
justice has yet to hold its first meeting. I suggest to you that is very 
unfortunate and ought to be remedied immediately. 

Coordination is also important between the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA. 

The statement I filed with you gives you the North Carolina 
experience. I won't recount that here but it is pretty unfortunate. 

In this mass of tangled Federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first 
priority is to provide services to children in trouble with the law. It 
must distribute funfl.s to be spent to help our troubled children as if 
it were a crisis, for in fact it is. Research, planning, technical 
assistance, training, and policy-making can be pretty heady exper
iences for Federa] administrators. It is easy to become infatuated 
with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem impres
sive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running 
training institutes for professionals and government employees can 
bring praise and approval from those participants. But the first 
target for service must remain our children. Getting assistance 
down to the service provider and the young person in the street 
must be the top priority. 

I wish somehow you could infuse the people here, Mr. Chairman, 
with what I keep trying to do in State government in North 
Carolina. My home is in Wilson County in a little rural community 
called Rock Ridge. Having come from Chatham County, you know 
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something about that rural community. I am constantly saying to 
my people from cabinet secretaries all the way down: "I want you to 
think local. Whatever this big complicated problem is that you are 
talking about, you think about how it is going to work itself out and 
affect people at the local level." 

As a matter of fact, I sort of shortened it now. All I say is, "Think 
Rock Ridge." That means you think about how this is going to affect 
those people who live there. 

Mr. ANDREWS. The people here are going to swear and declare I 
wrote that speech, Governor. I am amazed at your comprehension 
of the problems we have. 

Governor HUNT. I guess we came up the same way, Mr. 
Chairman. 

One way to get this emphasis into OJJDP, as I said, it is not easy, 
and I know that, is to involve local service providers and members 
of national and State advisory committees in the setting of guide
lines and definitions; but involved-and this is what is critical-as 
regular participants in the initial stages, as you are beginning to 
formulate it, rather than as responders to the information after it is 
printed in the Federal Register. 

It is only natural that after the Office of JJDP staff members 
have put all of their time and thinking-and I appreciate them 
doing that; I am not here to criticize them, but I know how these 
things work-after they put all their time and effort into definitions 
and guidelines and have carefully worked up a nice neat system 
that they think will work well, they have done all this without 
outside participation, they naturally are going to be ready to fight 
to defend their handiwork that they put so much time and effort 
into-regardless of logical arguments or practical experience to the 
contrary. 

We are presently in the midst of just such an unnecessary fight. 
The argument over the "commingling" of status offenders and 
juvenile delinquents is a good example. If implemented, this prl.'hi
bition of commingling could squeeze delinquents out of community
based services that we are working so hard to try to establish, 
trying to get every penny of money we can frnd, trying to get all 
kinds of groups that care about children to help us. We could 
squeeze the delinquent out of those community-based services and 
back into the training schools. Such a singlemindedness on the part 
of the OJJDP staff for deinstitutionalization of status offenders 
tends to make them overlook the very sincere State concerns for 
prevention and for delinquents. 

In North Carolina, we are int.erested first in those children that 
are presently in trouble, both delinquents and status offenders. Let 
me say this, too, Mr. Chairman, in may. Most of what I have said is 
talk about prevention, and I am going to say another word about 
that, and we have talked about status offenders, and that has been 
a popular subject, properly so, because that is the first stage. But I 
want to say to you and to this committee and to the staff here, that 
we also have a responsibility to people who live in our communities 
to deal effectively with delinquents. 

Some of these are young, tough, hard, vicious criminals, and we 
absolutely must have a means for dealing with those people in the 
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most humane way we can, but in such a way as to protect the 
people who live in their communities. I would urge that this aspect 
of this act and this program always continue to be important in 
your minds, and if you don't think it is important to people, come 
home with me. 

Take them to Asheboro, Mr. Chairman, where we had a vicious 
shooting. Apparently a house was picked out at random over the 
past week by some teenage boys, and they shot down two young 
teenage girls. One was killed. There is vicious crime going on that 
we have got to try to prevent and deal with effectively. I would just 
urge that this be kept in mind along with the other things. 

Of course, we must keep our eye on the matter of prevention, 
because if we do that effectively today, perhaps we won't have as 
many delinquents and hard-core criminals tomorrow. 

Some of our best prevention efforts are focused at young children 
who are behavior problems in our puhlic schools, and that is 
certainly where we are putting some of our greatest effOrts in North 
Carolina. 

r have been so thrilled to learn the l'esults and visit personally in 
the schools where we are using some of our juvenile moneys to 
create these in-school alternatives, so instead of putting the kids out 
on the street, we are putting them into closely supervised study 
halls. 

I was in High Point the other day, and I found one in Junior 
High-about five or six young people in there, probably eighth 
grade or so. They had two full-time, extremely good people working 
with them, and the results are just amazing. That shows what we 
can do if we work hard enough at it. 

So this focus on all three aspects-delinquents, status offenders, 
and prevention-could be achieved through the employment and 
consultation of local service providers to complement staff theoreti
cians. Let me say a word about the kind of people who make up the 
staff. 

I don't know who they are. But I would hope that the Office 
would have one or more people on the staff who have run some of 
these local community-based programs recently so that they really 
know what they are talking about, and are not just theorizing about 
it and haven't just been involved in staff work up on the Hill 
somewhere through the years. I think we should bring in somebody 
who has run a program in a community and bring them fresh out of 
it and put them here to give that perspective. 

In North Ca1:olina, we take citizen and provider input very 
seriously. You know that has been our pattern in North Carolina. 
We are establishing an advisory board for the JJDP Act, which is 
an extension of the juvenile committee of our supervisory board, 
which is the Governor's Crime Commission. So we have these 
working very closely together. We have the Crime Commission, 
which has the overall responsibilities for helping us plan to reduce 
crime. That has its juvenile committee, and then that juvenile 
committee has great overlap with, working with, the Advisory 
Board for the JJDP. 

In fact, we are just sort of working at this thing on a team kind of 
basis rather than pitting people against each other and trying to set 
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up the adversarial relationship, although we have advocacy counsel 
for children and other things. But we are trying to get them 
working together and well coordinated. 

This JJDp Advisory Board will have an overview of all juvenile 
justice planning, not just the JJDP and LEAA juvenile monies. 
Over one-third of the members of the JJDP Advisory Board will be 
members of the Governor's Crime Commission. We would hope to 
see regular interl:1lltion between the State advisory boards and the 
National Advisory Board. We would hope to see the Office of JJDP 
staff consult regularly with our own staff and with the advisory 
board prior to the establishment of Federal JJDP guidelines and 
before the d~finitions are established. Again, you know if just this 
one thing came out of what you are doing here in this oversight 
hearing, it would be good. It is tough to get that through. I know 
because it is tough for me to get my own cabinet secretaries 
sometimes to give the kind of input to our Advisory Boards that 
they should do. I have to stay on them abol\t it. I put out a memo to 
everyone of them e. couple weeks ago, saYing not only did I want 
them to give full involvement, but I wanted to bring the primary 
Advisory Boards in to meet with me. That way, I will see what kind 
of input they are having. I will get it directly from them and have a 
chance to make sure my own cabinet officers are giving them that 
kind of opportunity. 

I think that the State Advisory Boards need to be encouraged and 
strengthened in all States that are participating in the JJDP. As I 
said, I believe strongly that the governors and the State Advisory 
Boards and the SPA staffs need to work as a committed team, 
working together rather than having them sometimes working at 
odds. 

There is no magic in this field; there is no magic in raising 
children right. It is the toughest thing in the world today. The thing 
we probably need to do most in this country is try to make our 
families work right, and every single one of us has an obligation 
there, and probably haven't done as well as we should. 

This is a crucial field to be involved in. We are working hard in 
our State to try to make it work better, and we have found that the 
key is partnership. Our dedication and yours, as evidenced by this 
legislation, and the commitment of our nation to this program can 
help the troubled children of today become the good citizens and 
leaders of tomorrow. 

I want to thank you for your interest and your work. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much, Governor Hunt. I might 

suggest, after noting to your comprehension, which to me is 
amazing in its depth regarding the problems and opportunities here 
and what you are doing about them in North Carolina, that I wish 
in your spare time you would come up here and help us run this 
Federal program. I think you could offer a lot to our efforts. 

We do very much appreciate it. Again, I am amazed that you 
have hit right at the key of what we are just at this very hour in 
the midst of learning to be the essential problems with the program. 
I assure you we will try to follow your admonitions and straighten 
them out. 

Governor HUNT. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I want to introduce one 
person. I guess the person that I believe knows more about this 
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than anybody else is a young woman here with me today, Barbara 
Sarudy. She is right back here. She is from Greensboro, and if there 
is any time that you want to get the real lowdown on how the 
program works in North Carolina or, how it comes out at the end of 
the line, I volunteer her services. She is the head of our Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. ANDREWS. We will certainly remember that, and we will be 
calling on you. 

Thank you again, Governor. Have a good trip back to Raleigh. We 
look forward to seeing you down there again soon. 

Barbara, it is going to look like we are trying to declare Carolina
mernoon. That wasn't our intention. Barbara Sylvester wasn't to 
follow Governor Hunt, but because of the agenda jockeying, that 
has developed to be the case. Barbara is a very distinguished lady of 
South Carolina. Among other things, she is Vice Chairman of the 
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

Barbara, I might say Congressman Mann and practically all the 
delegation of South Carolina have told me more glowing things 
about you than time will permit me to repeat here. But, to say the 
least, on behalf of my friendship with them and my respect for you, 
it is especially a pleasure to welcome you here. We look forward to 
your statement. 

As with the others, you may submit it and either read from it, or 
preferably, just talk with us about it. But we leave that up to you 
and will be pleased to hear from you. 

[The information referred to follows:] 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL ADViSORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

June 23, 1978 

Representative Ike Andrews 
U.S. House of Repre5entatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

I am pleased to submit copies of mY testimony concerning the 
National Advisor,y Co~nittee for Juvenile J~stice and Delinquency 
Prevention for Subcommittee hearings on June 27th. I look forward 
to addressing the Subco~ittee at that time and thank you for your 
kind invitation to do so. 

)infere 1y yours ,_, / / )I/i' 
." 1/(, '2 , "4. "lA. " .. /f~1 {~ .. .., 1; t 

Barbara T. Syl vester' 
Vice Chair 
National Advisory Committee 

for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 
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Mr. Chairman. on behalf of the National Advisory COl1'lnittee for Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (the NAC). I wish to thank you for 

inviting us to be a participant in this Sub-committee hearing. 

I am Barbara Sylvester. cUrrently serving as the V1ce Chair of the NAC. 

a position created by the NAC membership at a meeting on March 3. 1978. 

am former Chairperson (four years) of the South Carolina Dep<lrtment of Youth 

Services Board. presently serving as Secretary of that Board. 1 am a repre

sentative of the private sector with nine years service on the South Carolina 

Department of Youth Services Board and six months on the NAC. 

In reviewing the history of the legislation, 1 find that Congress felt a 

tremendous need for an advisory body composed of persons having special know

ledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the 

administl'ation of juvenile justice. You are to be commended for F.!stabl ishing 

such a body. especially for your courageous position regarding representation 

of youth (who have been or are currently within the system). What better \~ay 

to learn than from one who has been there? It is so very clear that you felt 

citizen participation imperative by inserting into the Act, "A majority of 

the members of the Advisory Committee, including the Chairman, shall not be 

full-time employees of Federal, State or local governments." 

An inconsistent level of membership and the uncertainty regarding Com

mittee staff support has prevented you, ho\~ever. from reaping the returns 1 

believe you were seeking. I am not placing blame any~lhere Mr. Chairman -

I am merely stating a fact and would like to emphasize that the Juvenile 

Delinquency Act is one of the fe~1 pieces of legislation that so explicitly 

recognized and addressed the issue of citizen pal'ticipation. 
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We, the NAC, have been disappointed that our committee has been plagued 

with delays in the appointment of new members. 1977 saw the committee exist 

ei ght months with only fourteen members, one of whom is not to be found -

no one seems to knol1 his where abouts. For the past three months in 1978, 

the Committee has experienced the same situation. We are hopeful the only 

reason for delay has been the White House's attempt to appoint persons who 

wholeheartedly meet the requirements of the Act. 

Committee Accomp1ishments 

Despite the difficulty caused by lack of continuity in appointments 

(e.g. in March 1978, we lost the Chair and two sub-committee chairs) and 

recent changes in the level of staff support to the Committee, which 

will address in greater detail, the Advisory Committee has made progress 

on several fronts: 

- The Advisory Committee to the Administrator on Standards for the 

Administration of Juvenile Justice (the Standards Subcommittee) 

has issued four reports. The first, submitted one year after the 

passage of the Act, contained initial recommendations and outlined 

the scope of the Standards to be recommended and the process ';0 be 

used in developing them. Standards 11t!re to address the full range 

of law enforcement, judicial, treatment, social service, health, 

educational and planning activities affecting youth. The second 

report, an interim progress report ~Ias submitted in March 1976, 

the third report was in the form of the first volume of recommended 

standards concerning the adjudication function; it also contained a 

general implementation plan and specific recommendations for facili

tating the adoption of particular standards. The fourth report, 

2 
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circulated in draft in March 1977, addressed the administration, pre

vention, intervention and supervision functions of the juvenile justice 

and delinquency prevention system. At its most recent meeting, the 

Standards Subcommittee established procedures for future review, refine

ment and recommendations re Standards. All of this has been an 

enormous task and I wish at this time to personally commend the Sub

committee and the staff of OJJOP for their outstanding work. 

- The Committee has developed and approved the submission of an 

Annual Report for 1977 (see Attachment). 

- Recently the Committee co-sponsored with the Office, the first 

National Meeting of State Advisory Groups, held March 1-3, 1978, 

in Reston, Virginia. The purposes of the meeting were: 

1. to develop a working relationship between and among the NAC, State 

Advisory Groups and the Office, 

2. to provide for exchange of information and ideas regarding partici

pation in and support for full implementation of the Act, 

3. to identify key issues and promote discussion of these issues, and 

4. to develop a national constituency to work toward juvenile delinquency 

prevention and improvements in the administration of juvenile justice. 

The meeting drew over 250 participants; the members of the NAC, staff of 

the OJJDP, specified delegations from the SAGs (the chairperson, one youth 

me~ 'dr, one member representing local government and one member elected by the 

SAG), concerned citizens from non-participating states, representatives from 

private agencies and public interest groups, juvenile justice specialists from 

the states and well kno~m experts in the field. 
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Let me share with you some of the positive as well as negative feed back 

comments from the conference: 

"For the first time I felt that I was not alone in the tribulations 

of being a chairperson and the problems inherent in administering 

the SAG.-" 

"Our formal caucus and subsequent informal contacts with people with 

with the same role -- was the most important aspect of the entire 

three days. 

"As a youth member I found it encouraging and educational to speak 

with other youth members." 

"I have recently become a Juvenile Justice specialist, and I basically 

learned what my role was supposed to be." 

"It renewed my motivation to get over my 'burned out' syndrome." 

"I saw the importance of speaking up in the SAG." 

"I learned a great deal about my potential role which has been prevented 

from developing because of minimal staff support from the SPA." 

"The planners of this meeting underestimated the participants level of 

sophistication. Intense feeling about the OJJDP definitions and guide

linEi!s dominated the discussion and should have been addressed invnediately 

so we coul d move on to other issues." 

"The NAG should be more assertive ••. should take a more active role in 

formulating policy and mon'itoring OJJDP .•• should use the SAG's 

ex peri ence to i nfl uence pol i cy. " 

"The NAG should advocate on behalf of SAGs to OJJDP." 

"The NAG should be more responsive to the SAGs and introduce the reality 

we knOl1 into gui de 1 i ne development _ " 
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The NAC should be an information resource for SAGs by: 

"preparing a basic orientation package for SAG members" 

"assisting in developing coalitions· 

"providing information regarding national trends" 

"publishing a regular newsletter highlighting topics of interest 

to SAGs". 

Responses such as these clearly indicate to us some concrete ways in 

which the NAC could accomplish objectives which have already been identified. 

These comments are being shared with you to demonstrate the success of the 

March meeting as well as to provide you With input from the citizens ~Ihose 

participation you support. The NAC plans to provide the Subcommittee I~ith 

copies of the conference proceedings upon their completion. From this very 

brief synopsis I hope that you too feel that persons who may have referred to 

the conference as an "unguided missile" may have missed the launching pad. 

Of great interest and addressed extensively during the conference were 

the Guidelines (Revisions to the Guide for SPA Grants). During my short 

tenure, only three months, as Vice Chair of this committee and in light of 

my interpretation of our responsibilities, I requested comments from the 

Committee members on the Guidelines on two occasions after the ~larch conference. 

Members felt, hOI~ever, they had not met as a deliberative body and could not 

respond with one voice, to the Office. I must point out, though, that there 

are members who participated along with their State Advisory Groups in 

developing comments on the Guidelines. The Committee's position on the Guide

lines will be addressed during the July meeting of the NAC to be held in 

Kansas City July 12-14. 
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A set of "Standards of Conduct" has been adopted by the COJ1lmittee. 

(See Attachment) 

A Subcommittee will present Bylaws for adoption to the Committee at 

its July meeting. These two last actions have been taken so that the NAC 

will have its own house in order to allow it to concentrate its effort on 

fulfilling its mandated responsibilities. 

Changes in Level of Staff Support to the Committee 

The 1974 Act as amended states that the Associate Administrator shall 

provide such staff and oth~r support to the Advisory Committee as may be 

necessary to perform its duties. 

The Executive Com~ittee met with the Associate Administrator of the 

Office April 10, 1978. At this meeting 112 were informed that I'/e could no 

longer rely upon Office staff for assistance with agenda development, con

ference planning, research activities and the like. Subsequently, at the 

suggestion of the Associate Administrator, an ad hoc committee developed 

specificat10ns for a Request for Proposal (RFP) for com~ittee staff support 

and submitted it to the Office on May 8, 1978. He have not had any information 

since then as to the Associate Administrator's long range plans for Committee 

support but ~Ie are hopeful that, at least for the present, and especially for 

pUl"pOSeS of conducting our next t~/O meetings -- one in July in Kansas City and 

one in August in San Antonio -- that we will be able to rely upon services 

that we have been receiving under contract. 

He are fully aware of the small number of personnel within the Office. 

He realize their top priority cannot and should not be the NAC. That is 

among the reasons that the Committee feels it imperative to be provided with 

sufficient guaranteed staff positions to provide assistance in carrying out 

its work. 
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Recommendations 

I \~ish today to submit the follO\~ing recommendations to the 

Congress which will address the problems I have just described: 

- The NAG strongly recommends that a line item appropriation be made 

for the Committee. 

- The NAC recommends that appoi ntees to the Gommi ttee be a 11 owed to 

actively serve until their successors are named by the President. 

- The NAG pleads with the Congress to insist that the Coordinating 

Council meet and get on with the responsibilities charged to them in 

the Act. 

Mr. Chairman we do plan to make further recommendations to the Congress 

later in the year as required by Section 208 of the Act. 

1 wish to close my testimony with these few words. There are many 

chiljren. young people and yes. old people, who need people like you --

your committee. NAC members .the staff of the Office. They need to be guided 

by peop'le who make decisions and are "doers." The task before you is tremendous 

but not unconquerable. I urge you to evaluate, deliberate and take action that 

will help those who have not been as fortunate as you and I so that until that 

time comes when we know ho'o'I to fine-tune programs to prevent delinquency, let 

us at least provide the s,ervices which are fmown to be important to the normal, 

positive development of the child. The National Advisory Committee stands ready 

to participate in that effort. 

Again, I wish to thank you for allO\~ing me to share with you some of the 

interests and concerns of the National Advisory Committee For Juvenile Justice 

And Delinquency Prevention. I am willing to entertain questions and respond 

to the best of my abil ity. 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA SYLVESTER, VICE-CHAIR, NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN
QUENCY PREVENTION 

Ms. SYLVESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope I can hold up to 
the things the South Carolina Congressmen have said. Frankly, I 
am very honored to follow Governor Hunt. He and I have been 
friends for a number of years, and I think it is exciting to see a 
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State that has recently come into the act talk about whv they did 
corne into it. • 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you think a year or tW() f:rom nOiW he will 
regret that decision? 

Ms. SYLVESTER. I hope not. I hfJPlr~ even tb.oSI21 Stab;!s that are 
thinking about withdrawing will r'8consider, ar.ld that the 'Pl'oblems 
can be worked out. I do think tha't the Governor pointed out m8.ny 
problems that participating States ~U"le having and thoHe that are 
not participating. 

I am pleased to appear today and OIl ()ehaJ.f of the National 
Advisory Committee for each on.e of those memb13rs nO'1\1 flemng--it 
is not a full committe(~ at this i;ime. '.rhe full committee cQinsi~Jts of 
21 members and since March w'e haVE; exisbed with only 14-
actually 13-becauso one of those membf!rS, as stateo1 in my testi
mony, cannot be located. We have had no contact with him, and~ to 
my knowledge, no orle else has been able to locate him. 

But the committee is very grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for 
inviting us to be a part of this subcommittee: hearing. 

Nine years ago, I entered the field. as a citi:t;en representative, a 
private sector repres(mtative. I waIl e.ppointed to the South. Carolina 
Board of JuveD.He CorrecMons in. charge of refol'matories. During 
these nine ye8c'l'S, we hm,€~ seen progress come from referring to 
those schools as reformatories u.p to juvenile cOrl'ections, and now, 
thank God, for the progressive attitude of Statra legi.sla.tors. and 
people in che,l,'ge of deJlVlaring services to children in trouble, we are 
now referred. to as the South Carolina Department of Y ou·th. 
Services. 

I went ~nto very troubled areas, and it seems as though I came 
into another one whe7.), I came on the National Advisory Committee. 
I have followed the act since its birth and have been quite excited 
over the 1977 Amendments and was quite anxious to rl8ceive this 
appointment so I co.uld come up to a higher level thaDt the State 
level, having lived at the grass-roots level and participated in thta 
development of sp/aeial emphasis programs that were funded just by 
the community and by State funds. So I was very anxious to come 
onboard on the top level and pursue and help implem.ent the 
mandates of th(~ act. 

I would like very much, as a citizen, and as a professional 
volunteer-and not as a professional, but just a professional volun
teer-to address a question which you asked this morning, and that 
is about diversion. I would like to share wi.th you two of our steps in 
diversion of young people from the juvenile justice system. It is two 
bumper stickers. One is "Have you hugged your kid today" and one 
on which a copyright is pending is, "Loving kids is a family affair." 
We hoped we could get that into the community, Mr. Che~irman
and th.at was initiated by private sector people, not professionals. It 
has had a great impact, and we think that that, too, is very much a 
part of the diversion program. 

Since Congressman Hawkins asked this morning about the seri
ous offender, I would like for him to know that the National 
Advisory Committee, at its August meeting, if we have that me/at
ing, will address this issue, and, of course, whatever recommenda
tion and position comes from the National Advisory Committee, 

I 
I 
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will be forwarded immediately to the office and to your office, and 
also to the Senate office. 

My testimony, I think, that has been fIled with you, is rather 
extensive about the accomplishments, the mandates of the National 
Advisory Committee and its objectives, so what I would like to do in 
this time, so it will allow for questions and participation, is I would 
like to address the concerns of the committee, and that being that 
we are mandated by section 208 with extensive responsibilities. It is 
absolutely impossible for those mandates to be fulfilled unless a 
continuous flow of information and staff is provided to assist this. 

In the past, it has been the practice of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to provide staff to the National 
Ady:.sory Committee. Also, a contract was extended, and as far as 
any information goes, the contractor made hotel arrangements and 
also made travel arrangements, but as far as information was 
concerned, it came from the people who knew what was going on in 
the Office. 

That information was vital to Committee members. Since the 
staff support from the Office has been released from assisting the 
National Advisory Committee, without staff in the Washington 
area, it is virtually impossible for the National Advisory Committee 
to fulfIll its mandate. It is virtually impossible for us to be able to 
find out what is going on in the Office and what is going on with 
regard to other parts of the statute. 

AB you know, the act says the majority of the membership shall 
come from the private sector, and, as I stated in my filed testimony, 
I commend you not only for the youth participation requirement, 
but for the private sector requirement as well. 

I do believe with all my heart, because I come from that division, 
with private citizens you get millions and billions of dollars worth 
of service that we actually could not afford to pay for. You get the 
taxpayers' input back into what they are recommending and what 
tbey want to see. 

As you are very well aware, society is not that anxious to help 
troubled children, and those of us who are working out there in the 
field find it more difficult every day to pick up that community 
money, because that is not one of the top priorities. 

I have spent over 20 years working in the field of mental retarda
tion. I find myself somewhat obsessed, and I have been able to share 
it with the Advisory Committee and the members of the Office, and 
the Committee and Office should initiate an extensive program on 
the part of the mentally retarded offender, but without the informa
tion flowing down to us, there is no way we would be able to do this. 

I, tOG, in behalf of the Committee, would like to express our 
concern about the low morale that is existing among the staff 
members in the Office-the number of positions that have not been 
filled. When Congress passed the JD Act, amended in 1977, the 
responsibility put on the shoulders of the JD Office was absolutely 
mammoth. 

Without those positions filled, there is no way that the services 
and the expectations of Congress are going to be able to be fulfIlled. 

We are concerned, as Governor Hunt is, abont the Coordinating 
Council and the fact that the National Advisory Committee is 
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mandated to make recommendations regarding coordination of Fed
eral efforts. How can you do that when the body that you are 
supposed to be learning from is not meeting. 

One of our recommendations, Mr. Chairman, is that we are 
pleading with the Congress to insist that the Coordinating Council 
meet and get on with the responsibilites charged to them in the act. 
I know that those are very busy people, but all people that are 
involved in delivery of services to children are very busy people. 

The National Advisory Committee, upon the request of the Asso
ciate Administrator, was requested to develop an RFP, a request for 
proposal, which I have referred to in my filed testimony. The 
understanding of the executive committee was that we were to file 
the RFP with the Office, and after the Office had bad a chance to 
review it, that we would get back together and corne up with a 
solution. 

As of this date, I, representing the National Advisory Committee, 
have bad no response as far as the RFP is concerned. We have a 
meeting scheduled for Kansas City in July, and I hope, Mr. Chair
man, that you will be able to be there and participate in the 
Federal perspective panel. It is our understanding that the contract 
that is now assisting the National Advisory Committee expires on 
August the 15th. I have only heard that by mouth. I have not 
received any official notice that this is true. 

However, we do have a meeting that is scheduled for San Antonio 
beginning August the 16th, which we had planned to be an exten
sive working session, hopefully with the new chair and the new 
appointees onboard. As of this date, Mr. Chairman, I cannot prom
ise you that that meeting is going to be held unless the National 
Advisory Committee is able to develop a credit rating to establish 
for the hotel, or each member goes and pays their own expenses. As 
I said, the contract expires on the 15th of August. 

As I have stated, too, we are fully aware of the personnel 
shortage in the Office, not that we understand it, but we are aware 
of it. We are not expecting the Office to provide us with full-time 
staff, although the act states that National Advisory Committee 
shall be supplied with staff. I understand, in reading the history, 
this is left at the discretion of the Associate Administrator. So 
please don't think for one moment that the National Advisory 
Committee is asking the Office to set as their top priority the 
functions of the National Advisory Committee. We are not. 'But we 
are just stating that we take the act very seriously. Most everyone 
on the Committee presently has followed the birth of the act, and 
its amendments, and they came on the Committee in a very excited 
mood of getting out and delivering the services and being a part of 
fulfilling the mandate. 

We are merely stating the fact that, as Governor Hunt says, as 
you have said, and as we all feel, coordination is very important. 
The Office is vital to troubled children, but we feel also that the 
National Advisory Committee is very vital. 

I would like to share something that happened at the second 
National Youth Workers Conference at Georgetown University. 
There was a workshop for the State Advisory group members. And I 
would say, as I did in my filed testimony, that that was a very, very 

32-505 0 - 78 - 10 
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successful thing, and not a day goes by that some member of the 
National Advisory Committee is not contacted by some State, say
ing "don't forget we are expecting a repeat of this." My statements, 
which were taken from comments of the evaluations in my filed 
testimony, are very, very accurate. They were taken verbatim from 
the evaluation sheets. But in February, at a Washington meeting of 
the National Advisory Committee, the Committee adopted a posi
tion, and that position was that we did not feel a State was in 
compliance if the composition of that State Advisory Group did not 
meet the mandates of the act. 

A young lady who is now serving as chair of the Vermont State 
Advisory Group got up in the workshop and thanked the National 
Advisory Committee for taking that position. Her State had not 
been in compliance, per her remarks, until they got the State 
Advisory Committee straightened out. Unfortunately, that is not 
the same situation in my own State. I understand that my chair, 
who is a full-time local government employee, has been ruled in 
compliance. 

So the lack of consistency does not exist just with the fact that 
the appointments have not been made by the White House, but a 
lack of consistency on who is in compliance and who is not is 
evidently occurring, also. 

At the request of the National Advisory Committee, I wrote a 
letter to the President back in March, expressing our concerns 
about the lack of appointments last year, and going on for eight 
months, and pointing out that there were seven vacancies about to 
occur. I never received a response from that. Not only was the 
request about the appointments, the request was about that we 
were requesting an appointment with the President to discuss the 
appointments and additional matters. 

I cannot answer the question, if that may be occurring in your 
mind, as to why it has not been responded to. I do not know if it was 
transferred to someone else. I don't know what happened to the 
letter. However, the Committee is a Presidential Advisory Commit
tee, and it is a body of very distinguished, well-educated people who 
is not saying okay, we are expecting to meet with the President any 
day we want to. It was just that we felt since we were losing the 
chair and two subcommittee chairs, that this should have been 
granted. However, it was not. 

I would like to submit to you and share with you the recommen
dations that we have to make at this time. However, I would like to 
point out that the National Advisory Committee would like to come 
back later in the year and make further recommendations. We have 
taken several steps to get our house in order 60 that we can get on 
with fulfIlling the mandates of the act. We strongly recommend 
that the National Advisory Committee receive a line item appropri
ation. That is not an independent appropriation. It is a line item 
appropriation. The National Advisory Committee recommends that 
appointees to the Committee be allowed to actively serve until their 
successors are named by the President. As I said, we plead with the 
Congress to insist that the Coordinating Council meet and get on 
with the responsibilities charged to them in the act. 
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Mr. Chairman, I also feel that I have to point out that we have 
had a breakdown in communications with the Office. At the execu
tive committee meeting that was held immediately after the cancel
lation of the May meeting, the Associate Administrator instructed 
us that there was to be one person from the Committee contacting 
the Office. 

To some degree, I can understand that rationale, but to another I 
can't. I, being elected as the Acting Vice-Chair at that time, was a 
person so designated. I was assigned to one part.icular individual, 
and it is rumored that this individual is no longer present in the 
Office. So I am at a loss now as the spokesman for the National 
Advisory Committee to know to whom I should address myself in 
the Office. I go back to what I said a while ago; there has to be 
coordination. 

The committee is the grass-roots at the Federal level--
Mr. ANDREWS. Who was the person to whom you were to report? 
Ms. SYLVESTER. I was told by the Associate Administrator when I 

could not get to him that I was to confer with Mr. Bill Doyle. 
Mr. ANDREWS. You don't know where he is? 
Ms. SYLVESTER. Only by rumor, sir. 
Mr. RALEY. Mr. Chairman, for the record, as I understand it, Mr. 

Doyle left the Office about two weeks ago and is no longer employed 
there. 

Ms. SYLVESTER. I believe I would like to allow the rest of my time 
for questions, Mr. Chairman. I would be glad to elaborate further on 
my prepared testimony or those things I did not include. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Barbara, we appreciate not only your statement, 
but your obvious understanding of the various difficulties here, one 
of which is time. 

We had allocated until about four o'clock, and it seems that 
practically every witness has not been able to finish, and hence we 
are stacking them up like planes at National Airport. We are going 
to try to get them all down here on the ground within some 
reasonable time. 

Ms. SYLVEsr.r.R. I can assure you, sir, that I could go on quite a 
while. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I am sure that you could, with the experience you 
obviously have had. I might say you are most tactful, but you have 
gotten several messages across, even in your tactful manner. 

May I say to all present, ours is an extremely small subcommittee 
in terms of membership, but today we have even less attendance 
than usual, I am sure in large part because today is the funeral of 
one of our colleagues, and the House is not even in session. We, of 
course, did not know that this was going to be the case when the 
day was selected as the day for this particular hearing. 

So I am sorry for the relatively poor attendance. 
Do either of the staff members present have pertinent and 

essential questions? 
Mr. RALEY. If I could ask one clarifying question. It is my 

understanding that the statute provides that the National Advisory 
Committee is to be comprised of 21 members? 

Ms. SYLVESTER. Exactly. 
Mr. RALEY. How many members does the National Advisory 

Committee consist of now? 
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Ms. SYLVESTER. Actually in name there are fourteen. 
Mr. RALEY. The chair is also vacant? 
Ms, SYLVESTER, Yes. And, by the way, I would like for the record 

to show that one of our present members is present here, as well as 
a ~Drmer member. We lost the chair, and we lost two subcommittee 
chairs. 

Mr. RALEY. Have you inquired of the White House personnel 
office, or the White House, as to why those positions have been 
vacant-since Match 18, I believe? Is that correct? 

Ms, SYLVESTER. I have called the White House so many times that 
I think the switchboard operator recognizes my voice. 

Mr. RALEY. Have you written them? 
Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes, sir, and r also, upon recently hearing that 

the appointments were going to come about most any day, I called 
the White House personnel and requested that they notify those 
people that were coming onboard the dates of the JUly meeting and 
the dates that we had scheduled the August meeting, knowing that 
this was summertime and some of them may have families that 
they had scheduled vacations with, and knowing, too, that people 
that are going to be appointed to the National Advisory Committee, 
I am assuming, are very busy people and would have to readjust 
their schedules. 

I was assured that would happen. However, I talked with one 
lady who I understand is to be appointed, and she has never 
received a call about the dates of the meeting! and I have shared 
them with her. 

Mr. RALEY. For the record, you have not received a response from 
the White House personnel as to why appointments have not been 
made? 

Ms. SYLVES'fER. Exactly. 
Mr. RALEY. I would like to say the subcommittee staff has written 

a letter two weeks ago to White House personnel, asking why the 
appointments have not been made, and why it has taken three 
months to be made, and we have not as yet received a response. 

Ms. SYLVESTER. May I make one further statement? In case there 
are some people present who are trying to figure out where this 
vice-chair position came from, the act does not provide the vice
chair. However, on March 3rd, the Committee, immediately upon 
the closing of the first national conference, had a very brief meeting 
and expressed their concern about the fact that we were about to 
lose the chair on the 18th of March, and they felt they needed and 
we needed somebody that would serve as a temporary head of the 
committee and would be able to get on with the work that the 
committee is supposed to do. 

So the Committee adopted a resolution that created the chair. We 
are hoping in Kansas City to adopt our bylaws, which will create a 
vice-chair and secretary as well. So that is how the vice-chair came 
about. I am a new member to the Committee. I was sworn in on 
December the 1st or 2nd, so I have been vice..chair for three months, 
walking into something that was brand new to me. Although I 
followed the act, when you actually get into where the operation is, 
it is a little different from following it on paper. 

Mr. RALEY. Do you have copies of the letters that you have 
written requesting responses regarding NAC appointments? 
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Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes. 
Mr. RALEY. Would you be willing to supply those for the record, 

and if you have other attachments you would like to include, we 
would appreciate it. 

[Informat.ion requested follows:] 

UNITED STATES DEPARtMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMII':IISTRATlON 

WI\TIONAL ADVISORY COMmTTEE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

March 14, 1978 

The President 
The White House 
\~ashington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

The first National Conference for selected members of State Juvenile 
Delinquency Committees was held February 28 through March 3, 1978, in 
Reston, Virginia. Forty-nine of fifty states participated. This con
ference ~Ias co-sponsored by the National Advisory COlll1littee and the 
Juvenile Delinquency Office. During those three days an unmeasurable 
amount of knowledge was exchanged between the participants and members 
of the National Advisory Committee. A line of communications was 
definitely developed which I feel will make a great contl'ibution to the 
field of Juvenile Justice. 

For the first time in three years, all tl1enty-one positions of the 
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention are filled. However, on March 18, 1978, seven of those terms 
expired.- Three members (Mr. John Florez, Mr. Tim Davis, and myself as 
Chair) have been selected as a Liaison Committee with the White House. 
By unanimous vote of the Committee on March 3, 1978, I was urged to seek 
an appointment with you at the earliest possible time to discuss the 
upcoming vacancies and other related matters. Due to the urgency of this 
matter, I a\1ait a response from your office in the very near future. I 
can be reached at 803-669-6971. 

4
in rely your:;;, r# ....------ . / -r: 
~~/. ~ 

Barbara T. Sylvester 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE. ;'ND 
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HOUSE EEGA?DING THE STATUS OF THE SEVEVEN OUTSTANDING 
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SHARE ~lY CONCEP.N THA? THZ NEW CA?iEE ADmN lSTA'rI ON· 
A?PONIN'rTEES TO 7HE CQ[1MITTE BE ABLE TO PA?'tlCIPATA'I'E FULLY IN 
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PER50/>;NEl. OFF! CEo COMPl..E71 ON OF EACKGROUND INVES.l Gt'.71 ONS 
AND OTHER MATTERS MAKE UNTIMELY THE TENTIlTlVEJ..Y SCHEDUL::'O 

I P.ECOMHEND A LA"E JUNE: OR JULY DATE FO;:1 'tHE NEXT MEETING. 
IF IN YOUR COLLECTIVE JUDG1~ENT SUCH A SUMI':!!.::' MZEilNG 15 NOT 
POSSIBLE, THE MEETING SCHEDULED OF~ I1AY 1IIILL BE COMBINED 
1II17H THE AUGUST MEETING IN REGlm~ VI. 

I l<NOW .HAT THIS SE'l' OF ftPPOINTEES '!,IlLL. MAKE A REAl.. CON'tRl
BUrION AND TO Hap ASSURE THEIR SUCCESSFUL PAR7'lCIP;\TION wE 
WIJ..L SCHEDULE COMPREHENSIVE B?IEFIl\:GS .1l.'l'H 'rHE!1. 11m3 THEY 
11111..1.. ARRIVE A7 THE MID-SUMMER OR AUGUST MEETING lo!1.'i'Tl A 
~UNNING START RATHER THAN COLD IN tHE BLOCKS. 

PL~ASE. INFOEM 11E NO LAIER TH;'t~ F.PEIL 7 nEG??CING YOU? 
SCi'EDUL!,NG DECISIO~l SO TB •• ! 1 AS THE DES] Gt\t\'.:ED FEDE-FAL 
:tEP?ESEN'1'ATlVE MAY FLAN NY CALE,NDi',F. .~CC;O.F.Dll'iGLY. ~ WILL 
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DIANA TAMEZ 
2909 FHEDERICKSBURG RD 
BLDG 23 APT 4 
SAN ANTONIO TX 78201 
THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE COMPOSED Of BERNADETTE CHAVIRA, JUDGE SEMSKl, 
GEORGE BELITSOS AND MYSELF MET wITH JOHN RECTOR ON APRIL 10. HE FEEL IT 
IS IN THE 6EST INTEREST OF ALL PARTIES FOR THE HAY HEETING TO BE 
POSTPONED UNTIL JULY 12 13 AND 14. FURTHER INFORHATION WILL BE 
FORTHCOMING 

BARBARA SYLVESTER 
VICE CHAIR 

17123 EST 

HGMCOMP MGM 
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UNITED S'l'ATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONM. ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUEnCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D. C, 20531 

April 27, /978 

John Rector, Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention 
LEAA 
Room 452 
633 lndi ana Avenue, N .l~. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Dear John: 

On behalf of the Executive Comnittee of the National Advisory 
Committee, 1 would like to express our appreciation for the considera
ble amount of time you spent with us Monday, April 10th. Although a 
number of issues were resolved and the information l'lhich you provided 
was very helpful, several troublesome questions still remain. In the 
interests of. preserving a harmonious relationship, vlhich I feel is 
imperative, between the Committee and the Office, i ~/Ould like to have 
your views regarding the following matters so that we can get on ~Iith 
the work of the Committee in a meaningful and productive fashion. 

a) I have interpreted your references to the establishment of pro
cedures for communication bet\1een the Committee and the Office to sug
gest that some written documents describe these procedures. I have been 
unable to find a proposal or agreement of this sort in my files and would 
find it most helpful if you could provide me with a copy. If you find 
no such procedures exist and feel that they should, perhaps you Ylould 
be kind enough to f0l1ard your recommendations to the NAC. I would also 
appreciate some general guidelines and illustrations of the types of 
requests which you fepl should be dealt ~Iith by direct communication 
bebleen yourself and the Chair and those 11hich can be handled directly 
by the contractor so that future requests for assistanci! can be handled 
easily and ~Iithout misunderstanding. 

b) It is my understanding, based upon your discussion with the 
Executive Committee, that I'le can no longer rely upon Office staff for 
assistance l'lith agenda development, conference planning, research activ
ities and the like. As you have suggested, we are developing specifica
tions for an RFP for futut'e Committee staff sUJJPort under contl'act. In 
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the meantime, hO\~ever I can imagine occasions in ~Ihich the Office ~Iould 
be the only source of support services crucial to the effective function
ing of the Committee. For example, subcommittee chairs may \'Iant to con
sult with Richard Van Duizend and Bud'dy Howell concerning their respect
ive areas of responsibility. I think it's important that \~e understand 
very clearly whether or not the NAC can expect to receive any staff assist
ance in sllch instances and, if so, if it "is your preference that these 
contacts be preceded by a communication bet\~een me or the ne\~ Chair and 
yourself. 

c) In,order to assist us in developing a staff'jng plan and related 
workplan, it would be helpful if you shared ~Iith us your expectations 
concerning the Committee. Responses to the recent meeting with the State 
Advisory Groups in Reston suggest to us some concrete \1ays in \'Ihich the 
NAC could accomplish objectives which we have already identified -- to 
strengthen its role to build a constituency for delinquency prevention and 
improvements to the juvenile justice system, to facilitate input to OJJDP 
from the local level, to coordinate and provide means of communication 
among state advisory groups and to assist state advisory groups in defining 
and carrying out their mandated responsibilities. Do you agree that these 
are appropriate roles for the NAC and would you encourage the Committee to 
pursue them? Hhat specific work products do you think the NAC should be 
producing?}Jhat format do you see as appropriate for the Committee's 
annual recommendations and how should they be disseminated to the public? 
(I am asking this in part because we do not have any information o'n the 
~tatus of last year's NAC report -- whether it is to be published, made 
available to the public or whatever.) 

d) To get away from "pie in the sky" and to draw up a realistic 
staffing plan, we need to know what amount of money has been set aside in 
your budget for the NAC for FY79 and 80. 

e) Finally, the Committee is most anxious to hear from you about the 
status of the Coordinating Council. Has a'meeting'date been set? Is there 
a role the NAC can play in assisting I'lith the I'lork of the Coordinating 
Council ? 

As you know, due to foot surgery' last week, I am somel'lhat incapacitated 
at this time. I am using this opportunity to focus upon the questions 
raised in our discussion so that the NAC and the Office can continue to 
work closely together within our respective roles. A meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Committee to develop the RFP has been scheduled for Nay 5th. I hope you 
can respond to these questions before that date. 

I look fon1ard to hearing from you and very shortly hope to 
provide you with comments from NAC members regarding the Guidelines. 

IHth I~arm personal regards. 

~vl-;vw<-~ra T. Sylvester 
Vice Chair 

cc: NAC Nembers 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT Of JUS::lCE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUEr-.CY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20531 

Ns. Barbara Sylvester 
Vice Chair 
National Advisory Committee 
for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 

510 Camellia Circle 

JUN 1 6 1978 

Florence. South Carolina 29501 

Dear Barbara: 

Please accept my sincerest apologies for the delay in formally 
responding to your letter of April 27, 1978, regarding the 
National Advisory Committee, As you know, unfortunately my 
schedule \~as such that I ~!aS unable to meet with you personally 
the last time you \~ere in the Office. Howevel', I did instruct 
my staff to respond to each of your questions on my behalf 
during your meeting. If in your judgment their response \'1as 
not satisfactory, I will be pleased to discuss these matters 
w·j th you the next time we meet. 

I have enclosed for your information a copy of my response to 
a recent letter from John Florez concerning future support 
services for the National Advisory Committee. With regard to 
the Coordinating Council, the Attorney General has scheduled a 
meeting for June 22, 1978. Under the Juvenile Justice Amendments 
of 1977, the Coordinating Council is directed to review the 
programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the 
degree to which they are consistent with Sections 223(a)(12) and 
(13) of the Juvenile Justice Act. Discussion of this new direction 
will be the primary agenda item for the meet'jng, Any support the 
National Advisory Committee can provide to the Coordinating Council 
in fulfilling its mandated responsibilities would be welcomed. 

1 1 ook for\~ard to meet; ng with you and the other Nati onal Adv; sory 
Committee members in July in Kansas City. 

Witl"t,g;;;'A~ 
Joh M. Rector 
Adm

J
' i strator 

Off ce of Juvenile Justice 
an Delinquency Prevention 

Enclosure 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUYElliLE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20531 

June 22, 1978 

John Rector, Administrator 
Office of Juveni1e Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention 
Room 452 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W, 
Washingt.on, D,C. 20531 

Dear John: 

Please find enclosed a revised version of the Agend~ for the 
Kansas City meeting. The revisions have been made in response to the 
very helpful suggestions of the members of your staff who met wHh me 
during a recent,trip to Washington and in light of the uncertainty 
surrounding the timing of the appointments of the nel'/ members. .; 

As you have quite accurately pointed out on several occasions, 
meaningfu1 and successful participation of both new and present 
members in the l'lork of the Committee, as mandated by the .luvenile 
Justice Act, requires that they be informed members. It is, however, 
our understanding that members of your staff, representing various com
ponents of the Office, will no longer be attending our meetings to 
make presentations regarding their activities. Given these circumstances, 
I am requesting that from no\'/ on, prior to meetings, the Committee be 
supp 1 i ed l'li th short, conci se bri efi ng papers descri bi ng the status of 
activities in each of the program areas in which the Committee has an 
interest. I am referring to: 

- the National Institute, including its 110rk on standards 
- the Formula Grants and Technical Assistance program 
- Special Emphasis program 
- Policy, Planning and Coordination (including Concentration 

of Federal Effort) 

Such materials I'/Ould be extremely helpful in providing orientation 
to nel'l members and in keeping the Committee as a \'Ihole up to date so 
that it can effectively discharge its responsibility to advise the 
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Administrator, to conduct the \~ork of the subcommittees and to make 
meaningful recommendations, as reqUired, on an annual basis concerning 
the analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs 
and the comprehensive plan for such programs. 

We are very anxious not to unnecessarily burden the Office so that 
it, too, 'is able to discharge its responsibilities. 1 cannot think of 
any appropr'iate outsi de source for such informati on, h(J>(ever, and if the 

omembers of the NAC are to come to meetings prepared to ~19rk, they ~Iill 
need this informaCion ahead of tillie. 1 am also convinced that written 
materials \~i1l not only propel'1y inform the NAC about the operations of 
the Office, but win III so serVe to reduce the possibility that any mis
understandings may arise. 

Because the Kansas City meeting is soon upon us, I l'Iould appreciate 
hearing from you abo'.ot this as soon as possible. I will be in Washington 
the first part of next week and ~/ill call you at that time. 

Hith ~Iarm per~ds. 

~~. !~"J'j / ° <;t; ~~tt-L .' ~~ara T. SylvesteOr 17<" , 
Vice Chair ° 

National Advisory Committee 
for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 
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CO;';:'lITTEE SPONSORED TR.l\VEL At:D ATTEilD·\'ICC: AT CONFERENCES 

In accordance \'lith guidelines recently adopted by the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and De1ir,qt:ency Pl"evention, the follO'.'ling guide1incs 

. concerning travel and attendimce at COnfel"enCeS, sYl"posia, conventions, 

and meetings ~Iere approved by the Ex~cutive Co~,clittee for use by tha 

National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency PI'cven

tion (the Co~ittee). 

1. A melTlber of the Co~!:nittec way speak on behalf of the Com:id ttee only 

when requested to do so by the ExecutiVi! COi':::,ittce 0\" \'Ihcll quoting polici(!5 

and ,'econ;mendations fonnally app!'oved by the full CG;,~·littee. If a 

member is publ icly introduced (I\' identified as a merrbci' of the Committe::>, 

but 1S not officially authorized to .speak on behalf of the Co;r.rnittee, hc 

or she must qual ify his or her statements 1'.5 not refl ecting the vim-IS of 

the COITlloittee, unless such staten,ents reflcct policies and reccr,,!,~endations 

formally approved by the full CO;Tmittee. 

2. No travel expense:, consultant fees, 01' other remunel'ation 1-:i11 ':-e 

paid to rne;;:!Jers I-lithout the fornal advance ap.'l'ova1 of the Executive 

Commi ttee except as such payment relates to resular attendance at full 

CorPJnittee r.:eetings sch;:duled '.'lith the approval of the Executive Co::::nTttee. 

3. Attendolnce at confet'cncp.s \"~ll not be authorized I'Jhen the primary 

benefit is to the individual ratl',et' than to the accof.lplishment of the 
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Committee's overall objectives. Payment will be authorized for only 

those fees that are necessary to cover the actual cost of a member's 

participation in any given conference . 

4. Attendance at conferences vltll not be authorized in lieu of or 

for receipt of personal benefit$, incentives or rewards for past or 

present performance. 

5. ~Ihen travel and attendance at conferences is authorized, efforts 

will be made to minimize associated travel expenses by designating as 

participants members \-,ho are located at or near the conference site. 

6. The number of members participating in a conference l'Iill be limited 

to the minimum required to relate the information obtained from the 

meeting to the achievement of the Committee's overall objectives. In all 

instances, the number of members attending anyone event will be kept to 

the absolute minimum necessary. As a rule, no more than orie member \-lill 

be authorized to represent the Committee at a conference. It \-lill be 

the responsibility of those attending a conference to prepare a trip 

report for revie\-I by the Executive Committee. The report must be of 

sufficient detail to communicate to others the purpose and results of the 

trip, and to justify approval of vouchers for reimbul'sement of expenses. 

7. Corolmittee members \-lill not be authorized to speak at conferences 

\-/hen excessive registration fees are 'being charged. It is pal'ticularly 

important that the fees )'eflect actual costs in conducting conferences. 
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The Committee will not participate in or support meetings that exclude 

large nu~bers of possible beneficiaries because of excessive fees charged. 

B. Particular attention will be given to meetings held overseas. 

Attendance by Cor.:;nittee members \-lill be held to an absolute minimum con

sistent I'lith the accomplish:.1ent of the Committee's overall objectives. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Barbara within a short time, I hope, that we can 
have a wrap-up of this, perhaps, as certain of the former witnesses 
return. If you could stay with us, rather than pursue your testi
mony or response to questions further at this time, let's defer that, 
if we may I don't know that we will get to it since we are stacking 
witnesses up like planes on a runway but hopefully we can. Perhaps 
our questions later in the afternoon can relate to some questions 
that have already been posed by you and others. 

Ms. SYLVESTER. That is fine. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you. 
Mr. Christopher M. Mould, General Counsel, YMCA/ National 

Collaboration for Youth has been in a holding pattern for some 
time. We are most pleased to have you. If you would, please 
introduce your colleague. We look forward to your statement. 

Mr. MOULD. Thank you Mr. Chairman for permission to land. 
[Laughter.] 

[The Statement presented by Christopher Mould follows:] 
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STATEMlpNT PRESEN'I'ED :BY CHlUSTOPHEIl. M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL 
BOARD. OF YMCAs, BY NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, ON BEHALF OF THE 
FOLLOWING ORGANIzA.TIONS: BOYS' CLUBS OF AMERICA, CAMP FIRE GIRLS, INC., 
GIRLS CLUBS OF AMEJUOA, INO., GIRL SCOUTS OF THE U.S.A., JEWISH WEL:FARE 
BOARD, ~ATIONAL BOARD OF YMCAs, NATIONAL BOARD, YWCA, REO Cnoss 
YOUTlI SlmVICE PROGRA.MS 

Mr. Chairman, it is with pleasure that we accepted your 

invitation to share with this distinguished Cownittee the views" 

of private non-profit agencies on the operations of LEAA's 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This 

testimony is expressly endorsed by the following members of the 

National Collaboration for ~outh, a coalition of twelve major 

v~luntary national youth-serving"organizations: 

BOys' Clubs of America 
Camp :Fire Girls, Inc. . 
Girls Clubs of America, Inc. 
Girl Scouts of the U. S. A. 
Jewish Welfare Board 
National Board of YMCAs 
National Board, YWCA 
Red Cross Youth Service Programs 

OVer 30 million girls and boys are served by the voluntary 

youth organizations in the Collaboration. These boys and girls 

are a diverse and broad cross-section of ~~is nation's young 

people from rural and urban areas, from all income levelS, and 

from all ethnic, racial, religiOUS and sociar backgrounds. The 

experience our organizations have gained over the decades in 

serving youth is a valuable resource that can be tapped in 

cooperative ventures with federal l~adership and funding in the 

implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act of 1974. 
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We have the experience of working with children and yoUth, 

many of whom are poor - - poor in economic resources, poor in 

spirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienated, children 

who are troubled, and children who get into trouble. 

We have the expertise of more than 40,000 full-time 

professional staff, both men and women, who believe in the 

importance of their work in youth development, many of whom are 

particularly committed to the need for diverting children from 

our outmoded American juvenile justice system. 

We have the services of five million volunteers, men and 

. women dedicated to helping young people grow and develop into 

contributing citizens in their own right. Many thousands of 

these volunteers are concerned business and professional leaders 

across this country, who serve on our local a .. d national boards 

of directors. These are men and women of substance, who genuinely 

ca.re and actively support programs designed to help the youth of 

Anlerica. They realize that this is the only next generation we've 

got. 

Through national leadership turning the spotlight on the 

problems of those most in need, we have increasingly used our 

resources to provide positive program opportunities and 

environments for a wider spectrum of young people. Our organiza

tions have billions of dollars in capital investment in equipment 

and facilities. Billions of program dollars have been effectively 

spent by our organizations. Within the last decade, the needs of 

--

32-505 0 - 78 -11 
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the youth who are most troubled and alienated, hnve been high

lighted and our programs adjusted to meet them. The Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has helped us deepen our 

commitment and build our capacity. We have broadened o~r approaches 

to concentrate more efforts with those in the greatest need. 

The member organizations of the National Collaboration for 

Youth have had the opportunity to work with the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP·) since its establishment 

after the passage of the 1974 legislation. The creation of the 

Office itself has provided a focal point for various components 

of the feaeral involvement in the )uvenile justice field, although 

. a great deal more needs to be done in this regard. 

The' member organizations of the National Collaboration for 

Youth have identified four major areas of concern with the current 

operation of LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention (OJJDP). 

PrivatefPublic Partnership 

Our first concern with the operation of OJJDP is the need for 

the Office to view the priyate voluntary sector as a major 

contributor to the implementation of the Special Emphasis Programs, 

as mandated by the Act. Our experience has sho·.m that when the 

private sector is involved as a COllaboration with the public sector, 

there is a difference in the quality and accessibility of the 

programs. The National Juvenile Justice Program Collaboration 

(NJJPC) .~unded under the special emphasis initiative on status 
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offenders, is a good example of what can be accomplished when 

an effort is made to involve the private voluntarY ·~ector in 

serving youth-at-risk. NJJPC, in its first two years, has also 

show~ that collaboration both within the private voluntary sector 

and between the public and private ·sectors can happen on the local 

and national lev~ls and that, at the local level, it can make a 

difference in how comnunities respond to youth-at-risk. 

In 1975 LEAA awarded funding to a ~ollaboration of 16 national 

agencies proposing to deliver community services by forming and 

supporting local collaborations focused on the issue of the status 

offender. Five project sites were established: Tucson, Spartanburg, 

Oakland, Spokane and Connecticut. 

. An evaluation conducted by the Center for Applied Urban 

Research, University of Nebra.ska at Omaha concluded that all·" local 

collabor~tions were successful in achieving organizational develop

ment and program planning as called for in the proposal." 

BA key element in each of the lo~al collaborations was tne 

relation to the public agency responsible for services to 

deinstitutionalize status offenders." The public agencies dealing 

with community care for status offender~ viewed the effort. as long 

over-due. Their support and respect enabled the agencies to 

establish cooperative working relationships with the public sector. 
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Programs were implemented in all sites with over 1,000 status 

offenders and children-at-risk served. More than· 2,900 co)nmunity 

leaders and youth program staff for. both public and non-profit 

agencies attended capacity-building training sessions. 

The five local collaborations were able to plan and implement 

116 different programs in 14-18 months in widely scattered 

communities. In three of the five sites, there Was an increase of 

positive att!tudes. @out not-for-profit agencies mixing status 

offenders with other children. These individuals, whose attitudes 

changed, are the decision-makers in their communities"and thus 

their change of attitudes is significant. 

Before the collaboration's involvement, Tucson, for example, 

had never conducted an intensive youth needs assessment. The 

co!laboration contracted with ~ research firm to develop a massive 

questionnaire and recruited and trained volunteers to conduct the 

survey. The results were collected and tabulated and are now in 

the .process of being publish~d. 

The cop.tinuation of the program will rely heavily on the data 

gathered in the survey i~ the planning for direct services. 

Another example of the benefits of these collaborative efforts 

is in Spokane. Acting on the assumption that youth problems are 

family p~oblems, the agencies in Spokane developed a family 

·survival kit" and made it available to families who, for various 

reasons, would not or could not attend counseling services. It 

included'concepts of normal adolescent behavior and. communications 
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systems. This served families who did not need intensive 

counseling and helped and encouraged those who did to seek it. 

The Spartanburg Collaboration developed a "jail watch program" 

run exclusively by volunteers. Agencies took turns to call the . 

jails twice a week to locate status offenders. Because of their 

direct relationship with the youth agencies, these volunteers were 

able to help place the youth into emergency temporary foster care, 

shelters or with their parents. That collaboration is now training 

additional potential foster parents to facilitate placement of 

status offenders. 

The fact that private voluntary agencies ar: part of the 

community and remaih so even after a specific progra~ grant expires 

contributes greatly to the long term effect of that program. The 

commitment on the part of the agency continues and with it the 

emotional support for the youth involved. That dimension can only 

be added by a private agency having available the resources of 

program volunteers and volunt,eer leadership who are closely rooted· 

in the community and are willing to share their time and expertise. 

We have demonstrated the utility of public/private collaboration. 

We call on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

to expand and enhance public/private agency collaboration through 

'use of its Special Emphasis funds, training funds and its 

influence with the SPAs. 

The ~elationship between the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention ~d the Task Force of the National Juvenile 
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.Justice program Collaboration has been excellent. The supportive 

attitude has been helpful and is appreciated. We hope to continue 

and enh~ce this re~ationship in the future. 

~ormula Grant Disposition 

Our second concern is more with the SPAs than with the OJJDP 

and the use of formula grant funds. 

A. Funding,of Prevention Programs 

xt has come to our attention from our local affiliates 

and our regionally-based staffs that the decision-making of many 

SPAs on the .distribution of the formula grant funds is inconsistent 

with the spirit and letter of the Act, particularly around 

delinquency prevention. Although the Act places a strong emphasis 

on prevention and the 1977 Amendments further that emphasis by 

expanding'the definition of prevention programming to include all 

youth who would benefit from such programs, several SPAs have not 

made prevention a priority in·their grant making. We wopid urge 

that OJJDP encourage SPAs to give more attention to delinquency 

prevention programming. 

B. Funding of Multi-Service Private Agencies, 

We would further urge that OJJDP encourage SPAs to give 

stronger support to multi-service private agencies as an important 

component in a community's prevention strategy. Clearly, the 

failure of the States to involve p.~ivata agencies more is not due 

to lack of funds if one compares thG £ormula grant funds awarded 

the States with the amounts the States hav~ spent. 

Special benefits come from delivering Gervices to a target 

group through rul agency Which regularly pruvides many types of 

services' and prvgrams to a broad population. There is the opportunity 
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for learning by example from peers with more positive patterns 

of behavior. There is the possibility of moving a young person 

out of'a specialized program into the regular programming without 

any break in attention and support. This is not possible through 

agencies which ar~ solely crisis-oriented or provide primarily 

foster care or shelter. 

Coming from another angle, multi-service agenc:j.es 'can 

provide a comprehensive response to a young person who may need 

attention to problems at school, in social relations, with health 

matters and may need an outlet for creative abilities that have 

been stifled by overwhelming or immediate problems. 

Expanded involvement of multi-service private agencies would 

be consistent with the 1977 Juvenile Justice Amendments' inclusion 

of all youth in the definition of delinquency prevention programming 

and with the basic mandate of the Act to encourage the involvement 

of the voluntary sector. This involvement of multi-service agencies 

would enhance a comprehensive approach to positive youth development. 

Grant Application Process 

~he'tllird concern is with the grant application process for 

the fo~ula grant funds a~~inistered by the State Planning Agencies 

(SPAs) and the Special Emphasis grants administered directly by 

OJJDP. The current grant application process tends to be so 

complicated that many private agencies are inhibited from even 

making an attempt to submit a grant application. Those private 

agencies that do apply for a grant frequently discover that an 

in~.dinate amount of staff time is consumed in fulfilling the 

narrative and informational requirements set by OJJDP and any 

additional~requirement that may be set by the SPAs~ 
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A. Special Emphasis Grants 

For example, last year's (1977) Special Emphasis initiative 

on delinq~ency prevention req~ired a "Problem Definition and Data 

Needs" section that SOlOe of our local affiliates found excessive. 

Moreover, the application required information that waS not juot , 

difficult to obtain but, in som~ instances, did not exist in the 

form required by OJ~PP. For example, infant mortality rates are 

not usually kept at the level of the target community as defined 

in the application guidelines. 

In addition, the grant process is not truly an open one. 

For example,' by unwritten decision, OJJDP did not intend'to award 

delinquency prevention grru1ts to any jurisdiction that had received 

grants under the previous initiatives of deinstitutionalization of 

statu~ offenders or diversion. Yet, local non-profi~ agencies in 

such cities invested substantial amounts of staff time developing 

proposals for the delinquency prevention initiative, unaware that 

no serious consideration would be given to their proposals. 

It is not unusual for such proposals to include 100 p~ges 

of text including required demographic data, time charts, supporting 

letters, etc. Not only is this a questionable use of limited 

resources', it discourages the voluntary sector from pursuing 

cooperation with the public sector. 

The critical effect on the private volun~ary sector of a 

grant application process that is needlessly complicated is two-fold. 

First, it seri~sly impedes access to fundS intended, in, part, for 

utilization by private agencies as expressly set out in the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1977, as amended. 
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The second effect of an excessivelY complicated grant 

application process is to increase the amount of time ~he SPAs 

and OJJDP need to review the application and act upon it. Frequently, 

this review/decision making time exceeds LEAA's own time guidelines 

for acting upon pro~osals. The applicant agency is thus frequently 

left in abeyance, making any further action on its proposed 

project difficult. 

For example, the delinquency prevention draft guidelines 

were circulated in June of 1976, and the initiative announced in 

November of 1976, with applications due January 31, 1977. Applicants 

were advis~d that announcement of awards would be made in mid-March. 

Then April, then May. However, the comp"lexity of the application 

~~d the difficulty of reviewing in excess of 300 proposals to fund 

15 was enormous. w~ were told informally,-incidentally, that OJJDP 

viewed this process as building a constituency. Nothing could be 

further from the case. When over 300 agencies, which had deyoted 

months to developing a proposal are turned down, they do not 

necessarily look favorably toward future relations with that funding 

source. As the end of FY '77 approached, announcements were f;i.nall~', 

made at the end of September, well over a year since ageucies had 

started to work on proposals. 

As this initiative involves national agencies working in 

5 - 10 local sites to serve young people in high-risk areas, each 

national organization was obliged to explain, over and over again, 

to 5 - 10 loca~ affiliates why it was taking so long and the 

purported cause of each delay. The unproductive use of staff time 

was considerable. 
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Once a grant is awarded, in too many instances, revisions 

are continually requested - frequently to the extent of virtually 

rewriting the ~ro~osal. This ~roblem seems to arise more from 

demands of the fiscul or grants management. offices of LEAA, rather 

than from OJJDP itself. 

The need to mesh OJJDP with LEAA seems ~o be the source 

of much of the cqmplexity of working with OJJDP, or at least, both 

the grantor and grantee attribute many of their difficulties to the 

procedures of LEAA itself. 

B. SPA Requirements 

At the State level, severa~ of our local affiliates and 

regionally-based national staff member!! have commented that the 

varying requirements set by the SP~s further increased the 

difficulty o£ submitting a proposal py a specified, and often very 

short, deadline. 

Training 

Our fourth concern is with the training program that is 

administered by OJJDP's National Institute of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). The first o~ several aspects of 

our concern is the lack of a clear focus of the program. The 

training initiatives to 'date have been very limited and seemingly 

are not cerived from a clear set of training guidelines. The fact 

that the NIJJDP has had no permanent training director for an 

extended period also contributes to th~ problem. 

A second as~ect of our concern with the training program involves 

the recipients of the training grants. To date, the bulk of the very 

limited t~plning funds have gone to universities and private 

consulting firms. We do not seek to individu&lly disparage these 
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grants. We do want to emphasize that if the training programs 

were offered by our type of agencies, the benefits to the target 

groups would be much greater. (We want to be clear that our 

agencies do not benefit fillancially from such acti vi ties. I Taken 

as a whole, as presently operated, such training programs do little 

to increase the knowledge and skill levels of the staffs and 

volunteers of local agencies who work directly l'lith youth. Our 

local affiliates and other private agencies continually cite the 

need for more training programs and better access to training . 

programs. Several staff members of SPAs have also cited·the 

critical training needs of local agencies, particularly the 

smaller agencies. 

By not involving the private voluntary sector in the 

planning and delivery of training services, NIJJDP is very limited 

in its ability to respond to the critical needs of program operators. 

These needs, moreover, are explicitly recognized in the Act itself •. 

Conclusion 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, our organizations would recommend 

and certainly hope for: 

1. Expanded emphasis in funding by OJJDP on programs and 

projects. encouraging collaboration between public 

agencies and private non-profit agencies; 

2. Significant increases in SPAs funding of delinquency 

prevention initiatives with formula grant funas; 

3. Expanded SPA funding of private multi-service agencies; 
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4. Serious efforts to simplify the grant application 

process for special emphasis grants and to better 

. integrate the fiscal/grants management requirements 

with program requirements; 

5. OJJOP encouragement and guidance to SPAS to simplify 

and make more uniform respective SPA grant application 

and administration requirements; 

6. Development of a focus for the National Institute's 

training program to mee-t the training needs of local 

agencies working directly with youth; 

7. Involvement of the private volunta~l service delivery 

agencies by the National Institute in both the 

planning and delivery of training services. 

Thank you for this opportunity to share our views and 

experience with the Committee. 

In conclusion, we would like to express our hope that the 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention would continue 

and accelerate efforts to involve our agencies in this very 

important area of service to youth, which is our reason for being. 

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
YMCA/NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, ACCOMPA
NIED BY MRS. MARTHA BERNSTEIN, GIRLS CLUB OF AMERICA 

Mr. MOULD. I am accompanied by Mrs. Martha Bernstein, from 
Girls Club of America, also the chairperson of the national program 
collaboration which I will be referring to in my statement. 

In the interest of time, we have submitted our prepared 
testimony. 

We are grateful for the opportunity to appear, Mr. Chairman, for 
a second time before this committee on oversight considerations. 
The prepared testimony is specifically endorsed by the following 
members, eight in all, of the national collaboration: Boys' Clubs of 
Americai Camp Fire Girls, Inc.; Girls Clubs of America, Inc.; Girl 
Scouts of the U.S.A.; Jewish Welfare Board; National Boards of 
YMCAs; National Board, YWCA; and Red Cross Youth Service 
Programs. 

These are all private nonprofit service delivery agencies which 
have been enlisted for decades in the struggle to prevent juvenile 
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delinquency and to help treat it when it does, in fact, occur. We are 
agencies collectively who work regularly with over 30 million young 
people in this country, with the help of over 40,000 professional 
staff and millions of private local volunteers. We are intimately 
familiar with the legislation, having participated in helping to 
formulate it back in 1973 and 1974. 

We have a vital interest in seeing it implemented fully and 
effectively. 

I want to focus on about four areas of concern reflected in the 
prepared testimony, Mr. Chairman. The first is the concern that in 
the operation of the OJJDP that there is a further need for 
recognition of the role that the private nonprofit sector needs to 
play in the total configuration of forces trying to carry out this act. 
There have been some starts made in recognizing that in the way in 
which the office has operated. We were encouraged this morning by 
some of the things Mr. Rector had to say in terms of the direction 
he wants to take on that, and indeed the fact that he expressly 
recognized the mandate of Congress set forth in the act very clearly, 
that the private nonprofit service delivery agencies have a vital 
stake and a vital capacity to help accomplish the whole intent of 
the legislation. 

One of the things we are pleased about is that in the last three 
years, with funding from the Office of Juvenile Justice, 16 national 
service agencies serving youth, have been conducting in five sites 
around the country, a program to accomplish collaborations at the 
community level in those five locations which will give a long-term 
enhanced capacity at the community level to deliver the services 
necessary for the deinstitutionalization for status offenders to be 
accomplished. . 

I thought if we had a few minutes, Mrs. Bernstein, who is 
intimately familiar with that might highlight the kinds of benefits 
we are seeing emerge in the program through those several sites. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. 
Mrs. BERNSTEIN. We have been operating, as I am sure you are 

aware, in Spokane, in Oakland, in Tucson, in Spartanburg, South 
Carolina, and several programs actually in the State of Connecticut. 
The emphasis of the program, as Mr. Mould says, is to increase the 
capacity of the traditional youth serving agencies to serve status 
offenders in a place they should be served in the community and 
also to encourage these agencies to advocate for these kids and for 
services for these kids within their communities. 

I was telling Mr. Mould at lunch today that we have had exper
iences in traveling around the country of talking to directors of 
these agencies in Tucson, in Spartanburg, and Spokane, saying 
when RFPs were delivered from the court and the public agencies 
two years ago about how the agencies would respond to service of 
status offenders, none knew, and if the same RFPs were delivered 
today, several agencies now, through their experiences as part of 
this project, know how they can serve these children within the 
community. The executive of the Girl Scouts in Tucson, Arizona, 
last year operated a program where she used status offenders as 
peer leader role models to young girls wjthin her own program. This 
year, there were no more program funds, as there shouldn't have 
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been, because these were d2monstration projects available through 
this project, so she and her board raised funds from within the 
community to continue this kind of effort. 

We consider this to be one example, and our prepared statement 
has other examples of community change, and I think it is recog
nized by the writers of this act and by this committee that the 
boards locally and nationally of these agencies represent commu
nity image makers and community decision-makers and when we 
have change within these agencies, we can look forward to change 
in delivery systems for all tht~ children in the U.s. 

If there are further questions, we would be happy to respond. 
Mr. MOULD. The second area of concern we have, Mr. Chairman, 

has to do with the formula grants fund disposition, and it really, I 
suppose, is more a concern with SPAs' behavior than with the 
Office of Juvenile Justice. That really has two aspects to it. 

The first has to do with the matter of funding of delinquency 
prevention programs. It has been our experience to date, based on 
what our affiliates tell us at the local level, that too many SPAs 
have simply not paid attention to this vital area of prevention, and 
more leadership, I think, is needed from all of us to try to influence 
the State level decision-makers to realize that prevention is critical 
in the implementation of this act. 

A second concern would be with both the Federal and State level 
that there be more attention given to the matter of funding of so
called multi-service agencies as distinguished from those who per
form a single service to meet a particular youth pathology. 

I think the fundamental reason we are concerned about that is 
not so much that we are multi-service-there are other multi
service agencies, public and private-but if you have a multi-service 
provider dealing with youth at risk or youth in trouble, the youth at 
risk or in trouble can be commingled, if you will, with peers not in 
trouble, and so you therefore have a positive model for behavior 
present in the same program. 

Also, as persons at risk, or who have been in trouble, come out of 
risk, or come out of trouble, they can make an easy and smooth 
transition into what we would call normal programs. 

We think both the Office of Juvenile Justice, as well as the SPAs 
need to take a hard look at that phenomenon and allocate more of 
their funding in the direction of the multi-service agencies. 

A third area of concern is really an echo of much of what you 
have heard today, and that is the complexity of the grant applica
tion process. In the case of private nonprofit agencies, it tends to be 
so complex that it inhibits their applying for funds at all. It is not 
uncommon, for example, in an application to have to provide in the 
area of 100 pages of demographic and other kinds of hard data. We 
found, for example, they want the infants' mortality kept on a 
neighborhood basis when they are not even kept that way. To go 
through that kind of exel'cise where an application can wind up 
being 300 and 400 pages in length, with, of course, no guarantee of 
any success of being funded is an enormous exercise and very 
frustrating. It tends to inhibit or impede the interest and ability of 
many nonprofit community service providers to get involved at all, 
notwithstanding their capacity to deliver if they are funded. 
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In the area of the special emphasis grants, we have had a tough 
time in many instances, although in the project Mrs. Bernstein has 
explained, we have had excellent personal relationships with staff 
of the Office. After working out some bugs in the system in the 
initial year or so, it has gone along quite well. 

We are concerned, as indeed Mr. Rector shared a concern, that 
there has been only one or two special emphasis initiatives a year, 
at least looking at the history of the Office. Again, complexity rears 
its head. Our efforts in the delinquency prevention initiative proved 
this over and over again. You get short time periods, extensive 
paper requirements, complex conditions, and we did encounter, at 
least in one instance, a real lack of openness in the competition. 

For example, it was not made known that there had been an 
interim informal decision to not award grants for prevention to 
jurisdictions that had been successful in prior initiatives in securing 
grants for deinstitutional and status offenders or diversion. 

Without that knowledge, over 300 agencies went to work and filed 
applications, again when the prospects were only for funding maybe 
15 proposals. 

So there is an enormous use of resources that could have been put 
to other use because of a lack of forthrightness in terms of what 
actual policy was within the Office. 

We hope that won't be repeated, and I think Mr. Rector is fully 
aware of that historic problem and will try to deal with it fairly. 

Again, as far as complexities, we have had the additional problem 
of trying to work in multi-sites that in addition to whatever require
ments the act imposes on grant applicants, and the Office, itself, 
imposes, you get additional requirements added on by the SPAs, 
and they will vary from State to State. If you are working on a 
multijurisdictional program or project, it compounds the problem 
certainly of a national agency trying to give technical assistance 
and guidance to a local applicant. 

Another area of concern we have is training. From the inception 
of the institute, the training aspect has seemed to flounder and has 
not as yet, to our knowledge, come to any focus as to what it is 
supposed to achieve and the probable outcome that should be 
achieved in terms of the act, and that has been compounded, I 
think, by the fact that the Institute has been lacking a director for 
some time now. 

In the early stages of trying to mount some training efforts, we 
think they totally missed the major areas of need, such as for 
training of staff of local delivery agents in ways that will help them 
maximize use of their own resources. Instead, we have had such 
things as suggestions that agency professionals be trained in some
thing like management by objectives. That might be useful, but it 
seems to miss the point of this piece of legislation. 

We would hope there would be substantial and ongoing consulta
tion with the private nonprofit agencies as the Institute tries to sort 
out training needs and the training initiatives it wants to launch. 

I would say in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, that we have a number 
of recommendations and indeed hopes. 

One, we would look for expanded emphasis in funding by OJJDP 
on programs and projects encouraging collaboration between public 
agencies and private nonprofit agencies. 
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Two, we would look for significant increases in the SPAs' funding 
of delinquency prevention initiatives with formula grant funds. 

Three, we look for expanded SPA funding of private multi-service 
agencies. 

Four, we hope for serious efforts to simplify the grant application 
process for special emphasis grants, and to better integrate the 
fiscal grants management requirements with program 
requirements. 

Five, we hope OJJDP encouragement and guidance to SPA to 
simplify and make more uniform respective SPA grant application 
and administration requirements will materialize. 

Six, we look for development of focus for the National Institute 
training program to meet the training needs of local agencies 
working directly with youth. 

And seven, we look for involvement in the private voluntary 
service delivery agencies by the National Institute in both the 
planning and delivery of training services. 

I want to thank you and the committee again for this opportunity 
to share our views, and we will be happy to answer any questions 
you may have. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. Thank both of you. 
I don't believe I have any questions, at least at this time, in view 

of the plans we now have. 
Our fmal witness, Flora RotlL.'nan, of the Juvenile Justice Task 

Force, National Council of Jewish Women, Inc. 
We are pleased to have you and look forward to your statement 

in whatever manner you might see fit to render. 
[The testimony referred to follows:] 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC. 
15 East 26 Street, New York, N.Y. 10010 

Testimony presented to the 
SUBCor11'1ITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

U. S. Hou!le of Repre"sentatives 
June 27, 1978 

Ny name ill Flol'a Rothman, and I chair the Justice For 

Children 'rusk Force of the National Council of Jewish Women, 

I also served for three years on the National Advisory COl1'.lIll.ttee 

on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and am a member 

of New York's state Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice. 

NCJ1~ believes that the Juvenile Justice ar.d Delin:tuency 

Prevention Act has been a constructive force. Not only has it 

focused efforts on 30me key juvenile justice problems, such as 

status offenders, but it has had more general benefits as well. 

It has Dude states and localities examine their systems more 

closely; it has encouraged comprehensive plar~ing of juvenile 

justice and youtn services; and it has helped develop an infor~ed 

citizen constltuency. NGJW has Shared these goals, and we be

lieve that much of the progress made i.n these last few years 

.is the result of the leadership COIlo""l'eSS has demonstrated in 

the JJDPA. 

Because 1fe believe in this effort so. strongly, we are 

particularly sensitive to problems which impede it. Therefore, 

though we feel the accowplishments have far outweighed the 

p~oblems, I will talk more about the latter. 

The deinstltutior~lization of statu3 offenders, ~hich 

Congress emphasized in the JJDPA, i3 a goel which we strongly 

end.o:'se. It is perhaps testimony to the effecti'Vene3s of this 

32-505 0 - 78 - 12 



172 

effort that opposition has gl'own more vocal. I.et me assure you 

that the support for deinstitutionalization has not diminished. 

I think it would be helpful to d~stinguish bet~een opposi

tion to the goal and dlsn5Teeroent with details of implementation. 

NCJW urges that you hold fast to the principle. It is a neoessary 

re~orm and is neither "radical" nor i~possible. 

"Then issueS of defini tlona and guidelines are debated, 

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delir.quency ~evention has 

the responsibility to determine which objections affect the 

~~~dernental tp~ust of the legislative mandate and which reflect 

iocal differences which can be accommodated without irnp~ding the 

effort. It is not always an easy distinction to·~ke. The 

OJJDP should be encouraged to negotiate on essentially tactical 

matters, but supported in its resistance to attempts to clrcumvent 

the basic goal. 

Turning to financ.ial matters, we ere concerned about two 

aspects: expediting the movement of f~~ds a~d aSGur!ng adequate 

app::,opr1aMor.ts. 

A5 to the first, there i3 a gene~al feelir~ that funds ere 

leaving ~lashington very slowly. We oennot say to What extent 

this is the result of OJJDP processes as opposed to general'.LEAA 

operations. Whichever the case, because it has a demoralizing 

effect and also threatens the stwvival of many community-Cased 

programs, He urge that the funding processes and pzoocedures be 

examined more closely to identify the bottlenecks. 

In regard to appropriations, we urge you to confo~c to 

the funding schedule outlined in the JJDPA. We remind you that 
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much juvenile justice money comes from maintenance-of-efrort 

funds. Decreases in LEAA appropriations therafore cut into 

the abil1ty to implement the JJDPA Elgenl\a, making full funding 

even more urgent. ,., 

We realize that the matter of LEAA reorganization may 

be beyond the pur¥iew of this'hearing, but the fact is that 

:.t·!:t1: 

"j • 

delays in resolving this mstter has a profound effect on juven:i.le' 
,,' ~.', . 

ju~tice programs. both in terms of long-Tange funding decisions 

as well as morale at the state level. ~ ". ~':~":. 

Another delay we would like to address is in the matter 

of Natior~l Advisory Co~ittee appointnents. This is a non

partisan complaint, may I note. since it has been a. problem'

in both this and the paat Administrations. 

. " 

The National Advisory Committee has had many growing 

pains on the way to the significant, independent role envisaged 

in the JJDPA--most particularly in the NAC':! struggle to acquire 

the funds 11;1a. pOloo'er to employ its O~ffl staff. Its efforts to 

fulfill its role are not e:!.ded by an appaZ'~nt la.clc of White 

Houge interest. FurthermoI'e, perceived. law priorIty impedes the 

effectiveness of the Federal Coordinating Council. The GAO's 

evaluation of preVIOUS Federal coordination efforts in juvenile 

justice emphasized the importance of a demonstrated commitment':·, 

on the pal"t of the President if c~ordlnation is to be accomplished.' 

In closing, we would like to comu~nd you for the ongoiug 

interest you have demonstrated in your oversight efforts, ar~ 

thank you for this opportunIty to present our views. 

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK 
FORCE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC. 

Ms. ROTHl\1.AN. I am pleased to be here. I must sey at this point in 
the hearing one is almost tempted to say, "I endorse this and that, 
and the other", and then keep quiet. 

But having sat here during the day, I am not going to keep quiet. 
In addition to the fact that I chair the Justice for Children Task 

Force of the National Council of Jewish Women, I also have served 
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for three years as a member of the National AdvisC"ry Committee. 
My term expired in March. 

I am a member of the State Advisory Committee ill. my own 
State, New York. 

We in the National Council of Jewish Women have been involved 
in the justice program now for, I would say, eight years, and that 
has included advocacy activity, community education, as well as 
some direct services. Based on our experience around the country, 
we would like to say that we feel the JJDPA has been the most 
constructive force in juvenile justice. 

We feel that it has focused interest, it has focused efforts, it has 
made States begin to look at the system, begin to develop the 
capacity for comprehensive planning which was not there before in 
the juvenile justice area, and we think it is very important too that 
it has helped to create an informed constituency. Because these are 
goals that we have shared as an organization, we really are most 
grateful to Congress for the leadership it has shown because we feel 
much of the progress that has been made in this area is a result of 
the legislation. .. 

Maybe because we feel about that so strongly, as I note in my 
flied statment today, we are going to ignore some of the accomplish
ments and look to the problems because we would like it to be 
pel'fect. 

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders is an area we feel 
particularly strongly about. We regard it as a possible goal and we 
certainly do not regard it as a radical one. 

You may have had some feeling that objections to it have grown 
stronger, but I would say not in number as perhaps decibel level, 
and we feel it is attributable to the success it has had. We think it is 
quite remarkable how many youngters around this country are no 
longp,r in training schools, are no longer in detention centers be
cause of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We 
would like to assure you that the support for that is strong. 

Of course, there are issues of definition and guidelines, and these 
have been referred to a number of times today. I think there are 
distinctions to be made between objections to definitions and guide
lines that refer to details of implementation as opposed to those 
which really are designed to circumvent the goal. 

We are very concerned that although the Office be encouraged to 
negotiate on matters of implementation that are minor, that they 
also be encouraged to stick by their guns when it comes to achieving 
the fundamental goal that Congress set, and we hope that Congress 
too will support effort to maintain that. 

It has been mentioned by several of those who testified today that 
much of the emphasis to date seems to have been on what might be 
regarded as the less serious offender. To some extent perhaps that 
is so at the Federal Jevel, although I must say that States in the use 
of their State funds have been using the monies to cover a wide 
variety of the needs within their States. 

But I would also like to suggest that there have been some 
benefits that go beyond, for example, the status offender. In my own 
State the head of the Division for Youth, which is cur You.th 
Correctional Agency, has felt that as minor offeners have been 



175 

removed from these large facilities, they are going to have a better 
understanding of those who are left, of the serious offenders, and 
what their needs are, and are beginning to feel a greater capacity to 
design programs for this more limited group, rather than trying to 
cover the gamut, as they had in the past, of the types of children 
who were in one large facility. 

If I may too, in regard to the serious offender, suggest that I 
would like to put in a good word for research. I know that the 
Governor had some feelings about the usefulness of it. The fact is 
that we really :know very little about how to deal with our most 
serious offenders in the juvenile area as in the adult area. 

We are not alone in our lack of knowledge. I think this is true 
around the world. I think there is a great deal to be learned about 
what works and what does not work, and I also feel there is a great 
deal to be learned by sharing this experience as it is researched and 
evaluated. It is very difficult to judge a program on the basis of 
what it says about itself because invariably they suggest they are 
very successful. The fact is that they may indeed be very successful 
for certain children and not for others. So I would urge that we 
keep that in mind as we develop priorities. 

I recall when the act was first passed there was great difficulty in 
funding and at the time Senator Bayh had a hearing at which the 
Director of OMB suggested that he might be more willing to give 
funds if somehow the Office were able to come up with what he 
described as a "magic potion." There are no magic potions. 

We have been concerned about a number of financial matters. 
Money does seem to be moving very slowly from Washington. Quite 
frankly, we cannot say whether that is a matter of Office processes 
or whether it is LEAA agency processes, but we urge that someone 
take a look at that and see where those bottlenecks are because it is 
very difficult for States to engage in long-range planning. But in 
addition to that, those delays are most threatening to the survival 
of community-based programs which do not have the base on which 
to continue to operate when there is a substantial delay in funding. 

We are also concerned that the level of appropriations be main
tained since so much of juvenile justice money in small J's comes 
from maintenance of effort, and as Safe Streets money goes down, 
that has a profound effect on juvenile programs, so it becomes 
extremely important that the Office of Juvenile Justice and its 
programs be maintained at an adequate level to support what is 
going on in the States. 

As a matter of fact, the total matter of LEAA reorganization, 
which is not what is going to be discussed here today I realize, has 
an effect on what is happening. We certainly look forward to that 
matter being resolved, because it is very difficult at the State level 
to deal with feelings of people who do not lu:.~)W what is going to 
happen to their agency next year. 

On the matter of delays, it goes beyond money. We too are 
disturbed in the appointment of National Advisory Committee 
members. May I say too, as I note it is a nonpartisan complaint, it is 
one that has occurred in the previous administration as well as in 
this administration. Therefore, one gets the feeling that it signifies 
a low priority in the White House in regard to juvenile justice 
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programs. This kind of low priority greatly affects the ability of the 
Federal Coordinating Council, for instance, to accomplish what the 
legislation apparently intended it accomplish. 

About a year or two ago the GAO did a study on previous Federal 
coordination efforts ill the juvenile justice area. It suggested in its 
conclusions that the key to the success of any such effort was the 
demonstrated commitment of the chief executive and they felt 
where that is lacking the coordination. cannot be successful. There
fore, I would hope that the White House is urged to display greater 
interest and concern with the juvenile justice area. 

In closing, I would just like to thank you for this opportunity and 
also to congratUlate you on your ongoing interest as you have 
demonstrated through these oversight hearings. I think that is an 
extremely important role and I wish you many more years of it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you. That is very kind. You are most 
gracious and we appreciate your very statement. Stay on with us, if 
you will. It may be that we would like to direct some inquiry to you 
later. 

Mrs. Rothman, I feel a little compelled to make a brief response 
to a part of what you and others have said maybe simply by way of 
apologizing or explaining. 

I am not arguing any of the points. I can see there are many, 
including yourself, Barbara, John Rector, Mr. Quinn, and many in 
this room full of people who really know more about this matter 
than I. I say. that quite honestly and forthrightly and not even 
apologetically. It is just a matter of fact. Many of you have dealt 
with youth crime prevention and delinquency and related problems 
for many years, and I have onlv been a member of this committee 
for less than a term of Congress and I am now in the process of 
trying to learn. 

But I must say, in part, that on this matter of 
deinstitutionalization that I am impressed first of all that is a most 
worthy goal, and secondly that I am pleased to be a member of a 
subcommittee of a committee of Congress that has endorsed that 
objective. Hopefully, it has made some significant contribution to 
the attainment of our overall goal throughout the nation. 

I hate to say "but." That always means you are going to start 
arguing with what you have just said. I do not mean it that way. I 
will say "however." However, two things occur to me that I would 
like to share with all of you. I keep talking with members of the 
staff and others and asking over and over again what we accomplish 
in terms of problems such as the illustration on the film tomorrow 
night, which you will see with your own eyes, of the rampant crime 
in the street.s of New York. You see these hardened people doing 
dispicable things over and over. You see the community in peril. 

I say, what are we doing about it? About all I really hear that we 
are doing is segregating people. I say that is good, that is fine, but I 
just hear it and hear it. That seems to be ab')ut the essence of 
everything that everybody talks about in this field. Although I am 
not attempting at all to downgrade it, I just want us to move on. 
That is good; let us hope that is moving well; but that is not really 
going to be a problem-solver. I think it can be a contributor, yes, but 
certainly not a problem-solver. 
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The other thing that I must share with you is that I think we 
tend to forget-and I almost wanted to say it when Governor Hunt 
was here but in deference to his time I did not-I wish we would all 
remember, whether we like it or do not like it in a given context, we 
nevertheless have a constitutjonal form of government, which is 
what we are about here today, is a government of enumerated 
powers, and the powers that are enumerated in that constitution 
and delegated to the Federal Government do not include crime. 
That is reserved to the State and local governments, so really all 
that we are about in that area is to furnish assistance to the States, 
if, in fact, we should be doing that. 

That is a question, and I am on the positive side of that question. 
But others are not, and they have a right to be where they choose to 
be. But at most, we', I think, can legally, constitutionally, only 
attempt to provide assistance to State and local government. We 
have no constitutional authority to do more than that really. 

I want us to do it and do it well, and I think we will continue to 
make that effort. It sometimes seems that deinstitutionalization is 
about all Congress is trying to get the States and local governments 
to do in this area. I endorse that but I do not think we can measure 
whether we have done a good job on the basis of a certain State 
going 71 percent of the way or 85 percent of the way or 94 percent, 
or whatever it is, in the area of deinstitutionalization. I think we 
are too hung up on just that facet of an overall problem, and hence, 
without meaning to demean that effort, I hope we won't make that 
the only flag this ship is flying. I am afraid we are tending to do 
that. 

Mrs. ROTHMAN. If I may, I would like to reply very briefly. First 
of all, I am concerned that if we do not measure, whether it is 75 or 
80 or 90, there will be inclination to go 25. Secondly, I quite 
understand the limitations on the Federal Government in regard to 
the States. Of course, the Federal Government can, in the distribu
tion of its money, encourage progress in certain areas which it dOAs. 

I would hope too, as Mr. Quinn suggested earlier today in his 
testimony, that the Federal Government exercise its leadership in 
regard to the Federal juvenile justice system, which is somethig 
that has concerned us, and S. 1437 has some juvenile justice 
operations that ought to be looked at in those terms. 

My last remark would be not only am I a resident of New York 
State, I am a resident of New York City. I am on the streets of 
Manhattan about five days a week. I recognize the kind of problem 
that is in tomorrow night's film, and it is a very real problem. 
Nevertheless, I must assure you that it is not something that I 
encounter every day. I encounter it very rarely, as most people in 
New York City do. I just want to put in a good word for the Big 
Apple becaue we are not quite at that level yet, although we usually 
provide certain demonstrations for the benefit of out-of-town visi
tors, if they would like. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. 'fhank you. 
Mr. Rector, I believe that gets us to the end of our list of 

witnesses. You have graciously agreed to resume your previous 
testimony. I know the staff members who are present had even 
from the beginning some questions they had hoped to ask and time 
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did not permit, so I will defer mine. I had intended to pass on to you 
some of the other questions that were raised by other witnesses. But 
before that, we will go back to the beginning and staff will question. 

Mr. RALEY. I did have a few questions on fund flow. I prefer not to 
ask all of them, but instead will submit most them for the record. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think a good number could be asked by 
interrogatories later. 

Mr. RALEY. We had asked Mr. Rector by letter to list the number 
of special emphasis programs funded in FY 1977 and 1978. If I am not 
mistaken, Mr. Rector said one of the problems that he encountered 
was that he could not spend FY 1978 money until he had spent FY 
1977 money. Yet in the list of programs that he presented staff in 
writing on June 20, 1978, he not only lists programs from FY 1977 
special emphasis funds but also some he has awarded from FY 1978 
funds. That seems in conflict with earlier testimony. 

[Information requested follows:] 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

EJ
-;i~-'-.""~ OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

1- .~, .. ~ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 
~ ~~". i . . 
"'''~ ~¢'. 

N/1f111fl,tJ 

JnJlll '20 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions 
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinqu~ncy Pre
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Educatlon.and 
Labor Committee Hearing. Attached are our responses WhlCh 
follow a reiteration of your questions. 

I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations. 

With ~rm regards, R. {; 
1 L1' ~ 
1 VVv r Vl \l..N \ (;J 

John • Rector t 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Ju~tice 

a1d Delinquency Prevention 

Enclosures 
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Question: 

12. What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among each of 
the existing special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 sinc 
FY 1975? COUld you provide the Subcommittee with a list of each 
special emphasis grant a\1arded for FY 1977 and FY 1978 with grant 
title, grant award, and grantee? 

Amounts of Federal money apportioned among each of the existing 
special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since FY i975 
are as follows: 

Deinstitutionalization of 
Status Offenders 

Diversion 

Prevention of School Crime 

Preven~ion 

Unsolicited Proposals 

Restitution FY 78 (Prujected) 

Special Emp,,,::;is award FY 1977 
Titl e/Grantee 

Fort Peck Prevention 
Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board 
Poplar, Mt. 

Youth Arbitration Center 
Hashington Urban League 
Hashington, D.C 

Operation Sisters United 
I'lational Council of Negro Women 
Washington, D.C. 

Model Committee Staff Project 
in Juvenile Justice 

Legis/50 
Englewood, Co. 

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program 
Nat'l Federation - Settlement Neighborhood 
Ne\1 York, NY. 

11 ,871 ,910 

8,556,919 

6,000,000 

6,190,473 

5,168,906 

24,430,122 

award amounted 

$176,796 

$401,613 

$375,653 

$666,006 

$469,323 



Aspira Prevention 
Aspira of America, Inc. 
New York, NY. 
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Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
Girl's Club of America 
New York, N.Y. 

Consortium for Youth 
United 14ay of Greater New Haven 
Ne\~ Ha ven, Ct. 

Positive Youth Development 
Boston Teen Center Alliance 
Boston, Nass. 

Girl's Coalition 
City of Philadelphia 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Tuskegee Institute Prevention 
Alabama Dept. of Youth Services 
Montgomery, Alabama 

An Alternative to Incarceration 
Sacramento Reg. Pl ann ing Council 
Sacramento, Ca. 

Youth Community Coordinator 
American Public Welfare Assoc. 
Washington, D.C. 

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project 
~Iayor's Office on Criminal Justice 
Boston, Na., 

Dallas County Delinquency Prevention 
Dallas County 
Dallas, Tx. 

Chicago Youth Service Alliance 
Chicago uept. of 'Human Services 
Chicago, Ill. 

Venice-Hest Prevention 
Venice Drug Coalition 
Veni ce, Ca. 

$518,506 

$304,974 

$402,951 

$373,228 

$401,715 

~43l ,413 

$29,125 

$200,588 

$960,000 

$400,350 

$500,000 

$500,000 
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Youth Services to Rural Area $76,000 
Tulare Youth Service Bureau 
Tulare, Ca 

Program to Prevent Juvenile $450,000 
Delinquency 

The Salvation Army 
.Atl anta. Ga, 

Special Emphasis awards FY 197B 

Juvenile Court Advocacy $117,098 
Open Harbor, Inc. 
Cambri dge. f4a.· 

Youth Diversionary Program 
Opportunities Industrialization Center 
Providence, R.I. 

Deinstitutionalization of Status 
Offenders 

Pima County Jtivenile Court Center 
Tucson, Arizona 

An Alternative to Incarceration 
Tahoe Human Services, Inc. 
South Lake Tahoe 

Juvenile Delinquency & Prevention 
Boy's Club of America 
New York, N.Y. 

S72 ,966 

$247,500 

S46,166 

$352,784 

Mr. RALEY. I am also interested in clarifying another point. John, 
in that letter of June 20, 1978, you did tell us that there were 19 
programs which had been awarded from FY 1977 funds. Yet, the 
Comptroller of LEAA tells us that as of May 30, 1978, there had 
been no funds awarded from FY 1977 special emphasis money. In 
addition to that, we received a copy of a letter Mr. Rector sent also 
on June 20, 1978, to Senator Culver which says there were 36 
programs awarded in FY 1977 from special emphasis funds. Per
haps our first question on fund flow is which, if any, of these replys 
are correct. Could you tell us, at this time, how many special 
emphasis awards have been made from FY 1977 funds? 

[Information requested follows:] 
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STATUS OF FU~IDS' ~OFFrCE OF JUVENTlE JUSTICE AND DELINOUENCY PREYE~:rrO:; 

(Amounts in thousands of dollars) 
(Except as Noted) 

SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRftRTS 
In Actual D~lars 

Appropr1 ated Awarded Expended 

ry 1!l7S 

ry If'6 
(& TQ) 

~ .. 1977 

F( 1978 

Total 

S 10.750,000 

19.296,000 

23.372.594' 

21.250.000 

74.668.594 

Hcuor::!:llc John C. Culv~r 
Chairr'an, SubcornitVa() to InVestigate 

Juwmi 112 D31 i nqw.mcy 

As of 5/31/78 

$ 10,722,776 

17,563.594 

() 

___ 0 

2?,29l5,370 

COliT.lHtcr. on tl1l1 Jlldl ci ary .,.' 
Un'l ttl': Stutes S:m<ltc 
l~shin~tQn, U.C. 20510 

Deilr !ir. ehe .. t r.:13n: 

As of 12/31/77 

$ 8.449,145 

7 .~17 .642 

o 
o 

16,266,787 

Source 0 f [;,]. a: 
Office of the 

Ccr.:;Jtroller, L~AA 

H2 are F1!!nsed to have the oPI'0rtutlHy to rUl'"hQl: clnl'ify c;u;;StiO:15 
l'cgar;;in~ to::! C'ffice of JuYcnil,) Justice end Dclir.Cjuclicy Pril'll;,ntion 
which you rais:-:d at the t';<lY 1 Judiciary Ct):..ni ttee. ilr. (i)';; I) 9 hus 
asked thD.t I, .:'s 1;'iscGiate A(!i1dnistr~tQl'" r:f LEt-J\, p~"lovi{J~ th~ 
necess,lry clarifications. {1~r respons()s fnllv\'l a reitel"Jtic.1 
of YO,lr qu·;s t~ [;I1S. 

r trust this inrorm,1tion Hill be useful to ycur d!:!lib<:l't'tioll:;. 

Hi th wa}",\1 l'e£arus " 

Jol~n n. :!~>ctcr 
Ad;'1ini!. tra1.Ij, 
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Question: 

2a. At a hearing before the Juvenile Deiinquency Subcommittee on 
April 27, 1977, OJJDP ~/as asked to provide the Subcommittee 
with an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant 
applicatiors which were received in FY 1975 an~ 1976 and 
which \'Iere ~/Orthy of funding. AccQr,ding to this analysis, 
the Office received 1,128 grants in FY 1975 and 1976. The 
Office found that 103 of these projects merited funding, 
but the Office was able to fund only 39 projects because 
of 1 imited availabil ity of monies for this purpose. 

\.las the special emphasi s grant program ~imi1 arly hampered 
by a lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975 
and 19761 Please provide for the record an analysis of 
the number of special emphasis grant applications determined 
to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 and 1978 and the 
number of projects actually funded. 

Answer: 

2a. The special emphasis grant program was not hampered, by a 
lack of funds for meritoriou!> prnjp.c:t.~~ rillring FY 1977 al'1d 
1978. This can be illustr'ated as follows: 

Carryover of FY 76 funds into ~~, 77 

'Special Emphasis 
Part C 
Part E 

TOTAL 

$15,463,000 
2,679,000 

. 1,524,000 

$19,666,000 

Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78 

Special Emphasis 
Part C • 
Part E • 

TOTAL 

$28,317,000* 
1,198,000 
8,145,000 

$37,650,000 

In response to the question concerning specii'd enlphasis grant 
applications determined to be I'/Orthy of funding during FY 1977 
and 1978 and the number of projects actually funded, the term 
~mrthy is highly subjective and cannot be addressed. In lieu 
of the requested information the following is offered: 

FY 1977 
FY 19?5 
FY 1978 

tiC!. of Applications 
Received 

450** 
62 

116 RestituHon 
I\pp 1 i ca t i on~ 

'* Inc1,,!des $5,088,000 of carryover from FY 76. 

No. of Grants 
AI'/arded 

36 
29 (to date) 
54 Estimated 

Restitution 

i* Approximated. r40st of the 425 Prevention Appl ications I~ent to 
Regional Offices. The Regional Offices have since closed and 
the records are not available. 



184 

Mr. ANDREWS. May I suggest rather than rudely interrupt you-I 
just glanced over the list of what I believe are questions and you 
and I and both of these gentlemen tend to be a little verbose-let's 
please not get into, any of us, long historical answers. Actually, that 
question could be answered with one word. Let's try to keep it, if 
you can, as brief as possible. We are very limited as to time. The 
question I believe is, how many? 

Mr. RALEY. How many projects have been awarded from FY 1977 
funds at the current time? We have three different answers and I 
would like to clarify which, if any, is correct. 

Mr. RECTOR. If I may--
Mr. ANDREWS. I will be like the judge and say, "answer the 

question". Then, if you would like to, explain. 
Mr. RECTOR. I am looking for a fund flow sheet that I received 

this morning. 
I am not sure I understand. You want to know the fund flows as 

of today? 
Mr. ANDREWS. No, just the nt'.mber of special emphasis grants 

awarded from FY 1977 monies-6 or 8 or 19 or zero. 
Mr. RECTOR. I do not think we have the total number. 
Mr. ANDREWS. If you will call them out I will add them up. 
Mr. RALEY. Can you tell us which answer is correct-your answer 

to Mr. Andrews, to Mr. Culver, or the one from the Comptroller? 
Mr. RECTOR. I can't tell you as of this moment the precise number 

of programs we have funded with fiscal year 1977 money. 
Mr. RALEY. I am asking awarded, not funded. 
Mr. RECTOR. That we have awarded or funded? 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you have anyone who would know the answer 

to the question? 
Mr. RECTOR. Obviously there are numerous quetions being asked 

today. I think we have a piece of paper that will respond to that. I 
do not have it as personal recollection. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you know of any that you have funded? 
Mr. RECTOR. Paul Quinn referred to a number of programs that 

had been delayed. There is a program called Track 2--
Mr. ANDREWS. I thought that was a razor. [Laughter.] 
Mr. RECTOR. It sounds like it. It's more or less jargon. It is not my 

way of describing it. It is the jargon the system uses. These were 
programs funded out of discretionary special emphasis monies that 
were developed in the Regions. There is one little item that h;;l.8 not 
been mentioned: the Regions were abolished. 

Mr. ANDREWS. We are trying to get now at what projecta hi~V~ 
been awarded. 

Mr. RALEY [continuing]. From special emphasis funds. 
Mr. RECTOR. For Track 2, which is special emphasis, we have 

awarded 29 projects as of last week. We have 54 projects to be 
awarded within the next few weeks, certainly by the end of July. 
The reason I mentioned the abolishment of the Regions, is that 
project was in midstream when the Regions were abolished. My 
staff last July recommended the entire project be abolished, as were 
the Regions. I decided and overrode everybody in the Office and said 
we would hang on to the project, delay it until after the formal 
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grant review process and pick it up later in the year. We picked it 
up again in March. That is the reason why there has been some 
delay on the Track 2. I see Gordon shaking his head. I can assure 
you that is the reason there has been a delay on Track 2. I will 
supply for the record the memoranda of the staff, Mr. Nader, and 
others recommending the project be abolished. 

[The information is on file and available for review by the public 
through the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.] 

Mr. RECTOR. We have started a timely procbssing of those 54 
applications. I have signed off on close to 30 in the last couple of 
months. We will soon have that up to 54. The total dollars involved 
are somewhere in the neighborhood of $5 million in special empha
sis monies. I will have to supply that at another point. 

Mr. RALEY. If I am correct, in earlier testimony you said you 
could not spend FY 1978 money until you expended FY 1977 money; 
is that correct? 

Mr. RECTOR. My understanding is we are duty bound to spend our 
dollars in a first in-first out manner. If the comptroller's office has 
submitted information to you and there is a conflict, obviously some 
of it is incorrect. We will submit for the record a clarification. It is 
little wonder. I am not going to take the full rap for a system that 
has conflicting procedures. I will submit, however, we took our best 
shot. 

Some of these States like New York have not even filed a fiscal 
fund flow paper, a so-called H-1 report, for a number of years-not 
months-years. It is no small task to develop the type of informa
tion that you are asking about. We took our best shot. If there is an 
inconsistency between what the comptroller's office submitted and 
what we did, we will clarify that for the record. It is a very complex 
area. You cannot talk about fund flow without talking about the 
strictures. 

You are just stressing problems in the Federal-State relationship. 
There is an OMB circular that prohibits us from mandating fund 
flow information on a project-by-project specific basis. Our agency 
has recently appealed that OMB circular and we were recently 
denied. We are reappealing through Director McIntyre to get better 
leverage on trying to get more specific information. 

I previously worked for a Member Cif the other body. He wanted a 
printout of LEAA dollars in his particular State. I called the 
Congressional Liaison Office at LEAA. They told me they did not 
have that kind of information because they could not mandate it 
because OMB, under the new federalism, didn't allow that. In a 
steadfast way we contacted the state planning agency in Indiana. 
What did we find out? They did not keep it because the feds don't 
mandate it. A lot of these things are catch-22. 

Mr. RALEY. In your testimony earlier you said one of the reasons 
you had problems moving money was that you had a high amount 
of carryover from previous years. The reason, you said, was because 
you had to spend FY 1977 funds before you spent FY 1978 funds. I 
have a wFitten answer from June 20,1978, to our question which we 
asked which says you had about 19 special emphasis programs 
awarded from FY 1977 funds, and then five, I believe, awarded from 
FY 1978 funds. That seems to contradict your testimony this 
morning. 
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Mr. RECTOR. I agree with you there is a contradiction. Let's clarify 
that. What I meant to say accurately on the question of first in, 
first out, that is not a problem. That is not a fund flo'.'! problem. 
That is an issue as to whether you can spend '78 before '77 . You still 
have the total amount of dollars at the same level. 

Mr. RALEY. The reason I was shaking my head regarding your 
statements about Track 2-and correct me, please, if I am wrong
it was my understanding, and I have just received a note that would 
seem to verify my understanding, that the Track 2s are Crime 
Control and not OJJDP special emphasis funds. 

Mr. RECTOR. Track Two is reverted special emphasis money. 
Mr. RALEY. Reverted from LEAA? 
Mr. RECTOR. As I described this morning the statute requires that 

money that reverts from formula grants is converted into our 
special emphasis pot. Track Two is special emphasis money. 

Mr. RALEY. LEAA or OJJDP money? 
Mr. RECTOR. It is OJJDP reverted money. The OJJDP formula is 

converted into special emphasis. It is a special emphasis project. We 
will submit for the record-I thought I had it with me and I am 
disappointed I don't-the breakout of each of the projects. They are 
allover the country. They are bonafide kinds of projects. 

Mr. RALEY. These are also one-word answers I suspect, if I could 
get a few in for the record. 

We have talked a little about the cancellation of a program 
dealing with youth gang problems, which I believe you cancelled in 
the fall of 1977. 

Is it true that in the fall of 1977 you recalled requests for 
proposals for a national program relating to school violence? 

Mr. RECTOR. The gang initiative was never formally announced-
Mr. RALEY. I am talking about school violence. 
Mr. RECTOR. It was put on the ohelf last summer. In fact, our staff 

recommended-I will quote from one of the memos that you re
ceived-that the entire planned 1978 dollar flow be "scuttled." An 
RFP for the initiative that you are referring to on school violence 
hit the street somewhere in July. In fact, it had been signed off on 
before I arrived. It was for $600,000. 

That RFP, in fact, was withdrawn. It is being retooled. More 
money-in the neighborhood of $2.5 million-is being cranked into 
the project. Weare going contract instead of grant. 

I will provide a full and complete explanation as to some of the 
extraordinary bases for which the RFP was originally withdrawn, 
which, in part, relates to persons and entities that received inside 
information about the RFP. . 

Mr .. RALEY. We would appreciate that. 
Is it true that in the fall of 1977 you also cancelled two other 

special emphasis guidelines which were under development to inte
grate serious offenders in their home community? 

Mr. RECTOR. I would say that is not true. There was a serious 
offender project in draft form. I believe you were supplied that. If 
you were not, we will supply the 10 or 11 pages that were drafted. 

I think it is important to stress that we should not confuse six or 
seven pages with the fact that a program is ready to hit the street. 
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The process is rather substantial. I think that is a concern that 
Congresswoman Chisholm had. I don't think we had the opportu
nity to fully educate her as to all the steps involved between the 
time we say we are going to go with something and the time when 
we are at the reality point of actually making money available. 

We will provide the 11 pages that were available. We will also 
provide a critique of that proposal submitted to us by experts that 
were assembled. There were very negative comments. That was 
part of the reason that we-it is not like we cancelled-decided not 
to go ahead with that. With all the good intentions in the world, the 
Office had represented to you in April they were going to do a half a 
dozen things. I am sure those representations were made sincerely. 
I am sure there was every intention in the world of carrying them 
out. 

But, as I indicated earlier, the record had been one a year. We 
were going into a year with political transition. Regional offices 
were being abolished. We were taking over the formula grants for 
the first time. If anything, it appeared that we would be lucky to 
process one in the course of the coming year. 

Mr. RALEY. Only two more quick questions. At what date do you 
anticipate the fiscal year 1979 guidelines to State planning agencies 
being available to the State planning agencies? 

We understand they must have a plan submitted on July 31,1978, 
for their fiscal year 1979 program, and that they have not yet 
received the guidelines. 

Mr. RECTOR. That is correct. With a matter such as the contro
versy around the defmitions and guidelines, no matter what we did 
or would have done, there would be a degree of controversy. I hate 
to admit a lack of ownership, but the guidelines Mr. Quinn referred 
to as Mr. Rector's were developed long before my arrival. 

The commingling guidelines are so controversial. We intend, as I 
indicated in Georgia recently at a state-wide conference on the 
deinstitutionalization, where concern was expressed similar with 
the ones Governor Hunt had in North Carolina, that we are going 
to change the commingling provisions. A lot of folks expressing 
other concerns have been beating the bushes for months for us to do 
everything from holding the entire guidelines process in abeyance 
to a whole host of other actions. 

We took what we thought was a forthright and open process. I 
have to underscore open. Governor Hunt mentioned that he 
thought the state advisory groups and national advisory committee 
should be involved in the process. 

Mr. RALEY. We have no problems with the guidelines. I wondered 
what date we might be able to anticipate when the State planning 
agencies--

Mr. RECTOR. I said over a lot of dead bodies, June 15. 
Mr. RALEY. Do you think it will be before July 31? 
Mr. RECTOR. I think so. Certainly it has to be before July 31. It 

has to be. It had to be before June 15, but certainly by the end of 
the month. 

We have done a lot of things with them. We have done a plain 
English job on them that I think the Chairman would fmd encour-

32-505 0 - 78 - 13 
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aging. To encourage people used to the jargon associated with 
criminal justice to take a plain English approach is no small thing. 

We used the Federal Register. People talk about that like it has 
been the history of LEAA. It was the first major LEAA program 
that used the Federal Register. That was part of our outreach to 
open up the process and allow for comment. Frankly, I was disap
pointed at our conversation the other day, when you indicated you 
hadn't studied the guidelines all that carefully. 

Mr. RALEY. I don't believe we said we hadn't studied them 
carefully, but only that we haven't made a formal recommendation. 
We studied them very carefully. 

Mr. RECTOR. My mistake. I have been disappointed with the 
National Advisory Committee. We funded a national meeting at 
Reston for all the State advisory groups and the National Advisory 
Committee and gave them the guidelines almost a month in ad
vance-the difference between March 3, and March 25, or 24-so 
they would have an opportunity to get a look at the them. Yet, we 
didn't receive from the National Advisory Committee-in fact, from 
a host of others-any comments about the guidelines. 

We did receive, however, on the up side, several hundred com
ments that were very helpful. We have cranked many of those 
observations into the guidelines. We are still working at it. If we 
don't have it by the end of the month, I will be the first to report it 
to you. 

Mr. RALEY. The last question-which I hope again will be brief, 
both in answer and question-is what are the Office's policies 
regarding funding of unsolicited proposals? Are there guidelines for 
doing that? 

You said earlier today it wasn't just giving money away. Is there 
a limit, for example, to the amount of funds awarded for unsolicited 
proposals? How do you let the general public know that unsolicited 
proposal grants are being accepted? 

Mr. RECTOR. The normal way-not the normal way, because 
nothing much is normal at LEAA-but a rational way of letting the 
public know is to publish items in the Federal Register. 

For the coming fiscal year, we will put in the Federal Register-
and it will be published in the next couple weeks-a laundry list, 
basically reflecting things in the statute, as to what areas so-called 
unsolicited activity will be. Included will be programs in the Insti
tute, in the formula grants area, and in special emphasis. 

"Unsolicited", as I said earlier, is a misnomer. It means that 
there are not applications that are yielded as a product of a 
national guideline or one of the national initiatives. For example, if 
someone in your State or any other State had a good idea, and 
generally met LEAA discretionary guideline criteria, they can sub
mit that to us. It is left to our discretion in terms of dollar amount. 
The Congress didn't put a limitation on it. 

Mr. RALEY. Are those competitive? 
Mr. RECTOR. No, they are not competitive. 
Mr. RALEY. Who makes the decision as to whether it gets funded 

or not? 
Mr. RECTOR. Well, as you know, the decisionmaking around the 

Juvenile Justice Act is very complicated. As long as I am nominat-
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ing GAO to look into various things, I would modestly suggest they 
look into that decisionmaking process. Again I haven't heard any
body mention today. 

We very much still have, in spite of the re,~ent amendments, what 
could generously be called a shared decisionmaking process about 
almost everything. That has changed a bit. We have signed off on. 
Track Two. The grant and contract review board is nowhere near "''' 
stifling as in former administrations because we raised the level to 
$500,000. But in most instances the decisionmaking is shared be
tween the administrator of our office and the acting administrator 
of LEAA. 

Mr. CAUSEY. This morning, you said one of the problems in 
moving money in the Office is that you are grossly understaffed. 
How many positions exist at your office? 

Mr. RECTOR. We have 61 full-time positions, seven part-time and 
two positions of a temporary variety. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Of the 61, how many employees do you have in that 
office? 

Mr. RECTOR. I may have to call on assistance for the specific 
number, but we are in the neighborhood of 50. 

Mr. CAUSEY. That implied you have 11 vacancies? 
Mr. RECTOR. That would mean-let me count-nine vacancies for 

sure. The deputy's job is vacant as we discussed the other day. 
There are a couple others where the job descriptions have been 
approved. Either an announcement has been made about the job or, 
one step b~yond that, the job announcement has been made, people 
have responded, and we are awaiting a personnel action review 
board, which takes three weeks to a month. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Would it be safe to say most ofthose vacancies are in 
positions of policy-making areas? 

Mr. RECTOR. No, that is not safe to say. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Are the vacancies--
Mr. RECTOR. It depends. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Let me rephrase it. Are the vacancies in director 

divisions? 
Mr. RECTOR. In our newly created unit to provide some of the 

coordination that has been lacking, we have a vacancy in the 
director's position. I had a person working there on a temporary 
basis, the person was referred to earlier today as having recently 
departed our office, and that is true; that person was a non-Civil 
Service person who was there for a short term to fill in until we get 
our full-time position. 

The deputy position, that normally takes-since our last conver
sation, I did make inquiries-a schedule 16 and takes in the normal 
course of things, without any wrinkles, union questions or such as 
that, somewhere in the neighborhood of six months to fill. 

As I indicated, we are underway putting the list together, and Mr. 
Nader has been gone for several months. There is nothing extraor
dinary about the time involved in fIlling that job. 

Since the beginning of the year, we have made rather substantial 
progress. Getting criticized to the extent we have about staff posi
tions is ironic. The part that is overlooked is the fact that I went 
through what I would consider a small war last summer to get 30 
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additional positions. The Congress authorized, in appropriations for 
fiscal 1975, 51 positions. The Office had less than that. We added to 
that, and a couple months later, we are getting criticized because 
they are vacant. 

I don't mean that we have done each and every thing in the 
personnel process correctly. We have not. We have learned a lot in 
the last 10 or 11 months. But we certainly want to get credit for 
having increased the total staff a lot. If there has been a shortfall, it 
has been in trying to fill those additional positions. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Are you currently making efforts to increase the size 
above 61? 

Mr. RECTOR. It is like Catch 22, you know. Until we get those all 
filled, we can't make a genuine request that wiil get anywhere with 
OMB or anybody else. We are working hard to get that. 

Mr. CAUSEY. You have taken steps to fill the 11 vacancies? 
Mr. RECTOR. The vacancies that I mentioned-there is something 

cooking on those vacancies. I think with the exception of the GS-15 
position, that the person, Doyle, just left, with the exception of that 
one, all the several positions we talked about are in the finalization 
period. It takes a long time. It is not like on the Hill or somewhere 
else. 

It takes sometimes as long-for example, I did get a legal advisor 
position, and, believe me, in that office we need one. It took eight 
months. That was eight months after Mr. Civiletti approved it. It 
took eight months to get it through the entire process. That person 
will be arriving, I think, July 10. 

That is another slot that is taken care of. The person, being a 
practicing lawyer, had a caseload and there had to be about a 
month's transition. 

Mr. CAUSEY. What is your assessment of morale at the Office? 
Mr. RECTOR. I think it is very low. I concur with Barbara 

Sylvester's comments and those of a number of other persons. In 
some regard I am a contributing factor to the lower degree of 
morale. This is the same LEAA everybody was about to abolish last 
summer; the same one that has had rough spots for a long period of 
time. I wouldn't say they deserved all the rough spots. But the 
Agency doesn't have a history of being a miracle worker. The 
abolishment of the Regions-I don't defend that-came on very 
short notice. The human side of that was incredible. 

We have people on our staff whose spouses were in another city 
for a period of months. One person's spouse was having a baby in 
Atlanta while he was working in the home office here. The human 
side to that was not good for morale. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Let's move beyond what the morale was a year ago 
and look at it today. 

This subcommittee has received correspondence from the local 
union which your office recognizes, and we have received a number 
of complaints about the operation of the Office, some personal 
complaints and others in terms of program and operation. 

How about now vvith respect to morale? 
[Letter referred to follows:] 



191 

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees 

Local Union Name Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Employees 

Secrelary: -,J",o:..y",c:.:e:...=L:.:.~Wc::i=l=l=iam=s::..... _________ _ 

Addres"'_..:6;.:3"'3c..=I::;n::d=i::ana=...;A::.v:..:e:.:n;:;u=::e",'-.:.N:..: • ..:;W:..:. _______ _ 
(Slreet) 

Washington, D.C. 20531 
IClty, Zonoan!l Siale) 

June 15, 1978 

Honorable Ike F. Andrews, Chairman 
House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2181 Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

No. 2830 

At the direction of the Executive Board of Local 2830, I am submitting 
the attached l5-point petition for your review and consideration. Many of 
the points are administrative and policy-setting in nature and fall outside 
the normal areaS open to labor-management negotiations under Executive Order 
11491. However, since every point in the -"tition contributes to a situation 
which is negatively affecting the national effort to deal appropriately with 
the growing delinquency problem, we feel that it is our responsibiH.ty to 
bring these issues to your attention. 

The 15 points include a description of current management, staffing, and 
fiscal approaches that do not appear to support the le[!islative intent of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We are not alone in 
these observations. Congresswomen Shirley Chisolm in her address to the Second 
Annual Youth Workers Conference on June 8, 1978, raised many of the same issues 
and concerns questioning the "bureaucratic inertia'that is stymieing Federal 
delinquency programs. 

Of specific concern to Loca,l 2830 and its members ere the personnel 
strategies employed by Mr. Rector. He has succeeded, through a continuing 
series of comments and actions, in intimidating his staff and reducing their 
effectiveness. For example, at the same conference referred to earlier, 
Mr. Rector stated that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention has 25 incompet~nt staff members, and he urged the youth workers 
in attendance to write the Civil Service Commission to 'petition their dis
charge for incompetency. 
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Page 2 

This is only one of many similar public charges of incompetence, many 
against specific staff members, that made it impossible for staff members 
to perform their routine professional duties. 

Local 2830 will continue to represent the OJJDP staff in a growing 
nUmber of grievances, EEO actions, and personnel matters. However, the 
continuing expenditure of our resources on individual problems begs the 
point of the larger issues at hand. We feel that only through your assis
tance can the larger issues be resolved in a fair, equitable, and timely 
fashion. Without resolution we feel that the national effort to prevent 
juvenile delinquency and improve juvenile justice, which was so clearly 
stated and vigorously mandated by P.L.9l-4l5, the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, will be rendered ineffective. 

Should our petition be heard and should you require further information 
anc documentation, we would be happy to cooperate with you or your staff in 
seeking a remedy to the current situation. 

Sincerely, 

co: Members of Sub-Committee 
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We hereby petition the Congress of the United States to investigate 
the management of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). Said management 
has made nUmerous errors of ommission and co~~ission that are seriously 
hampering the fulfillment of programs and objectives mandated in the 
relevant legislation. To wit: 

1. The Administrator of OJJDP has failed to fill numerous vacant 
positions that have been available since January 1978. To 
date only three professional positions have been filled, two 
of them political, noncareer appointments. The resulting 
staff shortage has made it impossible for the Office to handle 
its workload, and the existing staff members are greatly oVer
burdened. 

2. The Administrator of OJJDP has failed to provide adeqliate 
staff leadership and policy direction. For example: 

a. There have been only a few meetings with the entire staff 
since July 1977, and none at all since the fall of 1977. 

b. Division heads have not been able to meet with the 
Administrator on a regular basis to deal with current 
problems and ongoing business. 

e. The only decisions the Administrator has made chat are 
known to the st·aff are a series of prohibitions. Facili
tative actions have not been taken. For example, staff 
members have been prohibited from consulting with LEM' s 
Office of General Counsel on a day-to-day basis con
cerning grants, contracts, and other issues dealing with 
their responsibilities. Yet, other ways of resolving 
such legal problems as they arise have not been sug
gested. This places both staff members and grantees at a 
serious disadvantage, as decisions are made ,.,ithout the 
best available legal advice. Nonetheless, staff members 
are being held responsible for the results of the de
cisions made under these unfavorable circumstances. 

d. The Administrator of OJJDP has exacerbated the workload 
problems by requiring excessive detail work and by 
questioning the smallest decisions. In a large number of 
instances the extra work is redundant or meaningless. 
This situation has been worsened by the Administrator's 
constant changes in policy interpretations and in taking 
excessively long periods of time to reach routine de
cisions about submitted work. 
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3. The Administrator of OJJDP has failed to properly delegate 
authority to division heads or other staff members. He has 
reserved to himself the final decisions even about the smallest 
and most routine matters. Thj.s has had a substantially 
negative impact on personnel and on their relations \~ith the 
general public. 

4. The Administrator of OJJDP has maintained an inconsistent 
travel policy, which ranges from complete moratoriums over 
longer periods of time to an erratic policy of allowing travel 
but not approving it in a timely enough fashion to permit 
rational planning. As a result:, staff members are prevented 
from having updated information from the field on the status 
of the programs they monitol;'. 

5. The Administl;'ator of OJJDP has frequently made derogatory 
personal comments about the Office perllonnel in front of their 
outGide professional associates, participating agenci~s, and 
community organizations. On numerous occasions he has without 
justification said to outsiders that particular staff members 
are incompetent, thereby making it impossible for them to 
perform their routine profeSSional duties. For example, on 
June 9, 1978, at the National Youth Workers Conference in 
Washington, D.C., the Administrator of OJJDP stated to this 
large youth serving group that OJJDP has 25 incompetent staff 
and he urged the youth serving groups to write to the Civil 
Service Cotnwission to petition their discharge for incompe
tency. 

6. The Administrator of OJJDP has harassed many talented pro
fessionals, causing them to ler.ve the Office and greatly 
depressing the morale of the rc·main.lng personnel. 

7. The Administrator of OJ.lOP has made arbitrary and capn.cwus 
policy decisions about grant administration, and has delayed 
decisions on award of contracts after competitive procedures 
have been followed which has had an adverse effect on program 
implementation. 

8. The Office has a major fund-fl'Jw problem that is directly 
related to the cancellation of program guidelines that were in 
the process of being written when the Administrator of OJJDP 
took office. Delays in making critical decisions about 
program issues worsened this problem. In addition, the 
Administrator has circumvented established funding procedures 
and has solicited applications without giving potential 
applicants any directions on application procedures and 
requirements. This has resulted in long delays in processing 
applications and has made additional work for applicants. 
These unsolicited applications result in grant programs which 
are often duplicative of other existing services and are often 
inconsistent with state and local priorities. 
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9. The Administrator of OJJDP has diverted funds from the Special 
Emphasis programs to support state deinstitutionalization 
requirements, reducing the access of private youth serving 
agencies to Special Emphasis monies, contrary to the legis
lation's clear intent. 

10. The Administrator of OJJDP has aborted the program development 
process by failing to plan and comply with established LEAA 
procedures for program planning and by his inconsistent 
decisions about funding strategies. This has been compounded 
by his abrasive actions and alienation of other agency offices. 
As a result, coordination between office divisions and other 
LEAA offices has been disrupted. 

11. The Federal Interagency Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice has not met in more than 18 months despite its legis
lative mandate. In addition, the Administrator of OJJDP has 
discouraged staff from planning with other Federal Agencies 
which is in clear violation of the law. 

12. The Administrator of OJJDP has repeatedly cancelled the 
National Advisory Committee's meetings and has actively 
discouraged it from carrying out its functions. 

13. The Administrator of OJJDP has minimized the importance of 
basic research and its role in program development and has 
jeopardized evaluations by delaying decisions essential to 
their continuation. 

14. The Administrator of OJJDP has alienated the state3 by main
tainin~ an inflexible stance on compliance requirements that 
disregards local conditions and problems. He has publicly 
indicated to those states that resist complying with his 
demands that he will transfer their funds to other states that 
do conform to his requirements. He has taken an uneven and 
inconsistent stand on review and approval of state plans. 
Some plans have been disapproved while others with similar 
deficiencies have been approved. This has resulted in the 
organization of sectional protest actions within the SPA 
conference, and has been unsupportive to good faith efforts 
made by states. 

15. Of the $150 million allocated for fiscal year 1978, approxi
mately $56 million has been obligated to date. Of this, $50.5 
million was awarded to formula grant programs, and the money 
went directly to the states upon approval of their plans. 
Actual expenditures of these funds are very small. Thus, 
approximately $5.5 million has been obligated by the Office to 
discretionary grants since the beginning of the fiscal year on 
October 1, 1977. 
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The Administrator of OJJDP has postponed til(' df'vclop-
ment and implementation of major programs, indicating Con
gressional emphasis was on quality programs and not the flow 
of fund!l. His failure to dt>ve)op a1 tprnative progr<1tnS has 
resulted in a crisis atmosphere as the end of the fiscal year 
approaches. Staff is being asked to increase the flow of 
funds to programs, rcgardh'Hs or m<·rit, and dl'spite the JaC'k 
of planning caused by dt'cisions made by the Administration of 
OJJDP. 

Mr. RECTOR. Maybe I was not clear. I am talking about now. 
Those are still factors. I think abolishing the Regions was a factor 
in some of the disjointedness between our office and the SPAs. They 
have a close relationship with the Regions. 

Another factor is that we are now operating and responsible for 
the juvenile justice formula grant program. Admittedly a lot of 
folks don't like that; a lot of folk~: employed at LEAA don't care for 
that. We will supply for the record the agreement that Bob Grimes, 
head of the Office of Criminal Justice Programs, who is working 
hard with us at this, and I worked out to take care of this very 
difficult transition period. 

It is not like there are no efforts going on. But I am not surprised, 
on the other hand, to hear about some of these stories. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Throughout the day, in your testimony this morning 
and other comments from other people, there appears to be a degree 
of tension between your office and LEAA in terms of the operation 
of your office. 

Does that, in your opinion, make a case for taking OJDDP out of 
LEAA? 

Mr. RECTOR. You asked me that the other day. I don't think so at 
all. I think it makes a case for the fact that we are doing some of 
the things that the Congressmen indicated that we should do that 
were neglected for nearly three years. The folks who neglected 
them are, in the main, still onboard. Some of them in our office, the 
lion's share not in our office. You can't make that kind of transition 
and those kinds of changes without some people being unhappy 
about it. 

It is not like we are going out of our way to make people 
unhappy. But there are high expectations that we implement these 
changes. So we are caught between a rock and a hard place. 

I don't think the fact that there are some persons-at least some 
slice of that concern is quite understandable from the point of view 
we are making progress. On the other hand, some slice of it is 
attributable to shortfall on our part-perhaps not having taken the 
time to be as sensitive about some of these things with people who 
have developed certain habits. Maybe we will do better. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Let me raise an example where you have taken time 
in these areas. One, for example, and Governor Hunt addressed this 
principally today, is the Federal Coordinating Council. Who has the 
responsibility for calling the Council together? 

Mr. RECTOR. The statutory responsibility rests with the Attorney 
General. I am the vice chairperson of the Council. The responsibil
ity for calling such a meeting rests with us. 
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Mr. CAUSEY. Have you ever made a request to call the Council 
together? 

Mr. RECTOR. I have made a request. We scheduled, as you are 
aware, a meeting-I have forgotten the exact date, in the third or 
fourth week of May, and we scheduled a meeting for the 21st of 
June. In both instances, the first one because we were not prepared 
for it, the second one, as I described to you the other day, in the 
main, because we were not prepared for it, we had to reschedule. 

I take substantial if not entire responsibility, for not having 
gotten our ducks in order in a swift enough fashion to date to have 
had a meeting. We will have four this year. That is our statutory 
obligation. 

There is a strategy behind this. Mr. Quinn said to me in the 
hallway a few minutes ago that we didn't have the guts to do this 
intercoordinating business. I think those of us in the administra
tion, the Attorney General, the President, and other persons who 
are working on this, including the present staff, have a lot of guts as 
it comes to coordination efforts. You are going to see emerging from 
our efforts in the Council and with the National Academy of 
Sciences something that is rather unique in the area of intergovern
mental activities. 

It is goin?,' to be targeted activity. It is going to focus on the new 
language in the statute and the 1977 amendments. It is going to 
assess title XX; it is going to assess title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act; it is going to assess the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs; it is going to assess Economic Development Act money at 
Commerce. For the first time, we will start blowing the whistle 
on inconsistent policies and practices. 

The predecessors of the Council have been at work for 16 or 17 
years. Bobby Kennedy established the first council, with Dave 
Hackett as Staff Director. That was the beginning. In the interim 
there has been a lot of time spent on debating things like the 
definition of delinquency prevention. We have to clarify what we 
are talking about, but this, in our view, is going to be the first nuts
and-bolts assessment as to why it is that dollars in other Federal 
agencies are being allocated in a manner inconsistent with the JD 
Act, as well as what can be done either through policy direction, 
change in regulations, or statutory revisions to make a difference. 

That is what we are going to do. We have just funded a relation
ship with the National Academy of Sciences Child Development and 
Public Policy Unit. To help us in that endeavor to provide staff, to 
provide expertise, persons of multiple experience will be involved. 
This will assure we don't bite off more than we can chew. It will be 
something that will be noteworthy. It won't be a dog-and.-pony show. 

Mr. CAUSEY. What is your view of the purpose and role of the 
National Advisory Committee, and is that role different from the 
Council? 

Mr. RECTOR. It is an extraordinarily different kind of role than 
the Council. The Council is made up of the government bureaucrats 
and cabinet heads. The role of the National Advisory Committee is 
a very significant one, however. 

As we all know, a cornerstone of the JD Act is citizen participa
tion and youth participation. Ongoing public involvement in the 
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juvenile justice field is commingled with sensible kinds of notions 
and observations from people who are not entirely part of that 
system. To the extent they are a part of it, they tend to be from the 
private nonprofit aspects of that system. They can impact on policy 
judgments being made in an office like ours, impact in other sectors. 

I had no small part in working to assure that the National 
Advisory Committee would be a more viable entity than some, 
including the State Planning Agency Conference, had contemplated. 

I think it has a vital role. On the other hand, I was glad to hear 
Barbara Sylvester mention that she didn't expect us to put the 
National Advisory Committee at the top of our list with all the 
competing concerns that we have to deal with. It is very important, 
though. We do have a reassessment as to what the role of our staff 
should be with regard to it. 

I don't think the role should be all that significant. I think that 
the National Advisory Committee should be far more independent. 
We are supporting a new contractual relationship to make available 
at least as much money as the committee has had in the past. 

Weare urging them-and we commend George Bellitsos, of the 
Committee-urging them, as we are trying to do, to get to the bare 
bones, to cut the frills, and to get on with the important business. It 
is difficult, but we will have a contract. It is very important work. 
We funded a meeting at Reston to bring together the National 
Advisory Committee, the State Advisory groups and others. With
out that kind of viable voice and citizen input, we won't do as well 
as we could. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Did you ever have communication with the General 
Services Administration about the role and purpose of the 
Committee? 

Mr. RECTOR. Not until last week. I don't want to throw out all the 
dirty linen, but I learned from Gordon last week, about a problem 
with :he General Services Administration, which, in fact, has been 
remedied as near as I can tell. 

I think you are referring to the fact that GSA, in conjunction 
with OMB, did what amounted to a downgrading of the significance 
of the National Advisory Committee. In fact, they had contacted our 
General Counsel's office and Mr. Guryansky of the Office of Man
agement and Finance, early this year. It is not always the case, but 
I didn't receive, as I recall, any copies of these communications. As 
soon as I found out about the downgrading, I got on the phone with 
a lawyer at GSA and pointed out to her the new language in 
Sections 220 and 208(b), where the Congress inserted the words 
"Congress and the President." She didn't seem to be aware of that, 
and the decision-making at GSA had been based on lack of aware
ness of the insertion of those two words and a pretty strange 
construction of some language under the Council sections. They 
have assured me that the National Advisory Committee will retain 
its Presidential character. 

Mr. CAUSEY. I believe you are referring to Ms. Stahnke, the 
attorney at GSA. Did you ever imply or state that it was your 
intention never to have the Committee file a report to the 
President? 
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Mr. RECTOR. I told her that the statute says that the Committee is 
to advise the Associate Administrator, the President, and the Con
gress. It is the filing of the report with the President that would 
allow for the Presidential status, as opposed to the lesser status. 

Mr. CAUSEY. I am not sure I have the answer to my question, 
John. 

Mr. RECTOR. I am sorry. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Let me rephrase it. We received yesterday a letter 

from Jay Solomon, the administrator of GAO, in which he strongly 
implies that you communicated with his office and said it was never 
the intention of your office to file a report with the President 
through the National Advisory Committee. Is that true? 

[Letters referred to follows:] 
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IlALT ...... eo-""""'"P ... 
CUl..D.~.'"' .. 1tlII0I'''1IC1O CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

5UBCOMMITTE"E ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

ROOM !lO, CANNQN HOUSE Of'FICE BUILDINO 

WASHINGTON, D.c.. ZD5JII 

Ms. Yvonne C. Stahnke 
Acting Director 

June 14, 1978 

Committee Management Secretariat 
General Services Administration 
GS Building 
18th and F Streets, N.W. 
Washington, DC, 20405 

Dear Ms. Stahnke: 

NINONITt' NrNIIIPt • 
WIUJAM P. ~ rPM. 
.u..arrM.ouec,. .. _ .. ClCOf'FJQO 

It is my understanding that the General Counsel of the General 
Services Administration has advised the Secretariat that the National 
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Frevention 
does not meet the definition of a Fresidential Advisory Committee as 
defined in the Federal Advisory Committee Act (Fublic Law 92-463). 
Section 3(4) of that Act reads as follows: 

"(4) The term 'Fresidential advisory committee' 
means an advisory committee which advises the Fresident." 

Section 208(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Frevention 
A~t of 1974, as smended, reads as follows: 

"(b) The Advisory Committee shall make recommendations 
to the Associate Administrator, the Fresident, and the 
Congress at least annually with respect to planning, policy, 
priorities, operations, and management of all Federal 
juvenile delinquency programs." 

Since the Fresident appointa the National Advisory Committee's 
membership and its Chairman, and since he receives their advice through 
annual recommendations, I would appreciate knolnng the rationale used 
by the General Counsel in advising that this committee does not meet 
the definition of a Fresidential Advisory Committee as established by 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

The Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, which I chair, will 
be holding oversight hearings on the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Frevention and the National Advisory Committee, on 
June 27, 1978. t would be most grateful for a reply prior to that 
date. 

~:q-
Chairman 

IA:grd 



201 

G'\:]~~ Gen~ral Services 
D~ ~ Administration Washington. DC 20405 

JUH 2 6 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

Thank you for the expression of interest in the National 
Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (NACJJDP) contained in your letter of June 14, 
1978, to Ms. Yvonne Stahnke of the General Services 
Administration's (GSA) Committee Management Secretariat. 

Upon receipt of your letter, our Committee Management 
Secretariat staff and representatives of the Office of 
General Counsel reviewed the NACJJDP authority in light 
of recent efforts of the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration (LEAA) to implement the Juvenile Justice Admendments. 
A representative of GSA's Office of General Counsel contacted 
Mr. John M. Rector, Associate Administrator, Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, who is 
primarily responsible for the Committee at LEAA, to ascertain 
whether the NACJJDP plans to submit a report directly to 
the President. Mr. Rector has assured us that, contrary 
to our previous understanding, the Committee will suhmit 
recommendations to the President as required by Section 
208(b) of the Juvenile Justice Act, as amended, to which 
you refer in your letter. 

On the basis of this assurance, which corrected our previous 
understanding, we will again list the NACJJDP as a Presiden
tial advisory committee. 

If you desire a more detailed review of the history of this 
matter, we would be happy to provide it. Please feel free to 
contact Ns. Yvonne Stahnke of our Committee Management 
Secretariat, at 566-1642, if you have any questions. 
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Mr. RECTOR. I haven't seen that letter, but I certainly didn't say 
that. What I said was that the National Advisory Committee did 
not have to file their report to the President through us. If that had 
been the case, then that would support the downgrading. 

I said that the National Advisory Committee had to file a report 
to us, a report to the President, and a report to Congress. That 
clarification provides a basis for retaining the higher priority of a 
Presidential committee. 

That is why, as I recall, the additional words were placed in the 
statute. 

Mr. CAUSEY. You are aware that the Committee has had seven 
vacancies since March of this year. Did you ever initiate communi
cation with the White House to encourage those positions to be 
filled? 

Mr. RECTOR. I have, mostly on the telephone, been in contact with 
persons at the White House personnel office, since my arrival in the 
Office last summer, including the activity that led up to the ap
pointments last October, and, subsequent to that, on a relatively 
regular basis. 

I don't know if I can compete with Barbara's effort, but on a 
relatively regular basis I have been in touch with them. They have 
been delayed for at least three months or more. I know someone, 
Miss Rothman, or someone mentioned that in the Ford Administra
tion-the reasons we have March as the cut-off is because they 
waited that long. That is certainly no excuse for us. Interestingly 
enough, however--

Mr. CAUSEY. Excuse me. In this communication did you ever 
recommend to the White House these vacancies be filled? 

Mr. RECTOR. I have been recommending to the White House the 
vacancies be filled for quite some time. It is important, however, 
that you understand the reasons for the delays. There are bureau
cratic reasons. I am sure they have had a lot of appointments for 
other kinds of matters. But the real hangup was getting clearance 
for the persons who had been convicted. As you know, the statute 
requires that a number of persons be placed on the Committee that 
have had criminal justice system experience. 

As easy as that is to put in a statute-it was deleted in '74 but 
was resurrected and put in. this year-there were problems relative 
to FBI clearance. This has been the primary stumbling block 
delaying the announcements of the appointees. 

As I explained to you the other day, an. FBI clearance is not 
something that is a one-week experience. They do a name check. If 
it turns up negatively, that triggers a host of other matters. Obvi
ously, when you have persons who have been in the penitentiary 
their names are going to turn up. The more in-depth kind of work 
that one would expect to be done with those persons was done. 
That, as has been explained, was the major problem. 

I know Gordon has been asking me for a matter of weeks about it. 
Each and every time I have been. given. the same explanation by the 
White House. That is the only explanation I have ever gotten. I 
believe it is, in fact, the only explanation. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Let me go back to a question I asked before. 
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Mr. RECTOR. M.ay I submit one thing. Believe it or not, I have the 
names of the persons so we can put this issue to rest. I can run 
down the list. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Names of what? 
Mr. RECTOR. The new members of the Committee. You asked me 

whether I had been on the horn to the White House. I have been 
calling more regularly in recent days. 

Mr. CAUSEY. When will these names be announced? 
Mr. RECTOR. They will be formally announced on Thursday. I 

have been instructed that I can share with you the names of the 
persons and basic information, but that the material itself is 
embargoed. That is the ruling on it. I can give to you a copy for 
access by the chairman and staff. 

Mr. ANDREWS. There is not that much urgency about it. We will 
just wait until Thursday. I do not want any leaks emanating from 
this hearing. [Laughter.] Congratulations. I am pleased such persons 
are to be named. That is good. 

Mr. RECTOR. We do have two persons-at least two-who will 
bring a pespective of a practical variety that is seldom brought to 
bear in a committee such as this. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. Thank you. 
Mr. CAUSEY. I do have a few more questions but I think in the 

interest of time those questions could probably be submitted in 
writing. 

Mr. RECTOR. May I mention one thing, not in defense of the Big 
Apple, but I think more seriously about Mr. Ketchum, who was my 
congressman from Bakersfield, California, where my home is. It 
brings to mind one of the problems about serious offenders. I would 
be willing to bet you that violent crime rates for robbery and 
aggravated assault are much higher in Bakersfield, California, than 
Manhattan. That is something you ought to all think about. If you 
look at the statistics, there are many cities around the country that 
are very small but when you look at the figures, they have problems 
well in excess of the kind of problems we have in our major urban 
areas. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Rector, this could be resolved in private 
conversation, I am. sure, a.nd it is cetainly not the purpose of this 
committee to embarrass or harass anybody. We want to try to work 
toward cooperation. Would you care to respond to any of the 
questions that 1\11-. Quinn posed? I think you should have that 
opportunity. I guess some of these are matters of opinion. He says 
that an application was submitted to you in July 1977, and 
followups have been sent to you, and he says he called his office 
about 10 minutes before he testified and as of yet no response from 
you. Do you care to respond? 

Mr. RECTOR. I am not informed enough about the details to give 
you the kind of response you need. We will give to the committee a 
blow-by-blow, step-by-step assessment. 

Mr. ANDREWS. He says there have been no blows or steps. 
Mr. RECTOR. I have personal knowledge that a woman on our staff 

has had many conversations with persons in Denver. There are 
some difficult wrinkles regarding the project, not the least of which, 
as I understand it, is that some parts of the project involved is for-

32-505 0 - 78 - 14 
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profit activities. That has created some difficult wrinkles. The 
Agency does not normally deal with it. That is about all I know 
about it. We will provide specifics. [This information is on file and 
available for review by the public through the Subcommittee on 
Economic Opportunity.] 

He mentioned Track 2. I will check to see whether any represen
tation was made of approval by the regional staff person that was 
then made difficult later on. I made notes on his testimony. We can 
go through each one of those. I just don't have the specific answers. 

Emerson House-if he had taken the occasion to talk about it-he 
would have learned that we have been working with the Bureau of 
Prisons. They are placing Federal delinquents in a number of 
places. Interestingly enough, the California Youth Authority is 
another. The third is in Kentucky. They are in fact, as I understand 
it-and I cannot speak to the efficacy of all that has Leen said about 
Emerson House-if they are not in violation of Federal law I think 
you would be hard pressed to find a place that is. Some of the 
money we have set aside--

Mr. ANDREWS. Excuse me. That is not one of the questions he 
asked of you. 

Mr. RECTOR. He was talking about the place down the street. 
Mr. ANDREWS. You are picking the ones that are a matter of 

opinion or not within your jurisdiction or something. Specifically, 
he says he received a letter from you that said, on page 1, that 
whatever funding was being referred to in the letter was to be on a 
multi-Joar basis but, that on page 2 of the same letter, require
ments were made to be met annually. In the opinion of himself and 
others in his office the two points were diametrically contradictory 
within the same letter. 

Mr. RECTOR. I know about the letter. I know that the multiyear 
criteria we applied are identical to the criteria LEAA applies. I do 
not understand what that problem is. I will have to check. I do not 
know of any inconsistency between what we have asked for relative 
to the multiyear approval and what the agency has asked for. 
Ironically, I do know that behind all the bragging that is going on 
about the mulityear plan approval is far more than meets the 
eye. It applies to LEAA across the board. This is not just something 
our office did. This was adopted ostensibly to cut some of the red
tape so people would not have to waste time with unnecessary 
shuffling of papers. It should allow them to be out in the field and 
providing technical assistance. 

If you look at what has happened on an interim basis, there is a 
whole lot more required than is purported. We thought it was an 
improvement, but we are not satisfied that it is anywhere near 
ideal. I am surprised to hear it. I do not know why there is a 
problem with it. We were pleased about being able to do something 
other than going through those 1000-page documents every year. I 
think that is a total waste of time. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you happen to have a copy of the letter to 
which you referred? 

Mr. QUINN. I do not have that but I have a letter from Mr. Denny 
Weller to Mr. Rector dated December 19, where he discussed in 
detail the application I spoke of being rejected after having been 
solicited by the Regional office. 
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I am quite surprised at a number of his answers today. 
Mr. RECTOR. That is on the Denver project. 
Mr. ANDREWS. You are talking about the waiving of the 100,000 

population requirement? 
Mr. QUINN. With the one page saying one thing and the next page 

saying another, I could do nothing. I do not have that with me. 
The problem is that Mr. Rector's letter is useless. It does not solve 

any paperwork problems. 
Mr. ANDREWS. It seems like he is saying in spite of the fact that he 

adopted an LEAA method, it is not his, and the LEAA method 
provides for multiyear funding but makes the requirement that 
certain annual reports are submitted. 

Mr. QUINN. I guess John thinks he did that. 
Mr. ANDREWS. It is not necessarily inconsistent that you can have 

multi-year funding but annual requirements as to certain portions 
of it. 

Mr. QUINN. On paper that is true. But what he requires is exactly 
what had been required every year. So if that letter stays intact, we 
will not have multi-year studies. The plan used to be 1,700 pages. 
This year's plan is 290. So you have apparent change when in fact 
in the line agency there is no change at all. 

Mr. RECTOR. I will submit every piece of correspondence I can get 
on the Denver project. I did not recall the name of the person but 
our Mr. Weller is the person. 

On the point of project New Pride and the distinction I was 
making between Parts C and E and juvenile justice funds, I know of 
meritorious projects under LEAA. That was not the point I was 
trying to make. We found New Pride to be very meritorious. It was 
money first supported by LEAA in an earlier year. We are going to 
replicate that with juvenile justice monies. I was not saying there 
are not good projects with C and E funds around the country. I was 
referring to the issue of fund flow and the issues raised by our 
appropriations committees as to why we are spending C and E, 
rather than juvenile justice money. That is what I was talking 
about. 

Mr. RALEY. When Congressman Andrews asked what was bad 
about having Parts C and E money in OJJDP, didn't you respond 
that one of the things bad was that the policies conflicted and one of 
the things you were upset about was the fact that C & E guidelines 
only allowed you to work with juveniles inside the juvenile justice 
system? Yet, we are hearing the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration provisions would not involve kids from the juvenile 
justice system and that was contrary to what you said this morning. 

Mr. RECTOR. We can provide more inyolvement for the private 
nonprofit sector through the use of juvenile justice monies, as we 
have done in the restitution initiative. We can pass through without 
a match a minimum of 30 percent of the dollar to private nonprofits 
so they can get involved in community service. They have to be 
involved-in community service and in compensation and employ
ment programs. 

I am not saying that everything under the sun that has ever been 
done with C and E funds would be bad news. I am saying from our 
perspective a lot of the good news could be better news. 
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Mr. RALEY. I was just trying to clarify your answer to Congress
man Andrews. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Do you have any way of detemining how many 
dollars that goes through your office eventually reaches kids? 

Mr. RECTOR. The anwer is no. As I tried to mention earlier, given 
the restriction of the OMB circular, given the primitive nature of 
the bureaucracy, and given a whole host of problems, and given the 
fact that there are a whole host of SPAs that do not submit report 
on time-the answer is no. We can barely provide basic information 
that will give you a hint as to which way things are going. That is 
one of the problems with the place. It has always been a problem. 
However, I do not think you can limit that to LEAA money. Go 
fishing sometime with what they are doing with Title XX money. 
That is what we are doing with the interagency project. It is no 
small task. 

The answer is no. We are trying to improve that. I understand we 
cannot request in a mandatory way specific subgrant dollar flow 
and other kinds of information. Now, the Select Committee on 
Narcotics, chaired by Congressman Wolff, was concerned about how 
much LEAA had spent in the drug area. Because of the things I 
have mentioned, and some more I have not mentioned they cannot 
tell you. You get it coming and going. 

Mr. CAUSEY. I have had several peopJe tell me that Uley have 
heard-and this is an estimate-that for every $8 given to the 
Office, $1 gets to the street. Do you think that is a fair or reasonable 
estimation? 

Mr. RECTOR. I do not know. I would not be surprised. I cannot 
estimate. If we were operating in a normal fashion the answer 
would be no. Somebody mentioned ACTION has one staff person 
per $113,000. 

Mr. CAUSEY. $147,000, I believe is the figure. 
Mr. RECTOR. Somewhere between $113,000 and $147,000 per per

son. We have $1.6 million per person. That is related. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Is that per person who are physically located in the 

Office? 
Mr. RECTOR. In slots. It is worse if you look at some of the 

vacancies, the attrition, and the rest of it. We talked about the 
attrition matter the other day. I know with a turf like this you get a 
lot of flak no matter what you do. But we should get credit for 
getting these extra slots. We are trying to fill them as expeditiously 
as we can. There is a lot of pressure to fill them from within LEAA, 
from within the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

Naturally, the people want to have promotions. They want to go 
up in the career ladder. They want to get aheaad. They want their 
work to be rewarded. We have a competitive structure. Under Civil 
Service, we cannot just say so-and-so is doing very well and they are 
a grade 12, so a 13 is coming up. They may have proven their ability 
and they do a day's work for a day's pay. That would be a good 
reason to give that person a promotion. We cannot do that. 

The Civil Service system provides another way of attempting to 
do that. We have to advertise for the jobs in a competitive way. At 
the same time we are trying to have outreach with EEO concerns 
and with all other concerns. You know about the administration's 
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affirmative action package. At the same time we are trying to do 
that we are getting all kinds of flak from within because as we 
bring someone from outside the persons inside lose their ability and 
options to get promoted. 

Let's suppose we filled a GS-13 job with someone who was a 12 in 
our office. If we did that competitively and there were 12 applicants 
and that person turned out to be one of--

Mr. CAUSEY. Does the Office or LEAA write the job description 
and advertisement? 

Mr. RECTOR. 'rhat is a whole day's. hearing in itself. There is a 
shared responsibility. These entities like Personnel are called sup
port services. I think they are a little on the under side when it 
comes to support. There is not too well defined role as to who does 
what. The history has been that they tend to do things in their own 
time frame. The history of the Office is it has not gotten the kind of 
priority that it should have. On this point of vacancies, which we 
hear so much about when the grade 12 in our office becomes a grade 
13, what do we have? 

In terms of total slots we are nowhere. Now we have a vacant 12. 
We cannot anticipate the vacancy by advertising for that 12 because 
that would violate Civil Service as being a preselection because it is 
a competitive process. 

Then where are we? We still have the same options we had 
before. We have one 12 that is now a 13 and we have to hit the 
street with an advertisement. Hopefully a job description is in order 
for the 12. If there is an 11 or 9 waiting back there, it is going to be 
a similar experience. It is like running on a treadmill. We can get 
people from within, but your total vacancies are the same. If we 
bring people from the outside, all hell breaks loose inside. 

Mr. RALEY. Is it true that since you have come on last year 12 
professional and 8 non-professional employees .decided to transfer 
out of your office? 

Mr. RECTOR. That is our best estimate like 12 and 8. I think that 
is accurate. 

Mr. RALEY. In the letter you sent us on June 20, 1978, you said 
you had 43 individuals on board. It sounds like 20 have left in a 1-
year period. 

Mr. RECTOR. It was over a period of time. It was not like a mass 
exodus. 

Mr. RALEY. Over a 1-year period of time that is a very high 
turnover. 

Mr. RECTOR. I do not know whether it is high or not. When I 
asked the main Justice Department personnel office, they said it 
was a relatively normal rate. 

Mr. CAUSEY. It is approximately a 33 percent turnover in one year. 
Mr. RECTOR. I guess the positve way of looking at it is that we are 

all pleased that thb folks have found more attractive alternatives. 
Mr. ANDREWS. If you have questions, let's address the Chair and 

be recognized. 
Mr. Quinn, I believe you had a question. May I say it is my 

understanding that we do not have questions of witnesses other 
than by members or staff people, but I will be glad to hear your 
question and redirect it to Mr. Rector. 



208 

Mr. QUINN. I have two points to make. I brought up New Pride
because I had not planned to speak to that when I came here; now 
he says he wauts to replicate that project when his predecessor did 
replicate it with central Denver. 

The second point I would like to mention is, why, before Mr. 
Rector took over, could many States get these things done, get 
letters in and get all that done in a relatively quick time without 
blaming GAO, SPA, LEAA, their predecessors, their employees, 
everybody else? Why do we have all these problems? 

Why are so many States unhappy, bitter, thinking about with
drawing the program? The kids in school are not getting anything 
any more. We have to make a decision to get out. I would like to 
know through you, Mr. Chairman, why have these conditions oc
curred, and why were they not true a year ago? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Would you care to respond? 
Mr. RECTOR. That is a whole lot. I could respond in written form 

to everything that has been mentioned here today. But, in general 
response, nobody who is familiar with the Juvenile Justice Office or 
familiar with LEAA would characteri7.e the Juvenile Justice Office 
as having had anything other than a rather rocky road in the first 
three years of its existence. I think the hearings in the Senate and 
the House, the assessment by GAO, the deinstitutionalization as
sessment I gave you this morning, the incredible three years of fund 
flow problems all speak to the fact things were not well prior to my 
arrival. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Whereas all was not well, nevertheless according 
to Mr. Quinn up until about a year ago they got relatively prompt 
responses. I believe he said this morning that while not expedited 
daily, the normal period for processing responses was within 60 
days and maybe LEAA had traditionally required about 90 days to 
process an application or give an affirmative answer, whereas now 
it gets no response at alL So what you are saying is, "Well, it is true 
things are in somewhat of a mess but they were in a mess before I 
got there." 

Mr. RECTOR. I think we have improved it. One basic problem is 
that the Regions were abolished. That is a problem because there 
were relationships between SPAs and Regional administrators. 
That has been abolished. It has been a very difficult period for 
everybody in the process. In the interim, our office took over 
responsibilities for the whole shooting works with regard to crimi
nal justice. We are understaffed. In many areas there is a shortfall. 
The best thing I can say-I will ask our comptroller to provide for 
the record a comparison on the time frame of getting things done, 
and the rest of it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That would be a waste of time. What the man 
wants is an answer. To show us a relative comparison--

Mr. RECTOR. I do not know the answer, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Who would he get to fmd out who he can go to to 

get his project funded if he cannot get an answer from you? 
Mr. RECTOR. He can go to me. 
Mr. ANDREWS. He just did. He just asked the question. Can you 

tell him anything about this central Denver project? 
Mr. RECTOR. I cannot tell any more than a few minutes ago when 

I tried to explain that I don't have specifics. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. He said it was 10 months ago. 
Mr. RECTOR. I know there are a lot of wrinkles in it. 'l'here was a 

for-profit aspect in the project. 
Mr. ANDREWS. It seems to me that you or somebody would have 

written him or whoever addressed that inquiry to you, to tell him if 
you could approve it-am I oversimplifying things too much? I 
would just think he would get a letter back saying, "we received 
your letter, we appreciate your interest in cooperating with us, we 
are not at this moment able to give you an answer, we have three, 
four, five, six, whatever it is, aspects of your proposal that bother 
us, they are one, two, three, four." 

Mr. RECTOR. I would imagine there is something like that. I do not 
have it accessible to me right now. 

Mr. ANDREWS. He says he just has not heard anything. 
Mr. RECTOR. I will compare notes and see if that is the case. I do 

not know. I would hope that our staff people did something well in 
excess of doing nothing. He did make reference, I think, to a letter 
in December. I will provide for the committee every piece of paper 
that is in our office about that. 

I believe that what he is speaking about is one of our diversion 
grantees. That the Denver project was one of the grants awarded in 
the fall of 1976. In fact, its predecessor had been Project New Pride. 
They submitted a budget revision to sort of refocus the project. I do 
not know whether it was a small revision or a major revision. If it is 
a major revision, it is not a routine matter. A budget revision could 
mean adding three new components or wanting to change staff. It 
could be a significant change. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That is another one he spoke about. 
Mr. Quinn, did I understand you are now not asking about that 

one he is talking about but instead one called Central Denver for 
which you made application? 

Mr. QUINN. There were four projects. One was Central Denver, 
which was funded before Mr. Rector took office. 

Mr. ANDREWS. How many projects have you approved since you 
have been there? 

Mr. RECTOR. Total projects? I have no idea. We have hundreds, 
probably thousands of projects. There is no way I can respond to a 
question about a specific project without any notice-there is no 
way. There are literally thousands of projects in our whole system. I 
know Jim Gregg, the acting administrator, was asked in an Appro
priations Committee hearing about a particular project in Texas 
that Mr. Slack had a special concern about. He said on that day 
there were 6300 LEAA projects. I know we do not have that many 
but we have at least 20 percent of that and some more. I really do 
not know. We can provide that kind of information, both the 
projects that are funded through formula grants, the projects 
funded through the Institute, and through the special emphasis. 

Mr. ANDREWS. When a project application comes in, such as this 
one he has identified by name, what do you do with that 
application? 

Mr. RECTOR. His program had already received an award. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I think that is Central Denver. Let's take Larimer 

County-a new one. I am not speaking of that one in particular, just 
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some application comes in. Doesn't somebody get assigned by alpha
bet or something? 

Mr. RECTOR. At least since last summer. As I indicated, last July 
when I arrived there was no system in the Office even to acknowl
edge correspondence. The courtesy letter that you mention, that I 
am very familiar with, having been employed in a circle where it 
was important, did not exist. 

We had set up a procedure like that. If the case is as Mr. Quinn 
described it, there obviously are some gaps in the system. 

Mr. ANDREWS. If the Office, and I don't want to say you, but 
whoever up there, if you all were in private business, if you were 
trying to sell the products of General Motors the way you are 
running this program, you would be broke and out of business in 60 
days. Instead of being 11 staff positions short, and having an 
attrition of 30 percent, it would be 100 percent. 

Mr. RECTOR. I agree. When I went to the first OMB examination, 
the statement was made that if special emphasis was a human 
being, it would be dead. I agreed with that. That is why I said in my 
statement today that we are cautiously optimistic that we can make 
a difference. We are working toward it. I hope I can report to you in 
September that the only real problem we have is that we have all 
kinds of bonafide applications and not enough money. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I don't know what any of us can do about it. I don't 
want to be overly presumptuous, terribly dictatorial, or hateful to 
anybody, but I swear, when you get problems th(l.t seem to virtually 
paralyze the Office because you have, allegedly, holdovers who 
disagree philosophically, don't move, or something, I wish you 
would let me know and give me the names of the people. I would 
like to talk to them. There is something bad wrong here. 

When that application comes in, anywhere else I know in the 
world, except the Federal Government, it would go to somebody's 
desk and that somebody, if I were running it, would have on my 
desk within a reasonable time-I should think within two days or 
so-a copy of the letter. There would be a file established, the 
application would go in it along with a copy of the letter acknowl
edging receipt of it, and then within some period of a few weeks or 
so, there would be a follow-up letter, saying "We are having prob
lems or we can't grant it at this point; we just want to give you an 
interim report. The following things are bothering us, and here they 
are, identified. If you would like to submit further application to 
help us make our determination, these are the three problem areas. 
We want you to know that. Would you like to submit further 
evidence in support of the fact that we should side favorably with 
you as expected?" 

At least then the people would know something was going on. 
They would not have to say 10 months later that they could get any 
response. The~ would just go to Ford or Chrysler. Unfortunately, 
here they don t have any place to go. It is a government monopoiy. 

Mr. RECTOR. I agree. I get phone calls from people who say, 
"John, what in heaven's sake is a suspension?" Obviously, that tells 
me that somebody got a letter in the mail that told them they had 
been suspended and that no phone call preceded that. There is no 
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explanation of any significance in the letter to explain what that 
means. 

You can imagine what the impact is on someone who has an 
application in the works and has made steps in reliance on knowing 
something is going to be funded. I get calls like that frequently. I 
find out it happened because people were busy. These folks are busy 
folks. That is another problem. But they crank out a form letter, 
and they are not always as sensitive as the kind of sensitivity that 
you describe. 

I don't know why. We are working on trying to improve it so 
there is better rapport about issues like that. All it takes is a phone 
call to say we need a couple of extra days or there is a wrinkle in 
this application. We are at the 89th day and we have a 90-day cycle; 
we are going to need five more days. So you will get something in 
the mail saying suspension, but don't worry. There is a little fiscal 
wrinkle and the grant will be awarded in a week. That is easy. 

Mr. Chairman, you mentioned holdovers. In our office that con
cept really isn't applicabie. The only persons in our office who are 
new, in the sense of coming in with the administration, are myself 
and Mr. Jim Shine, who is here today. I was interested in the 
Governor's comments. Of course, WI') have been working closely with 
the Governor. Mr. Shine is a program person who comes right from 
the street. He has a track record of involving probably more people 
and more citizens in the kinds of programs we are talking about 
than most people in the country. 

I am very sensitive to the need to have folks involved very closely. 
I agree that a Hill-type like myself, even though I have a criminol
ogy and program background, just isn't enough. We are a good 
complement, I think. That was one of the more attractive aspects 
about Mr. Shine's record and his experience. 

He has been onboard for several months, and has already made a 
real pragmatic, non-jargon kind of contribution to cut through some 
of that what others might call B.S. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Who caused the extinction of the Regional offices? 
Did you determine that should be done? 

Mr. REC'rOR. I was in a Senate hearing on my confirmation about 
one year ago, and I think I heard it on the news. Those who 
participated in that process included former Deputy Attorney Gen
eral Flaherty. I was not involved in the primary decision-making. It 
was at the level of either the Attorney General and I or Deputy 
Flaherty. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I assume those offices serve more programs than 
just LEAA. 

Mr. RECTOR. Those were the LEAA Regional offices, like you have 
in HEW and HUD. The other Regional offices are still out there. 
We don't have a Regional office. 

You have a double-edged sword. Some people argue that the 
Regional offices provided an additional level of bureaucracy. Other 
people argue that they helped to facilitate the process on this 
question of red tape. In fact, one of our staff persons is over at the 
White House this morning participating in an ongoing effort of 
trying to make more uniform the application process in all the ways 
in which States and localities get; money. 
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I don't want people to get the impression that we are not trying to 
work on that. Working on it and accomplishin.g it are two different 
things. We are hammering away on trying to streamline things. 

I want more of my people out there doing site. visits and providing 
technical assistance. Mr. Quinn raised a question about technical 
assistance. My recollection is that Colorado submitted somewhere 
between 16 and 17 items to 11S for which they wanted some help
technical assistance. My recollection is that on the issue of 
deinstitutio::lalization, where they are having difficulty, that it was 
not among the 16 or 17 requests that were submitted. He would 
know better than I, but I think that is the case. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Let me ask you, just fishing around now, I 
wouldn't know as to whether you really got your manpower and 
money out of the Regional offices. I don't know that much about it, 
but in the absence of Regional offices, would it not be wise for you 
to regionalize your own office. While not formally having a Regional 
office, couldn't you just more informally, and much cheaper, with
out having physical space and all, just divide the country into X
numbers of regions, four, six, whatever would seem plausible, and 
then have someone in your office assigned as an assistant to you to 
be in charge of the Mid Atlantic region, or in Governor Hunt's case, 
the South Atlantic region, to the end that you could get to a point 
that you obviously need to get to. I won't use my office as an 
example, but I don't think he would care, so let me jJlst use 
Congressman Jones from North Carolina. I happen to know a little 
something there. 

He has an administrative assistant, Mr. Floyd Lupton. Mr. Jones 
spends a lot of his time at lunches and dinners and testifying before 
committees just as you do, so that he can't have, as you can't a 
knowledge off the top of his head of a thousand programs and how 
much money went where. But Mr. Lupton can, because he just stays 
in the office with the nuts and bolts of program after program. 
Maybe you have so many that Mr. Lupton couldn't even do that. 

But if that is the case, then couldn't you have four Mr. Luptons, 
one for each region of the country, so you have somebody in the 
office who is not meeting with the Attorney General or interviewing 
applicants for jobs, or testifying? I can appreciate something of your 
problem. You are spread so thin you cannot get very deep in to 
anything. I am sure that is frustrating to you because I think you 
want to do a good job, and you acknowledge you are really not doing 
a good job. That is the way I take it. 

Mr. RECTOR. That is right. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I am not saying that is your fault. Probably you 

are spread too thin. But wouldn't it be, if you could ha.ve, say, four 
people in your office and try to spare them these time-consuming 
other problems, and just say you are essentially-they would want 
a bigger title than that-a case worker for these six States? I want 
you to monitor and keep up so that somebody here can answer the 
letters and answer the phone calls and know something about each 
program, each project, each application-at least within that num
ber of States. 

Wouldn't that be a big help to you and help your rapport with 
these people? 
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Mr. RECTOR. I hate to tell you, but we already have that. 
Mr. ANDREWS. You do? 
Mr. RECTOR. It is obviously not working the way it should. We do 

have within our formula grants program at least, and also, more 
recently, within the special emphasis discretionary area, persons 
assigned to regions of the country. There is a person assigned to a 
number of States, including your State. That individual is responsi
ble for keeping in touch with officials in the State, responsible for 
keeping us apprised--

Mr. ANDREWS. Let me tell you, since you said that, let me refer to 
a part of Governor Hunt's testimony that he did not read. He says, 
for instance, "North Carolina's application to participate in the 
JJDPA was sent to Washington at the end of December, and we 
didn't receive word of our acceptance until two weeks ago, six 
months later." 

So somebody just isn't keeping up. 
Mr. REC'l'OR. There were a number of steps, Mr. Chairman, in 

between discussions. We have been working closely with Barbara 
for example. I, in fact, had a convel'sation with the Governor and 
his staff in mid-May, around May 19. Prior to that, it wasn't like 
everything was perfect with the submission, so--

Mr. ANDREWS. I can imagine you were trying to get it so you 
could approve it. 

Mr. RECTOR .. I wanted to get it approved, obviously, for when we 
made the visit to the State. That would have been entirely 
appropriate. 

I am responsible for the whole Office. We should have done it in 
better time than we did. We are trying to improve that. 

We do have persons assigned, and those people are busy; some 
work harder than others. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Well, I hope this hasn't been just another wasted 
day taken away from what you should be doing. 

Mr. RECTOR. I think it has been a very helpful day. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I hope you don't leave thinking you just came up 

here. I don't know who is right and wrong and all these things, but I 
kind of like your candor about it. 

Mr. RECTOR. A lot of folks don't like that. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Well, I think that is just realism. 
Mr. RECTOR. It is related to a lot of the flak, as I view it, that I am 

experiencing. Then Mr. Quinn makes reference to some of the 
rough spots with LEAA, and I don't know exactly what he is talking 
about. But let me give you an example of the kind of things you are 
talking about. 

We were in a monthly managers' meeting two m.onths ago, a 
meeting where all the LEAA managers talk about problems and try 
to formulate some solutions. We spent an hour and a half discussing 
whether or not it would be appropriate to post in the hallways of 
our building regulations about personnel matters that the Depart
ment of Justice in 1976 required the agency to post. 

There was a concern among some of the managers that the 
employees might react negatively, and thus we maybe shouldn't 
post him. The kind of thing I said in that meeting was, "Listen, 
folks, if you are going to check your spine at the front door every 
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morning, don't bitch about the day-to-day problems." That is the 
kind of thing I have been saying. It doesn't make me popular. I 
didn't go there to get popular. 

But we don't have rough spots all the way around. I have a good 
working relationship with Bob Grimes, with the Office of Criminal 
Justice Programs. We have a good relationship with the Office of 
Community Anti-Crime. We are implementing section 527 that 
gives us policy direction, working in conjunction with other offices. I 
am working as a member of the Task Force on correctional Stand
ards with the Attorney General. We have made some headway in 
that area. The draft standards the Attorney General released last 
Friday and Saturday are a landmark. They need improvement. He 
has published them for comments. 

In an interagency way across-the-board in the department, we are 
similarly working on other interagency efforts. Mr. Quinn made 
reference-I don't know why he had it on his mind-to the fact that 
at the recent first step in the budget process, I was not in attend
ance. He probably doesn't know I talked to Mr. Civiletti and 
others, and had a bona fide reason as to why I was not in attend
ance. It was because I w&£ out on the street in Vermont, with 
Governor Snelling, a courageous Governor, committed to the JD 
Act. Bob Taggert and I were up there in the State, committing the 
Carter administration to major change in Vermont regarding the 
way they handle serious offenders and status offenders. 

It is accurate that I wasn't at the budget process, but it wasn't of 
any significance. 

It has been a good day and helpful. We can submit a whole ton of 
stuff to you. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That is part of the problem. People spend more 
time preparing tons of written matter. You need to get on with your 
work. So other than whatever commitment you have made to Mr. 
Causey or Mr. Raley, don't take all that time. Get on with your 
work. 

Maybe there are too many-I frequently think there are too 
many-places, too many boards--

Mr. RECTOR. I think there are too many reports and regulations. 
Mr. ANDREWS. That is one reason. Incidentally, the commentator 

on that ABC program made that statement just as a matter of 
fact-he didn't ask us if It were true-but he asked if those of us 
interviewed could explain why only one dollar in eight reached the 
kids on the street. I didn't know whether it was true or not. I don't 
know where he got the information. But it is too small a figure. We 
all know that. 

One of the reasons I suspect is that Congress, like so many others, 
wants all this information, reports, and etc. I expect you spend a 
disp:roportionate amount of time trying to comply with the Senate 
and House and committees, and interrogatories and national confer
ences, and I can imagine all of that can be overdone. 

Mr. RECTOR. We would certainly respond favorably to any sugges
tions to eliminate reports or regulations, that you would nominate. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Well, I notice some things that upset some people 
don't necessarily upset me. For instance, they ask how much money 
went into something; you are saying you don't have the exact 
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breakdown. It would be desirable to have it. But I don't know that 
that is of the essence. That is more reporting, and then trying to 
categorize it by State, by programs-by this and that. 

In the act, itself, you have to preface most things by projects: this 
is special emphasis money; this is C&E money. Is there too much of 
that to have to jockey with? There are about three Federal pro~ 
grams, is that right, that really attempt to deal with youth--

Mr. RECTOR. There are other projects: Bob Taggert's project at 
Labor; Larry Dye's office: nutrition programs at Agriculture; every
body has a little something tucked away. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I mean specifically, are there not about three? Two 
in LEAA and one in HEW that specifically deal with juvenile 
delinquents? . 

Mr. RECTOR. No, they are specific. NIH has a crime and delin
quency unit, and Larry Dye has a unit. Title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act has $40 million or $50 million that 
goes into institutions. So there are more than. three at HEW that 
are deliquency-specific. ' 

Mr. ANDREWS. Several? 
Mr. RECTOR. Yes. 
I think the problem is also a result of action by the executive 

branch. They certainly have made that contribution. 
Mr. ANDREWS. To whatever extent there is something Congress 

should be doing we are not, I would welcome any telephone conver
sation to that effect. I love criticism as long as it is constructive. I 
don't mind giving it or getting it if it is constructive and not 
personal. 

Mr. RECTOR. In January, at the hearing on school violence, I 
think I spoke favorably of the fact that in the 1977 amendments you 
didn't require any additional reports, and that you required that 
existing reports should be more succinct and clear, and that we 
combine a couple of them. The more of that, the merrier. 

Mr. ANDREWS. One more brief word, and I will let you go. We can 
talk later. But I haven't really, to use a colloquialism, latched on, to 
the idea of the school violence bill, nor have I determined that we 
are not going to consider them sort of in abeyance. One of the 
reasons is what we just were saying. You can get into youth 
pregnancy and school violence and you just keep identifying some 
pE;lople out there who have some problems, and they do. That is not 
to say there are not arrays of good examples of where perhaps the 
Congress or the Federal Government should be innovative and 
move into, but it seems that history sort of repeats itself. 

I am afraid that five years from now, we will be sitting here 
talking about more programs in addition to the six or however 
many programs we now have, that tend to be duplicative and 
overlapping with certain monies in one or the other category, and 
people in the field not knowing which is which. I wonder if we are 
trying to identify and put some money out here with respect to 
school violence, or youthful, unwed, pregnant females, when, if it is 
to be done at all, perhaps it should be made somewhat of an adjunct 
of some existing agency, rather than just putting a little money 
here and a little there-all intended to help. 
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We are talking about young people in all of these instances, and 
school violence and pregnancy would just be two more aspects of the 
problems of the young people we are attempting to reach .. 

It might be good or might not, but I wonder if it shouldn't be tried 
in an effort to limit the multiplicity of agencies and people who are 
attempting to deal with essentially the same group of people. 

Mr. RECTOR. I agree. I know the J.D. Act and some of the history 
that preceded it, in 1972 and 1973. A lot of persons expressed views 
similar to yours. The original office was to be placed in the White 
House, so there would be a whip-cracking budget organization. That 
didn't work, either. 

Bill, Gordon, and I were talking the other day, about an entity or 
organization where all youth programs could be coalesced. That 
would make some kind of sense. Then we would have one set of 
guidelines, it would be clear what the direction was. People around 
the country would know where they should be making contact. That 
has all kinds of merit. 

I think Bob Taggert and Larry Dye and other people around the 
agencies-I certainly can't speak on behalf of the administration 
now about such a matter-do seem very supportive of at least 
exploring the idea. It is a lot of turf, like I said at the beginning. I 
am not a turf person. I am a short-termer. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That is good to quit on, I suppose. 
I thank all of you for your continued interest. 
[Whereupon, at 5:25 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon

vene upon the call of the Chair.] 
[Appendix material follows:] 
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May 24, 1978 

Mr. John RectQr 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.O. 20531 

Dear John: 

As you know, the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity has 
scheduled a hearing for June 27, 1978, on the administration of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as amended. 
In preparation for the hearing, this letter is for the purpose of 
requesting certain information to enhance the quality of the hearing • 

• For the sake of clarity, I will simply number the items or 
requests: 

1. Could you provide a description of the Office's staff 
organization (an organization chart will suffice), with 
the existing number of staff positions available to the 
Office and a listing of vacancies by position? 

2. Could you provide s copy of the last annual report sub
mitted by the Administrator pursuant to Section 204(b)(S)? 
What were the expenditures for the Office for FY 1977 by 
category (i.e., block grant assistance, special emphasis 
assistance, concentration of Federal effort, etc.? 

3. Section 204(b)(6) authorizes the Administrator of LEAA, 
with your assistance, to provide technical assistance to 
various groups. .Could you provide a listing of all technical 
pssistance ~ontrects entered into by the Office from FY 1977 
to the present with the amount, contractor, and purpose of 
the contract specified? 
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4. Section 204(i) (1) requires that the Administrator of LEAA 
require each Federal agency which administers a Federal 
juvenile delinquency program to submit annu~lly to the 
Council a juvenile delinquency development statement. 
Could you provide the FY 1977 or most recent development 
statements by agency and date of submission? 

5. Section 206(c) pr~vides that the Coordinating Council on 
Juven:!.le Jus'tice and Delinquency Prevention make reco .... 
loendations at least annually t6 the Attorney General and 
the President. Could you provide the Subcommittee with 
the FY 1977 or most recent recommendations of the Council 
with their date of submission? 

6. Section 206(d) requires that the Council ~eet at least 4 
times a year (6 times a year prior 'to FY 1978). List the 
dates, location, and meeting topic for each Council meeting 
in FY 1977 and FY 1978. How much money has been obligated 

,and expended f07 Council operation since that date? 

7. Please list the names of all National Advisory Committee (NAG) 
members. Which members dLC full-time employees of Federal, 
State, or local governments? Which members had not attained 
26 years of age at the time of their appointment and what 
were their ages? How many of those youth members have been 
or are currently under the jurisdiction of the juvenile 
justice system? 

8. Section 208(a) requires the NAC to meet not less than 4 times 
a year (6 times prior to FY 1978). List the dates, location, 
and meeting topic for each NAG meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978. 

9. Section 20S(b) requires tbat recommendations be made annually 
by the NAC. Could you provide the Subcommittee with the most 
recent recqmmendations and their date of submission? 

10. What staff and other such support was requested by the Chairman 
of NAG for FY 1978 pursuant to Section'208(f)? What staff 
and other sucb support have you provided as required by 
Section 208(g)1 

11. What States currently participate in Juvenile Justice Act, 
Part B, Formula Grant activities? Has any State bad'it~ plan 
turned down ano, if so, under what, circumstances? 
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12. What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among 
each of the ~xisting special emphasis aress identified in 
Section 224 since FY 1975? Could you provide .the Subcommittee 
with a list of each special emphaRis grant awarded for FY 1977 
and FY 1978 with grant title, grant award, and grantee? 

13. Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in regard to the 
information, research, and training functions specified in 
Sections 2/,2, 243, and 244. 

14. Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute 
activities be submitted to you prior to September 30 of 
each year. Could you provide the Subcommittee with a copy 
of the report due September 3D, 1977? 

15. Could you detail the obligations and ex~enditureB of OJJDP funds 
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 1978? Of all funds appropriated 
for OJJDP in FY 1977, what percent has been obligated and 
what percent expended? 

16. What problems have you encountered since assuming the position 
of Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention? What are your goals and plans for 
future program development? What can Congress do to help? 

While I apologize for the length of the requests made in this 
letter, I am sure you can understand that it is necessary for the 
Subcommittee to obtain, before the hearings, accurate and complete 
information regarding the function and direction of the Office so that 
a thorough and useful review can be made. 

I look forward to your response. 

GRWC:ps 

32-505 0 - 78 - 15 

Sincerely, 

-/};I/ 
William F. Causey 
Counsel 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20S31 

JDJl!l 2 0 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions 
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Education and 
Labor Co~nittee Hearing. Attached are our responses which 
follow a reiteration of your questions. 

I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations. 

With wr regards, DJuJ 
Joh ~o~ I~ 
Adm istrator 
Off ce of Juvenile Justice 

a d Delinquency Prevention 

Enclosures 
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Question: 
-:., .. ,: 

1. Could you provide a description of the Office's staff organization 
(an organization chart will suffice). with the existing number of 
staff PQsitions ,available to the Office and a listing of vacancies 
by position? . 

• ~ .*: ','. • 

Attached are various charts reflecting past and current personnel 
allocations and vacancies within the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. As you can discern. we have made sub
stantial progress both in acquiring new positions and in filling 
positions. In the past year OJJDP has experienced significant 
change. uncertainty and frllstr'ation. Not only was the authorizing 
Act under reconsideration but. as you know. Congress delayed passage 
of the b'm extending OJJDP until the eleventh hour. Thus. it was 
difficult if not nearly impossible to appropriately develop the 
FV 1978 program plan or strategically allocate FY 1977 appropriations. 
Similarly. unsettling were the Subcommittee Oversight Hearings on 
OJJDP activities conducted less than three months after mY confir
mation. before the 1977 Amendments to the Act had been signed and 
in fact contemporaneously with Congressional passage and during 
the final week of our fiscal year. Another factor was the partial 
I.EAA reorganization during this period. including the abolishment 
of its Regional Offices which resulted in extraordinary burdens 
on personnel suppbrt services as well as our affected employees 
who relocated or found other. employment during the period July
September.. To enable us to respond more precisely to our Con
gressional mandate and to provide sorely needed, long overdue 
management and policy direction. I reorganized OJJDP. In fact. 
this heavily encumbered comp'iicated process has only recently been 
finalized., We are quite pleased with what we have achieved. We 
are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as 
intended. Incidentally. a short-tentl workload study, soon to be' 
completed. will hopefully provide us with additional insights and 
tools to help ,facilitate better management. 

"I.IV ..••••.•• 4 . ..,.~""-.-.; ... ~~+-.-,,, -. 

Of importance, ltkewi.se, i.s· t~t 12. profe.ssi.onal and 8 othe.y' sttlffe.rs 
have resigned/transferred during this period. 

,:,- , 

This process' within the bureaucracy is a time-consuming one, but we 
,are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as 
intended. As indicated on the current organizational chart. the 
filling of vacancies is proceeding steadily and I expect to have the 
majority of positions :il~~d between now and the first part of August. 
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Question: 

2. ::ould you provide a copy of the last annual report submitted 
:)y the Administrator pursuant to Section 204(b)(5)? What 
',Iere the expenditures for the Dffi ce for FY 1977 by category 
I:i.e., block grant assistance, special emphasis aSSistance, 
concentration of Federal effort, etc.? 

An~wer: 

2 .. 

Formula 
*Special Emphasis 

Institute 
Concentration of 
Federal Effort 

Total 

FY 1977 OJJDP Outlays 

* Includes Technical ASSistance 

$7,600,000 
9,000,000 
2,950,000 

400,000 

19,950,000 

The last rep~rt submitted pursuant to Section 204(b)(5) is attached. 
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3. Question: 

Section 204(b)(6) authorizes the Administrator of LEAA, 
with your assistance, to provide technical assistance to 
various groups. Could you provide a listing of all technical 
assistance contracts entered into by the Office from FY 1977 
to the present with the amount, contractor, and purpose of 
the contract specified? 

3. Answer: 

In response to the above question the following information 
is provided: 

1. Contractor: Arthur D. L ittl e, Inc. 

OJJDP Funds awarded: $1.8 Million 

Project Period: January 1977 - January 1979 

Service Provided: The objective of this contract is to 
provide technical assistance to support the OJJDP Formula 
Grant program. The TA contractor is responsible for 
assessing TA needs under the formula grants program; pro
viding TA to state and local governments and public and 
private agencies to assist them in implementation of the 
mandates of the Act; managing the provision of technical 
assistance resources by a range of consultants, including 
'the contractor's own staff; developing a formula grants 
reporting system; and preparing program strategy papers. 

2. Contractor: National Office for Socia'] Responsjbi1 ity (NOSR) 

OJJDP Funds awarded: $1 Million 

Project Period: November 1976 - November 1978 

Service Provided: NOSR is responsible for providing tech
nical assistance to the Special Emphasis grantees of 
OJJDP's DSO and diversion programs; managing the provision 
of technical assistance consultants; provision of technical 
assistance resources through the contractor's own staff; TA 
support to relevant and interested organizations other than DSO 
and diversion grantees; preparation of technical papers and 
documentation of program models; and exemplary technical 
assistance' provided to grantees. 

3. Contractor: Westinghouse National Issues Center 

OJJDP Funds awarded: $1.7 Million 
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3. Answer: (Cont'd) 

Project Period: April 1978 - April 1980 

Service Provided: Westinghouse is l'esponsib1e for providing 
technical assistance to the Sped;,;l Emphasis programs in De
linquency Prevention, and the SPA'S and RPU's selected formula 
grantees and other orgilnizati O:IS engaged in del i nquency pre
vention. The contractor shall be responsib1 e for managing 
the provision of technical dssistance resources by a range of 
consultants, including th~ contractor's own staff, and pre
paration of technical papers, monographs and program strategy 
papers. 

4. Questi on: 

Section 204 (1)(1) requires that the Administrator of LEAA 
require each Federal agency which administers a Federal 
juvenile delinquency program to submit annually to the 
Council a juvenile delinquency development statement. 
Could you provide the FY 1977 or most recent development 
statements by agency and date of submission? 

4. Answer: 

Section 204 (1)(1) of the Act requires that a juvenile del inquency 
development statement be submitted to the Administrator based upon 
a detailed statement of submission procedures that are included as 
part of the third annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile 
delinquency programs report. That report will be submitted as re
quired on December 31, 1978, and will contain the .required procedures. 
Development statements will be submitted annually following publication 
of the submission procedures. Discussion of the development state
ments has been scheduled as an agenda item for the June 22, 1978, 
meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and De1in
gu~!!c"y. Preventi on. 

5. Questi on: 

Section 206(c) provides that the Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention make recommendations at least 
annuallY to the Attorney General and the President. Could you 
provide the Subcommittee with the FY 1977 or most recent recom
mendations of the Council with their date of submission? 
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5 •. Answer: 

Under the previous Administration, members of the Coordinating Council 
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention designated program 
administrators under their respective direction to work on a contin
uing basis with the Office to carry out the responsibilities of the 
Council. This group of approximately 20 official s met during fiscal 
year 1977 to discuss and make recommendations on the Second Analysis 
and Evaluation of Federal Juvenile De1inqUenC{ Programs submitted to 
the Congress and Presldent. Thelr recommenda ions, published as part 
of the analysis and evaluation report, were formulated into a set of 
uniform definitions and a detailed statement of criteria for identifying 
the characteristics of juvenile delinquency, juvenile delinquency pre
vention, diversion of youth from the juvenile justice system, and the 
training, treatment, and rehabilitation of juvenile delinquency. 

Question: 

6. Section 206(d) requires that the Council meet at least 4 times a 
year (6 times a year prior to FY 1978). List the dates, location, 
and meeting topic for each Council meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978. 
How much money has been obligated and expended for Council operation 
since that date? / 

Answer: 

6. The Council met officially on December 8, 1976. in New York City, 
New York. to discuss youth employment and its relationship to 
delfnquency. In addition, program administrators designated by 
Council members met as follows to discuss preparation of the 
analysis and evaluation report: 

. November 8, 1976 
December 9 & 10, 1976 
April 29, 1977 

Washington, D.C • 
New York, New York 
Washington, D.C. 

With the required approval of then Attorney General Levi and the 
Council members, the Office hired an Executive Secretary to the 
Council through an Intergovernmental Personnel Act agreement with 
the State of California. The term of that agreement was January 
1977 through NOVember 1977. Office costs associated with the agree
ment were approximately $50,000 (salary, benefits, moving and related 
expenses). Until such time as a new candidate for Executive Secretary 
is selected and presented to the Council for approval, I have assigned 
responsibility for coordination activities to my Policy, Planning and 
Coordination Division staff. In addition, the Office recently awarged 
a grant in the amount of $299,800 for a major study of public policies 
that contribute to the institutionalization and deinstitutionalization 
of status offenders, dependent and neglected children. This effort 
was developed to support the Coordinating Council in carrying out 
its responsibility of reviewing the programs and practices of Federal 
agencies and reporting on the de~ree to which they are consistent or 
inconsistent with Sections 223(aj(12) and (13) of the Juvenile Justice 
Act. 
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Question: 

7. Please list the names of all National Advisory Committee (NAC) 
members. Which members are full-time employees of Federal. State. 
or local governments? Which members r,d not attained 26 years of 
age at the, time of their appointment and what were their ages? 
How many of those youth members have been or are currently under 
the jurisdiction of the juverdle justice system? 

Answer: 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS: 

George C. Be1itsos of Iowa 
Glen Bower of Illinois 
Bernadette Chavira of New Mexico 
Timothy Scott Davis of Washington. D.C. 
Margaret C. Driscoll of Connecticut 
Harold P. Goldfield of California 
Marion W. Mattingly of Maryland 
Michael Olson of Pennsylvania 
Lawrence Semski of Mississipp}. 
George Walker Smith of California 
Steven Stark of Connecticut 
Barbara Sylvester of South Carolina· 
Diana Tamez of Texas 
Genevieve Wilson of Maryland 

YOUTH r~EMBERS: 

Ms. Chavira 
Mr. Davis 

AGE AT TIME OF APPOINTMENT 

23 

Mr. Goldfield 
~lr. Olson * 
Mr. Stark 
Ms. Tamez 

FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES OF GOVERNMENT: 

Mr. Bower 
Judge Driscoll 
Judge Semski 

23 
25 
15 
25 
22 

* Has been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system. 
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8. Questi on: 

Section 208(a) requires the NAC to meet not less than 4 times 
a year (6 times prior to FY 1978 .. ) List the dates, location, 
and meeting topic for each NAC meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978. 

DATE: 

December 8-10, 1976 

February 16-18, 1977 

April 12-14, 1977 

November 30-
December 2, 1977 

February 6-8. 1978 

March 1-3, 1978 

July 12-14, 1978 

August 16-18, 1978 

PLACE: 

New York, NY 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Washington, D.C. 

Hashi ngton, D. C. 

Arlington, Virginia 

Reston, Virginia 

Kansas City, Missouri 

Proposed Sites: 
~lbuquerque, New Mexico 
New Orleans, Louisiana 
Sante Fe, New Mexico 

TOPIC(S): 

Youth Employment 
in Rel ation to 
Del inqlJency 

Committee Objectives 
and Workplan 

Analysis and Evaluation 
of and Comprehensive 
Plan for Federal Juvenile 
Delinquency Programs 

Committee Annual Report, 
State Advisory Group 
Meetino 

Planning for State 
Advisory Group Meeting 

Meeting with·' state 
II.dvisory Groups 

Follow-up to State 
Advisory Group Meeting, 
State Participation 
in the Act 

To be determined 

(Please note, the Committee has been required to meet 4 times per year 
since the passage of the ~ct.) 
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Question: 

9. Section 20a(b) requi res that recommendations be made annually by 
the NAC. Could you proviC:e the Subconrnittee with the most recent 
recommendations and their cate oJ submission? 

Answer: 

The most recent annual report of the National Advisory Committee ~Ias 
approved by the members during their meeting of November 30 - December 2, 1977. 
The report contained the following reconrnendations to me: 

1< Private citizens should be involved in juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention policy and pro!1ram developmert at the 
the Federal, State, and local levels. 

2. The Office should provide for citizen participation, with 
special emphasis on youth participation, in juvenile delinquency 
policy and program development, implementation, and assessment. 

3. The Office should develop and support youth advocacy proora~s 
to prot~ct the rights of youth and to improve services for youth 
who come in contact with the juvenile justice system. 

4. The Office should place emphasis not only on the role of public 
youth-serving agencies in preventing, treating, and controlling 
delinquency, but also on the role of private, nonprofit community 
and citizen groups. 

5. The Office should encourage and support efforts of citizen groups 
to monitor State and local efforts to implement the provisions of 
the Juvenile Justice Act, especially with regard to the deinstitu
tionalization and separation nlandates of Sections 233(a)(12) ann 
(13). , 

6. The PreSidentially appointed Administrator of the Office shoUld be 
delegated all policy, administrative, managerial and operational 
responsibilities of the Act. 

7. An programs concerned with juvenile delinquency and administered 
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration should be admin
istered by or subject to the policy direction of the Administrator 
of the Offi ce 

a.' In addition to the funds appropriated under the Juvenile Justice 
Act, a minimum of 19.15% from other Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration program funds should be expended for juvenile 
delinquency programs. 
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9. All States should qualify automatically for Juvenile ,Justice 
Act planning funds to establish State and local level juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention planning and advisory functions. 

10. State 1eve1 juvenile justice and delinquency prevention advisory 
groups authorized under the Juvenile Justice Act should advise 
their respective governor and State legislature, as well as the 
State Planning Agency, regarding juvenile justice delinquency 
policies and programs. 

11. The Administrator of the Office should be authorized to continue 
granting Juvenile Justice Act funds to a State if the Administrator 
finds that the State is in substantial compliance with the require
ment toot the State deinstitutiona1ize all status offenders within 
a 2-yei'it' period and if the Administrator has an unequivocal commitment 
from the State that it will achieve full compliance within 5-year 
period from initial participation in the program. Substantial com
pliance should be defined as achievement of 75% deinstitutionaliza
tion. 

12. A 10% cash match for juvenile delinquency programs administered by 
the Office should be required, but the Administrator of the Office 
should be permitted to waive matching requirements for private non
profit orgpnizations and agencies. Further, the Administrator of 
the Office should have the authority to waive matching re~uirements 
for Indian tribes and other aboriginal groups and to waive St~te 
1 i abi 1 ity and to di rect Federal action where the State 1 acks juri s
diction to proceed. 

13. Administration of the r.unaway Youth /let should be ti'ansferred from 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to the Office. 

14. The scope of the Runaway Youth Act should be broadened to include 
other homeless youth. 

15. Statistical repurts and documents profiling the children and parents 
served under Runaway Youth /lct programs should not disclose the iden
tity of the individual youth without the consent of individual youth' 
and his aI' h<:!r parent or legal guardian. 

16. The Office and other Federal agencies and departments should provide 
the necessary leadership and resources to implement the Federal policy 
for the prevention, treatment, an~ control of juvenile delinquency as 
stated in the Second Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency 
Programs. Special Emphasis should be placed on the objective of irlen
tifying Federal sponsored or assisted activities which are inconsistent 
with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, ~Iith particular regard 
to the deinstitutiona1ization .of status offenders and dependent and 
neglected children, separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and di
version of youth to community-based programs. 

17. The President and the Attorney General should ~ive hi~h priority to the 
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work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

18. A policy of citizen par'ticipation in the meetings and activities of 
the Coordinating Council should continue to be implemented through 
representation of the Committee on the Coordinating Council. 

19. To improve Federal coordination of juvenile delinquency programs, the 
Office of Management and 6udget should be represented on the Coordina
ti ng Council. 

20. The Coordinating Council should be responsible for providing advice and 
assistance to the Office in the preparation of the annual analysis and 
eval uation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs and the development 
and implementation of the annual comprehensive plan for these programs. 

21. The Office, through the Coordinating Council, should insure that all 
youth employment efforts undertaken by the Department of Labor are 
consistent. with the Federal policy to prevent, treat, and control juven
ile delinquency. 

22. The comprehensive plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs shOUld 
include as a major objective the collection and anaJysis of comparable 
baseline dat~ from Federal agencies and departments with responsibili
ties for juvenile delinquency programs. The data should be used as the 
foundation of the third analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile 
delinquency programs and should relate to such issues as: (a) organ
ization structure; (b) policy fonnulation; (c) planning procedures. and 
requirements; and (d) program priorities, operations, evaluation require
ments, and results. 

23. The Office, with the assistance of the Committee and the Coordinating 
Council, should establish data collection procedures for other Federal 
departments and agencies to follow in the submission of infonnation that 
will be of sufficient detail to allow the Office to evaluate the degree 
to which each Federal juvenile delinquency pl'cgram confonns \~ith and fur
ther Federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention policies and ob
jectives. 

24. The third analysis and evaluation report should distinquish juvenile de
linquency programs and expenditures from general youth pro9rams and 
expenditures. Further, the analysis should indicate whether Federal 
expenditures are cOnsistent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice 
Act, with special attention to the deinstitutionalization and separation 
mandates. .. 

25. In accordance with the findings of a recent feasibility study sponsored 
by the Office, an automated juvenile delinquency program information 
system--particularly a project level system--is judged not to be cost 
effective and alternative methods for collecting juvenile delinquency 

32·505 0 - 78 - 16 
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program information should be developed. 

26. The Office should insure that at the Federal level, emphasis is placed 
on, and appropriate resource.s applied to, not only delinquency preven
tion and diversion of youth from the traditional juvenile justice system, 
but also reduction of serious crimes committed by juveniles. 

27. Status offenders should be removed from the jurisdiction of juvenile 
court. • 

28. Each State government should estAblish an executive office of youth 
advocate with the responsibility for investigating and reporting mis
feasance and malfeasance within the juvenile justice system; inquiring 
into areas of concern; and, conducting periodic audits of the juvenile 
service system to ascertain its effectiveness and compliance with estab
lished.responsibilities. 

29. Written grievance procedures should be established for all residential 
and nonresidential programs serving juveniles, and the juvenile within 
these programs should have access to an ombudsperson. 

30. The destruction of a record pertaining to a juvenile should be mandatory 
and should not be contingent upon receipt of a request by the subject of 
that record. 

31. Each State and the Federal Government should enact statutes governing the 
collection, retention, disclosure. sealing, and destruction of records 
pertaining to juveniles to assure accuracy and security of such records 
and to protect against the misuse, misinterpretation. and improper dis
semination of the information contained in the records. 

32. Privacy councils should be established at the State and Federal levels 
to assist in review of record keeping practices and .in enforcement of 
the statutes and regulations governing records pertaining to juveniles. 

33. The Office should determine the legislative authority of other Federal 
departments and agencies to develop and implement standards relating to 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. Further, other Federal' 
departments and agencies should be asked to identify areas in which their 
standards and the recommendations of the Committee are not in accord so 
that any differences may be resolved. 

34. Agencies at all levels of government should design procedures to assure 
that when standards adVocating the use of alternatives to incarceration, 
deinstitutionalization. or other nontraditional techniques are implement
ed, the cost savings realized will be reallocated to follow the juvenile 
served by the alternatives. 
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35. Greater,emphasis should be placed on research in the area of delinquency 
preventlon, 

36. Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention research and action programs 
should be better coordinated and designed to complement each other. 

37. Regarding the relationship between action and research programs sponsored 
by the Office, the Institute should participate in, or sponsor directly. 
three types of research: small scale research and demonstration projects 
that test new program approaches; evaluation of programs that use alter
native intervention approaches; and assessments on case studies of programs, 
that use traditional service approaches. 

38. At the direction of the Office, the Department of Health. Education. and 
Welfare's Interagency Panel on Research ~nd Development on Adolescence 
should be encouraged tQ focus specifically on juvenile delinquency. 

39. 

* 

The Institute should continue to support research programs that address 
the juvenile delinquency research priorities of th,'oordinating Council. 
Further. the Institute should coordinate other Federal agency research 
activities that address Coordinating Council priorities, 

The National\Advisory Committee has since reversed its position and now 
recommends tnat status offenders remain under the jurisdiction of the 
juvenile court. 

Question: 

10. What staff and other such support was requested by the Chairman 
of NAC for FY 1978 pursuant to Section 208(f)? What staff and 
other such support have you provided as required by Section 208(g}? 

Answer: 

10. On October 31. 1977. I met with the Executive Committee of the 
National Advisory Committee to discuss staff and other support 
services to be provided by the Office. As a result of that 
meeting. the Executive Committee r9commended that the current 
support services contract for the National Advisory Committee 
be extended and the dollar amount increased to permit the hiring 
of one more professional staff person and awarding of a ~ubcon
tract to assist the National Advisory Committee in plannlng the 
March 1-3, 1978. meeting of State juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention advisory groups. The contract was extended through 
August 15 1978. additional staff was hired. and a subcontract 
was award~d to the National Youth Alternatives Project. To date. 
the Office has provided a total of over $700,000 in contract 
support for the National Advisory Committee. In addition, the 
equivalent of more than four full-time professional and one fu11-
time clerical staff of the'Office have been made available • 

• 
In a recent m~eting with members of the National Advisory Committee. 
I agreed to provide approximately $225.000 in support for the coming 
year. I requested and received a report from the National Advisory 
Committee that outlines their proposa\ for future staff and other~ 
support services. The report is being reviewed and shortly the 
Office will determine the most effective and expedient means of 
providing support to the Committee. 
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11. Question: 

What States currently participate in Juvenile Justice Act, 
Part B, Formula Grant activities? Has any State had its plan 
turned down and, if so, under what circumstances? 

11. Answer: 

Of the fifty.six (56) states and territories, currently only 
seven are not participating in the state formula grant program, 
under Part B of tre Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. Those seven states are: 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
North Dakota 

Wyoming 

Oklahoma 
South Dakota 
Utah 

Additionally, the second part of your question, concerns the 
number of state juvenile justice plans which have been turned 
down. To date, none of the state juvenile justice plans 
have been rejected. 
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Question: 

12. What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among each of 
the existing special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since 
FY 19751 Could you provide the Subcommittee with a list of each 
special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977 and FY 1978 with grant 
title, grant award, and grantee? 

Amounts of Federal money apportioned among each of the existing 
special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since FY 1975 
are as follows: 

Deinstitut;onalization of 
Status Offenders 

Of vers i on 

Prevention of School Crime 

Prevention 

Unsolicited Proposals 

Restitution FY 78 (Projected) 

Special Empliusis award FY 1977 
Title/Grantee 

Fort Peck Prevention 
Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board 
Poplar, Mt. 

Youth Arbitration Center 
Washington Urban League 
Washington, D.C 

Operation Sisters United 
National Council of Negro Women 
Washington, D.C. 

Model Committee Staff Project 
in Juvenile Justice 

Legis/50 
Engl ewood, Co. 

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program 
Nat'l Federation - Settlement Neighborhood 
New York, NY. 

11 ,871 ,910 

8,556,919 

6,000,000 

6,190,473 

5,168,906 

24,430,122 

award amounted 

$176,796 

$40i,6l~ 

$375,653 

$666,006 

$469,323 



Aspira Prevention 
Aspira of America, Inc. 
New York, NY_ 
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Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
Girl's Club of America 
N!:~I York, N.Y •. 

Consortium for Youth 
United Way of Greater Ilew Haven 
New Haven, Ct. 

Positive Youth Development 
Boston Teen Center Alliance 
Boston, Mass. 

Girl's Coalition 
City of Philadelphia 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Tuskegee Institute Prevention 
Alabama Dept. of Youth Services 
Nontgomery, Alabama 

An Alternative to Incarceration 
Sacramento Reg. Planning Council 
Sacramento, Ca. 

Youth Community Coordinator 
Arne ri can Pub 1 i c We lfa re Assoc. 
Washington, D,C. 

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project 
Nayor's Office on Criminal Justice 
Boston, Na .• 

Dallas County Delinquency Prevention 
Dallas County 
Dall as, Tx. 

Chicago Youth Service Alliance 
Chicago Dept. of ~uman Services 
Chicago, Ill. 

Yen ce-West Prevention 
Yen ce Drug Coalition 
Yen ce, Ca. 

$518,506 

$304,974 

$402,951 

$373,228 

$401,715 

$431,413 

$29,125 

$200,588 

$960,000 

$400.350 

$500,000 

$500,000 
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Youth Services to Rural Area 
Tul are Youth SeY'vi ce Bureau 
Tulare, Ca 

Program to Prevent Juvenile 
Delinquency 

The Salvation Army 
Atl anta, Ga. 

Special Emphasis awards FY 1978 

Juvenil e Court Advocac'y 
Open Harbor, Inc. 
Cambri dge, r~a •. 

Youth Diversionary Program 
Opportunities Industrialization Center 
Providence, R.I. 

Deinstitutionalization of Status 
Offenders 

Pima County Juvenil e Court Center 
Tucson, Arizona 

An Alternative to Incarceration 
Tahoe Human Services, Inc. 
South Lake Tahoe 

Juvenile Delinquency & Prevention 
Boy's Club of America 
New York, N.Y. 

$76,000 

$450,000 

$117,098 

$72 ,966 

$247,500 

$46,166 

$352,784 
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Question: 

13. Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice'and Delinquency Prevention in regard to the 
information, research, and training functions specified in 
Section 242,243,and 244. 

Answer: 

In response to question #13 the following descriptive information 
is provided with r,egard to activities of juvenile justice insti~ 
tute, pursuant to Sections 242,243, and 244 of the Act: 

INFORMATION FUNCTION 

Assessment Centers. The four Centers under the Assessment Centers 
Program are responsible for the co11 ecti on, assessment and synthesi s 
of research data and program experience, and the preparation of re
reports, on topics of interest to OJJDP. Topics completed and under 
preparation include: 

Achievement Place: A Behavioral Treatment Approach in a 
Group Home Setting (DRAFT) 

- Alternative Programs for Young Women 

- Implications on Self-Report Studie~ for the Creation and Use 
of Alternative Programs 

- Youth Service Bureau Program 

- Juvenile Diversion Programs (Police and Courts) 

- Legal issues in pre-adjudicatory diversion of juveniles 

- Update on alternatives to secure detention of juveniles 

t4ajor, comprehensi ve reports On: 

- The Serious Juvenile Offender 

- The Status Offender in the Juvenile Justice System (DRAFT) 

Classification Factors in the Juvenile Justice System 

A series of reports including what is known about status offenders 
from self-report studies (completed); peer relations and delinquency. 
school violence, media violence, delinquency preventiun experiments 
and others. .. 
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Causes and Correlates of Delinquency. The landmark study of 
delinquency 1n 1111no1s was completed 1n the past year, at the In
stitute fot' Juvenile Research in Chicago. This three-year study 
in Chicago has involved analyzing data collected during 1972 through 
a statewide Illinois survey of a random sample of over 3,000 youth 
aged 14-18, and a field study of Illinois communities and social in
stitutions. Delinquency involvement was measured through self-reports 
from the youths themselves and correlated with such factors as family, 
peer groups, community, and school influences. The results have shed 
new light on the nature of delinquency. Among the major findings were 
the following: 1) contrary to popular conceptions based on arrest 
data, kids reporting delinquent behavior (other than armed robbery) 
are nearly as likely to be white as black, just about as likely to 
be a .• girl as a boy, as likely to live anywhere in Illinois as in highly 
urbanized Chicago, just as likely to come from an intact as a 
broken home; 2) peer group pressure is the single most important factor 
in determining the presence or absence of delinquent behavior; 3) 
the community context serves as an important mediating influence in 
delinquency--particularly in the case of violent conduct; and 4)much 
of delinquency arises out of youths' response to contradictions or 
tensions displayed by authority figures in the family, school, and 
juvenile justice system contexts. 

Learning Disabilities. The Learning Disabilities and Juvenile 
Delinquency Research and Development Program was designed to examine 
the relationship between learning disabilities and juvenile delin
quency, The two major components of this study are: 1) a comparison 
of the incidence of LD in groups of adjudicated delinquents and of
ficially non-delinquents populations, and 2) an evaluation of a re
mediation program for adjudicated delinquents. This study is being 
conducted in three states: Indiana, Maryland, and Arizona. The pre
liminary results of the incidence study show that sixteen percent of 
the officially non-delinquent school population are LD compared to 
thi"tty-two percent of the delinquent population. However, based on 
self-report measures of delinquency, it appears that LD and non-LD 
youth engage in similar amounts of delinquent activity. Thus the 
relationship between LD and delinquent behavior remains unclear at 
this time. 

Delinquency and Drug Use. This study will provide extensive 
information on the incidence, distribution, and patterns and styles 
of drug use and delinquent behavior among a national sample of ap
proximately 2,000 youth aged 11-17. It will also include an exam
ination of the relationship between drug use, including alcohol, and 
other kinds of delinquent behavior and the variables associated with 
changes in patterns of drug use and delinquency over time. Particular 
attention will be paid to the variables or conditions associated with 
the commencement of drug use, the connecti on between drug use and 
delinquency~ and developmental sequences of drug use over time. 
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Clearinghouse. In response to a specific legislative mandate. 
OJJDP plans to develop its own clearinghouse and dissemination program, 
which will be coordinated with LEAA's National Criminal Justice Refer
ence Service. 

Useful information for a variety of audiences is generated under basic 
research; program development, evaluation and standards programs. It 
is the purpose of the clearinghouse to more actively link stdte and 
local audiences with sources of infonllation and assistance in order to 
advance OJJDP's program goals. The statement of work for the clearing
house is under preparation. 

Residential Care Study. The Office is making preparation to support 
a repTlCatlon of the landmark 1966 Census of Children Residential Insti
tutions in the United States and territories. This replication will 
differ from the original census in that it will involve much more com
prehensive coverage of residential programs and also examine them in 
more depth. It will provide a valuable data base for assessing con
temporary institutional care for juveniles noting past trends and 
preparing for measurement of changes in residential care practices in 
the future. 

Information System Development, Our current work in this area 
consist of three maJor efforts. The first is maintenance and expansion 
of the natiqnwide Juvenile Court Statistical Reporting System, through 
which information on juvenile court handling of youth is generated. 
We are now in the process of awarding a new grant for th; s purpose. 

The second effort is this area is the development and implementation 
of automated informat; on systems for juven'll e courts. Under previ ous 
grants, a national assessment of such systems was conducted and the 
requirements of a model system were developed. We are now in the process 
of awarding a new grant for the purpose of implementing the mod~l system 
in a single jurisdiction. . 

The third effort in this area is the implementation of an automated 
information system in the D.C. Superior Court which combines a court· 
and prosecutor information system. We are currently processing this 
award •. 

EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AND RESEARCH AND 
DEVELoPMENT 

Over the past year, several of NIJJDP's basic research projects have 
prcduced noteworthy results that have made signficant contributions 
to our understanding 'of juvenile delinquency and related factors. 
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Serious Juvenile Crime. He have undertaken a number of studies 
focused on serlOUS juvenile crime with particular emphasis on 'the develop
ment and maintenance of delinquent careers. 

Two studies have made significant contributions to our understanding of 
delinquent career patterns as they relate to adult careers in criminality. 
The first of these is a follow-up study to the landmark Philadelphia 
research conducted in the early 1960's of almost all males born in that 
city in 1945. 

The follow-up study involved gathering data up to age 30 on the offender 
careers of a ten percent sample of the original group. Sigificant findings 
from this effort include the following: about 15 percent of youths in the 
10 percent sample were responsible for 80-85 percent of serious crime: and 
chronic offenders (5 or more police contacts). who made up only 6 percent 
of the larger group from which the 10 percent sample was drawn. accounted 

. for 51 percent of all offenses among the total sample--including over 60 
percent of the personal injury and serious property offenses. 

The second of the two major offender career studies is a project currently 
unde~ay at the University of Iowa. which is assessing the relationship 
of adult criminal careers to juvenile criminal careers. This project con-. 
sists of a follow-up study of 1352 juveniles born in 1942, and 2099 
juveniles born in 1949. in Racine, Wisconsin. The study is designed to 
1) provide information on the nature of urban delinquent careers (including 
age, race, sex, and other offender characteristics such as seriousness of 
offense) and their relationship to later adult careers; 2) determine the 
extent to which various alternative decisions by juvenile justice system 
authorities or'by the juvenile have contributed to continuing careers; and 
3) evaluate the effectiveness of the juvenile justice system and other 
community factors in deterring or supporting continuing delinquent and 
criminal behavior. 

The major preliminary findings to date follow: 1) about 5 percent of the 
white males in the 1942 and 1949 groups accounted for over 70 percent of 
the felony offenses (police contacts); 2) about 12 percent of the white 
males in these two groups accounted for all police contacts of white males 
for felonies; and 3) minorities (blacks and Chicanos) were disproportionately 
represented, in comparison with whites, among those referred to court and 
placed in correctional institutions. 

These data make it clear that, at least in Philadelphia and Racine, 
Wisconsin, a very small proportion of juvenile offenders account for an 
extremely large v~ume of serious and violent crime. However, the diffi
culty in taking the next step--that of responding appropriately to reduce 
crime through focusing on chronic offenders--is in predicting who will in 
the future be a chronic offender. A major conclusion of the Philadelphia 
·and Iowa research is that juveniles do not specialize in particular types 
of offenses nor do they •. necessarily progress from less serious to more 
serious offenses. Prediction of delinquency remains an elusive goal. 
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Another study recently concluded under Institute funding constitutes a 
seven-year evaluation of the Massachusetts experience in its statewide 
community-based movement. In 1969-72 Massachusetts repleced its training 
schools for juveniles with community-based alternatives to traditional 
incarceration. This is the only State that has deinstitutionalized its 
correctional institutions state-wide, in either the juvenile or adult 
areas. The results of the evaluation have indicated that youths do as 
well in the new programs as they did in the old training schools. 
However, youths in less secure programs did better than those in tile 
more secure cownunitY-based programs, and youths in programs providing 
diversity of treatment options and extensive community linkages did much 
better than those in the programs which lacked these features. In 
addition, the community-based programs provide a much more humane and 
fair way of treating youth than did the large institutions previously 
used. A major conclusion of the study ~/as that the important factors 
affecting success or failure with individual youth lay not so much in 
the qualities of specific individual programs to which the youth were 
exposed, but in the characteristics of the total social network for 
each youth in the community. 

TRAINING FUNCTION 

.During the past year the Office has made significant progress in 
developing its training program, which previously had been given low 
priority. Three major areas of new activity are described briefly 
below: delinquency prevention, law-related education, and deinstitu
tionalization. 

Delinquency Prevention. Three projects have been undertaken through 
which about 1,000 juvenile justice and youth workers personnel in both 
the public and private sectors are provided training in such areas as 
evaluation and decisionmaking, youth, participation, and community leader-
ship skills development. • 

Law-Related Education. The Office is also developing a cQmprehensive 
1 aw-re1 ated education program. This program wi 11 test various methods and 
approaches to improving youth's understanding of the juvenile, civil and 
criminal justice systems, their rights and responsibilities as citizens, 
and the lawful means of securing and enforcing those rights. 

Deinstitutionalization. We are in the process of establishing a 
rather large-scale training rogram, focused on deinstitutiona1ization of 
all youth except those that pose a danger to themselves or to communities. 
Through it, along with OJJDP training, technical assistance, and action 
programs, the Office is continuing its supportive efforts to persuade 
States to deinstitutionalize statewide their large juvenile correctional 
institutions. The content of the training program will draw mainly upon 
the resul ts of the seven-year Massachusetts study, the ne~1 secure care 
study, and the results of other OJJDP research, evaluation, and action 
program activities in tIre dein~titut~onaliz?~ion are~. , . _________ _ 

A major target group for this training group will be State Juvenile 
Delinquency Advisory Groups, in order to increase the effectiveness 
of their efforts 'It the State level. Other trainees \~i11 include 
private non-profit agency youth workers, planners. legislators, media 
representativ~s; and Federal agency personnel. 
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Question: 

14. Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute activities 
be submitted to you prior to September 30 of each year. Could you 
pl'ovi de the Subcommi ttee wi th a copy of the report due September 30, 
19771 

Answer: 

14. As you ki10W, the 1977 amendments were signed into 1 aw on October 3, 
1977, and Section 246 specifies that the first such annual report 
is due after the first year the legislation is enacted. No report 
Vias prepared for September, 1977. The next such annual report from 
our Juvenile Justice Institute is due prior to September 3D, 1978. 
A copy of that copy of that report can be made available to the 

.. Subcommittee upon co[nple1;ion. .._ ........... _ .. _. 

Question: 

15. Could you detail the obligation and expenditures of OJJDP funds 
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 1978? Of all funds appropriated 
for OJJDP in FY 1977, what percl!nt has been obligated and what 
percent expended? . 

Answer: 

CategorY 

Fonnul a 
Special Emphasis 
Institute 
Concentration of 
Federal Effort 

Total 

f.ategory 

Formula 
Special Emphasis 
Institute 
Concentration of 
Federal Effort 

Total 

FY 1976 

Obligation 

$35,047 
10,611 
5,609 

212 
51,479 

FY 1977 

Obligation 

43,271 
10,375 
4,970 

430 
59,046 

Outlays 

$3,968 
9,016 
2,611 

150 
15,745 

Outlays 

7,600 
9,000 
2,950 

400 
19,950 



CategorY 

Fonnul a 
Special Emphasis 
Institute 
Concentration of 
Federa 1 Effort 
Technical Assistance 

Total 

15. Answer:(Cont'd) 
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FY 1978 

Obligation 

59,616 
3,212 
5,206 

739 
1 ,872 

70,645 

Outlays 

14,090 
6,100 
4,000 

65 
,500 

24,755 

1'he figures provided above reflect total dollars obligated and 
outlayed during each of the fiscal years regardless of the fiscal 
year they were appropriated. 

Of the $100,000,000 appropriated to OJJDP for FY 1977, forty nine 
percent has been obligated and ten percent has been expended. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Lsw Enforcement AIII.tance Admini;tratll)n 

NATIONAL SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER. 

Solicitation 

The Office of Juvenile Justice /lnd 
Delinquency Prevention announces a 
competitive grant program focusing on 
the problem of school Violence nnd 
vandnlism. The objective of this sollcl· 
l.atlon is devolopment ot a school reo 
source network that provides assist· 
ance to students. teachers. parents, se· 
curity personnel, school adminlstra· 
tors, and community personnel. The 
national 'tletwork Is to Include ana· 
tlonnl school resollrce center and four 

.reilonnl school resource centers. The 
national network will help local 
schools and school districts design and 
implement school violence and vandnl· 
,lsr.n prevention programs through 
tralnlng, technlcnl assistance, and ad·. 
vocacy that result In changes In school 
response to youth behavior. 

At the present time, there is no nil.· 
tlonnl strategy to assist schools In 
denllng effectively with school crime. 
Resources are minimal and fragment· 

, ed. Many local programs are developed 
solely In the Interest of security. They 
faU to n.ccompllsh their objectives, fail 
to address the renl needs of the s.::hool 
systems, and fail to provide benefits 
that are consistent with their costs. A 
nationni school resource network dedi· 
cated to advocacy. reform, and a safer 
environment for students and teachers 
Is needed to provide overall direction 
a.nd coordination ot existing and new 
achool resources. 

Prellmlnary applications In response 
to this announcement are due Novem· 
ber 1, 1978. While It Is anticipated that 

• only one grant award wlll be made, 
subgrant arrangements are both ac· 
'ceptable and encouraged. The b'raIlt 
period will be for 11> duration of fifteen 
(15) months: the .. ward amount will be 
up to a maximum of $2,500,000. Pre· 
llm!nary appllcations w1ll be consid· 
ered only from public and private non· 
profit agency. organizations. and Instl· 
tutlons. All such agencies, organiza· 
tions. and Institutions ,must have demo 
onstrated experience In denllni with 
youth. " 

Copies ot the program guidelines 
w1ll be released on August 1. 1978, and 
can be obtained by contn.cting the 
Ol!lce oC Juvenile Justice and Delln-

_ qu~ncy Prevention, Law Enforcement 
AssIstance Administration, Depart-
ment of Justice. 633 Indiana Avenue 
NW .. Washington, D.C. 20531. 

JOHN M. RECTOR. 
Admini3trator, Office of Juve

nile Justice and DelinquenCl/ 
Prevention. 

.. D'.R Doc. '18-17870 FIled 1I-:n-78; 8:'5 amJ 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
!-lOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITIEE ON EDUCATION AND LAaOR 

SUeC:OMMITIEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

ROOM )10, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDINe 

WASHINGTON, D.C. Z05IS 

June 14, 1978 

Hr. James H. H. Gregg 
Assi~tant Administrator 
Office of Planning and Management 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20531 

Dear Hr. Gregg~ 

WIHO.UTY MCIroIDOIaa 
WIU.J4U " fICKICH._, "DIM. 
....&llTH.OUI&.NIMf .. ElCCWf't-=tO 

It is my understanding tbat you currently act as Administrator 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration while that position 
remains officially vacant. 

Section 204(g) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974, as amended, reads as follows: 

"(g) The Administrator may delegate any of his 
functions under thia title, to sny officer or employee 
of the Administrat10n." 

Could you please inform me of any such functions that you have delegated 
to Hr. John Rector, Associate Administrator of the Office of juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Our overaight hearings on the 
operation of the Office are to be held June 27, 1978. I would appreciate 
your answer prior to the hearing date. 

Sincerely, 

Ike Andrews 
Chairman 

IA:grd 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

ThE Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of June 14, 1978, regarding functions 
delegated to Mr. John Rector, Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. 

Enclosed is a copy of the Delegation of Authority to the Administrator, 
ONi ce of Juvenile Justi ce and De" nguency Prevenb on, 1 ssued on January 
if," 1978. 

P'lease let me know if you wish us to furnish additional information. 

~sin=h ~ ame~ M. H. Gregg 
(. ssistant Administra r 

Office of Planning and Management 

Enclosure 

32-505 0 - 78 -17 
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I l3l0.4oB ... 1 

Janlla ry d, 1978 

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF 
~~t: JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION (OJJDP) 

1. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruction is to delegate authority for 
the administration and operation of the OJJDP to the Associate Admini
strator (hereafter Administrator, OJJDP). 

2. SCOPE. This Instruction is of interest to all LEAA personnel. 

3. CANCELLATION. This Instruction cancels LEAA Instruction I 1310.40A 
dated April 21, 1976. 

4. -FUNCTIONAL DELEGATION. The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated the 
authority and responsibility for implementing overall policy and 
developing objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delin
quency programs and for activities relating to prevention, diversion, 
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research and improve
ment of the juvenile justice system, as authorized under the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, herein
after referrred to as the "JD Act") and the relat~d activiGies under 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, 
hereinafter referred to as "The Act"J, including the following: 

a. Administrative Management. Plan, direct, and control the imple
mentation and operations of all LEAA juvenile justice and d~lin
quency prevention programs administered directly through OJJDP. 

b. Policy Development. Develop, approve, and promulgate juvenile 
justic9 and delinquen~y prevention policy for implementation by 
OJJDP and, to provide policy direction to all programs concerned 
with juvenile delinquency and administered by LEAA. Wheresuch 
policies have major administrative or management implications 
or affect the general policies of LEAA, they are subject to 
approval by the Administration. 

(). Grants and Program Authority. 

(1) Grant and ~rogram Management. Subject to the policy direction, 
allocation of funds; and in accordance with directives issued 
by the LEAA Administration, the Administrator, OJJDP, is 
delegated the authority to approve, award, administer, modify, 
extend, terminate, monitor and evaluate grants within program 
areas of assigned responsibility and to reject or deny grant 
applications submitted to LEAA within assigned programs 

DI."lbu.lon, All LEAA Personnel In III.,., S,' Office ot' Planning 
and Management 



I 1310.408 
Jan. 4, 1978 

253 

including grants and agreements and ~rograms supported by 
fund transfers from other Federal agencies, under the 
following categories: 

(a) Grants under Part A of the "JD Act" separately and 
specifically d~legated by the LEAA Administration. 

(b) Formula grants under Part B of the "JD Act." 

(c) Grants under Part B (II) of the "JD Act"; categorical 
grants using Part C and E funds of "The Act" transferred 
to OJJDP; and, National Institute of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention grants under Part C of the 
"JD Act" 01" using Part D funds of "The Act" trans
ferred to OJJDP separately and specifically delegated 
by the LEAA Administration. 

(d) The comprehensive juvenile justice program required 
under Part C of "The Act". 

(2) Award, Approve, Modification, and Extension of Grants and 
Contracts. The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated authority to • 
award, approve, modify, and extend grants and contracts as 
follows: 

(a) Gr'lnts and contracts under Part A of the "JD Act". 

! Approve and award grants and approve for award 
contracts separately and specifIcally delegated 
by the LEAA Administration. 

~ For FY 1977 and $ubsequent yesrs, approve budget 
category deviations. 

(b) Formula Grants under Part,B of the "JD Act". 

! Approve Annual Plan. 

~ Award Formula Grants according to applicable 
fiscal year allocation for~~la and appropriation. 

1 Approve Formula Grant program deviations. (Since 
Formula Grant funds are not discrete budget items in 
a State Comprehensive Plan award, coordination with 
OC.)P will be required prior to approval of program 
deviations. ) 

Pal" 4 
Page 2 
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Approve Formula Grant extension by subgrant to 
allow expenditure from December 31 to March 31 
provided that current acceptable f: ~cal reports 
are on file with none outstanding and that all 
special conditions are satisfied, under the 
following conditions: 

~ Delays in equipment deliveries which are 
unanticipated and are not the fault of sub
grantee. (Submission of subgrantee/vendor 
contract is required). 

£ Unforeseen delays in obtaining FCC clearances 
for communication programs. 

£ Unforeseen delays in construction projects 
caused by strike, weather, environmental impact, 
equipment, energy crisis. (Submission of 
contract which outlines original completion 
dates is required). 

~ Delays related to compliance with Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act. 

2 ADprove the use of Formula Grant fund~ as match 
for other Federal programs • 

.§. Approve the use of Formula Grant funds for con
struction of innovative community-based facilities. 

'L Waive the "cash match preference" for Formula Grant 
funds established by M 7l00.1A, Change 3, Chapter 7, 
paragraph 7 dated October 29, 1975. 

(c) Grants and contracts under Part B (II) of the "JD Act"; 
categorical grants and contracts using Part C and E 
funds of "The Act" transferred to OJJDP; and, National 
Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
grants and contracts under Part C of the "JD Act" or 
using Part D funds of "The Act" transferred to OJJDP 
separately and specifically delegated by the LEAA 
Administration. 

Approve grant applications and RCAs (Requests for 
Contract .Action) separately and specifically 
delegatp.d by the LEAA Administration. 

Par 4 
Page 3 



255 

I l3l0.40B 
Jan. 4, 1978 

.~. 

Award grants and approve for award contraot.; 
separat~ly and speoifioal11 delegated by the LEAA 
Administration. 

Approve budget oategory deviations. 

Extend expenditure deadline of grants beyond 
the go day expenditure allowed following the 
end of the grant period. 

(3) Conoentration of Federal Effort. The Administrator, OJJDP, 
is delegated the authority to implement overall policy and 
develop objeotives, and priorities for Federal juvenile 
justice and delinquenoy prevention programs and to advise 
the President, through the Attorney General and the LEAA 
Administrator, concerning planning, polioy, pl'iorities, 
operations, and management of all Federal juvenile delinquenoy 
programs. 

(4) Research, Demonstration and Evaluation. The Administrator, 
OJJDP, is delegated the authority to support researoh and 
demonstration projeots in order to improve j~venile justice 
and delinquency prevention programs; to evaluate all federally
funded projects under the "JD Aot" and "The Aot", and other 
Federal, State and looal programs; and, to disseminate 
research and evaluation results, and pertinent data and 
stUdies in the area of juvenile delinquenoy. 

(5) Training. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the 
authority to conduct training programs and related aotivities 
under the "JD Aot". 

(6) Information. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the 
authority to colleot, analyze and promulgate useful infor
mation regarding treatment and oontrol of juvenile offenders; 
and, to establish and operate an effeotive Information 
Clearinghouse and Information Bank. 

(7) Technioal Assistance. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated 
the authority to provide technical assistanoe to Federal, 
State and looal governments and other public and private 
agenoies in planning, operating, and evaluating juvenile 
delinquency programs. 

(8) Audit Clearance. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the 
authority to clear audit findings and recommendations for 
those reports in whioh OJJDP is the designated aotion office. 

Par 4 
Page 4 
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(9) Waivers on Consultant Fees. LEAA requi·rements on requests 
for waiver of consultant fees by grantees may be approved 
up to $200 per day. 

(10) Pass-Ttl rough Funds. Subject to financial and program guide
lines the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authority t) 
waive the requirement that 66 2/3 percent of Federal monies 
be made available to local units of government. 

d. Operations. Subject to the general authority of the Administration, 
the Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated the authority and responsi
bility to represent the Administration with other Federal agenoies 
and State and local governments in the following matters: 

(1) Contacting State and local officials to encourage participation 
in OJJDP's program. 

- (2) Providing and/or ar,'anging for the provision of assistance 
in the form of technical consultation to recipients of "JD 
Act" funds in the areas of juvenile justice planning, manage
ment, and program development. 

(3) Reviewing and evaluating LEAA juvenile justice and deli~quency 
prevention programs regardless of fund source. 

(4) Monitoring OJJDP grants contracts, interagency agreements, 
and purchase orders. 

(5) Interpreting LEAA juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention policy. 

5. REDELEGATION. The Administrator, OJJDP, may redeJegate the authority 
~s-rnstruction, in whole or in part, provided 'that any redele
gation is in writing and approved by the LEAA Administrator. This 
restriction does not apply to a temporary redelegation of authority to 
the Deputy Associate Administrator, under Section 201(e) of the "JD Act" 
or other deputy or assistant to be exercised during the absence or 
disability of the OJJDP Admin.istrator or deputy or assistant. Authority 
redelegated by the OJJDP Administrator shall be exercised subject to the 
OJJDP Administrator's policy direction and coordination and under such 
restrictions as deemed appropriate. 

6. RECORDS. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
shall keep such records concerning the delegations in paragraph 4 as 
the Administrator, ODS, and the Comptroller shall require. Records 
shall be forwarded to these offices as required. 

A~~I/.t2.-~ -
JAMES M. H. GREGG "~~ 

• Assistant Administrator 
Office of Planning and Management 
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I 1310.53 

September 30, 1977 

DELEGATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION TO THE ASSOCIATE 
ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 

Subjoct: PREVENTION (OJJDP) 

1. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruction is to de).egate the authority 
and responsibility for the administration of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to its Associate Administrator. 

2. SCOPE. This Instruction is of interest to all LEAA personnel. The 
~rity and responsibility delegated herein applies epecifically 
to the Associate Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justic'! arid 
Delinquency Prevention. 

3.· GENERAL DELEGATION. The Associate Administrator is delegated the 
authority and responsibility for directing and supervising the 
personnel, administration and operation of OJJDP. 

4. COORDINATION. The Associate Administrator shall'be responsible for 
coordinating both administrative and functional activities of OJJDP 
with other LEAA offices to avoid dl'olication of effort and ensure 
effective program delivery. > 

5. PERSONNEL DELEGATION. The Associate Administrator is authorized to 
select candidates from among eligible applicants for appointment to 
positions within OJJDP (except as reserved by the Administrator 
to determine their respective duties, to designate employees for 
promotion, reaSSignment, training, awards, removal or disciplinary 
action and to request appropriate personnel action concerning these 
matters. This authority shall be exercised in accordance with poliCies, 
procedures and limitations set forth in directives issued by the 
Assistant Administrator, Office of Operations Support. 

6. TRAVEL AND PER DIEM DELEGATION. Subject to the Administration's 
Travel Regulations and within their approved travel budget, the 
Associate Administrator is delegated the authority to authorize 
and approve travel, per diem and travel advances for the official 
travel of, OJJDP personnel. 

7. LEAVE DELEGATION. Subject to leave policies and regulations of 
the Administration, the Associate Administrator is authorized to 
approved annual leave, sick leave, administrative leave and other 
leave per~tted by law. 

DIII,lbu'!.n, All LEAA Personnel Inlhoted B:-. Office of Planning 
and Management 
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8. OVERTIME AND COMPENSATORY LEAVE DELEGATIO~. Subject to LEA A Overtime 
and Compensatory Leave Regulations, and within thpir approved budget, 
the Associate Administrator is authorized to approve paid overtime 
and o\ertime for which compensatory leave will be granted. 

9. REDELEGATION. Authority delegated in this Instruction may be redele
gated in whole or in part, provided that any redelegation is in writing 
and approved by the Administrator. This restricUon does not apply to 
temporary redelegation of authority to a deputy or an assistant to 
be exercised during the absence of the Associate Administrator. 
Authority redelegated by the Associate Administrator shall be 
exercised subject to the Associate Administrator's policy direction 
and coordination and under such restrictions deemed appropriate. 

10. RECORDS. The Associate Administrator shall keep such records 
~ing the delegation of paragraphs four through nine as 
the Assistant Administrator, Office of Operations Support and the 

- Comptroller shall require. Records shall be forwarded to these 
offices as required. 

)a-_41J,k~ 
~~ES M. H. GRE~'- ~ 

Assistant Administrator 
Office of Planning and Management 

Par 8 
Page 2 
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STATUS OF' F'U~DS' ~OFFrCE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DElIIlQUENCY PREVENTION 

(Amounts in thousands of dollars) 
(Except as Noted) 

FORMULA GRANTS 

Appl"Oprf a ted Obligated Expended 
As of 5/31[78 ..lIl1/78 

$ 10,600 $ 

24,204 

43,127 

~ 

141,681 

Appl"Oprfated 

$ 10.750.COO 

19.296.000 

23,3i2,594' 

21.250,000 

74,668,594 

9,331 $ 6,912 

24,204 9.276 

43,127 8.653 

..5.2..lli. ~ 
136.278 25,321 

SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS 
In Actual Dollars 

$ 

Awarded 
As of 5[31178 

10.722,776 

17,563.594 

o 
a 

2S,2'l'i,370 

$ 

Expended 
As of 12/31/77 

8.449,145 

7 ,al7 ,642 

o 
o 

16.266.787 

Natlo~al·lnst1tute for Juvenile Justice and Oelinguency Prevention 

Appropriated Awarded Expended 
As M 5/31[78 As of 12/31[77 

$ 3,150,000 $ 3,063.606 $ 2,835,728 

5,000,000 5,000,000 3,383.971 

7,500,000 7,500.000 981,597 

11.000.000 139 0 

26,650,000 15.563,745 7,261.296 
" Source of ~J.a: 

Office of t~ 
CO<:lptroller, t.~ f+ 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNiTED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMIITEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

SUBCOMMITTEE. ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

ROoM 3.20, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUIUJINQ 

WASHINGTON, I).C. %aS1B 

June 14, 1978 

Mr. Jim Gammill, Director 
Office of White House Personnel 
% The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Gammill: 

M.NO"ITY MCMaatfi 
.IWA ... fI.~. PDIH. 
Ai..IcJff"''''''II"N~ .. KltClll'rkk'l 

It is my understanding that the Office of White House Personnel 
has been responsible for Presidential appointments to the National 
Advisory Committee on Juveni~e Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
It is my further understanding that members on the· Advisory Committee 
serve staggered terms and that vacancies, including that of the Chair, 
occurred on March 18, 1978, and haye to this date not been filled. 

Section 207(a) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974, as amended, states that the Advisory Committee "shall 
consist of twenty-one members." It haa been reported to me that it was 
necessary for the National Advisory Committee to cancel one of its 
previously scheduled meetings during this three-month interim since it 
wss not in compliance with Section 207(a). As I'm sure you are aware, 
Section 208(a) of the Juvenile Justice'Act requires that the AdviBbry 
Committee meet "not l!,ss than four'times a year." 

The Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, which! chair, will conduct 
oversight hearings on the Office of Juvenile Justice and the National 
Advisory. Committee on June 27, 1978. I would appreciate verification of' 
these reports, a aate on which the appointment of members can be expected, 
and an explanation aD to why these reported delays occurred. In the event 
your Office is not responsible for these appoin~ments, could you please 
direct me to the appropriate source. I would be most grateful for a 
reply prior to the June 27th hearing date. 

(t."'// 
71::An~~ 

Chairman 

IA:grd 
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QL:ongrcs's' of tvc ZUniteb ~tatcs' 
~~ou5e of 31cprcs'clJllltillc5 

Was-binnfon, ~.~. 20515 

July 7, 1978 

Mr. John Rector, .1Idministrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice And 

Delinquency Prevention 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Rector: 

\ .. ~. " .. ',.:.' ,". 
T'Lt".H''tt : .. ' -

JOHNW,! ' ........ 
"D"""ln~"'Th. "'. 

Lr,:' ..... fotl.l'O.'Ic:l 
tJ .. W'.TM .. « .. l·" ........ 'r 

Tu.t,."D"<t.1!.O.C~')t 

H......,. ... ;.'_r"' .. "'o' •. c 
:'110 he Av' ..... c 

"'CL"' .. "..~ !oD7·0UI 

CHARles C. Kf'lOX 
.. "teo •• !. ... ,.", .. "" 

I am concer~ed that testimony given by you before the 
House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, on June 27, 1978 
indicates a major misunderstanding or misinterpretation on 
your part and about Congressional intent with respect to the 
expected use and intended impact of Special Emphasis funds. 
Before drawing any final conclusions, or taking specific 
actions, I would like some additional information from you 
regarding the current status of this program. 

please respond to the following questions: 

1. What is the present organizational structure of the 
Office; what authority has been delegated to the Office; and 
what authority has been de~egated to the operating program 
divisions within the Office . 

. 2. Where is the.responsibility for management' of the 
Special Emphasis funds located; how are program priorities 
established; what procedures are used for funding these programs, 
and how were these procedures developed? 

3. What was the Office budget for the following perjods: 
July 1975, October 1976, October 1977, October 1978, and 
June 1978? How were these funds distributed across the 
operating Office divi~ions? 

4. I'lhat go you see as the major mandate and goals of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as 
amended in 1977? How are the programs now operating, and 
those projected for funding in this fiscal year achieving 
these goals? • 
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5, What is the present strategy for utilization of Special 
Emphasis monies? l~hat:i s your rationale for this strategy? 
How does it differ (if there is a 'difference) from the strategy 
pursued prior to your administration? How is the present 
strategy impacting the basic goals of the legislation? 

6. Of the Special Emphasis funds available since October 
1977, how much has actually been expended? If less than the 
ayailable amount, why? • 

7. Please provide the Office staffing plan " and indicate 
how much full time professional staff are assigned to each 
division, by grade level, race, sex and ethnic origin? How 
many staff have been employed by you since July 1977? Of this 
number, how many are minorities? 

8. How ~any grants and contracts have been awarded by the 
Office since October 1977? For what purposes? of the grants 
and contracts awarded, how many have gone to minority agencies 
and organizations? When were these grants awarded, and what 
procedures were used in their selection? 

9. How many youth have been served by Special Emphasis 
projects funded since October 1977, and of this number, how 
many have been minority youth? 

10. I1hat actions have you taken since October 1977 to faci
litate and support formula grant and maintenance of effort 
block grant funds going to minority organizations and dis
advantaged communities? 

Finally, I would like to rei t.'erate the question which I 
raised in the June 27th Hearings: Why were the planned 
initiatives on gangs and serious offenders cancelled after 
July 1977? And further, how is the restitution program expected 
to impact minority youth in relation to number of youth involved, 
and kinds of services available? How does this compare with 
the two cancelled programs with respect to types of agencies 
receiving grants, number of youth involved, types of communities 
affested, and types of services proviped? Please provide me 
with copies of the guidelines or program descriptions of the 
cancelled initiatives. 

As you know, I have had, and continue to have a strong 
interest in the problems of youth and their families. The 
legislative mandate being implemented 'by your Office can be ,. 
if properly administered, a major force in creatively redirecting 
available resources, and in shaping a national youth policy. 
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My concerns are directed at gaining a clear understanding 
of the extent to which these purposes are being met. I would 
therefore, appreciate a response to my'inquiry within the next 
week, in order to facilitate clarity relative to the present 
status and direction of programs within your Office: 

Your efforts to expedite the handling of this inquiry, 
will be greatly appreciated by me, and by my colleagues on 
the Economic Opportunities Subcolrumittee, with whom I intend 
to share your communication. 

AFH:ac 

Sincerely yours, 

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 
Member of Congress 
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JOINT COMMlrrCCON "RINTINO 

Mr. John Rector, Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention 

September 5, 1978 

Law Enforc",7I1ent Assistance Administration 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
I'lashington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Rector: 

w .......... uc . ~l!o 

T •• '."lO" : • :/11 

JOHNW!'Mln .. 
"':>"lo.I.rl"'I~'~·:;; :,"'..., 

HU""'HOTOff PIo_ O,.."cr 
UID ZoC"'\/lHl~ 

TQ.U'l'I_It$lN)-4U 

ettA-RL.eS E. KNOX 
.,,"u ....... 'nAHT 

On July 7, 1978, I sent you a letter of inquiry per
taining to your program, and urged that your response be 
reasonably quick. 

TO this date you have not forwarded such a response 
to me. 

Please apprise me of the reasons for the delay, and an 

''''0.'''0 " ... , ". ""0' "':::::::'~"~~ 

~~~~ 
AFIl:ac 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OF FICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

July 7. 1978 

Honorable Augustus Hawkins 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U.S. House of R~presentatives 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

Dear Congre~sman Hawkins: 

I have received your July 7. 1978, letter expressing concerns about 
the operation of our Speciai Emphasis Division. Much of the infor
rna ti on you reques ted is not readi 1y avai 1 ab 1 e. It wi 11 be developed. 
however, by the Director of our Special Emphasis Division. As we 
develop our responses to your detailed inquiries, it 110u1d be help
ful to knew specifically what, in your view. in my testimony before 
the Andrel1s Economi c Opportunity Subcommittee on June 27, 1978. 
indicated that I don't understand the intended role for discretionary 
funding. 

As your hearing revealed, the Office is grossly understaffed as con
trasted with other programs under your jurisdiction, but l'le will 
submit the information as it becomes available and in as timely a 
fashion as possible. 

Pleas!! let me know if myself or my staff can be of further assistance. 

Wlth r!';::'Ii1 ~V 
J, M. ""t," ~ 
A ministrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
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Mr. John R~ctor, Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention 
Law Enforcemtn Assistance Administration 
Nashington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Rector: 

Your letter ot July 7, 1978 causes me some concern, 
since my request for information goes significantly beyond 
my very special interest in the Special Emphasis Programs. 

The questions raised in my July 7, 1978 letter to you, 
are directly related to your administration and management 
of the Juvenile JustiQe and Delinquency Prevention program. 

That is the heart of the issue I am raising. I, therefore 
do not understand the nature of the role that you have 
assigned to the Special Emphasis Division in this endeavor. 

In order to clarifY'any misunderstandings on this 
matter, I would appreciate your arranging an immediate' 
conference between my Administrative Assistant, Mr. John N. 
Smith, and your principal staff people handling this issue. 

""o.,.>y. -;1' ~ 
~~~w7l~ ~~~~~ of Congress 

AFIf:ac 
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JUN :: , ;878 

Honorable John C. Culver 
Chairman, Subco~ltteo to Investigate 

Juvenile Oalinquency 
Corrrnittee on the Judiciary ..... 
Uni ted States Senate 
Hashlngton. D.C. 205l~ 

Dear IIr. Chainuan: 

W2 are pleased to have the opportunity to further clarify questioRS 
regarding' the Office of Juvenilp. Justice and Del1n~uency Prevention 
Which you raised at the May 1 Judiciary eOtan! ttee. I·lr. GrF.'l!l has 
asked that 1. ~s t,!>sr;clate Administrator of LEM. pl'ovlda t.he 
necessdry clarifications. O~r responses follow a reiteration 
of your quest1ons. 

..1 
I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations. 

With wann regards', 

John fl. Rector 
Administrator .. ." .. 
... I I • ~... ""4 , ... 1 I I ... • ~.t .. ' .. . 

ailJ uaiinqucncy 'PmwlIltion 

Enclosures 

32-505 0 - 78 - 18 
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guestion: 

1., When the 'Attorney Generp1 sent,his appropriation request for F~ 1979 
to the President, what I'las the amount requested for the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)? 

Answer: 

1. The amount requested for OJJDP by the Attorney General for FY 1979 
. was $100 million. 

, , 

\ 

Question: 

2a. At a hearing before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcowmittee on 
April 27, 1977, OJJDP was asked to provide the Subcommittee 
\!ith an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant 
applications which were received in FY 1975 and 1976 and 
which were worthy of funding. According to this analysis, 
the Office received 1,128 grants in FY 1975 and 1976. The 
Office found that 103 of these projects merited funding, 
but the Office was able to fund only 39 projects because 
of limited availability of monies for this purpose. 

Was the special emphasis grant program similarly hampered 
by a 1a~~ of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975 
and 19761 Please provide for the record an,analysis of 
the number of special emphasis grant applications determined 
to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 and 1978 and the 
nunber of projects actually funded. 
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2a. 'n:'.! special emphasis grant program was not hampered by a 
lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1977 and 
1978. This can be illustrated as follows: 

Carryover of FY 76 funds 1 nto ~l77 

Special Emphasis 
Part C 
Part E 

TOTAL 

$15.463.000 
2.679.000 

• 1,524,000 

$19.666.000 

Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78 

Special Emphasis 
Part C • 
Part E • 

TOTAL 

$28.317.000* 
1;198.000 
8,145,000 

$37.650.000 

In response to the question concerning special emphasis grant 
applications determined to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 
and 1~78 and the number of projects actually funded. the term 
worthy is highly subjective and cannot be, addressed. In lieu 
of, the requested information the following is offered: 

~o. of Applications 
Received 

No. of Grants 
A~/arded 

FY 1977 
FY 1978 
FY 1978 

450** 
62 

l16 Restitution 
Application~ 

36 
29 (to date) 
54 Estimated 

Restitution 

* Includes $5.088.000 of carryover from FY 76. 

** Approximated. Most of the 425 Prevention Applications went to 
Regional Offices. The Regional Offices have since closed and 
the records are not available. 

2b 
Is the Nationallnstitutt! for Juvenile Justice and Di!linquency Prevention 
(National Institute) unable to support meritorious projects because of lack 
of funds? Please provide lor the record an an;:,:lysls of the number of 
National Institute grant applications determined to be worthy of funding 
during EY 1977 and 1978 and the number actually funded. 

The answer to the first part of your question is no. The analysis of our NIJJDP 
FY 1977 and FY 1978 fundable and funded grants is as follows: 

Fundable 
Funded 

FY 1977 

23 
23. 

.EU2Z! (as of '5/31178) 

19 
19 



270 

Question: 

3a. At the April hearing before the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee 
there was testimony concerning the slowness which funds were being 
obl igated, al1arded and expended by DJJDP. 

What is the amount of special emphasis grant funds for each of 
the last three fiscal years and the current fiscal year that 
have actually been awarded and expended to date? 

~: 

3a. The amount of special emphasis grant funds for each of the last 
three fiscal years and the current fiscal year that have actually 
been awarded and expended to date: 

Awarded Ex~ended 

1975 -: 

Special Emphasis $10,722,776 $ 8,449,145 
Part C 2,066,368 , 1,628,298 
Part E 1.433.552 11129,6:l9 

TOTAL $14,222,696 $11,207,082 

19~6 ~ . 
•••• ,A 

Special Emphasis $14,585,336 $ 7,817,642 
Part C 470,102 249,154 
Part E 5,771 1850 3,059,081 

TOTAL $20,827.288 $11.125.877 

.illL 
Special ~phaiis -0- . -0-
Part C • $ 4,481,378 $ 1.329.635 
Part E 4.955,986 1.090,138 

TOTAL $ 9.437,364 $ 2.419.773 

ill§. 

Special Emphasis $ -0"- $ -0-
Part C 274.500 -0-
Part E 46 2166 -0-

TOTAL $ 293,666. -0-
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. I 

yuestion: 

3b. What is the current carryover in special emphasis grant 
funds from previous fiscal years? 

Answer: 

3b. The current carryover in special emphasis funds from prior 
years: 

Special Emphasis 
FY 1976 5.088,000 
FY 1977 23.229.000 

TOTAL 28.317.000 

Part C 
FY 1976 -0-
FY 1977 1.198.000 

TOTAL 1.198.000 

Part E ...... 
FY 1976 -0-
FY 1977 8.145.000 

TOTAL 8.145.000 
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Question: 

3.c. What are the causes of the fund flo~1 problems in the special 
emphasis grant program and how are unsolicited applications 
for special emphasis funds handled? 

Answer: 

3.c. The fund flow problems in the special emphasis grant program 
are directly attributable to the fact that only one major 
initiative has been announced and funded each fiscal year. 
As a result. most of the unsolicited applications were rejected 
through the use of an innocuous letter indicating that the ap
plication did not meet program guidelines or funding is not 
available. 

In FY 1977 and 1978, $9.7 million in Special Emphasis funds and 
$5.0 million in Part E funds were set aside for unsoUcited 
applications. This is at the heart of the fund flow problem. 
The one major initiative per year concept has not generated 
the response to insure the obligation of each-fiscal year's 
appropriation. 

Additionally, understaffing of the entire Office '(including 
the Special Emphasis Division) has contributed to the incredible 
levels of carryover. We are struggl ing \~ith a myraid of programs 
regarding this Division. I am confident that most of the problems 
will be resolved by the end of ~iscal Year 1979., . . ..... 
The second part of the question is covered by our response to 
your question 15 which made the identical inquiry. 



273 

4. Question: 

Hhat special emphasis initiatives is OJJDP currently planning and 
when is it anticipated that they will be announced? 

4. Answe,r: 

OJJDP is ,currently planning the following special emphasis programs: 

(1) Restitution - 116 preliminary applications were received 
in response to the February, 1978 program announcement, 
54 preapplications \~ere rated as fundable and have been 
invited to submit full applications by July 21,1978. It 

_ ,is anticipated that $24,000,000 will be awarded for this 
initiative by Septem~er 30, 1978. 

:-(2) Prevention - $6,000,000 wili be awarded for continuation 
funding of,16 projects by August 30. 1978. 

It should be noted'here that in the future not all speeial emphasis funds 
will be set aSide for national initiatives. He are in the process of 
developing several' programs to be incorporated into' LE~A'S Discretionary 
Grant Guide. Several of the programs are:" 

-Cal Alternative Education 
(b) Advocacy 

. {cl Children in Custody' ... ' 
(d) , Law Related Education ." c ._ 

~ (e) Special InceQtives for Partic'ipating and 
Non-participating States 

Additionally. it is anticipated that funds will be set aside for unsolicited 
applications. 
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5. Question: i1hat procedures are currently utilized in awarding special emphasis 
grants and hOl1 are unsolicited applications for special emphasis funds 
handled? \ 

5. Answer: 
1. Hhat procedures are currently utilized in al'larding Special 

Emphasis grants. and hOI'1 arc unsolicited applications for 
Special Emphasis funds handled? • 

1) Awards are made to applicants submitting applications 
in ~esponse to program guidelines issued by OJJOP. 
Th~ steps involved ~n this process are: 

a) A program guideline is issued which focuses 
upon a problem area or need determined to be 
of national significance within the context 
of the requirements of Section 224(a) of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. The guideline provides for selected 
program strategies, judged to have potential 
for having major impact upon achieving the 
requirements mandated by Section 224(a). 
The guideline also outlines performance 
standards which reflect the intent of the 
legislative requirements, and sound program 
methodology. : 

b) Applicants submit preapplications or full 
applications by an identified submission date. 
Applications are then reviewed and rated by 

. staff teams in relation'to predefined selection 
criteria. Those applicants meeting selection 
criteria ata defined level of acceptability are 
identified as the fundable group, and are re
cOlliuended for grant award. The tota 1 num~er 
funded depends upon the funds allocated for a 
given program, and the number meeting seiection 
criteria at an acceptable level. 

2) AwardS'are made to applicants submitting unsolicited 
applications and concept papers. The steps involved 
in this process are: 

a) Upon receipt, unsolicited applications and concept 
papers are assigned to a staff reviewer. The 
applications are reviewed in relation to the following 
criteria: 

- Impact upon problems addressed 
Degree of need for the proposed services or 

activities 
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- Feasibility of the program methodology and use 
of innovative or improved program approaches 
and techniques 

- Degree to which the program addresses the require
ments identified in Section 224(a) of the Act. 

- Cost effectiveness 
- Capability and basis of applicant interest in 

implementing the proposed program. 

b) The staff reviewer prepares a summary of the merits 
of the proposal and makes recommendations regarding 
funding. 

c) The application is then reviewed by the Deputy of 
Special Emphasis. 

d) If the Deputy concurs with the staff rating, a 
memorandum recommending its consideration for award 
is prepared and forwarded to the Director Qf Special 
Emphasis, along with a letter identifying programmatic 
deficiencies which need to be addressed. , 

e) If the Di rector concurs with the staff review and .' 
recommendations, the recommendation is for~arded 
to the Administrator of OJJDP for a final decision 
regarding grant award. .. ..... 

f) Where there is non-concurrence, the reviewers meet 
to resolve and cJarify differences of opinion; and 
the Director of Special Emphasis ma~es the final 
recommendation to the Administrator. 

II. Please indicate how the procedures have changed, if at all, for the 
period FY 75 thru FY 78. 

In 1974 and early .1975, the Juvenile Justice Task Group en,ouraged 
unsolicited p~oposa1s, and the first grants funded with Omnibus 
Crime Control Discretionary Part C and E funds were unsoUcited 
app1 ications.' Upon assessment' of the impact of these orograms upon 
the legislative mandate, the Task Group determined that a more 
systematic approach was required if the Office was to realize any 
significant impact upon defined goals. The policy was therefore 
changed in j975, and for the most part, projects were only funded 
in response to published guidelines. Betlieen Harch. 1975 and July, 
1977, unsolicited proposals were discouraged, and funded by exception 
only. 

The exceptions were based upon interests in a particular program appro~ch. 
or special needs which I'lere unlikely to be met through response 'to natlona1 
scope program guidelines. Since July. 1977. unsolicited PI"oposa1s have 
been encouraged. and the number submitted and funded has increased. 
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6. Question: 

In FY 1977 how much of the budget of the special emphasis grant 
program \~as allocated to special emphasis initiatives and how 
much was allocated to unsolicited grants? In FY 1978 how much 
of the budget was a110ca~ed to each of these categories? 

6. Answer: 

In FY 197-7 and FY 1978, the special emphasis program budget was 
,allocated to special emphasis initiatives as follows: 

FY 1977 

Dollars available by Fund type': 

Special Emphasis 
Part C 
Part E 

Dollars Programmed: 
(In Hillions) 

Prellenti on PYSO 
Learning Disabilities 
Violent Offenders 
Gangs 
Restitution 
Prevention (neighborhood) 
Transitional Grants -
Uns01icited 

Total 

9.0 
1..0 ..... 
2.0 

1.1 
13.1 

FY 1978 

Dollars av~i1abl'e by Fund .type: 

Special Emphasis 
Part C 
Part E 

Doll ars Programmed: 
(In Hill ions) 

Deinstitutiona1ization 
PestHuti on 
Prevention 
School Crime 
Mede 1 Prog rams 
Track II's from Regions 

~ 
10.0 

$38,692,000 
5,679,000 

13,101,000 

Part C 

1.0 

3.0 
.4 

1.3 
T:r 

$49,567,000 
6,000,000 

15,000,000 

. Part C 
~ 
3.0 

1.0 

Special Emphasis 
8.5 

1.0 

1.0 

28.2 
38.7 

Special Emphasis 

17.0 
14.0 
2.5 
2.0 
4.4 



6. Ans~ler: (Cont'd) 

Unsolicited 
Total 

Part E 
5.0 
15.0 
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Special Emphasis 
9.7 

49.0 

As you can tell from the aformentioned figures, especially for,. 1977, 
the staff developing programs \~as not necessarily in touch with the 
budget staff. 

'/ . 
H~w much of the current budg';t of the National Institute is currently 
allocated to each of the following program categories: j} information, 
collt:ction and dissemination, 2) resc.:ltch, 3) demonstration projects, 
4) evaluation, 5) training, G) developm",nt of juvenile justice standards? 

Our NIJJDP dollars are allocated for FY 1978 as follows: 

1) information* 3,065,000 

2) researc.h*·· . 3,105;000 

3) demonstration* - 1,737,000 

4) evaluation* 4,238,000 

5) training 3,283,000 

6) standards 572z000 

TOTAL 16,000,000 

*Includes program development work ..... '. 
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!l.\!1!stion: 

8. A: lIow ni:Ul)' pOSiticns ha\'e bc)c:l :lutltorb:J for CUJIlI' Dill] 110\1 
Dl:l~Y tluthori: .. 'tl po~itioas :lfO vacant in unch 'or the [ollo!;ing 
maJor cr~i;;poncnts of t: .~, ('[tice? , 
(1) Specinl cJr.ph:tsls gr:ult pfOgl':t~1l 
(2) I'on::ula Grant prol;r:U,,!t.:.:hnical :I$dst:lace 
(3) Ccncclltr:ltic!l of feueral effort 
(4) XatlC',:::l !m:til ute ' 

(:I) Information collect"lon anu dissemination 
(b) Rcsf.!al'ch 
(e) L~",onstration Projf.!cts 
(d) E\':lluatloa 
(e) Trai.ning 
(f) D(!\'clo;J;::~.'1t of juvcnilf.! just:cc st:mu:m\s 

B. How long have each of the~e pos i tion:; :,~cn V:lcant? 

C. 11'll:lt actions arc ),ou takiu:; to fill t!:e:;e \':lc,mcies? 

D. When do you e."f"ect these vac:mcks to !Jc filled? 

Answer: 

8 (A-D). 

Attached are vari ous charts t'efl!!ct i fig past and CUi"i'ent pSfs9nne 1 
allocations and vacancies within the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. As you can discern, we have made sub
stantial prog)'ess both in acquiring nel'l positions and in fill ing 
positions. In the past year OJJDP has experienced significant 
change. uncertainty and frustt'ation. Not,,pnly lias the autho";zing 
Act under reconsideration but, as you know. Congress delaye"t ')assage 
of th!: bill extending OJJDP until the eleventh hour. Thus, tt I~as 
difficult if not nearly impossible to appropriately develop the 
FY 1978 program plan or strategically allocate FY 1977 appropriations. 
Similarly, unsettling were the Subcoll'.mittee Oversight liearings on 
DJJDP activities conduc.~d less than thl'ee months after my confir
mation. before the 1977 A.1;endments to the Act had been sign~d and 
in fact contemporaneously with Congressional passage and during 
the final I'leek of our .fiscal year, Another factor I'las the partial 

"LEAA r~vr9anizatjon during this period, including the abolishment 
of its R.:!giona1 Offices I·:hich resulted in extraordinary burdens 
on personnel support ser', ices as v:ell as our affected employees 
who relocated or found o'!:h~r em;>l(,~'r.~nt C:urin~ t:,c period July
September. To enable us to respond more precisely to our Con-

'gressional mandate and to provide sorely nceded, long overdue 
management and policy direction. 1 reorganized OJJDP. In fact. 
this heavily encumbered co~;~licated PI"OC(!SS nilS only recently been 
finalized, He are quite pleased with I-ihat I:a have 'achieved. He 
are M'I in a b!!tter positirn to d::-'1ct o,nd ll'Un~l)e the program, ~s 
intcllc~d. lncioe:ntal'l)'t 1.1. StitJI·l;- ..... :I,l ioU: ",I ...... .l'-O---.l'l JJ~.I ,,-oJ "'_ 

con,plated, l'Iill hopefully ~ro'dcc us i'nth ~"~:tioni!i insightS anJ 
, tools to help facilitntc better r.:~nagen;ent, 

Of illlpol'tance, lH:,,',lise, is' that 12 professional ulid 8 other staffers 
have resigned/trall~ierred during this period. 

This process "Iithin the bureaucracy, IIhich you recently characterized 
as "Byzantine", is 'a tin,\!-ccnsl.!:;ling one, but \'Ie are nOl'I in a better 
position to direct and ~Jnage the progro:n as intended. As indicated 
on the curl'ent organizational char::, the filling of vacancies is pro
ceeding st,'!adily ar..1 ! 'expect, have the najority of positions filled 
betl'/een nO'il and the fi rst part of August. 
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Ma: :lO. 1978 
OFFICE Of JU\'EHILE JUSnCE ;110 DELINQUEIICY PREVEIiTIOn 

Office of the Administrator 

\ Rector. J. Admi nl strator EX-5 
Shine. J. , : Exec. AssL&Spe~.&QY!l..-!15::J~. 
Vacant Atty-Advisor, .', G5-14 
Trethric

B 
H. Admin. Officer ' G5-11 

, Watson. • " Staff Assistant ' G5-8 
Taylor. L. C1 e'rk-Steno G5-5 
Dana, H. Asst. Exec. Secy. (IPA) 

• Nader. F. JJ Program Manager (IPA) 
.. I 

" 

•• r'po1icy, Planning & Coordination Staff 
.. ' ,.. 

, . . 
. 

Doyle, W. 
, Vacant 

Director (Acti8g) 
Secretary (Typ' 

G5-15 
GS-5/6 (P) 

,,' 

J"anagemen~ and Planning Branch ' " po1ic:Y_AoaJ.Y!3i s.:,.alld Coor:dinatil'n .Bra'ncb 

Miller. R:, Suprv.Program Plan.Analyst G5-14 .. -;-:' ~ f', Vacant Suprv.Program Plan. Analyst GS-i 
I Vacant. ___ Program Planning Analyst 6s-12;13 ~~} 

.... ' 
IRiddic~. M. Program Planning Analyst GS.) 

-Vacant Program Planning Analyst 65-:11/12 Wo1fle, J. Program Planning A:alyst GS-
Vacant Program As.sistant 65-7/9 {P Vacant . Program Pl anning A~la lyst G5-
Whitlock,L. Clerk-Typist 65:-3 (P) Ivacant. __ .• :.~Clerk (Typi~gL. r ...... G5., 

, ~ ........ _ .. _ .... _ ....... -. .' . 

(P) = Pending indicates action being taken by Personnel Divisio. Thls includes ' 
. positions currently being advertised and finalizing -of po ition descriptions' .' " 

prior to advertising..· '. 

3 
I: 
(, 

I, 

t\:l 
00 
I:..:> 
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'" '" , 
.... 
'" 

I Roy. C. Staff Asst. GS-6 

. ' , 

,-

I Formula Gr~nts Branch 
Ha~m. C. \-._.suP.JJ--P~Rg.~pec. 
Caln, T.' __ Juv.JuS.SpEC. . 
Porpotase.F,. Juv.Jus,Spec. 
Vacant Juv.Jus.5pec. 
nonahue, T. _ .. Juv • Jus. Spec. 
utton, R. Juv .Jus. 5pec. -
:obinson. R. Cl erk-Typi st 
'acant Clerk (Typing) ~. 

'r- d .. . . J..!.Q~ ___ • ~v 
Office of Programs 

t Deoutv A \Admin. .'G5-16 

! 

Special Emphasis Division. : 

I~artfn. E. Director GS-15 , 
- J Wallach, E. 

I 

Prog. {.sst. GS-9 
McKinney, V. Dep. Director . '. GS-14 

I 
Miller, H. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13 
Dorn, R. , Juv .Jus ,Spec. 65-13 ; 

". 
~ " Dodge, D. Juv.Jus.Spec. .. G5-13 

Jackson, C. Juv.Jus.Spec. G5-13 
Kemble, K. Juv. Jus .Spec. GS-12 , 
Diaz, M. ·Juv .Jus .Spec. G5-12 

(P) 
; 

Vacant _~ Juv .Jus .Spec. G5-11/12 ; I V~:ant= C1 erk-5teno G5-4 ~~~ I Vacant Clerk-Typist G5-3/4 (PPT 

Formula Grants & Technical Assistance Div. I 

i .- I 
West, D. Director G5-1~ . 

I Holbert, D. Clerk (Typing) G5-5 . 

Program Development & Support Branq 
GS-14 

" (P) Vacant . Sup.JJ Prog.5pec. GS-1 
GS-13 Hodzeleski ,w.. Juv.Jus.5pec.(Pc,licy) G5-1 
G5-13 Kujawski ,N. Juv.Jus.5pec.{5~~c.Pro) G5-1. 
GS-l¥12 Goul d, J. Juv .t1us .Spec. fTi.) G5-1 
GS- Wood, D. Juv.Jus.5pec. M:n1t) G5-1 
G5-12 l.anden. K. Juv.Jus.5pec. G5-1 

. GS~4" Thompson ,G-. Clerk (Typing) G5-5 1 

GS-4/5 (T) Shelton, 5. Clerk.Typist. G5-3· 
".' 

t\:) 
00 
co 



National Inst1~ut~ ~f Ju"~lle Justice l\nd Deltnquency Pr7y~~t~n, .. . . 

'\ 

I' • 

" • I .0. 
I 

Research &. Pro I. 
Direc 

Soc.Sci. 
Soc.Sci. 
Soc.Sci. 
Soc.Sci. 

. , ' ... 
" 

I 

" , . 

Vacant 
Medley. P. 
Swain. P. 
Vacant 
Vacant 
Brown. D. > Clerk.,Typ;st 

, I 

; 

Howen, J. 
Weston, M. 
Vacant 

.. 
. :i 

, , 

'I •. 

3/14 
3 . 
<! 
1/12 
1/12' 

GS-4 

~,; 

I 
I 

" 

Ilep .Assoc .Adm1 n. G5-14 
Secretary (Steno) G5-6 
t:lerk.Typist G5-4/5 (T)', __ : 

Standards ProgruID 
, VanDufzend, R. Gen .Atty. (Res i G5-13 I--

(P) . 
Allen-Hagen, B. Soc.5ci.Pro.Spe:. G5-12 
Vacant Clerk-Typist G5-3/4 

I 

I Training & Dissemination Div. 
" 

. P1' , It:J Vacant Director G5-}3 
C· __ J==-~,_., -~ .... ":":'~ .~- ~ .~~: 

(P) Vacant SOC.SC1. Prg. Spec. GS-11/12 

, ~l ; > • . 1' 
Landcin. M. Staff Asst. G5-7 
Rogers. M. Clerk (Typing) G5-5 

;> 
I, 

,-1--.. I 
i.' 

t-.:l 
00 
oj:>.. 



285 

DNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ADVANCE COpy 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Change 

Subjoct: STATE PLANNING AGENCY GRANTS 

1. PURPOSE. 

f·4100.1F CHG-3 

July 25. 1978 

Cancellation 

Dat.: After Fil i ng 

a. This change transmits reV1Sl0ns to the GUide for State Planning 
Agency Grants. M 4100.1F. January 18. 1977. It is anticipated 
that this change should require no additicnal information to be 
submitted by the States for 1979 plans. and that this Guide 
(with possible future amendments) will apply to the preparation 
of FY 1979 and FY 1980 plans. 

b. Revisions are explained in the following paragraph. Pages to be 
added are attached. Recipients should remove old pages as indicated 
in the page control chart and add new pages to the Guide where 
indicated. 

2. ~. This Change is of interest to all holders of M 4100.1F. 

3. EXPLANATION OF CHANGES. 

a. Paragraph 22. State Planning Agency Supervisory Board. is modified 
to reflect changes in representation of the SPA Supevvisory Board 
pursuant to Section 223(a)(3) of the JJDP Act of 1974. qS amended. 

b. Paragraph 27, Requirements for·State Planning Agencies Which 
Participate in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
pro~am. has been deleted. Paragraph 52 now cont~ins all of the 
requ rements for application and receipt of funds under the JJDP 
Act. 

c. Paragraph 51. Requirements for Juvenile Justice Under the Crime 
Control Act, has been modified to reflect changes in main
tenance of effort requirements. This paragraph now requires that 
each state allocate and experd at least 19.15 percent of its totdl 
Crime Control allocation for juvenile justice prr~·ams. 

d. Paragraph 52. Requirements for Participation in Funding Und~r 
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. has 
been modified to include Omnibus Crime Control Act reqUirements 
and OJJDP planning grant requirements. All of these requirements 
are to be addressed Sointly in a separate section of the Compre
hensive Plan. 

Distribution: 
All Holders of M 4100.1F Inltlalod By: Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
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e. Paragraph 52n, Monitoring of Jails, Detention Facilities and 
Correctional Facilities. Two major revisions have been made 
in this subparagraph. First, the definitions of juvenile de
tention or correctional facility have been made less restric
tive in that the new criteria modify the commingling provision 
to allow facilities which are community-based or have a bed 
capacity of 20 and below to mix status offender and non-offen
der populations with criminal~type populations at any ratio. 
Second, the reporting requ~rements have been modified to re
quire only that information which is essential for a state 
to demonstrate compliance or progress toward compliance and 
still maintain the statutory reporting requirements. 

OJJDP intends to submit the following additional language to 
paragraph 52n(2)(c)1 to the Federal Register for clearance. 
"The use of non-comrnunity-based facilities over a bed capacity 
of 20, which serve status offenders or non-offenders exclu
sively. is acceptable for monitoring purposes only through 
December 31. 1980. States should begin eliminating such fa
cilities to meet the January 1. 1981 deadline." This change 
proposes the elimination of criteria 52n(2)(c)1 for the guide
lines issued for the 1981 monitoring effort. 

f. Paragraph 52t - Continuation Support. The continuation support 
policy has been modified to require states to indicate in 
their plan. and to make known to potential applicants. the 
minimum number of years projects may request and receive funding. 
States are also required to provide an assuranc. that each 
project funded shall continue unless,prematurely terminated 
due to reasons spelled out in this guideline. 

Par 3 
Page 2 
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(2) Have a sUpervi:Jory board (1. e., a board of director's, 
commIssion, oommittee, council, etc.) which has responsibi
lity for reviewing, approving and maintaining general 
oversight of the state plan and its implementation; 

b. Apolioation Requirement. Documentation must be pr.esented as 
to the looation and status within state government of the 
State Planning Agency, 

22. STATE PLANNING AGENCY SUPERVISORY BOARD. 

a. Authority of the Supervisory Board. 

(1) Aot Requirement. Section 202 of the Act authorizes LEAA 
to malee grants to the States for establishment and operation 
of State criminal justioe and law enforcement planning 
agencies for the preparation, development and reVision of 
State .plans. LEAA requires that the State Planning Agency 
have a supervisory board, (i.e., a board of directors, 
commission, committee, council, etc.) which has responsibility 
for reviewing, approving, and maintaining ~eneral oversight 
of the State plan and its implementation. Since the SPA 
supervisory board oversees the State plan and its implementation, 
it must possess the "representative character" required 
by the Act in Section 203(a)(l). 

(2) Application Reguirement. Documentary evidence must be 
presented authorizing the State Planning Agency supervisory 
board to function as stated above. 

b. CompOSition and Representative Character. 

(1) Act ReqUirement. Section 203(a)(l) of the act requires that 
the State Planning Agency supervisory board must be 
representative of law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, 
including agencies directly related to the prevention and 
control of juvenile delinquency, units of general local 
governroent, public agencies maintaining programs to reduce 
and control crime, and s~all include representation of 
oitizens, professional and community or~anizations, including 
organizations directly related to delin""~;·"y llrevention. 

* The Chairperson and at least two additional citize,,·rnernbers of 
any advisory group estab1ished pursuant to section 223(a)(3) 
of the JJOP Act of 1974, as amended, shall be appointed to 
the State Planning Agency supervisorY board as members thereof. 
These individualS may be considered in meeting the general 
representation requirements of this section. Any executive 
committee of a state Planning Agency shall include in its 
membership the same proportion of advisory group members as 
the total number of such members bears to the total rnember~ 
ship of the State Planning Agency supervisory board. * 

Chap 2 Par 21 
Page 16 
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Special provision is made for membership from the judiciary. 
The composition of suoh boards may vary; however it is 
requi~ad that such boards be fairly representative of all 
components of the criminal justice system and that the 
representation takes account of· reasonable geographical. 
balance, reasonable urban-rural balance, the incidence of 
crime, and of the distribution of law enforcement services at 
state and local levels. The composition of the board must 
contain representation of the following: 

(a) State law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, 
inoluding agencies directly related to the prevention 
and oontrol of juvenile delinquency. 

(b) Unite of general local government by elected policy
making or exeoutive officials; 

(c) Law enforcement and criminal justice officials or 
administrators from local units of government; 

(d) Eaoh major law enforcement function -- police, 
Oorrections, oourt systems and juvenile justice systems. 

(e), Public (governmental) agencies in the State maintaining 
programs to reduce and 'control crime, whether or not 
functioning primarily as law enforcement agencies; 

(f) Citizen, professional and community organiz6.'l.ions, 
including organizations directly related to delinquency 
prevention. These may include such agencies and groups 
a3 those listed below: 

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 
dep~rtments. 

£ Private agencies concerned uith delinquency pre
vention and treatment: concerned with neglected 
or dependent chlldren;, concerned with the quality 
of juvenile justice, education, or social ser'vices 
for c!llldren. 

1 OrganiZations conoerned with neglected children; 

~ Organizations whose members are primarily concerned 
with the welfare of ohildren; 

2 Youth organizations; and 

Chap 2 Par 22 
Page 17 
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Organizations utilizing volunteers to work with 
delinquents or potential delinquents. 

Minorlty group representation is encouraged. 

(g) The judiciary. Section 203(a)(2) of the Aot requires the 
following judioial representacion at a minimum: 

1 The Chic!' jUdicial oCficer or other oCficer of the 
court of la~t resort (as defined in Section 60l(p) 
of the Aot). 

f - The chief judicial administrative officer or other 
appropriate judioial administrative officer of the state; 

A local trial court judicial officer; 

Additional judicial members as may be required by LEAA 
pursuant to Section 515(a) of the Act. The above 
judicial representatio~ shall be construed as only a 
minimum applicable to small supervisory boards. 
Additional judicial representation is required on large 
supervisory boards 1n order to ensure that the board 
is fairlY representative oC all components of the 
criminal justice system. Additional judicial members 
must be appointed from the membership of the Judicial 
Planning Committee. 

(2) Additional Act Reguirement. Section 203(a)(2) of the 
Act requires that local trial court judicial officer and other 
judicial oCficers (if the chief judicial officer or chief 
judicial administ~ative officer cannot or do not ohoose to 
serve) shall be selected by the chief executive from a list 
of 00 less than three nominees for each position submitted 
by the chief judioial officer within 30 days of the occurrence 
of any vacanoy in the judicial membership. 

(3) Special Requirements. 

(a) Limits on Individual MemberShip. An individual may serve 
as a member of a State Planning Agency o~ regional 
or local planning agency supervisory board simultaneously. 
It is possible for one board member to represent more 
than one element or interest. 

(b) Limits on Pa~ticlpation by Federal Officials. Federal 
representation on State Planning Agency supervisory boards 
as voting members is not allowed except in D.C., American 
Samoa, Guam, Virgin Islands, the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands and the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands. Federal OffiCials may assist State 
Planning Agencies in advisory or non~voting capaCities 
which are mutually agreeable. 

Chap 2 Par 22 
Page 17-1 
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(4) Application Requirements. 

(a) Documentary evidence must be presented which 
shows the composition of the supervisory board, 
how it meets the requirements of balanced 
representation set forth above and how the 
board is fairly representative of all 
components of the criminal justice system. 
(Forms for membership information are contained 
in the planning grant application.) Any 
multiple representation must be identified. 
Procedures which specify how judicial members 
are appointed must be set forth. 

(b) Documentary evidence must be presented which 
shows the provisions of 203(a) (1) regarding 
the appointment of the chairperson and at 
least two additional citizen members of the 
advisory group established pursuant to section 
223(a) (3) of the JJDP Act of 1974, as amended, 
to the supervisory board unless good cause can 
be shown to justify an extension. The names, 
positions and dates of appointment must be 
indicated. For purposes of this requirement, 
a citizen member is any person w'h6- ~s not a 
full-time employee of the Federal, state or 
local government, or a full-time elected 
official. * 

o. Organization and Committees. 

(1) Aot Requirement. Seotion 203(a)(2) of the Aot requires that 
if there is an exeoutive oommUtee of the supervisory board, 
it shall inolude in its membership the same proportion of 
judioial members as the total number of such members bears 
to the total membership of the supervisory board. 

(2) Application ReqUirement. The rules and procedures which 
govern the establishment and the functions, composition and 
authority of any executive committee, subcommittees, standing 
committees, or advisory bodies of or to the supervisory board 
must be described. An organization ~hart must be present.~. 

Chap 2 Par 22 
Page 17-2 
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d. Operating Procedures. 

(1) Act Requirement. Under Section 203(g) of the Act, the State 
Planning Agency as well as all other planning organizations 
covered by the Act are required to hold meetings open to the 
public giving public notice of the time and place of such 
meetings and the nature of the business to be transacted. 
The meetings which fall under this requirement are those at 
which final action is to be taken on the state comprehensive 
plan or any application for funds. Further, the Act requires 
that all planning organizations covered by the Act shall 
provide for public access to all records relating to their 
functions under this Act, except such reoords as are required 
to be kept confidential by other local, State, or Federal laws. 

(2) Applioation Reguirement. The State Planning Agency must 
describe the policy and procedures which it has adopted to 
ensure compliance with this requirement. 

23. STATE PLANNING AGENCY STAFF 

a. Personnel Standards Requirement. The State Planning Agency staff 
must be included within the State's existing personnel system or 
some other adequate merit system subject to the Administration's 
approval. This requirement is not meant to preclude exemptions, 
if' appropriate under the state law, for the key administrator 
of the planning agency and specified key aides. 

b. Application Requirement. The State Planning Agency must describe 
the personnel system within which the SPA staff is placed, 
indicating whether it is the existing personnel system or some 
other adequate system, and listing any pOSitions not included 
under the personnel or merit systero~ 

24. - 25. RESERVED 

Chap 2 Par 22 
Page 18(and 19) 
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What the funding level is for the judicial planning committee 
including a budget whlch outlines the purposes and functions 
for which these funds are to be used. 

Provisions for public notice of ~eetings, as required by 
Section 203(g) of the Act and the requirements of 
paragraph 22.d. 

The procedures and methods for assuring involvement of 
citizens and community organizations in the planning process. 

In the case of situations where the judicial planning 
committee does not exist, the procedures by which the State 
Planning Agency proposes to consult with the courts and 
related agencies in the development and preparation of the 
annual judicial plan. 

* 27. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES WHICH PARTICIPATE IN THE 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT PROGRAHS. 

(peleted - Change 3. See Paragraph 52.) 

28. REQUIREMENTS UNCER SECTION 518 (c) OF THE CRIME CONTROL ACT, SECTION 
262(b) OF THE.JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT AND TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS 
ACT OF 1964 AND THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY REGULATIONS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

a. Applicability. The State Planning Agency in accepting a grant from 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for the operation of 
the State Planning Agency assures that it will comply and will insure 
compliance by its subgrantees and contractors with Section 518(c)(1) 

_________ of the Crime Control Act, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and 
-S!.!bparts C, D, and E of 29_~,!. R. Part 4.2.... to the end that no person 
shall on the grounds of race, religion, color, sex or national origin, 
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
otherwise subjected to discrimination under, or denied employment in 
connection with, any program or activity which receives financial 
assistance from the Department of Justice. 

b. Application Requirement. The State Planning Agency must describe 
in its planning g,rant application how it will implement the 
following procedures in order to carry out its responsibilities 
under this Act: 

(1) Designation of a Civil Rights Co~pliance Officer. The SPA 
shall designate by name a staff member as civil rights 
compliance officer(s) to review the compliance of the SPA, 
its subgrantees and contractors with Title VI, the regulations 
implementing Title VI and the equal employment opportunity 
regulations of the Department of Justice. 

Chap 2 Par 26 
Page 22(thru 28) 
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(2) Training of the SPA Staff. The SPA shall provide its entire 
staff with appropriate training and information oonoerning 
the SPAs obligations ~nde~ the nondisorimination requi~ements 
and this statement. A timetable for this training shall be 
set forth. 

(3) Informing Subgrantees and Contraotors of Civil Rights 
Requirements. The SPA is required to instruot all applioants 
for and reoipients of finanoial assistanoe of the obligation 
to comply with the non-discrimination requirements and the 
available sanctions in the event of noncompliance. The 
SPA shall set forth the methods by which it has informed 
5uhgrantees and contractors of their civil rights requirements. 

(4) SPA and Subgrantees and Contractors to Keep Records. The SPA 
shall require subgrantees and contractors to maintain records 
as LEAA shall determine to be necessary to assess the sub
grantees or contractors continuing compliance with the non
discrimination requirements. 

(5) SPA to Inform Beneficiaries of Rights. The SPA shall provide 
information to the public regarding the nondiscrimination 
obligation of the SPA, its subgrantees and contractors and the 
right to file a complaint with the SPA or LEAA or both 
concerning violation or those obligations. The SPA shall 
describe its efforts to inform the public or its nondiscrimi
nation policy. 

(6) SPAs Obligation in Complaint Process. The SPA shall establish 
and set forth appropriate procedures for the receipt and 
referral of complaints concerning violati~n of the nondiscri
mination requirements. 

(7) SPA to Cooperate in Conduct of Civil Rights Compliance 
~. In accordance with the reqUirements of LEAA, the 
SPA shall cooperate with LEAA in conducting civil rights 
compliance review ~f criminal jus~ice agencies within the 
State. 

: (8) SPA Report of Awards for Construction Projects. The SPA must 
• .\:epoH:' to the ()ff1"e_~. Civil Righ~s Compliance all awards 
for federally ass~sted Construction Projects in 
excess of $10,000 using Part C and Part E funds 
The SP~ must describe the procedures to insure • 
report~ng on ConstrUction Projects Tonn, LEAA 
Form 7400/1. (see G 7400.lB, appendix 2.). 

29. RESERVED 

Chap 2 Par 28 
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(b) The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and 
the programs supported through it. 

(c) The Highway Safety Act of 1966, and the programs sup
pOl"ted through it. 

50. EFFECTIVE COORDINATION WITH SINGLE STATE AGENCIES DESIGNATED UNDER 
THE DRUG ABUSE OFFICE AND TREATMENT ACT. 

a. Act Requirement. Section 303(a)(18) of the Crime Control Act 
requires that State plans establish procedures for effective co
ordination between the SPAs and the single state agencies desig
nated under Section 409(e)(1) of the Drug Abuse Office and 
Treatment Act of 1972 in responding to the needs of drug dependent 
offenders, including alcoholics, alcohol abusers, drug addicts: and 
drug abusers. 

b. Plan Requirement. The State Planning Agency must specify the 
methods and procedures it will use to assure coordination and 
cooperation with the single state agencies. If these methods 
and procedures have been described in the plan or in the plan
ning grant application, page references to the discussion of the 
relationships and coordination will be adequate. 

*51. REQUIREMEtii'S FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE UNDER THE CRIME CONTROL ACT. 

a. Juvenile Justice Requirements of the Crime Control Act. States 
not participating in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act (herein referred to as the JJDP Act)', should ad
dress the prOVisions for a comprehensive program for juvenile 
justice, as required by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act. 

b. Maintenance of Effort for Juvenile Justice. Pursuant to Section 
520(b) of the Crime Control Act of 1976 and Section 261(b) of the 
JJDP Act, maintenance of effort is determined as follows: 

(1) Individual Level of State Funding. To maintain a propor
tionate share of the statutory maintenance level, each 
state shall expend at least 19.15 percent of its total an
nual allocation of Parts B. C and E block grant funds for 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention-related programs 
and projects. Each state may. of course, expend more than 
the required minimum allocation. 

,--- --
(2) ~fhe state shall assure that it has allocated a percentage 

lof Part B funds for juvenile justice planning and adminis-" 
;tratfon activities equal to the aggregate percentage of 
Parts C and E funds allocated for juvenile justice programs * 

32-505 0 - 78 _ 20 

and projects. . 

Chap 3 I Par 51 
Page 50 



300 

M 4100.1F CHG - 3 
July 25. 1978 

* (3) Plan Requirement. Along with their corresponding fund al-
locqtions. the state Plan must identify Parts C and E funded 
programs and projects related to juvenile justice and delin
quency prevention. 

(4) Juvenile Justice Reprogramming. Prior OJJDP approval 
is necessary for any reprogramming. 

52. REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE PLANNING AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN THE 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT. 

a. Applicability. This paragraph now contains all of. the require-. 
ments for application. and receipt of funds under the JJOP Act. 
The provisions of the comprehensive program for the improve
ment of juvenile justice. as required by the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act. and the provisions of the JJDP Act 
are to be addressed jointly in a separate section of the compre
hensive plan. Tne requirement of a separate juvenile section 
emphasizes the distinctions between the juvenile justice system 
and the criminal justice system. as well as the importance 
Congress places on juvenile justice. 

b. Plan Review Criteria. DJJDP has established the following pro
grammatic areas as critical: Deinstitutiona1ization of Status 
Offenders and Non-Offenders; Contact with Incarcerated Adults; 
Monitoring of Jai 1s, Detention Facil ities and Corl'ectional 
Facilities; Advanced TecDniqyesi_~d yuvenile Justice Advisory 
Groups. Failure to address these programmatic areas shall 
result in disapproval ofthe.juvenilejus~i.c.eformu1a section ilf 
the plan. Unless indicated, an assurance is sUfficient for 
compliance. providing tnat no change has been made from the 
previous year. Otherwise. the State shall revise and resubmit 
its response. 

c. 

Chap 3 / Par 51 
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d. Planning and Administration Funds. Pursuant to Section 222(c) 
of the JJDP Act, the State Planning Agency shall indicate on 
Attachment A the amount of planning and administration funds 
allocated to the State and the amount that units or combinations 
of units of general local government will use. Such funds shall 
not exceed 7-~ percent of the total JJDP award, and must be 
matched dollar for dollar 1n cash. 

e. Juvenile Justice Advisory Group. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(3) 
of the JJDP Act, the State Planning Agency shall: 

(1) Provide a list of all current advisory group members, in
dicating their respective dates of appointment and how each 
member meets the membership requirements specified in this 
Section of the Act. Indicate those members appointed prior 
to their 26th birthday as youth members; full-time elected 
offic1als are considered"to be government employees and'may 
not be appo1nted to cha1r adv1sory Qroups as of the effective 
d~tp. of this oUideline. 

(2) States shall assure that three youth members wag, have been 
or are now under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 
system have been appointed to the_advisory ".2g:...:ro::,:u:.t:p.:... ____ _ 

(3) Indicate the roles, responsibilities and activities of the 
advisory group concerning those duties listed in Section 
223(a)(3) of the Act. 

f. Advisory Group Allotment. Pursuant to Section 222(e) of the 
JJDP Act, the advisory group shall develop a plan for using the 
five (5) percent minimum allotment which, upon review by the 
State, it shall submit as part of the comprehensive plan. The 
State shall indicate the tot~l amount of funds allocated to the 
advisory group, For computing that allotment, use the following 
procedures: 

(1) Each State shall allocate a minimum of $11,250; the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust Territories of 
the Pacific Islands shall allocate $2,812.50. Do not count 
these funds as part of the maximum 7-~ percent monies set 
aside for planning and administration. Calculate the latter 
on the total formula grant award. 

(2) Use funds allocated to the advisory groups for such functions 
and responsibilities as ~re cons1stent with Secticn 223(a)(3) 
of the JJDP Act. Funds allocated to the advisory group 
shall not supplant any funds currently allocated to them. * 

Chap 3 / Par 52 
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(1) The Chief Executive Officer of such a unit has assigned 
responsibility for the preparation and administration of 
its part of the state Plan. 

(2) The State recognizes, consults with. and incorporates the 
needs of such units into the State Plan. 

h. Participation of Private Agencies. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(9) 
of the JJDP Act. the State shall assure that private agencies 
have been consulted and allowed to participate in the development 
and execution of the State Plan. 

i. Pass-Through Requirement. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(5) of the 
JJDP Act. the State Planning Agency must specify the amount and 
percentage of funds to be passed through to units of general 
local government and to local private agencies. For purposes of 
this requirement. local private agency is defined as a private 
non-profit agency or organization that provides program services 
within an identifiable unit or a combination of units of general 
local government. 

(1) Inclusion and Compilation of·Pas'S-Thro4gh. 

(a) Formula grant funds that the State Planning Agency 
makes available to units of general local government or 
combination of units may be included in the compilation 
of pass-tht·ough. This includes funds for planning 
and administration as well as for programs. 

(b) If a unit of general local government or a combination 
of units has denied funding to a private agency. yet 
that agency received formula grant funds for programs 
consistent with the State Plan. then include those 
funds in the compilation of pass-through. In States 
lacking regional or local planning units. and in which 
the State Planning Agency distributes funds directly. 
a private agen~ need not first apply to a unit of 
general local government or to a combination of units 
for funding. Those funds can also be'included in the 
compilation of pass-through. In addition. if a unit of 
general local government or a combination of units 
receives pass-through funds from the State and. in turn. 
refuses to fund a project submitted by a privaJ:~agency •.. 
the State can reduce the local allocation if it funds * 
the oro.1 ect. 

ChaP 3 I par 52 
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* (2) Waiver of Pass-Through Reguirements. Make all requests for 
waivers to the Administrator of OJJDP; enclose a statement 
setting forth the following: 

(a) The extent of state and local implementation of juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention programs. 

(b) The extent of state and local financial responsibility 
for juvenile delinquency programs. 

(c) The extent to which the State provides services or 
direct outlays for or on behalf of local governments 
(as distinct from statewide serVices). 

(d) The approval of the State Planning Agency Supervisory 
Board. 

(e) Specific comments from local units of government ex
pressing their position regarding the waiver. 

j. Rights of Privacy for Reci¥ients of Services. Pursuant to Sec
tions 223(a)(16) and 229 0 the JJDP Act. the State shall assure 

k. 

that they have established-2rQfedures to ensure hat ro rams ___ "" 
funded unaer-the JJDP Act shall not disc ose program records con
taining the identity of individual juveniles. Exceptions to 
this require: 1) authorization by law; 2) the consent of either 
the juvenile or his legally authorized representative; or 3) 
justification that otherwise the functions of this title cannot 
be performed. Under no circumstances may public project reports 
or findings name actual juveniles in the program. 

1. Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and Non-Offenders. 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(12) of the JJDP Act the State Planning 
Agency shall: 

(1) Describe in detail its specific plan, procedure, and time
table for assuring that within three years of its initial 
submission of an approved plan, juveniles who are charged 
with or who have committed offenses that would not be 
criminal if committed by an adult, or such non-offenders 
as dependent or neglected children, shall not be placed in 
juvenile detention or correctional facilities. * 

Chap 3 / Par 52 
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* (2) Describe the barriers, including financial, legislative, 
judicial and administrative ones, the State faces in achiev
ing full compliance with the provisions of this paragraph. 
All accounts shall include a description of the technical 
assistance needed to overcome these barriers. 

(3) Submit the report required under Section 223(a)(12)(B) of 
the JJDP Act as part of the annual monitoring report re
quired by paragraph 52n. 

m. Contact with Incarcerated Adults. 

(1) Pursuant to Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act the State 
Planning Agency shall: 

(a) Describe in detail its specific plan and procedure 
for assuring that juveniles alleged to be or found 
to be delinquent, status offenders, and non-offenders 
will be removed from any institution in which 
they have regular contact with incarcerated adults, 
including inmate trustees. This prohibition seeks 
as absolute a separation as possible and permits no 
more than haphazard or accidental contact between 
juveniles and incarcerated adults. In addition, in
clude a specific timetable for compliance and justify 
any deviation from a previously approved timetable. 

(b) In those isolated instances where juvenile criminal 
type offenders remain confined in adult facilities 
or fa~ilities 1n which adults are confined, the State 
must set forth in detail the procedures for assuring 
no regular contact between such juveniles and adults 
for each jail, lockup and detention and correctional 
facil ity. 

(c) Describe the barriers, including phYSical, judicial, 
fiscal, and legislative ones, which may hinder the re
moval and separation of alleged or adjudicated juvenile 
delinquents, status offenders and non-offenders from 
incarcerated adults in any particular jail, lockup, de
tention or correctional facility. All such accounts 
shall include a description of the technical assistance 
needed to overcome those barriers. 

---- .. 
(d) Assure that offenders are not reclassified 

administratively and transferred to n corrpctinnal 
authority to avoid the intent of segregating adults and 
juveniles in correctional facilities. However. this * 

Chap 3 I Par 52 
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does not prohibit or restrict waiver of juveniles to . 
criminal court for prosecution, according to state law. 
It does, however, preclude a state from administratively 
transferring a juvenile offender to an adult correctional 
authority for placement with adult criminals either before 
or after a juvenile reaches the statutory age of majority. 
It also pr.eclude~_a state from.~ran~ferring adult offenders 
to a juvenile correctional authority for placement. - - .,-- .. -.-~ . 

(2) Impl ementation. Each state shall immediately plan and im
plement the requirement of this provision. 

n. Monitoring of Jails, Detention Facilities and Correctional 
facil ities. 

(1) Pursuant to Section 223(a)(14) of the JJDP Act, the State 
Planning Agency shall: 

(a) Indicate how it will annually identify and survey 
all public and private juvenile detention and cor
rectional facilities and facilities usable for the 
detention and confinement of juvenile offenders and 
adult criminal offenders. 

(b) Provide a plan for an annual on-site inspection of 
all such facilities identified in paragraph 52n(1)(a). 
Such plan shall include the procedure for reporting 
and investigating compliance complaints in accordance 
with Sections 223(a)(12) and (13). 

(c) Include a description of the technical assistance 
needed to implement fully the provisions of paragraph 
52n. 

(2) For the purpose of monitoring, a juvenile detention or 
correctional facility is: 

(a) Any ~ public or private facility used for the 
lawful custody of accused or adjudicated juvenile 
offenders or non-offenders; or 

(b) Any public or private facility, secure or non-secure, 
which is also used for the lawful custody of accused 
or convicted adult criminal offenders; or 

Chap 3 / Par 52 
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(cl Any non-secure pub1ic or private facility that has a 
bed ca acit for more than 20 accused or adjudicated 
uvenile offenders Qr non-offenders unless: 

1 the facility is cOlll11unity-based and has a bed 
capacity of 40 or less; or 

~ The facility is used exclusively for the lawful 
custody of status offenders or non-offenders. 

"Lor definjtions of indey,lfnedtems, see Appendix I, Paraar~~h 
4(a) - (n). ", 

(3) Reporting Requirement. The State sha". report annually 
to the AdministratorOf-OJJOP on the resuTts of mooltoring , 
for both Sections 223(a)(12) and (13} of the JJDP Act. Sub
mit three copies of the report to the Administrator of 
OJJDP no later than December 31 of each year. 

(al To demonstrate the extent of compliance with Section 
223(a)(12)(A) of the JJDP Act, the report must at 
least include the following information for both the 
baseline and the current reporting periods. 

1 Dates of baseline and current reporting period. 

1. Total number of public and private juvenjle 
detention and correctional facilities AND the 
number inspected on-site. 

1 Total number of accused status offenders and non
offenders held in any juvenile detention or correc
tional facility as defined in paragraph 52n(2) for 
longer than 24 hours. 

'! Total number of adjudicated status offenders 
and non-offenders held in any juvenile detention 
or correctional facility as defined in paragraph 
52n(2). * 

-,-
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(b) To demonstrate compliance with Section 223(a)(12)(B) 
of the JJDP Act. the report must include the total 
number of accused and adjudicated status offenders and 
non-offenders placed in facilities that are (a) not 
near their home community, (b) not the least restric
tive appropriate alternative. and (c) not community
based. 

(c) To demonstrate the pro~ress and extent of compliance 
with Section 223(a)(13) of the JJDP Act. the report 
must at least include the following information for both 
the baseline and the current reporting periods. 

1 Designated date for achieving full compliance. 

2· The total number of facilities that can be used for 
the secure detention and confinanent of both juve
nile offenders and adult criminal offenders. 

3 Both the total number of facilities used for the 
secure detention and confinement of both juvenile 
offenders and adult criminal offenders during the 
past 12 months AND the number inspected on-site. 

i The total number of facilities used for secure de
tention and confinement of both juvenile offenders 
and adult criminal offenders AND which did not pro
vide adequate separation. 

~ The total number of juvenile offenders and non
offenders NOT adequately separated in facilities used 
for the secure detention and confinement of both 
juveniles and adults. 

(4) Compliance. A State must demonstrate compliance with 
Section 223(a)(12)(A) and (13) of the Act. Should a 
State fail to demonstrate substantial compliance with 
Section 223(a)(12)(A) by the end of the three-year time
frame. eligibility for formula grant funding shall 
terminate. 

o. Detailed Study of Needs a;~d Utilization of Existing Programs. 
Pursuant to Section 223(a)(8) and (9) of the JJDP Act, the 
state Planning Agency shall assure that it has conducted a 
detailed study of the juvenile justice system. This study shall 
include: an analysis both of t~e juvenile crime for Part 1 
offenses and of the status offenses and non-offenses, * 
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such as dependency and neglect; a listing and analysis of 
problems confronting the juvenile justice system; and a 
description of the existing juvenile justice system. These 
requirements correspond to the process described in para
graphs 34-37 and 39 of M 4100.1F. The result shall be a 
series of problem statements, listed in order of priority, 
that reflects an analysis of the data, the monitoring reports 
and requirements of the JJOP Act. This list shall be the 
basis for developing the Annual Action Program, which shall 
follow the format described in paragraph 42 of M 4100.1F. 

p. --Eguitalife-OistribiitiorlQfJ-uvenn-eJustice -FundSarid-AssisfaiiCeto· 
Disadvanta~ed Youth. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(7) and (15) of 
of the JJD Act, the state Planning Agency shall assure that: 

(I) The State will adhere to procedures for the equitable distri
bution of JJDP Act formula grant money. 

(2) The detailed study of needs analyzes the needs of disadvan
taged youth and that assistance will be available equitably. 
All subgrantees and contractors shall comply with General 
Grant Conditions and assurances regarding non-discrimination. 
See Appendix 4. 

(3) It has developed and adheres to procedures for filing and con
sidering grievances arising under this section. 

q. Advanced TeChni~ues. Pursuant to Section 223{a){lO) of the JJDP 
Act. the State tanning Agency shall: 

(1) 
I 

Demonstrate clearly in its plan that at least 75- percent of 
the JJDP funds support advanced techniques as enumerated in 
th1s section of the Act. 

(2) In order to ensure timely compliance with Sections 223{a)(12), 
(13) and (14) of the JJDP Act, states should place special 
emphasis on projects which are designed to deinstitutionalize 
juveniles, separate juvenile and adult offenders, and 
monitor compliance. 

r. Analftical and Training Capacity. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(11) 
and 20) of the JJDP Act, the State Planning Agency shall provide 
an assurance that it will conduct research. training and 
evaluation activities. 

* 
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. 
Continuation Support. Pursuant to Section 228(a) of the JJDP Act, 
the State Planning Agency shall: 

(1) Indicate the minimum dUration of each JJDP program described 
in fts plan. 

(2) Indicate1:he minimum number of years that funding may be 
requested and received for projects in each program. 

(3) Assure that each funded project shall receive funding for the 
minimum number of years, unless prematurely ended due to: 

(a) a SUbstantial decrease in Federal funding to a State 
under the JJDP Act; or 

(b) an applicant's failure to comply with the terms and con
ditions of the award; or 

(c) an applicant's failure to receive'a satisfactory yearly 
evaluation. Here "satisfactory yearly evaluation" re
fers to those activities defined as "Monitoring" in 
paragt'aph 19 of M 4100. IF . 

(4) The State must a~sure that potential applicants know the in
formation submitted under 525(1) and (2) when programs_are 
announced. 

t. Other Terms and Conditions. Pursuant to Section 223(a)(21) of the 
JJDP Act. States shall provide a list of all juvenile projects 
funded under the prior year's approved plan. This includes 
projects funded with J~DP funds as well as Crime Control 
maintenance of effort funds. This list shall include the 
project title. location. address. level and source of funding. 

* 
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The crucial difference between evaluation and monitoring is 
that monitoring is designed to measure ouputs, whereas eval
uation is designed to determine the extent to which those 
outputs re~ulted from the project or program or :an be at
tributed directly to the program or project. Intensive 
evaluation, unlike monitoring, is not required on all pre-· 
jects. The SPA shall decide which programs or projects to 
evaluate, but must conduct some intensive evaluations. 
Such evaluation must incorporate sound evaluation methodolo
gies including, for example, experimental designs developed 
prior to project implementation, control groups, and inde
pendent data collection and analysis. 

* 3. DEFINITION OF A PRIVATE AGENCY RELATING TO PAR. 52(hL' 
REgUIREMENTS FOR SPA'S WHICH PARTICIPATE IN JJDP ACT PROGRAMS. 

(a) Definition of Private Agency. A private non-profit agency, 
organization or inst~tution is (1) any corporation, foundation, 
trust, aSSOCiation, cooperative, or accredited institution of 
hi9her education not under public supervision or control, and 
(2) any other agency, organization or institution which is 
operated primarily for scientific, educational. service, char
itable, or similar public purposes, but which is not under 
public supervision or control, and no part of the net earn
ings of which inures or may lawfully inure to the benefit of 
any private shareholder or individual. and which has been 
held by IRS to be tax-exempt under the provisions of Section 
501(c)(3) of the 1954 Internal Revenue Code. 

4. DEFINITIONS RELATING TO PAR. 52. R~"N1S. FOR .. 
PARTICIPATION IN FUNDING UNDER THE JtlVENTLE JOSIICE ANu DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974. 

(a) Juvenile Offender- an individual subject to the eXercise of 
.iuvenll e court jurisdiction for purposes of ac!judication and 
treatment based on age and offense limitations as defined by 
State law. 

(0) Criminal-type Offender - a juvenile who has been charged with 
or adjudicated for conduct which would, under the law of the 
jurisdiction 1n which the offense was committed, be a crime 
if committed by an adult. 

(c) Status Offender - a juvenile who has been charged with or ad
judicated for conduct which would not. under the law of the 
jurisdiction in which the offense was committed, be a crime if 
committed by an adult. 

Appendix 1 
Page 3 

* 



311 

H 4100.1F CHG - 3 
July 25, 1978 

(d) Non-offender - a juvenile who is subject to the jurisdiction 
of the juvenile court. usually under abuse. dependency. or 
neglect statutes for reasons other than legally prohibited 
conduct of the juvenile. 

(e) Accused Juvenile Offender - a juvenile with respect to whom 
a petition has been filed in the juvenile court alleging 
that such juvenile is a criminal-type offender or is a status 
offender and no final adjudication has been made by the ju
venil e court. 

(f) Adjudicated Juvenile Offender - a juvenile with respect to 
whom the juvenile court has determined that such juvenile is 
a criminal-type offender or is a status offender. 

(g) 

(h) 

(1) 

(j) 

Facility - a place. an institution. a building or part thereof. 
set of buildings or an area Whether or not enclosing a build
ing or set of buildings which is used for the lawful custody 
and treatment of juveniles and may be owned and/or operated 
by public or private agencies. 

Facility. Secure - one which is designed and operated so as 
to ensure that all entrances and exits from such facility 
are under the exclusive control of the staff of such facility. 
whether or not the person being detained has freadom of move
ment within the perimeters of the facility or which relies on 
locked rooms and buildings. fences. or physical restraint in 
order to control behavior of its residents. 

Facility. Non-secure - a facility not characterized by the 
use of physically restricting construction. ha~dware and pro
cedures and which provides its residents access to the sur
rounding community with minimal supervision. 

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 
thefr programs which may include. but are not limited to. 
medical. educational. vocational. SOCial. and psychological 
gUidance. training. counseling. alcoholism treatment. drug 
treatment. and other rehabilitative services. This definition 
is from Section 103(1) of the JJDP Act. For purposes of clar
ification the following is being provided: 

(1) Small: Bed capacity of 40 or less. 
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(2) Near: In reasonabl e proximity to the juvenil e I s 
family and home community which allows a child to 
maintain family and community contact. 

(3 ) Consumer Participation: Facility policy and prac
tice facilitates the involvement of program parti
cipants in planning. problem solVing, and decision 
making related to the program as it affects them. 

(4) Communit~ Participation: Facility policy and prac
tice facl1itates the involvement of cititens as 
volunteers. advisors, or direct service providers; 
and provide for opportunities for communication 
with neighborhood and other community groups. 

(k) lawful Custody - the exercise of care, supervision and 
control over a juvenil e offender or non-offender pur
suant to the provisions of the law or of a judicial order 
or decree. 

(1) Exclusively - as used to describe the population of a 
facility, the term "exclusively" means that the facility 
is used only for a specifically described category of 
juvenile to the exclusion of all other types of juven
iles. 

(m) Criminal Offender - an individual, adult or juvenile, who 
has been charged with or convicted of a criminal offense 
1n a court exercising criminal jurisdiction. 

(n) Bed Capacity - the maximum population which has been 
set for day to day population and, typically, is the 
result of administrative policy, licensing or life 
safety inspection, court order, or legislative restric
tion. 

* 
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!\liTI()1l/\L {,DVISO::Y C01:mnEE rOi; JUIfEflll.E ,jUSTICE 

AND DEllliQUENCY PRr:'.'[llTION 

In ordel' to prevent and reduce juvellile delinquency in the United 

States by encourag·ing the development and implementation of effective 

methods and pl'ogl'ams aimed at the pl'cvention of del inquency, diversion 

of juveni 1 cs from the traditi ona 1 juvenil e justice system, provisi On of 

a ltel'nati ves to i ncal'ccl'ation and improve~lent of the quality of juvenile 

justice; by encouraging research, demonstl'ation and eVillllation activities 

arId disseminating the results of such research to pel'sons and organiza

tion~ ;;ctively working in the field of juvenile justice and delinquency 

prevention; by encouraging the provision of technical assistance and 

reSOlll'ces to state and local communities to conduct mOl'e effective juve

nilc justice and del inquency prevention and treatment progl'~ms; and by 

providing leadership and coordination at the Federal level; the National 

Advisol'y Committce fol' Juvenile Justice (lnd Del inquency Prevention (the 

COlfillittee) is hereby granted this chartcl'. 

1. D::!signuti!2!l: 

The COfl:mittcr. shall be kno\m as the Ilational Advisory COi •. mittee fOI· 

Juvcnile JU5tice and Delinqllellcy Prevcntioll. 
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II. £l.lIth.~~'i ty .a_!~c!. .• ~_~oJ~~: 

The CO.!I:l1ittct! is established unrl~I' the alithoY'ity of Section 207 (a) of 

P.I.. !l3-415, the Juvc'nile Justice and Delinquency PI'eventicIO Act. of 1974 

(the Act), as alll!!nded by P.L. 95-115, the Ju\'enile Justice i\!11cmdillents of 

1977. The Com;ilittee I'rill opel'ai:e pUI'suant to the provisions of P.L. 92-463, 

tit::! FedeNl Advisory Committee Act; m,1[! Cil'cular /10. A-63; LEM Instruction 

I 2100.1 and any additional order and d'jrecth'es issued in 'In,plementatioll 

of the Act. The scope of its functions is limited to the duties specified 

in thi s chartel'. 

III. Duration and Terminat5on: 

The ConLll1ttee I·lill remain in existence for the durat'ion of P.L. 93-415, 

as amended by P,L. 95-115, or lIntil Septe:nbt'r 30, 1980. 

IV. Responsible and Supporting AgencYJ 

The Committee l'til1 report to and receive support fl'om the Office of 

Juv!?nil e Justice and Del in.quency Prevention, (the Office), La\4 Enforcement 

Assistance Administration CLEM). Dcpilrtment of Justice, 633 Indiana Avenue, 

N.U., Hashington, D.C. 20531. 

V, Duties: 

'·lake recormnendations ilt le~,st annually to the Associate Administratol', 

of LEM (hel-einafter the Administl'ator of the Office), the President and the 

Con::Jl'ess \dth respect to planning, policy, priol'ities, operations, and 

r.J~n:\gement of all Fedora 1 juveni 1 e del inquE'llcy progl'ams as tlefi ned by the 

P.ct. 
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ll. /ldvise· "nd ilssisl the Administrator of the Office in the prep<)\"iltion 

,'.lf an :1Ilntial analysis and eVJluat"ion of Fcdt:ral juvenile 

c!!linqu"ncy Pl'o9\'UIilS conducted und assisteci by Federal rlCP'I)"t-

mcnts and agencies, the expt:nditures made, the )"csul ts achieved, 

the plans developed, and" problems in the opel'ations altd 

coordination of such programs <lnd a brief but p)"ecise compre

hensive plan for Federal juvenile del inr.:uency programs, 11ith 

particular emphasis on the prevention of juvenile delinquency 

and the development of programs and services I'lhich I'till encourage 

increased diversion of juveniles from the traditiona'( jl:venile 

j 'stice system, \'Ihich analysis and evaluation shall include 

recoll';l)endat'ions fOI' modifications in organization, man<lgement, 

personnel, standards, budget requests, and implementation plans 

necessary to increase the effectiveness uf these programs, 

Through subcofi1J1\ittees of the Committee shall: 

a. Serve as the Advisory Committee for the National Institute fOl' 

Juvenil e Justi ce and Del i nqucncy Pre venti on. 

b. Serve as the Advisory Committee co the Aciministrator of the Office on 

Standal"ds for the /Idministration of Juveni,e Justice. 

c. Serve as the Advisory COIl~l1ittee to the Administrator of the Office on 

particular functions or aspects of the \'lark of the Office. 

32-505 0 - '78 - 21 
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VI. i!J:!!'~t19~l')!j!l)OI't: 

The Chairl:wn (If. the COi;;nittee Nith thE: approval of the Con"rlttee. 

shall reqllest of the Administrator of the Office such staff and (.ther support. 

as may be necessal')' to carry out the dut.ies of the Comllittee. Th~ 

Administrator of tna Offi,ca shaH provide,sucb. staff and other sUPilort as 

may be necessary to perform the duties of the Committe£:. The estimiri:ed 

direct cost of operating 

2 pel'son years per annum. 

VI 1. ~lembership: 

the Conmittee is apPl'oximately $175.000, ~.nti 

There sha11 be 21 regular members of the Com.~)ttee. The memllel's of 

the Coordin<lting Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pt'evention 

shall be ex-officio members of the Committee. 

a. The regular members of the Committee shall be apPointed by 

the Pres; dent from persons who by virtue 01' their tra ining 

or .experience have special knov/ledge ccncerning tlle 

prevention and treatment of juvenile dellnquen('y or the 

administl'ation of juvenile justice, such as juvenile 01' 

family court judges; probation, cClrrectional, or laN enforce

ment pet'sonnel; and representatives of private voluntary 

organizations and community-based p!,ograms, including youth 

workers involved \~ith alternative youth pl'ograms and persons 

~Iith special experience and competence in addressing the 

problem of school violence and vandalism and the problem of 
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learning disabilities. The PI'C'siricnt shall dc:;iglwtc 

the Chairman of the Com'nittc·e. 1\ majOl'ity of the 11Ic,nfJel's 

of thE' CO::bllittee, including til!! Chairman. shall not be. full-

time employees of Federal, State, or local govern~,ents. 

At least seven mt':!moers shall not have att,lined 26 ye1U's of 

age on the date of the'ir appointment. (If \'Ihllin il t least trll'ee 

shall have been or shall currently be under the judsd'ic

tion of the juvenile justice system. 

b. Hembers appo~nt(!d by the Pr(:sident to the Co:mlittee shall 

serve for terms of four years and shall be e1igible for 

reappointment. Any member appointed to fill a vacancy 

occul'ring prior to the expiNtion of the term fOI' \':rrich his 

or her predecessor ~Ias appointed, shall be appoi.nted for 

the remainder of such tenn. 

VIII. HeetinCls: 

The Committee \~i11 meet at the call of the Chairman but not less 

than four times a year. 

Gl'ant This Ch1ll'ter 

This 

John fl. Rector 
f.dillinistratOl' 

day of 

Office of ,luvcnile ,1ustice and 
lIcl inqllcnty Prevent ion 

1977 • 
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ADVISORY CO~~ITTEE 

FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

INi'ROPUCTION 

The National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquen.cy Prevention, appointed by the President, was estab

lished by P.L. 93-415, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

prevention Act of 1974,1 to make recommen~ations with respect 

to planning, policy, priorities, operation and management of 

all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. 2 The Committee works 

closely Iqith the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

prevention (the Office) within the Department of Justice. 

The Office is responsible for implementing the Congressional 

policy set forth in P.L. 93-415, as amended, ~f providing the 

necessary resources, leadership, and coordination to: 

1. develop and implement 'effective methods of preventing 
and reducing juvenile delinquency; 

2. develop and conduct eff~ctive programs to prevent 
d,Jlinquency, to divert juveniles from the tradi
tional juvenile justice system, and to provide 
criticall~' needed alternatives to institutionalization; 

3. improve the quality of juvenile justice in the United 
States; and, 

4. increase the capacity of State and local governments 
and public and private agencies to conduct effective 

lOll October 3, 1977, President Carter signed into law 
P.L. 95-11!'>; the Juvenile Justice Amenr111ents of 1977, which 
reauthorize the Juvenile Justice anq Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 and the Committee through September 30, 1980. 

2p •L • 93-415, as amended, defines a Federal juvenile de
linquency prog~am as any program or activity related to 
juvenile delinquency prevention, contl'nl, diversion, treat
mcmt, rehabilitation, planning, education, training, and 
research, including drug and alcohol ahuse programs; the im
provement of the juvenile justice system; and any program or 
activity for neglocted, abandoned, o~ dependent youth and 
other youth to help pJ=event delinquency_ . 
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juvenile justice and delrngpency prevention and re
hal>ilitation programs and to'pr..Q.vide research, 
evaluat.ion, clnd training services-i"n-the--f-ield-of 
delinquency prevention. 3 

~embership 

The committee is composed of 21 merr~ers selected from 

among persons' who by virtue of their training or experience 

have special kno\"ledge concerning the prevention of delinquency 

or the administration of juvenile justice. Appointments to the 

Committee are for staggered terms of 4 years. In order to 

guarantee that the views of youth are represented, the Act re

quires that at least seven members be under the age of 26 at 

the time of their appointment. An amendment to the Act now 

requires that at least three of the youth members have been or 

currently be u~der the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 

system. To strengthen the Committee as an independent advisor, 

a majority of the members, including the presidenti<:<11y-. 

designated Chairman, may not be full-time employees of Federal, 

State, or local government. 

Subcommittees 

The Committee has three standing subcommittees,4 and o~ 

Executive committee composed of the subcommittee chairpersons" 

a youth member, and the Chairman of the Committee. The sub-

committees are: 

3p •L• 93-415, Section 102 (b) (l), (2), (3), and (4). 

4Under the amended Act, a fourth standing subcommittee 
,,,ill be established to serV0 as an advisory committee to the 
Administrator of the Office on particular functions or aspects 
of the work of the Office. 
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1. The Advisory Conwittce for the National Institute 

for Juvenile .lustice and Delinquency Prevention (the 

Institute) \~hich is responsible for advising, con

sulting \qith, and making recommend~tions concerning 

Qverall policy and operations of the Institute. The 

Imititute is the research, evaluation, and training 

arm of the Office. 

2. The Advisory Committee to the Administrator of the 

Office on Standards for Juvenile Justice \'lhich assists 

the Office in revie\~ing existing reports~ data, and 

standards relating to juvenile justice. The subcom

mittee develops standards on juvenile justice and 

delinquency prevention and makes recommendations on 

Federal, State, and local action reguir~d to facili

tate the adoption of those standards. The standards 

and recommendations form the basis of the full Com

mittee's report to the Administrator of the Office, 

the President, and the Congress'. 

3. The Advisory Committee for the Concentration of 

Federal Effort which makes recommendations on improv

ing the coordination of Federal juvenile delinquency 

programs and provides advice to the Office on the 

preparation,of the annual analysis and evaluation of 

Federal juvenile delinquency programs and comprehen

sive plan for implementing Federal policy on the pre

vention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquency. 
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ACTIVITIES, ACCOMPLISmlENTS, AND' RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE 

Advocacy 

An important role of the National Advisory Committee is 

that of advocate for a strong national policy that facilitates 

implementation of the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

Through their individual and collective efforts, the members 

have assisted in defending the rights of youth, intervening on 

behalf of youth in situations related to se,rvices arid institu

tions, and monitoring th~, deli.very of services and the oper./

tions of institutions to assure th~t the rights of youth ar4 

protected'. The members have part.:i:cipated in national, State, 

and local conferences, seminars, and'training programs both to 

increase public awareness of the needs and rights of young 

people and to establis~a broad national constituency for the 

provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

A primary interest of the Committee has been to support 

and assist the efforts of its counterparts which were estab

lished at the State level under P.L. 93-4l5--the State juvenile 

justice and delinquency prevention advisory groups--and to in-. . 
sure that State and local level concerns are represented at 

the national level. State advisory group members participated. ' 

in quarterly meetings of the Committee and presented reports 

on their accomplishments, prob~ems they have encounter~d in 

implemepting .the Juvenile Justice Act, and suggestions on ways 

by which youth advocacy activities could be strengthened. 

Throughout· the year, Committee meinbers participated in State 
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advisory group meetings, in some cases as members themselves, 

and in state advisory group training programs sponsored by the 

Office. 

Recommendations 

1. Private citizens sh'ould be involved in juvenile justice 

and delinquency prevention policy and program development at 

the Federal, State, and lccai levels. 

2. The Office should provide for citizen participation, with 

special emphasis on youth participation, in juvenile delinquency 

policy and program developrn~nt, implementation, and assessment. 

3. The' Office should develop and support youth advocacy pro

grams to protect the rights o~ youth and,to improve services 

for youth who come in contact with the juvenile justice system. 

4. The Office should place emphasis I}ot only on the role of 

public youth-serving agencies in preventing, treating, and 

controlling delinquency', but also on the role of private, 

nonprofit community and citizen groups. 

5. The Office should encourage and support efforts of citi

zen groups to monitor State and local efforts to implement 

the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, especially with 

regard to the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates 

of Sections 233(a) (12) and (13). 

Legislative Concerns 

During each Committee meeting, particular attention has 

been given to revievi and discussion of problems encountered 
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in implementing the Juvenile Justice Act. Based on these de

liberations, the Committee developed a series of recommenda

tions for strengthening the Act. The recommendations were 

forwarded upon request to both houses of Congress and formally 

presented in testimony before the senate Subcommittee to In

vestigate Juvenile Delinquency and the House Subcommittee on 

Economic opportunity during hearings on reauthorization of 

the Juvenile Justice Act. The testimony provided the oppor

tunity for the Committee not only to share their experiences 

with members of Congress, but also to bring the concerns of 

State and local advisory groups and program administrators 

to the attention of Congress as well. with few exceptions, 

the recommendations of the Committee wer7 incorporated into 

the Juvenile Justice Amendments'of 1977 signed into law by 

President Carter on October 3, 1977. 

At the State level, members have ass'isted the State 

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention advisory groups 

in better understanding specific provisions of the Juvenile 

Justice Act and in developing ways that problems of imple

mentation could be resolved or diminished. Members have 

also assisted State groups in analyzing juvenile delinquency

related legislation pending at the State level and partici

pated in drafting model legislation patterned after the 

Juvenile Justice Act. 
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Recommendations 

1. The presidentially appointed Administrator of the Office 

should be delegated all policy, administrative, managerial, 

and operational responsibilities of the Act. 

2. All programs concerned with juvenile delinquency and 

administered by the La,~ Enforcement Assistance Administration 

should be administered by or subject to the policy direction 

of the Administrator of the Office. 

3. In addition to the funds appropriated under the Juvenile 

Justice Act, a minimum of 19.15% from other Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration program funds should be expended for 

juvenile delinquency programs. 

'4. All States should qualify automatically for Juvenile 

Justice Act planning funds to establish state and local level 

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention planning and ad-, 

visory functions. 

5. State level juvenile justice and delinqu'ency prevention 

advisory groups authorized under the Juvenile Justice Act 

should advise their respective governor and State legislature, 

as well as the State Planning Agency, regarding juvenile de

linquency pOlicies and programs. 

6. The Administrator of the Office should be authorized to 

continue granting Juvenile Justice Act funds to a State if 

the Administrator finds that the State is in SUbstantial com

pliance with the requirement that the State deinstitutionalize 
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all status offenders within a 2-year period and if the Ad

ministrator has an unequivocal commitment from the State 

that it will achieve full compliance within a 5-year period 

from initial participation in the program. SUbstantial com

p~iance should be defined as achievement of 75% 

deinstitutionalization. 

7. A 10% ca~h match for juvenile delinquency programs ad

ministered by the Office should be required, but the Adminis

trator of the Office should be permitted to waive matching 

requirements for private nonprofit organizations and agencies. 

Further, the Administrator of the Office should have the 

authority to waive matching requirements for Indian tribes 

and other aboriginal groups and to ~'raive State liability and 

to direct Federal action where the State lacks jurisdiction 

to proceed. 

8. Administration of the Runaway Youth Act should be 

transferred from the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare to the Office. 

9. The scope of the Runaway Youth Act should be broadened 

to include other homeless youth. 

10. Statistical reports and documents profiling the children 

and parents served under Runaway Youth Act programs should 

not disclose the identity of the individual youth without the 

consent of the individuul youth and his or her parent or legal 

guardian. 
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Concentration of Federal Effort 

The Committee and the Office together with the Coordi

nating council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(the Coordinating Council) form the core of the Federal effort 

to coordinate juvenile delinquency programs. 

The Coordin~ting Council is composed of the Attorney Gen

eral (Chair)" the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

the Secretary of Housing and urban Development, the Secretary 

of Labor, the Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, 

the Commissioner of the Office of Education, the Director of 

the ACTION Agency, the Administ~ator of the Office (Vice Chair), 

the Director of the Institute, and representatives of other 

agencies as designated by the President. The Juvenile Justice 

Act assigns responsibility to the Coordinating Council for co

ordination of all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. In 

addition, the Coordinating Council is responsible for making 

recommendations to the Attorney General and the President with 

respect to the coordination of overall poli~y and development 

of objectives and priorities for all Federal juvenile delin

quency programs and activities. 

As provided by the Juvenile Justice Act, the members of 

the Coordinating Council participated as ex-officio members 

of the committee. Through a policy established to promote 

citizen participation, the members of the Committee's Advisory 

Committee on the Concentration of Federal Effort par"ticipated 

in Coordinating Council meetings and related activities. 
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Unfortunately, since its creation, the Coordinating 

Council has suffered from a lack of adequate staff and a lack 

of active participation by individuals who exercise signifi

cant decision-making authority within the Federal agencies 

they represent. In addition, there have been few focused and 

enforceable policy guidelines around which Federal programs 

could be coordinated. For example, the deinstitutionalization 

of status offenders is clearly a priority of the Act. As a 

policy, however, deinstitutionalization has been applied al

most exclusively by the Office. 

To assist in the concentration of Federal efforts, the 

Committee submitted formal recommendations on the Second Com

prehensive Plan foz Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs 

which contains a statement of Federal policy for the preven

tion, treatment, and control of delinquency and objectives for 

implementation of that policy. A priority objective i.-, the 

identification of Federally sponsored or assisted activities 

that are inconsistent with the provisions of the Juvenile 

Justice Act. Of specific concern are the provisions in Sec

tions 223(a) (12) and (13) which relate to the deinstitution

alization of status offenders and dependent and neglected 

children, and the separation of juvenile and adult offenders. 

The Committee strongly supported the addition of this objec

tive to the Federal policy as a focus for coordination ef

forts. New leadership and direction of the Coordinating 

Council combined \.,i th the neH focus of the Federal policy, and 

the advice and assistance of the Committee should alleviate 

past problems and result in progress toward coordination. 
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The committee also submit-ted formal recommendations on 

the content and organization of the Second Analysis and Evalu

ation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency progr~ms prepared by the 

Office and submitted to the President and Congress. The report 

catalogued 144 juvenile delinquency-related programs with a 

combined Federal expenditure of approximately $42.1 billion. 

Of that amount, the report estimated that approximately 

$20 billion was expended on youth, and a much smaller amount 

was specifically expended on juvenile delinquency. To conclude 

that these estimates reflect anything more than a crude analy

sis, however, would i~nore the difficulty and complexity in

volved in analyzing Federal juvenile delinquency program 

expenditures. A lack of uniformity in evaluation and data 

collection requirements and differing, often conflicting, 

program priorities and objectives are complicating factors. 

The establishment of a consistent Federal policy in regard 

to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the 

subsequent identification of all relevant Federal expendi

tures will contribute to the development of a'more precise 

analysis of Federal juvenile delinquency program expenditures. 

The Committee revie,ved selected major Federal juvenile 

delinquency-related programs and met ,.,ith officials of those 

programs to determine ways that the programs could be better 

coordinated. Among the programs revie"led by the Committee 

are those administered by the Department of Labor under the 

Comprehensive Employment and Tl:aining Act (CETA); and the 

Social Services for Low Income and Public Assistance 
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Recipients Program (Title XX), Runaway Youth Act Programs, 

and the National Institute of Drug Abuse programs, all of 

which are administered by the Department of Health, Educa

tion, and Welfare. In December 1976, the Committee and the 

Coordinating Council conducted a joint meeting on the issue 

of youth employment and Departn,ent of Labol: 'appropriations 

for youth employment programs. Based upon the recommenda

tions and support of the Committee, the Office developed a 

preliminary coordination agreement with CETA program offi

cials and will explore. more extensive coordination arrange

ments for the coming year. 

In addition to reviewing juvenile delinquency programs 

at the Federal level, the Committee assumed responsibility 

for monitoring selected State and local level projects spon

sored by the Office. The purpose of these projects is to 

explore methods of improving delivery of services to youth 

through coordination of Federal resources. In one such 

project, the concentration of Federal resources resulted in 

cost-savings to support 10 community based programs that 

would have been terminated for lacx of funds. The Committee 

will. continue to monitor efforts of this type and will assist 

the Office in disseminating project findings. 

Recommendations 

1. The Office and other Federal agencies and departments 

should provide the necessary leadership and resources to 

implement the Federal policy for the prevention, treatment, 

and control of juvenile delinquency as stated in the Second 



---------- ---- --

330 

Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency programs. 

Special emphasis should be placed on the objective of identi

fying Federally sponsored or assisted activities which are 

inconsistent with the provisi"ons of the Juvenile Justice 

Act, with particular regard to the deinstitutionalization 

of status offenders and dependent and neglected children, 

separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and diversion 

of youth to community-based programs. 

2. The President and the Attorney General should give high 

priority to the work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

3. A policy of citizen participation in the meetings and 

activities of the Coordinating Counci~ should continue to 

be implemented through representation of the Committee on 

the Coordinating Council. 

4. To improve Federal coordination of juvenile delinquency 

programs, the Office of Management and Budge~ should be repre

sented on the Coordinating Council. 

5. The Coordinating Council should be responsible for pro

viding advice and assistance to the Office in the preparation 

of the annual analysis and evaluat"ion of Federal juvenile 

delinquency programs and the development and implementation , . 
of the annual comprehensive plan for these programs. 

6. The Office, through the Coordinating Council, should 

insure that all youth employment etforts undertaken by the 
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Department of Labor are consistent \</ith the Federal policy 

to prevent, treat, and control juvenile del.inquency. 

7. The comprehensive plan for Federal juvenile delinquency 

programs should include as a major objective the collection 

and analysis of comparable baseline data from Federal agencies 

and departments with responsibilities for juvenile delinquency 

programs. The data should be used as the foundation of the 

third analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency 

programs and should relate to such issues as: (al organiza

tional structure; (bl policy formulation; (cl planning pro

cedures and requirements; and (dl program priorities, 

operations, evaluation requirements, and results. 

8. The Office, with the assistance of the Committee and the 

Coordinating Council, should establish data collection pro

cedures for other Federal department:.s and agencies to follow 

in the submission of information that will be of sufficient 

detail to allow the Office to evaluate the degree to which 

each Federal juvenile delinquency program conforms with and 

furthers Federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 

policies and objectives. 

9. The third analysis and evalua~ion report should dis

tinguish juvenile delinquency programs and expenditures from 

general youth programs and expenditures. Further, the analy

sis should indicate whether Federal expenditures are consis

tent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, with 

32-505 0 - 78 - 22 
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special attention to the deinstitutionalization and separation 

mandates. 

10. In accordance with the findings of a recent feasibility 

study sponsored by the Office, an automated juvenile delin

quency program information system--particularly a project 

level system--is judged not to be cost effp.ctive and alter

native methods for collecting juvenile delinquency program 

information should be developed. 

11. The Office should insure that at the Federal level, em-

phasis is placed on, and appropriate resources applied to, 

not only delinquency prevention and diversion of youth from 

the traditional juvenile justice system,'but also reduction 

of ser.ious crimes committed by juveniles. 

National Standards on Juvenile Justice'and Delinquency Prevention 
~<.~----~----~~~~----~----------------~~~~---~~~~~~~ 

A major activity of the Committee has been the formula

tion of national standards on juvenile justice and delinquency 

prevention. Through the work of its Subco~~ittee on Standards, 

the Committee has submitted to the President and Congress two 

reports containing approximately 250 standards and delinquency 

prevention strategies. In developing standards and other 

recommendations, the Committee reviewed and analyzed the pro

posals and reports of the many national and State commissions, 

professional organizations, and other groups ar.d agencies 

that have prepared standards, models, and guidelines relating 

to juvenile justice. In the interest of coordination, whenever 
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possible the committee adopted the standards of these other 

groups rather than formulating a wholly new set of 

recOlnmendations. 

The first report, submitted on September'30, 1976, con

tains standards regarding the jurisdiction and organization 

of courts hearing matters relating to juveniles; the rights 

of the parties in delinquency, status offense, neglect and 

abuse proceedings; and, the criteria and procedures applicable 

to intake; detention, ~nd disposition decisions. The report 

includes a plan for implementation of the standards in gen

eral, and specific recommendations on adoption of particular 

standards. 

On Narch 31, 1977, the second standards report was sub

mitted to the President and Congress. It contains recommenda

tions regarding administration of the juvenile justice system, 

oelinquency prevention, intervention in the lives of children 

and their families by la~l enforcemen!:: and other government 

agencies, and supervision of persons subj.ect to the jurisdic

tion of the family court. With regard to administration of 

the juvenile service system, the report contains standards on 

the planning, management and evaluation roles 'and responsibili

ties of local, State, and Federal governments. The standards 

emphasize the need for a coordinated, multilevel planning 

process. This process is intended to enco~pass the identi

fication of delinquency prevention needs &~d resources, the 

development of a comprehensive prevention program consistent 

with those needs and resources, as well as the design and 
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implementation of measures necessary to improve the operation 

of the traditional components of the juvenile justice system. 

Also included are standards on the selection and training of 

juvenile justice system personnel; and on the compilation, 

retention, correction, availability, and disposition of records 

pertaining to juveniles. 

With regard to delinquency prevention, Committee members 

agreed that it was inappropriate to recommend, at the Federal 

level, specific prevention programs to be administered at the 

State and local levels. Therefore, the report contains a 

recommended definition of delinquency prevention together \~ith 

37 program strategies. These program strategies are presented 

not as prescriptions, but as g'eneral guides for States and 

communities to consider in developing comprehensive prevention 

programs that address local needs with available resources. 

The portion of the report pertaining to intervention em

phasizes the point at which a public official makes contact 

with a juvenile and/or family because of an alleged delinquent 

act or status offense, or to protect a juvenile in danger of 

serious harm. The standards define the situations in \~hich 

intervention is appropriate, set forth criteria to guide 

decis~ons to refer individuals to intake units and to take 

juveniles into custody, and describe the procedures and rights 

.Ihich should apply follmling intervention. 'The standards fol

low the principle of using the le~st restrictive or intrusive 

alternative available to achieve the objectives of the 

intervention. 
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The standards pertaining to supervision are directed to 

those agencies and programs supervising juveniles and familes 

subject to the jurisdiction of the family court over delin-

quency, status offenses, neglect and abuse. P,articular at-

tention is given to the size and nature of the services and 

staff \~hich should be available in residential programs, and 

in particular ,group homes, foster homes, and shelter care 

facilities. Recommendations are made that rela.te to the op-

eration o~ nonresidential programs, the rights of persons 

subj ect to court-order eo. supervision, disciplinary, transfer 

and grievance procedures, the use of mechanical and medical 

restraints, the creation of ombudsman programs, and the re-

sponsibility for operation of supervisory programs. 

Recommendations 

1. Status offenders should be removed from the jurisdiction 

of the juvenile court. S 

2. Each State government should establish an executive 

office of youth advocate with the responsibility for in-

vestigating and reporting misfeasance and malfeasance \>Iithin 

the juvenile justice system; inquiring into areas of concern; 

and, conducting periodic audits of the juvenile service 

SThis recommendation does not concur \>lith that of the 
standards subcommittee of the Commit~ee. The subcommittee 
recommenda'tion allows for court involvement in status offender 
cases when all other community resources have failed. The 
appropriate handling of status offender cases and the juris
diction of the juvenile court vlill be the subject of extensive 
deliberations by the co~~ittee during the coming year. 
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system to ascertain its effectiveness and compliance with es

tablished responsibilities. 

3. Written grievance procedu.es should be established for all 

residential and nonresidential programs serving juveniles, and 

the juveniles within these programs should have access to an 

ombudsperson. 

4. 'l'he destruction of a record pert,i.ning to a juvenile 

should be mandatory and should not be contingent upon receipt 

of a request by the subject of that record. 

5. Each state and the Federal Government should enact 

statutes governing the collection, retention, disclosure, 

sealing, and destruction of records pertaining to juveniles 

to assure accuracy and security of such records and to protect 

against the misuse, misinterpretation, and improper dissemina

tion of the information contained in the records. 

6. Privacy councils should be established at the State and 

Federal levels to assist in review of record keeping practices 

and in enforcement of the statutes und regul<:>tions governing 

records pertaining to juveniles. 

7. The Office should determine the legislative authority 

of other Federal departments and agencies to develop and im

plement s~andards relating to juvenile justice and delinquency 

prevention. Further, other Federai departments and agencies 

should be asked to identify areas in which their standards 
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and the' recommendations of the Committee are not in accord 

so that any differences may be resolved. 

8. Agencies at all levels of government sho~ld design pro-

cedures to assure that when standards advocating the use of 

alternatives to incarcerati~n, deinRtitutionalization, or 

other nontraditional techniques are implemented, the cost 

savings realized will be reallocated to follow the juveniles 

served by.the alternatives. 

Research, Evaluation. and Training 

The Juvenile Justice Act establishes the National Insti-

tute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (the 

Institute) to serve as the researc~, evaluation, training, 

and information center for Federal efforts to prevent, treat, 

and control juvenile delinquency. The Act requires the Of

fice, through the Institute, to; 

1. conduct research on juvenile delinquency; 

2. evaluate juvenile delinquency pr.ograms at the 
Federal and State levels 1 

3. collect, synthesize, and disseminate information 
on all aspects of delinquency; 

4. train professionals and others in the field; and 

5. assist, through training, State advisory groups 
and comparable citizen gr'oups in States not par
ticipating in the Act in the accomplishment of 
their objectives. 

To assist the Office in meeting these requirements, the 

Juvenile Justice Act establishes the Advisory Committee for 

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Preventiol1 as a subcommittee of the full Committee. During 
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the past year, the Institute subcommittee has worked closely 

with the Office in developing program priorities and in re

viewing the activi.ties and results of research, evaluation, 

and trai.ning efforts sponsored not only by the Institute, but 

also by other public and private agencies, nationwide. 

The Committee has stressed the need for more research on 

the specific issue of delinquency prevention and has encouraged 

the Institute to sponsor projects in support of the juvenile 

justice and delinquency prevention research priorities that 

were established by the Coordinating Council. Based on the 

recommendations of the Committee, the Institute sponsored re

search last year on 5 of the 11 Coordinating Council priori-

ties: (1) studies tracing the individual and group behavior 

of delinquent youth; (2) annual compilation of data on youth 

crime; (3) evaluation of delinquency prevention strategies; 

(4) a nationwide survey of gang delinquency; and (5) evaluation 

of diversion and restitution as distinct intervention strate

gies. During the coming year, the Office plans to fund studies 

focused on at least three other Coordinating Council priori

ties. These include basic research projects on delinquency 

prevention issues, a study of the relationship between youth 

crime'and family economic opportunity, and an examination of 

the relationship bebleen the use of drugs, including alcohol, 

and delinquency. In addition, with the support of the Com

mittee, the Institute y,ill assist'in coordinating other 

Federal research efforts that address the priorities of the 

Coordinating Council. 
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In considering a wide range of delinquency-related re

search and evaluation issues, the committee specifically 

identified the following activities as appropriate for the 

Institute: study of the flow of youths throu~h the juvenile 

justice system and through alternatives to that system; re

search into the factors associated with the development and 

maintenance of juvenile delinquency careers and the transi

tion of youth offenders into adult criminals; and exploration 

of altern~tive research designs and methodologies for evaluat

ing the effectiveness of programs in the juvenile justice and 

delinquency prevention areas. 

Recommendations 

'I. Gl;'eater emphasis should be pl,aced on research in the 

area of delinquency prevention. 

2. Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention research and 

action programs should be better coordinated and designed to 

complement each other. 

3. Regarding the relationship bet\veen action and research 

programs sponsored by the Office, the In~titute should par

ticipate in, or sponsor directly, three types of research: 

small scale research and demonstraticn projects that test 

new program approaches; evaluations of programs that use 

alternative intervention approaches; and assessments or case 

studies of programs that use traditional service approaches. 

4. At the direction of the Office, the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare's Interagency Panel on Research 
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and Development on Adolescence should be encouraged to focus 

specifically on juvenile delinquency. 

5. The Institute should continue to support research pro

grams that address the juvenile delinquency research priori

ties of the Coordinating Council. Further, the Institute 

shoUld coordinate other Federal agency research activities that 

address Coordinating Council priorities. 
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COMMITTEE OBJECTIVES FOR 1977-1978 

1. To submit to the Administrator of the Office recommenda

tions on the goals, objectives, priorities, and overall organi

zation of the annual analysis and evaluation of and comprehensive 

plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs. 

2. To issue periodic reports to the Administrator of the 

Office, the President, and the Congress on priorities for im

proving juvenile justice and preventing delinquency. 

3. To develop a program of information dissemination on 

juvenile justice and delinquency prevention issues and 

programs. 

4. To perform an interpretive and advocacy role to the 

President, the Congress, the Administrator of the Office, 

and the public on issues, problems, priorities, and policies 

relating to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. 

5. To provide support and assistance to the'Coordinating 

Council in fulfilling its mandate to coordinate Federal 

juvenile delinquenc:l' programs. 

6. To encourage development of interagency collaborative 

research and demonstration program efforts. 

7. To conduct and publish, as part of the annual analysis 

and evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs, an 

evaluation of the Concentration of yederal Effort Program of 

the Office. 
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8. To promote coordination and simplification of Federally 

sponsored programs at the state and local levels. 

9. To encourage establishment of a requireme~t that the 

administrator of any new program affecting youth submit to 

the Coordinating 'Council a "Youth Impact Statement" that 

must be approved by the Coordinating Council before program 

funds are released. 
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APPENDIX I: CO!>U-IITTEE MEMBERS 
, 

AND TERMS OF APPOINTHENT 

NATIONAL ADVISORY CGrL"1ITTEE FOR 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQqENCY PREVENTION 

~1EMBERS AND TERMS OF APPOINTMENT 

APPOINTED ~1ARCH 19, 1975 TO TErolS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1977 

Mr. l'1i11iam R. Bricker 
Boys' Clubs of America 
771 First Avenue 
New York, NY 10019 
(212) 684-4400 

. Hr. Ri chard C. Clemen t 
Chief of Police 
Dover TmlTIship Police Department 
P.O. Box 876 
Toms River, NJ 08753 
(201) 349-0150 

Dr. l'1ilmer S. Cody 
Superintendent of Schools 
P.O. Drawer 10007 
Birmingham, AL 35202 
(205) 252-1800 Ext. 280 

, r.Ir. Edwin Heese, III 
Attorney at Law . 
9001 Grossmoht Boulevard 
La Mesa, California 92041 
(714) 461-0331 

George H. Hills, HD 
53-179 Kameharneha Highway 
Hauula, Ha\qaii 96717 
(808) 842-8215 

Honorable vli1fred IV. Nuernberger 
Judge, County Court 
Lancaster County 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68502 
(402) 473-6367 

Rep. Robert B. Hartin 
House of Representatives 
249 Conlee Place 
!4emphis, Tennessee 38111 
(901) 386-1552 
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APPOINTED l-!ARCH 19, 1975, TO TERHS EXPIRING l-lARCH 18, 1978 

Mr. J. D. Anderson, Chairman 
National Advisory Committee for 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention 

8721 Indian Hills Drive 
Omaha, Nebraska 68144 

Mr. Allen F. Breed 
324 South Carolina Avenue, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

Mr. John Florez 
Director, Office of Equal Opportunity 
University of Utah 
208 Park Building 
Salt Lake City, utah 

Ms. Cindy Moser 
Extension Office 
Box 473 
Mobridge, South Dakota 57601 

Dr. Albert Reiss, J.r. 
Department of Sociology 
Yale University 
New Haven, Connecticut 06520 

Mrs. Flora Rothman 
27-20 216th Street 
Bayside, New York 11360 

Hr. Bruce stokes 
Leadership Specialist 
Maryland Professional, Personnel and 

Youth/Adult Vocational Leadership 
Development Center 

1815 l'l'oodside Avenue 
Baltimore, Nary1and 21227 
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APPOINTED AUGUST 23, 1976, TO TERl·IS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1980 

Hr. Glen L. Bower 
State's Attorney 
113 E. Jefferson 
P.O .. Box 232 
Effingham, Illinois 62401 

Hs. Bernadette Chavira 
1506 8th Street 
Albuquerque, Ne\'/ ~lexico 87102 

*l1r. H. P. Goldfield 
Parker-Goldfield 
1700 K Street, N.W. 
Eighth Floor 
\vashington, D. C. 20006 

*l1s. Harion W. Mattingly 
8801 Fallen Oak Drive 
Bethesda, Haryland 20034 

Hr. Hichael Olson 
94 Lucky Street 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15212 

Honorable Lawrence Semski 
Judge, Harrison County Family Court 
P.O. Box 7 
Gulfport, Hississippi 93510 

Reverend George ivalker Smith 
Pastor, Golden Hill United Presbyterian 

Church 
3120 Narket Street 
San Diego, California 92102 

* Appointed September 22, 1976 
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1-4 

APPOINTED OCTOBER 3, 1971, TO TERMS EXPIRING MARCH 18, 1981 

George C. Belitsos 
129 Ash Avenue, Apt. 8 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Timothy Scott Davis 
1410 Q street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 

llon. Margaret C. Driscoll 
Chief Judge 
Connecticut Juvenile Court 
Bridgeport, Conn. 

Steven David Stark 
527·Chape1 Street, Apt. D-l 
New Haven, Conn. 06511 

Barbara Sylvester 
510 Camellia Circle 
Florence, South Carolina 29501 

Diana Tamez 
2909 Fredericksburg Road 
Building 23, Apt. 4 
San Antonio, Texas 78201 

Genevieve H. Wilson 
3500 Grantley Road 
Baltimore, Maryland 21215 
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____________________________ ~ .. ______________ a._ ... __ ___ .. __ ... _.~ __ " 

The President today announced th,:! ilp[JOin1r":It. of !;:'v,'n 
persons ,as menlbal's or the Nationill Adv.i!ipry C('Ji:"!id :"!..(.'C (J:\ 

,Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 'I'll,'\,,, 1'0: 

C. ,1oseph Anderson, a Terre Haute, Indiana, 'Itt,onloy 
imd [onler judge of the Vigo COlin ty (Indiana) C i I'Cttit: C:.ltI1·~. 
lie is a former ,high school teacher, deputy ptoZl'cutor "'lel 
state legislator. 

Kenneth NcClintock-Hernanc1cz, of San ,lua°ri, Puerto" l~ico, 
a Imo

/ student at Tulane Lm·/ School who has huen active in 
civic and politicill activities relatinSi to youth in i'tlorl.o lIiec; 

Pan LeFlore, a center fielder [or the Detroit. 'l'i'J(~r5 
<lnd author of the autobiography "Breakollt". 

D. Laverne Pierce, of Snlem, Oregon, a cOlwult"ant to the 
Narion-Pol}:-YG!!:thi!.~. C'=:lncil on Alcohoiisfil, \o:hcrc she is 
designer of a comr.; .... nity alcohol ec1ue<.:tion pian. fihe it; 
former cy-ccutive director of a frce medicill clinic ilnd :b; t-.llC 
chairpersen of the Oregon Juvenile Justice lldvi.r;ory Co:nr.lit toec; 

Kenneth F. Schoen, commissioner. of the Hinncsotil SL<'I ~oe 
Departmont of Corrections and il former.parole a<Jent and 
pSy'chiatric social \10rker; 

David Tull, of 'l'he Br.onx, 1'10\'/ York, a student at Statt! 
Dni versity College at Buffalo, a form.:!:!: youth g.mg leader, and 
pr,c:;idcnt of the Third Norld, a coal.ition of' g.1l19S \~orking 
to ir.1pro'lQ living conditions; 

Alic!! Udall, a Juvenile Court I."r)ferec in Pilla COllllty, 
Arizona un:1 melllber of the Arizona ,luvcnile Jlll;ticc and Pi"!] ino -

qucllCY Prevention Advisory CommIttee, 

!l l:. J: 
fI' 11' ~ •• 

32-505 0 - 78 - 23 
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The Library of Congress 

Congressional Research Service 

Washington, D.C. 20540 

TO: Subcommittecl on Economic Opportunity 
Attention: Gordon Raley 

FRON: education and Public Welfare Division 

June 13, 1978 

SUBJECT: Oversight hearings regarding implemention of prov1s1ons of The 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended. 

This is in response to your request for all publications that have been 

issued pursuant to provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act as well as possible 

areas for questions during your oversight hearings to be held June 27, 1978. 

1. Sections 204 (b) and (c) - General annual reports. 

Reports are required to be filed with Congress under several sections 

of the act, as originally passed and as amended. The original enabling leg-

islation, P.L. 93-415 became effective September 7, 1974, and remained 

in effect through September 30, 1977; the Juvenile Justi~e Amendments, 

P.L.95-1l5 have been in effect since. 

Section 204(b)(5) of the original act, which became effective December 

31, 1974 required an annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile 

delinquency programs to be submitted to the President and Congress, "after 

the first year the legislation is enacted, prior to September 3D" The 

first such report was issued September 3D, 1975 and was entitled, "First 

Analysis and Evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs." (2 

volumes.) The "Second Analysis ~nd Evaluation" was issued sometime in 1977, 

but there is no date on the report, Because the provisions would have 

applied through fiscal year 1977. it appears that one such report is missing. 
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Similarly, section 204(b)6), which also became effective December 

31, 1974, called for an annual comprehensive juvenile delinquency plan to be 

submitted to the President and Congress prior to March 1, after th, first 

year the legislation was enacted. One such plan wQSissued, March 1, 1976. 

Also, under section 204(c) the President is required to submit a report 

to Congress and the Coordinating Council in response to the analysis and 

evaluations issued under section 204(b)(5). We are unaware of any such reports 

ever having been issued at least as a publication for general distribution. 

The 1977 amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act consolidated the analysis 

and evaluation, and the plan requirements into one annual report due December 

31, of the first year following the date of the enactment of the amendments. 

This report would therefore be due December 31, 1978. The provision for a 

Presidential response remains in effect. 

2. Section 247(b) - Report on Standards. 

Section 247(b) of the original enabling l.egislation requires the National 

Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to submit 

a report on recommended standards for the administration of juvenile justice 

at the Federal, State and loc"l levels to the President and Congress no later 

than one year after the passage of the section (i.e. by September 7, 1975). 

Apparently, there waS a preliminary report issued by the Advisory Committee 

pursuant to this section On September 6, 1975. The first published standards, 

including standards on adjudication and a general implementation plan, were 

issued September 30, 1976. We understand from a spokesman for the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention that the final standards, on 

administration, prevention, intervention and supervsion, have been in draft 

form since March 1977, but have yet to be formally approved. 



350 

CRS-3 

3. Sectiou 321 (original act) - Survey of Runaway Youth 

Title III, part of B of the original Juvenile Justice Act required 

the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare to carry out a "comprehen

sive statistical survey defining the major characteristic (sic) of the run

away youth population", including the age, sex and socioeconomic background 

of such youth. The results of the survey were to be reported to Congress 

not later than June 30, 1975. The survey was conducted by the Opinion Re-

search Corporation and waS entitled, "The National Statistical Survey on 

Runaway Youth." It was published in 1976. 

4. Section 315 - HEW Reports on Runaway Youth. 

This s~ction or the Juvenile Justice Act requires the Secretary of 

Health, Education and Welfare to report annually to the Congress on the 

status and accomplishments of the runaway youth houses funded under title 

III of the act. No date for such a report is specified. We understand from 

the Youth Developmental Bureau that such reports have been prepared for the 

Congressional oversight committees, but to the best nf our knowledge they are 

not published as a document for general distribution. 

Other provisions of the Juvenile Ju~tice Act require ce.tain other reports 

that do not have to be submitted to Congress. Section 204(1)(1) requires 

Federal agencies involved in programs relati'Qg to juvenile delinquency to 

annually submit development statements to the cb~rdinating Council. Such 

statements, with any comments from the Associate Admit~istrator of the Office 

of Juvenil Justice, must be included when the agencies recommend or re-

quest Federal legislation affecting juvenile delinquency prevention and 

treat~ent. 
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Section 246 as amended requires the Deputy Associate Administrator for 

the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to suh

mit a report on research. demonstration. training and evaluation programs 

funded under the title, by September 30, each year. The extent to which 

such reports exist could be a possible area for questioning during your 

hearings. 

OTHER AREAS OF CONCERN WITH REGARD TO OVERSIGHT 

1. The Coordinating Council (Section 206) 

The Juvenile Justice Act establishes. as an independent organization 

within the excecutive branch of the Government, a Coordinating Council on 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention composed of cabinet-level offi

cials with responsibilities relating to juvenile delinquency prevention 

and juvenile justice. The functions of the Council are to coordinate all 

Federal juvenile delinquency programs and to make recommendations to the 

Attorney General and President at least annually. "with respect to the 

coordination of overall policy and development of objectives and priorities 

for all Fedpral juvenile delinquency programs and activities." According to 

Lhp. act. Council must meet four times a year. 

It is our understanding that the Coordinating Council has not met in 

over a year. It is scheduled to meet June 21. 1978. 
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2. Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(Section 207). 

The Juvenile Justiee Act creates a National Adviscry Committee for 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to make recommendations on policy, 

priorities, operation and management of Federal juvenile delinquency programs. 

The Advisory Committee is composed of twenty-one persons appointed by the 

President. Seven vacancies on the Committee have existed since March 1978 

when the terms of members expired. As of a few «eeks ago, there had been 

no new nominees from the Administration to fill these positions. 

Also, the Advisory Committee must meet at least four times per year. 

'lou may want to ask how many times this group has met. 

3. Unobligated funds. 

According to testimony of Richard C. Wertz presented before a seminar for 

members of Congress conducted by the Congressional Resear~h Service, a size-

able percentage of the funds available for the implementation of the Juvenile 

Justice Act's title II programs is unobligated. As of March 31, 1978 only 42 

percent of all Juvenile Justice Act grant funds (block, discretionary and 

carryover from previous appropriations) were Obligated; over $78 million was 

unobligated. Mr. Wertz estimated that at least 90 percent of the unobligated 

funds were discretionary and under the direct control of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice (this estimate was based on his understanding that almost all of the 

Juvenile plans for fiscal year 1978 had been approved and the block grants 

"Were therefore mostly obligated). Mr. Wertz said that LEAA's "Status of Funds 

Reports", from which these data were taken, does not break down the Juvenile 

Justice Act monies into block and discretionary grants. You may want to ask 

the Office of Juvenile Justice to provide such information. 
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4. Areas of special emphasis. 

In a related area of questionning, you may want to determine what priority 

areas are currently established for the discretionary, or "special emphasis" 

grants. The only recent initiative of which we are aware io "Restitution by 

Juvenile Offenders" which was announced in February. 

5. Vacancies on staff of Office of Juvenile Justice 

In Senate testimony, John Rector, Associate Administrator of LEAA who 

heads the Office of Juvenile Justice, stated that one problpm they have in 

obligating funds is insufficient staff. Apparently the Office has an autho

rized stD,ff level staff level of 51 but only 31-32 were on board. (Testi

mony before the Senate Judiciary Committee May 1, 1978.) You may want to 

consider questionning whether this staff shortage still exists and why. 

6. Definitions relating to deinstitutioualization. 

There has been some controversy over the definition of "juvenila 

detention and correctional facilities" as established by LEAA 'for compliance 

with the deinstitutionalization requirement under Section 223(a)(12) of the 

Juvenile Justice Act and the prohibition against comingling in Section 223 

(a)(13). Peter Edelmanm director of the New York Division for Youth, has 

charged that the definitions would act to force juvenile delinquents out .. ~ 

voluntary agencies and into the public sector and also that compliance would 

be very difficult (see attached article from Juvenile Justice Digest, April 

14, 1978). 
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7. Office of Juvenile Justice's Training mandate. 

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

is required to conduct a training program under Sections 248, 249 and 250 of 

the Juveniie Justice Act. ~o the best of our knowledge, no such program 

exists", 

We hope that this information will be useful to you in planning for 

your oversight hearings. Plesse let us know if we may be of further 

assistance", 

Charlotte Moore 
426-5867 
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We. Me veJUj cU.6t1tU6ed abolLt the ma.utgeme.n.t 06 the Juven.U.e. JUh.ti.c.e and 
VeUnquenl!!! P.teven.ti.on PltoglUlm a~teJte.d by the Law En601tc.eme.n.t M6.(.o
tanc.e Admln.(.otlta.:t.i.on. VeJUj OW 06 the. 6und6 Me gohlg to 6UPpOJtt mbtolLU:y 
yolLth hl cU.6advantaged Me.M and th06e. pltOglla1n6 wlUc.h Me be.htg 6unded, 
Me be.htg a.cfmin,U,teJted wUJwlLt c.on6.iUe.n.t 6edeJtal 6UPPOJtt. We. have a 
de.lhtquenc.y plte.ven.t.ion pltogltam opeJtathtg .in TU6hegee, Alabama aclmil1.(.oteJte.d 
by TUhhege.e. In6t.itu.te.'6 Ve.paJLtme.n.t 06 HWllIln RuoUItCU. The pltoje.c.t.(.o opeJt
a.Wlg weU, blLt the 6ta66 hl the 066.ic.e. 06 Juve.n.U.e. Ve..Unquenc.y Me not 
allowed to pltov.ide. the. kind 06 6UppOJtt ne.eded 6ltoln the. 6e.deJtal le.vel. 

We. tlWtk that tlt.u pltoglUlm .(.0 an .impolttant ItUOMC.e. to c.ommUJtU.iu .ill 
c.ombathtg juven.U.e. c.Wne., and we. tlUnk tlULt .it.(.o cM..ti.cal 601t the. cU.6-
c.lte.ti.ollalty 6W1M to go dJJr.e.c.tly to local pltoglla1n6. We., hl 6maU c.ommUJtU.iu, 
do not have ac.C.U6 .to 6.tate. c.ontltoUed 6unM, and 6,tate plannhtg age.nc..iu Me. 
not ltup0n6lve to not-601t plt06.it 60c..ial agenc..iu who pItOvlde. the glte.atut 06 
youth 6eJtv.ic.U. We. at60 be..Ue.ve. .tIULt .it .(.0 .impolttant 601r. the pMgltam .to be. 
ac/min.(.oteJled60 .tIULt .it .(.0 ilup0n6lve. to local ne.e.M and c.ondltlon6. We 
tlXJuld appltec..iate .it g.teatly .i6 you and YOM Sub-Cornm.U:te.e would look .into 
the. a~tlta.:t.i.on 06 th.u pItOglUlm. 

Shtc.eJte.ly YO!Llt6, 

JF:dc..i 
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Seattle City Council 

Phyllis Lamphere 
P'esldent ot the CouncIl 
625-2436 

George e. Benson 
Chairman 
P,]{ioiS & Community 
S{lfV'CPS Committee 
625-2441 

Michael Hildt 
Chalfman 
Urban OC'Ie!opmem & 
Housing Commillee 
625-;!443 

rim HIli 
ChlHrman 
Personnel & Propertr 
Management Commlttec 
625-2438 

Paul Kraabel 
CtI;).\~rr,an 

Walef & Waste 
Management Con'lmlltee 
625·2441 

John Miller 
Chairman 
finance CommIttee 
625c~2451 

Rarldy Revelle 
CMmr.an 
Energv Committee 
625-2445 

5.1m Smith 
ChaJfman 
PubJlc Safely & 
Jwstlce CommIttee 
625-2455 

Jeanette Williams 
Cham.,an 
Transportallon 
Comn'IIUee 
~25·2453 

July 24, 1978 

The Honorable Ike Andrelvs, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Comm'ittee on Education and Labor 
United States House of Representatives 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

RE: Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my conments on the per
formance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

Enclosed for publication in the Report of the Subconmittee on 
Economic Opportunity is my Statement on Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. My Statement was prepared with the 
aS5istance of Daniel E. Greenin9, Juvenile Justice Specialist, 
Hashington State Officl! of financial Mallagement. 

If you have any further questions or if I can be of further 
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me or Mary Beth 
Nethercutt, my Administrative ASSistant, at 206/625-2445. 

V." ~''"'" ~ 
RAND REVE"4-y\".&I.e.: 
Seattle Ci~councilman 
RR/mbn 

CC: Daniel E. Greening, Juvenile Justice Specialist, 
Washington State Office of Financial 11anagement 

Eleventh Floor. MuniCipal Building. Seattle, Washmgton 98104 
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STATEMENT BY RANDY REVELLE, SEATTLE CITY COUNCILMAN, SEATTLE, WASH. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
for this chance to discuss the performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention in implementing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

As a member of the Seattle City Council since January 1974, I served as Chairman 
of the Council's Public Safety and Justice (PS&J) Committee for four years, and I 
am presently the PS&J Committee Vice-Chairman. I also served on the Governor's 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee from August 1975 to July 1977. 

Based on this experience, J will comment briefly on the performance of the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. While I support the purposes of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, I have several concerns 
about the administration of the Act. 

My first concern is the minimal contact between the City of Seattle and the Of
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The City's relationship to 
the Office and the administration of the Act is through the City's Law and Jus
'tice Planning Office, the State Planning Agency, and -- before it was closed -
the Regional Law Enforcement and Assistance Administration Office. My primary 
contact with the Offi ce was as a member of the Governor's Juvenile Just i ce 
Advisory Committee. During my two years on the Committee, inadequate communica
tion was a continuous concern to me and other Committee members. 

Since the creation of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
effective communication between that Office and state/local governments hds been 
all too infrequent. Presently, one staff member in the Office is the major con
tact person for all the western states and trust territories. Saddl ing one 
person with the responsibility for such a large geographic area, containing 
multiple and varied jurisdictions, makes effective communication difficult. 
This problem worsened last fall with the closure of the Regional Offices. Thus 
the communication gap ;s now dramatized by the sheer distance between Washington, 
D.C. and the west Coast. 

The lack of effective communication between the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention and state/local governments creates another problem -
the untimely distribution of guidelines, program announcements, and other rules 
and regulations governing the expenditure of funds distributed under the Act. 
All too often guidelines, announcements, and other inforw.ation are developed and 
disseminated within very short time limits. For example, in April of this year, 
the Office distributed a program announcement for discretionary funds for 
restitution by juvenile offenders. The Office made ten million dollars available 
nationally, but allowed state/local governments only about five weeks to respond 
to very lengthy and detailed funding guidelines. 

Every year the Office requires each state to monitor and report on the deinstitu
tionalization of status offenders and the separation of juvenile and adult 
offenders. The 1977 Report was required to be in the national Office by December 
31, 1977. The states were not advised of the points to be covered in the report 
unt'il mid-November. Thus, each state had only a few weeks to develop and submit 
the 1977 Report on how it was complying with the major provisions of the Juvenile 
Justice und Delinquency Prevention Act. To be more responsive and to get the 
best information available, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention must allow much more time for state/local governmen~ to respond to 
program guidelines and other directive3 relating to the Act. 
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As a supporter of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, I am also 
concerned that the Administration has requested only $100 million of the $150 
million authorized by Congress for administering the Act. If this legislation is 
to be fully implemented throughout the country, the Administration must request 
full funding. 

Fina lly, I am concerned about the unnecessari ly stri ct guidel i nes and definit ions 
that do not take into account the unique aspects of the fifty states' juvenile 
justice systems. Definitions and gllidelines have been developed by the Office of 
Juveni le Justice and Delinquency Prevention with an infle>:ible approach that 
treats urban or metropolitan states as rural states. For example, group homes 
are redefined as correctional facilities if some of the juveniles they house are 
former offenders. In Washington State that definition severely impairs the 
ability of over three-fourths of our group homes to operate. I recommend 
developing guidelines and defin"itions allowing the unique features of each state 
to be identified and reinforced to support the purposes of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

I want to emphasize that we have made significant progress in Washington State 
because of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the federal 
funds made available to encourage states to deinstitutionalize status offenders 
and develop more rp.$p~nsible juvenile justice systems. Last year the Washington 
State Legislature enaf:ted a complete revision of our Juvenile Court Code. (For 
your review and infor,nat;on, 1 have enclosed a copy of the new code, entitled 
"Juvenile Justice Act of 1977." ) 

Pursuant to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the new code 
deinstitut;onalizes all but the most serious juvenile offenders and has removed 
status offenders from the jurisdiction of juvenile courts. This legislation will 
require additional funds to implement its provisions fully. Without the re
sources made available under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 
deinstitut;onalization of status offenders cannot be fully accomplished in the 
State of Washington. 

In closing, I want to thank you again for the opportunity to present my concerns 
about the performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ACT 

Federal Bureau of Prisons' Placement 
of Federal Youth Offenders 
Pursuant to Title 18 §5039 

In the following outline I will attempt to 
summarize the history of the Bureau of Prisons' 
involvement with juveniles committed to its custody 
pursuant to the Federal Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act. This'sullunary should give 
you a general picture of the problans with the Bureau's 
compliance and ways in which we have sought to work 
with Bureau staff to find alternative means of 
handling and placing federally adjudicated offenders. 

Chronology 

In 1974, an Amendment to the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act, Title 18 U.S.C. 
§5039, was passed, which'requires the Attorney 
General, in practical terms the Bureau, to commit 
juveniles to foster homes or a community-based 
facility located near their horne community wherever 
possible. Funds for contr~_cing with public and 
private a.gencies and halfway- houses are specifically 
authorized under 18 U.S.C. §5040. Shortly thereafter, 
four institutions were identified by the Bureau of 
Prisons as classification and confinemen~ centers 
for offenders committed under the Act. These were 
the Federal Correctional Institutions at Ashland, 
Kentucky) Pleasanton, California) Englewood, Colorado) 
and Morgantown, West Virginia. These four institutions 
are classified by Bureau policy statements as minimum 
security. 

However, the Bureau's designation of four institu
tions to hold juveniles did not preclude it from sending 
many of the youths to other federal prisons, some of which 
are designated medium security and hold adult prisoners. 
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The additional facilities us~d to house juveniles were located at Spring
field, Uissouri; Terminal :island, California; Tallahassee, Florida; 
LOmpoc, California; Lexington, Kentucky; ann Fort tiortl}, Texas. 

From 1974 to the middle of 1977, most federal juvenile offenders 
were placed in federal institutions, both minimum and medium security. 
Only one-tenth, amounting to 45-50 juveniles, were sent to state 
facilities. Unfortunately, most of the state facilities selected 
during this interim period were much worse than their federal counter
parts. Examples .of these \1ere the Utah Training School, which was 
then being challenged in court as having egregious and inhumane con
ditions; Napa State Hcspital in California, a state mental institution; 
and jails in Louisville, Kentucky; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma;and else
where. Most of the facilities used are characterized by tight security 
measures, large populations, and are located far fr~m residential or 
urban centers. 

We became extremely concerned at this point and wrote several 
letters to Congresspersons, and Justice Department and Bureau officials. 
and met with Norman Carlson to discuss the matter. Our basic concerns 
focused on the Bureau's recorded lack of compliance with its statutory' 
mandate to l.ocate you.thful offenders in co=unity-based facilities or 
foster homes. Instead, juveniles were being helj in large institutions 
housing adult prisoners which simultaneously offended not only the 
statutory language of §5039, but also the widely accepted notion that 
juveniles should be segregated from adult offenders. Our meetings 
with Norman Carlson and Connie Springman, who is in charge of placing 
juveniles, were instrumental in pressuring the Bureau to revise its 
practices. During the summer of 1977, the Bureau began removing all 
federally adjudicated juveniles from BOP institutions and transferring. 
t~em to state facilities. 

The Current Situation 

The vast major~ty of juveniles are currently housed in large, 
secure institutions. Only a handful are placed at ranches, youth 
camps and community houses. Only one youth is in a foster home, 
and this is due to the fact that the facility where the youth lived 
was closed. Primarily for reasons of convenience, most of the juve
niles from the Southeast and East Coast are ho.sed at WoodSBend Boys 
Camp in West Libe,rty, ,Kentucky; Native American youths are all at 
Emerson House in Denver, Colorado) and kids from the Western states 
are incarcerated in California Youth Authority facilities. Three 
youths are locked in a jail in LeXington, Kentucky and two are.at 
the Federal correctional lnstitution at Butner, North Carolina. In 
addition, we did a breakdown last fall of the number of youths who , 
were incarcerated close to their residences. contrary to the Bureau's 
figures on this SUbject, only 22 out of 90 are incarcerated in their 
home states. 11 

lIThe statutory language is even stronger, as it refers to community-
5ased facilities and foster homes in one's horne community (emphasis 
added). 
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The information we have already provided you about Emerson House 
indicates its inadequacies and abuses. The institution is poorly 
administered, has a locked ward for all new prisoners, administers 
antibuse (a drug which, when corabinE'd with alcohol, causes violent 
sickness and nausea) regularly, and has had two r.ecent suicide attempts, 
one being successful. According to Walter Echo-Hawk, a staff attorney 
at the Native American Rights Fund, several tribes in the Dakotas and 
other mid-western and western states would be willing to establish 
yo~th centers for youthful offenders; 2/ The Bureau has never sought 
to meet with them. -

The three facilities being used by the California Youth Authority 
to house federal youths are equally deficient. The Youth Training 
School in Chino is a large, secure prison. Quite recently, it ha~ 
been the setting for gang violence between black and chicano prisoners. 
Kids are locked in small, one-person cells which are furnished only 
with a bed, sink and open toilet. One incredible fact which speaks 
to the high level of violence at the institution is that 40% of the 
prison population is locked in segregation at any given time (where 
prisoners spend 23 1/2 hours each day in their cells). The Fred 
Nelles School, with a population of 325 kids, is a medium secur'ity 
institution and uses as the predominant method of control a rigid 
behavior modification program. The DeWitt Nelson School houses 280 
kids, is isolated and very strictly regimented. A major problem with 
all these facilities is the presence of adults and the consequent 00-
mingling of youths and adults. 

The Woodsbend Bays Crunp, which is considered to be secure by 
Bureau Standards, houses youths from allover the country: New York 
City; the state of Washington; Cairo, Illinois; as well as from many 
southeastern states. It is located far from any metropolitan area 
and could hardly qualify as a community-based facility for most of 
the population. 

One of the most extreme examples of how kids are mishandled by 
the Bureau involves a youth who is incarcerated at one of the Bureau's 
cwn institutions at Butner, North Carolina. He liag written us to 
report, and Bureau records confirm, that he spent at least four mon~~s 
in solitary confinement. The Bureau's rationale for this harsh 
action is to keep him separate from adult prisoners. This youth was 
only permitted to sho\~er once a week, received few opportunities for 
recreation, and, in fact, rarely left his cell. A letter located in 
his institutional records written by his father to the Bureau, des
cribes how the distance between his son and himself has hampered their 
relationship and his (the father's) abilities to help and work with 
his son, who will be released to his custody. 

The Bureau has made only minimal efforts to find suitable place
ments. On numerous occasions, we apprised the B\lreaU that no criteria 
h::.ve been devised which direct Bureau officials, community Program Of
ficers and regional staff in their implementation and interp~etation' 

~ Certa1nly the $40 per diem received by Emerson House from the Bureau 
for each juvenile could well be used by local tribes to provide place
ments. 
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of Section 5039. The Bureau's Policy Statement 7300.106 which 
specifically pertains to placement of federal juveniles merely re
cites the language of Section 5039. It contains no guidelines, no 
criteria, no procedures calculated to either elucidate the decislon
making process involved in the transfer of juvenile prisoners or 
facilitate the taking of action. Once facilities are designated, 
little monitoring occurs. 

Bureau's Reasons for Non-Compliance 

The Bureau's response to criticism about non-compliance with 
Section 5039 has been to point to the fact that most of the youths 
have committed violent crimes. Norman Carlson maintains that in 
a survey made by the .Bureau of the last 96 juveniles in federal 
institutions, half had committed serious offenses, such as "bank 
robbery, assault, rape, murder, manslaughter, Firearms, ·Narcotics t 
etc." (See Carlson's June 9, 1978 response to Senator Culvel:). Ue 
lumps together several categories of crimes, some of which are not 
considered serious, such as Narcotics, some types of assault and 
Firearms. Further, I have no idea what crimes the "etc." represents. 
In any case, I would take strong issue with his statement. Most 
studies which have reviewed statistics on the numbers of serious of·· 
fe~ses committed by a given juvenile population find the numbers to be 
exceedingly low. "2/ 

According to Norman Carlson, another major reason why the Bureau 
has not made more of an effort is because juveniles simply "are not 
a priority." During a meeting held with him last year, ~lr. Carlson 
stated that his Community Program Officers, who are in charge of 
making the placements, do llOt have the time to devote to exploring 
alternatives for juveniles. They tend to rely on those institutions 
which have been used in the past. Carlson further stated that staff 
in the Central Office are too consumed with issues affecting adults 
to deal with juveniles' problems. (No one in the Central Office ~as 
even assigned to deal with juveniles until our meeting.) He also 
aaded that many of the offenders are Indians and cannot be designated 
to their home communities, wnich are located on reservations,. because 
of what he termed "a lack of suitable environment ox facilities," 
Neealess to say. neither of these justifications is either accurate 
or convincing in view of the strong statutory mandate established by 
law to place juveniles in community-based facilities or foster homes 
located in their home community. 

3/ In ~lassachusetts, for example, where deinstitutionalization is 
virtually complete, the Department of youth services contended that, 
"nO more than 5 percent of youth plar.ed in its care required secure 
surrounding." Bakal, "The Massachusetts Experience," Delinquency 
Prevention, Rep. 4 (April 1975). 
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Conclusion 

Most juvenil~ justice standards, as well as numerous court 
orders, advocate elimlnating the use of traditional juvenile insti
tutions. 4/ They also xecognize, however,' that some sort of insti
tutionalization may be necessary for juveniles who have committed 
the mos·t violent offenses. For these youths, commitment to secure 
facilities may be considered as a dispositional alternative of last 
~. --

According to recent Bureau statistics, over 225 federal delin
quents ar~ housed primarily in state prisons or institutions. It is 
evident, based on much of the legislative history which preceded 
passage of the Juvenile Justice Act, that traditional correctional 
facilities and jails have not provided any of the sorely needed ser
vices or programs or even satisfactory living conditions for youth
ful offenders. It is clear the Bureau has made no effort to find 
alternatives. 

What is particularly disturbing to us is that a federal agency, 
looked to as a model by most state correctional systems, shoUld so 
totally abdicate its responsibilities as imposed by Congress. While 
it may be that the Bureau should have nothing to do with juveniles, 
so long as it does, it must take a leadership role in juvenile.cor
rections in promoting and carrying out the goals set out in the 
Juvenile Justice Act. 

We strongly urgeyou to arrange for hearings to expose these 
problems. We would be happy to provide any additional information 
and to cooperate in ass~sting you with the hearings. 

Sincerely, 

~~Chw--
Nan Aron 
Staff Attorney 

NA:zm 

4/ Morales v. Turman, 383 F.Supp. 53 (E.D.Tex. 1973), 535 F.2d B64 
IC.A. 5 1974); Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974; ABA-AI,l Standards relating to Dispositions; National Advisory 
Committee re criminal ~ustice Standards and Goals Regarding Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1976. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 24 
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July 18, 1978 

Toe Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Congress of The United States 
House of Representatives 
Corrmittee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannor. House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

u~o S. UAt.MJL'rON' A~tnJ"JII; 

C;:U1CAOO, J. ... LlNO ..... 60618 

In response to your letter of May 30, 1978, I am enclos
ing ~ corrments on the overall performance of the Office 
of Juvenile Justi~e and Delinquency Prevention for in
clusion in the Subcommittee's published report. 

Sincerely, 

/;rI~ s: ~$./ 
William S. White ,l,. ,{ 
Presiding Judge 

dmd 

Enclosure 
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I would like to express my' appreciation for this opportunity to 

speak to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and 

to the performance of the Office in carrying out the purposes of 

this Act. I believe that through my experience as Presiding Judge'

Juvenile Division - Circuit Court of Cook County, I can attest to 

the successes and fai1uresof juvenile programming. The efforts 

which we have initiated at the juvenile court level have stimulated 

change within the system and have improved juvenile service 

provision. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as amended pro

vides less than adequate attention to the needs of serious and vio

lent juvenile offenders. 

Despite Congress' number one finding that "juveniles account for 

almost half the arrests for serious crimes in the United States 

today;" the design and intent of the Act seriously disregards this 

very important and much accredited declaration. 

Between 1960 and 1970, the arrests of juveniles for all infractions 

doubled, but arrests of juveniles for violent crimes increased 216 

percent. 

In the Juvenile Division of the Circuit Court of Cook County, in 4 

juveniles sent to juvenile court is charged with a serious violent 

offense. This proportion has remained fairly constant despite a 

downward trend in absolute numbers. There has been a decrease of 

approximately 15% in the number of total juvenile offenders Chicago 
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Police processed between 1973-1977. 

Juvenile arrests in Cook County in 1977 constituted over 22%, of all 

arrests, however, juveniles accounted for 32% of index crime arrests 

and even more significant, over 31% of all violent and serious crime 

arrests. 

The Juvenile Justice System has been created as a quasi-social 

agency with access to judicial power, designed principally for child 

victims of parental failures and socially deviant, quasi-criminal 

non-violent offenders. The serious, violent youthful offender needs 

far greater attention and emphaSis, This is the offender who is the 

most serious threat to society. He is the youthful offender commit

ting the murders, the rapes, the robberies and the assaults. He is 

the youthful offender most likely to continue along his delinquent 

path. He is the youthful offender who needs maximum attention from 

all available resources. Yet the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act does not isolate this individual for greater atten

tion or more intensive services. 

A recidivism study of some 600 viq1ent juvenile offenders conducted 

within Cook County, over a three year period, indicated that the 

overall recidivism rate for 9-13 year olds, who already were re

peaters prior to the study context, was a striking 33%. Those 

violent juveniles under 15, regardless of previous offenses, had an 

overall recidivism rate of 25%. Further, of the base group studied, 

almost half of ~hose who recidivated were violent recidivists, i.e., 

a new finding for a violent offense. 
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It should be noted that the violent juveniles studied were those 

receiving the additional supervision of a probation officer and 

therefore should have been less likely to become rein~olved in 

criminal activity. 

The Act provides disproportionate attention to the less serious and 

status offenders. All categdries of juvenile offenders must be 

dealt with by the juvenile just;ce system and all are dealt with. 

from arrest to disposition through diversion. assistance and incar

ceration. Yet. dealing with the serious violent offender is far 

more difficult. It is in this area that the juvenile justice system 

needs the most support and assistance. This is the area where ino

vative and intensive programming can have the greatest impact. If 

we can prevent'the serious violent juvenile from becoming a serious 

violent adult. we have achieved our potential within the juvenile 

justice system through successfully fulfilling our responsibility 

to the rehabilitation of the juvenile and to the protection of society. 

The disproportionate attention which is directed toward the less 

serious and status offender. within the Act. is diverting the focus 

and crucial attention necessary for serious violent offenders. 

In Cook County. 70-72% of the juvenile offenders are community or 

station adjusted each year. These are problem youth who are either 

acting out their anti-social aggressions or exercising their budding 

independence by seeking thrills and excitement. They are not beyond 

help. They can be reached by the system and community-based agencies 

designed to serve these youth. They need attention and assistance 
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but of a type radically different from that needed by the serious 

violent juvenile. 

Oeinstitutiona1ization of status offenders is a worthy goal outlined 

in the A~t. In Cook County. as in most large cities and counties. 

status offenders are served through a variety of alternatives. 

community-based agencies, foster care, etc., and generally are not 

detained or committed. In smaller urban and rural areas where deten~ 

tion and institutionali~ation of status offenders may occur these 

practices should be replaced by appropriate alternative resources 

developed within the community. 

In urban areas the capability is present for innovative and- progres

sive alternative programming. Thes~ urban areas should allow local 

discretion to establish local priorities based upon local needs for 

greater attention and additional resources. 

The Act should focus with maximum attention on the most severe cate

gory of offenders. the serious violent juvenile. while concurrently 

allowing adequate focus for the less serious and status offender. 

expecially where the less serious group is not now being accurately 

identified and appropriately responded to. 

The violent offender is a serious but small group. If the JJDP Act 

were to focus with greater attention on this category of juveniles. 

the results achieved would be far greater than the funds expended. 
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While the facts are unclear, it is evident that the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Oelinquency prevention is not spending the 

available funds nearly as rapidly as most federal assistance programs. 

The reasons may be many, but it appears that the priorities established 

by the Office of JJDP for speciai emphasis and discretionary grants 

are in part not consistent with state and local priorities. 

Further, the guidelines .developed by the Office are quite often seri

ously late in being released and therefore, do not provide el'gible 

grantees with sufficient time to apply on a Mtionally competitive 

basis for these funds. For example, a recent program ammouncement 

released by the Office regarding Juvenile Restitution Programs was 

received by our local planning agency on March 9, 1978 when the sub

mission deadline for preapp1ications was April 21, 1978. This allows 

hardly enough time for the planning agency to adequately review and 

release them, let alone sufficient time for grantees to prepare 

credibl. applications. Additionally, they are characteristically 

vague in regard to intent and objectives yet, exhaustively demanding 

in terms of required documentation. The strict requirements coupled 

with insufficient time allowance very often dissuade potential 

applicants. 

The priorities for these funds have been slow in development, the 

Office has too often let the funds lie fallow while priorities and 

guidelines are being determined. The Office should work in closer 

cooperation with the state and local planning agencies to determine 

priorities and should consult with these levels in developing guide

lines for all funds. 
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Juvenile crime exists at the local level and local authority should 

determine priorities for preventing crime and improving the juvenile 

justice system. These juvenile justice funds even in combination 

with LEAA crime control funds are insignificant when compared to the 

state and local funds expended for criminal and juvenile justice 

system improvements, less than 5% nationally and less than l~% in 

the Chicago-Cook County area. If these juvenile justice funds are 

to have maximum impact and effectiveness, they must be coordinated 

with the vast amount of local expenditures and with consistent 

priorities. If local authority is allowed to determine its own pri

orities. this coordination will be achieved with the resulting 

maximum impact and effectiveness. 

I hope to have the opportunity to submit additional comments and 

suggestions for improvement in the near future. 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED BY ALAN BOSCH, STAFF REPRESENTATIVE, 
AFL-CIO DEPARTMENT m' COMMUNITY SERVICES 

In submitting this written testimony, the AFL-CIO Department of 

Community Services would like to thank Chairman Andrews for his in-

vitation to comment on "the current administration and operation of 

Office of Juvenile Justice programs The Federation is oonoerned 

about youthful offenders and the juvenile justice system, and con

vinced that a pr~valellt trait of middle-aged recidivists is an early 

start. 

The AFL-CIO Exe~utive Council hos adopted a policy statement on 

crime and the criminal justice system which was thoroughly reviewed 

by the members prior to its unanimous adoption at the Council's Febru

ary 1977 meeting. 

The statement has fifteen points. No less than four of them --

items 1, 2, 4, and 11 -- focus on the juvenile area. In those re-

commendations, the Council called for: 

a) "~dequctely-funded programs targeted to preventing juvenile 

crime, including education, training, job placement, and 

(a) federally-sponsored youth conservation corps. 

bl "Diversion of youthful offenders fro~ the correcti9n~ ~ys-

tem through expanded, properly-supervised, community-based 

treatment programs. 

cl "Removing children who have not committed criminal offenses 

from institutional confinement, and treating them in 

community-based treatment centers, 

dl "Full funding of community schOOL programs, substitute homes 
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and other service systems, including alternative education 

for disruptive students and early childhood edUcation to 

correct learning problems associated with crime. Youthful 

offenders, except for the most violent, should be rehabil

itated without -incarceration and within the normal com,

munity. tI 

In addition to these four items, the twelfth recommendation specifies 

"the separation of youth from adult offenders" as an essential element 

of effective corrections reform. 

Taken together, these points parallel the thrust of the Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as amended in October 1977. 

OJJPP Administrator John Rector, speaking before the Children's 

Bmbassy this March, summarized that thrust as "an uncompromising de

parture from the current practice of institutionalization overkill 

which undermines our primary influence agents -- family, school, and 

community. We must support policies and practices which protect our 

communities while also assuring justice for our youth." 

It is evident that ~ similar outlook on the problem of juvenile 

offenders is embodied in Mr. Rector's ra~ark, the Federation's policy, 

and the Federal law mandating the activities of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice -- a mandate which, as we see it, the present OJJDP administra

tion is discharging in good faith. 

~he basics of that philosophy might be outlined as follows: 
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a) Rehabilitation is the cure of choice, and should be 

attempted whenever there is indication it will be 

fr1li·tful. 

b) When there are contra-indications such as violence, the 

public must be protected from the young offender, and 

rehabilitation must be attempted in a seC'Jre setting. 

c) To insure that rehabilitation can succeed, youngsters 

must be insulated from the unholy apprentice education 

endemic to corrections facilities, and should be assisted 

in the community context -- which provides the lifestyles 

and models it is hoped they will adopt. 

d) status offenses are more correctly diagnosed as symptoms 

of family and emotior.al distress than of criminal pro

clivity. They should be dealt with at their domestic 

source, not in institutional exile. 

e) Youthful delinquency and crime are syndromes, not sin~le

vector infections. Thus, they call for an organic ap

proach and a mix of therapies (substitute homes, special 

education, counselling, job opportunity, etc.) -- not 

surgical removal. 

There is nothing in the way of revelation, or revolution, in 

this philosophy. But it has proved serviceable in several AFL-CIO 

sposnored juvenile justice programs. 

In Portland, OR, the AFL-CIO community Services labor agency 

launched project Bridge under the Community-Citizen Mobilization 
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Project funded by LEAA's Citizen Participation section. Project Bridge 

attempted to stabilize the relationship between foster families and 

children referred for foster care under the Oregcn Children's Services 

Department. 

The labor agency recruited, trained and had certified the homes of 

union volunteers who took in youngsters who could not live with their 

own parents, and provided on-going support from union and community 

resources to minimize turnover and dispersion. 

The point made clear in Portland is that unions within ~~e community 

can complement its reSO'Jrces for keeping troubled kinds in the community. 

In Dallas, TX, a Community-Services originated program called 

Unions for Youth is coming to the end of its first operational year. A 

spinoff of the Community-Citizen Mobilization effort, it has enlisted 

all sorts of union locals -- AFL-CIO, Autoworker, and Teamster -- to 

operate a residential diversion facility, principal~y'for adjudicated 

delinquents facing state incarceration. 

Sited in a leased residence into which union volunteers put about 

$100,000 of renovation time, un~ons for Youth operates on county monies. 

The program offers a stable home environment, group therapy, job 

placement, etc. -- and its counselling program involves parents when-' 

ever possible. 

The point made clear in Dallas is that local governments will 

invest in community-based rehabiliation, because it can muster organi

zational resources in behalf of the professional corrections fraternity 

which are not typically within their reach. 

In Fort Worth, TX, the Community-Citizen Mobilization program 

generated another variety of diversion/prevention project. Called 
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Labor Youth ~ponsorship, this one assists the Tarrant County Juvenile 

Probation Department by providing CHINS, pre-delinquents, and adjudi'" 

cated delinquents with foster care, recreation, medical ~nd social 

service assistance, employment counselling and training, ~nd job 

placement. 

~e project has served over 250 clients to date, made successful 

job placements for a third of them and prov~ded services, ranging ~rom 

den"tal care to week-long family vacations, to the youngsters. Inter

estingly, several of the Labor Youth clients have been walk-in self-

referrals an important group hardly accessible to state institutions 

or the court system. 

The point made clear in Fort Worth is that diversion programs 

which involve community volunteers extensively have an advantage every 

• bit as important as change-of-setti,ng. They let community residents 

collaborate in an effort'which is, ultimately, in their own best 

itnerest: crime prevention. And, as sUch community/corrections 

,collaboration'expands and matures across the country, citizens can 

bpthexpedite and help evaluate our national progress towards effective 

deinstitutionalization. 

On June 1, 1978, the AFL-CIO-CSA Labor ParticipaLion Department 

of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency was awarded an LEAA 

Community Anti-Crime/Citizens Participation grant to continue and 

refine several crime r~sistance efforts -- involving both AFL-CIO 

central bodies and affiliated international unions -- which had 
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initially been funded·under ORO/Citizens Initiative. That new pro

gram -- "Citizen. Participation Towards a Safer Community" -- is 

actually a tandem effort of community Anti-crime and the Office.of 

Juvenile Justice's Special Emphasis section. The OJJDP portion of the 

funding is earmarked for Labor Youth Sponsorship components which are 

essential elements of the United Labor Comprehensive criminal Justice 

Centers tb be established in two project cities. 

(The United Labor Criminal Justice Centers will also concern 

themselves with crime resistance programs tailored to the elderly and 

with victim/witness assistance services, but the juvenile component 

will be central.) 

This is the first program on which the AFL-CIO Labor Participation 

Depar~ent has worked with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin

quency Prevention. 

And, in the context of our experience, it can only be said that 

there is consistency between OJJDP's charter a~d AFL-CIO policy on 

juvenile jus~ice, as well as between Adminstrator Rector's announced 

goals and our program commitments. OJJDP has been forthcoming with 

interest in the Labor Youth Sponsorship approach, input into the new 

program's design, and an investment in ~e effort. 

Again, in thi~ portion of the project's deveiopme~t, there were 

no "management" difficulties beyond the processi:ng hitches character

istic of funding applications which draw upon multiple sources. And 
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they were of the garden-variety, schedule-conflict sort -- not ~~e 

product of failure in "interagency coordination." 

So, speaking as we must -- from AFL-CIO-CSA experience and for 

our affiliates and members involved with community-based juvenile 

programs -- we can say that the·Qcurrent administration and operation 

of Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention programs" are 

011 target and on time. 

We, know that complaints have come from cthe Congress, the states, 

and constituencies active in the juvenile justice sector. The bulk of 

them might be summarily paraphrased in the comment that "OJJDP's heart 

may be in the right place, but it isn't beating very fast or very 

steadily." 

What seems to us the most persistent current criticism is to the 

effect that the Office of Juvenile Justice is not getting the funds 

hitherto "allocated out as quickly as it should~ For example, there 

are figures current to the effect that, of the $64 million appropriated 

for Juvenile Justice special emphasis activity in the past three 

fiscal years, only $8 million -- or 12.5 cents on the appropriated 

dollar -- has been spent. 

From the standpoint of the typical taxpayer -- of whom there are 

some 14 million in the AFL-CIO -- it is a bit difficult to appreciate 

what amounts to a complaint that OJJDP's new management has not 

thrown enough old money at a perennial problem. This is particularly 

true given the voting taxpayer's ass~~ption that, upon a change of 
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Federal administrations, the successors assume the responsibility·of 

re-analyzing perennial problems from their new per~pective before they 

begin program expenditures. 

Our members, as both taxpayers and juvenile justice volunteers, 

would far prefer that the Office of Juvenile Justice solidify its 

strategy, develop functional guidelines, and assess programmatic' 

responses -- and then fund suitable and promising activities. 

It that means taking time, the time should be taken. 

For, like every other agency in ~e administrative branch, OJJDP 

has a fundamentnl obligation to the Congress and the public to 

actively forge a coherent program in discharge of its responsibilities 

-- not to paste one up in reaction to complaints. 

In the matter of disbursements, however, there is a potentially 

troublesome corollary of deliberate planning -- when it is done in the 

context of a fast-approaching end of fiscal year. 

That is that even a well-designed group of agency proposals and 

state activities could get launched in a pack. That would mean that 

their funding cycles would be ending almost simultaneously -- which 

would create an unwieldly queue of refunding applications a year tir so 

away. 

We would close, then, with the suggestion that the monies to be 

disbursed yet in FX78 be handled so as to spread out project start-up 

dates as evenly as possible in the time remaining. 



JAMtS B HUNT, Jil 
.0\'lIU101 

SARAH T. MORROW, M.D. ~ P H 
-.talenT 
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCF.s 

DIVf~ION OF YOUTH SERVICES 

401 GLENWOOD AVENUE RALEIGH 271S 03 
TELEPHONE' .£IJS·733.-30n 

June 19. 197B 

Representative Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Bul1ding 
Washington. o. C. 20515 

Dear RepresentatiVe Andrews: 

JUN 221978 

WILLIAN R. WH'fOtEY 
alRtcro~ 

The. opportunity to express conc .. rns regarding the current management 
and administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Pro
gram is indeed a privilege and r would like to thank you for the opportunity. 

Looking at the program through a microscope from the perspective of a 
juvenile justice administrator in, until recently, a non-participating State, 
the program has followed the normal 1 ife-cy1 e of most progressive Federal 
initiatives. This cycle generally begins with a tremendous flourish of 
positive rhetoric encouraging states to follow the philosophical lead of 
Washington with the carrot of addiUonal categorical funding to he1 p the 
states fall-in-l ine. Initially, the funds seem so inviting and the require
ments so loose, that an administrator in my position could be accused of 
derel ietion of duty if he did not jump at the opportunity to use these dollars 
to help those in his care. 

As direct service administrators begin to deal with the program in an 
operational sense, questions begin to rise that require clarification from 
Washington. The return answers are presented in terms of rules of regulations 
that usually go beyond the nature of our clarification concern and eventually 
they begin to work against what initially appeared to be the purpose of the 
program at the outset. 

When this regulatory process has reached its saturation point, a middl e 
ground is reached that satisfies both the regulators and the regulatees and 
the business begins in earnest to satisfy the needs of the children. I believe 
we are presently into this third phase of the JJDP Act 1 ife-cycl e. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 25 
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Looking at the program through a microscope brings into focus one issue 
that has created problems both administratively and philosophically that go 
beyond my reading of the intent of the JJDP Act.. This issue'is commingl ing 
del inquent and non-del inquent children in the same community-based program. 

As you know, the present regulations regarding commingling require com
munity-based programs to have at least fifty-one percent of its daily popu
lation as non-delinquent children. If a program should in any given thirty
day period happen to serve more delinquent youth than non-delinquent youth, 
that program (by OJJDP's definition) is no longer corrrnunitY-based, but rather 
an institution and, therefore, ineligible for JJDP funds. 

The potential damage this type of requirement provides is twofold. The 
first is that it forces local program operators (in North Carol ina all com
munity-based programs are locally operated) to 1 abel the child either del i n
quent or non-delinquent and make a decision on the child based upon that label. 
~ince we in North Carolina, would rather deal with a child's fundamental problem 
rather than his label. this requirement forces us out of what we consider to 
be a proper treatment orientation. The second dangel' is that some child might 
be refused entry into a program he or she desperately needs because that pro
gram already has its "top quota" of delinquent children and, therefore, cannot 
risk its funding base by accepting the child. We believe that a child should 
receive or not receive services based upon need and avail abil ity and not upon 
whether that child was truant from school (non-delinquent) or whether he shop
lifted (delinquent). 

The administrative problems of the commingling prohibition are in the nature 
of unnecessary manpower and paper required to police the locally operated com
munity alternatives to insure that they are, in fact. maintaining during any 
given thirty-day period more non-del inquent children than del inquent children. 
Since we are in an arena where resources are truly scarce and where government 
intrusion in local program operation is much resented, there is little reason
able purpose served in diverting resources and developing "forms" to meet this 
end. 

The heartening aspect of the present administration of the OJJDP is that 
it is willing to work with states in resolving these kinds of problems. The 
recent "word" we have received from Washington is that commingl ing will no 
langei" be an issue in the community-based programs. This spirit of cooperation 
and concern is to be commended. However. the fact that it was an issue to begin 
with points to a problem within the OJJDP administration that should be improved. 
This problem is the dearth of individuals in the OJJDP administration who have 
direct and recent experience in operating the kind of community-based programs 
that the OJJDP is trying to develop. The commingling issue is very illustrative 
of this situation. 
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Durin9 North Carolina's early negotiations with OJJDP the question was 
raised why the commingl ing prohibition was inserted since it was not part of 
the Act. The answer was that research findings had determined that mingl ing 
del inquent children with non-del inquent children contri buted to del i nquency 
on the part of non-del inquent children. Unfortunately, most of the research 
regarding commingling has taken place in an institutional environment and not 
in community residential programs. Therefore, to develop a policy around re
search findings that are unrelated to the area where the policy impacts leads 
to the problem depicted in the previous paragraphs. A person in a position 
of aut~ority in the OJJDP familiar with the intet'nal operation of a communhy 
residential program and capable of discerning distinction between relevant 
in~titutional research and community program research should be able to pre
vent a situation like this from arising again. 

On the whole, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
is to be commended for its efforts in working with states struggl ing with the 
issues of status offender deinstitutionalization and community program develop
ment. Mr. Rector has guided the agency in a positive direction and we in the 
Division of Youth Sel'vices in North Carolina, look forward to working with him 
and his staff in the future. 

DOG:bj 

Sincerely, 

~.~ 
Dennis O. Grady 
Deputy Director 



Milton J. Shapp 
Governor 

I Gerald Gornish 
, l<A\l6I~mt!6l! 
Acting Attomey General 

Honorab leI ke Andrews 
Chairman 
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GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DOl( U67, HARRlsBURQ, PENNA. 17120 

June 19. 197B 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Congress of the Uni ted States 
Room 320. Cannon House Office Building 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

JUN 22\978 

Thomas J. Brennan 
Executive Director 

(717)787-2040 
panet 447-2040 

Thank you for the opportunity to .comment on the administration of 
the Office of Juvenfle Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

As we see it the problems we experi ence in attempti ng to carry out 
the purposes of this program relate to the philosophy of the program 
administrators. This philosophy seems based on a concept that all wisdom 
indeed "rl'<sts on the banks of the Potomac"; that it is the function of the 
Federal Government (or at least Federal program administrators) to make 
demands of the states and then hold hostage tax dollars paid by the citizens 
of those states to see the programs are met. In short. the present administrators 
of this program seem to have little understanding of the constitutional concept 
of a Federal-State relationship. or of the overall LEAA program design being 
a "block grant" award to the states. 

This philosophy is evidenced by an on-goinQ unwillingness to learn 
from the past experience of the parent program (LEM). Over the years LEAA 
seems to be coming to a recognition that a reduction in bureaucratic paper
work and control ·is important. perhaps even critical to the functioning of 
the program. This is shown by such processes as a new mUlti-year approval 
of state plans -- something the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention refused to do. 

LEAA has learned that constant changes in administrative guidelines and 
definitions result in confusion. frustration and large and disproportionate 
blocks of agency time spent on responding to these demands at the expense of 
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critical 'staff functions. such as planning and program detail. DJJDP seems 
to feel that they are free to re-define administrative requirements semi
annually. 

Certainly the intent of the Bayh 1eg;s~ation to provide better treatment 
for' children is both necessary and commendable, He remain convinced that it 
is the intent of Congress that the approach to accomplish this is one of 
partnership. DJJDP seems to hold to an adversaria1 concept requiring Federal 
administrators to force the States into line. 

In summary. if the a~ministrators of DJJDP could be convinced to see the 
program as a partnership of State and Federal efforts to accomplish the 
program goals in the most expeditious way possible. we believe the program 
would be vastly improved. 

Again. 
program. 

thank you for the opportunity to express my thou hts 

. S~lY' 
~Brenan 

Executive Dir ctor 

on this 

-
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The Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
Chairman 
Economic Opportunity Subcommittee of 

the Education and Labor Committee 
Room 320, Cannon HOB 
Washington, D.C. Z05l5 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

JUN 221978 

Thank you very much for the invitation to provide testimony 
for your sUbcommittee's June 27 hearing on the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. The Youth 
hlthority is, of course, very supportive of the spirit and 
intent of the Act. We have, however, experienced great 
difficulty and frustration with at least one facet of the 
Act and we do appreciate this opportunity to provide your 
subcommittee with an explanation of the problem and with a 
suggestion for an amendment to the Act which would, in our 
view, solve the problem in a manner which would maximize 
the benefits of the Act to the public and to the youthful 
offenders committed to our charge. 

The provision of the Act with which we are most concerned 
is that set forth in Section 223(a)(13), which provides 
that "juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent 
and youths within the purview of Section 223 (a) (12) shall 
not be detained or confined in any institution in which 
they have regular contact with adult persons incarcerated 
because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting 
trial on criminal charges." We understand that the intent 
of this provision is to prevent negative psychological and 
criminal contamination and physical abuse of juveniles. As 
presently interpreted and applied by the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, all persons under the 
jurisdiction of the juvenile court, regardless of age, must 
be kept separated from any person sentenced by the criminal 
courts, again regardless of age. The only exception so far 
extended by OJJDP relates to those few minors who have been 
declared unfit for handling by the juvenile court and who 
thereafter have been convicted in criminal court. Accord
ing to OJJDP, such individuals may be in contact with either 
juveniles or adults. 
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The California Youth Authority was established in 1941 by 
legislation based on the Model Youth Correction Authority 
Act drafted by the American Law Institute. As a result 
of that enabling legislation. subsequent amendments to 
the law. and the interpretation of the law by the Califor
nia courts. the Youth Authority has long been regarded as 
an alternative to the commitment of youthful offenders to 
local institutions or to the state prison system. Insofar 
as persons under the jurisdiction of the juvenile court 
are concerned. the Youth Authority is the last available 
rehabilitative placement. Under California law. a juvenile 
court may commit a juvenile to the Youth Authority only if 
the court is satisfied. based on the evidence. that no 
local. less restrictive disposition can accomplish the 
desired result of assisting the young persoll to lead a pro
ductive and law-abiding life. While persons committed to 
the Youth Authority from the juvenile court may not. under 
a 1976 amendment to the statutes, be physically ccnfined 
for a period in excess of the time an adult could be con
fined for the same offense. jurisdiction of the court and 
of the Youth Authority may extend until the youth attains 
the age of 21 or, in the case of certain very serious 
offenses. until age 23. In other words. it is theoreti
cally possible for the Youth Authority to have under its 
control a person committed by the juvenile court until as 
much as five years after the individual has attained his 
or her majority age of 18. 

In the case of young people convicted in the criminal 
courts. the Youth Authority provides an alternative to 
local jailor state prison. If the individual is less than 
21 at the time of apprehension. and unless the offense is 
otherwise punishable only by a life sentence or death. the 
sentencing court may commit the young perflon to the Youth 
Authority. As would be expected. this option is most often 
exercised as to those young people. who. notwithstanding 
that they may be chronological adults. are relatively un
sophisticated in crime, are physically or emotionally imma
ture, or are otherwise deemed by the court to be unsuitable 
for jailor state prison. As in the case of juveniles. the 
fact that they are placed in a r.ehabilitative system does 
not allow periods of control that exceed that to which they 
would have been subject had they been sent to jailor pris
on. The maximum period of Youth Authority control over 
such individuals is to age 23, if the offense was a misde
meanor. or 25. if the offense was a felony. 

Whether the individual came to us from the juvenile or the 
criminal court. once they are with the Youth Authority they 
come under the same law. reflecting the same rehabilitative 
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philosophy, with the same Youth Authority Board determining 
length of institutional stay and suitability for release on 
parole. The response to these youthful offenders is based 
on their training and treatment needs and, while there is a 
natural correlation of age to maIlY of those needs, the 
source of the commitment in and of itself is largely irrel
evant to substantive treatment and placement decisions that 
must be made. 

Notwithstanding the potential for Youth Authority control 
to age 25, approximately 84.3 percent of the young people 
within Youth Authority institutions are in the age range 
of 16 through 20, with the mean age being roughly 18.7 
years. Of that group of more than 3,000, 58 percent are 
from the juvenile courts and 42 percent are from the crimi
nal courts. Approximately 5.8 percent of Youth Authority 
wards are age 15 and under, while approximately 10.2 per
cent are age 21 5nd over. 

As can be seen from the above, the overwhelming majority 
of Youth Authority wards are in a relatively compact age 
spread. As would be expe, ::ed, many of these young people 
have similar training and treatment needs to be met if 
rehahilitative results are to be obtained. The Youth 
Authority has, for many years, responded to these needs 
with programs that are nationally and internationally re
garded as models to be emulated. At no time in the history 
of the YOQth Authority has the fact that, as a result of 
individualized treatment decisions, individuals from the 
two judicial systems may be in contact with each other been 
raised as an issue of substance. At no time, even within 
the context of our current discussions with OJJDP, has that 
office questioned the quality of the Youth Authority pro
grams. At no time have the concerns that fostered the 
enactment of the separation requirement been identified as 
existing within the Youth Authority as a result of allowing 
contact between adults and juveniles. In fact, based on 
the fact that we receive the most mature and sophisticated 
juveniles and the least mature and sophisticated adults, 
there is reason to be concerned about the contaminating 
effect of the juveniles upon the adults, rather than the 
reverse. 

As was noted above, OJJDP is of the opinion that the sepa
ration requirement of Section 223 (a) (13) must be met by 
precluding contact between persons committed from the 
juvenile court and those committed from the criminal court, 
regardless qf the a~e of the individuals. OJJDP feels that 
the Act simply does not recognize or allow for the existence 
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of a youthful offender approach, such as that of the Cali
fornia Youth Authority, within which young people are 
dealt with according to'need, and not on the basis of 
arbitrary labels. 

Under OJJDP's interpretation of the Act, the Youth Author
ity would, in order to continue to respond to the needs of 
the young people under its charge, have to engage in sub
stantial duplication of programs. If, for example, two 
l8-year-old youthful offenders, one from the juvenile court 
and one from the criminal court, both were ready and desir
ous of being involved in our junior college program, the 
separation requirement would require a denial of that pro
gram to one of the individuals or a costly duplication or 
repetition of the program. The 6ame would hold true for 
elementary and secondary education, vocational training, 
medical/psychiatric care, and a host of other less obvious 
aspects of our operations, such as recreation, visiting, 
transportation, and the like. 

Within the Youth Authority, the meeting of the separation 
requirement would require an initial expenditure of 
$3,200,000, with an annual expense of approximately 
$2,000,000 thereafter. This would be an expense Which, 
in our opinion, would result in absolutely no substantive 
benefit to the public and/or the wards of the Youth Author
ity. For that reason, as emphasized by the fact that the 
people of the State of California have, by their landslide 
enactment of Proposition 13 (the property tax limitation 
initiative) 'spoken loud and clear on the subj ect of illog
ical and non-beneficial expenditure,s of publj.c tax dollars, 
California has recently indicated to OJJDP that we are 
simply unable to meet the separation requirement as inter
preted and applied by that office. In this regard, please 
see the attached letter of June 15, 1978 to John Rector, 
Administrator of OJJDP, from California Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning Director Douglas Cunningham and the under
signed. 

This is not a step that has been lightly taken. While we 
have provided Mr. Rector with certain alternative approaches, 
we do recognize that such alternatives may be rejected and 
California may be declared ineligible for federal Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention funds. This would be 
most tragic, as the ultimate recipients of over $5,000,000 
of the total of $6,000,000 of those funds are the local 
programs which will be most directly and adversely affected 
by the reduction of local property tax revenues mandated by 
Proposition 13. 
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While we are hopeful that Mr. Rector will utilize the other 
optio~s that would allow funds to continue to come to 
Californi~, we feel t.hat the preferable solution to the 
problem is to amend the Act. In this regard, we would pro
pose that your subcommittee consider amending Section 223(a) 
(13) of the Act in a way that will recognize the youthful 
offender system mid which will, at the same time, provide 
safeguards to assure that such systems are not administra
tive shams to exploit the Act. We recommend that the sec
tion be amended to read as follows: 

(13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found 
to be delinquent and youths within the purview of 
paragraph (12) shall not be detained or confined in 
any institution in which they have reguJ.ar contact 
w'ith adult persons incarcerated because they have been 
convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal 
charges exc~t that juveniles found to be delinquent 
may be deta ed or confined in institutions in which 
they have regular contact with adults less than 25 
years or age incarcerated because they have been con
victed of a crime if --

(A) the institutions within which the regular 
contact takes place are operated by a state 
agencv other than the state agency responsible 
for state prisons. pursuant to state statutes 
which provide rehabilitative programs for 
juveniles and young adults with similar train
ing and treatment needs without. regard to the 
nature of the. "purt in which the JUVenile is 
found to be delinquent or the young adult con
victed of a crimej and 

(B) the Administrator, in consultation with 
the Associate Administrator, and after such 
investigation as may reasonably be required, 
aetermines that the practices and policies 
of the state agency effectively protect juve
niles and young adults from criminal contami~ 
nation and physical abuse to the same extent 
as would separation by court of jurisdiction 
or by age. 

This language would limit the contact to post-di,sposition/ 
sentenced juveniles and young adults; would require that 
the system be separate and distinct from the state's adult 
prison system; would require the system to be preserved in 
state law, rather than by administrative policy; would 
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require a rehabilitative, rather than punishment, philos
ophy of treatment; and would require the concurrence of 
the Administrator with the state's contention that the 
goals of the separation requirement are being effectively 
met by means of an alternative approach. 

We believe this is a reasonable solution to a problem that 
has been generated by a requirement that doe3 not provide 
for the sophisticated approach to youthful offenders rep
resented by California's statutes. He would be delighted 
to provide whatever additional information as may be help
ful to your subcommittee in its deliberations. Again, 
thank you for this opportunity. 

PEARL S. WEST, Director 
Department of the Youth Authority 

~f~<'~~JL-
DOUGLAS R. CL~INGHAM, Executive Director 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

Attachment 

cc: Senator John Culver (Att) 
Members, California Congressional Delegation ~ 
Gordon Railey (Att) 
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ADVOCATES FOR JUVEN I LE JUSTICE 
A PROGRAM OF THE OPEN DOOR 

Hay 25, 1978 

Hon. Ike Andrews 
Congress of the United States 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Room 320 
Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

MAY .3 "1978 

Re: Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Hearings 

June 27, 1978 

Dear Congressman Andre~ls: 

Thank you for your letter of Hay 19, 1978, concerning the 
capti oned. 

have heard criticism of Mr. John Rector from some state 
bureaucrats, but it is rrrt impression that Mr. Rector is being criti
cized simply for trying to implement the Act. I have heard state 
planners testify to the Louisiana Legislature in favor of provisions 
that violate the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
It is understandable why they oppose O.J.J.D.P. 

I believe Mr. Rector is aggressively seeking to implement 
the Act and deserves much credit for seeking the c~anges that the 
Act mandates. Any bureaucrat who seeks change is going to be attacted. 
I think Hr. Rector is a person who can "take the heat" and get the job 
done. I would hope that your committee supports and commends the current 
management and administration of O.J.J.D.P. 

If you would like any expanded comments from me, or have anv 
questions, please advise. 

WER:mp 

Sincerely, 

VJC-&~ 
William E. Rittenberg 
Ch i ef Counse I 

344 CAMP ST. SUITE 1101 NEW ORLEANS. LA.70130 (504) 586-8835 
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THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

1320 S.W. 41h Sireel 
Fort lauderdale, Florida 33312 
Tel.phon.: 305/765-6201 
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~C+lOO' t /~ 
~cum V 

June 20, 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Committee on Education /I. Labor 
Subcol11TIlttee on Economic Opportun Ity 
House of Representatives 
Congress of the United States 

DIRECTORS 

Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Cha I rman Andrews: 

Thank you for your letter of May 31st las't s<oIlcltlng my 
comments concerning your scheduled OVersight hearings on 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for 
June 27, 1978. 

As you know for the first time the Act specifically recog
nized the serious and costly pl"Oblem of violence and van
dalism In our nation's schools by Including such provisions 
as the following: 

Sec. 102 (al It Is the purpose of this Act----

(6) to assist state and local communities with resources 
to develop and Implement programs to keep stUdents In 
elementary and secondary schoo is and to prevent unwarranted 
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions. 

Sec. 207. (a) There Is hereby established a National Ad
visory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Preven'rlon known as the "Advisory Committee" which shall 
consist of twenty-one members appointed by the President 
f~om persons Including those with special experience and 
competence in addressing the problem of school violence 
and vand. II sm. 

Sec. 224. (a) The Administrator Is authorized to make 
grants to and enter Into contracts with public and private 
agencies, organizations, Institutions, or Individuals to---

(6) develop and Imp lement, In coordination with the COl11TIlssloner 
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of Education, model programs and methods to keep students In 
elementary and secondary schools and to prevent unwarranted 
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions and to encourage new 
approaches and techniques with respect to the prevention of 
school violence and yanda Iism. 

Sec. 241. (a) There Is hereby established within the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Office a National Institute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Page 2. 

(d) It shall be the purpose of the Institute to provIde a 
coordinating center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination 
of useful data regarding the treatment and control of Juvenl Ie offen
ders, and It shall also be the purpose of the Institute to provide 
training for representatives of Federal, State and local law enforce
ment officers, teachers, and other educational personnel ••••••• 

Sec. 244. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Is authorl zed to---

(3) deVise and conduct a training program, In accordance with the 
provisions of Sections 249, 250 and 251, of short-term Instruction In 
the I atest proven-effective methods of prevention, control and treat
ment of Juvenile delinquency for correctional and law enforcement 
personnel, teachers and other educatlona I personne I •••• 

Sec. 248. (a) The Assoc late Administrator shall establish wlt!!ln 
the Institute a training program designed to train enrollees with 
respect to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of 
Juvenile delinquency. In carrying out this program the Associate 
Administrator Is authorized to make use of available State and local 
services, equipment, personnel, facll itles, 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.... . 

Sec. 261. (b) In addItIon to the funds approprIated under SectIon 261 
Ca) of the Juvenile Justice and DelInquency PreventIon Act of 1974, 
the AdministratIon Bhall maIntain from the appropriation for the Law 
Enforcement Assistance AdmInIstration, each fiscal year, at least 19.5 
percent of the total appropriations for the AdmInistratIon, for Juven
II e de II nquency programs. 

You and your Committee have worked long and hard to enact the Juveni Ie Justice 
and DelInquency Prevention Act of 1974. I, nnd my Association, cOnY"end you 
for your untiring efforts In makIng this legislation a reality. However, It 
Is equally Important to Insure that the prOVisions of the Act, such as those 
that I have listed, be Implemented and I urge you to determIne thIs In your 
hearings on June 27, 1978. 
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Youth Advocacy Program 902 North Meridian Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 264-2331 

June 21, 1978 

Congressman Ike Andrews 
Sub-committee on Econo~~c Opportunities 
CannOll Office Building, Room 228 
1iashington, D. C. 20515 

My Dear Congressman Andrews, 

I wish to shal'e with you some of my observations concerning 
one of the special interest projects sponsored by the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Agency (LEAA), the "Youth Involvement 1iithout Walls" 
project here in Indianapolis. This project has been jointly developed 
by USOE Teacher Co~s and LEAA Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention. .ve are gratefully indebted to both offices 
for their cooperative assistance in the development of this project. 

The thrust of this project has been to improve the school 
climate in an inner-city junior high school through facilitation 
of learning and the reduction in truency, violence and vandalism. 
The project staff has worked closely with the school administrators, 
teachers, security guards, custodial staff, and students. Activities 
have included special workshops in human relations, group problem 
solving, career exploration and behavior management. 

In addition to the instructional training, a jobs program for 
the students has been established. Some students run their own lawn 
and garden care service. Implements have been provided through the 
grant. 'tli th the aid of the pro.1 ect staff, many students have begun 
their first hourly paid part-time work experience. They are employed 
in a variety of settings like pet shops, fire stations, beauty shops, 
trucking companies, auto repair shops, and retail stores. 

The results of this program are extreme~y gratifYing. Truancy 
has been reduced by almost 50%. Parents report their sons and daugh
ters are showing increased interest in their education. Finally, as 
reported by the school administration, the community, and local busiuess, 
violence and vandalism has been decreased significantly. 

In conclusion, I wish to say this program could not have been 
developed nor been successful without the exemplary cooperation be
tween the two governmental agencies. 

Sincerely, I 

cVt;t;&dL 

~ 
Art Brill 

larence .Talker Director 
. c:f!iIDlA1lJA UNIVERSITY - SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
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L&A. P;.~gr8m· Giving 'Disrliptive' 
Junior High St:adent~ Jobs, Incentiv{ 
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The Menninger Foundation 
c.enter Cor Applied 'Seh:tvioral Sciences 

BOX A29 TOPEKA, KANSAS 66601 91 ;/2.11-9166 

The Honorable Ike Andre~/s 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 

June 21. 1978 

The United States House of Representatives 
Washington. O. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

In your letter of May 31. 1978. you asked that we comment on the strengths 
and weaknesses of the current management and administration of· the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. We should begin by point
ing out that ~/e have not had direct personal or professional contact with 
the individuals involved in the administration of OJJDP. but our impression 
of Mr. John Rector is that he is an extremely capable individual who is 
genuinely interested in the cause of juvenile justice in America. 

Aside from that. however. our own work in the field has taken us to more 
than forty states in the past three years. and we have found evidence. in 
virtually every state. of shocking mismanagement that runs the gamut from 
awarding project gr~nts on purely political bases to shoddy planning and 
the inhumane disposition of children trapped in the maze of our juvenile 
justice system. 

Our own special area of interest and expertise is the deinstitutionaliza
tion of children and the creation of alternative community-based facilities. 
We have seen group homes in at least fifteen states that were funded with 
state-administered OJJDP funds that were doomed to failure from the begin
ning. The homes were created without the necessary planning or training. 
and those that survived until the end of the three-year funding period soon 
closed for l~!:k :;f operating capital. We have seen an untold numbel' of 
group homes close in this way. and we have seen the children returned to 
institutions. even though many had functioned successfully in their com
munities for several years. 

We can fault OJJDP only to the extent that it has not imposed adequate 
restrictions on the creation of these homes, and it has not insisted that 

A NON·pROFIT CENTER fOR TREATMENT AND PREVENTION. RESEARCH AND PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION IN PSYCHIATRY 

32-505 0 - 78 - 26 
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Page two 
Congressman Ike Andrews 

professional expertise be brought to bear on the problem. The Menninger 
Foundation is one of many organizations capable of providing the necessary 
expertise and assistance, yet the cycle of creating and closing group homes 
continues unabated while the children within the juvenile justice system 
are bounced about like rubber balls. 

EKH:AAL:bp 

'!Y,~; tr 1y yoyrs, 
/r .. .:, / II 
.' <.-,;0' */~J""'iJl' 

E. Kent Hayes 
Co-Director 
Youth Advocacy Project 
/';' ;L' /:" .. . " ~ .. - ;, .-., {t.. u... .'i< •. ~.c:.,CJ:. ct -:r,-": '.' 

, ~ •• < 

Alexander A. Lazzarino 
Co-Director 
Youth Advocacy Project 
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June 22, 1978 

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Subcoll111ittee on Economic Opportunity 
COll111ittee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Congress of the United States 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

This is in response to the invitation, extended through Mrs. J 

Corienne Morrow, to the National Board of the Young Women's 
Christian Association to submit for inclusion in the record 
our statement for the. oversight hearings on the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We are pleased to 
have this opportunity to submit the statement, five copies 
of which are attached in accordance with the advice of 
your office. 

We especially appreciate the suggestion in your letter that 
the submission of our statement prior to the date of the 
hearings--June 27--would have more bearing on the hearings 
themselves. We are deeply concerned about several of the 
major issues that seem to be in question at this time; we 
have addressed our statement to these issues; therefore, we 
do want our position to come to the direct attention of the 
members. 

In addition to the transmittal of the statement itself, we 
are taki n9 the 1 i berty to send you excerpts from the 
concluding section of our Final Report of the New England 
Intervention Programs, to which we refer in the statement. 
We believe these conclusions will contribute to the 
Subcoll111ittee' s insights with respect to the significance of 
the kind of program that voluntary private organizations are 
enabled til mount when they are freed to design projects 
"custom-made" to relate to their distinctive resources and 
to the needs they are uni que ly equi pped to meet • 

We thank you for this opportunity and look forward with great 
interest to the SubcOl1lllittee's findings. 

SAW:vej 

Encl. 

Sincerely yours, 

A..,._£kat9.~4 
Mrs. Sara-A11ce P. Wright 
Executive Director 

..In the 
_gle 
for peace 
and justice, 
freedom 
and dignity 

. foraD 
l"'ople 
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TESTIMONY OF THE 
HATIONAL BOARD OF THE YOUNG WOMEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION OF THE U.S.A. 

submitted June 22, 1978 to the 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

Th~ National Board of the Young Women's Christian Association of the U.S.A. 

welcomes the occasion for contributing to the assessment of the overall 

performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in 

carl'yi ng out the purposes of the Juvenile Justi ce and Del inquency Prevent;:m 

Act of 1974 and its subsequent amendments. The close relationship between 

the purposes of this Act and those of the YWCA of the U.S.A., particularly as 

the-latter pertain to youth has been asserted in testimony relevant to +.he 

ifiitial passage and subsequent amendment procedures for this Act over the past 

four years. This statement is addressed specifically to the performance of the 

Office of Juvenile Justice apd Delinquency Prevention: as such, it does not 

address the probl ems encountered rel at; ve to TITLE II I--"RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT, II .. ' 
which is under separate--HEW--administration. The National Board of the YWCA 

will be pleased to respond at any time to a similar invitation relative to that 

Title. 

The National Board of the YWCA's position of support and commendation for the 

changes which-are introduced under the current administration of the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention are derived from years of experience 

in working with the Federal Government in efforts to prevent and control 

delinquency, especially among female youth. As indicated in our statement 

relative to the then-proposed 1977 Amendments to this legislation. submitted in 

May 1977, this operating experience has come through realities of working at 

- - 1 -
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the national and local levels. The National Board YWCA has sponsored three 

major programs in the past ten years, namely, the Youth Workers Team Learning 

Program--a three year project in training for delinquency prevention funded 

by HEW ur.der the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968; 

the Texas YWCA Intervention Project funded through LEAA Region VI, under 

which services were provided for delinquent female youth and young women 

who came to the program upon their release from adult correctional institutions. 

The third National Board YWCA sponsored delinquency-related program within 

this ten-year period was the only one of the three to involve the participation 

of OJJDP: the other two were completed before that Office was created. 

This third program--the New England YWCA Intervention Program*--was funded 

through LEAA Region I for its first period under an LEAA discretionary grant, 

and for its second period under joint funding by LEAA and the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The program, which was operational 

from January 1, 1974 through April 30, 1977, served 11 YWCA Intervention Centers 

dispersed throughout the six New- England States. In the course of its 

operations, it provided residential, nonresidential, and in-institution services 

to more than 800 girls and women, a majority of whom were juvenile status 

offenders. Some of the services were delivered prior to adjudication; some 

were cooperative with Probation Departments--delivered to youth who were placed 

on probation by Juvenile Courts influenced in their decision to place youth on 

probation in many instances by the availability of the YWCA Community-based 

Intervention Service. Some of the services were delivered in juvenile 

institutions to which the YWCA Intervention Project personnel took group 

programs and indiv-idualized help: here it should be noted that a heavy majority 
*Experience documented in the Final Report submitted to LEAA/OJJDP by 
Rhetta M. Arter, Ph.D., National Project Director. 

- 2 -
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of the youth thus served were reported to be confined because of their prior 

commission of status offenses--most were runaways, incorrigibles, and/or 

truants. Some of the services were delivered to youth in after-care status, 

i.e., after they had left the correctional facilities. Through these programs, 

the YWCA served youth with many problems. In addition to the status offenders, 

there were youth who had been found guilty of delinquent acts--some minor, 

many major. The most frequently reported offenses in this non-status category 

were shoplifting, larceny, drug-related crimes, assault, vandalism and 

burglary. Others were charged \~ith other acts including auto theft, murder, 

robbery, fraud, prostitution and embezzlement. The YWCA was able to work with 

these young people. The known failure rate was low--less than three per cent. 

A few of the programs are still in operation: their funding was picked up by 

SPAs or private sources once the then-required cut-off of OJJDP funds after 

two funding periods was invoked. This, the National Board YWCA was told, 

represented OJJDP policy. Actually, the "stretch" of thi s program over a 

three-year period is a testament to the ability of the YWCA to demonstrate 

real cost-effectiveness. Because the programs were imbedded in established, 

ongoing, cost-wise operations which did not require new facilities; which 

could use existing resources such as residences, meeting rooms, cafeterias, 

swimming pools, gymnasia, classes, interest groups, clubs, and organization

wide special events, the youthful participants could have recourse to the 

range of services and activities t/hich are essential to meeting their 

individualized needs at lowest possible costs. The fact that the work of the 

LEAA/OJJDP-funded project staffs was augmented by that of established YWCA 

employed personnel, and by the services of a heterogeneous group of volunteers 

- 3 -
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representing a cross section of age, race, sex, socioeconomic status, 

educational backgrounds, and occupations, meant much to the YWCA's ability 

to "stretch" its funds. The cooperatton Jf an approximate 200 public and 

private agencies contributed heavily to the program's community support 

and overall success. 

This New England-wide program was well on its way in the development of 

new types of models for constructive intervention in the delinquency

related careers of its youthful participants when it came to a halt. A 

very substantial pay load in this area-models that could be used by other 

YWCAs and other youth-serving organizations across this country--could 

have been delivered if even one more funding period had been available. 

Despite the fact that the YWCA had" stretched-two years' funding over a 

three-year period, regardless of the fact the YWCA programs were evaluated 

favorably by the local justice and justice-related agencies that had come 

to rely on them, not withstanding the fact that the youth and their 

families showed evidences of benefitting from the services-while stili 

needing them, and in spite of the difficulties of achieving orderly, 

adequate "spin-off" to state or local funding, the program fell victim 

to the OJJDP "cut-off" pol icy. "Two years' funding," according to the 

previous OJJDP administration, was the limit. Since OJJDP had funded one 

period only, a concession was made for supplemental funding fot a four

month period to accommodate the dragging heels of three SPAs from which 

continuity funds for three programs were pending: none of these prog)'ams 

actually were continued by SPAs. 

- 4 -
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Th13 National Board-sponsored New england YWCA Interventlon Program was the 

victim of still another policy of the previous DJJDP administration. Born 

of an unsolicited PI"oposal which was developed in response to the statements 

of need by New England representatives·of the ·Justice System, the program 

died because DJJDP no longer entertained unsolicited proposals, and because 

it--the New England YWCA Intervention Program--did not conform with the 

specifications of any DJJDP "Inittative.OI As a matter of fact, conformity 

with the goals and purposes of such an initiative would not have mattered: 

according to the then-policies of the DJJDP, the New England YWCA Intervention 

Program could not have been included under such an initiative even if it met 

all of the specifications: as an on-going, in-operation, program it was 

ineligible for Initiative competition. 

Although this statement is addressed to the present administration of the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, it seems important to 

continue the description of the New England experience one step further, 

i.e., to the National Board YWCA's interest in finding other means of 

mining this experience which had been a bellwether operation with reference 

to services for female youth. In response to a program for which the National 

Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention took the initiative, 

the National Board YWCA sought reseurces for study of the resu1ts of the 

program. including follow-up of participants, in order to identify those 

new programs and methods which evidenced promise of making a contribution 

toward the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency among girls. 

In spite of the fact that all of the program's primary data were available 

for analysis; that participants and their families were available as data 

- 5 -
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sources; that justice and other cooperating agencies were ready for 

participation in such a study, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention rejected the application and, with this action, 

the possibilities for dissemination of the validated results of the 

demonstration to persons actively working in the field of juvenile 

delinquency among girls. The rigidities were built into the policies; the 

policles were impenetrable. 

It is to the changes now taking place with reference to such rigidities-

of which the above--cited experience is but one example--that the National 

Board of the YWCA addresses this statement in support of the present 

management and administration of OJJDP. In a relatively brief time, the 

agency has shown signs of recognition that--

-- the experience, the background of knowledge of and work with youth, is 

vested in part in the nation's voluntary youth-serving agencies; 

-- the wisdom regarding the best means of pursuing the purposes and intent 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is not the sole 

province of the bureaucratic structure; 

-- flexibility and openness are consonant with sound administration and 

democratic values. 

This recognition has been revealed in approaches taken by the present OJJDP 

administration. The Office, under its present management has--

-- opened its doors and ears to ideas that were not originated within its 

walls; 

-- accompanied the established OJJDP Initiative approach with objective, 

serious consideration of the constructive possibilities of an unsolicited 

proposal that is creatively in accordance with the provisions of the ACT; 

- 6 -
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-- given representatives of voluntary organizations, and other sectors of the 

American citizenry, the reassuranGfr through overt actions that is necessary 

to establish the credibility of this as the "open" Administration which was 

promised by the President of the United States. 

It is the National Board YWCA's conviction that the present administration of 

OJJDP is acting ouc understanding of the complexity and gravity of the 

responsibilities assigned to that Office, and the importance of drawing upon 

experience as well as theory and rhetoric to carry them out. This is exemplified 

in the demonstrated awareness of the persistence of some of the problems. Thus, 

the OJJDP present administration does not rely upon the 15 programs funded under 

the one-time Prevention "Initiative" to provide all of the creative, innovative, 

effective, replicative approaches required to really make a difference in the 

prevention of delinquency in this country. It is listening to and finding ways 

to make resources available to others in addition to the limited, funded, few. 

This conveys the message to the 400+ other organizations and agencies that 

invested themselves and their resources in the onerous task of submitting 

applications which were rejected by the previous administration that their 

contributions may hav~ worth: that some of their ideas still be given the 

opportunity to demonstrate their efficacy. Although t~e National Board YWCA was 

not among this number--it having decline:d the opportunity to compete because of 

some of the requirements which it believed to be unsound--it welcomes the 

opportunity for reconsideration of SOlh~ of the possibilities that were put forth. 

The National Board YWCA supports also the implementation of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act through ~he present administrative adherence to the 

law in opening possibilities for funding beyond the previously--imposed two year 

limitations, to continue programs providing that the yearly evaluation of such 

programs is satisfactory. This approach reduces the arbitrary cut-off of those 

- 7 -
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programs which--for sound reasons--are adjudged worthy of sustained support to 

allow adequate time needed for their spin-off to other resources. This 

accommodation is essential to coherent programming in a system which is subservient 

to the vagaries and problem-creating practices of the SPAs which represent the 

major spin-off resource. 

This statement would be incomplete if it did not address some of the problems that 

have been persistent with OJJDP. Foremost among these is the nature and extent of 

LEAA controls over the administration of the JJDP Act. It is difficult to locate 

where these actually lie. It has been YWCA experience that a number of the problems 

it has encountered have emanated, allegedly, from what has come to be referred to as 

"upstairs." In the previous administration. this included the alleged origin of 

some of the negative racial stereotypes affecting some of the practices of the 

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, to which nonwhite 

representatives of the National Board YWCA have been subject and about which the 

National Board has raised serious questions. It is recommended that any oversight 

hearing include attention to this matter, and make serious efforts to determine 

whether the practices and the attitudes behind them still prevail. In this regard, 

it is important to state that the climate regarding such matters, as affected by the 

new OJJDP administration, in the experience of the National Board YWCA has improved 

immeasurably. This is one of the bases on which strong commendation is supported. 

The oversight hearings to which this statewent is addressed can render an important, 

needed, service by clarifying the above lines. The question is raised here as to 

whether the OJJDP has authority commensurate wi th its responsibil ity, or 11hether its 

subordination to LEAA prevents it from meeting commitments while--at the same time-

it bears the onus of responsibility. It is clear within YWCA experience that major 

grant. and contract controls are not vested in OJJDP. This question was addressed at 

the tlme the Congressional decision was made to locate the OJJDP in the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

- 8' -
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It was thought that the reassurances regarding the OJJDP freedom were dependable, 

and that the social values on which the legislation rested would not be impaired 

by a competing value system. There is some question as to whether this has 

proved to be the case. Thus, it is the opinion of the National Board of the 

YWCA that the desirable and essential oversight review will be incomplete and 

inadequate unless it takes into consideration the full realities of control and 

decision-making which affect the manapement and administration of OJJDP. 

The National Board of the YWCA of the U.S.A., therefore,'recommends that in 

order to really review the entire sweep of the management and administration 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and its 

subsequent amendments, with reference to the letter, the intent and the spirit 

of that legislation, the Congressional representatives look at the involved 

totality, i.e., LEAA and the ways it affects that administration, the National 

Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the way it 

functions, and the administration and management of TITLE III, namely--the 

"Runa~lay Youth Act." Only by such means will the Congress and the citizenry 

it represents be able to arrive at conclusions as to what needs to be done at 

this time on the basis of experience to make it possible for the OJJDP to be 

assured of the authority it must have before it can be held fully accountable 

for the accomplishments that the legislation and the citizens desire. 

The National Board of the YWCA of the U.S.A. continues to support this legislation. 

Concerned about all of America's youth, the YWCA brings a special interest in 

its girls who continue to evidence serious need for help and guidance whi~h call 

for resources beyond those now available to the private sector. At the same time, 

- 9 -
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these same girls need the benefits of the'decades of experience and demonstrated 

concern of that voluntary not-for-profit sector which continues to pursue the 

possibilities for meaningful partnership with the federal government in 

responding effectively to the needs. The opportunity is still available. The 

demand is for building constructively on the experiences that have accrued 

during the years since the JJDP Act was passed--

-- simplify the procedures; 

support the present administration's efforts to open the doors to genuine 

partnership with those organizations that bring experience, commitment, 

readiness, and potential cost-effectiveness to the joint efforts; 

support also the present administration's efforts to assure the human 

rights of all of those who are capable of contributing to the efforts to 

reduce and control juvenile delinquency which are made possible by the 

Act--including those of unquestionable capability whose racial/ and 

cultural backgrounds entitle them to classification as "minorities"--and, 

of course, ensuring full--if necessary mandatory--attention to the youth , 
whose backgrounds entitle them to the same classifications; 

-- locate the hidden as well as the overt controls and make provision for 

their accountability and responsiveness to the purposes ann potential of 

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

As the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity of the House of Representatives 

Committee on Education and Labor moves toward its assessment of the overall 

performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in 

cal"ryi ng out the purposes of the Juvenil e Justi ce and Del inquency Preventi on Act 

of 1974 and its subsequent amendments, it is the hope of the National Board 

- 10 -
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of the YWCA of the U.S.A. that it carry out its mission with full perspective 

on the transition process which involves more than this one Office in thi,s one 

Federal Agency. It is the YWCA experience that, generally, the transition is 

slow. Moving toward cooperation with agency after agency, in the hope that 

the philosophies and policies of the present Administration would make 

themselves felt, the National Board has encountered evidence of the entrenchment 

of former policies and practices: the changeover has crawled. Actually, OJJDP 

has been found to be more responsive, more in harmony with promises made to 

the American electorate in 1976, than some of the other governmental un'its 

which carry heavy responsibility for implementation of the social policies. 

It is the hope of the National Board, therefore, that the oversight hearing 

will be used as a constructive instrument for encouraging and speeding that 

forward movement; that it will serve as the channel through which the impediments 

to the desired progress may be located in order that they may be put aside. It 

is the desire of the National Board that the YWCA of the U.S.A. be counted 

among those positive forces that use their influence, their colle,ctive strength, 

and their deep concern and caring, in partnership with the legislative, executive, 

and judicial arms of government, in behalf of the protectio~ and the treasuring 

of America's youth. 

- 11 -
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SOME ~EFLECTIONS--

--on experiences within the LEAA-funded, National Board VWCA
sponsored, New England YWCA Intervention Program. 

• & • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • G • 0 • • • • • • • • • e 

The preparation of this report, the tennination of the National 
Board sponsorshi~ of these New England operations, and the 
"di ggi ng" 'i nto records--current and past--whl ch thl s requi res 
hne combined to stimulate long, deep, reflections about this 
undertaking, These processes have called up recollections of 
the conditions and climates in Which this six-State program 
was mounted. They have tapped remembrance of the fact that the 
experiences in New England carried forward those which had be"gun 
In the State of Texa~,* as they evolved within what was the 
first LEAA-funded, N"tlonal Board-sponsored YWCA Intervention 
Program known to be one of or possibly the first national 
organi zation-sponsored, locally conducted, intervention programs 
for female offenders In this country. 

The report that follows deals with the protocols of objectives, 
programs, partici pants, personnel and other operational aspects. 
Here we stop to take a look--at once both subjectfve and 
objectlve--at what the National Board YWCA saw as its mission 
when it moved to initiate and sponsOr these multi-unit programs, 
conducted by its member Associations, under conditions which 
waul d bri ng together the strengths and resources of these 
national and local voluntary organizational structures in a 
venture made possible primarily by public funding, to serve a 
group which had been undernotlced ~nd underserved, namely--~male 
offei\ders. And here it must be noted, also, that the limitation 
to "offenders," per se, to the exclusion of those known to be 
"endangered," was simply and purely a function of the strictures 
of the source of the available money--provlded under "the 
Corrections Program, Part E of the Omnlbus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 196B. 

As we think through our own assessments of the validity of our 
own premises when we moved--again in days before many of the 
tenns and concepts which we were broaching at that time liere in 
currency--we rema i n consci DUS of the fact that in thl s wrl tl ng 
we must draw quickly, with a broad brush, and withstand the 
temptation to limn In detail. 

"TEXAS YWCA IN'rEilVElNTION PROGRAMS, sponsored by the Natler ... 1 Board 
of the YWCA--under LEAA Reglon VI and the Texas Crlm1nal Justlce 
Council, December 1971 - June 30, 1974. 
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. ',---~----------------------------------------------------------------" 

In these tenns, then, we go back to our 1971 statement to the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration that the KlItiona1 Board 
of the Young Women's Christian Association of the U.S.A. wished to--

"develop, demonstrate and test utilization of the resources 
of an estab11 shed community-based resource, i.e., the 
Young Women's Christian Association of the U.S.A.--fortified 
by those of other cooperating organlzations--in the range Gf' 
services to young females who are in some stage of movement 
to or within a crime/delinquency-related behavior··sequence." 

J 

Behind that statement were some concepts, some operational 
philosophies, and SOlile commitments: not all of these may be 
identified in this writing. A few are pulled out for brief 
consideration. 

o e • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Community-based programs: These were in ·discussion-vogue at 
the time. Many established voluntary organization~, based in 
their communities, regarded themse1ves--as did the YWCA--as 
affording natural settings for "community-based" operations. 
In the course of our ex peri ence, we have encountered some who 
differed with this approach; who felt that "community-based" 
as it could be app1 ied to programs with/for offenders referred 
only to those which--organized and operated by justice systems-
would. be taken out of remote areas, and relocated i.n the 
existing communities and neighborhoods: they wo~ld continue 
to be the responsibility of the justice system which would 
detennine and control the nature and extent of, any relationships 
with the communities to which they.had relocated •. 

It has been the good fortune of the New England Yl«:A Intervention 
experience to encounter.1ltt1e, if ~ny, of the above exclusion 
by justice and justice-related agencies. Rather', we have been 
joined by many of them in assessing the respoJ\sibf1lty and 
obligation of the established community-based private agency to 
provide the types of .servlces which this program made possible 
for an ever-Increasing number of offenders--adu1t and 'juveni1e, 
status and nonstatus. This experience has served to afflnn for 
us the validity of our original premise. 
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The Role of National Organizations: There was not any question. 
at the time that we asserted our interost to the Nbtiona1 LEAA 
that the above r'esponsibil1ty and obligation applied to the. 
nationa1--as well as the loca1--organization. At the time the 
idea of a central/nationally administered multi-unit project was 
proposed at LEAA. it seemed to have elicited higher perception 
of the value of enabling the national organization to work 
together with its local affiliates--in roles and relationship 
which were ~stablished and appropriate for both--than.seems 
prevalent today. The experiences within the New England YWCA 
Intervention Program have sustained the assumptions that--

--there are unique values and strengths in arrangements which 
provide for experience exchange, the enrichment of jOint1y
shared staff dgyelopment pr'l)gramsj opportunities for direct 
access to the staff expertise I11!Ide 8vallab1e by the National 

. organintion, and which makes possible tM standardization 
of pr(Jf~ssional r'lethods that have bsant.este<l for th~il' 
adftptalJi1ity to different local situations; 

·.there is signifi~ant economy of effort and as well as of cost 
for program sponsors as well as for the funding agencies when 
all processes--beginning with program planning and development 
through program admi ni strati on. accountabfl i ty, moni tori ng. 
analyses of data and collation of reports--for several projects 
tha·t are directed to the same purpose, objectives. and target 
groups, can be concentrated under one basic headquarters 
operat~on; 

--there is opportunity in this experience to ~$sess the validity 
of operating a modified system of decentralization, i.e .. , one 
which functions within a 1 imited area as a basic coordinating 
unit as distinguished frqn total decentralization which compels 
each local entity to invest in all of the steps; to go through 
all of the prncess of "trial and failure," to "reinvent the 
wheel." one-by-one-by-one. 

--there is continuing need to enable a National organization to 
administer groupings of programs in which its "decentralized" 
member organizations may take part in order to provide local 
program units amenable to the internal evaluation. comparisons 
and analysis of diverse operational settings. This is essential 
to the role of a National organization in carrying out its 
responsi bi 1 ity for recommendations rel ated to program and 
policy that converge at the Federal funding agency level. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 27 
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Imbedded in an Established Mu1t1.Service Agency: Actually. this 
has been found to be more Important than we reali£ed at the time 
the plan for this program was developed. It has heen found that 
rer.ourse to a range of existing" <!stablished programs and services 
allows for the high degree .of individualization that is essential 
to successful intervention services. economical operations, and 
reduced dangers of ser.vice duplication. Also, we have discovered 
that the young offender who enters the doors of an est.ablished 
multi-service agency enjoys soma protection against ready 
identification ~s an offender pe~ se and thereby is safeguarded 
against some of the hazards of stigmatization. 

Sped a 1 Needs of Females: The New En~l and I nterventi on Program' 
has Included many coed activities. It has found, however, that 
there are some distinctive needs and jnterests which are brought 
into the program bY!?IJung and older female par.tit;ipants; ,that the 
program--as it draws upon the iOO+ years of YWCA experience in 
addro!ssing such needs--has been able to relate to them and, to, draw 
upon the Association's resources for this purpose. 

cooPfration of Public and Private Organizations: When this I>.rDgram 
was lrst mounted, it was feared by some that It would be : 
"torpedoed" by justice agency resistance. In general. the level of 
cooperation from these agencies has been unusual'ly high: we found 
many justice agency personnel re~dy and willing to articulate the 
needs of their female client pcil,,.lations and to assist the YWCA in 
meeti ng these. Justice personnel served on Conmi ttees, offered 
volunteer services, and worked in many different ways to assure the 
program's 5uccess. The essence of the successful relationship is 
role defi ni ti on, accompanl ed by mutual respect and adherence to 
agreed upon divisions of responsibility. When they work together 
as peers, the two structures--voluntary and justice--can demonstrate 
their effectiveness a~ a potent team. even as this occurred in most 
of the New England program 10cat10n. 

The Essential Refiuil'ement fpr Volunteer Invol¥ement: It has been 
our experience t at the nature and extent of volunteer 1nvolvement-
once the doors are open--go considerably beyond our expectat10ns. 
Not .1nfrequently, the pre_planning concept is l1mited to cOllJllittee 
membersh1p and one-to-Gne relat10nships. In New England, volunteers--
1n many places--saw needs and responded to them, created roles, 
delivered services, chauffered, chaperoned. and forgot frequently to 
record what they !lad done, because, sa1d one, "1 enjoyed d01ng it." 
We found that numbers of p~rtic1pants were deeply impressed by the1r 
contacts w1th these volunteers: 1n some 1nstances, Center D1rectors 
fel t that "Vol unteers really made the d1 fference." 
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Individual1led Programs and Services: Again, in pre-planning 
stages, It is easy to think only of \lrOUp approaches, or to set 
up a program which provides for individual counseling and to 
expect that to do the whole job. We have found that group and 
individual approaches are essential: n'Cst impertantly, ea~h 
participant--8s she enters. the program--requires assurance that 
she is a person, accepted as such. Thl1 individualized progr~m-
which permits her to take part in group experiences, but does 
not deny her identity as a person, is ellsential to effective 
intervention Sf'I'vice. 

"--fortified ~ other cooreratlnQ organitations": In the 
proposal to t National EM, cl'ted' above, this was on~ of the 
National Board VlICA's most preSc1I!nt statements. The New England 
YWCA Interventi'On Pr'Ogram drell heav11y upon the relati'Onships 
with ether private and public 'Organization., that YWCAs have 
built up over the years. In this I~ay, the Intervention Centers 
enj'Oyed the benefits of these mutually reenforcing networks of 
c'Onmunfty supports which were essential to their productivity. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . ~ 
As we appr'Oach this repert preparati'On, we think more and more 
abeut the ways in which this pregram'hal' served as a significant 
vehicle fer devel'Oping, demonstrating and testing the utilizati'Ori 
of the resources 'Of an l!stablished corrmmity-based 'Organizati'On-
the YWCA 'Of the U.S.A.--in its eff;rrts t'O serve girls and wemen 
whe have ceme into conflict with the law in New Englahu. We are 
conscious of the number of YWCA-sponsored efforts in this field 
which have been reported to us in the years since this New England 
progr'am, and its predecessor, were conceived. We call upon our 
self-clsc1pline to .restrain any tendency to assess beyond these 
reflec,~ions without systelTlliti::, validating procedures. We know, 
hcwever, that this program has touched the lives of many of those 
who availed themselves of the opportunity to take part in it. We 
are grateful for this opportunity and look forward to others 
which 11111 make it possible to share this knowledge. to bulld 
upon it, to reach an ever-Widening circle of girls and women 
whom we help to stay out of--l1r reclaim their highest potentials 
once they have been entrapped by--the snares of life styles which 
they themselves refer to as "in troUble." ' 
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THE ATLANTA CONSORTIUM JUN 26197LFOfTOStHIIIDrlve.s.w. 
TElEPHONE:.404n6&-7605 or 761-50$11, Elitenelon 247-248 

Or. Moo Armstor Christian, Dlreetor 
Or. Chuck Fuller, Co-Olrector 

Mr. Gordon Raley 
Staff Direc tor 
of Sub-Committee on 
Special. Emphasis Programs 
Room 320 
Cannonhouse Office Build10g 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Raley: 

June 23, 1978 

Suite 206 
Atlanta, Georgia 30315 

Atlanta Public Schools 
Atlanta Unlv6nllty 

Atlanta Junior Collage 
Clark College 
Georgia State University 
Morris Brown CoIIegR 
Unlvet!lty of Georgia 

It baa come to our &ttention that you will be chairing a sub-coIlllllttee to 
exemine the effects of OJJDP's (LEAA) Special. Impact Programs, dealing with 
troubled youth, d1xected by Ma. Emily Martin. We would like to state emphati
cal.ly that 10 Atlanta, this program (Activity II-LEAA) has been successful in 
reducing the level of student disruptive behavior in schools. The funds pro
vided by Ms. Martin'. office were used to develop a Yout.h Model which brought 
togO-ther students, parents. school personnel and representatives from Institu
tions of Higher Education to work toward the common goal. of developing programs 
nnd activities to help resolve the problems facing dur youth. 

Specifically, Mr. Raley, through the direct involvement of students, parents 
and school personnel the youth at our target schools have begun to reverse ~he 
once destructive trend of student discipline. We are obviously gratified that 
the program was able to achieve its stated goal of reducing the level of student 
disruptive behavior. Frain the beginning of the special empbasis program, staff .. 
parents, school personnel and students have been Cl)mmitted to providing specific 
program activiti .... to help students with al.tematives to disruptive behavior. 

Some of the more outstanding features or the program included 

- A total. school participation program - al.l students took 
part in identifying problems and solutiona. 

- Peer Counseling Training - students were trained to assist 
other students in solving problems and building positiva 
images. 

- Field trips to enhance the students total. development. 
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Mr. Gordon Raley 
Sub-Committee on Special Emphasis Programs 

- Arts and Crafts - provided through a summer program. 

- Classes in Creative Writing and the production of an 
8_ color film on Student Behavior. 

- Conference participation - several students attended 
out of town youth conferences where they met and worked 
vith other students in identifying problems and solutions. 

Unally, although the funding was relatively low, the greatest impact of the 
special emphasis programs has heen the changing of student's attitudes eed 
behaviors, and the degree of cooperation oeL'Ween the school, comntunity and 
iostitutions of higher education. 

If you have l'leed o.f additional information, please do not hesitate to contact 
us • We uill be more thee happy to p:tovide any additional infurma tioa or 
aasistanee necessary. 

See ,.ttached detailed report on the impact of the program. 

MACfCF/ap 

cc' Clarellce Walker 

Yours tr.,Jly, 

/llAt,d. (J~ 
Dr. Mae A. Christian 
Director 
The Atlanta Teacher Corps 

~~ 
Dr. Chuck Fuller 
Co-Director 
The Atlanta Teacher Corps 
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ATLANTA TEACHER CORPS 

HIGH SCHOOL CIllIE INTERVENTION CGIPONENT 

EVALUATION REPORT 

Chuck Fuller, Associate Director 

Evaluation Variables: 

(1) Class Cuts 

(2) Incidents of Disruptive Behavior 

(3) Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 

Evaluation period, December, 1976 - May 31, 1977. 

The Atlanta Teacher Corps Crime Intervention Program Hodel identified, 

on a priority basis, three (3) program evaluation indices: (1) class cuts, 

(2) incidents of disruptive behavior, (3,) ADA. Pre-assessment data (base

line) was compiled prior to the inactment of program strategies, i.e., mini

school" parent involvement, staff development. The following report summa

rizes the effects of these approaches on selected critical student variables. 

Although the mini-school had enrollad a total of 76 students during its 

highest point (see Table 1) the average enrollment was approximately 70. Due 

to the criteria for inclusion in the disruptive category, i.e., disruptive 

incidents, ADA, the evaluation sample represented the total population of 

disruptive youth. In the category of class cuts, disruptive youth averaged 

close to four (3.83) class cuts nuring a six mont~ period of school year, 

1976 (see Table 2). One year later, after Teacher Corps intervention, class 

cuts show a 36% reduction. Closer examination of this data shows that ~ 

?f the sam~e group of students reduced their n~~ber of class cuts by 50% or 

~. Only two students evidencod more class cuts in 1977 than they did in 

1976. On the other hand, two studen.ts reduced their class cuts by 100% from 

school year 1976 to school year 1977. 
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Ir. the area of student disruptive incidents (number of times student 

was reported to the office) the average number of incidelits in 1976 was 

1.44. For the same period time. during school year 1977, the overall 

~verage \~as reduced to .83. More encouraging, however, is the finding 

that 38.8% of these students reduced their disruptive incidents by 100%. 

Average Daily Attendance (ADA, see Table 3) is computed on a school 

oasis. Therefore, while Teacher Corps cannot take direct ~redit for any 

changes in the attendance patterns of the entire student Lady, it is in

teresting to note that the ADA for 1977 for East Atlanta High 1ias 2. per

centage points higher than for 1976. While thc increa.se may be coil1ci-· 

dental it could have changed in the opposite direction. A footnote to 

these results is that East Atlanta High sho"'ed a larger ADA increase than 

any of the other schools within school district IV. 

The data presented. clearly shows 'that Teacher Corps has had a }:csitive 

effect on those variables identified as critical indices of student dis

ruptive behavior at East Atlanta High. The data further suggests that the 

model employed during the six month period studied holds a great d~a1 of 

promise for effectively reducing student d;isruption on a larger scale, 

given time, resources and staff. 
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TABLE 1 

BREAKDOWN OF 111NI-SCHOOL STUDENTS 

Mini-School Groups Total Enrolled 

Disruptive Youth 31 

Leadership Group 15 

Filla ereu 10 

Special E~uc .. tion Class 20 

TOrAL E~'RCLLHElIT '" 76 

Ie Represents enrollment at highest point, average enrol!tment 

approximately 70 students. 

TABLE 2 

EVALUATION 0,. CHANGES IN INCIDENTS OF CRITICAL STUD~NT VARIABLES 

CLASS CUTS - DISRUPTIVE INCIDE!iTS -ADA 

January-Hay, 1976 January-Nay, 1977 Change 

• Total Class Cuts 73 47 36? redueti 

Average Class Cuts 4 2.6 

Total Disruptive Incidents 26 15 427. «duett 

..... c.rage Disruptive Incidents 1.44 .83 
less than 1 

*" Statistics based upon a s2J!1ple of eighteen (18) Disruptive Youth 

on 

on 
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STUDENT DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR 

Program Goals and Purpose 

The initial charge of the Teacher Corps effort at East Atlanta was to demons

trate how sfudent-centered sctivities could be developed into a model(s) for re

ducing the incidence of Student Disruptive Behavior. 

What Was The Approach? 

The Atlanta Teacher Corps Student Disruptive Behavior Program is concluding 

its second yea7 of operation at East Atlanta High School. The basic components of 

the Teacher Corps Disruptive Youth Hodel involved teachers, administrators, parents, 

and students. Parents worked in the school and commun:f.ty with students to provide 

assistance in any way po·ssible. Teachers were provided training and technical 

assistance in classroom management techniques; teaching techniques and effective 

teacher-student communications. Students participated in small and large group 

activities designed to·euhance their understanding and perception of self, others 

and society. They "ere also trained in various problem solving processes. 

What Were The Results? 

TIlE RESULTS OF TlIE TEACHER CORPS EFFORT HAVE PROVEN TO BE SUCCESSFUL IN REntlCING 

TllE INCIDENCE OF STUDENT DISRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR AS WELL AS cilANGING TRE PRE-DISPOSING 

ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENTS CONCERNING DESTRUCTIVE AND CONSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR. 

After only about six (6) months of operation, for example, disruptive incidence 

were reduced by 46%. Class cuts were reduced by a respectable 36%. The question re

mains as to the overall effect that the Teacher Corps program has had at East Atlanta 

over the past year and a half. The following report ansyers this question w:l.th hard 

data. 
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Experimental Research on the Effectiveness of Teacher Corps Disruptive Youth 

Crime/Disruption Hodel 

It is clear from the data presented thus far that the approach taken by Activity 

II (A~lanta) to reduce the rate and incidence of student disruptive behavior has 

been successful. 

The approach involved working directly with both disruptive and ~on-disruptive 

students in small" groups - - exploring problems, solutious and values. 

Because this approach proved to be effective on a small scale basis, Teacher 

Corps, Activit)' II decided to tes t the effectivenc:Js of the model on total school 

participation basis. Beginning September., 1977, first school quarter - tlie entire 

student population was scheduled to take part in the Total School Participation (TSP) 

Program once each quarter. This essentially required working directly with 90-100 

students per week for twelve weeks. 

Due to the fact that students attended the TSP only once per quarter, the students 

normal academic routine was not interfered with. 

Research Design 

In order to empirically test the effects of the TSP upon the total student popu

.lation at t~e target school a research effort was initiated. Two samples of students 

were randomly drawn from two schools - two hundred fifty (250) from the Activity II 

target school and two hundred fifty (250) from a school of comparable size and demo

graphic description, which had not been involved in any Teacher Corps activities. 

Both groups of students were administered a questionnaire to measure various values, 

perceptions, and decision-making skills identified as being necessary for students 

to display disruptive-free behavior in schools. 

The research question formulated ,~as that Teacher Corps students would score· sig

nificantly better on pre-determined measures affecting behavior than. students who had 

not taken part in Ten~her Corps Disruptive Youth Programs. The following table 

provides a preliminary look at the research results. A brief discussion of findings 

follows the table of ~esults. 
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TABLE OF RESULTS 

Student maintains a consistent set of 
values in relationship to self and 
others. 

Student has an understanding and 
appreciation for the interdependence 
among people. 

Student understands and applies the 
du~ process of l~w. 

Student perceived self realistically in 
respect to potentials, strengths and 
weaknesses. 

Student attempts to satisfy needs in 
socially acceptable ways. 

Student recognizes the value of building 
a proper foundation for developing good 
self-image during early childhood. 

Student refrains from efforts to force 
himself/herself or ideas on others. 

Student does not isolate self from 
physical or emotional involvement with 
others. 

Student recognizes factors which cause 
problems between individuals and groups 
in urban communties. 

Student evaluat~~ ways individual may 
conduct his/her life so as to respect 
the well-being of others. 

Student supports the use of compromise 
in reaching collective decisions 

TOTAL STUDENTS SAMPLED - 447 

Average Percent of Correct Responses 

Teacher Corps Target 
School n=203 

50.3 

58.0 

69.5 

77.6 

80.0 

18.0 

80.0 

69.0 

35.5 

74.2 

74.6 

Non-Teacher Corps 
School na 249 

26.0 

47.0 

54.5 

54.0 

65.0 

.07 

30.0 

33.0 

29.5 

60.2 

68.0 
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Discussion of Results 

The research question formulated: Will Teacher Corps students score signifi

cantly better on rre.asures affecting behavior than Non-Teacher Corps students? was 

answered in the affirmative as indicated by the table of results. Teacher Corps 

students scored better than Non-Teacher Corps students on al1'e1even (11) attitud

inal or behavioral items. On the whole, students who had attended the Teacher 

Corps target school and participated 'in the Mini-School activities possessed atti

tudes and perceptions about self and others which were more positive and consistent 

with societies. Further! Teacher Corps trained students indicated a greater willing

ness to become involved with other students emotionally and physically. Students 

who participated in Teacher Corps activities were less likely to force or coerce 

, others into ado·"ting their ideas or beliefs. 

rnis general ~olerance demonstrated by the Teacher Corps students also carries 

over into the area of meeting personal needs in a socially acceptable manner. Eighty 

percent (80%) of those Teacher Corps students tested indicated a propensity to forego 

immediate gratification of needs in the interest of staying within socially prescribed 

guidelines for meeting needs. 

In summation, it can be concluded from the results of this study that the model 

implemented at the target school for reducing student disruptive behavior has been 

successful in building the kind of values, attitudes and tolerance necessary for 

disruptive-free behavior. This' conclusion is based upon hard data provided by students. 

The Atlanta Teacher Corps model for reducing the level of student disruptive behavior 

has proven to be successful, as shown by the data presented in the first part of this 

report. The Teacher Corps model, ,;hen implemented on 'a limited scale, reduces the 

number of class cuts Slld improves student attendance. The second half of this report 

has shown that when the Teacher Corps model is implemented on a total school level, 

students overall develop more positive and healthy attitudes and values toward self, 

others, and society. 
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E? .Associa/ion lor Children wi/h j!earning 1)isabililies 

"ClI,.",~,,,t,lelJrf,u· 

Hp'<II'''1& :/)"." C1.",e 
2220 '!. PC!'.: ~."e .. t 
a~I"'""'f1I' MJ.2,;I/I, 
(:r.;11 8B~-n~ll 

t~t4'tI .. ~I·l- ,_ ~:l1:r1' 

'aOltl~·t,~ .. ,~ 'rf", 
1~.1l' <120-
IONil.·hl.,l,,,d·Qf' 
l"d~I,._lnd .• aQ.t 
llm615·.]]1 

PhOt'n,. ~;'8 ~:Hf'~e 
allCd!U<lgleth"ld'n~ 
~~"f' 04S,) 
1701 E. Ca",eIO:l.tl. R,J 
Ph~n; •• AI 8!!O!6 
(6C2)9$5-L.162 

Research - 'tT'\ &nd 

LJemonstration 

Project 

Hon. Ike Andrews 
Congress of the united states 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Attention: Wil.liam F. Causey, Counsel 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

June 23, 1978 

Attached is a copy of a letter to John Rector regarding grave 
problems we of the ACLD-R&D Project are having due to lack of 
action on the part of OJJDP. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Economic opportunity, Com
mittee on Education and Labor, I feel you should be apprised 
of the situation as outlined in the attached letter. A great 
deal of time and effort have gone into the Project to date. 
We are so very close to truly obtaining good data and to 
attaining long sought answers to the enigma of JD/LD. 

DC:rg 
Encl. 

Warm regards, 

=r~ Project Director 

ACLO-R&D Projed Headquarters 
2701 E. Camelback Rd •• Suite 450, Phoenix, Arizona 85016 (602) 955-4462 

Funded by Grant K76-JN-99-002I, NUJDP/LEAA, U. S. Dept. of Ju.tice 
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Project 

John Rector, Administrator 
OJJDP 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
\~ashington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Rector: 

Once again I am writing you to express my continuing concern for 
the ACLD-R&D Project. At this point in time I must stress that 
any further delay on your part in acting on the revised budget 
(Creighton's) and the grant application issues indicates at best 
a lack of understanding of the Project's tight timelines and 
overall objectives. 

currently, the Project is in need of immediate attention and 
action on your part as Administrator of OJJDP. Your delay in 
answering various issues that have come about within the Project 
are seriously jeopardizing a 3.5 million dollar effort. As 
Project Director I have a tremendous sense of responsibility 
to the project and I am also most sensitive to the type of 
responsibilities you have as Administrator of OJJDP. 

Nevertheless, I must point out that OJJDP, at this time, must 
be held responsible for the Project's current problems. In my 
judgment, the following is an enumeration of Project problems. 

There was the delay in supplemental funding. The 
supplemental funding was necessitated by extra, un
anticipated activities which were directly requested 
by OJJDP. If you will recall, you stated you were 
responsible and apologized for the delay. This one 
delay created the situation which limited the sample 
population in remediation to a total of only 130 
rather than 300, as in the original design. 

The intervention, on the part of OJJDP, into the manage
ment of the Project stripped me of the power to appro
priately administer the Project. It seemed political 
concerns were superimposed over Project concerns. 

The generally impossible situation to resolve project 
difficulties created by your lack of avai~ability and/or 
failure to respond. 

ACLO-R&D Projed Heodquorter~ 
2701 E. Camelback Rd., Suite 450, Phoeni., Ari.ono 85016 (602) 955-4462 

Funded by Grant '76-JN-99-0021, NUJDP/lEAA, U.S. Dept. of Ju.tice 
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John Rector, Administrator 
Page 2 
June 23, 1978 

The restrictions placed on travel for the Project 
Nonitor making it impossible for her to participate 
in planning al',d decision making, particularly in 
situations where OJJDP, nonetheless, dictated the 
decision.:. 

While it is my understanding that the ACLD continuation grant 
application is all but awarded, the situation is still grim. 
For in reality, without approval of the Creighton revised budget 
and the NCSC continuation grant award, the Project's objectives 
cannot be achieved and we will have wasted taxpayer's money_ 
Even worse for those of us concerned about delinquency and 
youth with learning disabilities, failure to complete this 
study will cause them a tremendous disservice; a disservice 
that could have a disastrous impact on them for the rest of 
their lives. 

This letter has not been written to offend you. It has been 
written to instill the sense of urgency those of us directly 
involved in the Project have. Three point five million dollars 
(3.5) expended must be utilized as effectively as possible. 
The Project is designed to do this, and will do this, if action 
on your part is taken without further delays. 

You have assured me (per your letter of 5/2/78) that OJJDP is 
committed to continuing the Project because "it is an essential 
step to gaining ne>l knowledge regarding the relationship between 
LD and juvenile delinquency." I urge you most earnestly to act 
immediately in order to ensure the commitment and a successful 
conclusion to the Project. 

Sincerely, 

~r~~ 
Project Director 

DC:rg 
cc: Senator Dennis DeConcini 
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OAKLANO/FARMINGTON YOUTH ADVOCACY TEACHER CORPS 
A Teacher Corps Project 
United Stat .. OHico of Education 

JUne 23, 1978 

Congressman Ike Andrews 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunities 
Cannon House Office Building 
Room 228 
Woshlngton, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

OAKLAND UNIVERSITY 
School of Education 

Roche.ter, Mfchfgan 48063 
Area 313 377·3087 

For the past two years I have been Director of the Oakland University -
Farmington Public Schools youth Advocacy Teacher Corps project. 
Mtached to this program In September of 1976 was an additional component 
funded under an Interagency agreement between Teacher C~rps and the 
Special Emphasis Unit of the Office of Juvenl Ie Justice Delinquency Pre
vention. 

This special Interagency component was designed to work with delinquent 
and disruptive students In selected secondary schools and the staffs at 
these schools with the aim of decreasing le'Jels of crime and disruption 
and the fear associated with such acts. The m,Uor Intervention strategy 
utilized In this effort was student Initiated activities. These activities 
promoted greater student involvement In the development, Implementation, 
and evaluation of activIties wIthin the schools and communities In order 
to promote Increased student awareness of and control over their behavior 
and the Immediate environment. 

We are currently In the final stage of evaluating this effort. However, 
preliminary results Indicate that we have been more than successful In 
changing school clImate factors and student behavior. The Interagency 
agreement between Teacher Corps and the Office of Juvenile Justice 
Delinquency Prevention's Special Emphasis Unit has prov.1ded us with the 
opportunity to not only posItively Impact on 'the schools, students, and 
communities Involved, but we have had the opportunity to develop and 
evaluate program components and strategies that are more effective In 
developing new roles of responsibilities for young people and adults 
alike as together we build a better tomorrow. 

Dfrector - Dr. Jacqueline lougl,eed 

32-505 Q - 78 - 28 

Program Development Speclalln - Dr. Virginia Schu!denberg 
Site Cooldlnator - Dick Ruiter 
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This type of effort, I am sure, has your Committee's support. Our 
efforts during the past two years have given us a very Important begin
ning. This effort and similar efforts must be continued. 

q"'''' ,"",-.::J(r;LP 
D recto 
Oakland/Farmington Youth Advocacy Teacher Corps 
DI rector 
OJJDP Crime Prevention Program 
Assoclata Professor 
School of Education, Oakland University 

JL:hk . 
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------~~-------------------------Community Day Care & Comprehensive Social Services Association 

26 June 1978 

Gordon A. Raley, Legislative Associate 
Subcommittee on Economic opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U. S. House of Representatives 
32!1 Cannon Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Raley: 

Please find attached my response to your invitation 
to submit written testimony for the forthcoming hearing 
on juveni1e delinquency. In attempting to briefly out
line our process and initial results, I have taken the 
liberty of mentioning specific individuals, with the 
hope they will be viewed by you as resources if future 
needs arise. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to submit 
these comments and sincerely trust such will be of 
benefit to your process. If I may ever be of any as
sistance to you in any manner, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

JMW:jrnw 

~~ ~. Michael Whitaker 
;I!roject Director 

Suite 314 • 2600 Poplar Avenue • Memphis. Tennessee 38112 • Telephone (901) 324-7102 
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Testimony Prepared for Juvenile Delinquency Hearing 
before the 

Subcommittee on Economic opportunity 
of the 

Committee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 

by 
J. Michael Whitaker, Project Director 
Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project 

I. Historical Background 

The Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project is a special emphasis, 
research and demonstration project funded th~ough discretionary 
funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The project was 
developed in response to the April 1976 program announcement, 
Diversion of Youth from the Juvenile Justice System. Project 
implementation began 01 December 1976. 

The project is located within the structure of the Cownunity Day 
Care and Comp~ehensive Social Services Association (CDC&CSSh), a 
private, no~-for-profit organization. Under the direction of its 
Executive Director, William R. Hackett, CDC&CSSA serves as a 
social-service-brokering' agency, using local (Le., United Way, 
City of Memphis, and Shelby County) funds to serve as match for 
primarily Title XX funds through the Tennessee Department of 
Human Services. Sinde its beginning in 1970, CDC&CSSA has grown 
to its current position as the largest private broker of Title xx 
funds in the Sta.te of Tennessee. 

II. Program Design 

A. Dive~sion Definition 

As outlined in the program announcement, diversion was defined 
as "a precess designed to reduce the further penetration of 
youth into the juvenile justice system," with the stipulation 
being made that diversion "can occur at any point following 
apprehension by police for the alleged commission of a delin
quent act and prior to adjudication." It was decided diversion 
in Memphis would occur within the Juvenile Court at a point 
following receipt of referral but prior to assignment of the 
case to a Court officer. 

B. Target Population 

Concerning the target population, the program announcement 
limited eligibility to "youth who would otherwise be adjud
icated delinqulmt." Yonth alleged to have committed offenses 
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for which routine disposition normally involved being 
"warned and released, screened and referred to community 
ser.vices, or released by the court" were deemed inappropri
ate for diversion. Additionally, due to the potential 
threat to the community, cases involving allegations such 
as murder, forcible rape and armed robbery were suggested 
to be generally inconsistent with the aim of diversion. 

For the specific population in Hemphis, it was decided to 
include as eligible anv youth who would normally be adjud
icated and placed undEr ~robationary supervision. Toward 
the identification of tnis group, with the understanding 
circumstances of individual incidents prohibit absolute 
guidelines, criteria was established and refined involving 
current allegations in reference to the prior-referral re
cord of each youth. For example, probability exists that a 
first offense of burglary could result in adjudication, 
whiie first offense shoplifting seldom results in adjudi
cation, although subsequent allegations of shoplifting can 
result in adjudication. Thus, a youth whose first offense 
is burglary is eligible, while the youth who~e first offense 
is shoplifting is not eligible. Thus, certain allegations 
render youth eligible on the first offense, while the criteria 
requi~es that youth have been previously referred to the 
Court one, two or more times with other allegations. 

C. Program Goals 

Taken directly from the program ~~nouncement, the goals and 
subgoals of the initiative are: 

1. To reduce by a significant number, adjudication of juve
niles alleged to be delinquent in selected jurisdictions 
over a three year period. 

2. To achieve a more comprehensive and coordinated approach 
to the diversion process through redirection and expansion 
of existing community re"ources and provi!;',ion of more 
qost-effective services. 

3. To reduce d~linquent behavior of those youth diverted 
by providing effective services to that portion of youth 
who need such services. 

4. To improve the quality and efficiency of juvenile justice 
decision making. 

5. To develop and strengthen"community-based service models 
which encourage youth employment and youth participation 
in decision making. 

6. To enable the juvenile justice system, as a result of di
version of less serious offenders, to concentrate more of 
its resources on the juvenile offender whose offenses pre
clude consideration for diversion. 



432 

3 

III. Process Design 

A. Randomization 

Re~ponding to the guidelines of the program announcement, the 
diversion process for Memphis from the outset centered pri
marily around randomization. It was decided that random as
signment, i.e., chance distribution, of youth within' the 
project would reduce the influence of irrelevant variables, 
produce an increased yield of unbiased statistical data, and 
subsequently enhance the maaningfulness with which the final 
results of the project would be viewed. Originally com
mitted to randomization only through the initial six-hundred 
(6C .. ) cases to be used in the national evaluation 
being conducted by the Behavioral Research Institute in 
Boulder, Colorado, the current intent is to maintain random 
assignment for the duration of the research component of the 
project. 

Randomization occurs on a daily basis at the Juvenile Court, 
with two (2) Court supervisors, Mr. Dennis B. Hausman, Super
visor of the Summons and Diversion unit, and Mr. John C. Jones, 
Supervisor of the Intake Unit, reviewing all court referrals 
in reference to diversion eligibility. Once eligibility is 
determined, the files for each youth are collectively pro
vided to the project staff. At this point, information is 
transferred to project forms, ra~domization occurs, and all 
files are returned·to the Court. 

With equal distribution of youth from the eligibility pool 
between groups, the three (3) groups into which randomized 
youth are placed are as follows: 

1. Diversion With Services: Youth randomized into this group 
are notificed initially by the project and subsequently 
have no personal contact with Juvenile CO!.lr~. staff fol
lowing arrest proceedings. The youth attends an initial 
interview with project staff, at which time the project 
is explained to the youth and his/her parentIs), and 
afforded the option of voluntarily participatipg in the 
project. If the youth chooses non-participation, most 
often because of a desire to establish non-involvement 
as charged, the case is returned to the Court for tradi
tional processing. If the youth volunteers to participate, 
an individualized needs assessment is conducted with the 
youth and parentIs), from which emanates a suggesteu . 
service plan to be delivered by a non-justice, comrnunity
based agency or organization. Once the youth and parentIs) 
make a commitment to participate in the service plan;' the 
referral is made to the agency, where the primary respon
sibility is assumed for the youth. The role of the project 
at this point becomes monitoring and evaluation. Follow
ing the initiation of services, the youth may withdraw 
f:n,m the program without retribution. 
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2. Diversion without Services: Youth randomized into this 
group also do not have contact with'Juvenile Court. 
Rather, their initial and only contact is with the pro
ject in the form of an interview of approximate duration 
of thirty (30) minutes. During this process, the pro
ject is explained and the option is given to voluntarily 
participate. If the youth decides not to participate, 
again most often for pursuit of establishment of non
involvement as charged, the case is returned to the 
Court. If the youth and parentIs) agree to participate, 
it is suggested to them they possess within their own 
resources the ability to resolve their problems, and 
they are instructed further action will not occur in the 
matter. 

3. Penetration: Youth randomized into this group never come 
into contact with the project and, for practical purposes, 
are not a part of the routine operation of the project. 
Rather, minimal information for tracking purposes is 
gathered and the files are returned '00 the Court for 
traditional processing as if the project did not exist. 
Mr. Hausman and Mr. Jones are aware of these cases but 
nothing exists in the file or with the youth to suggest 
to other Court personnel that the case is being followed. 
The disposition and prog=ess of each case is tracked for 
comparison of effectiveness to the other methods. 

B. "Direct" Referrals 

With the realization certain cases might exist which would be 
eligible for diversion but which would not be considered by 
the Court as appropl."iate for randomization into the "without 
service" group for reasons such as notoriety, the "direct" 
process was developed. Through this avenue, the project ac
cepts on a monthly basis twenty-two (22) cases from tha Court 
counselo~s and eight (8) cases from the Judge and/or Referees, 
which by-pass randomization and are placed directly into 
services with the community agencies. The "direct" referral 
must be made as an alternative to definite probation, and has 
evolved to serve also as an alternative to institutional com
mitment. As a general rule, these referrals tend to repre
sent mbre difficult and/or serious cases, and have included 
two (2) cilses of assault to murder, four (4) cases of Rape, 
and four (4) cases of armed robbery. Since this group re
presents a different means of processing, i.~., initial 
contact with Court ao opposed to project personnel, although 
adjudication is still withheld, the statistical data and in
fonnation is kept seperate and apart from the randomization 
groups but is being maintained as yet another point of method
ological comparison. 
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C. Participating Agencies or Organizations 

At this point, referrals have been made to a total of thirty
five (35) non-justice, community-based agencies or organiza
tions. Represented are private, not-for-profit agencies, 
which are the majority, public organizations such as community 
mental health centers and the local school system, and one 
private, for-profit agency. Additionally, a state university 
provides youth and youth-worker training. Efforts have been 
made to limit agencies to delivery of only one of a list of 
specifically defined services which includes family counseling, 
individual counseling, employment, social adjustment, recre
ation, academic counseling, and drug and alcohol abuse coun
seling. A strict avoidance has been maintained with agencies 
which subscribe to the more traditional, justice-oriented 
"everything to everybody" approach. 

D. Community Involvement 

Key to the entire process has been the decision to have mean
ingful community involvement. The basis for this decision 
inVOlves the hypothesis that representatives from various 
parts of the community must be involved in the development 
and implehlentation of the project if the concept of diversion 
is to remain an active justice component beyond the completion 
of the project •. Such involvement has included from the Juve
nile Court the active participation of Judge Kenneth A. 
Turner, Mr. Charles F. Gray, Chief Probation Officer, and the 
aforementioned Mr. Hausman and Mr. Jones. Of equal importance 
has been the citizen Advisory Committee, chaired by Mrs. Leola 
Hansen, Which is composed of nine (9) non-justice (except for 
Mr. Gray), community-oriented individuals which screen all 
service-proposal requests to the project. The routine in
volvement of these two groups has, resulted in an increased 
awareness of the needs of the entire community, and extensive 
efforts to inform and involve the community as a whole. The 
result of these efforts has been varied and extensive "owner
ship" of the project throughout the community. 

IV. Initial Findings 

As of the date of this testimony, the project is only half-way 
through the original three-year plan, although some of what had 
been originally projected as final results are already beginning 
to be realized. An effort will be made to briefly outline some 
of these initial findings. 

A. Target Population 

Probably the greatest expressed concern from the beginning of 
the project involved the ability to receive from the Juvenile 
Court referrals consistent with the gui,delines in the national 
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program announcement. Although the referral flow rate has not 
been as great as originally projected, the referral process 
has not been a problem in Hernphis. Specifically, from 25 April 
1977 through 31 May 1978, eleven-hundred twenty-one (1121) 
youth have been referred to the project. The breakdown is as 
follows (it shoUld be noted a computerized randomization chart 
is being used which has final equal distribution but is not 
equal at various points in the chart): 

Randomized With Services •••••• 279 
Randomized Without Services ••• 324 
Randomized Penetration •••••••• 334 
"Direct" Referrals •••••••••••• 184 

The fact eleven-hundred twenty-one (1121) youth have been re
ferred in approximately thirteen (13) months demonstrates the 
Court I s willingness to refer youth but does no't address the 
appropriateness of the referrals. The following statistics 
concerning the allegations and prior referrals are necessary: 

Allegation % Population 

Burglary ••••••••••• 
Larceny •••••••••••• 
Shoplifting .••••••. 
Other Felonies ••••• 
Misdemeanors ••••••• 
Drug & Alcohol ••••• 
Violent Crimes ••••• 
"Status" Offenses .• 

Number Prior Referrals 

33.01% 
29.35% 
14.09% 

9.27% 
5.00% 
4.91% 
2.50% 
1.87% 

% Population 

None ••••••••••••.•••• 50.58% 
29.08% 
13.02% 

One ................ .. 
Two ................ .. 
Three •••••••••.•••••. 
Four ••••••• , ••••••••• 
Five or More ••••••••• 

4.91% 
1.61% 

.80% 

Thus, from the nature of the charges and the prior-referral 
record, it would seem that the concept of a Juvenile Court 
demonstrating a willingness to divert youth whq would nor
mally "belong" in the juvenile justice system is not an 
inaccessible concept, at least not in Memphis. 

B. Agency Participation 

One of the end results of the project was that there would be 
an ability to demonstrate to non-justice agencies that justice
referred youth could be integrated into their' programs wi'th 
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minimal or no disruption. Through the "redIrection and ex
pansiCJn of existing community resources" it was hoped jus
tice-referred youth could be assimilated into these agencies 
or organizations as routine referrals eligible for services 
funded by non-Federal 'or non-justice sources. To date, only 
tell (10) of the thirty-five (35) participating agencies have 
requested and received funds through the project. The re
maining twenty-five (25) have been able to take referrals for 
services for which adequate funding already exists. Thus, at 
last count, approximately sixty per cent (60%) of youth 
placed into services have been placed \,ithout the use of di
version funds. It appears this willingness to redirect 
existing resources possesses the greatest potential for per
petuating the diversion concept. 

C. Recidivism 

There has been a tendency on the part of the project to avoid 
discussions of recidivism due to the belief such should not 
be the measure of the success of a program, particularly since 
a large number of crimes remain unsolved. While obviously a 
high recidivism rate could indicate the non-success of a pro
gram, a low recidivism rate indicates only that re-contac,t 
with the system is not occuring. Thus, identified problems 
and related etiologies can remain unchanged, indicating non
success, while the recidivism could remain low, rendering only 
pseudo-success. However, since orientation remains strongly 
toward recidivism, an initial survey, with recidivism defined 
simply as re-contact with the Court, was made of all random
ized cases which had been in the program not less than six (6) 
months. Those findings, with the caution the results are only 
initial and not final indicators, are as follows: 

% Recidivism 

Randomized Penetration ••••••••• 21% 
Randomized Without Services •••• 12% 
Randomized With Services ••••••• 9% 

Upon looking more closely at the "service" group, there are 
some youth within that group with whom services were never 
initiated before re-referral. When those youth are removed 
from the group, the recidivism of youth who actually received 
services is approximately six per cent (6%). 

As the eligibility criteria was refined and the charges be
came more serious, it was hypothesized the recidivism would 
more closely approach the Court rate of thirty-three per cent 
(33%). Thus, a second survey was conducted, still limited to 
six (6) month levels of involvement. While that survey has 
not been completed to date on the "Randomized with Service" 
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and "Direct" groups, the results for the other two groups 
are as follows: 

Randomized Penetration •••••••• 33% 
Randomized Without Services ••• 17% 

v. Possible Direction 

B 

While it is recognized only eighteen (18) of the projected thirty
six (36) months of the project have passed, certain entities exist 
or have developed which appear to have been and will continue to 
be keys in the success of the Memphis project. Although scientific 
documentation does not exist toward their significance, their ob
vious role in the Memphis experience warrants their brief discus
sion at this time. 

A. The Juvenile Court Judge 

Having worked with fourteen (14) different Juvenile Court 
Judges in the last nine (9) years, this Project Director 
readily recognized and admits that the Honorable Judge Kenneth 
A. Turner is atypical and beyond the majority of his peers in 
the maintenance of equilibrium' between a sincere desire for 
optimum service6 for justice-referred youth and a genuine con
cern for the well-being of the community. His sensitivity to 
this equilibrium has built support for the Juvenile Court in 
this co~~unity. It has been the ability to borrow from this 
support, and the Judge's personal support Which has literally 
helped insure the success to date of this project, and to deny 
such would be misrepresenting the potential for replication 
of the diversion concept in other jurisdictions. 

From current and past experiences, the reciprocal of the sit
uation with Judge Turner would seen to be true, i.e., without 
the meaningful support of the Juvenile Court Judge the imple
mentation of any change-oriented, non-traditional approach will 
be without avail. Since the judges are the hub of the juve
nile justice system, we must either make an honest effort to 
secure judicial input in the development of aIternatives and/or 
require the full support of judges on an individual-concept 
basis only after documentation can be made that the concept 
has been fully explained to and understood by the judge. The 
time has long passed for those of us in social services to 
quit trying to sneak in the proverbial back doors of Juvenile 
Courts with the hope of going unnoticed during the implementa
tion of change, or with the concept the changes can be imple
mented through initial half-truths or mis-representations. 
With the history of failure with many "new" social-services
related concepts, it should not be of any surprise that it is 
not within the innate character of many Juvenile Courts to 
welcome change. If the change is in fact meaningful, i.e., 
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programmatically or fiscally effective, the responsibilitv 
should lie with the change-agent to demonstrate such, and" 
not with the Court for automatic acceptance. 

B. Programmatic Accountability 

In relation cO the necessity to demonstrate programmatic 
eff,~ctiveness, it has been the experience with this project 
that there exists some agencies and organizations which are 
able to perpetuate their existance solely on the basis of 
good intentions and affliations, i.e., borrowed credibility. 
The recognition of such has caused this project through the 
Advisory Committee to become extremely he3itant to release 
large runounts of funds over extended periods of time but 
rather to prefer smaller and shorter duration grants for the 
purpose of the agency demonstrating its programmatic and 
fiscal accountability. 

Amidst this cautious process have arisen accusations that 
project concern does not exist for youth because of an un
willingness -co release funds at an accelerated rate but it 
is suggested the eXIlct opposite exists, i.e., that genuine 
concern for youth-related programs can only exist when there 
is an end to the traditionally random manner in which funds 
are distributed for the sole purpose of total expenditure. 
It is the philosophic position of this project that it would 
be more positive to turn back funds to O.J.J.D.P. than to 
release funds in an irresponsible manner to unaccountable 
agencies or o:rganizations. Too long have we in the social 
services been permitted to continually exist on our good in
tentions alone, and the new trend should be for major and 
minor funding sources to cease lending legitimation through 
funding to those groups incapable of rising above tired 
rhetoric. The final result of indiscriminate funding is that 
inapt organizations through disorganization and misdirection 
discredit viable programmatic concepts. Thus, there is not 
only a need to identify inaptitude but to dichotomize the 
credibility of the implementer and the concept. 

C. Community Variation 

In the early developmental processes of any new program, it 
is beneficial to identify the various entities which will be 
impacted by the program. Even in the juvenile justice system 
we are capable of quite accurately identifying all of the 
significant others but are often so preoccupied with intro
spection that we are unable to transcend our pre-established 
valuation. We become so intent on implementing at any cost 
our often reasonably justified causes that we forget and/or 
are selectively inattentive to expressed community opposition 
to concepts which in reality are probably not even accurately 
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and objectively understood. Add to that the variation within 
communities and the extreme diversity between communities, 
and it is not difficult to understand ~lhy the juvenile justice 
system is often collectively accused of having taken leave 
of its senses. 

In relation to this, probably the most meaningful aspect of 
the Memphic experience has been the positive response to the 
efforts to involve as great a portion of the total community 
as possible. From the beginning, CDC&CSSA honestly inquired 
of community representatives whether or not Memphis wanted 
and/or needed the diversion concept. With sufficent positive 
response to proceed, community-involvement efforts have 
evolved to a point where it is now· established policy to first 
contact potentially adversely-affected groups or individuals 
before implementing related components. Compromise of process 
but not principle has occasionally been necessary but not a 
single component has been jeopardized. 

Analogically, the juvenile justice system has often lived in 
a state of parasitism, existing at the expense of the community 
without making ~ny useful contribution in return. In contrast, 
the Memphis Juvenile Court has established, and the project 
has become a part of, what could be defined as social symbiosis 
through which sometimes dissimilar organizations have learned 
to live together 1n a close association which is advantageous 
to all. To reiterate, the process was accomplished without 
cOM?romising principles or trading away values but by inviting 
affected entities to join in the development. It has been 
the experience of this project that few individuals are op
posed to th~ concept of better services for youth but that the 
breakdown in the process has come with the failure of the im
plementer to demonstrate the ability to deliver those im
proved services, and the benefits thereof. 

Along this thought, it should be pointec; out that one of the 
major assets of the Memphis effort has been Mrs. Linda O'Neal, 
the Juvenile Justice Specialist with the Tennessee Law Enforce
ment Planning Agency in Nashville. Mrs. O'Neal has become a 
valued consultant for the project and has played an integral 
part in its development and implementation. In states such as 
Tennessee where there is a lack of an organized juvenile jus
tice system, SPA's such as Mrs. O'Neal can playa valuable 
role. As a result, while the fiscal benefits of operating 
directly out of Washington seem rather obvious and desirous, 
it is of some concern the potential of dealing with the SPA 
along programmatic lines will be by-passed in future special 
emphasis initiatives. Efforts should be made to program
maLically involve the SPA as an advocate, and not to pursue 
alienation as an adversary. 
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VI. Conclusion 

In con~lusion, it is respectfully suggested that no longer is it 
sufficent to deliver individual services to individual youth but 
that rather a concerted effort within and between communities is 
essential to formulate and institutionalize progressive new juve
nile justice programs which will not only move toward a reduction 
in delinquency rates but which will also symbiotically provide 
immediate, recognizable benefits to the related community. 
Whether or not the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion project exists 
for even another mor-th, it will have served a meaningful purpuse 
in providing a medium through which dissimilar individuals and 
communities within a city and county. have routinely interacted 
toward providing better services for its troubled youth. 

Respectfully Submitted: 

Date: 26 June 1978 

JMW:jmw 
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Congressman Ike Andrews 
House of Representatives 

SALT LAKE CI'rY 84112 

,June 26, 1978 

Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

I am pleased to see your subcommittee take a leadership role assessing 
the ovel"al1 performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. I appreciate your requesting my views on this important and 
critical subject. 

As you know, I was one of the original appointees to the National 
Advisory Committee which was organized in March of 1975. I was one of the 
seven members which had a three-year appointment and as such have had the 
opportunity of seeing the Office function over the past three years. Since 
I was a member of the Executive Committee of the Nati~nal Advisory Committee 
and chair of the Subcommittee on Concentration and Coordination of Federal 
Effort, I perhaps had a greater opportunity than most to view OJJD staff. 
I chose to work on the subcommittee concerning the Concentration and Coordina
tion of Federal Effort since I viewed that charge as an awesome one, but yet 
one that had the greatest opportunity for making our federal bureaucracy work 
in behalf of the youth of this country. I think the foresight of the 
Congress and of the Senate in writing into the Juvenile Justice Act, the 
need for the concentration and coordination of federal effort was timely 
and critical. California's Proposition 13 is a reaffirmation of our need 
to get more productivity out of our federal bureaucracies. Letme turn now 
directly to my observations of how the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention has operated over the past three years. 

While it can be argued that there were many political forces affecting 
how the Office would operate; nevertheless, how the office would operate 
within that arena is a reflection of the leadership of that office, Let me 
cite some specific observations. 

National Advisory Committee Relationship With OJJD Office 

During the first year and one-half under the direction of Milton 
Luger, who had been the director for the office, the NAC received a great 
deal of support which included staff support to work with the various 
SUbcommittees. There was a good sense of cooperation and the NAC's sub
committees began f~nctioning, The major limitations were that at times 
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the NAC was overl1helmed with a lot of speeches from experts and the committee 
did not have the opportunity to deliberate policy and program issues. The 
NAC, however, did take the initiative in late 1976 and put together a set of 
goals ~nd objectives which we wanted the OJJD Office to consider. After 
Mr. Luger left, the Office activities continued. When Mr. Rector was 
appoi~ted in July of 1977, we were all pleased to see Mr. Rector assume the 
leadership of the office. Since that time, however, I have observed (1) 
the morale of the office diminish, (2) a lack of specific strategy or plan 
to implement the ~ct, and (3) that by design, Mr. Rector chose not to make 
efforts to convene the coordinating council, which according to the Act is 
mandated to meet four times a year. 

Concentration and Coordination of Federal Effort 

The Subcommittee on the Concentration and Coordination of Federal 
Effort, which was part of the NAC, set as one of its major goals that of 
playing a watch dog citizen role to see that the Federal Coordinating Council 
was meeting as mandated by the Act. During the first year, the Federal 
Coordinating Council began meeting, and unde)' the direttion of Milt Luger, 
the Coordinating Council did coordinate around some specific programmatic 
thrusts. 1 was impressed 11ith Mr. Luger's style of operatin,:} wit;) the 
Council, which was one of ~Iorking around specifics and was nonthreatenlng 
with the other agencies. Upon Mr. Luger's departure, the Federal Coordina
ting Council ceased functioning. The total National Advisory Committee 
subsequently requested that Mr. Rector begin the reconvening of the Coordina
ting Council; however, it was his belief that the past efforts of the Council 
were mini~al unless he had some specific policy issues prepared, and that 
it was premature to convene the Council. While the committee agreed there 
was a need to develop policy statements, there was an equal concern that 
the Coordinating Council once again become fL:n:tional. 

In July of 1977, the NAC put together a work plan which contained 
suggestions for operation of the office; however, any report of ~Ihere we 
stand with the adoption or rejection of those work plans by Mr. Rector is 
sti 11 pendi n9. 

After operating for about one year and one-half, the NAC decided that 
it would be timely for the committee to receive more direct staff assistance 
in preparing its reports, which would eventuallY be made available to Congress, 
the President, and to the Office. Initially, it was Mr. Rector's thinking 
that he did not want to becomo involved in the deliberations of the National 
Advisory Committee, but.11anted to see it operate independently. While he 
acknowledged the support, results are pending. I think it would be fair to 
say that Mr. Rector's relationship with the National Advisory Committee is 
less than adequate. 

Let me be more specific ~lith regards to the request NAC made in 
seeking staff SUPPO)"t. Vlhile tile committee had asked for his support, it 
was not until February 21st when Tim Davis, another member of the committee, 
and myself met with Mr. Rector for the purpose of firming up a commitment 
from him regarding staff support. At that time, it was Mr. Rector's thinking 
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that he woul d support whatever effol"ts coul d be made to obtai n the needed 
staff, and several a1ternatives were suggested. Prior to the full NAC 
Committee meeting on March 2nd, I again met with Mr. Rector to reaffirm his 
support. After reporting to the committee the outcome of the meeting with 
Mr. Rector, the full NAC Committee felt positive about the situation. 
Unfortunately, however, Mr. Rector failed to move on his commitments, and 
on May 18, 1978, r wrote a letter of understanding to Mr. Rector regarding 
his commitments to the NAC with the hopes that he would respond. Unfortuna
tely, a response came which did not addl"eSS the issues raised. In addition, 
he described positive steps which are now being made with the new members of 
the NAC committee, which I would question. I attach both of these documents 
for your review. 

During the past 18 months, I, and I suspect most of the NAC members, 
have not been able to get a grasp of what direction the office is taking. 
The communication between the director and the committee has been minimal. 
With regards to the operation of the office and the staff itself, I thin:, 
it would be safe to characterize the morale of the office personnel as poor, 
with little communic.ation, not only between the cirector. but between other 
administrative units as \~ell. 

In your request, you ask that I suggest ways of improving the office. 
I would suggest that (1) your subcommittee request that the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention put together for you an office 
work plan which ~Iould detail goals and objectives for the office and that 
those objectives become their reporting mechanism to yOUi' committee on a 
quarterly bnsis; (2) that the director be requested to submit to you at 
least four policy issues which could then be taken to the Federal Coordinating 
Council body for deliberation dnd action; and (3) that your subcownittee take 
whatever steps are possible to improve the morale and productivity of that 
office. 

In closing, let me say that I commend the committee for reviewing 
and demanding some accountability of our federal agencies. With the passage 
of the OJJD Act of 1974, I was mostly impressed that it would allow the 
office to playa leadership role in coming up with creative ways of dealing 
with old problems. More importantly, that it would help our federal agencies 
work closely together in solving prob1ems rather than working at odds, which 
apparently is the casp.. While I have tried to be candid at the expense of 
being fairly harsh with Hr. Rector's leadership, I think he and I both share 
a strong co~nitment of helping our troubled youth in America and at the same 
time to gain mileage out of our federal tax dollar. I trust we can a11 work 
towards that end. 

I thank you for giving me the opportunity to share my perception with 
you and stand ready to be of service to you as you deem appropriate. 

Director ~ 

Attachments 

32-505 0 - 78 - 29 
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John Rector 
Assistant Ad~inistrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

Nay 18, 1978 

and Delinquency Prevention 
LEAA 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Dear John: 

On February 21st, Tim Davis and I met I·lith you for the purpose 
of gaining your commitment to allocate resources and administrative 
support to assist the National Advisory Committee in carrying out its 
responsibilities. He have ber"n trying to gain adequate staff support to 
carry out our mandate since the conmittee's inception. At the committee 
meeting on Februal'Y 2nd, Tim and I ~/ere directed to meet \'/ith you to see 
hOI'1 we might acquire needed staff and reso:.;rces so the committee could 
function more independentlY from the OJJDP and yet make a greater contri
bution to~,ards furthering t.he objectives of the Act. 

Some time has elapsed since the February 21st meeting, at \·thich 
time we arrived at some specific agreements. In addition, you affirmed 
your support for the suggestions made during our Na'rch 2nd meeting in 
Restin, VA. HO\1eVer, it seems no action has been taken in the matter. 

Perhaps it is timely that you make some determination regarding 
the agreements \·,hich you made at our February 21st meeting. I ~/ould like 
you to consider this a letter of understanding on the points \'/hich \'Ie 
agreed upon during that meeting. They ~/ere: 

10 You agreed that the NAC should have its DIm independent 
staff. 

2. You sa,id you ~Iere prepared to allocate funds from your 
opera'ting budget for its operation and that, in fact, 
you had set aside $800.000 for such purposes. 

3. You said you 11ere willing to support the NAC in gaining 
gre,l ter autonomy by: 

a. making a direct grant to the committee; or 
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b. extending the A.L. Nellum contract I'/hich 

would a 1101'1 the committee to hire its O\~n 
staff and I'/Ould be aciministratively housed 
in the A.L. Uellum firm; and 

c. supporting any of the above efforts, or 
additional efforts, I'/hich I·/Culd allol'/ the 
committee to move rapidly. 

As you indicated, it was in your Ol'/n interest that the cOlmnittee move 
towards developing its ol'm staff since your staff could then spend less 
time l'lith corrmi ttee \'Iork. 

In our Narch 2nd meeting you again reaffirmed your interest in 
supporting the agreement$ I'/e reached, and it I'/as because of that under-
5tanding that Tim Davis and I made our report to the full NAC Committee 
in ~Ihich I·/e suggested the folloldng: 

That the NAC immediately begin \~ot'king l'lith A.L Nellum 
and Associates through the extension of the e:<isting 
cOntract for the purposes of hiring a staff for the 
committee. 

This staff I'/as to include a Director, an Assistant, tl·/a Program Specialists 
and tv/o Secretaries. It I·/as anticipated the staff I'/ould be charged I·lith 
the responsibility of studying the staffing patterns and recommending ho;'/ 
best the organizational structure of the NAC and staff should function. 
This I'/Culd be done by the end of June, at ~/hich time the Uellum contract 
would be terminated or renewed. It was uni"rstood by the committee me:r.bers 
that not all staff ~/Culd be brought on board initially, possibly just the 
Director and perhaps an Assistant. They \'/ould be charged I·/ith the respon
sibility of putting together the f·lay NAC meeting as I'/ell as developing 
alternatives for the restructuring. 

Considerable time has elapsed and I think it is timely that you 
consider reporting to the corrmittee as to I·/hat progress has been made by 
your office to fUTfill the coa.mitments you made. Your support and your 
leadership are needed if the agreements \'le made are to be realized_ I 
understand thp. pressures of your office are great; nevertheless, I hope 
you \'Iill be able to respond to this letter of understanding Hithin the next 
h/o \'leeks. Should you have any questions or do not agree \'lith my under
standing of our agreements, I would appreciate your letting me kno\·/ 
immediately. . 

JF/sr 
cc: George Belitsos 

Bernadette Chavira 
Tim Davis 
la:'lrence Semski 
Barbara Sylvester 

Sincere1y, 

J//!-'~-
. John Florez 
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Mr. John Florez 
Director 
Office of Equal Opportunity 
The University of Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112 

Dear John, 

! received your letter of May 18, 1978, summarizing your understanding 
of our meetings of February 21, '1978 and March 2, 1978, and suggesting 
that I report to the National Advisory COllmittee on progress made by 
this Office in fulfilling certain commitments. In reference to your 
letter, however, I must clarify several points regarding the substance 
of our meetings. 

To date the Office has allocated a total of over $700,000, or an 
average of approximately $200,000 per year, in contract support for 
the Committee. I stated that I was prepared to increase the level of 
support in the future to $225,000 per year, Hith regard to the means 
by which that support will be provided, Fred Nader, not I, made the 
recommendation that a direct grant be made to the Committee. Unfortu
nately, that is not a legally permissible option. 

Since our I"eetings, I extended the A.L. Nellum and Associates contract 
through August 15, 1978, to provide support for the Committee's next 
meeting. In addition, I met with the current Executive Committee 
members to discuss staff support and related issues. As a result, 
Barbara SylVester recently submitted to me a report on Committee objec
tives and staff requirements. The report is being reviewed, and I am 
sure it will be very helpful to the Office in determining the most 
appropriate means of providing future support to the Committee's 
activities. 

I appreciate your concern about the Committee. Let me assure you, no 
one is more interested in resolving the question of staff support for 
the Committee than I. 

Joh 
Adm nistrator 
Of ice of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 



447 

JUt 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND 
FAMILY COURT JUDGES 

LOUIS W. M::HARDY I Executivt OIrs.:1or 

June 27, 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Congress of the United States 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, U. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

51978 

UMIVERSm OF NEVADA 
P.O 80:<8978 
RENO, NEV. _7 
(702) 78406012 

Judge James W. Byers requested that I respond for him 
to YQur letter of May 30, 1978, requesting comments on 
the performance of the Office Juvenile J'lstice and 
Delinquency Prevention in connection with the oversight 
hearings you plan to conduct June 27. 

The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 
for many years favored and supported Federal legislation 
in the juvenile justice arf'a and it applauded the enact
ment in 1974 of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

Juvenile court judges, central figures in any juvenile 
justice system, have a rlatural and major concern for an 
efficient and effective administration of the Act. 

When the present administration assumed office, the Council 
supported the appointment of the present Administrator of 
OJJDP, Mr. John Rector, havinq experienced a very positive 
relationship with him during his tenure as a staff member 
of the Senate Sub Committee on Juvenile Delinquency, The 
Council has, on numerous occasions, offered its aesistance, 
advice, and cooperation to Mr. Rector in fulfilling his 
most important duties. As one, who was so close to the 
long legislative activities in advance of the enactment 
of the Act, the Council views Mr. Rector as a hiqhly 
knowledgeable and key person in this vital Federal effort. 

TRAINING DIVISION. NATIONAL COLLEGE OF JUVENILE JUSTiCe 
RESF.ARCH DIVISION. NATIONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 

41st Annual Conlerence Ju)y 9·14, 1978 Hollywood, Florida 
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There are several concerns the Council has in regard 
to the administration and management of OJJDP. These 
are based upon experience with the Council proposals 
for projects under discretionary funding. They include: 

1. The former Administrator of OJJDP, Mr. 
Milton Luger, was terminated in February, 
1977 and the present Administrator was 
not appointed until August or September of 
that year. During the· interim period, the 
office seemed to flounder. 

2. An LEAA reorganization scheme was begun 
abruptly prior to Mr. Rector's appointment. 
This included the abandonment of the 
regional offices. 

3. Mr. Rector apparently assumed office in~ 
herenting a hugh backlog of work and a 
disorganized staff. 

4. There have been extensive delays between 
the submission of proposals and the award 
of grants. 

5. There has been a rapid turnover of project 
grant monitors. 

6. Grant monitors are unable to visit project 
sites and observe, first hand, project 
activities. To us, this severely lessens 
their effectiveness. 

We fear that all of the above may be due to inadequate 
numbers of staff members to cope with the major work 
load involved. ~le also fear that some staff members 
are simply incapable of making major decisions in complex 
areas. This is not to fault Mr. Rector, because we know 
that he inherited most staff members, some pro-tem, from 
the previous administration and from the disbanded 
regional offices. 

In substance, Mr. Chairman, we are most supportive of 
"the OJJDP and welcome the opportunity to assist it in 
any way possible. We sincerely desire the greatest 

success possible for it and its Administrator. 

Thank you. 

Yours respectfully, 

,""".~/P 
Executi Director and' ~ 
Dean, Nati College 
of Juvenile Just1ce 

LWMcH:je 

cc: Honorable James W. Byers 
Honorable William S. White 
Honorable John Rector 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY SUBMITTED BY MILTON G. RECTOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON C,'RIME AND DELINQUENCY 

On behalf of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 

(NCCD), I appreciate the opportunity to contribute through 

written testimony in these oversight hearings related to 

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 

and its subsequent amendments (hereafter, referred to as 

"the Act"). Having played a major role in the promotion of 

the Act in 1974, NCCD supports the monitoring role of the 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity which assures the sustained 

and efficient effort needed to implement the purpose and 

intent of this progressive legislative mandate. 

Due to the level of expertise that will address a 

broad spectrum of issues during these oversight hearings, 

NCCD has limited its statement to a few key issues hindering 

current implementation of the Act, informational input 

related to administrative ~ssues and brief comments on 

the progress of Act implementation. Designed to give 

helpful assistance to both Congress and the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, this testimony 

presents the concerns and observations of an organization 

which has been \~ell-aware of the foes and throes of 

justice system reform for seventy year~. 

A great amount of national attention and concern has 

recently been focused on the proposed definitions and 

guidelines for implementation of the Act, which were 

issued in the Federal Register on March 24, 1978. A 

product of the previous administration, these regulations 
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reflect an overprotectiveness of status offenders which 

necessitates inappropriate mUltiplicity of community-based 

services and actually increases the chance of institution

alization for minor delinquent offenders. 

NCCD shares this concern. Institutionalization of 

juveniles, or adults, should remain a last resort, and 

whenever possible, youths charged as delinquents or status 

offenders should be treated within their communities. 

In their current form, the proposed guidelines stress 

separation of status offenders from adjudicated delinquents, 

This misguided emphasis places a false distinction among 

different groups of juvenile offenders. The distinction 

made by the juvenile justice system between status offenders 

and juvenile delinquents is only a distinction of labels-

there are other criteria which are perhaps more valid when 

determining the type of treatment appropriate for a youngster 

in trouble. 

For example, a youth found to have shoplifted and a 

youth fOUlld to have committed murder are both labelled 

"juvenile delinquents" and may both be held in the same 

secure detention facilities under the proposed guidelines. 

This situation aborts the intent of the Act which emphasizes 

deinstitutionalization anQ community-based treatment. Would 

it not be better for the youngster caught shoplifting to be 

placed (if placement were deemed necessary) in a group home 

or other community-based program with status offenders than 

to be locked up with serious and/or violent offenders? 
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NeeD believes that the proposed regulations should 

emphasize the Act's attempt to provide treatment for 

juveniles in the least disruptive manner possible, according 

to the needs of the youths involved and consistent with 

community safety. The desire to keep status offenders out 

of detention facilities is a good one, but it should be 

kept in mind that there are delinquents who do not belong 

in detention either. Rather than take minor delinquents 

out of community-based treatment and commit them to detention 

facilities far from their homes, flexible guidelines should 

be developed which take into account the different needs 

of all juvenile offenders. 

Any set of guidelines, p~ortedlY developed to further 

humanize the juvenile justice system, which might effect an 

increase in the numbers of youths in detention or correc-

tional facilities should be seriously questioned. NeeD 

urges that serious consideration be given to changing 

these regulations in ways which would strengthen, rather 

than undermine, the progress which has already been made 

toward deinstitutionalization of nonviolent juvenile offenders. 

Ironically, states are experiencing greatest difficulty 

with implementing that section of the Act requiring separa

tion of juveniles and adults (Sec. 223(a)13). Merely 

prohibiting "regular contact," the Act does not go far 

enough. Prohibition of regular contact between adult and 

juvenile inmates within the same facility is insufficient 

to protect juveniles from the destructive effects of adult 
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jails. The inadequacies of this approach have been 

definitively demonstrated by the two most recent studies 

on the jailing of juveniles--Under Lock and Key by 

Dr. Rosemary Sarr~ at the National Assessment of Juvenile 

Corrections and Children in Adult Jails by the Children's 

Defense Fund. Both studies found the jailing of children 

in adult facilities to be a common practice in the 

majority of states and recommended an end to this practice. 

The abuses documented by these studies have long 

been a concern of many nationally-recognized standard

setting groups recommending a prohibition on the confine

ment of children in facilities housing adults. Besides a 

longstanding policy against the practice by NCCD, the 

National Sheriff's Association and others, authoritative 

recent reaffirmations have come from both the U.S. National 

Advisory Commission on criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

and also from the Juvenile Justice Standards Project of 

the Institute of Judicial Administration and the American 

Bar Associat~on. To ignore an abuse that has been consis

tently condemned as destructive to children is to support 

continued mistreatment of youth. NCCD urges a strong 

federal stance on this issue. 

Nationwide, the role of judges in hindering or supporting 

implementation of the Act deserves comment. Designed to 

divert status offenders from the stigma and inappropriate-

ness of the juvenile justice system, the Act mandates 

development of a community-based system of service alternatives 
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for troubled youth. However, the majority of judges view 

the current scarcity of these alternatives as either jus

tification for use of traditional settings or expansion 

of court services. 

In 1974 Congress redirected pas* treatment of the 

status offender from the stigmatizing, punitive and even 

destructive arena of the juvenile justice system into the 

supportive, non-stigmatizing and reintegrative realm of 

community-based service systems appropriate to the beha

vioral and familial problems reflected in status offense 

behavior. Seemingly benign judges are stealing the local 

resources badly needed for effective development of com

munity services by their unwillingness to place the respon

sibility for these youth in the appropriate hands of the 

community. Again and again, NCCD sees state laws passed 

with an "escape clause," which returns the status offen

der to court when community services fail. Why must the 

blame for community service failure be born by youth? 

NeCD believes the appropriate role of the courts is 

to support implementation of the Act by monitoring the 

quality of services delIvered in the community. The power 

and influence of the bench on state services and county 

governments could effectively identify the services needed 

and guide their development. With the support and coopera-

tion of judges, the realization of community-based systems 

of quality services able to provide the support needed by 

youth with problems could occur. NCCD urges assistance for 
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those judges promoting true implementation of the mandates of 

this Act apd discontinuance of federal support to those pro

grams and activities of judges that undermine the Act. 

Since female juvenile offenders suffer the greatest abuse 

under the status offender category, NCCD supports the deve

lopment of programmatic alternatives for girls and research 

on the special characteristics of the female status offender 

and delinquency. Statistics show that the federal government 

has done little to spur the development of such programs 

in the past. A computer printout by the Grants Management 

Information System indicates that between 1969 and 1975: 

• Only 5% of all juvenile delinquency discretionary 

projects were specifically female-oriented. 

• Only 6% of the block juvenile grants were female

oriented. 

• None of the grants was issued for research 

on the special characteristics of female juvenile 

offenders. 

Unfortunately, little has been done since 1975 to 

change these figures. Under the special emphasiS program, 

only three programs for girls are currently receiving 

support. Although it has been determined as a priority for 

next year, no research on girl offenders is presently being 

conducted under the aegis of OJJDP. This wide discrepancy 
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in resources and its resulting detrimental impact upon 

young females must become a priority in order to close 

the existing gaps in services and knowledge. 

The ac'tualization of the Act is an awesome responsibility. 

Only ten months ago, the present administrator of the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 

inherited this responsibility from predecessors with neither 

belief in the Act nor commitment to its mandates. To 

judge or condemn the action~ of this administration at this 

stage is premature. The task can be likened to that of a 

conscientious landlord who suddenly possesses an apartment 

building in complete disrepair. Since the structure cannot 

be raised, the slower process of renovation must be chosen. 

To say, "the fifth f.loor is still a disgrace" and ignore 

improvements to the lower floors is detrimental to the 

spirit of the landlord and denigrates his hard-earned 

improvements. 

NeeD is most impressed by this administator'~ 

courageous stand for and willingness to battle for the 

principles of the Act with individual states. In 

precedent-setting moves, OJJDP showed early its determination 

to identify insufficient compliance strategies and to enforoe 

previously-ignored Act requirements. "Taking a hard look" 

at each state plan obviously utilizes staff time and 

resources not needed for the "rubber stamp" tactics of the 

previous administration. However, NeeD praises this move 

and predicts its continuance will yield results ~ 
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on the state and community level. 

Congress recognized the need for state and local 

citizen monitoring of compliance by a '77 amendment 

supporting youth advocacy programs (Sec. 224 (a) 7). OJJDP 

agreed with this amendment and quickly acted upon it in 

a responsible manner. Avoiding past funding of dupligative 

and overlapping programs, OJJDP supported a cooperative 

process in order to produce a variety of designs with 

complimenting resources and expertises. 

NCCD commends the announcement by OJJDP (4/12/78) that 

it will attempt "to persuade a fe\~ other states to 

deinstitutiona1ize statewide their large juvenile correctional 

institutions," as a replication of the l-lassachusetts 

experience. Concentration on such major statewide efforts 

could yield convincing evidence for other states and 

produce the experiential learning and solid expertise needed 

for widespread replication. The willingness to attempt 

reforms on this level convinces NceD that the new administration 

at OJJDP is committed to implementation of the Act and is 

determined to use its accumulated monies effectively. 

The amount of monies awaiting expenditure by OJJDP is 

impressive. The current budget of OJJDP represents the 

biggest single categoria1 youth program in the Federal 

budget. To distribute these monies nationwide with the 

assurance that they produce the results desired is the goal 

of all. The planning, development and strategizing required 

for best results is a time-consuming process, but a necessary 
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one. Although it may be ~olitically expedient to expend 

funds in reaction to media-oriented issues and ~ S££ 

pressure groups, the wisdom of a carefully-designed 

strategy allowing for all aspects of national and state 

needs has greater potential for long-term and effective 

impact. NceD awaits a comprehensive plan encouraged by 

the commitment and the seriousness of the new administration's 

early actions. 

It is unfortunate that the political climate of the 

past administration caused the Act to be placed in the 

Department of Justice, rather than the more appropriate 

aegis of the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

(HEW). The Carter Administration has made a strong commit

ment to reorganization of youth prog~ams. NCCD feels strongly 

that the troubled young people served by this Act belong in 

the arena of social services. It is crucial that a co

ordination of federal effort between OJJDl? and HEW be 

pursuecl and sustained t·o facilitate and enhance both cur-

rent operation and the reorganization of federal youth 

programs. 

Feedback from youth programs lends weight to the 

need for a coordination of federal youth efforts. Com

munity-based, direct service programs for youth are most 

often the recipient of funds from a variety of programs 

within HEW, as well as OJJDP. This has resulted in ser

vice providers spending a dispro~ortionate amount of time 

on repetitious, but varied, federal forms. Delivery of 
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needed treatment is often hindered by the varied agencies 

supplementing these programs. The reality of these youth 

problems dictates the need for collaborative and coopera

tive efforts at both federal and community levels. 

NCCD hopes that the issues outlined above will be 

forcefully addressed in any forthcoming strategy for imple

mentation of the Act. In addition, NCCD suggests that the 

following hindrances and priorities be major considerations 

in the development of Office initiatives. 

1. The National Advisory Committee (NAC) has never 

been implemented to its full potential. Currently 

stymied by FBI clearance of Carter appointments, 

the NAC is needed for the policy and direction 

setting role originally intended. 

2. Alternative education programs are scarce and 

badly needed. However, NCCD is concerned with 

current emphasis on development of programs out

side of the public school setting. Such programs 

ignore the resistance of public schools to accept 

their responsibilities to troubled youth and 

abort effective reintegration of truants. Alter

native education programs should be developed as 

supplemental and complimentary expansions of the 

school setting. 

3. Research has oonsistently shown one programmatic 

principle as crucial to successful behavioral 

change in youth--youth involvement in decision-
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making related to their t~eatment. OJJDP should 

make a strong effort to encourage client involve

ment, consultation and monitoring of individual 

prog'ress at all levels of treatment planning and 

service delivery. 

4. Private sector youth-serving agencies have shown 

an impressive willingness to include status of

fenders in their clientele and expand their 

capacity to provide the needed services. Federal 

support should continue to provide the incentives 

necessary to establish the private sector as a , 

viable deliverer of status offender services. 

5. Finally, NCCD suggests that OJJDP operate in 

close concert with representatives of both the 

public and private sectors. Inclusion of pro

fessionals and citizens with various expertises 

and an un",~r.l1tanding of state and regional diver

sity would greatly compliment federal expertise. 

Despite the great need for perserverance of federal 

and state efforts to realize implementation of the Act, 

there has been impressive progress since its passage. 

Twenty-one states now prohibit the interim detention of 

alleged status offenders. At least 35 states prohibit 

commitment of adjudicated status offenders to correctional 

institutions. Recently released FBI statistics indicate 

a significant decrease in the number of youths arrested 

32-505 0 - 78 - 30 
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for status offense behavior. Impressive reductions in the 

number of status Offenders confined in institutional set-

tings have been made in the majority of participating 

states. The development of comprehensive community-based 

alternative systems of service has occurred simultaneQusly 

in the majority of states. These facts and others indicate 

a true comwitment to the Act on state and local levels. 

In 1972, NCCD testified that the purpose and goals of 

the Act were harmonious with the will of the American 

people. We believed citizens throughout this country were 

unaware of the abusive practices being condoned in the 

name of justice. We believed education on the status of-

fender issue would stimulate an interested citizenry willing 

to monitor implementation and support community responsi-

bility for these youths. We believed that community-based 

services would prove as effecti'V'e as institutional settings 

and provide more humane treatmer,t. Our beliefs were well-

founded. There is little doubt that the will to deinstitu-

tionalize youth is felt throughout our nation and will 

continue. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act of 1974 has been instrumental in strengthening that 

will and supporting tile transfer of responsibility for 

troubled youth to the corununity realm of social service. 
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BTATE OF ILLlNDlB 
OEPARTMENrr OF CORRECTIONS 

July 7, 1978 

'The Honorable Ike Andrews, Congressman 
Chairman of Sub-committee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320 
Cannon House Office Building 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

;JUL 131f." 

JUVENILE DIVISION 

On behalf of the Nationsl Association of Training Schools and Juvenile 
Agencies I thank you for the invitation to submit testimony regarding 
the implementadon or the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. The membership of the Association (NATSJA) is ccmposed 
of facility and program superintendents; agency administrators, both 
public and private; concerned workers in the field of juvenile justice 
and interested citizens. The Association is a permanent co-sponsor 
of the National Institute on Crime and Delinquency and an affiliate of 
the American Correctional Association. 

At its annual meeting convened in conjunction with the 25th annual 
National Institute on C~ime and Delinquency June 18-21. 1978 in 
Bal Harbor, Florida, the Association took formal action authorizing 
the transmittal of concenlS related to the implementation of the JJDP 
Act. The concerns reflect a growing awareness that current implementa
tion of the Act is deviating from Congressional intent and depriving a 
significant sector of the juvenile justice system of the resources of 
the Act. 

Specific concerns are: 

I. . The definition of prevention - The Association lauds the intent 
to·provide resources to public and private agencies to develop 
methods of delinquency prevention. The Act is weak in definition 
of prevention and has led to the utilization of resources for 
non-delinquent youth. It is questionable that it is good public 
policy to label pre-delinquent or delinquent-prone youth and 
"widen the juvenile ju.stice net" in the name of prevention. Of 
greater concern to the Association has been the disdain of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice to provide resources for the adjudi
cated delinquent and/or juvenile feloll. It would appear to be 

P. O. BOX 246 I ST. CHARLES, ILLINOIS 60174 I TELEPHONE (312) 584·0750 
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contradictory tnat an agency created to cope with the problem of 
youth crime would direct the bulk of its resources to the non
criminal youth. 

II. The definitior. of deinstit'Jtionalization - The Association lauds' 
the general thrust of deinstitutionalization and the development 
of mechanisms and programs to ensure that institutionalization is 
a program choice of "last resort". Unfortunately, the zeal to : 
implement this thrust has been accompanied by an anti-institutional 
bias that deprives those youths so placed of the resources of the 
Act. The nIL'Dbers of youth in institutional care has decreased 
significantly during the last decade attesting to the acceptance 
of the deinstitutional thrust. Institutionalization, however, 
continues to be a valid ~lacement for some youth. Those youth 
should not be deprived of JJDP Act resources or subjected to nega
tive attitudes by a policy making and funding agency such as OJJDP. 
The Association believes that ~urrent policy in this area has 
contributed significantly to a backlash effect on tne state level. 
There is increased and growing acceptance of the concept of deter
minate sentencing as a means to effect mandated institutionaliza
tion for certain youth. This trend is resulting in an emphasis . 
on the behavior rather than che youth as the focus of public 
policy. 

III. Funding Catagories - The Association believes that the present 
funding guidelines create local chaos in many jurisdictions. 
Governmental jurisdiction (state, county and local) are pitted 
against each other and private agencies for access to the resources 
of the Act. It is questionable that such activity can lead t!o a 
harruonioas and coordinated juvenile justice system in a state or in 
tl>e nation. In -many jurisdictions the State Planning Agency is' 
reGarded as a seperate legislative body authorizing statewide pro
grams with federal funds without state operational agencies input. 
There is often a:t assumption that successful programs will be 
funded by the stste at a later date. J.jDl'A funding guidelines 
tend to ".ncoura.se the problem despite '.:be. recent difficult to 
understand provision that programs are eligible for repeat funding 
if they meet evaluation goals. There needs to be another careful 
review and supplemental legislation in this area. 

IV. Technical Assistance - The Association is concerned that technical 
assistance is made available only in pre-determined areas rather 
than addressing felt and know~ needs of those requesting aid. It 
would appear that aid is available only if an agency is in tune 
with the philosophy of current administration rather than address~ 
ing operational problems on a professional level. 
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The Association expresses gratitude for the Congressional actian 
creating the OJJDP. The need for· Federal involvement in this area is 
obvious. Since its inception, however, there has been considerable' 
reshuffling of staff and resulting changes in policy and ideology. 
There is need for stability in the office and clear cut guidelines 
reflecting a policy of service provision to the entire juvenile justice 
system rather than selected components. Tha Association encourages a 
re-emphasis of concern and resources for those youth deep :in the system. 
Tbe public is concerned about offenders and generally perceives the 
function of OJJDP to be about the business of coping with offenders. 
The Association believes that the OJJDP is correctly involved in pre
vention programs. It is unfortunate, however, that excessive emphasis 
in this area has led to an avoidance of involvement with the adjudi
cated delinquent. 

If the National Association of Training Schools and Juvenile Agencies 
can be of any additional assistance to you please feel free to contact 
this office. 

Sincerely, 

~,~~ 
Administrator 
Juvenile Institution S·ervices 

SS:he 

cc: Mr. Fred Allen, President-NATSJA 
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MARY REYNOLDS BABCOCK FOUNDATION, INC. 
102 REYNOLDA VILLAOIE 

WINSTON-SALEM. NORTH CAROLINA 2710a 

pHONE: (~Ig) 12"~08Ig 

The Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Cannon House Office Building 
Room 320 
Washington, D. C. 20525 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

JUl 241978 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a statement on the over
all performance of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act; 

Your continuing leadership in r.his field is greatly appreciated. 
Your hard work is already starting to awaken muny people to both 
the existing shortcomings and strengths of this program. 

Attached are my comments. I hope that they are of some use to 
you in your deliberations. I hope I will be able to become more 
deeply involved in these issues in the future and thus be of 
greater service to you and your fine staff. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

J..~II!( ...... r"" L ~/-wI( 

Karl N. Stauber 
Assistant Director 

brg 

Attachment 



465 

Statement of Karl N. Stauber 

While there are many continuing problems with the administration of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and amendments, 
I have chosen to address only two areas. These areas ar.e the mandate 
of the Act and the role and independence of the National Advisory 
Committee. The reason I have chosen theSe two areas is that they help 
to create the tone of the federal government's activities in this area 
and thus have broad and important impact. 

Section 204tal of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
states: 

"The Admini~trator shall implement overall policy and develop 
objectives and priorities for all federal juvenile delinquency 
programs and activities relating to prevention, diversion, 
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research and 
improvement of the juvenile justice system in the United States." 

Subsections f and 1 of the same section provide much of the authority 
needed to fulfill subsection a. Section 206 establishes a Coordinating 
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention which could be 
critical in assisting in the implementation of section 204. 

The Congress is to be congratulated for seeing the need for such con
tinuing communication and coordination. The need for a central responsible 
office charged with policy development and the mon~toring of its execution 
has long been of concern to many of us involved in juvenile justice. 
While we now have the needed laws, it appears that we have little or no 
execution of those laws. 

While the law requires that the Coordinating Council meet four times a 
year, it has apparently not met under this Administration. If one 
component of this law is so freely ignored, what assurance have we that 
other sections are being obeyed. I would suggest that the Subcommittee 
might wish to request an investigation by the General Acco~~ting Office 
or other appropriate agency into how well the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention has carried out its legal responsibilities 
pertaining to intergovernmental relations and coordination. 

This role of coordinatic; is critical from at least three points of 
view. First, it has the capacity to eliminate duplication and overlap 
and thus save the taxpayers' money. Next, it sets a tone of cooperation 
and coordination within the federal government. How can the federal 
government expect diverse state agencies to work together, when they 
themselves refuse to. Finally, it provides a single focus of responsi
bility within the federal government. It gives Congress, lay citizens 
and professionals a single placs to ask for support and information. 
Thus, if the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention does 
not fulfill this function, the overall effort to assist troubled yO\IDg 
people and children will be seriously retarded. 
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The second critical area is the relationship between the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the National Advisory 
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The National 
Advisory Committee is the prime means for providing citizen input into 
the development of federal policy and program concerning juvenile 
jU6tice and delinquency prevention. The activities outlined for this 
group under section 204(a), 204 (b) (51,207,208 and 209 are to be 
commended. Congress exhibited foresigh't in requiring this type of 
citizen involvement. 

Unfortunately, the relationship between the Office and National 
Advisory Committee appears to be interfering with the Committee's 
execution of its responsibilities. Until recently, the Committee has 
received staff support from and then through the Office. The Office 
recently announced that it would no longer provide direct staff support. 
Instead, it would grant funds to a private, nonprofit group to provide 
staff support. 

In many ways, this is the most logical arrangement. However, the 
critical question is to whom will the private, nonprofit group be 
responsible? If the nonprofit group is accountable to the Committee, 
then the Committee will in fact have the capacity to be independent. 
It will have the ability to prepare its own agendas, identify its 
priorities and conduct its own reviews. If the nonprofit group is 
respo~sible to the Office, then the chances of the group's being free 
to pursue the interests and directives of the Committee are at least 
suspect. 

It is apparent that the Congress envisioned an independent and effective 
National Advisory Committee. Unless the staff is under the full control 
of the Committee, the Congress's intent will not be fulfilled. The 
Subcommittee may wish to amend the existing law to insure that the 
Committee is independent. 

Both the coordinating role of the Office of Juvenile Justiqe and 
Delinquency Prevention and the independence of the National Advisory 
Committee are critical to how the public views and responds to the 
federal gove.rnment's role in juvenile justice. Through,the efforts 
of the SlIDcommittee and concerned citizens, it is hoped that the abuses 
and weaknesses mentioned above can be overcome ~d children and young 
people can be better served. 
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SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE 

July 21, 1978 

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
United States House of Representatives 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

401 Columbia Building 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

803-252-0975 

It is my understsnding thst recently the Subcommittee on 
Economic Opportunity held oversight hesrings on the 
administration of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

I would like to bring to your attention that since November, 
1977, a group of advocates has been trying to merely meet with 
Mr. John Reclor, the OJJDP Administrator. The group has sought 
this meeting (1) to share with Mr. Rector the experience and 
observations of its individual participants who have worked 
on behalf of public school students subject to disciplinary 
exclusions from schools, (2) to learn how Mr. Rector perceives 
and intends to administer Subpart II, Section 224 (6) of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, and 
(3) to learn more about the type and effects of programs 
currently funded under Subpart II, Section 224 (6) of the Act. 
I want to make it clear that the grou'p's i'nterest in seeking 
a meeting with Mr. Rector has not been for the purpose of 
obtaining funds for any kind ofProject by the group. 

The basic issue which concerns me is one,of access. From my 
frequent contact with other Federal agencies I know that this 
lack of. access is u~usual and it is for that reason that 
I believe it deserves to be brought to your committee's attention. 
Certainly the group of advocates has been patient during the 
past Bight months. It is not the intention of the group to 
burden Mr. Rector or to make unreasonable demands of him. 
Indeed, I believe there is a great potential for the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Previon to serve the needs 
of youth whose educational interests are frequently jeopardized 
by disciplinary exclusions. Those youth and their interests 
constitute much of the day-to-day work of the agencies which 
the advocates represent. Because the advocates and the OJJDP 
seem to have so many concerns in common, M~. Rector's resistance 
to meet with thPe advocates is all the more baffling. 
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I continue to hope that this group can meet and work with 
Mr. Rector to realize the potential of the OJJDP as both a 
catslyst and resource to develop model programs "t" prevent 
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions" 
from public schools, as outlined in the original legislation 
establishing the agency. 

Enclosed is a chronology of ~he various attempts to establish 
fruitful communication with Mr. Rector. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~s~:::~~ 
Associste Director 



November 2, 1977 

November 23, 1977 

January 19, 1978 

January 26, 1978 

January/March, 1978 
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Chronology 

The Amarican Friends Service Committee 
and the Children's Defense Fund sponsored 
a small consultation in Washington to 
discuss school suspension/discipline issues. 
Mr. Rector bad been invited to attend 
to tell what the OJJDP wad doing in 
relation to those issues. He sent his 
Executive Assistant and Special Counsel, 
Mr. John Forhan, to represent him. 
Mr. Forhan told the group that OJJDP 
had done relatively little to address 
the problems of disciplinary exclusions 
but indicated that program plans would 
be developed to address this issue. He 
distributed a brief statement to the group. 
(See Attachment #1) 

Aivocates attending the November 2 
c02sultation wrote Mr. Rector requesting 
a meeting with him to contribute their 
field experience to the policy and 
programs decisions of his office 
relating to efforts to combat unwarranted 
and arbitrary suspensions and expulsions. 
(Attachment 112) 

When Mr. Rector failed to acknowledge 
or reply to the advocates' letter of 
November 23, the designated temporary 
coordinator/spokesperson for the group's 
efforts to meet with Mr. Rector. Hayes 
Hizell, wrote a "reminder." (Attachment 1/3) 

A one-paragraph letter from Hr. Rector 
indicated that his office was in the process 
of developing plans to address the 
disciplinary exclusion issues of 
concern to the advocates. His letter 
also stated that he hoped to meet with 
the group "in the late spring." 
(Attachment #4) 

Mr. Rector initiated two written but 
undated communications with Hayes Mizell. 
One letter enclosed a copy of G 4100, 
transmitting amendments to the 1978 
Planning Grants and Comprehensive Plans. 
The other letter enclosed ~.copy of 
Change 3 to MI 4100.1F, the Guideline Manual 
for State Planning Agency Grants. It was 
not clear what relevance these documents 
had to the interests of the advocates as 
expressed in their November 23 letter. 
The letter also enclosed a copy of 
Mr. Rector's testimony which he had given 
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March 14, 1978 

March 31, 1978 

April 15, 1978 
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before the Subcommittee on Economic 
Opportunity on January 24, 1978, 
concerning "School Violence and 
Vandalism." This testimony, of course, 
was of interest to the group of 
advocates. (Attachments #5, #6) 

Ms. Patricia S. Fleming, Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of HER, 
wrote one of the group of advocates, 
Hayes Mizell, indicating that she had 
spoken with Mr. Rector on the telephone 
concerning the OJJDP's response to 
the issue of school suspensions. 
Mr. Rector told her about his testimony 
before the Subcommittee on Economic 
Opportunity and indicated his interest 
in the problem of disciplinary exclusions. 
(Attachment #7) 

In response to Mr. Rector's last letter, 
Hayes Mizell wrote him about some of 
his comments in his testimony before 
the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity. 
In this letter specific information 
was requested concerning the programs 
currently being fuuded by the OJJDP 
under Subpart II, Section 224 (6). 
The letter also expressed the hope that 
a meeting with the group of advocates 
could be arranged in the near future, 
and that productive communication 
between the OJJDP and the group could 
be established. (Attachment #8) 

Mr. Rector replied that it was his 
intention to address the issue of 
disciplinary exclusions through the 
means of the alternative education 
project referred to in his testimony. 
Mr. Rector did not address himself 
to the requests for information about 
programs currently funded under 
Subpart II, Section 224 (6). (Attachment #9) 

At a conference in Washington concerning 
school suspensions, Hayes Mizell had an 
informal discussion with a representative 
of the OJJDP Special Emphasis Division, 
Ms. Minerva Riddick, concerning the lack 
of success in the group of advocates 
getting a meeting with Mr. Rector. 
He conveyed the group's disappointment and 
displeasure at the lack of Mr. Rector's 
response to the group's efforts to establish 
positive communications. 
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A number of the advocates hoped to be 
able to see and hear Mr. Rector at the 
"National Conference on In-School 
Alternatives to Suspension" sponsored 
by the National Institute of Education. 
Though Mr. Rector's name appeared on 
the program as ~ panelist to discuss 
"Federal Perspectives on the Suspension 
Issue," Mr. Rector did not appear for 
the panel nor was anyone assigned to 
the panel to represent him or his agency. 
(Attachment IflO) 

Through the publication, "Education 
Daily," it was learned that Mr. Rector 
had announced that he would issue 
guidelines this summer for a $15.7 
million alternative education program 
to, according to the publication, 
"cut the number of students suspended 
from school for delinquency." 
(At tachment /Ill) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

OJJDP Efforts on Disciplinary Exclusions 
. From Publ i c Schools 

OJJDP is specifically authorized by Congress to "develop and. 

implement in coordination with the United States Office of Education. 

model programs and methods to keep students in elementary and secon-

dary schools to prEvent um'/arranted and arbitrary suspensions and 

expulsions and to encourage new approaches and techniques with respect 

to the prevention of school violence and vandalism;" Sectio~ 224(a)(6) 

JJDP Aqt of 1974, as amended. In.addition, specific language in both 

the Special Emphasis and Formula Grants sections of the Act authorizes 

advocacy activities to protect the rights of youth impacted by the 

juvenile justice system. It should be noted that this statutory language 

is a response by Senator Bayh, Representative Shirley Chisholm. and others 

to concerns expressed by groups such as the· American Friends Service Com

mittee and the Children's Defense Fund. 

The Office has developed in conjunction with OE t,,/o programs now in 

their second year in certain public schools across the country. A youth 

advocacy project has been implemented by OE's Teacher Corps. A schoo1 

team approach to reducing school violence. has been implemented through 

OE's Alcohol and Drug Abuse Teams. To the extent that these programs 

prove effective, it is our iritention to encourage OE to continue the 

programs. 
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Under the new administration of the Office, more attention will be 

focused directly on the issue of disciplinary exclusions with particular 

emphasis on the due process issues involved. Although unfinalized, pro

grammatic pl ans incl ude a major youth advocacy effort Nhi ch will n.ecessarily -

include the area of student '<'1 ghts. Programs \'Iill concentrate on advocacy 

against the institutions which tend to act as feeders into the juvenile 

justice system rather than serving the needs of the young people to -whom 

they should be accountable. 

In another area, program plans included a law related education 

program to fm'ther the "street law" Nork now being done by private 

groups in some secondary schools in various parts of the country. One 

of the main areas 'of study and training in these programs is the area 

of student rights, particularly Nith respect to disciplinary exclusions. 

It is accurate to say that OJJDP is committed to effecting a turn
t 

around in disciplinary exclusions in the pubJic schools and that future 

program plans reflect that cowmitment. 
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SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 
AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COlVlM1ITEE 

November 23, 1977 

. Hr. John Rector. 
Admipistrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
laW Enforcement Assistance Administration 
633 lndiana ~venue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Dear Hr. Rector: 

401 Columbia Building 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

flO3.252-OS75 

We appreciated very much the presence of Hr. John Forhan from your 
office at the. November 2 consultation on school suspension/discipline 
.issues spans·ored by the American Friends Service Committe~ and the 
Childrell's Defense Fund. It was encouraging to learn that your 
agency is committed to giving a higher priority to·fu1fill the lIti!ndate· 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to develop . 
model programs "to prevent unwarranted alld arbitrary suspensions and 
expulsions" from public schools. 

In our discussion with Ur. Forhan it bec~me clear that the plans of 
your agency to attack the suspension/expulsion problem are still in 
the developmental stages. At our meeting with Mr. Forhan we :J.ndicated 
our interest in not on19 being kept informed as to the process your 
agency will use to formulate more specific plans, but also in being 
a part of that process. It is our feeling that we represent a rango 

. of experiences and insights which may .be qui te useful to your staff 
as they consider how your agency·might most appropriately impact on 

. school systems' suspension/expulsion practices which so often result· 
in providing clients for the juvenile justice system. 
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In order to facilitate our orderlg and posit"ve contribution to gour 
agencg's deliberative process we would like to suggest that gou 'invite 
us to meet with members of your staff who will have the primarg respon-· 
sibilitg for developing the strategic and programmatic approaches 
your agencg will pursue to focus more resources on preventing the 
problems of disciplinarg suspensions and expUlsions. Because all of 
Ollr organizations are 'non-profit groups working with limited funds, 
we hope it will be possible' for gour agencg to provide the travel ~, 
expenses which will make our involveme'1t in such a meeting possible. 

The goal for the meeting would be to try to find the best wags. for the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquencg Prevention to l'fOrk wi.th 
both private and publio groups at the local level to prevent unwarranted 
and arbitrary suspensions and expUlsions. To accomplish tllis goal, 
two activi.ties would be useful. First, it would be helpful for us 
(1) to be informed by gOllr staEf about gour agency's funding and 
decision-making mechanisms; (2) the strategies and activities "hich are 
being considered as appropriate uses Eor OJJDP Eunds; and (3) the 
timing and sequencing oE events within "hich gour agencg "ill initiate 
the new emphasis on combating suspensions/expulsions., 

Second, we would like the opportunitg to react to your plans and 
program ideas; to ask questions and w~ke suggestions. The individual 
members oE our group have perceptions and experiences relating to 
program needs and opportunities relevant to the suspension/expulsion 
issue. This would be an appropriate time to share those ideas with 
the OJJDP staEE. Time should also be spent in general discussion oE 
ways for all concerned to work toward improving the problem. Because 
we are also aware of your deep interest in the broader issues of 
educational rights and justice we hope to be able to also discuss 
aspects of these issues with gOtl, time permitting. 

l't is our hope that such a meeting "ould be as substantive as possible 
and that enough time could be provided for a candid and thorough 
exchange of views. While we believe such a meeting as desc'ribe.<'! above, 
covering the issues outlined, is both necessary and preferred, we are . 
open to receiving other proposals which will serve the same ends· and 
meet our mutual needs. 

32.505 o· 78 • 31 
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Thapk'You again for your interest in this matter. We hope to hear 
,from you in the near future. 

sincerely, 

7/Z.~~7£d/ H. Hay Mi~~j(L>~ 
Assoc ,ate Director 

S~~ 
steve Bing J 
Deputy Director 
Massachusetts Advocacy Center 
Boston, Massachusetts 

Ex- ~.If/.1c/(./ 
Eve E. Block . 
Project Director 
Statewide youth Advocacy Project 
New York Civil Liberties Union 
Rochester, New York 

Pat.~ 
Pat Brown 
1\dvocate 
Student Rights and Responsibilities 
Project 

American'Friends Service Committee 
Dayton, Ohio 

~#~~ 
Rorert Brown 
Associate Director 
Southeastern Public Education Program 
Xmerican Friends Service Committee 
Uacon, Georgia 

Ou.ia//n.a. '7.])~/e..' 
Susanna S. Doyle 
Advocates for Children . 
New York, New York 

~t~~ A~~ .. 
C, Chicago Public Education Project 

American Friends Service Committee. 
Chicago, Illinois 

~e,rr~./ 
Staff Associate 
ci tizens' Council for Oliio Schools 
Cleveland, Ohio 

David Rice 
Deputy Director 
Children's Defense Fund 
ffashington, D. C. 

~/Tof!:¥/J 
flississ:1.ppi Project 
Children's Defense Fund 
Jackson, Mississippi 
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.' ~OUTHEASTERi\I PUBLIC EDUCAT'ON PROGRAM 
<.~ AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMIITEE 

j 401 CoIul]lbia BuIldIng 'V Columbia, 'South Ca/oIina :28Z)1 

January 19, 1978 

l1r. John Rector 
Administrator ," 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention , 
Law Enforcement Assistance AiL~inistration 
'633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. ' 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Oear l1r. Rector: 

It has now been nearly two months since the attached letter 
was sent to you~ To this date we have received no acknowledgement 
or substantive reply in response to this letter •. 

Please know that our concern and interest continues at the 
same high level as expressed in our November 23, 1977, 
letter to you. We would appreciate your thoughtful response 
in the near future. 

Sincerely, 

7/?;7~~5~ 
M. Haye' Mizell 
Associate Director 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF .!lJSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQU~NCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

11r. M. Hayes Nizell 
Associate Director 

JAN 2 6 1978 

Southeastern Public Education Program 
American Friends Service Committee 
401 Columbia Building 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear Ik. Nizell: 

Thank you for your letter of January 17 reminding us of your 
interest in school discipline issues. The Office is presently. 
in the process of developing plans to address those issues and 
is hoping for a meeting in late spring of the variety that you 
suggest. Although our movement is slower than \'Ie had hoped, 
\1e are committed to seeing that it is steady. ~Ie \'Iill certainly 
be in touch \'lith you as soon as \'Ie schedule the meeting. 

W"ith vlarmH:egards, .'r n I J,. 1.' ...l. / 
if / .~~,.~~ /;':l. ~ .. :!~ ... / 
ff J'1 .~"" Iii:1 1 l.{/V / ¥ 
.~ : $ Or' ~i i!}. "\~ 

John r.1.~Rector .; 
AdminJstrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
t 

1 
~ • 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20531 

Hayes Mirell 
American Friends Service Committee 
401 Columbia Bldg. 
C01urt:;~uth Carolina 29201 , 

oeaYfu_1}1l: 
Enclosed piease find a copy of G 4100., transmitting amendments to the 
1978 Planning Grants and Comprehensive Plans. These amendments are 
made necessary by the 1977 Amendments to the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. 

This guideline is submitted to you on external clearance for your review and 
comment, !lease return your comments to me by February 27,1978. 

Thank yo~ for your interest and cooperation in this matter. 

John 
Admi 

Enclosure 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSIST'ANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

Hayes Mizell 
American Friends Service Committee 
40~CO umbia Building 
Col ~lr.uth Carolina 29201 

De ~l ~izell: 

Attaclied is a copy of Change 3 to M 4100.1F, the Guideline Manual for 
State Planning Agency Grants. This document transmits, for your review 
and comment, the 1979 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
guidelines. 

These draft guidelines contain several significant changes from JJDP Act 
guideline requirements of the previous years. These changes to the guideline, 
as well as previously established administrative policy, are discussed in the 
guideline transmittal summary, which is also attached. 

Please return your comments to me by April 14, 1978. 

Thank you for your interest and assistance to this Office, and to the adminis
tration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act program. 

With waz ", .. , 
John M '!';;v 

MJ 
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.~.~. . SOUTHEASTERN PUBLIC EDUCATION PROGRAM 
~t;;;,.~ AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE . 

- if 401 Columbia Building 
_ '7· Columbia, South Caronna 29201 

!-Iarch 14, 1978 

Mr. John Rector 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
united States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Rector: 

803-252-0975 

Thank you for your recent communication which included the 
draft guidelines for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act, and your testimony concerning "School 
Violence and Vandalism." Indeed, I had not had an 
opportunity to see your testimony and appreciate you 
sending it to me. 

I was delighted to see your r.eferences to the problem of 
suspensions and to school-related discipline. It would 
be of great interest to me and to my colleagues to know 
in more detail where, how, and with what results the 
School Crime Intervention Component of the Youth Advocacy 
Teacher corps Program has been working, and to receive 
similar information concerning the School Team Approach 
for Preventing and Reducing Crime and Disruptive-Behavior 
in the SC'hools. I would appreciate it very muc}:l if you would 
send-me, or have others send me, materials which provide 
more definitive information about these programs. Also, -
I would like to know how to contact specific program officers 
in your office or USOE who can be consulted regarding the specific 
operational features and results of these programs. 

Of course, as your plans develop regarding the. School Resource 
Center and:the Alternative Education concept, we would also . 
appreciate'being kept informed as to the nature of your 
activities in these areas. HO\~ever, unless I have misundeI1stood 
your testimonYr it is not clear to me that there are· plans 
by your office to focus, program a~tention and resources ta 
"prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions. II The various 
program approaches outlined in your testimony will hopefully 
have an overall positive impact on schools, but it is not 
clear to me they are either designed to or will necessarily 
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result in actually preventing out-of-school suspensions for 
such offenses as cutting class, truancy, excessive tardiness, 
smoking, one-on-one fighting, disrespect, insubordination, etc. 
Of course, suspensions for such offenses constitute the 
vast majority of the suspensions given in public schoOls. 

I realize we may well be coming at this issue from quite 
different perspectives, and that I simply do not understand 
your thinking concerning the mandate of Subpart II, Section 224 (6) 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
However, it is for this reason that the group of advocates 
has sought to meet with you (as stated in our November 23, 
1977, letter). 'Given the existing inadequate communication 
which exists betweel\ YO\lr offic'e and 'the group of advocates, 
it is very difficult for us to gain the information and 
understanding necessary to work for the effective implementation 
of that part of the Act relating, to suspensions. 

Please know that we continue·to be eager to establish good 
communications and to contribute the collective experience 
of our group of advocates to your policy and program development 
process. We hope we will soon have that opportunity as a result 
of your initiative. In the meantime, it would be helpful 
if we could receive as much information as possible concerning 
the program and funding efforts of your office which you 
believe are responsive to our concerns. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

7?Z~~~ 
M. Hayes Mizell 
Associate Director 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20S31 

MAR 31 1979 

Mr. M. Hayes Mizell 
Associate Director 
Southeastern Public 
Education Program 
401 Columbia Building 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Dear Hayes: 

I am disappointed to learn that you believe that we have quite 
different perspectives regarding the mandate of Section 224(6) 
of the JJDP Act of 1974. The Alternative Education project 
referenced in my testimony (p. 11) will be to help "prevent 
unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions" (see p. 4). As you 
know, I drafted a good deal of the 74 Act and vIas the Chief 
Senate staffer involved in the negotiations which led to the 
first text of the Act. An integral aspect of the Conference 
Agreement was the acceptance of Ms. Shirley Chisholm's amend
ments regarding this subject (see Sections 223{a){10){E) and 
224(6». The staff and former administrators of the Office 
(Nader and Luger) declined to give such matters priority. 
The significance of my testimony and Hs. Chisholm's (see pp .. 
8-9) is that we intend to carry out this important aspect of 
the Act. He are working closely with her Office. ' 

In closing, I hope that we can put to rest any misperception 
about my intentions in this matter. I look forward to working 
with your group and others that share mutual interests. I will 
personally keep you posted regarding our progress on the Alter
native Education project. mhWp 
John • Rector 
Admin strator 
Offic of Juvenile Justice 
and D 1inquency Prevention 

Enclosures 
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NationallnsHtate of Education 
CONFERENCE ON IN-SCHOOL 

ALTERNATIVES TO SUSPENSION 

Th. Shoreham AmerieaDe Hotel 
Washington, D.C. 

April 14)018. 1978 

AGENDA 

luncheon: Fedora! Perspectives on tho Suspension Issue . . 
Chairperson: Dr. Peter ReliC, Deputy Assistant Secretary (or Education (DHEW) 

PaneUsts: Mr. William Blakey, Deputy Assistant Secretary for legislation 
(Educatlon, DHEW) 

Mr. John Jefferson, EquEJ Opportunity Specialist, Office for clvn Rights 
(DHEW) 

• Al'Mr. John Rector, Director, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency •. 
.,. Prevention (LEM) 

Dr. George Rhodes, Assistant to the Associate Commissioner for Equal 
Educa!lonal Opportun~~ .P!ograms, Office of Education (DHEW) 
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J .. 

Page 3 EDUCATION DAILY ':. June 20, 1978 

;*'JilSTiCE DEPARTMENT TO HAKE $l.~. 7 MILLION AVAlLABL~ ,FOR" ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION " 

<:' The Law Enforcement-Assistance Administratioq's Office of Juvenile Justice will 
issue guidelines this summer for a $l5.7 million alternative education program 

., to help, cut_delinq~ency in ~~~oOls. . ~7-;. , 
, . ·tf.~ 

, Juvenile Justice Administrator John Rector said Friday the fiscal 1979 program-would -
award grants to private., public and nonprofit educational agencies to establish 
law-rela~ed education programs and other types of alternative education options to 
cut ~he number of students suspended from school for delinquency_ ' 

... ·-:'1iG-.. ~ .:-. .:. :":-"-.' -::.::z.=~ t·:'... . :".' .":'~ ... '. .' . :I:-:~ ,.' ... 

Grants ii-ruter'the program would: be made after the lieginn!ng of the new.J!.eCal yeax': 
in Octo~e?=' .. :;::i.:~;: ........ :. · ... ,~'t:":!-J;.~~1~~:: ~ .. ~ ~:-~"!"":")"~-""::'" ..... ,~:,:-:.:::_.. ::..;;.:.;.;!~'!;' .• '. 'ii 

~// 
. ~ .. 
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Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
House Subcommi ttee on Economi c Opportunity 
Cannon House Offi ce Bl dg, Rm 302 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

July 26, 1978 

On behalf of the Youth Network Council of Chicago, I am: jJleased to be able to 
share with you our perspective on the administration of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention. 

The Youth Network Council is a coalition of 60 community based youth service 
agencies that serve over 37,000 young people and their families, yearly, in Metro
politan Chicago. Their first hand, daily, contact with young people "at risk" is 
a continual reminder of the importance of the Juvenile Justice Act and its some
times controversial, but crucially important, mandate for juvenile justice reform. 

There is little question, in our minds, as to the need for Federal leadership 
and the wisdom of Congress in establishing the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. In John Rector, the Office has a leader who is a strong 
advocate for responsible social and structural ch.nges in our Country's approach 
to assisting troubled youth and their families. John Rector has been an accessi
ble and outspoken supportel' of the kinds of changes in our Juvenile Justice non
system that those of us in the "trenches" of direct community based service delivery 
have been advocating for in recent years. . 

The Office has had its share of difficulities in implementing the mandates of 
the Juvenile Justice Act. There is general resistance by formal Juvenile Justice 
agencies to deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders. The 100 million dollars 
of Federal incentive appropriated for FY 1979 is apparently not enough to suffi
ciently motivate State and local government to insure statutory compliance with 
the JJDP Act. It is virtually impossible for deinstitutionalization to realisti
cally occur without State and local policy support of grass roots efforts to build 
State and local constituencies committed to the full imp~ementation of the JJDP Act. 

State and local government have not obligated JJ Act Funds in a judicious man
ner. Since 1974, over 130 million dollars have been distributed to State Planning 
Agencies with less than 20%, to this date, actually being spent. Additionally, 
there has been an increasing emphasis on using JJDP Act Funds to support services 
for the vi 01 ent and seri ous offender .• 

'--________ 1123 West Washington Blvd./Chicego.llllnols 60607/(312) 226·1200 ________ ...1 
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We see this as an appropriate use of Crime Control Act Funds, particularly the 19.15% 
maintenance of effort portion of states Block Grants. 

JJDP Act Funds must be concentrated on working with youth prior to or just after 
contact with The Juvenile Justice system. A lack of prevention focus and emphasis 
has helped create the increased need to work with the habitual offender. Re:targeting 
meager' prevention resources will not meaningfully tackle the problems at either end of 
the Juvenile Justice Continuum. 

The Office needs to more closely monitor State and Local efforts in appropriately 
allocating resources, including concentration of Federal efforts at the State Level. 
Many projects initiated as "advanced techniques" under the JJDP Act can be enhanced 
and continued through other sources of funding, Title XX being one example. States 
have not taken a facilitative role in this type of planning coordination. 

There is also concern that Federal efforts need to be strengthened in the area of 
intergovernmental cooperation concerning JJDP Act mandates. HEW funds for training 
schools and certain CETA 'entitlement progrijms are two examples of sources of funds 
which can support projects in conflict with the JJDP Act. We have secn examples of 
this and feel stronger Federal effort is needed to reinforce consistently progressive 
use of resources aimed at serving young people. This Federal action should take the 
form of increased coordination in planning and implemention of policy and programs. 

There needs to be increased concern and resources devoted to encouraging and in
suring meaningful youth participation in Advisory Councils. Advisory Councils, gener
ally, have not been sensitive to nurturing the integration of young people into the 
confusing world of Robert's Rules of Order and technical jargon of the juvenile 
justice field. 

In Illinois we have been the beneficiaries of competent leadership in our SPA, 
particuliir1y in the Juvenile Justice section. The Illinois SPA have consistently 
planned for and allocated its share of JJDP Act funds in a responsible manner. With 
continued, unyielding Congressional support for the JJDP Act and strong monitoring, 
priority setting leadership from the Office, Illinois will continue to carry out the 
mandates of the Act. 

The re-organization of LEAA hopefully, will not diminish the Federal oversight 
role, as that is often the impetus for insuring Congressional intent is being complied 
with. We look to the JJDP Act and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention as a strong ally in the youth rights movement. No other piece of Federal 
Legislation has more support from youth work practioners than the JJDP Act. No other 
resource has more potential for successfully challenging and changing non productive 
Juvenil e Justi ce pol icy and practi ces. 

We strongly support the Continued Leadership of The Office of JJOP and urge Con
gress to provide increased resources and even greater public declaration for the mis
sion of the office on behalf of our Countries troubled and needy young people. 

With best regards 

Arnold E. Sh'erman 
Executi ve Oi rector 
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Statement to House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Regarding the Implementation of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act 

The tlatlonal Youth Alternatives Project Is a five year old nonprofit 

organization that serves as a public Interest group for youth workers and 

community based youth services throughout the country. With thirteen 

coalitions of youth services affiliated with NYAP, representing over 

450 local agencies, NYAP is a national membership organization for youth 

workers and youth service agencies • 

. NYAP has monitored the implementation of the JJDPA since it was 

signed into law in 1974, assisting local youth services in developing new 

avenues to influenc~youth policy at the federal, state and local levels. 

Our efforts have been supported by grants from the Ford Foundation, the 

Lilly Endowment, the Ex'<on Corporation, the field Foundation of Ne\1 York, 

the W.T. Grant Foundation and the Mary Reynolds Babcock Foundation of 

North Carol ina. 

The purposes and goals of juvenile justice reform embodied in the 

JJDPA have been frustrated since the creation of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), meeting stiff resistance from 

vested public and private interests in the field as well as an appalling 

lack of support for the program at the federal level. Previous Senate 

oversight hearings on the Act have documented this history. 

T~e purpose of this hearing is to again examine the overall performance 

ofOJJDP in carrying out the purposes of the ACT. There are three general 

areas where extensive criticism of OJJDP has developed over the last 

twel"'e months that NYAP wi 11 address. These areas ar~: I) the guidel ines 

issued to implement the JJDPA, 2) the obligation of its funds and 3) the 

general administration of the Act by OJJDP. 
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Before going into these sp"clfic areas, it is important to outl ine 

briefly the historical origins of some of these issues a;; well as looking 

to the immediate future issues. It is our assessment that the major contro

versies are just ahead of us, and the current criticisms are in part 

camouflage for these pend i ng i S511"S. 

States were first asked to participate in the JJDPA in August, 1975. 

FGrty states agreed at that time to deinstitutionallze 100% of their status 

offenders by August of 1977. In October, 1977 the new amendments to the 

JJDPA were signed which gave the states an additional year to remove only 

75% of the status offenders, and an additional two years to remove the 

Q~h~rs, with d~inimus exception~ In each state. 

FQr ?bout ~7 states, the ~hre~ years and 75% compliance requirements 

mtlst be met this August. It hap!lcns that OJJDP monitoring reports on 

~ompliance are not required until December, 1978. 

At this time, many of theso states know whether or not they have 

complied with this provision of the JJDPA, but do not. know what actions 

wil I be taken aga i nst them for nOIl-comp 1 i ance. Yet the i r JJDPA pi ann ing 

processes continue, with their Comprehensive Plans due at the OJJDP by September 

15. 1978. They do not know ~Ihe~her their plans will be rejected or approved 

with special conditions, and cay~c a loss of funding for which the state 

must accept responsibility. 

When these states began pqrticipating in the JJDPA, the OJJDP was 

actively encouraging as many states as possible to participate. Many 

st€!tes accepted the federal mon~y. knowing full well they would not or could 

not comply. The Informal messag~ from the Ford Administration's LEAA 

W€!5 th<)t i~ wuulq not h~ndle th~"\ harshly for noncompl iance. 
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The first monitoring repol'ts submitted last January, are of dubious 

value, as staff of State Planning Agencies state publicly and privately 

that these reports are in many cases fraudulant and inaccurate representations 

of the reality, 

Simply put, the current OJJDP Administrator is about to face some of 

the Office's hardest decisions thus far. Whether or not Congress was 

serious about the purposes and goals of the JJDPA will be put to the test 

during the next six to eight months, with the OJJDP Administrator enforcing 

the Act. 

The Congress should place pressure on the OJJDP Administrator to place 

serious special conditions, if not outright rejections, on the plans 

of those states not in compliance w:th the 75% deinstitutionalization 

requirements. 

The Congress shoul~ expect the criticism of the OJJDP to intensify 

substantially over the next six to eight months. Any issue that can be 

criticized or used to discredit the Office will probably be used. 

The states have reasons to be anxious now and to place as much 

pressure on OJJDP as possible. The more political pressure effectively 

brought to bear on the Office at this time, the less likely it will be 

to strictly enforce the deinstitutionalization requirement. Given the 

current ,Administrator's previous involvement in the JJDPA, few reasonable 

people would expect lax enforcement. 
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One example might be in order. The state of Colorado agreed to 

participate in the JJDPA in 1976. It corrunitted itself tp removing 75% 

of its status and nonoffenders by Dacember, 1979. Two years into the 

three year period, it has succeeded in removing only 25%. Experience 

from other states would lead us to suppose these were the "easiest" status 

offenders to remove. With 12 months left to remove 50% of its more "difficult", 

the state may well be hard pressed to comply with the JJDPA. 

One of the major issues of concern about the implementation of the 

JJDPA over the last twelve months has been its definitions of juvenile 

detention and correctional facilities. Circulated amongst about a dozen 

public and private agencies during the Spring of 1977, they were published 

on May 20, 1977, two months before the current Administrator was confirmed. 

Neither public nor private agencies, NYAP as well as the State Planning 

Agencies, recognized tha difficulties in these definitions when they were 

first reviewed. Indeed, the real effect of the definitions did not attain 

wide public attention until late November. 

The OJJDP Administrator, after considerable negative feedback on 

the guidelines, had them printed in the Federal Register in March 1978 for 

wider public comment. Nearly 300 responses came in. This was the first 

time that any guidelines related to the JJDPA were opened to an audience 

wider than the approximately twelve agencies whu previously reviewed them . . 
The major problem with the definitions was the requirement on comingling 

status offenders In at least equal proportion with delinquents in order to 

be a community based facility. If the percentage of delinquents were higher, 

the facility would be labled a correctional facility. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 32 
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OJJDP is currently reviewing the comments it received, and substantial 

changes in this are expected shortly. We therefore expect this criticism 

of the Office to end in August, save for a few states. 

The second major issue of concern has been the failure of the Office 

to obligate the funds of the JJDPA. Part of the criticism is related to 

the lack of spending by the State Planning Agencies of JJDPA funds, and 

some of it is fo~used on the Special Emphasis funds that have accumulated 

In OJJDP. 

As we view the implementation of the JJDPA, the most visible activity 

is not the creation of new services with Its funds. The most noticeaole 

impact has been and continues to be as a catalyst in changing state legislation 

and juvenile codes and in producing litigation against state and local 

governments in redress of youth civil liberties. While beneficial for 

Juvenile justice reform, these activities cannot replace the critical nee~ 

to create the services required in local communities. This can only be done 

by obligating the funds. 

It is encumbant on those states remiss in obligating funds as well 

as OJJDP to remedy this situation. 

Two months after the current Administrator was confirmed, the Office 

found itself with nearly $72 million of discretionary funds, $25 million 

in new ~ppropriations and over $50 million in carryover of unspent funds 

frem previous years. Nine months later, very little progress in actual 

obligation has been made.~owever it is important to examine what has 

been done and what Is planned for the rest of the fiscal year. 
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In April, the Office announced the largest Special Emphasis program 

ever conducted, $30 mili ion over three years for' ilestitu.tion. This Is 

more money than was spent on the 1976-1917 initiatives o~ school violence, 

prevention and diversion combined. NYAP is pleased to learn of plans to 

Involve OJJOP funds in the you tIl employment area; in three joint projects 

with Labor's Office of YQuth Programs ($10 million), HEW's Youth Development 

Bureau ($1.5 million) and HUO's Urban Initiative ($10 million). 

Other plans exist to create initiatives in the areas of alternative 

education. youth advocacy and special incentives to states. 

A word of caution is in order here, however. 

The Crime Control Act requires that 19.5% of its funds be spent on 

Juvenile justice. In 1975 this percentage level amounted to $124 million. 

in 1976 $107 million and in 1977 $78 million. That is. from 1975 to 1977 

the required amount of Crime Control Act funds for juvenile justice fell 

$46 million. Inflation in these same years took $11.3 million (9.1% in 1975). 

$6.2 million (5.8% in 1976) and $5.1 million (6.5% irr 1977) for a total 

decrease in purchasing power of about $23 million. 

The JJOPA received $25 million in 1975. $40 million In 1976 and $75 

mill ion 111 1977. 'nflation for these same years decreased that purchasing 

power by $2.3 million for 1975. $2.3 million for 1976 and $4.9 million for 

1977. for a tota 1 decrease of about $9 m i 11 ion. So wh i1 e $140 m i 111 on was 
, 

appropriated to the JJDPA In these three years. the effects of Crime 

Control funding cutbacks and inflation took nearly $78 million away. The 

net gain was $62 million. a little more than $20 million per year. 
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With such a low net gain after three years of funding, the rapid 

expenditure of new funds creates a new dilemna. Obviously Congress and 

juvenile justice advocates want these funds expended. For whatever reasons, 

substantial amounts of money were not spent over the last two years. 

Pressure is on OJJDP to obligate these funds, and plans are underway to do 

do. However, this money will create new, needed services which will then 

require continuation support. With the start of FY 1979, OJJDP could well 

be operating programs at a $125-$140 million annual level but with only a 

$100 mi 11 ion to continue them. 

Given the current plans of OJJDP to obligate funds prior to September 

30, this area of criticism Should fade away after then. Without additional 

appropriations, however, OJJDP will find itself unable to continue the 

projects it will soon be funding, and subject to new criticism for spending 

its funds unwisely. Those members of Congress as well as national and state 

groups concerned with improving the Juvenile Justice System who have been 

critical of OJJls obligating of funds in the past, should, be prepared to 

support a substantial increase in the JJDPA appropriation next year. 

The third major area of criticism of the Office has been its general 

administration over the last twelve months. The Subcommittee is aware of 

the numerous charges made against the Administrator by the union representing 

OJJDP employees. Rumors abound in the field about these diffiCUlties, with 

the most' visible sign being the number of staff turnovers within OJJDP. 

The effect of these difficulties is to weaken the credibility of OJJDP, and 

potentially diminish its ability to enforce the mandates of the JJDPA in the 

sta tes. 
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With the abolition of the LEAA Regional Offices, the review of the 

SPA comprehensive juvenile justice plans is now central ized in OJ.JDP. One 

central staff team nO~J reviews state progress and recommends specific 

conditions based on a national perspective as well as state needs. This 

new process has been very effective at holding states accountable to the 

mandates of the Act. The Office has been under intense political pressure 

to weaken two key provisions of the Act, the separation requirement by 

Cal !fornia and the deinstltutional izatiOl requirement by New York. Clearly 

the other states are watching these disputes closely to see if new loopholes 

to avoid compliance will be created. 

NYAP recognizes a bandwagon effect of the criticism against OJJDP. 

With the three year deadline fast approaching and the new review process 

for state plans in O.JJDP, we should expect the brouhaha to intensify in 

the next six to eight months. The Congress and juvenile justice advocates 

are well advised to carefully sift out legitimate criticisms from camouflaged 

to avoid compliance with the JJDPA. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO 

PUERTO RICO CRIME COMMISSION 
G. P. O. SOX 1256 

, SAN JUAN. PuERTO RICCI 00936 

July 26. 1978 

Mr. he Andrews, Chairman 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
COll1l1ittee on Education and labor 
Subcoll1l1ittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

AUG 81m 

This letter is in response to your request for our cornnents to help in your 
effort to assess the overall performance of the Office of the Juvenile Jus
tice and Delinquency Preverition in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 and its subsequent amendments. 

After a brief, but concientious analysis of the whole process, our SPA has 
been involved since the starting planning stage, offering technical assistance 
as required and monitoring the implementation of the projects funded with Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds for Status Offenders and 
Complete Separation with Incarcerated' Adults. During our active participa
tion we have discovered the' following realities: 

1. We believe that the Office of the Juvenil~ Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in almost all occassions, has given clerar and precise tnstructions 
of the tasks to be addressed. One' of the few exceptions was the first year we 
submitted a Monitoring of Jails Report. last Year, 1977, was a better expe
rience, since we were given other instructions that proved to be helpful. 
The final report was improved considerably and as Mr. John M. Rector said in 
his July 17. 1978 letter, "The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency , 
Prevention accepts your report as having sufficient information". Besides 
our effort they made it come true by helping us do a better job. 

2. In regard to the funds allocated for the Juvenile Justice Advisory 
Group, we believe it would be of great assistance to offer more information 
on all possible permissible expenses,.so that more secure steps can be taken 
in this direction knowing what LEAA expects from these groups, since this 
will be their first experience with such funds at their service. We believe 
such funds should be used in close harmony with the Juvenile Justice. and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. 
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3. This SPA is very aware of all efforts carried out, not only by 
this office, but also the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention,and the sponsoring agencies of our status offenders projects 
participating in the desinstitutionalization process. We believe firmly 
that three years is too short a period of time when you study the follow
ing realities or limitations that are present in an effort of this nature. 
We also believe that the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention should have visited our jurisdictions periodically, so that 
they could also beAefit from our experience and feel the seriousness of 
this agencies intentions in trying to comply with the Act requirements: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

the difficulty encountered' in establishing a new public 
policy in the desinstitutionalization of status offenders. 

emphasize the need to develop'a new minor's law, in accord
ance to these changes; ,this process is still at its initial 
stage. 

difficulty in securing proper personnel Willing to live 
with these institutionalized minors whe~ returning to the 
community. 

there is a need of good and adeqaate physical facilities 
to establ ish immediately these new projects. 

We believe that the Office of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
should evaluate the' good faith effort of each jurisdiction. If they determine 
that the SPA has done all possible and they do not comply substantially, that 
a time extension be considered to help the SPA and the participating agencies 
to attain their Objectives as required by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

Cordially, 

R~ D..A.f~ ell- o..-..~ 
Flavia Alfaro de ~vedo, Esq. 
Executive Director 
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AUG 1 ~ \91& 

6110 Executive Boulevard 
Suite 750 

COMMISSION ON ACCREDITATION FOR CORRECTIONS R,ackvi1le# Maryland 20852 
(301) 770-3097 

August 11, 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
House of Representatives 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

The Commission is mos~ appreciative of the opportunity 
to submit a statement relative to the national issue of 
juvenile justice, generally, and the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, specifically. 

To alleviate the necessity of including the Com
mission's standards for juvenile corrections in the state
ment, we are providing copies of the published volumes 
£or distribution to the Subcommittee members. The Com
mission .is hopeful that you and the other members will 
find our work useful and informative. 

We would also like to take this opportunity to 
express our appreciation for the cooperation received 
from Gordon Raley of the Subcommittee staff. 

We respectfully submit the enclosed statement for 
consideration by the Subcommittee. 

SJW:cgp 
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COMMISSION ·ON ACCREDITATION FOR CORRECTIONS 

Statement for the 

united States House of Representatives 
Committee on Education and Labor 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 

August 11, 1978 

The Commission on Accreditation for Corrections was established 
in 1974 by the Ame:cican Correctional Association through a grant 
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, united States 
Department of Justice, for the two-fold purpose of (1) developing 
national standards for all areas of juvenile and adult corrections, 
and (2) directing a voluntary accreditation program through which 
compliance with the standards could be measured. To date, the 
Corr~ission has published seven volumes of standards: 

Manua~ of Standapds 
Manual of Standapds 
ManuaL of Standapda 

Sepvices 
ManuaL of standapds 
ManuaL of Standapds 
ManuaL of Standapds 

SepvicfJs 
ManuaL 'of Standapds 

Sepvices 

foP'AduLt PapaLe Authopities 
fop i:.(;luZt Community ResidentiaL 'Servicee 
for Ad~Lt Probation and ParoLe FieLd 

1\ 
for Adu "'~, Corl'ectiona L ItlaU tutions 
fop AduLiJ";'ocaZ Detention FaciLities 
for JuveniLe Community ResidentiaL 

for JuveniLe Prokation and Aftercare 

The following three additional volumes are scheduled for publication 
next spring: 

ManuaL of standards for JuveniLe Detention FaciLities 
Manual of Standards for JuveniLe Training SchooZs 
ManuaL of Standards for the Organization and Administration 

of correct,ionaL Services .' 

Unlike standards developed by various organizations also dedicated 
to upgrading correctj.ons, the Commission's standards are measurable. 
By design, they can be applied to the daily operations of an adult 
correctional institution, a parole authority, a juvenile community 
residential program, a probation field office, or a jail, in order to 
measure that agency's compliance with the standards. It is the diver
sity of purpose, policy and practice of such distinct areas of corrections 
which required the Commission to develop separate sets of standards for 
specific application. 

The goal of the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections is to 
upgrade corrections nationwide, resulting in greater public protection, 
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more effective administration of corrections agencies, protection 
of the individual rights of offenders, and humane inmate care. 
Striving t~ attain this goal through the development of comprehen
sive corrections standards and the implementation of a voluntary 
accreditation program, the Commission has achieved an historic 
first in American corrections. On May 12, 1978, the first nationally
recognized, professional accreditations for correctional services 
were awarded by the Commission to the following four community 
corrections agencies: Bureau of Rehabilitation of the National 
Capital Area, Washington; D. C.; Magdala Foundation, St. Louis, 
Missouri; The Mahoning County Residential Treatment Center, Youngs
town, Ohio; and, Talbert House, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

In addition to these agencies, 84·other correctional agencies, 
inclUding the Federal Bureau of Prisons, California Department of 
Corrections, Oklahoma Department of Corrections, Idahp Department 
of Corrections and New Jersey State Parole Board, are involved in 
the accreditation program. 

Soon after its organization in 1974, the Commission on Accredi
tation for Corrections concluded that its program of worK should 
include the development of standards for both juvenile and adult 
corrections agencies. This decision was influenced by a number of 
considerations. It was recognized that in some few instances agencies 
have legal responsibility for corrections programs for juveniles, 
youth and adults. It also appeared clear that in jurisdictions where 
there is a legal provision for the independent administration of such 
services, there exists nonetheless a need for the coordination of 
activities and for the development of commonly shared objectives 
across tqe continuum of services directed toward the needs of persons, 
regardless of age, who are either adjudicated delinquent or. convicted 
of crime. 

The Commission undertook its work at a time when the system of 
juvenile justice was the focus of critical assessment by the Juvenile 
Justice Standards Project of the Institute of Judicial Administration 
and the American Bar Association, 'the Juvenile Justice Task Force of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the Advisory Com
mittee to the LEAA Administrator on Standards for the Administration 
of Juvenile Justice, as well as other groups. 

One of the most important issues addressed by these groups has 
involved future public policy regarding jurisdiction over children 
involved in non-criminal behavior. The currently unresolved debate 
regarding the status offender posed some difficulties for the Com
mission. After thoughtful and exhaustive discussions, however, 
agreement was reached that standards should be prepared for programs 
for juveniles who are adjudicated delinquents. 
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It is the Commission's position that already insufficient 
resources to combat serious delinquency are diverted by adding 
social service responsibilities to juvenile justice facilities. 
Therefore, the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections believes 
that status offenders and neglected children should be removed from 
juvenile correctional institutions. 

Dealing with delinquency is a societal issue--an issue which 
has presented corrections with a continuing dilemma since the in
ception of the juvenile court system at the turn of the century. 
How does an administrator simultaneously balance the goals of public 
protection and tbo~g of providing individualized assistance to both 
serious juvenile offenders and neglected youth and status offenders? 
Is juvenile justice a corrections process or a social service? Past 
history and current practice indicate that juvenile justice is chal
lenged to be both. 

The public's response to the issue is basically emotional and 
subject to change. Research findings which might offer a solution 
remain inconclusive. Therefore, the juvenile corrections adminis
trator is left to juggle an ever-changing emphasis between punishment, 
incapacitation, rehabilitation and child care services as public 
sentiment and correctional theory dictate. 

The dilemma is compounded by the fact that juvenile justice like 
adult criminal justice is a "nonsystem." Not only do different 
jurisdictions have different terminology and processes, they also 
apply them inconsistently. Generally speaking, the procedures used 
by the various components of the juvenile justice system preclude 
their collective effectiveness. 

While the amount of serious or violent juvenile delinquency has 
fluctuated over time, recent surveys indicate that the majority of 
juveniles in custody have not committed serious offenses. They are 
non-violent offenders, status Offenders and neglected children. 

Current studies reveal that a disproportionately greater number 
and variety of juvenile faciaities and programs are available to males 
in custody than to females. Although females generally are charged 
with less serious offenses than males, females are more likely to 
be placed in secure and intrusive programs. It is the Commission's 
position that services and opportunities for all juveniles should be 
equally distributed and available throughout each jurisdiction in 
the country. And, certainly if male and female juveniles are main
tained in one facility, both should have equal access to programs 
and services. 

The continuing concern about the most effective methods for ad
judicating and managing delinquents has resulted in a reassessment 
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of the role and purpose of juvenile justice. There is growing 
acknowledgment that the juvenile court alone cannot solve many of 
the problems of delinquent and non-delinquent youth. Indeed, there 
is increased concurrence that minimizing the extent of interaction 
with the formal juvenile justice system may be of the most benefit 
to juveniles. 

The trend to redefine the role of the juvenile justice system, 
to narrow the base of the juvenile court's jurisdiction, and to 
ensure the use of due process safeguards in juvenile court proceedings 
is continuing. While this evolutionary change continues, it seems 
appropriate to restate the purpose of the juvenile justice system 
and define·the roles of probation and aftercare therein. 

The purpose of juvenile corrections has been well stated by 
the American Bar Association's Juvenile Justice standards Project: 
"To reduce juvenile crime by maintaining the integrity of the sub
stantive law proscribing certain behavior and by developin9 individual 
responsibility lor +awful behavior. This purpose should be pursued 
through means that are fair and just, that recognize the unique char
acteristics and needs of juveniles, and that give juveniles access to 
opportunities for' personal and social growth." 

This definition is consistent with the premise made by the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (1967): "Our system of justice holds both juveniles and 
adults who violate the law responsible for their misconduct and 
imposes sanctions on them accordingly, even though the level of res
ponsibility may be lower for juveniles than for adults. Society thereby 
obligates itself to equip juveniles with the means--the education and 
social and cultural background, 'the personal and economic security--
to understand and accept responsibility." 

The development, promulgation and application of standards to 
juvenile justice programs will serve as a catalyst for the improvement 
of such services. To the degree that the standards are responsive to 
new knowledge and experience, they can lead to more effective and 
efficient methods of assisting troubled youth. Equally important, the 
standards provide for due process safeguards to ensure that the basic 
rights of all juveniles are maintained. For example, it is the Com
mission's position that probation prior to adjudication, known as 
informal probation, should not be used with juveniles. ' 

The development of standards for juvenile corrections r~ograms 
presents some unique problems. For example, delinquency occurs during 
the span of years when significant developmental changes take place. 
Therefore, the juvenile facility must provide the support and nur
turance which encourage normal gro,,,th and development. In many 
instances, the juveniles in custody have serious handicaps and 
hindrances which must, be dealt with individually. Each facility , 
should be encouraged by the application of these standards to provide 
for individual growth 'and maturation. 
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Because education is a socially directed process that facilitates 
individual growth, juvenile facilities have a responsibility to main
tain education programs designed to assist each youth to achieve an 
acceptable level of performance, not by passively permitting growth, 
but by positively promoting it through policy, practice and programs. 

Recognizing and supporting the humanitarian principles and 
benevolent purppses which have helped establish juvenile justice in 
this country, the Commission, nevertheless, advocates the implementation 
of specific operating procedures to ensure the protection of individual 
rights of the juveniles being served. Throughout, the standards 
reflect the concern of the Commisison that supervising agencies protect 
the constitutional rights of the young persons for whom they are 
responsible. 

The Commission has sought to incorporate the experience and 
expertise of corrections professionals by involving them in the 
development of these standards. Although the numbers of individuals 
and agencies which participate in the standards development process 
are too numerous to list here, the Commission is profoundly grateful 
for their assistance. The special issues relative to juvenile 
corrections serve to emphasize the need for such involvement in order 
to ensure .the development of standards which are both forward-looking 
and realistic. 

The Commission would like to address the participatio~ of the 
Office of .Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the develop
ment of these standards. To date, OJJDP staff have reviewed and 
provided comments on all drafts of juvenile standards·whfch have been 
published. The Commission seeks their continued involvement not only 
in the standards development process but also in the application of 
the standards through accreditation of juvenile corrections agencies. 
To date, however, there has been no formal commitment by OJJDP to support 
this accreditation effort, which has achieved a high degree of accep
tance from corrections professionals nationwide. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the support from 
OJJDP is vitaL to the future success of this important effort to 
apply national standards to juvenile corrections. 
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Project New Pride in Denver, Colorado is one of 
23 programs which have earned the National 
I nstitute's "Exemplary" label. Projects are nom
inated through the LEAA Regional Offices and the 
State Planning Agencies and are examined by an 
independent evaluator to verify their: 

G Overall effectiveness in reducing crime or 
improving criminal justice 

• Adaptability to other jurisdictions 
• Objective evidence of achievement 
• Demonstrated cost effectiveness 

Validation results are then submitted to the 
Exemplary Project Advisory Board, made up of 
LEAA and State Planning Agency officials, which 
makes the final decision. 

For each Exemplary Project, the National Institute 
publishes a range of information materials, includ· 
ing a brochure and a detailed manual. Publications 
are announced through the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service. To register for this 
free service, please write: NCJRS, P.O. Box 
24036, S.W. Post Office, Washington, D.C. 20024. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Gerald M. Caplan, Director 

lAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

----~-~ 

For sale by tho Superintendent of Documents. U.S, OOVl'mmcnt }lrinting Office 
Washington, D.C. 2GtOZ 

Stock No, OZ7-(XX)-O(l536-6 
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An Exemplary Project 

II 
Ofhcl!' of Tec;hno!ogv Transfer 
National Inslttute of Law Enforce:numt arid 

Cnmmal Justtce ~ Law Ellforc~np!'!l AssIstance AdmInIstration ~ U S Departrrent of Justl!:e 

PROJECT 
NEW PRIDE 

Denve~ Colorado 

Prepared for the National Institute of Law Enforcement 
and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration, U.S. Department of Justice, under contract 
number j·LEAA-030-76. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are those 
of the author and do not necessarily represent the oHidal 
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 
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For further information concerning the policies 
and procedures of Project New Pride contact: 

Terryl Miller 
Project Director 
Project New Pride 
1919 East 21 Street 
Denver, Colorado 80205 
303-320-4632 

or 

Thomas S. James 
President, New Pride Inc. 
1437 High Street 
Denver, ColoraJo 80218 
303-355-1661 
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FOREWORD 
Delinquents with lengthy criminal records place 
special burdens on the juvenile justice system, yet 
available services often tend to be focused on the 
younger pre-delinquents or first offenders. Typi
cally, the more serious offender either winds up in 
an instituthn - a costly, often unsuccessful 
venture - or back on the street with minimal 
assistance and supervision. 

In Denver, Project New Pride has taken a more 
positive approach by singling out the juvenile 
probationer with a record of several offenses and 
social adjustment problems for a year of intensive, 
individualized treatment_ It provides an array of 
services including alternative schooling, correction 
of learning disabilities, vocational training, job 
placement, counseling, recreation and cultural 
activities. 

The National Institute has designated Project New 
Pride an Exemplary Project and believes that its 
approach should be considered by other commun-
ities. 

July, 1977 

Gerald M. Caplan 
Director 
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The Problem 

Willy is a young Chicano with a history of arrests 
for burglary, assault, and robbery. He is close to 
being an alcoholic at 77. Willy's parents are on 
public assistance. They are unstable, non·supportive, 
and unable to discipline him. Even befoi'e drop
ping out of school, he attended only sporadically. 
He has been placed on probation repeatedly, but 
all attempts to help Willy have failed. He has just 
been rearrested. 

Margaret is an attractive young girl, very with
drawn, and extremely shy. It is difficult to believe 
her extensive police record: more than 74 offenses 
ranging from glue sniffing to prostitution. An un
wanted pregnancy shattered an already unstable 
relationship with her family, and she struck out on 
her own, supporting herself the best way she could. 
She has just been caught for shoplifting. 
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A Solution? 

What can be done to help these youngsters and 
others like them? 

A common response is to reprimand them - a 
verbal slap on the wrist - and let them back out 
into the community, only to face the same social 
adjustment problems that first led them into crimi· 
nal activity. That tactic has been consistently un
successful. 

Another possibility is to incarcerate them, and 
hope that a prison sentence will deter future crimi
nal behavior. Yet the failures of institutional pro
grams often outnumber the succ.esses. 

Given only these possible solutions, the future of 
these youngsters does not look bright. A more 
promising approach is one that offers a wide range 
of services - remedial educalien, vocational and 
individual counseling, cultural enrichment - care
fully designed to restore the youth's sense of self
worth. This is the approach taken by Denver, 
Colorado's Project New Pride. 

01 o 
00 



The Concept 

Project New Pride is a community-based program 
offering intensive services to adjudicated juveniles, 
most of whom have lengthy records of prior 
arrests and convictions. 

"The typical New Pride client is a Spanish sur
named male; an adjudicated delinquent, with a 
history of six or more prior arrests. He is 16 
years old, from a single parent family (usually 
the mother), and has three or more siblings, 
who in most cases have also had contact with 
the juvenile justice system. The family is usu
ally receiving some form of public assistance, 
living a transient life-style, and includes one 
member who has been incarcerated. The child 
has probably dropped out of school, complet
ing either 9th or 10th grade, and has several 
identifiable learning disabilities, although possess
ing average or above average intelligence. He has 
a history of expulsion and/or other school
related failures. The child's most recent atten
dance in school can usually be attributed to a 
court order. 

5 

The client's home is unstable, nonsupportive, 
and frequently other family members are in
volved in illegal activities and may be contribut
ing to the delinquency of the client The child is 
often viewed as an unwanted burden. He has 
frequently been placed in a variety of treatment 
programs designed to rehabilitate him. In a/
most all cases these "treatments" have been 
failures and have contributed to his feelings of 
low self-esteem. He has been incarcerated for 
brief periods of time and expects to be re
arrested. " 

New Pride operates on the premise that an in
dividual must confront his problems in his own 
environment - i.e., within the community. To do 
this the offender must be guided in adopting and 
maintaining a conventional life-style as an alterna
tive to the delinquent life-style he has known. 

Traditionally, juvenile services have been highly 
spedalized and fragmented. New Pride's approach 
is to integrate all services, providing comprehen
sive treatment to its clients. For example, a single 
youth may receive remedial treatrnent for a learn
ing disability, take courses for high school credit, 
be placed in a part-time job, participate in family 

at o 
CoO 



510 



counseling and experience cultural events at 
theatres and museums. The staff is famil iar with 
the range of each client's activities and can rein
force gains in anyone area. 

Youngsters are referred to New Pride through 
Denver's Juvenile Court Probation Placement 
Division. Ninety-five percent of the clients are 
male. Referra!s meet the following criteria: 

• They are 14-17 years of age; 

• Have a recent arrest or conviction for bur
glary, robbery, or assault related to robbery; 

• Have two pnor convictions (preferably rob
bery, burglary, or assault); and 

e Reside in Denver County_ 

New Pride selects 20 of those referrals at 4-month 
intervals. In its 3~-year existence, the program has 
provided services to more than 220 youths. 

7 

The Services 

For the first three months, youngsters in the pro
gram receive intensive services. A 9-month follow
up period continues treatment geared to the youth's 
needs and interests. The follow-up may involve 
daily to weekly contact. And in some instances, 
clients have been served continuously since project 
inception. 

The services provided include: 

• Education. Based on test results, partici
pants are assigned to classes in either the 
New Pride Alternative School (located at 
project headquarters) or the Learning Dis
abilities Center. 

The Alternative School provides one-to-one 
tutoring with relatively little lecturing. 
Staff are strongly supportive of student 
efforts, encourage their strengths, and try to 
make academic work rewarding to students 
who have previously experienced repeated 
failures. Emphasis is on reintegrating stu
dents into the regular school system. 

01 
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The Learning Disabilities Center staff works 
intensively with clients to correct their 
perceptual and cognitive disabilities. New 
Pride stresses the relationship between learn
ing disabilities and juvenile delinquency. In 
its treatment approach, learning disability 
therapy and academic tutoring are equally 
important. Tests administered to project 
youth in the first two years of operations 
showed that 78 percent of the New Pride 
participants were found to have at least two 
learning disabilities. The Learning Disabili
ties Center has recently received a separate 
grant and will be able to serve an increased 
number of clients. 

• Employment. Job preparation is a key part 
of the program. The employment component 
is designed to introduce clients to the working 
world and its expectations, and to provide 
employment experience along with much 
needed income. During his first month of 
project participation, the youth attends a 
job skills workshop on such topics !'JS filling 
out application forms and interviewing. 
The Job Placement Specialist counsels each 
client individually to develop vocational inter-
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ests and to provide realistic appraisals of 
career ambitions and requisite skills. Actual 
"on-the-job training" occurs in the second 
and third months of program participation. 

e Counseling. The project attempts to match 
clients with counselors who can best respond 
to their role model needs and personalities. 
Treatment is planned to enhance the youth's 
self-image and to help him cope with his 
environment. Each counselor involves himself 
in all aspects of his client's life and maintains 
frequent contact with family, teachers, social 
workers and any others close to the youth. 
In the 9-month follow-up period, counselors 
continue to maintain a minimum of weekly 
contacts with a youth and his family. 

e Cultural Education. New Pride takes young
sters who have known little more than their 
immediate neighborhoods and exposes them 
to a range of experiences and activities in the 
Denver area. Extensive community contacts 
have created a rich variety of opportunities 
including visits to a television station to watch 
the news hour being prepared, ski trips, an 
Outward Bound weekend, sports events, 
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restaurant dinners and many other education
al and recreational events. 

The Staff 

The majority of the staff members have master's 
degrees in special education, guidance, or psycholo
gy, or are working toward advanced degrees. 
They are relatively young, with backgrounds in 
teaching or juvenile services. 

In addition, a well organized program draws a 
large, diverse group of volunteers from community 
organizations and local colleges and universities. 
Students receive credits for a semester's work at 
New Pride as counseling interns. Community 
volunteers may tutor clients, develop special acti
vity programs such as a yoga course or mechanical 
shop, or provide administrative and clerical assis
tance. 

In many instances, New Pride youths are tutored 
by volunteers who are not of the same ethnic or 
racial group. Bringing together inner-city, minority 
youths with volunteers from varied backgrounds 
is considered vital. This contact helps both groups 
learn to cope with differences and gives them the 
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opportunity to develop more favorable attitudes 
toward each other. The philosophy has produced 
many moving stories, this among them: 

Ramone and his volunteer tutor have developed 
a very special relationship. That Ramone is 
Chicano and his tutor is white is not what makes 
their relationship so special. His tutor is blind. 
In part to show his appreciation to the tutor, 
and in part to impress him, Ramone is learning 
how to read braille. 

The Results 

How successful has New Pride been? In keeping 
with its wide range of services, New Pride set six 
primary goals: reducing recidivism for both re
ferral and non-referral offenses; job placement; 
school re-integration; and remediating academic 
and learning disabilities. The project defined these 
goals in explicit forms that could be measured and 
conducted a careful evaluation. The impact of the 
remaining project activities of counseling, cultural 
education, and volunteer services was not directly 
measured. 
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New Pride's record in achieving it~ primary goal is 
impressive: during a 12 month period in the com
munity, 32 percent of a control group were arrested 
at least once for impact offenses, compared to 27 
percent of New Pride clients. A similar reduction 
occurred in the rearrest rates for misdemeanor and 
status offenses. 

The program also had considerable success in job 
placement. Following vocational training by New 
Pride, 70 percent of all clients were placed in full 
or part-t!me jobs. The rearrest rate for employed 
clients was approximately one-third the rate for 
unemployed clients. New Pride participants also 
appeared to develop more positive attitudes toward 
education, as evidenced by a return to school rate 
of over 40 percent. 

The data on New Pride's efforts to improve aca
demic performance and remedy learning disabili
ties are too preliminary to report definitive results; 
however, the findings to date suggest potential 
successes. As noted earlier, New Pride's pioneering 
work in learning disabilities will be expanded under 
a separate grant from the Denver Anti-Crime 
Council. . 

c:n ..-. 
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But what makes New Pride's achievements re
markable is the kind of youngsters it helps -
multiple offenders with a variety of social adjust
ment problems. 

Willy attended New Pride only sporadically for 
the first few months. At times, counselors liter
ally had to drag him in. He stayed out past curfew 
constantly and refused to cooperate. But New 
Pride counselors believed he had enough native 
ability to become a carpenter. After several months 
of vocational counseling and training, he landed a 
job with a construction firm. His family is more 
supporti'.te, and he is trying to overcome his alco
hol problem. 

Shortly after Margaret joined the program, New 
Pride staff realized that she needed glasses. Her 
counselor helped her get a prescription and worked 
with her constantly. Margaret soon came out of 
her shell, became more vocal, and has a more posi
tive self-image. She is now living in her own apart
ment and is beginning to enjoy her life. She still 
calls her counselor every week or so, even though 
she has officially completed the program. 

Perceptual and motor skills remediation 
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The cost of incarcerating a youth in Colorado is 
estimated to be $12,000 annually. New Pride 
spends approximately $4,000 per year to keep a 
youngster out of institutions. Of the 160 youth 
who have completed the program, 89 percent have 
not been incarcerated. This amounts to a potential 
savings of slightly over $1.1 million if all the youth 
had been incarcerated for one year. The program 
was originally funded by LEAA but has now been 
institutionalized by the Colorado Division of 
Youth Services. 

New Pride was selected as "Agency of the Year" 
by the Colorado Juvenile Council and has been 
visited by legislators, state planners, and members 
of the judiciary from 22 states. 

The Next Move 

Although New Pride's concept is particularly well 
implemented, there is nothing new in each of its 
separate comlJonents. What makes New Pride 
more than the sum of its parts is the ability to 
coordinate treatment approaches in an integrated 
and continuous fashion to address each client's 
specific interests and needs. 

'? 
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Those who want to try this approach should con
sider three essential keys to New Pride's success: 

• Relationship with juvenile court. Arrange
ments and relationships established with local 
court and probation officials are integral to 
successful project operations. The relation
ship that exists between New Pride and the 
judiciary is candid and open and cooperative. 
Each supports the other in achieving objec
tives. New Pride has been responsive to sug
gestions by Judges and Probation Officers. 
These individuals, in turn, are kept fully 
informed of client progress and problems. 

o Community Relations. New Pride's involve
ment with and support from community and 
business organizations and individuals has 
been mutually beneficial. Three key support
ers are the Mile High Chapter of the Red 
Cross, the Volunteer Coordinator and the 
large team of volunteers, and the Chamber of 
Commerce . 

• Treatment Services. The New Pride concept 
is a multi-disciplinary approach to the needs 
of delinquent youth. The total youth is 
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assessed and an individualized treatment plan 
is developed which includes counseling, 
vocational training, cultural education, and 
academics . 

It is a challenge to blend these treatment elements 
into a singl~ program. It is even more of a challenge 
to operate the program effectively, but it may well 
be the last chance for many youngsters with social 
adjustment problems to avoid incarceration or to 
reclaim a promising future. Can you meet this 
challenge? New Pride has done it. The next 
move ... is yours. 

",u.s. GOVERNMENT PRIN'fI:>lG OFFICE; 1977- 237·643;6471 
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ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE SHIRLEY CHISHOLM 

BEFORE THE SECOND ANNUAL YOUTri l-lORKERS CONFERENCE 

GEORGETOlm UNIVERSITY 

JUNE 8, 1978 

DEAR FRIENDS, 

ALTHOUGH t l\!1 HONORED TO JOIN YOU THIS MORNING, I HAVE NOT 

COME HERE MERELY TO SPEW BENIGN PLATITUDES ABOUT HOW WONDERFUL 

YOUNG PEOPLE ARE, OR FOR THAT MATTER HOW WONDERFUL YOUR PROGRAMS 

ARE, AND THEIR IMPORTANCE TO OUR YOUTH. THE REASON I AM HERE IS 

THAT I AM DEEPLY ANGRY BY'THE SHAMBLE WHICH WE CALL OUR FEDERAL 

YOUTH POLICY, AND THE LOW PRIORITY v1HICH YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAMS 

ARE REGARDED BY OUR CONGRESS. EVERYTHING 

IS NOT WONDERFUL. PROGRAMS AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL ARE IN A CRISIS 

STATE, AND I SHARE WITH YOU MY PERSONAL FRUSTRATION WHICH STEMS 

FROM THE REALIZATION THAT WHILE WE ARE STYMIED BY OUR OWN 

BUREAUCRATIC INERTIA, OUR YOUNG PEOPLE, WHO ARE THIS NATION'S MOST 

PRECIOUS RESOURCE, SUFFER ACUTELY FROM A LACK OF OPPORTUNITY, HOPE, 

AND VISION. 

I BELIEVE THAT THE TIME HAS LONG PAST FOR SOME OF THESE DAMN 

BUP£AUCRATS TO WAKE UP TO THE ALIENATION AND FRUSTRATION WHICH 

COMPRISE THE DAY-TO-DAY EXISTENCE OF TOO MANY YOUNG PEOPLE IN AMERICA. 

WHETHER YOU TALK TO THE BLACK YOUTH, IN BEDFORD-STUYVESANT, THE CHICANO 

BROTHERS &_SISTERS IN EAST LOS ANGELES, THE NATIVE AMERICAN YOUTH ON 

THE NAVAJO RESERVATION, THE ASIAN YOUTH IN CHINATOWNS ACROSS THE NATION 

OR OUR TROUBLED' WHITE BROTHERS AND SISTERS ,THERE IS 'A COMMONALITY OF 
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PROBLEMS WHICH IS AN INDICTMENT OF THIS SOCIETY, AND THE LEGACY WHICH 

WE ARE SUPPOSED TO BEQUEATH TO THIS FUTURE GENERATION. AT THE SAME 

TIME, IT IS NO LONGER ENOUGH TO SIMPLV BLAME SOCIETY IN GENERAL 

FOR THE ECONOMIC AND RACIAL DISCRIMINATION WHICH DEVASTATES THE 

FUTURE OF SO MANY YOUNG PEOPLE. THOSE OF US HERE THIS MORNING SHOULD 

BE SUFFICIENTLY ATTUNED TO THE POLITICAL SYSTEMS TO REALIZE '£HAT 

THE COl1MITMENT DOES NOT PRESENTLY EXIST IN WASHINGTON, AND OUR 

YOUNG PEOPLE ARE SUFFERING AS A RESULT. 

DURING. THE PAST SEVERAL MONTHS, I HAVE CLOSELY MONITORED OUR 

FEDERAL YOUTH PROGRAMS AN~ POLICIES, AND IN PARTICULAR THE ROLE OF 

THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE & DBLINQUENCY PREVENTION. MY 

FINDINGS HAVE BEEN EXTREMELY DISTURBING, AND I WILL NOT BE PULLING 

ANY PUNCHES HERE THIS MOR~ING. I APPEAL TO EACH OF YOU TO USE THE 

COLLECTIVE STRENGTH WHICH EXISTS HERE AT THIS CONFERENCE TO HAKE 

DEMANDS UPON THIS CONGRESS AND THIS ADMINISTRATION TO RESPOND MORE 

11EANINGFULLY IN FUNDING lIND DEVELOPING INI'rIATIVES GEARED TO THE 

SERIOUS PROBLEMS FACED BY YOUNG PEOPLE IN TODAY'S SOCIETY. 

AS YOU MAY KNOW, I WAS A TEACHER AND EDUCATOR LONG BEFORE I 

BECAME A POLITICIAN, AND MY FOREMOST INTEREST IN THE CONGRESS HAS 

BEEN IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION, AND EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 

YOUNG PEOPLE. MY INTEREST AND EFFORTS ON ISSUES AFFECTING YOUTH., 

AND PARTICULARLY JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, HAVE BEEN GUIDED BY TWO 

FIR}~Y HELD BELIEFS: 

FIRST, THERE IS A REAL LACK OF COORDINATION AMONG THE VARIOUS 
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FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND AGENCIES WHICH IMPACT UPON THE NEEDS OF' 

YOUNG PEOPLE. STRUCTURES SUCH AS THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 

ARE DESIGNED TO BRING ABOUT THIS NEEDED COORDINATION OF EFFORT. 

WHEN MECHANISMS SUCH AS THESE BECOME ENTANGLED ANQ INEFFECTIVE, 

WE FIND TOO MANY TROUBLED YOUNG PEOPLE GETTING LOST IN BETWEEN 

THE BUREAUCRATIC CRACKS AND CREVICES IN FEDERAL YOUTH POLICY. 

SECOND, I BELIEVE THAT WHILE ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AP£ CRITICAL, 

YOUTH ALIENATION FROM OUR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS IS SO OFTEN THE 

FIRST STEP TOWARD DELINQUENCY AND CRIME. FOR THIS REASON, MUCH 

OF MY ATTENTION HAS FOCUSED ON THE NEED TO DEVELOP SOLUTIONS FOR 

SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY, AND ALTEFU~ATlVES IN EDUChTION. 

JUST ~T DEeEl'lBER, THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION RELEASED 

ITS tJ'tAJOR TWO VOLUME STUDY ON SCHOOL VIOLENCE & VANDALISM. THE 

"SAFE SCHOOL STUDY" DOCUMENTED THE SERIOUS PROBLEM OF SCHOOL-BASED, 

DELINQUENCY WHICH AFFECTS ELEl1ENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATION. ALTHOUGH 

YOUNG PEOPLE SPEND NO MORE THAN 25% OF. THEIR WAKING HOURS IN SCHOOL, 

SOME 40% OF THE ROBBERIES AND 36% OF THE ASSAULTS UPON TEENAGERS 

OCCURED IN SCHOOL. THE CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND AND OTHER GROUPS HAVE 

ALSO DONE EXCELLENT RESEARCH ON THE INAPPROPRIATE AND ARBITRARY 

APPLICATION OF SUSPENSIONS AND EXPULSIONS TO DEAL WITH THE LACK OF 

DISCIPLINE IN OUR SCHOOL SETTING. 

TOO OFTEN EDUCATORS LOOK AT SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY AS THOUGH 

IT WERE THE PROBLEM. IT IS NOT MY FRIENDS - IT IS A SYMPTOM, 

TriOUGH A SERIOUS ONE. SERIOUS RATES OF DELINQUENCY AND'INCREAS~NG 

SUSPENSIONS POINT TO THE REAL CRISIS IN AMERICAN EDUCATION: THERE IS 
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A GROWING ALIENATION OF YOUNG PEOPLE FROM OUR OFTEN IMPERSONAL 

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, COMBINED WITH AN INCREASING INABILITY 

OF SCHOOLS TO IMPART A SENSE OF DISCIPLINE AND EVEN THE MOST BASIC 

SKILLS. THERE IS A FEELING THAT MOST OF OUR EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS 

LACK RELEVANCE TO THE DEMANDS YOUNG PEOPLE BELIEVE. THEY WILL FEEL 

AS ADULTS. ·WHAT HE SEE IS THE IGNITION OF A POWDER KEG OF BITTERNES.S, 

ANGER, AND FRUSTRATION IN OUR YOUNG PEOPLE. 

IF OUR RESPONSE TO THIS SYMPTOM IS BUILDING BETTER LOCKS, 

FENCES, SECURITY AND ALARM SYSTEMS, WE WILL ONLY DO OUR YOUNG PEOPLE 

A GREATER DISSERVICE. THE ALIENATION WHICH HAS BROUGHT TENSION TO 

THE CLASSROOM IS ALSO REFLECTED IN A GROWING SUICIDE RATE FOR 

YOUNG PEOPLE. ACCORDING TO THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR HEALTH STATISTICS, 

THE SUICIDE RATE FOR YOUNG WHITE MALES AGED 15-19 HAS GROWN 171% 

IN THE PERIOD }~OM 1950-1975. THIS IS IN CONTRAST TO A SUICIDE RATE 

FOR WHITE AMERICANS WHICH INCREASED ONLY 18% OVERALL IN THIS PERIOD. 

~ILL ADDED SECURITY OFFICERS, GUARD,DOGS, ELECTRONIC SURVEILlANCE, 

CYCLONE FENCES, OR BREAK RESISTENT WINDOWS MAKE THE LIVES OF'OUR 

YOUNG P};:oPLE MORE MEANINGFUL AND VITAL? I HARDLY THINK SO.' 

IN JANUARY, I TESTIFIED BEFORE THE SAFE SCHOOL HEARINGS qF 

THE ECON0!1IC OPPORTUNITY SUBCOMHITTEE OF THE EDUCATION & LABOR 

Co!1MITTEE. THE PRIMARY THRUST OF MY TESTIMONY WAS' FOR THE NEED OF 

ALTEru~ATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AS A MEANS OF REVITALIZING OUR 

SCHOOLS THROUGH ACADEMIC PROGRAMS WHICH STUDENTS FIND RELEVANT. 

FOLLOWING MY TESTIMONY, MR. JOHN RECTOR, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE Qn'ICE. 

OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, MADE A PRESENTATION BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 1N 
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WHICH HE REFERRED TO CONCERN FOR ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS. 

IN FACT·TO CITE DIRECTLY FROM HIS TESTIMONY, MR. RECTOR STA'rED 

THAT HE WAS "VERY EXCITED" ABOUT AN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM 

WHICH WOULD BE A PRIMARY INITIATIVE OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 

THIS YEAR. IT IS NOW JUNE, AND THERE HAS BEEN NO ALTERNATIVE 

EDUCATION INITIATIVE, AND THERE, IS NO WORD WHETHER THERE WILL BE ONE 

AT ALL THIS YEAR. IN FACT, IN JANUARY I WROTE TO HR. RECTOR ASKING 

THAT WE GET TOGETHER TO DISCUSS THE DETAILS OF SUCH A PROGRAM, AND 

HE HAS NOT YET RESPONDED TO MY REQUEST FOR SUCH A MEETING. 

IT IS EXACTLY THIS TYPE OF BUREAUCRATIC DOUBLETALK AND HYPOCRISY 

WHICH HAS ME SO ALARMED ABOUT THE DIRECTION OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE 

JUSTICE. FURTHER, THE FAILURE OF MR. RECTOR TO ACT IN A TIMELY 

FASHION TO IMPLEMENT PkOGRAMS SO DESPERATELY NEEDED IS HAVING SEVERE 

RAMIFICATIONS IN CONGRESS. JUST LAST WEEK, THE ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY 

EDUCATION ACT, H.R. IS, WHICH REAUTHORIZES FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY EDUCATION, WAS SCHEDULED TO COME TO THE HOUSE 

FLOOR. JUST TWO DAYS PRIOR TO ITS INTENDED CONSIDERATION, REP. 

MARIO BIAGGI ANNOUNCED HIS INTENTION TO OFFER AN ~Y.ffiNDMENT TO PROVIDE 

$15 MILLION IN THIS BILL :r'OR SCHOOL SECURITY PROGRAMS. GRANTS WOULD 

BE AVAILABLE ONLY TO THE 15 SCHOOL DISTRICTS NATIONALLY WITH THE 

HIGHEST INCIDENCE OF REPORTED CRIME, FURTHER, IN ORDER TO BE ELIGIBLE 

:FOR SUCH A GRANT A LOCAL -EDUCATIONAL AGENCY WOULD J:JWE HAD TO ADOPT 

GUIDLEINES REQUIRING THE REPORTING OF EVERY OFFENSE TO THE LOCAL 

POLICE. I AM EXTREMELY CONCERNED THAT SUCH REQUIREMENTS WOULD 
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ENCOURAGE SCHOOLS TO INFLATE THEIR FIGURES FOR VIOLENCE AND 

VANDALISM IN ORDER TO QUALIFY FOR FUNDS. THE RANGE OF ACTIVITIES 

UNDER THIS PROGRAM ARE ALMOST SOLELY LIMITED TO SCHOOL SECURITY, 

HIRING OF GUARDS,ACQUISITION OF EQUIPMENT, AND THE ALTERATION OF 

PHYSICAL PLANT TO DETER CRIME. I BELIEVE THAT SUCH A PROGRAM 

WOULD BE EXTREMELY REGR~SSIVE, IN THAT OUR EFFORTS SHOULD BE GEARED 

TO REMOVING YOUNG PEOPLE FROM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE FIELD, AND NOT 

TOWARD GREATER INVOLVEMENT OF POLICE IN THE SCHOOLS. WE WERE 

FORTUNATE THAT DUE TO THE PRESS OF OTHER LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS, ACTION 

ON H.R. 15 HAS BEEN DELAYED AT LEAST THROUGH NEXT WEEK, BUT I 

AM DEEPLY CONCERNED THAT VOICES BE HEARD IN OPPOSITION TO SUCH 

A MEASURE. JUST THIS WEEK, I WAS AMAZED TO RECEIVE A REPORT FROM 

THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS IN SUPPORT OF THE BIAGGI AMENDMENT. 

AS MORE ATTENTION IS DRAWN TO THE PROBLEM IN OUR SCHOOLS, THERE WILL 

ONLY BE INCREASING PRESSURE TO TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTIONS ALONG THESE 

LINES. MR. RECTOR'S FAILURE TO TAKE CHARGE IN THIS SITUATION IS 

CREATING A POTENTIAL THREAT TO l~E DIRECTION OF JUV~NILE JUSTICE 

PROGRAMS. I WAS ASSURED BY HIM THAT THERE WAS NO NEED FOR MY 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING AN ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION 

PROGRAM, BUT UNLESS I SEE SOME SIGNS OF ACTION, YOU CAN BE ASSURED 

THAT SUCH A BILL WII.L BE INTRODllCED IN THE NEXT MONTH. 

I .ISSUE THIS AS A CHALLENGE TO MR. RECTOR, AS I BELIEVE THAT 

l~E BURDEN RESTS WITH HIM TO DEMONSTRATE THAT HE IS MOVING FORCEFULLY 

TO IHPLEMENT PROGRAMS WHICH HAVE BEEN MANDATED BY CONGRESS, AND AnE 

DESPERATELY NEEDED BY OUR YOUNG PEOPLE. 
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THERE ARE TWO OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE FEDERAL JUVENILE 

JUSTICE EFFORT WHICH ALSO CAST DOUBT UPON THE LEADERSHIP AND 

DIRECTION OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE: 

FIRST, I UNDERSTAND FROM DISCUSSIONS WITH OFFICIALS WITH 

OTHER AGENCIES THAT TWO INTER-AGENCY AGREEMENTS REGARDING YOUTH 

EMPLOYMENT Al~D RESIDENTIAL IMPROVEMENT OF PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES 

WERE CANCELLED ABRUPTLY BY MR. RECTOR LAST YEAR. ALTHOUGH I CANNOT 

SPEAK TO THE SPECIFICS, THESE GRANTS WOULD HAVE EXCEEDED $6 MILLION, 

AND COULD HAVE BEEN OF GREAT ASSISTANCE TO YOUTH PROGRAMS NATIONWIDE. 

IT IS EXACTLY THIS TYPE OF COORDINATION AND INTER-AGENCY COOPERATION 

WHICH OJJDP IS DESIGNED TO STIMULATE. I ALSO KNOW THAT THE 

JUVENILE JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL, WHICH COMPRISES TOP OFFICIALS 

FROM OTHER AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR YOUTH POLICY, HAS NOT MET 

ONCE THIS YEAR. WHY IS A MECHANISM SUCH AS THIS, WHICH IS SO 

VITAL TO COORDINATION BEING TOTALLY IGNORED1 

SECOND, AND MORE IMPORTANTLY, I AM TROUBLED BY THE FAILURE 

OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND MR. RECTOR TO OBLIGATE AND 

EXPEND ITS FUNDS AS APPROPRIATED BY CONGRESS. SO MANY OF OUR 

YOUTH ADVOCACY AND SERVICE PROGRAMS ARE DYING ON THE VINE FOR LACK 

OF RESOURCES, YET THERE SEEMS TO BE A LINGERING INABILITY TO MAKE 

AWARDS TO INITIATE AND SUPPORT EFFORTS AT TRE LOCAL LEVEL. 

REALIZING THE SEVERE FINANCIAL STRAINS FACED BY YOUTH SERVICE 

ORGANIZATIONS IN BROOKLYN AND OTHER COMMUNITIES, :r HAl} PLANNED TO 

OFFER AN AMENDMENT TillS YEAR TO INCREASE FUNDING FOR JUVENILE: 

JUSTICE, BUT WHEN I WAS PRESENTED WITH THE DOCUMENTATION SHOWING 

HOW FEW OF THE DOLLARS HAD ACTUALLY BEEN SPENT, I KNEW THAT THERE 
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WAS NO WAY A C~SE COULD BE MADE FOR SUCH AN INCREASE. 

AS YOU KNOW, FUNDS FROM THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE & 

, DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ARE DIVIDED BETWEEN STATE FORNULA GRANTS 

AND THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS. IT IS A DISGRACE TO SEE HOW 

FEW OF THE DOLLARS HAVE REACHED YOUNG PEOPLE AT THE LOCAL LEVEL. 

FOR THE STATE FORMULA GRANTS PROG~~ FOR FISCAL YEARS '76, 

'77, & '78, CONGRESS APPROPRIATED A ~'TAL OF $131 MILLION. AS 

OF MAY 1978, $126 MILLION HAD BEEN OBLIGATED TO THE STATES, BUT 

ACCORDING TO LEAA, ONLY $18 MILLION OF THE TOTAL $131 MILLION 

APPROPRIATED OVER 1~ pAST THREE YEARS HAS ACTUALLY BEEN SPENT. 

WHILE IT MAY BE ARGUED THAT EXPENDITURES OF THESE FUNDS A.~E 

A STATE P£SPONSIBILITY, THERE CERTAINLY NEEDS TO BE GREATER GUIDANCE 

FROM OJJDP TO ENCOURAGE ALLOCATION OF FUNDR TO LOCAL PROJECTS. 

ON THE OTHER HAND, THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAM IS -WHOLLY DISCRETIONAR) 

AND IS AWARDED DIRECTLY TO INNOVATIVE LOCAL INITIATIVES. SINCE 

FISCAL YEAR '76, $64 MILLION HAS BEEN APPROPRIATED FOR SPECIAL 

EMPHASIS PROGRAMS, AND AS OF MAY, ONLY $17 MILLION HAD EVEN BEEN 

OBLIGATED, AND OF THAT ONLY $8 MILLION OUT OF THE TOTAL $64 MILLION 

HAS BEEN SPENT. IN FISCAL YEAR 1977 & 1978, NOT ONE DOLLAR HAS 

BEEN EXPENDED OR OBLIGATED ACCORDiNG TO LEAA' 

IF nllS SITUATION WERE NOT BAD ENOUGH, I HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT 

THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE OF JUVEN1LE JUSTICE HAS BEEN FUNDING 

A NUMBER OF UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS .. THIS CIRCUMVENTION OF THE 

FEDERAL GUIDELINES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS APPARENTLY SERVES THE 

PURPOSE OF REWARDING FAVORED GROUPS, WHILE NOT ISSUING f,UIDELINES 
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EFFECTIVELY EXCLUDES OTHER GROUPS FROM EVEN COMPETING. IT IS 

TRAGIC THAT SO LITTLE HAS BEEN DONE IN THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

AREA. AS DEFINED BY THE LEGISLATION PASSED BY CONGRESS, PROGRAMS 

IDENTIFIED FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS INCLUDE PROGRAMS OF DIVERSION 

FROM JUVENILE JUSTICE, PROGRAMS WHICH FOCUS ON THE EOSBIBLE 

CORRELATION BE~mEN LEARNI~G DISABILITIES AND DELINQUENCY, 

PROMOTION OF ALTERNATIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AS A MEANS OF 

COPING WITH SCHOOL-BASED DELINQUENCY,DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY

BASED ALTERNATIVES TO INSTITUTIONALIZATION, AND OTHEP~. THESE 

INITIATIVES COULD HAVE A FANTASTIC IMPACT UPON INNER-CITY YOUTH, 

YET ON PAPER, THEY CAN HAVE LITTLE IMPACT. 

I HAVE NOT COME HERE 'ro ATTACK THE EXlSIENCE'::OF THE 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE, AS I HAVE BEEN ACTIVE IN ITS CONTINUATION 

SINCE ITS ENACTMENT IN 1974. BUT I FEEL STRONGLY THAT WE HAVE 

A RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR PROGRAMS OF SUCH IMPORTANCE TO OUR 

YOUNG PEOPLE, AND I DO NOT BELIEVE THAT WE CAN AFFORD TO OVERLOOK 

THE DISCREP:ANCIES WHICH I HAVE CITED. I AM COMMITTED TO WORKING FOR 

THE I~~OVEMENT OF OUR EFFORTS, AND EXPANDING THE.FEDERAL ROLE, 

BUT WE MUST WORK TOGETHER TO BRING ABOUT THE NECESSARY ACCOUNTABILITY 

FROM THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND ITS LEADERSHIP. I HAVE 

PUT THESE QUESTIONS TO YOU, AS I BELIEVE fREY· DESERVE TO BE ANSWERED. 

IF THE RESPONSE DOES NOT MEET OUR EXPECTATION, I ASSURE YOU THAT I 

WILL MOVE FOR CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON THE FUNDS ALLOCArION 

QUESTION, AS WELL AS OTHER ISSUES WHICH NEED TO BE RAISED SUCH AS 

THE RECORD-OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE IN PLACING BLACKS, 
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HISPANICS, ASIANS, AND NATIVE AMERICANS INTO POLICY POSITIONS. 

CLEARLY THESE COMMUNITIES ARE IMPACTED HEAVILY BY THE JUVENILE 

JUSTICE SYSTEM, AlID IT IS IMPORTANT THAT INDIVIDUALS WITH 

SENSITIVITY TO THE SPECIAL NEEDS AND EXPERIENCES OF THESE GROUPS 

ARE PLACED IN DECISION-l~KING ROLES. 

DURING THE NEXT THREE DAYS, I HOPE THAT YOU, TOO, WILL TAKE 

THE OPPORTUNITY TO ASK QUESTIONS, AND DARE TO CHALLENGE A FEDERAL 

SYSTEM OF PRIORITIES WHICH PLACES YOUNG PEOPLE AFTER DEFENSE 

SPENDING, HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION, AND TAX LOOPHOLES FOR MAJOR 

CORPORATIONS. ONLY THROUGH SUSTAINED MONITORING AND PRESSURE 

CAN WE HOPE TO CHANGE THE POLICIES AND PRIORITIES WHICH AFFECT 

YOUNG PEOPLE. I LOOK FORWAP~ TO WORKING WITH YOU TO MEET THIS 

CHALLENGE 
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DR. KARL MENlIINGER'S PIONEERING experiment in providing "family living" for abused 
am] neglected teenagers--The Villages--is undergoing an expansion. Started by the 

noted psychiatrist in 1971 at TOpeka, Kansas. 
..... SPECli\L REPORT: The Villages this year opened a new group of 

homes in Lawrence, Kansas, and plans are 
VISIT TO THE VILIAGES: II DEDICATED being made for a similar operation in Indian., 

to be underwritten by the Lilly Endowment of 
COOPLE CREATES A WHOLE tNEW LIFEt Indianapolis .. The living arrangements at The 

Vil1a9~s are unique in many respectsJ that • 
FOR NINE OUTCAST TEENAGE GIRLS they are successful is a tribute not only to 

Menninger's concept, but to the dedication of 
the houseparents--and their skill--at forging troubled youngsters, hardened by years 
of abuse and neglect and being shuttled in and out of institutions, into a cohesive 
family unit. One such couple is Philip and Pat McPhail, who gave up their own privat:e 
day care business seven years ago to become Village houseparents. Last January, they 
moved fro;n the first Village, a collection of five homes known as Eagle Ridge in 
Topeka, to help start the new development at Lawrence. Recently, Kathleen Lyons, 
formerly managing editor of Child Protection Report, visited the McPhails to observe 
how· they ride herd on nine adolescent girls plus two children of their own, a girl, 
9, and a 5-year-old boy. Here is her report: 

Each Village is planned to consist of five to seven cottages, each with room 
for eight to twelve children (69 children are currently enrolled in the program). 
The cottages art:: autonomous, with their own set of houseparents, their own cooleing 
and eating arrangements and their own family guidelines; in short, a home. So far, 
the: original capital investment for land and construction ·has been picked up by 
priVate donations. As Dr. Karl Menninger says, liThe state [Kansas] Legislature doesn't 
want to spend money for the initial expense ••• and 1. don't know how to get over 
that hurdle politil.:ally." By clustering the housi.ng, however, th~ Villages in effect 
creatE their own nelghborhoods and thus dissipate. some (but not all) of the local ~ 

opposition that customarily arises around similar community-based programs. 
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All of the houses are new and spacious, constructed especially for the Villages. 
Even so, the McPhail residence stands out. Their girls take delight in the surprised 
expressions of visl tors when they first cast eyes on the wall to wall carpeting and 
sumptuous furnishings. There are clear signs of a talented interio,-.;' decorator at 
work who turns out to be Pat McPhail, advised and assisted by her family. The girls 
range in age from 10 to 16 .. Most have been with the McPhails for two years or more, 
two have joined the family in the last sIx months. It is a horne out of ~ 
Gardens, immaculately maintained, and, even with eleven bedrooms and five bathrooms, 
--- not a place one would expect to find 13 kids. Certainly not 
A PERI' ANENT PLACE IN these kids whose case records indicate more familiarity with 

detention centers than middle-class homes .. Their histories are 
AN IMMACULATE HOME depressingly familiar, varying only in the .ubtype and duration 

of maltreatment they have experienced and the particular pattern 
that emotional and physical suffering has etched on their individual psyches. A high 
percentage of the l'!cPhailB' girls have been sexually abused by relatives or mothers' 
boyfriends t incidents that, it should be noted, rarely made it into their case his
tories. Having come to the attention of Kansas authorities well after they were out 
or the cuddly stage, it is. not surprising that all 'the children were bounced in and 
out of a number of different placements before finally coming to rest at the Villages. 

There are a number of aspects of the Villages program that make it W'lique. 
First, the boys and girls (the sexes are domiciled separately except for one home 
where they are mixed) know that they are there to stay. 'nle girls knO'''' that they have 

a home wit:.1. the McPhails until they choose to leave, usually but not always, after 
finishing high school. 

The: Villages hl1ve 90tten good cooperation from their local CETA (Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act) sponsors and place a large percentage of their people 
1n summer jobs under this program. A special fund has been established to ensure 

that young people who want to continue their education 
JOBS & A COLLEGE FUND will have that opportWlity, others w1\o go on to jobs, 

marriage and familieg of their own return during the holi~ 
days to renew their family ties. Although parental rights have been officially term
inated in the case of only a small percentage of Villages young people, an agreement 
with the JCansas Social and Rehabilitation Service, the referral agency, essentially 
transfers custody over to the Villages and thus prevents disruption of the families 
by capricious moves. 'nle state pays a per diem rate of $25.67 for each child. Other 
contributions from the private sector are being used to build up an endowment for 
each Village cluster which will pay for any major improvements or additions to the 
physical plant. OVerhead costs are kept to a minimum by paying administrative person
nel out of training and consultation fees. 

Villages families .!lre well integrated withing their communities. The McPhail's teen
agers .. n attend local public schools, three with learning disabilities are getting 
special help. 'rhey were all performing well below their grade level when they came 
to the Villages and the McPhails, after getting the child's consent, had to arrange 
for several to repeat grades. Just getting them to attend school regularly was a 

problem at the beginning since none had had a successful 
INVESTING EXTRA EFFORTS experience in the classroom previously. While they were 

stin in Topeka waiting for their new home to be finished, 
Pat and Phillip took turns ferrying the girls to school an hour away in Lawrence so 
that they wouldn't have to switch schools in midterm. This involved some four hours 
of driving daily for the McPhails, five days a week, for five months. It is an exam
ple of the kind of extra effort that Villages parents must invest if their families 
are to function successfully. One of their younger girls who continued to cause havoc 
in school after the usual combination of threats and incentives had been tried didn't 
settle down until Pat spent every day for three weeks sitting next to her in the class
room helping her with her work. 
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All of the girls are involved in outside activities: some belong to the Girl 
Scouts or are active in their school's athletic program 1 most attend churj:h and every 
one plays D. musical instrument--one of the badges of the McPhllil household. At dinner
time, each qirl recounts something new that she has learned in school that day and 
defines 11 new word that she is adding to her vocabulary. T"ne love of words, which 
Pat has nurtured, Is infectious and after dinner, one of the girls springs up from 
the table to telephone a friend and ask if she knows what "incessantly" means: "She 
talks incessantly but I bet she doesn't know itl" 

Anothl!r unusual feature of the Villages, pttrticularly considering their origin, io 
t'he de-emphasis on "treatment." By and larq!!, the behavior youngsters exhibit when 
they first arrive--the veneer of street toughness, lack of self discipline, trucu
lence in the face of authority--is viewed as normal and appropriate to the environ
ment in which they hKve lived. The trick, as Or. Karlputs it, is to provide na new 

environment to react to; new surroundings, new models of 
'TREATMENT' FOR YOUTHS living, new friends and a whole new way of life." At the 

Villages, psychologists and psychiatrists do not treat the 
IS A NEW WAY OF LIVING young people; they consult, however, on a regular basis with 

the houseparents to strengthen and reinforce them in their 
dealings with their troubled teenagers. A social worker is also on the staff and. spends 
most. of her time working on problems the youngsters encounter in the public schools. 

A central part of Ute Villaqes philosophy is to promote attitudes of car:tng, saving, 
protecting, and conserving human and natural resources. Dr. Karl explains: "This 
is not an exercise in esthetics, but is a part of a naw philosophy of living which 
substitutes preservation and appreciation for destruction and exploitation of the 
environment. " 

Perha.ps the greatest achievement of hOllseparents like the McPhails--and the key to 
their success--is the creation of a real sense of family among the young people in 
their care. This has not come easy; it usually takes several years to build up a 

.family core that does not disintegrate every time there 
LATITUDE IN CHIID-REARING is a crisis or when a new child joins the family. The 

houseparents are given wida latitude in establishing 
family routines and ke~pin9 order. Among the seven sets of parents, differences in 
child rearing techniques and disciplina.y practices are evident, this is encouraged 
so that parents will feel. ;:omfortable operating withIn parameters that they them
selves have largely set. 

Offer.p of land for facilities such as the Villages have corne from individuals 
in more than 30 states. More difficult to find are the proper people to become 
parents, a grueling but nevertheless satisfying occupation for which each couple 
earns $12,000 .. year plus room and board. It is hoped tllat the Village model ",ill 
be accepted and duplicated in other parts of the country as one alternative to insti
tutiolullizing troubled children and youth .. Workshops are held year round in Topeka for 
child care personnel a.nd other interested in learning more about the Villages program. 

After seven years, the McPhails say that the girls are pretty much raising themselves, 
explaining to the newcomers how things are done in their family, and regaling them 
with stories of their own earlier escapades. The first. time Pat took her new family 

shopping, the girls cleaned out the store before she 
FINDING THEY ARE A FAMILY realized 'What was going on. "There were a lot of mini-

crises like that "at the beginning, 'but comparatively. 
few now. The girls look askance at a neighborhood child who wises off nastily 
at her natural parent; the foulest-mouthed one is wrestling 'With the problem of how 
to use "viscosity" in a sentence; the kid who was sexually molested by her father 
now lets Phillip hold her hand; the incorrigible rwlaway who says $he has .run for the las 
time .. They have played out their survival tricks like a deck of caX"ds. 'l1ley have 
bUllied and been Muted, have been hated and hated back, and out of all those exper
iences they have made a family. 

32-505 0 - 78 - 34 
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REMARKS OF DR. KARL NENNINGER 
PRESENTED AT THE TWELFTH HEETING 

NAT1;ONA.L ADVISORY COHl1ITTEE FOR 
JUVENILE JUSTICE ANI' DELINQUENCY PREVENJ.'ION 

July 12-14, 1978 
Kansas City, Hissouri 

HR. ANDERSON: Our next speaker is Dr. Henninger. Dr. Menninger 
is a co-founder with his father and brother of The Nenninger Foundation 
and Chairman of its Board of Trustees. 

He serves on several other boards including that of the W. Clement 
and Jessie Stone Foundation in Chicago, Illinois. He is the Chairman of 
the Board of the Villages, InL. of Topeka, of which he was also one of the 
founders. 

Dr. Henninger holds twelve honorary degrees and is a member of 
several dozen professional, scientific, and humanitarian organizations. 
Thp.~e reflect some of his longtime interests in medicine, psychiatry, mental 
health, prison reform, music, archaeology, art, conservation, ecology, and 
American Indians. 

He has written a dozen books and participated in the writing of 
numerous others. His most recent book, Whatever Became of Sin?, was published 
in 1973. 

He has received many awards and honors from professional, scientific 
and humanitarian organizations. Dr. Henninger was a founder and/or charter 
member of The Henninger School of Psychiatry, the Kansas Psychiatric Society, 
the Topeka Psychoanalytic Society, and later the Institute, CNPA, the American 
Orthopsychiatric Association, and others. 

H~ holds six professorships in psychiatry in various university 
medic~l Gchoo1s. 

As a personal note, I would like to add that upon assuming the Bench 
and office of judge in 1970 in my home town, I read a quote from Dr. Henninger 
which .. as as follows: "There is persistent failure of the law to distinguish 
between crime as an accident, as an incidental explosive event, crime as a 
behavioral pattern expressed as chronic, unutterable rage and frustration, and 
crime as a business or elected way of life." 

That probably guided me as much as anything in terms of how 1 operated 
as judge, and I am singularly pleased and honored at this time to introduce to 
you, Dr. Henninger. 

(Applause. ) 
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DR. MENNINGER: I am glad to have a big, strong judge right here 
to keep jurisdication over me and protect me. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I was skillfully led up to this great honor 
and great responsibility without a very clear idea of what I was doing. I 
knew some of your distinguished leaders. Their names were invoked and their 
presence was promised, and I see some others I know, and who I hear are here. 
I have been chatting with some of them, telling them how happy I was that 
there waG such an organization as this Committee and that it was -taking 
itself this seriously, and investigating and learning some of the things 
that most people do not know about -- educated people and uneducated people. 

I was told that to some extent, your discussions had been around this 
matter of treatment versus prevention, perh("~~, versus custody without treat
ment and with uncertain prevention. 

Yesterday, as a consultant at the State Diagnostic Center, I saw a 
man nearly 50 years old who had been in prison off and on for over 30 years. 
Now he had been convicted to return for another indefinite stay. 

We calculated how long he had been with us and what it must have cost 
our state to keep him there with full room and board, to say nothing of what his 
wife and children have cost us, because he has a good family, he is fond of them, 
he or the State supports them, and we calculated what 29 years of this amounted 
to. It is over $300,000. 

Hy state is not a rich state. We are careful. I do not believe the 
citizens of my State know that they have been taxed and relieved of. $300,000 
over the past 29 years, paying the room and board of this fellow that I talked 
with. 

He is quiet and composed, polite, white, a tall man, and electrican 
who is known to everbody in the town in which he lives -- well, not everybody 
but well known to all the tradesmen and the mechanj.cs -- and to the nearby town 
which is about the same size. 

Now, what is the vicious crime for which my state put out $300,000 to 
keep this man carefully behind bars? Incidentally, we have not been very 
successful in keeping him behind bars because we keep releasing him and having 
him come back in again. The crime that he committed is not a dangerous one. 
It is not an expensive one. Nobody ever got hurt very much by it. Nobody ever 
got scared. 

He does one persistent thing. To tell you what he does, I must first 
tell you why he does it. He is in a labor union, gets a good wage, I think 
he told me $6.00 an hour. His wife is a good manager, he says. She does as 
well as she can. They have several children. They are sending them to school. 
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He goes about his work, is a good workman, and is well regarded 
by several of the contractors for whom he I"orks. He has a feelin!, Someone 
is trying to get him. First, I should tell you that as a boy, he , '''le under 
the jurisdiction of the juvenile court and was sent to jail where h~ sta}ed 
the better part of a year, and either then or during the next incarceration, 
he thinks he saw SOme other prisoners committing an inside crime. They 
knew that he saw them and they threatened to get him. 

That was 30 years ago. Ever since then, he nourishes the fear that 
he will be reported, se~n, spied upon, followed, attacked, killed, who knows 
what, by one of these men whose offense he witnessed. 

When he becomes frightened like that, he takes all the money he has, 
gives it to his wife, goes to a nearby grocery store and passes a check of 
$30 and $40 and leaves tOWll. Despite everybody knowing him and knowing 
where he goes, he is arrested within a few weeks. He is brought to trial 
after an expensive stay in the county jail. He is charged with half a dozen 
offenses. 

He goes through a plea-bargaining deal with the county attorney. 
He goes before a judge, most of whom know him and don't know what on earth 
to do about him and end up by sentencing him to jailor to prison. 

He then starts one of tbe many sentences he has served. Can you 
imagine how wcrse to treat somebody who has this kind of a propensity? Don't 
ask me if it is crazy to have such a delusion. I think so, although I don't 
think most offenders are crazy. 

I think maybe he could be said to be crazy -- but then most of us are 
that crazy. Most of us have a few funny beliefs that probably are not so. 
He has one, and he blames that persj.stent fear of bis for all the checkwriting 
he has done in 30 years. The checks have never been more than $100, I believe. 
There are dozens of them sometimes, sometimes there are two or three, and there 
have been 15 or 20 times. This man is costing our state $300,000 for that 
kind of handling. 

Now, what would you have done if you had been his judge? What would 
you advise the diagn~stic center to advise the judge to do? He wants to know. 

I spent SO or 60 years of my life treating people. I got well paid 
for it. If they were suffering, I relieved that suffering, and that is all 
doctors really are intended for, you know. Diseases are something we named, 
we formulated. But what t~e patient knows he has is not a disease; he has 
got pain. The pain may be in his leg and it may be in his chest and it may 
be in his head, but he is suffering and he wants help. We doctors offer it 
and we get paid for it. 
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Well, about a dozen years ago, I decided that I was through with 
that job. There are lots of men tha.t want to do treatment. In spite of 
what you think about the shortage of doctors, there are many eager doctors 
that want to treat you, and bless them, I hope they do successfully. Bllt 
I got off on another track. 

Through consultation I had with a judge, not the same judge but an 
equally puzzled judge, he said, "Dr. Karl, what shall I do with this boy,. ~his 
adolescent delinquent." The man I told you about was a delinquent onre. He 
was under the jurisdiction of a judge that thought jail was the way to cure 
people. The judge sent him to jail. After that, he will have a jail 
psychosis all his life which costs Kansas $300,000 -- no, $300,000 for him 
and another $100,000 for his wife, $400,000. 

Well, this judge talked to mo!. He says, "You have seen this boy; 
what would you do with him?" 

"\~ell," I said, "it is impossible for him to live in a family like 
that. Could you live in a family like that?" 

.. "No," says the judge, "I couldn't. I would run away. And that is 
just what he did. But what would I do with him?" 

I said, "What kinJ of family did he run away from?" 

"Well, it is a miserable family -- a hard-worndrunken father and 
when he isn't beating the child, the mother is." 

I said, "Why don't you !tet him out of that." 

"Well, what will I do with him?" 

"Well, what crime has he connnitted?" 

"He has not committed any; that is why I can't send him to jail." 

I said, "Do you really think that would help him? Do you think that 
would diminish this suffering that he causes his parents or that they cause 
him?" 

"Well, what will I do? What will I do?" 

"Well," I said, "there are half a dozen mental health clinics and 
mental hygiene clinics and child guidance clinics, psychiatric clinics in the 
town. Why don't you use them?" 

"They said there is nothing the matter with his mind." 
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I said, "Well, I'd probably agree with them, but they might give 
you some cOllnsel as to what or where to place him if his behavior is 
impossible." 

He said, "They don't know what to do with him." 

"1·lell, let me suggest the Boys' Industrial School. That is a State 
institution." 

"Oh, yes," he said, "but I can't send him there." 

"Why not?" 

"Why, he hasn't committed a crime." 

"Well," 1 said, "can't that be arranged; can't a little crime be fixed 
up -- there are so many others -- with a little plea-bargaining, let us say, 
instead of innocent, I want to plead guilty to speeding for $10 and then we 
could take him?" 

"Oh, yes, then we could take him." 

I said, "Judge, aren't you ashamed of yourself for making use of the 
great la..; in which I believe, for that kind of trivial nonsense." 

He said, "Dr. Karl, I did not write the laws of this State, I am just 
trying to follow thpm." 

I said, "What about the boy." 

He said, "I would like to help the boy too, but I've got to obey the 
law. II 

"Which law," I asked him, "are you obeying today? The law of ordinary 
humanity or some kind of statute, some kind of statutory stipulations that you 
do not believe in? If you do not believe in it, why don't you get up on your 
hind legs and say so to the proper authorities. The public does not know you 
are in this bind. Why don't you tell them." 

"Well, maybe I ought to, but I am too old. You young fellows can take 
care of some of these problems," he said. "The law is wrong, this is the wrong 
place for him to be in; what should I do with him?" Well, I named half a dozen 
places and he said that they are all running over. 
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I said to the welfare worker that was with him, "What do you 
want to do?" 

He says, "I don't know what to do with him. What is more, I've 
got 200 more cases just like his in this county." 

I said, "Let's start something," and the three of us did. We said, 
"Let's tl'Y to prevent some of this $300,000 indebtedness to the State. 
Let's try to start something that will prevent what you have got to deal 
with now. Not an orphan's home, not a detention home, for heaven's sake, 
but let's start something where these people who have gotten a wrong start 
get a right one," 

I am an amateur nursery man and when I've got a tree that is doing 
badly, I transplant it. They sometimes thrive where they have been failing. 
I said, "Let's get some of the kids busy on helping Some of the other kids 
mld let's get a father and mother that love children and want to see them 
grow in this direction and not that direction." 

Well, Hr. Leland will show a short film and you will see · .. hat 
happened with this idea, we now cali the Villages, It took several years, 
but I went with some of my friends and I said, "Look, the State is eager to 
do something for these kids, but they've got nowhere to do it. Will you 
give me a little help on this?" The Odd Fellows helped me. The Eagles 
helped me. A couple of my friends in ocher cities helped me. 

Hr. Leland is the Director of the training school for the foster 
parents that are in these homes, and he is going to help me today by showing 
a fUm that will tell you mor.e than I can tell you about the Villages, and it 
won't be so hard on your attention. You can sil back and watch the film, 
It won't last but 15 minutes. 

(Movie followed.) 

(Applause.) 

DR. MENNINGER: Well, we got ourselves in trouble with that idea. 
Som~ of the Navajo Indians came over to Topeka to see it. They asked me to 
come over and tell them about it, and they liked it so much that they now want 
to have a number ot Villages en the Navajo reservation. And thp. Hopis have 
heard about it and they want some, and then the Zuni's want some because 
they have h~ard, ~,d then the TNilite River Apaches and the Carlos Apa~hes 
came to Topeka, so we have had quite a lot of Indian creches at Topeka to see 
the Villages. 

We try to keep a model Village, but one or tWG things I will tell you 
even before you ask a question. Our cottage parents are in constant and 
continuous education for better parenting and better foster parenting. That 



has been Hr. Leland's particular job., We havE! a really wonderful social 
department. It is now called something else, but that is what it. is and 
they have supported us a great deal. 

I think we have a good ,eputation. I,e have a branch or two -
they are breaking sod on one in Indiana today and we have some cottages 
in New York State, Texas, Washington, and several other places. 

Let me summarize by saying, having been a treator all my life, a 
doctor treating people who ~omplain that there was something the matter 
\~ith them, I switched !lver and I got interested in 'Crying to prevent sotUe of 
these social disasters that I saw -- and clinical too -- by helping along 
Hith this better care of ch'ildren. 

He only have a few rules for the children, and one is that they 
must go to school; if they are having too much trouble, we will get them 
assistance. But they've got to go to school. Another rule is that nobody 
does any hitting around there. 

They don't hit each other and nobody hits the children. There is 
no so-called "punishment." There are some penalties and reductions of 
spending money if they do certain things or don't do certain things -- there 
are some regulations of that kind -- but the Villages is not a place where 
anybody gets kicked, sworn at, lamblasted or cut down by elders. 

On the other hand, we have house parents Who make mistakes sometim~s. 
The parents learn alot and they are getting better all the time, of course, 
but the idea is that if these kids did not have a good home, let's try to 
give some of these bad-home kidS, good homes for a while. 

The psychological principle about that is based very simply on the 
matter of revenge and retaliation -- those human actions of a destructive 
or even self-des.tructive sort. Somebody hurts somebody. Somebody hurt that 
man I saw yesterday as a kid, so he does a little hu,rting of his own, and 
then they hurt him back and then he does some hurting. And of course, the 
prisons make everybody that goes in them worse, and the jails are even worse. 

Recidivists are retaliating on you for ha\~ng done what you did to 
them. We try to break up that vicious circle. We try to tell these kids, 
"We a're not going to hit YO\1. We are not: going to be riding you. We are 
going to insist that you go to school and that you obey the parents and play 
with the other kids without fighting." We don't; say, "If you can't do that, 
you Cannot stay," but rather, "If you can do that, you can stay; you are not 
going to be put out in a year or two or three; or when your xoster parents 
move away. We are going to be right here. He are going to take care of you 
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as much as you want to be taken care of. If you want to go back and 
see those people you used to call parents, you can do so anytime you want 
to, when the welfare department says so, that is all right with us if you 
want to go, but you don't have to go. You don't have to do any of these 
formal things that you don't want to do. Just go to school, obey the rules 
in the home, be loyal to the Villages, and some further details." 

I feel strongly that this matter of revenge gets over1r.,ked. 
I read scientific articles about aggression, ego projection, disillusionment 
and narcissistic encroachment. I read journals and books like that all the 
time, and I ,dll tell you something. All of my professional reading and 
kno.i1edge can be summarized very simply -- kids retaliate, usually on the 
wrong ones. We attack those kids because we have been hurt or the school 
has been hurt, or the man's car has been stolen. He will punish him. We 
will no to him. All right. 

You think you are winning? You are not winning. He retaliates 
for what you do to him. Oh, well, then you will get him for that retaliation, 
and you do, and he doas again. It is tit-for-tat. It is all very nice, you 
know, in opera, in "11 Travotore" and all the other operas where revenge is 
bloody and fatal, and romantic. But revenge is a mean, hateful hard thing 
that exists because we participate in it. We participate in it and do not 
realize it. 

The judges in my county, the district court judges are among the 
finest judges, I believe, that ever were. We have six or eight or ten; I 
don't know. The judges asked me recently, "You have said so much about the 
jail; you are making us curious. We have never been in ~he jail. Would you 
conduct us through the county jail." 

I said, "I certainly will, and I will· show you something that you did 
not know went on." 

I am talking about the judges who send people there all the time. I 
think some of them had been there before, but they wanted me to show them 
what I saw. I said, "Look at that guy. What good is this jail ever going 
to do him? What good is he doing to do this jail? Why did you send him here?" 

"Well, Dr. Karl, it says to on the books." 

"Yes, I know, but why don't you write a new book? Until the last 
day of my life, I shall do all I can to rid the ~ub1ic of this terrible 
leech, thLs terrible dragon that we have inherited and made worse -- jails 
which make every criminal that enters in them, worse; prisons and jails who 
make it almost impossible for a good person to do any good. 

The wonderful n~n that runs the Villages was a warden. He could not 
stand it. He was very successful. But he is still more succassfu1 in what 
he is doing now. 
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I want you to ask any questions you like because I could not 
possibly cover all of the field you are studying and you know so much 
more about it than I. I am merely telling you that this is my experience 
as a doctor and saying that it is more important to avoid injuring people 
and more important to prevent injuries from coming to those people from 
our souiety than it is to treat them. 

And I am in the prevention business all I can be. 

(Applause. ) 

DR. MENNINGER: In case you have any questions about the film 

}m. BELITSOS: Dr. Karl, I have an important question. This 
Committee at its next meeting is probably going to be addressing the 
quesrion of how the serious juvenile offender should be handled and 
making recommendations to the Office and in Washington as to how the 
serious offender, the juvenile offender and the violent offender --

DR. MENNINGER: Hr. Belitsos, I am not an expert on that. I don't 
pose as the world's authority on what to do with our. troubled children. 

I just know one thing that you can do with one kind of troubled 
children. If a child has been so abused, so hurt, so frightened, so mis
handled, so mismanaged that he gets into tbis category of -- what do you 
call them -- dangerous children? 

}m. BELITSOS: Serious offenders. 

DR. }ffiNNINGER: Serious offenders. I don't know what to say to you. 
I would say that this is far past anything we can do -- in fairness to our 
other children -- in the Villages. 

People who know about child behavior should be able to tell you. I 
can tell you what not to do with them. Don't knock them around. Don't kick 
them. Don't put them in a stinkhole. Don't put him in one of these terrible 
things that exist in almost every town called a jail where he is certain 
to get abused -- if not necessarily hurt -- by the guards. 

I am just as concerned about those guards as I am about the prisoners. 
The guards have to live there too. I went with a group of them in Illinois 
to one of the places in Joliet. I had not seen it before and I said, "I can
not stand this smell in here, what is it?" 

They said, "That is mace, doctor. We had a little trouble." 
When I asked when, they said, "Well, three days ago." 

I said, "You mean this mace is hanging in here all this time?" 
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"Oh, it gets on their clothes, and it is hard to get it off." 

I said, "Why don't you let them out in the air?" 

"Oh," they said, "there is a rule against that this month." 

I said, "What about you guys?" 

"l'Iell, we can't go down in it and stay very long." 

I said, "lfuat do you do?" 

They said, "We go down and take care of our job and come back up 
and get a breath of air." 

I said, "Do the prisoners get to do that?" 

Well," they said, "no, they can't do that. But these men have to 
to live in that." 

I have been to our county jail many times and I know the men in 
charge down there. My heart bleeds for them, not jut the men that they 
take care of. They are in a di~ty, hot, ugly, noisy, crude plac .. all 
day. And then they go home to their wife and children and try to be decent 
gentlemen. They have been taking care of these jailbirds, you know, all day. 

I know what they do; I know where they have to sit. I told the 
judges, "Do you judges know that the men in this p!lrticular cellblock cannot 
even go to the men's toilet without leaving the prison and going out to the 
other door?" 

"Well," the judges said, "that will have to be fixed," and they fixed 
it. 

I said, "Have you no air-conditioner in here?" 

"Well, no, we haven't but we did have, but it is broken." 

"Well, how long has this been broken?" 

The chief jailer said, "Dr. Karl, I have reported it five times, but 
who are we -- just a bunch of jail guards, what prestige have we in this tOWll? 
l~e are lower than street cleaners. They just take us for granted. We are 
supposed to take care of all the ?eople the judges choke in here and they know 
we've got twice too many." 

I said, "Can't they stop it?" 
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He said, "I hope they can. It is our business and tJe will do it 
the best way we can, but nob(ldy knows the kind of life we live." 

Hell, some people know it; I know the life they live and it is 
bad. I blame myself and my city for it. I think I ~~ght even blame 
you if I thought }'OU had any responsibility for it. 

(Laughter. ) 

If I thought you had anything to do with the jails being as bad as 
they are, I would not like you at all for a while. 

(Applause.) 

}5. SYLVESTER: Hhat is your source of referral of receiving 
students? 

MR. LELAND: A11 of our referrals are received from SRS. That is 
the State welfare office. At this time we do not accept any private 
referrals. At one time, when the Villages were first formed, we did accept 
some private referrals, but we chose to go with the State referrals. 

MR. DAVIS: I was wondering if you would be willing to share your 
thoughts on the question of jurisdiction of the juvenile court ()ver status 
offenders. 

DR. NENNINGER: Do YOll mean by that, do I want .~ome sent to jail? 
I do not have sufficient knowledge and experience to speak about this 
authoritatively. I want to get all the children out of jail, even the 
meanest ones. I will show you a better system than jail if you give me a 
chance. Th·'n I would not have to cry. 

(Applause. ) 

DR. NENNINGER: I will tell you who I would get to help me. I 
would get the chief jailer. I went one place to see a jail in a big city 
about like thiS, and the jailer said, "I do not know that I care to have you 
here in our jail. I saw the papers." 

I said, "Hhat did you see?" 

He said, "You satd some jails are worse than pigpens." 

I said, "Don't you agree?" 

"Well," he said, "mine isn't. lf 

I said that I had not seen it. 
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He said, "You are not going to see it. If you speak too disrespect
fully about the jail, I don't know as I want you to see it." 

I said, "That is all right with me; I can judge what it looks like 
from what you say and the way you say it." 

He said, "On second thought, I believe I will take you around myself." 

He took me around. Everything was very automatic in that place, and 
he and I got stuck in an elevator. lIe said, "I am scared to death to ride 
on these things myself because it is all operated from up there and what 
if something goes wrong with the signal." 

I said, "Well, that is a pleasant contemplation." 

(Laughter. ) 

"Well," he snid, "hell, they did not ask me when they built this plane." 

I said, "I don't imagine they did." 

lIe said, "Do you think they ever ask us policemen or us jailers any
thing? They tell us, they don't ask us. This place was built without a bit 
of advice from us." 

I said, "How would you have made it different?" 

"Why, I would have made it so some of these guys could get out in 
the air once in a while and I would have built an office in here for the 
lawyers to sit in; they are always coming in here and I have no place for all 
the lawyers to sit, and I wauld make the temperature decent. There is no light 
in here except for those windows and we have to keep the window blinds pulled 
or it gets too hot from the sun, so take your choice. It gets over 115 in here." 

I said, "Well, you have to put up with it as well as the prisoners." 

He says, "You said it. Nobody else says it. They think it is good 
enough for us. It ain't good enough for anybody." 

I said, "You are kind of getting on my side, aren't you? I thought 
you weren't going to let me get in here." 

"Well, yeah. I didn't know you," he said, "nobody comes in here and 
gives us a fair deal." 

I said, "What deal do you want?" 

He said, "We just want to be considered. I guess most people do." 
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JUDGE DRISCOLL: I would like to know whether there is any maximum 
size that you think is optimal for this kind of facility? Yours is about 
50, is that right? 

MR. LEUU~: You mean for our group homes? 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: Yes. 

~!R. LELAND: We place 10 children in each home. in fact, I would 
like to see about 8 children per home. 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: The whole thing is one unit? 

~!R. LELAND: Yes. Each home is almost, I use the word "autonomy." 
Is that what you mean? 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: I mean maximum size the whole question of what 
is an institution, what is the optimum size, is one of our current concerns 
to say the least. 

~!R. LELAND: That is a good question. We believe that five would 
be maximum. 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: Five houses of 10 each? 

MR. LELAND: Five. In fact, at the home at the Villages in Lawrence, 
we are having two, possibly a total of three, and Bedford, Indiana is going 
to be two in one area. 

I personally would not want to see too many group homes in one 
particular Village, because it will start to be and institntion. But I 
would like to point out that with our group hemes, it: is almost like a 
residential street. Each home has a number on it. Every home has a mailbox. 
It has an atmosphere of a small community. 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: What was the initial investment? How much does it 
cost in other words? 

DR. MENNINGER: Well, the houses cost around $100,000 apiece. Of 
course, the land costs a good deal near Topeka, but land is the easiest 
thing to get. People want to give you the land but they usually don't want 
to build your houses. B~t once in a while if they see the need, they will. 

~ffi. PIERCE: What is the time that the foster parents stay in your 
program? 

DR. MENNINGER: We have not been running them long enough to say, 
but several years, some of them ten years, five. I don't think we've got 
enough to average. 
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MR. MCCLINTOCK: Do the house parents hold jobs outside of the 
Villages? 

DR. MENNINGER: They may. Different arrangements are made for 
different individuals. Some men do not want to be house fathers, to sit 
around all day and wipe the dishes, moW the lawn, or things of that kind. 
Some want to do such as they can get done in the evenings. They might 
want to work downtown. Others work around the Vill'lge and do plumbing 
or do gardening or something. 

HR. MCCLINTOCK: What is the dropout rate? 

HR. LELAND: The dropout rate is almost nil. There is an occasioual. 
transfer of a child, but not often. 

MR. HCCLINTOCK: How many Vil.lages do you have in operation -- just 
one in Topeka right now? 

DR. MENNINGER: Well, we have some of them that are affiliated tdth 
us and bear our approval, and we go in and inspect them and so forth. Then 
there are some that have just imitated us and then there are some that are 
owned by us. I can't give you a statistical review; I am not interested in 
statistics anyway. But you can write and get them if you want. 

Now, Arthur, he can tell you; he has got this all written down. I 
believe there is a question in the back. 

ME~mER OF THE AUDIENCE: Dr. Karl, there seems to be nationally a 
real feeling that any type of long foster care is going to be a bad thing; 
that a kid should be, within six months, either placed in his home or adopted 
or something like that. 

DR. MENNINGER: Something like that, for most of them. 

(Applause. ) 

I think that theory is ridiculous. Any home is better than no home; 
you ain't seen the homes, fellows, j.f you talk that way. You haven't seen 
the homes I have seen. You haven't seen the daughters -- fathers sexually 
abusing the daughters -- all of them afraid to tell their mothers, the mother 
knowing it, however, and afraid to attest because the husband will beat her 
up. Haven't you all seen any homes in the area you live? 

JUDGE DRISCOLL: Yes. 

DR. MENNINGER: I don't want to think L live in the only bad place 
in the world. We've got some families that nobody should have to live in. 
A child forced by the community, by the welfare department to live in 
some of these families, it is wrong, wrong. I would run away if I was there. 
B~lieve me, I would run away. 
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Do you know how many children were abandoned today? I've got it 
somewhere here. I think 2,100. You are going to have 4,200 more children 
abandoned today. What do you think of that? Their mothers go to prison. 
Their families are broken up in Some way. You know about it; you all have 
had Some experiences, for Heaven's sake. 

I conceive of a doctor's t~sk to be that of relieving something. 
I don't think of myself as a preventer of crime; I just want to be a 
reliever of suffering. There is too much suffering in this world, too many 
people hurting today. They are hurting in these families from which the 
children run and they are hurting after the children have run. We catch 
the children and hurt them worse. I am interested in all kinds of suffering, 
not only in the suffering from a razor strap on a child's face but also in 
the suffering in the heart. 

I am interested in the suffering of old people that can't get anywhere 
on account of their shaky knees. I've got shaky knees and I've got half a 
dozen friends to take care of me like a poodle dog. But there are lots of 
old people that can't walk over to the grocery store to get grape juice or 
whatever it is they need. Nor do they even have the money to get it. 

You know about the suffering of old people and I am concerned with 
that. But the old people will soon be out of it. The children are going 
t.o live and bear the marks of that suffering as they grow older and retaliate 
against us and we will deserve it because we haven't done all we could to 
lessen the suffering of those children at a time when it was administered -
not by us but by other people expecting us to fix it up. We can't fix it 
up that way. I think tit-for-tat goes no infinitely. I think a revengeful 
spirit explains nine-tenths of the criminality in this country. Vengeance. 

What do you read in the paper about restitution? Do you read anything 
about the child expected to repay the damage, or the adult being expected to do 
that? Nobody suggests that to us. To the fellow I used as an example earlier, 
I said, "Did you pay any of that back?" 

He said, "No, I often wondered T,hy they didn't let me." 

I said, "Let you pay back the money you stole by cheating somebody?" 

"Yes," he said, "I could have worked and paid alC't of it back. I 
can't help from doing it but I would like to undo it but L·.ey won't let me. 
They put me in jail and I don't earn anything in jail." 

That is my objection to the whole system. I think we can do better. 
We can do better with transportation. We can do better with manufacturing, 
I think we could do better with this. We've got these human beings and we 
arp. put in charge of them. I think we should relieve their pain and redirect 
their routes -- give them a push. 
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crime 
Community-basad programs 
can make' a difference 

'--~j,~ drive away fr;;;-j~I;;'g-;~ng -~i--- ;;.;;; ~- to Integrate all servtces, proVidL.,g· ~o~:' 
h . Jrcllonslve treatment to Its cllents." 

fenders and toward helping them In, t elr WUly, a Chicano youth with • history of arrests lor as-
, own comm;mlties Is gaining ground In sault and roobery, has beeallSe oC New Pride gon<; on to a , 
,many states. A Denver program aims to producUveUCe. - . -
Improve youngsters' low opinions of At the Morgan Center, a 13·year..,ld American Indlan_ 
themselves-, In Atlanta 'street acad- with a history oC shoplifting says, "I'm pretty much over " 

that now," adding that he already hIlS set his sights o. a co: 
emles' place tutors In downtown neigh- reer 01 ''well dril1Ing. ., brick and stone laying and car-
borhoods. Second of a series of three pentry .. • 
articles. . .... ttl t.b.trut the evidence is in," says Tom James, president 

By Ward Morehouse III 
Stall correspondent"! The ChristIan ScleneeldonUor 

• of Pride. "Community divennon works U It Is done prop
erly .• _ . Here we try to take a total fook at the pe,,",n and 
mect as many nffils as po~~blc. The klcls themselves have 
su~h a low opinion of themselves. What I want to get across 
to them Is that when thoy walk across our doo", lor the 
first time, th3t ''this' is dUCerent,'\ I 

AlL"lougb a key element of priae's succ~ l" its leader, 
Mr. James beUeves otbers can handle Pride when be 

Deaver moves"on. Denver.born Terryl Miller, Pride's project direc· 
Cutllng through the chilling clarI." .. , 01 increasing cl)Jld ler, Is one possible su,cessor, he MyS, and so Is MO'llan 

crime in the UnIted States are a number of reassuring bea· Center's Jeanne "ranvllle.' ' 
con llghts - crime prevenllnn and delinquency relvlblllta· 
tion progrsm& that work.' • Most return to public schools • 

One or the best of these is b Denver~ Since "Project New "If we can 'begin to show some kids some alternaUve. 
Pride" was founded six years ago by Tom James 1 a black ways to learn, then there's a certaln motivation that takes 
Vietnam war vi!ternn, It bas been so successfulln curbIng pace in them/, says Miss Granville. "We have had kIds 
chUd crime that the U.S. Lal\' Enlorcement.Asslstance Ad· "110 cannot get here 0,' the bus unW someone here maps 
m!nlstraUon (LEAA) hal d.slgnated It "an exemplary proj·· the way lor th.m." ' 
ect" and plans to start Pride programs In six other cities.' At.,ut 55 percent oC Morgan "enler youth return t~ Ih. 

A 1976 Denver anU..,rime conncU study of I'ride also r.. pobUc school system, and the recidivism rale Is abou~ :13 
ported-the project showed "encouraging reductions in re- pcr~ent -low compared to most rates ancr incarceration. 
ddlvl'm lor all olfenses." • CItywide - Denver hIlS a population 01 about on .. haU 

Besides the atmosphere of love tlu.ot a visltQr bere reels million - Pride, Morgan Ccnler! and other diver&lon and 
immediately, Pride provides chlldren wUh three 1I)0nths of preventl.n projects have helped Denver buck a rising eliUd • 
Intensive dally serviCeS and nine monlbs 01 dally or weekly crime trend. A.n" whUe Robert March, di,ector 01 juvenUe 
services, as individuaUy needed. Many of Pride's young· court services for the Demo"er lU\'enUe court pra.ises Pride, 
stees are mul!lple offenders and some have committed D program called "Partners,*' and others, he a\:io pats" the 
murder and rape. local courts on the hack. • 

The services Include: . "Wal:re trying to reach klds beCore they get In,~lved In 
- EducaUor.. aD the 'basis of test.~, youngsters are as.. tougher sentences," he says, expl:llnlng that the court says 

signed to classes In either the New Pride AII.maUve School fD a chUd, In eICeet: "You work with this agency, or you 
or its learning disabilities branch, '"taIled Morgan Center. mme back to court and we'D find another .course of ae· 

- Counseling. Pride staIC attempt to match cbUdren with Jion." • 
counselors who can best meet their needs, helpIng them 1m - Some critics of diversion programs atgUe that too much 
JrOve the poor images many of the chUdren have of Uielr reliance on community programs amounts to being "soft on 
potential. aime.n But among those who dJs3gree is Kennett Foster. 

- Employment. Job training Is a key pari oC the pro· North CaroUna's assistant director 01 youlll senices In 
gram, Youngsters not only get emploYlilent expenente ~ut marge DC communIty·h3sed programs. "The thing 1 rankle 
income - and at higher wages than many tralnlng schools at most is that we're- ~ft on crime. My rep1y Is that the 
pay their Inmates. Du.riPg a young person's first montll or hard.line approach [incarceration] has pro~uced our m~h~ 
job tralning, he or slae attends a job skills workshop that, rooming vo1ume or adult criminals. I consider myself just 
among other things, explains how to fill out an empl0.1ment as firm OJ. Jaw and order person as Iex·Gahfornia Governor) 
application and teaches the ro.diments or an inteniew. Ronald Reagan, but I think my way is more effective. It 

- Cultuml aw.ren.ss. New Pride also Introduces Idds to Massachusetts leads , 
acthiUes outsIde their own neighborhoods by taking them NaUonaUy, the drive away rrom In-:arceration toward a 
on weekend trips, to the symphony. to theaters and sports community.based approach has spre'd little by little. \11th 
events. Massachusetts leadlng the slates. ,Incarceration was stud· 
Services Integrated led In depth in an award·wlnnlng series appearing in The 

"Traditionally;' notes an LEAA e\'aJuaUon Dr Pride, Christian Sci(mce llonuor in 1959. Sint;e then, the shQ~klng 
"Juvenile senices ha\'e been highly spcclal1zed and frag~ abuses of chUdren found at many trai~tng schools have 
mentcd. Coupled \\;th this fragmentation WilS the lllconsis~ fuell'ii tlie pu~h for communny programs.) New York, Cat· 

. tcney in the deli\,tlj' 9f servicefi. which consequenUy pro- ifornla, Florida. and Connecllcut. 3mong others, recently 
dueed negative experiences tor some youth. New Pride's ha\'e begun to lean more hea\:tly on the communIty.based 
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appro.tb to stopping recfdlvlsm, Alt.r July I a n.w North ,are L'CllaboraUng on solving tb. problems or youog people 
Carolina law ~ill prohibit lbe ser:.llng 01 JuvenUe Slatus .r- In trouble. 
fenders (youngsters who, because of their status as chilo I'The most important thing here is perstmal contact," 
dreu. cal') be referred to courts by their parents ror being 'saY1i Da\;d V. Kenyon. the [,os Angelt!s Superior Court 
lrUant or unconlrollable) to training s.hools and other "se- judge wbo presides at the JuvenUe Justice Cenler. To tills 
rure" (acUities. i end, Judge Kenyon's jU'\'Cnlti!' tourt appears to have done 

In addition to Pride, other communlty.type programs !Ior tbe rourt whal "ProJect Propinquity" has done lor 
with punch Include: ' schools. 

• ChlJdreJI and Youth Del·elopment Services (eVDS). A 'Surround.d by bo,rdcd·up buildings, the Justlc. conter ts 
subway ride away Crom tawdry TJmes Square, in the uPark tlocated wheel:. It Is most Met!ed. not in some "downtown" 
stopeu secUon oC BrookJ}1l, New York, lhls program oper~ I area. Kids are encmtragcd to drop by and '>rap" .as, neigh· 
ales with money lrom 'Washington, New York slate and bors and Iriends. And Judge Kenyon says the cent.r judges 
cfty, and a seemingly endless now 01 volunteers. I don't JU~. t "sit o. n the ben~h," but spend part oJ their day, 

Job counseUng, cnmping. and after·school recreation are - often a(ter regular working houl'S. "supporting the cOmmu· 
3 lew of the activities of Ie red. The CYDS starr encourage nlty_ especially the JU\'eDile tommunity." 
parents to go·to school to keep tabs on their children and • 'rho Youth IdenUty I'rogram (YIP) in the Bconx. 
meet their chtidren's teachers. CYDS also pro\'lde.s a I Lorence Riley Jr., his brother Carlos, and other ronner 
"crash pad" ror youngsters Who, fat.' anD reason or another, "Black Spades" go to jail day after day - 'but not to serve· 
can't stay at home ror a whUe. • . Uma the way they used tn. Instead these Conner gang 

A Visitor to Park Slope, a raclaUy mixed communIty oC f members spend much or their time showing "straJghl" 
7tI,ooo, may meet up with Sgt. Edward Schretzman, who 'school kids the harsh realities or prison nle. In .. the 
runs the Pari< Stope precinct's youth aide unlt and Is con- ' Tombs," now an empty prlsnn In Manhattan, Lor.nce tells 
stanUy In touch ~1th CYDS stall. • a suborb"n youngster on a c.U·block tour: "Vou'd make a 

"We try to see If they [kids under 161 are having probe . nlce vlcUm lor rape, you're wbatthey call a pretly boy." 
lems at home and IItb.y are, we Teler them to communlty Spearh.ading YIP L. AI Marlin, a former bus drtver • 
.. "ice agencies," says the Broo~.lyn·bom holder 01 a baCh- -. When. neighborhood boy was almost ~';d by a str.et 
etor of arts degr.e L, philosophy. : gang, Mr. Martin says be asked hlms. • "Why ijDCsn't 

• Police .ubletlc Lengue (PAL). One 01 the oldest Juve-' somebody do som~thlng1" Then It dawne on hlnl: "lIey, ' 
nile programs In the U.s. Is lbe Polico Athletic League, bul I'm somebody." .. .. 
i!s crim",Oghtlng ellorts In N.w York, Allanla, and other AIr. Martin has sunk $8,000 01 Ills own oney IIlto YIP 
cities have be.n severely cut back recenUy because 01 lis- since it began in 1976. lie hopes vralse Cor V P, suc~.as this 
cal problems,., Irom lormer New York City Corrections Commissioner 

In lbe Atlanla. PAL there Is a young man caUed .. G.... Benjamin Malcolm, may help spur more C$ds to bolster 
gao" who bas punched so many people that the police lbere lbe smaU m'nt YIP re .. lves lrom lbe clly: "VIP Is v.ry 
beam with dellghl about hlm. At ttJs wrillng, Michael. <lro- valuable to tbeNew York City Department 01 CorrecUons," 
gan Is lbe !lth rank.d U.S. amateur boxlng champion. wrote .Mr. Malcolm ... It Is my hope that It continues to 

·'Kids come by from the area and Just watch me work grow and gain continuL1C' recognition and respect.H 

out with the bag," says UtIs youngster who has no lather '. ltesULuUolL Increasingly, federal and state officlals are 
and who com"" Irom a poor n.lghborhood. Ills PAL coach, • looking at the concept 01 "rostltuUon" - requiring ol/en· 
Grogan says, "has been like a daddy," and even got hlm a . den to pay their Victlms, either in cash or in services - ~s 
job as a· police uguard/' morutoIing the police radio for' , a means of prevenUng reddlvic;m. 
emergency .. Us. Although he has been ollered better jobs, . Re<:ognlztng lb{'ll restitutio." Is partlculnry good therapy 
Grogan says he ~'ants to stay where he Is and perhaps be. lor young ollend.rs, lbe 11.5. Law Enloreement Assistance 
come a ·pollee offieer hImself someday a~d uheJp someone AdmInistraUon will make flO mUllan avaUable (or pro. 
else like they helped m.... '. grams 01 this type in the next three y.ars. 

_ • Exod... ("ProJect PropJnquUy"). AcrOss (owa lrom. The case 01 Alan, a 14-year..,ld Balt1mor& boy, helps 10 
PAL Is Atlanta's Exodus, Inc., which each year gives more llI.ustrate the way restlluUon generally works. Young Alan 
than 1,000 Inner·dty kids a "way out" 01 poor school show- had been Ca"llbt shoplllllng an inexpensive watch. A 
Ings aod. bad behaVior by bringing special iutors, social pollceman near lbc se.ne 01 lbe clime wrote out a speclat 
woricers. pollce and court representatives dlrecUy 10 many citation, used lor the Bailimore County rcsUtulion 
or the clty's pubUc schools. program, and Alan. and Ills parent.. were ordered to appear 

Exodus, whicb :1150. goes under the name "Project Pro- before a restitution arbItrator, ~ attorney, four days later. 
pnqulty," .has oul-oC-school programs. too _ four "street The t'\icUm" - ... the store owner - al!o appeared before 
'academies" for YOllth who don't do well in ~egularscboo1. the arbitrator. Because the· walch w;as rel"Overed, Alan dld 
All programs are tunded by Iedct]ll agencies. not owe th~ store owner any money. So the arbitrator 

"SomethIng In the program is ha\ing a positive impact" asked Ahn it there W8.$ a church or nursing home or 
on these young people." says Fred R. Crawlord .1 Emolj' communUy group where he could· work. Wlien Alan orr.red 
University, who has studied Propinquity In dcpth. . no Ideas, the .. .-bltrator sentenced hlm to work about 20 

Says l6-year .. ld Norman, rapping with a reporter at one bours at the Patapsco Slate Park oulslde BalUmore. The 
or Propinquity'S street aCOldemles! "I'm cool. I'm going to sto~ owner was satisfied, and the rangers at the parle. were 
get my diploma and make my •• lla liC.... - , glad to get more help. 

• The Ju\:enlh.· Justice: C~nl("r in V. atts. ;, "Every once In a while the YOlUlgster does work of( what 
Perhaps the best Ju""nilc court In th. U.S. starods on be did [stole or broke] lor lbe victim," says Fred Schmull, 

rambling South C.ntral Avenue in Los Angeles, in the cen. Who Is In charge 01 court services dlvisbn 01 U,e Baltlmor. 
ter of ~ area devastated by the 1955 Walls riot. With the JU\'enJle Court. He adds, however, that tb.ls is most orten 
motto under one roof." 11 de~rtments DC government _ the case when an item bas not been recovered. 
~mcluding .t~presentati\les from the city. county, and state-
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Whal about violenl kids? 
Washington 

Even some advocates Cor community-based programs for 
ju\"cnUe ortenders feel kids hl!3vUy dlSposed to Vtolence 
have to be incarcerated, Bul the qucstton remains: Will the 
community be sare tr Ics.,q Violent yoUngsters nrc Sent to 
communlt)l programs? 

.,' dun'l think we can do wUhoul traintng schools." says 
John lo'ellerath. who helps run "Tree House Inc" a group 
home 1n Chapel Hm, North Carolina. ror some SIX 
delinquents with special emotional problems. 

1n a soon·lo·be·published book entitled "Violent 
Delinquents," Paul A. Strasburg or the Vera Institute o( 
Justice In Wnshtng10n polnts out that although Juvemle vio
lence appears to be lncreasinr~ opi.'1tons are sharply divided 
abGut where to place young violent o((cnders. 

Mr. Strasburg ex.,lalns that in Trenton, New Jerscy, for 
example. It Is t:le poUcy of the court Intake office (those 
who process a casc prior to hearing) never to dl,,'ert a chUd 
charged with a violent ofCense. 

In New York City. on the other hand, 54 percent or ar
rests for Violent crime between July. 1973, and J~ne. 1974. 
were "adjusted at intake" - diverted to communlly·basro 
programs. 

But New York now has a statute that requires that diver
sion of serious felonies be approved by Ute director of pro
baUon. This. coupled with anti-crime legislation pending In 
Albany, could reduce diversions in the Empire Slate sub
stantiaUy. 

Former 'Black Spades' gang leader 
Lorence Riley Jr. shoots pool 

these days - not zip guns 

By Barth J Falkenberg. stalt phOtographer 

Many crime t'xpcrls believe this kind tlf action is regres
sive and merely a "reactIOn" to Ihe problem. rather than 
an attempt to curb JavenUe crime. 

"NaUonally. Ihere are 76.000 JUVeniles In euslody [resl· 
dentIn1 custOdY]," reports MUton Rector of the National 
Council on ("limp nnd Delinquency. "We can JusHfy ~,550 

. In March, Massachusetts had 79 violent youngsters in 
custody. . The ju\'enUe Justice system Is not the system 
that's going to stop violence. It'$ not going to du anything 
bUI r.Dc~.1 we Just keep locking kids up." 

What docs the record reveal in Massachusetts? Was that 
slalc rlghlln doing away wllh most of Its "locked" bcds lor 
ch1ldren? 

A report on juvenUe correctional reform tn the Bay 
State, prepared by the Center for Criminal Justice at liar· 
vard L.aw School. detailli the "course of reforms" that have 
taken place In MalisachusetlS, 

"Under the old system aU detention was In secure set· 
tings," the report says. "Under the new system. 10 June, 
1975. 56 youths were detained in secure settings. while 89 
were In sheller eare settings. Iyplcally YMCAs, and 68 
were detamed in (oster care." 

It continues: "In the newer system. Since around 8O~per· 
cent of the youth are in remtively open setUngs with rela
tively low recidivism rales, the poUcy Implication is clear: 
It Is pog;lblc 10 put Ihe majorlly 01 youth In open soltlngs 
without exposing the commWllty to inordinate danger." 

W. ~I. 
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How Real Is The Juvel1ileCrime~? 
"Get 'em off the streets!' is the new cry in the juvenile justice system. Polio 
ticians, judges, and DAs have found an anxious public receptive to calls for 
a crackdown. But with reform neglected in favor of severity, juveniles are 
cycled through deteriorating institutions, emerging as hardened adults. 

T
he coyer showed three men.dag 
youtlu clad ill washed-out ~en
broS, The blade of • knife n .. hed 
in one boy's band. .. Acrou the 

U.S .• pattern of crime has emcrgecl,tI de
c1ate~ !hI: stoll' In.side, uA new remcrse ... 
le5$, mutant juvenile seems to have: been 

born ••• the deck Is stacked in favor or the 
delendant •••• " 

Time magwnt had the answe;' to "the 
),outh crime plague" it ducn"bed: a 
tougher policy toward vlolent delinquents. 
It was the: summer of 1977, and some 
analysts disputed thd youth crime had ill· 

deed exploded, but DO onc had any dQubts 
about the explolloa 01 Interest by the 
media aad politicians. 

Real or not, the "youth crime wave'· (see 
,(01)", page 25) h .. provoked ,tOnDY reac
tion Among state legWlfon. In the put 
two years, at least 18 !Stales hAte amended 

PUTTING 
JOHNNY 
IN JAIL 

byLucy Komisar 

. -. 

. ' 

.' 
16 Ju.rb Ocx1or-luDe!1ul,1978 
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How Real Is The Juvenile Crime Scare? 
Originally, the juvenile court system was set up to resemble a social agency, 
providing a good talking to, professional counseling, or "insHtution for 
their own good." But the general trend now is to view these youthful of
fenders less as children to be helped and more as criminals to be punished. 

their juvenile justice codes to require 
minimum sentencing Of waiVI~t· to adult 
courts for ctnain crimes. Half .. doz.en 
states expect to adopt similar amendments 
soon. And an Americom Civil Liberties 
Ullion study done last yell' by Alan Suss~ 
m:.n found that "in virtually every state, 
bills have been proposed which would in· 
crea~ penalties for young people conyjci. 
cd of seriol.l.s offenses. tI 

At the forefront of this get.tough move· 
ment is the New York legislature.]n 1976, 
it passed bills which required thatjuycniles 
charged with certain felonies be finger .. 
printed .and photographed and their 
records opened ~o law enforcement agcn~ 
cies. It tum:d down A proposd that youths 
charged, with homlcide, rape, robbery, and 
serious assault be waived to adult courts at 
the age of 13, but it passed .lnother bill 
tha.t sct minimum sentences for certain 
designatcd felonies. 

Under the legb:lation, five.year sent· 
ences could be imposed for the Class A 
felonies of murder, kidllapping. and arson. 
Youthful oUendef) could be sent to a se
CUre facility for the firsl)lcar, a residential 
setting for the second, ilnd could be placed 
in it nonresidential pr"gu,m for the rest of 

Lucy KOM ;SaT is a Teporter lor The Record 
in Bugtn County. !'hw JtT,ey. 

IS 

the tim.::. 1'be family court cou1d discharge 
an offender after three years or extend the 
untence Another year until his 21st birth· 
day. Ous B felonies (as~ault. robbery, at· 
tempted murder or kidnapping) required 
three-year sententes simlJarly struchllCd. 

Then in the faU of .1976, the Timmons 
case exploded. When police arrested 19· 
year-old Ronald Timmons for beating and 
robbing an 82·ytar·old woman, he was re
leased. on SSOO b.ll. Senator R.lph 
Marino, chainnan cl the Crime and Cor .. 
rections Committcc, violated the rutes en_ 
youth record confidentiality to teU the 
preS's that Timmons bad a 10i'lg history of 
de1inquency-67 court appe,mmCe5. sus· 
pected of murdering a 92·year-old-man. in 
and out of 1tate traini'ng schools since he 
was eight. and "known to the police and 
juvenile authorities as a cruel predator of 
old people." If the criminal c9urt judge 
had had ac«ss 10 that sealed juvenile 
record, Marino e::harged. he would not 
hur. released TImmons back to the streets. 
The senllor quickly won approva~ of • bill 
that established mandatory sentencing for 
assault against the elderly and i~crEJ_sed 
maximum restrictive lime from I. ),ear to a 
year·and.a·half. 

tn the 13 months from Fcbrual)' 1977 to 
March 1978. 56 junniJes in New ~',>rk 
Slate were sentenced to restrictive ~l1atc~ 

ment under the law,. That was appl.renUy 
not enough. and C::ovemor Hugh C"rcy 
recommended changcs to exp.!nd the" list 
of oHen!cs "ad include 13-yeur~oldi twice 
found guiit)' of «rt.ln felonies. 

uU the kids are not going to go out and 
commit the khtd!> of crimes they'~ $Up' 

posed to ('ommit to be restrictively placed, 
the stAte will hAve to go out And incrust 
the crimes and kids :t'lvered," says the 
~epu1y director ~f the Vera Institute Qf 
Justice Family Court Dlspositlon Study, 
Sheridan Faber. 

Faber was being sarcasUc, Dl course, but 
th~ "get.tough" forces ~eriC1llt;'y complain 
thllt some judges arc counteracting Ule 
stem intent of the lAW. "Judges are signing 
off on ad;ustmen\s to redute them out of 
class," says Paul Maciela1c, counsel tD 
M.rino·s committee. -Because even some 
youths found guilty of felonies are not 
being sent away under that category" 
Marino has introdu~ed a new biU to reduce 
plea bargaining in famUy court and make 
restrictive pl"cements mandatory. 

Legislators who do not trust family court 
judge!; to t~eat youths firmly would like to 
remove their jurisdictIon altogether. Ii biU 
in NeW' York's hopper this year would send 
certain felony offenders to adult court and 
place: them in adultj:dls for up to 15 years. 

Such waiver laws are a leey part of the 
~'get.tou:ght4 strate!O'. By lowering .the age 
at which juveniles can be sent to adult 
courts. many states have made it easier for 
juvenile courts to impose what David 
Howard, director of the National Juvenile 
Law Center in St. Louis, caUs the most 
serious .'isncUon a juvenile can Tcctive. 
"Waivt:rcan 'l1lount to ~ death penalty:t 
he says. "The danger is not just the adult 
sanction they can receive, but what can 
happen to a Joung person in an adult 
penitentiary." 

Most states a.lIqw Some juv:niles to br. 
transferred to adult courts fa:, s~rious of .. 
fenses, several states have lowered the age 
for waiver, and a fcw have made transfers 
or tran~!er hearings mandatol)' in ccrtain 
situations. In Arkansas. for instance, the 
law-now allows wai'fer of any child di\Tged 
with a misdemeanor or feiony. Bc:f~i'C, the 
child had to be 15 and accused of a felony. 
Likewise, Connecticut now permitS' trl'ns· 
fer for 14·year·olds who are charged with 
A or B fclonies' and have cOO'o-ictions of the 
same magnitude on their records. Pre
viously. WAiver was allowed only for IlC~ 

JuriJ.Doctor-Juncl1ul1197S 
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cused mu:dc:n::rs. Maine tourh: must 
transfer Y\luths if violence is involved, if 
there is probable cause the ju\·tniJe com .. 
mUted the crime. and if the protection of 
the community requires his. detention in 
some place more secure than a juvenihda.
cility. 

°The toughne.<s trend is not uni£onn, 
though" since some states have been care~ 
ful '0 temper their new waiver JaW$ with 
restrictions. Idaho redu.:cd the aGe for 
waiver from 16 to 15 but stipulated th.t 
the youth must be charged with a felony 
instead of, as before, any crimina! offense. 
We~t Virginia, which formerly allowed 
transfers of aU 16o),caro olds, now limits 
them 10 youths a:::cused of committing vio
tent felonies or fclanks endangering the 
public. Similarly, Alabama, which used to 
anow wai~er of any accuseJ 14-ycar·old, 
now Slys they must be charged with 
felonie!. And Kenrucky. California, and 
Oregoz, now require judges to consider th~ 
minor's previous histcry, the !!ieriousne~s of 
the offense, and his prospects for rehabili
bth;m. 

Mllndl(ory minimum sentencing is the 
other chief tool that ·'get.tough" advocates 
f.ivor to deal with serious offenders. His .. 
tontaUy, juvenile Cc.urts have operated on 
the theory that they &re to tuat a child's 
·~nr.ed" rather th~n his "deed.·' Whelh.~r a 
minor committed vandalism, burglary, car 
theft, arson, rape, or murder. he or sne was 
sent away with an indeterminate senf~nce 
for "'rehabilitation:' As a child, he was nOl 
considered responsible for his action!i: he 
was to bEc"tr~ated," not "punished." 

It followed that children should be reo 
leased when they appeared to be cured. In 
practice, however. institutional officials 
sometimes gal rid of difficuJt childien and 
kept thosl! who were more dociJe or whose 
parents did not want them. A Rand Cor· 
por1ltion study published two years ago 
fou!,d treatment programs to be sr.oradic 
and t., have limifed ~uccess when th!')' 
worked at :aU. Most 1)f them, it said, ex
cluded serious offcilders altogether. In any 
eYent, there was no 'Way to tell when a child 
had been "rehat>Hitated,o; and he could 
not be kepi forever. Most were bark hurne 
in Jess than a yet1r ~ 

Some states have eten changing that 
practit1: by s~tting minimum sentences for 
serious ctimes. thus lirniting the discretion 
of juvenile judgts and social agencies. In 
California. 16.year.c,1ds found guilty of 
certain felonies can be held until 2J (two 
years longer than bdore), although they 
can.not be heJd longet (h'!l ~dults cc:n
vicled of the same crime!!:. And in Colorado 
violent and r!!peat offenders must get 

I mJnim\lm one-year sentences ond cannot 
be releued without court cpproval. 

I Other ~tatfS, ho .... ·ever. ha~s moved td 

limit restricUve plaeementL West Vhginia 
law says C\lUrts r..IU!i give preference to ihe 
leAst restrictive I.!acement And terms C'an
not exceed adult sentenCl::!. P,ennsylvania 
also caUs for the "minimum confinement" 
necessary. And you'.bs in Oklahoma insti
tutions must be released at 18 instead of 
21. 

lt is tme that mo~t states have hied to 
design their new laws to separate the seri~ 
ous delinquent from the mino} oUender. 
but the legil:latcn' patience with ~t1juve~l
Ue delinquency is dearly "mning o~t, The 
Rene"1 trend now is to viC!w offenders less 
as chUd~en to be fli!lpcd and mQce as crim· 
inds to be punished, I·Jro;. every state I 
know or except Jowa, the legislative trend 
is regressive," says David Howard. 
uTh('r'e's a move afoot in many states to 
lower the juvenile court juristlic;tion age 
limit to IS. And there's also a move 10 ex~ 
po~e juyeniles 10 the public eye by ending 
the corfidentialily silfeguards that have 
existed." For instance, in Pen:1sylvar,iil, 
information about a child charged with a 
second serious crime can now be released 
to the newspapers. 

While the leci$loltures are passing laws 
designed 10 put l,uveniles away for longer 
terms, the CQurts have bten moving toward 
granting them more due process rights. 
Like the move to get tough, the trend 
toward dl!e process rejects the traditional 
way of trealing youthful offenders. 

Oti@inalJy, the juvenile court system was 
set up to resemble a social agency. Juvenile 
offenders might need a good talking to, 
professional counseling, or a stay at a 
group home: or institution "for their o ..... n 
good:' The idea, that the court was out to 
help the child beqll'ne an excuse for ignor
inB due process. The jud~e conducted 1he 
proceedings without benefit of rules of evi· 
deocc or proc(:dure. The public was not 
p~rmit!ed to attend or !!iee records. With
out sentencing standards, judges could be 
arbitrary. As an Institute for Judicial Ad
ministrationl American Bar Association 
study iound. radill and cJa~~ bias intruded 
into dedsions. Seriol!s oHendt::$ who knew 
how to finesse. the system could get short 
terms, and other youths charged wilh 
serious crimes could ge( longer cnnfinr.~ 
menl$ than if they had been tritd before 
adult courts. 

Beginl1ing in the b.ie sixties, the Su· 
preme Court juued seyeral decisit't:'ls that 
gave juYenGes some minimum due process 
rigMs. One of the first such cases involved 
lS·year·old Gerald Gault, who had been 
sel1tenced to!!iix )'~ars ill the state reforma· 
tory for making in obscene phone calI. 
Noting that an adult would have gotten. 
maximum of two months. the CO\lr1 held 
in In re Goult that accLosed juvenile delin· 
quents are entitled to notice of charges. tI'.e: 

right to counsel, the right 1o.r:main sHent, 
and the right to confront .md cross·exa
mine adverse witnesses. 

Later, the Court went even furthtr. In 
the 1970 cas.: of In re W,·,tlh.p it held that 
the standard of proof in R juvenile Irloll 
must be beyond a reasonable doubt, and in 
:l1975 decision. Brted v. Jonff. it said that 
jllvtniJes are protected by the doubJe je0-
pardy clause. 

Legal anslyst~ think the ruUngs have 
bet:n significant. "Tnt: sY$1em is being ju. 
diejJliized in a way l.hat never 5eemed ima
ginable before/" says Fred Cohen, profes. 
sor of law aJld criminal justite at the Slate 
University of New York a[ Albany. "U's 
taking on the trappings of a mini·aduJt 
system." 

SlilI, civil libertarians charge that (he 
jU\'~nlle courts fall fAr short o( granting 
due proc~ss rights-or justice-to youthfuf 
ofj~nders. Rena Uviller, who h~ad .. the 
ACL.U Childrtn's Rights Pr{lject, 5a.f$, 
IoNo mattl!r what judges say about chilo 
dren's welfare, when a. child is sent to a 
training school or a rC!!iidential treatment 
center, he or the is being punished, often 
with terms longer than an ::dult would get 
for the same crime:' 

Without a jury trial based on the evi
dtmce rather than adjudication on a child's 
"best needs,·t claim the civil libcrtari2ns. 
the results of a retent Tennessee case will 
continue to bc unexceptional. Two youths 
there were accused of murdenng a nurse. 
The 16·yea,o"·old was transfernd to crim· 
inal court, tried, and acquHted~ But the 
14·yeA.r·otd, who was charged with equal 
culpability, wal tried in juvenile court. 
lacking the same· right to defend himself 
.and be judged on the evider.ce, he was sent 
to a juvenill! instituti{ln, where he remains. 

The ACLU calls for the same due pro
cess rights adults enjoy and lor set sen
tences far all offenses-both seriou" and 
minor-hued on the serio~sness of the 
crime.. 'The problem now, it says, is that 
some !itates are setting minimum sentences 
forthe hard·core offenders without setting 
maximums forminor offenders. 

The civirlibertarian position received a 
substantial boost J:ut year when the con· 
elutions or a mammoth seven-year, 2J·vol· 
ume stut:y were published by the Juvenile 
Justice Standards Project of the Institute 
of Judicial Administration and thr. Ameri
can Bar Association. They caU lor a total 
overhaul of the system because of its demo 
onstrated fanure to either protect society 
or help childl'en. 

"The confusion and overreach implicit 
in .he c:xpe~tatiG:' that & court is c.l.p:lbte 
of devising disposition 'in the b~st inteRst' 
of the child in the absence of guidelines, or 
reliable predictive measure~ of future 
criminal behavior, or of inodels for cHtc-

19 
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How Real Is The Juvenile CdmeScare? 

In a recent case in Tennessee, two youths were accused of murdering a 
nurse. The 16-year-old was acquitted in criminal court; but the 14-year
old, comparably charged in a juvenile court where he lacked rights of evi
dence and self-defense, was sent to an institution, where he remains. 
tive rehabUitation or treatment progoams, 
punctured the myth of the medical model 
of juvenile justice," the study said. It 
recommended that the following basic 
principles guide any new standards: 

1. Proportionality in sanctions based on 
the seriousness of the offem:e rather than 
the court's view of the youth's needs. 
2. Delenninate sentences. 3. Choic: of the 
least restrictive alternative; restrictive sen
tences explained by the judge in writing. 
4. Status olfense3 and victimless crimes 
(except narcotics possession) removed 
from the juvenile court's jurisdiction. 
S. Visibility and accountability of decision· 
making instea!i of closed proceedings and 
unrestrained official discretion. 

6. Right to) counselllt all stages. 7. Ju
veniles' right to decide on actions affecting 
their lives and freedom unless they are 
found incapable of making reasoned deci
sions. 8. A redefined parents' role with at· 
lention paid to conflicts between their in~ 
terests and the child's. 9. Limitations on 
detention, treatment, OJ' other intervention 
before adjudication and disposition. 10. 
Strict criteria for waiver to adult courtS. 

Under the IJAI ABA standards, waiver 
to adult court would be p~rmitted only for 
16-. or 17-year.olds who are acc\i\:ecl of 
uclass one" juvenile offenses (Ci~-.,.f,ll:S for 
wh.ich adults would be subject to death or 
imprisonment for 20 years to lif~), who 
have records involving acts or threats of 
serious personal injury. and who cannot, 
according to the determination of the 
judge, be dealt with in juvenile facUities. 

The study abo advocates that yo~ths 
have the right 10 a public jury trial and 
that the rules of evidence of criminal trials 
be used in juvenile proceedings. Proof, it 
stys, should be beyond s rea!ionable 
doubt, and the judge should not receive 
socinl,bistol}' about the defendant. 

As to sentencing, the str.ndardlii stipUlate 
that juveniles be sent to secure facilities 
Dilly for the most serious or repetitive (tf
fens~s and only if such detention is needed 
to pre'fent them from causing bodily hann 
or-substantial property injury. In ant case, 
the standards say, juvenile detention cen
ters should hold DO more than 20 youths 
and. should be co·educational or at least 
provide frequent s(tela! contact beh ... een 
boys and girls. The standards also estab· 
lish set sentences for different c1as$C,~ of 
crim~. Up to S ~rc.enl time off would be 
allowed for good behavior. but youth 

agencies would no longer be able to cut 
sentences dramatk.uly because of rehabil
Hation or ether reasons. 

11 the proposals are accepted by the 
ABA House of Delegates at its winter 1979 
meeting, they will be ~ent to the state bar 
associations And likely become the basis 
for legislative changes. But nobody thinks 
that adC'ption by lawmakers will be easy. 
Already family court judgc:, youth service 
offici~~, district attorneys, Academics, and 
legislators arc engaged in A national de
bate over the.standards. 

The judges favor ~ue process proce
dures, but they disagree strongly with the 
ABA pioposals on disposition and treat
ment of status offendcrs. They do not want 
to give up their traditional jurisdidion or 
social work role. Judge Eugene Arthur 
Moore of Detroit, head of the committee 
an juvenile justice standards for the Nfl· 
tlonal Councll of JuvenUe Court Judges, 
says, "The judge should look at the of
fense. but in addition you have to took a.t 
the social service factor-the home, I.Q., 
ability to relate to others, seU-control, and 
other factors." 

The family court judges propose a com· 
prQmise on sentencing as well uThe court 
ought to be AbIe to set minimum periods of 
time," Moore explains. "but indctermin· 
ate sentences should be maintained de"' 
pending on the needs of the child and sub
ject to judicial review'" The maximum 
penalties in the ABA standards are too 
short in his view_ "l think two years for 
murder is wrong," l1e says. "I would sug· 
gest four or five years. )f ihe judge wanted 
to reduce it, that would be the prerogative 
~f the court" 

Many judges would agree that both Cle· 
Jinquents and the public have been ill· 
served by the JUVenile justice system. but 
they btlievc it has never been given the re~ 
sourcr:s to do the job. Justine Wise Potier, 
for manr years a New York City family 
court judge. says, "I'm not defending the 
courts. They've been starved, inadequately 
manned, and neY,":r had the semces they 
should." 

Her reservation about the ABA slan
dards is that they emphasize the offense 
raUlcr tha., the chUd .. "]n the long run, 
that's not the way to put to work whatever 
knowledge we have on the problems of 
children." she stys. By giviDgjuveDUes ":ie
terminate sentences in institutions that 
d(tn't help them, "we're just temporarily 

getting the'll out of sight when they look 
bad." 

1uvenile agency officials ag:-ee with the 
judges that rehabilitation has not yet been 
given a fair chance. HAt present there is 
almost no care'" says Jerome MiUer, a for
mer Massachusetts and Pennsylvania. ju. 
venile corrections chief. "U's either total 
punitiveness or neglect masquerading as 
pennissiveness. It The danger of the civil 
libertarian approach, Miller claims, is tha.! 
its rC£onns stop at proportional senlcmc
ing. He thinks people ought to also worry 
about what is done with offenders after 
they are sent away. "Dangerous kids 
shouldn't be out on the streets running 
1005e,01 he says, 'ibut that doesn't mean 
thcJ should be in these crimenogenic insti· 
tutions. For what it costs to institutionalize 
a kid, you can assign someone to him full 
time." 

Agency officials and judges part com
pany, though, when Judge Moore says that 
"judges shol.:ld have the power to remove 
youngsters from the streets without state 
agencies being able to release them." New 
York State Commissioner of Youth Ad· 
ministration Peter Edl.':lman replies, 
"Judge...; assume they know more lhan they 
really know in fixing the type of institution 
and length of time t1 youngster needs to 
spend lhere." In New York, Edelman's 
agency now makes those decisions, and he 
does not 'Want it to lose that power. 

Though he favors the ABA standards of 
determinance and fitUng the sentence to 
the crime, Edelman wants agencies to ha"e 
some discretion within those bounds, and 
he worries that "in getting rid of gross in
determinacy, virtually all states will be 
tougher than the ABA contemplates." The 
result. he fears, may be that kids will 
spend longer- stretches in facilities than 
they should. 

The district attorneys, fat their part. 
think the (ourts should get tougher with 
serious offenders and stop picking up 
youths who do not belong in the system at 
aU. They favor due process procedures but 
insist that some special protections for ju. 
veniles must be maintained. UThe juvenile 
court has been run for too long as a social 
agency," says Robert l..eonard. president 
of the National District Attorneys Asso
ciation. "But 1 stin believe in certain pro
tections-the confidentiality of the juveo
ile court proceedings, for instance, I don't 
think we gain anything by opening juvenile 

Iuris Doc:tOr-IUllcJlW, ~918 



courts up to public: view. J f!t~~ 'it"". can 
a!;COmplish the protection we o.~-:J l{Jl Ute 
public by having the advocacy !Jjl!t..~{,ure 
strictly adhtred to." 

Rather than wai\'e more CAses to adult 
court, Leonard w.'luld prefer that adver~ 
sal)' proceedings be used in juvenUe 
courts. "In most cases those people who 
wauld come In 10 the adult court w01l1d be 
given proba.tion anyway. Even if they were 
$ent to prison, that's not guing to improve 
the situation. They WQI!ld be better l1elped 
in juyenUe court where there arc more fa .. 
cnines-social workers and psycholo.
gists." 

While the ABA slandards continue 10 be 
debated by those within the juvenile justice 
system, the Twentieth Centul)' Fund has 
issued its own report calling for propor· 
tionality in sentencing with mmmums 
fixed by legislatures, actual periods of 
confinement set by judges, and earlier rep 
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lease dates at the discretion of statejuven. 
Ue authorities. The report also urged that 
the fop sentence for the most serious 
crimes should be two-and·a·hall years, 
with two years the limit for property of .. 
lenses. Waiver, it says, should be allowed 
only where there is probable cause that a 
serious violent crime htls been committed 
and where the juvenile court cannot im
,PQse the punishment deemtd neccssa.ry. 
Similarly, the report advocates Jower sen
tences for 18· to 21-year.olds tried in adult 
courts. 

Amidst all the debates snd proposals, 
about the only thing no one disputes b: that 
the currentjuYenilc system is not workins. 
The media and state legislatures say get 
tougher, stop umollycoddUng" serious of
ftnders and start treating them more like 
adults~ Civil libertarians say give juvenlles 
Ihe due process rights of adults and slop 
foisting time on them in the guise of reha· 
bllitation. The juvenile age...ncy peop!e 

agree with the need for due process., but 
remind critics th.t social workers can help 
kids and Ihal offenders shouldn'l simply 
be sent to serve time. 

Aside from the phllosQph~cal differences 
among experts, there is the issue of in!Oti· 
tutionat turf. tiEvel)'one wants to know 
how changes in the law will affect them," 
says David Gilman, director of !he ABA 
project. "Will they lose or gain money or 
power?" 

]n the lQng run, the opiruons of the ex .. 
perts and the interest groups involved in 
the debate are likely to have tess effect 
than the headlines in nt.wlp.pers and the 
pronouncements of politicians. ''The ABA 
input is mort. likely to be theoretical than 
re&1," predicts Sheridan Faber. "The poll .. 
ticians arc running the show, and they see 
geJting tougb On crime J.5 a way to get 
votes." 0 



555 

How Real Is The Juvenile Crime Scare? 

Playing the 
Numbers Game 

poor were raf:d ;.t 2.~ the middle class 
3.5, and the higber socia·economic group 
3.1. 

"Something like 20 percent of kids from 
al1 kinds of groups naye committed serious 
crimes." 53YS Doleschal. ·~ltts the poor 
kids who arc s~lectcd out for juvenile jus
tice processing. It 

That view is supported by Paul Stras· 
burg, associafe director 01 the Vera lnsti· 

crime is poor. black. or Puerto completed study of delinquent behavior in 
, The typical .ldd who commits a tute fa. Criminal Justice, in his rtccntly 

Rican, and liVe! in a ghetto:' Manhattan, West~ht.'Sler County, Ne~' 
"The typical kid who commlts a York, and Mercer County (Trenton), New 

crime may be just as likely ric~ or poor, Jeney. He cites assertions that "the varia· 
white or black, suburban or city dweUcr:' tion of a"",itted delinqueccy from one 

"Youth crime is increasing:· "Youth neighborhood to another is far less than 
crime has been constant for years." the vanation in arrest and adjudication 

Which do you believe? The "experts" rates." Ope reason might be thai pretrial 
haveevid.mce fer a.ll of the al:.ove. You can diversion program5 for treatment arc 
take your pick of variations and i!!lerpre- much more common in t~e suburbs, where 
tations. The U.S. JuveniJe Justice .• nd Dc. 56 percent of all cases are diverted. than in 
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 starts have been experiencing is a crime report· the cities, where only 43 percent arc. ac· 
Qut wlth the alarming assertion that "ju- ing wave rather than a crime wave. The cording to an L.E.A.A. study. Thus, ai
venUes account for almost hetlf the arrests actual number of serious crimes is roughly though suburban children may commit as 
for serious crimes in the United States' 40 million in the United States. The FBI many crimes, they arc not recorded in the 
today'" In 1975, 43 percent of arrests for started many years ago with under one official statistics. 
serious offenses involved juveniles, and mmion and they are up to 11., so they have. Strasburg C1lnc:ludes, however, that 
youths were just undct half of all persons another 30 miUion to go." In the las: year there is still more delinquency in slum 
arrested for property crimes. Thirteen- to or two, there have actu:ally been reporting areas-especially theft, violence, truancy, 
17.year-olds. who make up 10 percent of decreases, Dolescbal says, adding that vandalism, and disorderly conduct. The 
the popUlation, ...-:..:nstituted 21 percent of census bureau victimization surveys show difference is more a function of socio-eco
those arrested for violent crimes, including the crirneratc to be (.onstanL nomic status than racc, according to 
32 percent of arrests for robberies, 17 per- While the Senate Subcommittee on 1u- Strasburg. He found that the violent crime 
cent of arrests for rapes, 16 percent fUr ago yenUe Delinqu~ncy found that violent arrest rate of bfack youths in Manhattan 
gravated assaults, and 9 percent for homi- crime by persons under 18 jumped 246 was seven times tr.Mt of whites. The black 
tides. percent from 1960 to 1973, a Rand Cor- rate for robbery was 11 timts the white 

Thar does, indeed, sound like a youth poration report commissioned by the Law rate, and a higher proportion of black de
crime wQ.ve. Of coune, figures play tnei'.!. Enforcement Asdstan.:e Administration linquents were chronic offenders. But this 
Juveniles would undoubtedly look better in attributed part of that jump to improve· was not true at all for Westchester, where 
the crime !.1atistics 11 other groups such as ments in crime reporting and a thin! t~ a youths were better off in terms of mi· 
children under 13 and adults over 65 com- half of it to an increase in the numbers of dence, education. and h~altb. There, the 
mitted their fair share of crimes. And young people. The Rand report pointed differences between black and white crinte 
iaetua11y, juveniles arrested S!)r serious or out that young people accounted for 24.3 rates were negUgible. 
vlolent crime are a very smaUportion of all percent of all crime in 1967 :md 25.6 per· Not every aut..~ority agrees that serious 
youths arrested. Only 4 percent 01 allju .. cent in 1912, "anegligible~Dcreue.1f crime is e'lually distributed even among 
venile arrests were for violent crimes, and TIle typiCal picture of thejuvenUe d~1in·. soc:i6.l groups. Frank Zimring, professor 
only 10 percent of arrests for serious GUlmt as dark-skinned, poor. slinking of law at the University of Chicago. claims 
~rimes came under the category of violent through the alleys of tEnements, may be that tht most seno\!s offenses are commit .. 
crime. The biggest increase in the arrest just as false as the crime wave figures. ted by poor, minority youth!- who live in 
rate was for property crime. Mutin Gold and David Reimer at the Re· the ghtlto. Zimring excludes aggravated 

But the key word in aU of this is arrest.. search Center far Group Dyn~:nics at the ASsault as a serious violent crime. ·'ThAt 
··You have to look at wlut they caU serious University of Michigan hllve run "selt-n:· can be a fist fight in the suburbs or a 
crimes,·' says fanner New York Family port" studies on juveniles in upper, mid.. shooting on the sC"J.th!ide of Chicago," he 
Court Judge Justine Wise Polier_ '"They die, and lower socia-economic- brackets. says. People who do the self-report !.tudies, 
usc tbe FBI listing, which is misleading. It 1bey say that thejnfonnlltion thejuvenilcs be claims, are nol talking to Utbe small 
includes anybody chargEd with an offense ga\'e them tends to contradict offu:ial data. population of deep. end kids that are 
-not convicted. )t', the old 1. Edgar OD delinquency. In a 1972 sample of 1,600 counted in the oHidal statistics. 
Hoover routin:. It includes many young boys and girls in 40 parts of the country, "Vietimiution surveys suggest a very 
people picked "Up in a group and many they found that the :average kid whose intense concentration of rob1X:J)' in the 
young people charged with serious oH.::oses parents are poor admitted committing 5.9 mlnority dwemng areas of the biggest 
which are later reduced at the pollce sta- delinquent acts in the pre";ous three yeaTS, cities." Zimring l'dd:: that a majority of 
tion.U's a most unreliable statistic." the chUd of middle.class parents admitted nonviolent property oHenses are livery 

Eugene DolesthaI, direc:tor of the infor· to 7.2 delinquent acts in the same period, demcx::raticaUy distn'buted across the 
mt.tion center of the Nation&1 CounctJ 00 (Iond the rich youth admitted 'to 6.6 delin· Y,;:Juth population." 
Crimt and DeUnqueocy, says, "What we quent Icts.In the "seriousness index.·' Ole Should we get delinquents. off the streets 

lS 
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to 'keep them from committing more 
crimes? In his Ford Foundalion-sponsored 
study Paul Strasburg found that lIa juven
ile·s prior record is of little use in predict· 
ing whether the delinquent will ad rio
llenUy the next time or in predicting how 
serious the ned offense will be.l> He ex .. 
plains that, "With the exception of a small 
handful of hard core delinquents CE.)mmit
ted to vIolent crime, dt:1inqucnts engage in 
violence only occasionally as part of an ap
parently random pattern of illegal beha
vior"· 

However, Strasburg's study showed that 
recidivists were responsible for most of the 

harm done. They committed nearly rour 
times as many crimes as one·time of
fenders, and most serious violence was 
committed by repeaters. Thus, chronic of· 
lenders do not necessarily commit violent 
crimes, but violent criminals are generally 
repeaien. On the other hand, Strasburg'S 
iNdy says that juveniles apprehended by 
police go on to commit more offenses af .. 
terwards than those who are not <:aught It 
would seem logical to try to ker.p the 
handful or hard·core delinquents off the 
streets, but the problem is: how do you 
throw out a net that catches the dangerous 
youths without snaring youngsters who 

might go straight if afforded anQ~ner 
chance? 

From reading the variuus $tudies, it be· 
comes dear that criminologists, lawen .. 
rorcement officials, &nd social workers 
ca~not agree on the basic facts about ju .. 
venilecrime-whether it is increasing, who 
commits it, wblt remedies are mod 
effective. The media and politicians have 
stepped into the confusi(lo and played up 
juvenile crime with dramatic toverage and 
selected statistics. The resulting proposals 
in state legislatures more often than not 
rest on a foundation or emotion rather 
than reality. -L.K. 

timetable." 

The Reform That Flunked 
But the bulk of the states haven't made. 

the timetable because they baven't been 
trying. A handful have been hQncst and 
simply opted not to take the LEAA money. 
In some years, the thanks·but·no-thanks 
group numbered more than ten. North 
Carolina, Utah, and Nevada arc among 

by Daniel B. M oskowit,z 

Liberal dissatisfaction with the way 
state and local authorities were 
treating underage delinquents 
and criminals led in 1974 to a bill 

that establishc,! standards for the treat
ment of juveniles in the criminal justice 
system. Under the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinqu(:ney Prevention Act, states were 
eligible for Law Enforcement Assistance 
AdministraUon grants if they agreed to 
meet two key provtsions: 

• Status offenders-persons who break 
those Jaws that apply only to juveniJes
were never to be locked vp in jail.like fa"' 
cilities, but heM, when necessary, in home .. 
like shelter facilities. 

• Juveniles, regardless of the crime'i they 
were charged with or convicted of, were 
never to be housed, even overnight. with 
adult oll.nd= 

The "commingling" rules were to take 
effect immediately, but the lawmakers. re~ 
aJwng that new community shelters would 
have to be set up, gave the states that en· 
rolled in the program two years to comply 
with the regulations on status offenders. 

The concept, of course, is that children 
who merely defy parental authority or cur
few laws-who show society an arrog .. nce 
it wi3l accept only from adults-are not 
truly criminals who deserve to be bt:hind 
bars. And that even children who commit 
violent acts against others are redeemable, 
but only if kept but of the influence of 
adults who may be dedicated to I. JUe out .. 
side the law. 

But four years later, not a single state 

Daniel B. Moskowltz W""~.J on legal affairs 
from Washington for Business Week and 
othu MeGr, w·HUlpub/ieal;on.r. 

:u; 

has complied with the act's two key provi- those now out of the program. But most 
siol1s. In bct, reporting under the law has have taken the money and igoored the 
been so slipshod that it is impossible to get promise. 
a flX cn just how close to complying the Early this year, LEAA .released the reo. 
states: are. When the General Accounting suUs of a survey which showed that the 
Office tried to assess how weU the states numbet of juvenUes held in aU kinds of 
were doing, it found, in a report not yet detention faciJities, afler edging down for 
published, that no state had even checked three consecutive years, actually started up 
all its detention facilities to see it status of.. again in thelirstyear after the new law was 
fenders were being kept there. Most of the passed. or 47,000 minors in pubJic deteD· 
states did not include local jails in their tion fr.cllities on June 30, 1975, only 200 
monitoring, and 80 percent of the statJ!S were in shelters and 2,122 in group homes 
"expressed reservations about whether the or halfway houses. Pennsylvania, Oregon, 
state had authority to monitor some local and Connecticut were among the states 
and private facilities," according to GAO which rer~rted that evel)' juveni1e who was 
Deputy Director William J. Andenon. being helu 1n a pubUc facUity, regardless of 

Some states have tried to live up to the the charges, was in what LEAA rates a 
act's provisioQ~ More than a doun ha.ve "physically restricting environment." 
passed Jaws requiring deinstitutiana1iza- WIlen the Children's Defense Fund few 

tion of juveniles charged with status of.. ccnUy visited 449 jails in nine states, it 
renses-or with no offenses at aU-and found that 38 percent of the jails had chit· 
separation of youths and adults; in· dren in them and another 9 percent some· 

·Georgia.
4
the legislation was spearheaded times had juvenile inmates, though not at 

.by a pair of legislators who had, in their the time of the CDF visit. '"The over
teens, .themselves run away rrom danger~ Whelming majority of children we found in 
ous home situations. A few jurisdictions adult jails were not detained for violent 
have even come close to implementing the crimes and could not be considered a 
Jaws. In 1975, New Yorlc opened 15 new threat to themseJvc.sor to the community," 
group homes for youths who need counsel.. the fund's report on the project says. 
ing but not policing. Massachusetts has "Only 11.7 percent wett charged with 
most of its status offenders out or secure serious offenses against persons." Most 
facilities. "They're down to the real nut.. were in ror property offenses, but 18 per~ 
cracker kind of cases," says John Rt:ctor, cent were th~re for status offenses and an· 
fanner staffer for the Senale juvenile de. other 4.3 percent "had committed no of· 
linquency sub~ommittee and now head of rense at all. One boy was being held there 
the JD program at LEAA. "Those still be· because 'he had no place to go.' Another 
hind bars are reaUy complicated human boy was fingerprinted and held in jail be· 
beings who happen to be young:' Recior cause his molher had been hospitalized 
admits that states like Mas~!lchusetts and there was no other adult at home. One 
haven't made the two·year deadline be.. child was in jail for protection from h:r 
cause it was an "entirely too optimistic father, who was accused of incest." 

luris I>xtor-JU.ilet1uJI1978 
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CDF thinks those findings 3rc shocking. 

But not a11 the St11lotes agree. Several tlphil_ 
osophlcally disagree with the concept of 
deinstituUonaliutiont the National "Gov
ernors" Conference committee on crime 
reduction told Congress last year. '"TIley 
may believe: that so-called status offenses 
are appropriate and that existing state 
laws ~hould not be changed." 

Nor has official Washington been ':::00-

sistent in pursulng reform of the juvcnUe 
justice system. TIle Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare, for instance, 
channels huge amounts of elementary and 
secondary education and vocational edu
cation mOiley into big institutions where 
minors and majors aDd status offenders 
<1nd those who have committed violent 
crimes are all housed together. The Com
merce Department's Economic Develop
ment Administration gives local govern· 
ment grants t(o build ne" orisons designed 
to hold both' adults and juveniles. Interior 
TUns secured training schools for Indian 
juveniles in a progr .. m that Rector calls 
"one of the most scandalous in the 
country." 

Washington aIso suggested to the states 
that it was winking at the LEAA program 

when the Ford administration asked for no 
money for the juvenile justice granu even 
though Congress appropriated half what 
the act authoriz.ed. "No one )n LEAA and 
no one in th~ Department of Justice did 
anything to encou;age the states to pacti ... 
dpate in the program," Rector ~ys. 

That much has now changed: Rector is 
sincere about the goals, and is trying to 
make the stntes believe him. In the case of 
California, he actually shut off some of the 
state':5 money. The state wasn't any worse 
than others in treating juveniles-some of 
its programs are innovative and human
ish'!·-but it had the bad form to thumb its 
nose at Wasbington's rules rather than ig· 
nore them. California's Youth Authority 
handles prisonerS in some cases up to the 
age of 25, even though emancipation in the 
state is now at age 18. It insisted it could 
lu~p aU "youthful offenders" together. 
but to Reelor putting lS.year·olds and 23· 
year·olds in the Same facility is mixing ju. 
venUes and adults. Both sides have bBc.ked 
off from that confrontation: the state 
promised to end commingling by 1982, 
and LEAA unfroze some, but not 111, of 
the 1978 JD money, 

How fierce Rector will be with other 

stlltes won't be secn for some months yet. 
For with the cutoff date long passed and 
no slates in compliance, Congress last year
showed just how tough It wonted to be by 
extending the deadlinc#. The lawmakers 
gave the states an additional year on the 
status offender criterion, and said getting 
75 percent-not all -oi the status of· 
f~nders out of jails would suffice. If Ii. state 
makes 75 percent, it gets another two years 
to find group home type facilities for the 
rest. 

Given the way the bureaucratic clock 
runs and the time built in for evaluating 
whethet a quota has been met, it will br. 
January or February bdore LEAA deddcs 
whether or not the status offender rules ate· 
being violated. There's no similar deadline 
on separating teen criminals from thdr 
adult counterparts. But already Rector is 
giving out :signals that he'll meet states 
halfway. "We've allowed for some flexi· 
bUity," he admits, in defining the popula· 
lion that has to be deinstirutionaliz.ed. And 
even the 75 percent figure has some give in 
it: 65 percent and signs of improvement 
would probably satisfy LEAA, "We're 
talking about a role of reason, U Rector 
says. • 0 
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,-,i~d for 'Intimidation' cas MAIN filE carl /.JI ,;,,;;;. 5/ r-
fEDEIlAI. TIMES , ' , 

.~~ LfAA Wotkers pfotest Snafu 
6)'lNDEItJITDAllIIWAll 

Emp!o),«'s or the Law Enfom.·, 
m~nt A'Ssl1taflCe Admlnbtr:l.llon 
tLE.\Al hJn~· p~IIUoned Cont!r(l~s 
(0 lnH''itiJ.:,He wbat thcy ('all mts
m3nJt.l~ntl'nt ilnd bureaucratic 
inertia in their agency which hate 
hampered redernl efforts tu deal 
with thl.'" growing problem III juw
niledelinquency. 

The petition has been flied in 
behalr or LEAA ('mplo),ees by 
American Federation oC State 
County and j[unlcipal Employee", 
(.0('312830. 

Under the JuVt!nile JusUce and 
D'!lInquenc)' Act oC 1974, CongrESS 
crented an oUlce within LEAA
OHice of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJJOP) 
- t': coordinate eteorts to deal 
with the problem on n nationwide 
scale. 

Toe implement.:ltion or the pro
gram has rome under congres. 
slonal crith:ism. mosl recently 
(rom R~p, Shlr!ey Chisholm, Q.. 
N.Y. 

LEAA employees, In their 15· 
point petition to Congress. dc· 
seribed "current m.:ln.:lgemelit, 
starting tIr.d Usc.:IilJppro.:lchc$ 
that do not appenr to suppart the 
leglslaU\'e jnw.nt or t~e..program," 

In p.:lrllcuhlr. tbe petitioners 
.:lImed their criticisms at the 
OJ.ID administrator John Rector. 
wha, they charge, hu demoral· 
ized and "Intimidated" his work· 
ers. At a recent Annual Youth 
Workers Conference. Ih? f~~~~': 

trator told participant.'i that his 
oHic~ had ~ "Incompetent staf( 
members, and he ur/.:ed the youth 
worken in aUe!'tJance to write the 
Ch II Senlre Commission to petl· 
lion their d!sch3rJ:c fOr fncompe. 
tency", AFSCME said 

neclor vehemently denied that 
he had made public remark:s 

r(~Ot~\; ~~~:~f~r:r~5~"!r~~i::r 
!laid anl'thlng like that. The union 
used th.:]t on hearsilY. I may be a 
preSidential appolnCte," Rector 
said, "bt.( I'm not a rool." 

Frroerick BeCk!!l Jr,. president 
o( Local 2830, said "this Is only 
une or many slmil;lc ('harges DC 

!~~~~rce~~~f( ;e~~~is ~!~~:t 
made it Impossible Cor st::rr memo 
bers to perform their routine 
professional duties," 

Incompetent and Inept person
nel and fiscal management b)' 
Rector, Ihe pelltloneu said. Is the 
rool cause af the program's Call· 
ure.And they are asking Congress 
to Investigate the (ollowlng 
charges: 

• The Ildmlnlstro.tor has (ailed 
to :starr numerous vacancies since 
Janunry. or three proCessional 
vacancies filled 30 (ar, two have 
gone to oCficIa15 selected (or poilU· 
c3Irr.asons. 

• There have been no stnC( 
meetings since the (all oC 1971. and 
even division chlels ha,'e nolbcen 
able 10 mcet wilh Rector regular· 
Iy. In Cact,. the administrator has 

f;~~~~t:i~A~,~r:e~eor~1 ~~~S:S~j 
~ .'h"t.J" .. l!.~ 

on.:l d3y,to-dal' ba~1! (or advice on 
grants and contracts. 

• Employee worklo~d has in· 
crc~st.ld bec~ust' o( Hexcesslve 
detail work" that Is olten "redun· 
d3nl.3lid mcanlngless." 

• Rector docs- not delegate 
aUlhorlty In eYen the most routine 
matters OInd enforces an Intonslst· 
cnt travel policy "which ranges 
(rom complete mora.toriums o\'cr 
longer perlodslJC lime to an errat· 

~~~~~rn:fi~I:~w~nil~:rl~le~~tun;~ 
(ashlon to permit raHona! plan. 
f.lng." 

• The administrator's drclston! 
on grants nnd contra.cts hp.ve bet'n 
",ubltrolry and capricious," con· 
trad aWo1fds are delaycd even 

~!~~\~~~ro1i~t!~d.P:g~h~Uh!~ 
"circumvented·establlshed Cund· 

conditIons and pro'biems. !Ie ha~ 
publicly indlcOIll!d to those- stillc~ 
resi,Ung compliance with his de 
mands thllt he will transfer Ihelr 
Cunds to other slateS that do con 
form to his requirements," 

• or the $150 mlllIun 3110caled 
(or FY 1978, about $56 million h.35 
been obligated to date. or this, 
$50.S million was awarded to 

~~~e~aw~~~nJlr~a~~t~~h:~fa!~~ 
upon appro\'al or their plans. • 

Rector, the tlrst Cnr,er IIdmln· 
IstrOllion political appointee at 
LEAAtold Federal Times that Ih!.' 
petition was "Inaccurate In $pecif· 
Ics and groUldl::ss Inull respects. 
I W?!J not even on the list or people 
who received the union's petition, 
The union never once talked 10 mc 
about it or to anl'one eIse nn my 
behalC." 

Ing procedures And has solicited As a !"ormer aide a.nd confidante 

:1~1I::~~j~:n~t~~~t ~::!~fi:"o;eon~ giss;~i,~if:s~ ~.:I:~1~~~~,r ~~i~c 
Olppllcationprocedures." pro·unlon. And he said he had 

• OJJDP has "diverted funds" worked hard Cit the Judiciary 
from spe:Cial emphasis progrllm!f Committee durfng LEAA's earl,· 
to support programs contrary to days to Hassure that the labor 
the legislation's clear Intent. hIlS community gollts piece or the ac· 
not convened a. meeting o( the lion at LEAA." And as a Bayh 
Federallnleragency Coordinating aIde, he recalled, he. was fn\'oh'ed 
Council on Juvenile Justice ln 18 (II helping AFSC~tE's eurrenl 
months, has pre\'enled staffers metropolitan area coordinator Jos 
(romplanningwlthoilieragencies Williams when Williams was 
and has repeatedly canceled na. trying to organize Library of Con
tlonal advisory committee mt'et. cres! employees . 
Ings. hi wu always a'menable to tillk 

• Rectorhas alienated many to the union on the 15 points they 
states "by maintaining an Infiex- baveralsed. But tht'y never t.:llked 
ible stance on compliance to me.u In (ilCI, he noled, even as 
~[~y!£~~~n~~ .'~~t. ~is~eg,a~~ l~:!_.: .u.:.~(~ ~AA!,.J.'~&~ •. '=" 

.......... -~- ~- .... ----
administration 10 !ttract outside 
talent to meet EEO goals-. 

,..---
IFrom P.3gt:!l.. 

:h~~!~~~~ W:~~i~:, ~~~'drs~ci:~ 
~~tcrth~1~~frl~e~~~ ~~~dr~~!J: 

Rel;.tot 'noh:d that he bad 
"Cought hard" (or the creation oC 
the stntute governing the Ju\'enlle 
delinquenc)'progralll under oppo
sItIon rrom the Ford adminIstra .. 
tion and Pete Veld!!, a Carmer 
LEAA administrator. 

And he'surmlsed thllt some or 
the criticism o( him could have 
COnle from orficlals WithIn LEAA 
still opposed to the program. "I 
had to exert pressure to move the 
program, to move money," he 

aeter coming aboard 

u~~ho~iyh6aCda~c~p~~1n at~rsn~l 
fice.It was hopelessly understaf(· 
e~ I had to fight with main Jus· 

: tice o!l1d wilh the .3ppropliaticns 
• commftf'Je to create more slots." 
· Sixty one full·Ume slots were 

created he said. 

UNaturally. we have vacancies. 
· These are new jubs." Filling them 

lakes lime he noted. becauseo( the 
· \·ariou. civil serVice reqUirements 

to be met and because oC the push 

:: ~~~:~!I(::t6i:~ ~rtg~o:~~Ot~l! 

said. . ' 
Contrary to allegatIons In the 

petillon. he said he meels "dally" 
with his division chiefs. "You can 
Bsk them. r suppose some o( these 
crillcisms cume with the turf. My 

~~:~~~~etrr!~t~e~~f~~~;.t get a. 

Union Presldeot Becker safd he 
would have "no (L"rlher comment .) ~ 
atthlsUme," .. _ ~ 

~~.~-~jt 
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A Tool EQr Changll 

Advocacy For Youth 
By Gwen Ingram 

uAdvocacy, in general, can be defined Most current youth advocacy pro· 
o.s the proceD of a.rguing for the rights of grams demonstrate the broad, context 
othen. It e:alls for defending, maintaining within whicb services "have been devcl· 
or recommending a C:lUSC of another." oped. Three years ago, advocacy was 
According to the Institute for Child defined by major national agencies as 
Advocacy, this definition of an old term ''public cduc:tion," No mention herc 
is gaining new prominence on the national of arguing, maintaining, defending or 
youth Jeene. even recommending. The danger that 

Sinccpasugc of tbe 1977 Amendments future programs will also ignore the 
to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency action put of advocacy is great. 

~~~~nh~~~:~m~~~~allf,t:bt~~i~ Urban Ph~nomenon 
compliance with the act. In calling for Some facts from a 1973 survey of 
advocacy programs aimed at improving youth advocacy programs provide a 
s.:rviccs for youths affected by the national pictUre of past e{foro, Youth 
juvenile justice system, Section 223(a) advocacy at that time was prim:lrily U1 

10(0) rr:cognius the impossibility of urban phenomencn t for two-ddrds of all 
assuring the rights guaranteed young programs were located in major urban 
people in the JJOP Act without local centers. Only 18 percent of these prO" 
advocacy. grams were morYo~th yem 

SPRING, 1978 
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By Eugene Dolcschal:md Aline M. Newton 

The recent perceived upsurge of youth· 
(ul \10Jence in the United States appears 
til be related to COlo'erage by the media 
rather than representing any real increase, 
Of 338,849 arrests made- nationally for 
serious violent crime in 1916,only20,813 
(6,1 percent) were of juveniles under lS, 
and only 14~71S (or 22.0 percent) were 
o( juveniles under 18. Furthermore. the 
more serious the crime the less wu the 
involvement of juveniles, fer instance, 
only l.3 percent of all arrests for murder 
Were of juveniles under 15, and only 9.2 
pa~ent were of juveniles under 18. 

j'bis represents a decrease, not an Jn~ 
treas~, in the number of juvC'niles Arrest· 
cd for serious violence. Arrests fOl' serious 
vlOlenct: of juveniles under 15 declined by 
11,6 pucent and of those under 18 by 
12.1 percentfrom 1915 to 1976. 

The utual incidence of juvenile vja· 
lence is not known since most crimes are 
not reported to the authoridc:s and a 
majority of those reportC'd are hot cleared 

Treatment is a difficult process, 
and the searth Cur betwr methods 
m!.I!;t continue. 

by arrest. We do know that the total inci· 
denee of violent crimes, both juvenile and 
adult, has been reported as remaining 
constant o\'er the years by national victim· 
ization survey!. conducted by the u.s. 
Census Bureau and publWted by LEAA. 
We now have dan. for 1973,1914.1915, 
:lfld 1976. 

During those years, the rate ofvietim~ 
ization per 1,000 America.ns aged 12 and 
over remained unchanged a.t 3~. Even the 
fluctuations of tht: various subcategories 
of violence (as well as of property crimes) 
have been minor. 

Tolerating Violent Youths 

Re5C'.arch consistently supports the 
view that communities arc willing and 
able to tolerate and absorb a far great'!r 
proportion of violent behavior commit';ed 
by its middle- and upper-incom~ young· 
sters than by those from the lower-in. 
come level. 

A .study of tht.' activities and behavior 
of {".vo different In.le gangs. sugges~d 
that, while the two groups engaged In 
similar levels of delinquency. both in 
frequency and seriousness, the 10wer·in~ 
come ga.ngs were perceived by police ar1d 
community residents as mor'! of a prob· 
tern. 

The Massachusetts Experience 

The Massachusetts Task Force on 
Secure Facilities was established in 1911 
in response to concern by the st2.re on 
the ~sue of public security from juvenile 
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Violence By Youths 
violence, The Task Force concJudcd that 
M2.ssachusetts' commitment to deinsritu .. 
tionalized~ community·based juvenile cor· 
rectionshould be preservedandstrengthen~ 
ed. The Task rorce determined that the 
MassachUletts Department of Youth Ser· 
vices needs to provide only 100 to 130 
secure ueaonent placements, of which 
40 percent need only a light level of 
security. 

Only 54 to 70 youths, the Task Force 
concluded, need a. modente or heavy 
level of sccurity, even though the depan-

~:s~~~~:a~~e hr:rg~~4fi;ucr~r~fl;~e~~~~ 
placements in a state of six million, and 
assuming that the U.S, as a whole needs 
the same ratio of secure placements, then 
only 2,531 secure placements for violent 
juveniles are lIeeded in the entire COUntry. 
At latest count (June 1974) there were 
771000 juveniles in closed public and 
private institutions. 

Massachusetts has been an innovator 
in handling juvenile offenders. When the 
sc:.te abolished [faining schools, treat· 
ment of dangerous youths W:lS tra.ns· 
ferted to the Intensive Care unit of the:. 
Depamnent of Youth Servicdi. Those 
in need of such care are highly disturbed 
youngsters whose actions rnay tndudesel(· 
destructive behavior, youth!> who have 
be:n damaged fly their environment, or 
juveniles who act out in dangerous ways 
and who, in many cues, have no ratinnal 

Although Massachusetts has achieved 
uhumane jails and some responsible pro
grams." some articles contend that the 
types of intensive carc pro8rams that were 
envisioned have :lot been established. In
tcnsive ('.are has b~en beset hy such 
probleJTl'.l as poody qualified staff, lack 
of security, and i::effective treatment. 
NeverthetCSi, the Dep.umlcnt of Youth 
Services responds to these persons by 
empha:izing tha.t no one in juveiliiA 
justice has come closer to finding Ul 
answer to a proper combine.uon of nelt
men;: Olnd security. 

Hard·Core Juveniles 

Another gronp of programs for serious 
juveniles includet "concept" programs 
that us!!' a therapeutic community ap· 
proach in dealing with these youngsters. 
An example is the Elan program in rural 
Maine. The Massachusetts DYS used this 
type of program as an a1temativ: to in· 
ttush'e care for serious delinquentS. 

The program consists essentially of 
wOlk l therapy, and education. The re· 
sidents are. almost entirely rcspon3ible 
for the management and mainto:nance 
of the programs and lire expected to face 
the tonscqu'!tlct=$ of their own behavior. 

The approximately 200 residents, ages 
14 to 18, share one common character .. 
isuc - their f.3.ilure in other treatment or 
coneetional programs. Endorsed by Mas~ 
sachusetts. Connecticut, and Rhode Island 
as well as Mai-l:, thc Elan program claims: 
a retention rate of 90 Dercent and II re~ 
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cidivism rate of 20 percent. 
Another approach to deOliing with 

aggressive youths outside the ju .. ·enile 
justice system is being conducted a.t the 
Woodward Day School, which opened in 
Worcester, Man., in 1970. Woodward Day 
School, an alternative school for aggressive 
adolescents ages 13 to 19 has evolved in' 
to a day care progmn of thcrapy, tra· 
ditional education, and voc.ttionaI trOlin· 
ing. 

Day schools allow children to receive 
specialized treatment while living in a 
familiar comm!lnity environment and 
avoid institutional confinement which 
might deprive the children of the op· 

The number of juveniles arrested 
for serious violence has declined. 

portunity to develop coping skills. AI
temative: schools of this C)'pe may be 
able to interrupt the cycle of recurrent 
institutionalization by delivering services 
within a noninstitutional setting and 
C'mphasizing skills that will enhance com· 
munity adjustment. 

No iJne: has found the magic pill to 
cure youthful Violence, but seven.1 com· 
munides and institutioO$ are searehing 
for better ways of dealing \I~th some 
violc:1t youths in open set"ings. The rt· 
s-ults are mixed. Treatment is 1 difficult 
process, and the search for better methods 
must continue. 

For additional information, sec: William 
J. Chambliss, '"The Saints and the Rnugh
necks," So~e!y, 11{1):24-31, 1973; 
Pieter DeVryer.~Evaluation 01 Elan: Nov
ember 23 to November 26, 1975; James 
Kennedy and others, uA Dar School 
Approach to Agressive Adolescents," 
Child Welfare, SS{lO)mZ·724, 1976. 

Eugene Dolercbal is director and Anne M. 
Newlon senior in/ormatrcm analyst fOT the 
NeeD Infonnation Center. 
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Bringing in the Family 
By Ann Adams 

UF:lJl'lilies in Need of Supervision" (or 
"Families in Need of Serviccs/' or IIPam_ 
ilies with Services Neecds/' or "FINS") 

~rlsSi~~roOnSC~ae:~~g~e~ei~rn~U~~~~~sC~~~: 
sidcl'lltion as a means of dealing with the 
family problems of status offenders. The 
FINS concept, presented in detail in the 
U.S. Criminal Justice Advisory Com· 
mittec's Task Force Repon on Juvenile 
Justice Standards and Goals, and current· 
Iy being advocated by the National 
Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges, is based on the principle that the 
familial and institutional environment of 
a status offender must be considered if 
that child is to be helped. Yet n critical 
examination of the FINS proposal will 
reveal the inappropriateness of applying 
the principle to an I:Xtension of juvenile 
court jurisdiction. 

The Task Force Report on J u\o:nite 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
?rovides the most extensive: explication 
of the FINS concept. However, the wry 
f:riticisms the Task Vorce offers of past 
approaches to court treatment of Statu3 
offenders appear equally applicable to its 
own concept of "Fam.UiI;S with Service 
Need:;:," 

The Task Force would set up an 
cJaborue interventionist machinery for ;a 
category of cases, which, by its own ad· 
mission, bdongs ouuidc: th~ court system 
exC":.pt in CJ(trcme cases, 

Devastating Effects 

In estabhshing FINS. the T:lSk Force 
claims to be discarding the vague labels 
because of the "potentially devastating 
effects on .a child." Yet the Task ro:!'ce 
seems to ignore stigmatization. There is 
no reason to believe that FINS would be 
less stigmatizing than CHINS (Children 
jn Need of Services) or PINS (Persons in 
Need of Supervision). FINS may actually 
be more potentially devastating since it 
would become attached to the whole 
family. F!NS would extend court power 
and the damaging stigmatization to the 
enure family of the status offender, none 
o( wh",m has committed any criminal 
act. 

The Task Foree also claims court 
intervention would take place on a ~'no 
fault" basis: blame would not be placed 
on the child. Nonetheless, :1 FINS petition 
would still be brought lion tbe b.uis of 
some specific conduct that has occurred:' 
and the first :;tep for dctermining juris
diction would be "euablishms the truth 
of the allegaticns of the behavior .. " This 
approach would appear to result in fault 

blame being placed on the child. 

Clearly Unsuccessful 

The Ta..~k Force claims to h:.'Ve "aeted 
t9 discard vague labels that have fanned 

the basis for court jurisdiction and some 
serious abuses up to now:' Yet the at
tempt tel establish court jurisdicdon for 
"certain well-defint!d status behaviorsu 

(emphasis added) was clearly unsuccew 
ful, This can be seen in the report'Jj 
definitions of behaviors to be considered 
under the FINS jUrisdiction. In the case: 
of the "unruly" child. the court is to in· 
terYene where a child disobeys "(1:11:10n
able parrotal demands," using only the 
broid gUidelines that ltthe demand is 

~~~e~n:~r d~~i~i~~ 0[; ,~~s~~il;~~~~~ 
the protection of the juvenile's welfare." 
In truancy cases, the judge is to Hex_ 
ercise his or her discretion to require a 
number lof days absent1 that is high 

enough to exclude the occasional day 
missed through caprice or impulsc, but 
low enough to dea1 promptly with the 
problem of the habitually absent child 
in need of services. II 

In each case, dear definitions of the 
behaviors arc lacking and the judge is to 
"exercise his discretion." The Task 

There is no reason to believe 
that FINS would be less stigmatiz. 
ing than CHINS or PINS. 

Force's "certain wdl-defined status be
haviors" leave the juvenile court judge, as 
always, with an awesome amount of 
discretion and few dear guidelines-. 

The "limited" role of juvenile court 
intervention intll status. offense cases un· 
der FINS is supposedly insun:d by the 
Task Force's repeated recommendation 
that unoncoerdve resources for providing 
s¢rvice be exhausted before the family 
court may take jurisdiction .. " The fact 
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that court intervemion is to occur only as 
a "last resort" begs an important question! 
If commUnity sen"iccs have been exhaust· 
cd and arc still unsuccessful, how can 
court involvement Inagically produce the 
cure? 

The Task Force itself aCknowledges 
this major problem I IIlf the coun hu no 
resources at its disposal to deal with the 
particular problem hefore it, assuming 
jurisdktion would be futile because such 

''The best and most effective 
place to treat the major propn,tion 
of status oCCense eases is outside 
the family court system." 

intervention would have no purpose." 
This being the case, c:m the COUrt .:vcr 
justify intervention? 

Enforcement of the COUrt order for 
t~1e receipt cf services is also an import. 
ant issue. What action will the cOUrt take 
if the family members fail to p.1rticipate 
cooperatively in the ordered services? 
Because FlNS jurisdiction is founded 
primarily I)n a child's specific behavior I 
it seems that the child may continue to 
be the likely urget (or punitive measures 
should the tunily (ail to cooperate with 
the court's order. 

A1anning Statistics 

The am \Junt of discretion left to the 
juvenile court judge under the FINS 
jurisdiction is in ma.ny way.$ the most 
crucial iSSue. The past record of the 
juvenile courtS has not been ~ood.Accord
ing to the General Accounting Office. 70 
percent oC females and 20 percent of 
m~les in jU\'enile detention and correction
al facilities arc statu$. offenders. These 
alarming statistics reflect the results of 
judicial discretion. 

Clearly the lesson to be learned is that 
judici:ll discretion and specialjurisdictlon
at categories are unsuccessful and rna)' be 
even hamlful. FINS can be expected to 
resuit in the same disappointment and 
problems as did PINS and CHINS. 

For more infc:mnation see: U.S. Ad
visory Comminee on Criminal Jultice 
Standards and Goals, Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. Report of 
tbe Task Force on JU'lenile Justice And 
Delinquency Prevention, Washington, 
D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1976. National Council of Juvenile and 
Family Court Judges, Resolution Passed 
by GeneHlI Membersbip, July 14, 1971, 
Testimony of William J. Anderson, U.s. 
General Accounting Office, before the 
U.5. Subr.ommittee to Invcstig:ue Ju .. 
venile Delinquency, Sept. 27,1977. 

Ann Adams is a Student at Kalama:.oo 
College ~bo prepared tbis paper 'While, 
participating in tbe NeeD Wasbingtoll 
Irlfem Program. 
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Advocacy in Alaska 
NOTE: With tbis usue, Youth Forum 
adds If regular calumn 'Which will bigbligbt 
innovative or replicable alternatiDe pro· 
grams for young people. The articles ar~ 
bling written by Enid Kan"",. Director 
of tbe NCCD Alternative In!ormatl'on 
and Rejmal Stnlict. 

Youth advocacy k becoming a much~ 
rouBht·after but seldom uhiev-ed golll. 
AJa.ska Youth Advocates, Ine., a private, 
nonoprofit organization located in Anchor" 
age, is one: of the: exceptions. It was 
initiated five: years ago because of tht: lack 
of non-coercive: community-bucd .ser" 

Start Dt the program attempt to 
reintegrate the juvenile with his 
Camily. 

vices for young people and their families, 
and because of a concern that the: rights 
or juveniles were not being protected. The 
oVC'r~U philosophy of A.V_A. is evidenced 
in a simple bumper sticker adorning the 
frch1t window of the office. It asks, 
"Have you hugged your kid today? 

The program is not run merdy to 
take the side of young people in tro'..sbJe. 
Jp addition to explaining the law~ staff 
at the proF.m attempt 10 reintegrate the 
juver.ile WIth his family. The idea is for 
the staff to act as a voice for juveniles 
when dey ."eed help. That means pro
viding ~ega1 information and initial 
counseling for fL'1liJies on a short-tc:nn 
eare. Itl many ease.~ tho: staff works as a 
third party attempting to bring about a 
compromue. 

Compiles Information 

In advocating change in the juvenile 
justice and social semee '$)'Stems, A.V.A. 
carries out the following 3ctivitles~ 

ResearchlData ColJecnon - Keeping 
abreast of tl'tnd, and problems, re
searching selected issues, -and dissem
inating infonnation. Because ,.,f the 
spa."lity of data coDection within the 
juvenile justice system, A.V.A. com" 
piles infonnation from allnatejuvenlle 
system components and from the 
youth alternative service prognms. 
PropolAls for OIange - Presenting 
poSItion papm to the legislature, 
cotnmunity groups, govemmental task 
forces, and justice system components. 

• Legidadon - Proposing and working 
for legislative reform, and service on 
comknissions and taSk fOfces. 
Atembcnhlp In the Youth Ahem.dve 
Services Network - An association 
designed to achieve a coordhlated net· 
work of youth serving ~endes, the 
netWork works to enSllre better sei''' 
vices through more Utorctlgh pianniug 
and less duplication. 
Youth Involvement - Employment of 
youth interns, encotlragement of youd! 
participation in special projectJ I the 
youth advisory board, and solicitation 
of youth opinions. AU serve to ensure 
yiluth involvement. 
Community Education - ConS".Jltation 
(assisting groups tht'oogbout the state 
to develop youth serving organiu.fions 
and programs), training (providing 
advocacy/counseling tnining), fuU use 
of the mt!dia., puhlication of in{orm;la 
tion and di.'\trilroltion to the cClnmunity 
and community deveIopmeilt (holding 
public forums' to encllunge the com
munity's interest in its own youth and 
family problerm). 

111 addition to I(h'oeacy for change, 
A. V.A. provides direct services. The,V 
includel 
Short-term Services - Providing refer-

----------------------------------------------, 
1 

Are You On Our Mailing List? : 

If you are not on the list to receive Youth Forum, fill OUt the form below 
and send it to Y~utb Forum, cIa National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
411 Hackensack Avenue, Hackensack, New Jersey 07601. Youtb Forum is a 
free publication. 

Name 

Ageno/. __________________ . ____________________________ _ 

Addreu ______________________________________________ _ 

City, Sta.te &: Zip Coc!~ ____________________________________ _ 
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Linda Franklin, an AVA \'oluntccr, dis
cusses the formation of a youm advisory 
baud with Maty Morrilon, youth intern. 

ral for lea:!.1 and medical services. dis· 
tributing information on laws affect .. 
ing young peott1e lnd how the legal 
.system operates; shon-tenn counsel
ing/cuc:work, which ineludes exploring 
alternatives "..ith young people and 
familiesl immcdi .. te problem solving; 
assi:tance b1 resolving difficulties ,!with 
other agenCles, schools, or other ser~ 
vice programs; wd providing follow~ 
up to assure that the seryices provided 
wcrcsufficient. 
"freatment Sertices - Providing asscu~ 
ments of individual tnd family prob .. 
lems; short-tenn (up to six months) 
treatment; referrals when I,')ng-range 
~::r!J. is indicated; and follow-up 

Direct Community Educadon - Pre· 
sentations before civie, community 
and professional groups. and in class
rooms. 

Handbook for Juveniles 

As part of' iu "advocar.}"t educiltion 
program, A.V.A. has published uOne 
Nation Under Aget a handl)ook on 
juvenile law. The handbook is being dis· 
tributed statewide to youtb-serving 'Jlen· 
ties as well as individuals. It is one o(the
best publications oudining the rights of 
juveniles in a particulai' state that AIRS 
has Jeen. The book answers frequently 
asked questions about juvenile Jaws and 
descrihes how the juvenile justice system 
fu"cdon~. Services available to youths 
and their famfiies - including crisis, 
medica! and Icgal rc:sourcrs - are listed. 

For a copy of "One Nation Under Agell 

(include 2S cents for postage), or fo~ 
male information coneemlng 1\ V.A., 
write to Alaska Youth Advocates., Int., 
835 liD" Stree~ Suite lOS, Anchoraget 

Aluka 99501. 
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A Growing Trend 

Restitution As Punishment 
Restitution programs for juvenile of'" 

fenders is not a. new concept, but it nas 
been saining prominence in recent 
months. The Law Enforcement Assistance: 
Adminiltntion rcccnuy announced that 
it was making available to such programs 
530 maUon during the J')~Xt three years. 

"With thc:rc.(titution progrunsijuvcrulc: 
offenders will ~avc sentencing alternatives 
anilabtc to tn;:m." said John Rector, ad
min[strator of LEM', OCfice of Juvenile 
Justice: and Dclinqucm::y Prevention. tiRe" 
stitutio,:, will not onlr. recognize offender 
responsibility but wdl have positive re
habilitative' vduc.as well.1t 

Restitution, as described by Rcctor, 
whose office will administer the program, 
would include permitting young people 
to rrtum stolcn merchandise Of to pay 
in money a" service for damage done 
through vandaHsm. 

'iln aU a5CS," Rector said. Iir(':5tjwo 

tion will provide a. less severe and more 
humane wa'f of dealing with juvcnlle 
offenders and will aid in their rehabUita· 
tinn. Restitution i$ OtiC way to right the 
wroug done to a victim and the com· 
munity. It wo helps the young offendcr 
to regain self·esteem and community 
umdill,g." 

Required for Probation 

Adding impetus to this movement 
towarcl restitution wu a decision by the 
Supreme COUrt, which ruled that ~ youth· 
fui offender who is sentenced to probation 
under the Federal Youth Cdrrections Act 
ms.y be required :u a. condition lor prl» 
bation to pay a fine or make restiwtion 
to the victim. 

Such a condition war; recently prD-' 
posed by Chief Justice Rit:hard J c Hughes 
of the New Jers~y State Supreme CoUrt, 
who is dt:Vdopmg a program for the 

Imposing restitution is a common 
practice in many juvenile courts. 

state that would require that some juve-
nile offenders make restitution or at 
least partly compensate their victims for 
personal injuries and property damage. 
Accarding to Hugh«, ):,I\-'eniles with cela .. 
tively clean records might be turned into 
h~rdencd criminals jf they were sent to 
sute institutions. 

Also citing the danger of sending )U
venUes to .detention homa 1Ild trainmg 
school,. is 11. recent report of the Twen .. 
clcm Century Fund TasK Force on 
Sentencing Policy Tcwafd Young or· 
fenders. The: repo(1; recomme"l1ds the: 
expanded use of noninstitutional sanc .. 
c\)ns tha: impress on the offender the 

32-505 0 - 78 - 36 

s:riousness of his conduct bet do 1ess 
harm than lnstitutionalixation. 

The report calls restit>.luon a coercive 
exercise of su,tt: power that is imposed 
because the juvenile has committed ,eri .. 
ous offenSc:s: "Open recognition of the 
punitive function of assigned participation 
in such programs seeml preferabte to a 
policy in which the rhetone of rehabllita .. 
tion is used to explain d~cisions that in· 
evitllbly (and properly) spring in part 
from punttive motives. n 

The report reinforces the approaches 
of numerous judges, administratots, and 
professionals within the juvenile justice 
S"fStem. This is renected In a recent sur· 
vt'j by the Institute of Policy Analysis 
which showed a surprisingly large number 
of juvenile: courtS requiring restitution. 
Eighty-six percent of the 131 respondents 
reported that they use the sanction; of 
the 19 courts which did not' indicatd 
that they plan to introduce th(' practice 
in we future, 6 said they uclr.cd the 
statutory power to impose restitution, 
and 3 expressed opposition to the c;nn
cept because offenders usually cannot 
pay. Five of the 19 $aid the use of r~ 
scltutipn had betn dIscontinued. 

~1 
! 

I .•... ~ 
. I 
r, .' 1 

As the report says, "Clearly, the im ... 

~~~~O:n :~~~i~ir:v;~~~i~:~~n~ ~ 
not as innotlative as some proponents ~em 
to bell1:ve * •• One noteworthy example 
of a program overlooked tn previous sUr
veys has been operared by the Ii_mitten 
Count)' (Ciru;:inn2.ri). Ohio., juvenile cOUrt 
since 1959. The restitution Depmment 

·in that jurisdiction handkd nearly 1,SOO 
PageS 

restitution cases in 1976, with 1,250 be
ing successfully terminated." 

Generally, compliance with restitudon 
orders was found 10 be very good. Abc.lJt 
70 percent oC the .::l1rts covered in the reo 
port claimed compliance rates of greater 
than 90 percent, and only two of the 
Cllurts said that mnrc than SO Dercent of 
the offenders falled to pay. The extent of 
complhmce did not differ with socio
economic characteristics of the area or 

Restitution helps the young of· 
fender regain self·esteem and ~om. 
munity standing. 

with the proportion of cases In which ccoO 
stitution Y/U a requi;otment. The report 
points out that only juveniles who are 
considered good risks at(' chosen for re
stitution, which ('auld affect the high 
compliance rate. 

The report found that belief in the ef· 
fectiveness of restitution for reducing 
recldivilm and improving victim attitudes 
toward the system was high and was not 
confined to COUrt penonnel from white. 
middle-income &reas who use restitu
tion only jn a limited number of C:lSCS. 

The degree o( confidence was greater (or 
coUrtS that use it lhm for those. that do 
not. and it tended to be lzlgher in courts 
thac have mote types of restitution avail .. 
able. including work reJdwtion and 
community service. 

The Task Fotce repOrt and the LEAA 
announcement indicate that restitution 
programs are already well established 
and are on their way tC' betng expanded. 
Thus, restitution is br:.et'ting a.'1 accepted 
alternative to locking!,;p uveniJ6. 

For more inform .. tl:,n, seel HRestitu· 
tion Requirements for JUVt:nile Offenders: 
A Survey of the Pracrices in American 
Juvenile Coutts," by Peter Schneider ct 
al' l in the November Wue of Juvenile 
Justice; ind the Twentieth Century Fund 
at 41 E. 70th Street, New York, N.Y. 
10021. 

Youth Forum 
Youth Forum is published '1uarterly 

by the National Cadncil on Crime and 
Delinquency .. Its editor is Lovett S. Gray. 

Permission" granted to rcprint from 
Youth FOl'Um provided credit line ap .. 
peart with the article. Please send a copy 
of the reprinted article to youth Forum, 
cJo National Council on Crime and De
linquency, 411 HackenS2ck Avenue, 
Hackensack, New Jersey 07601. 

All manuscrips scnt to Youth Forum 

:::u:!i~~le~ s~~~iW:l1i;~~i!t~~ be 
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Youth Advocacy 
(Con'l./rom Pilg~ I) 

Fifty percent ,.ere publicly funded and 
H percent relied upon voluntary sup
port. Advocacy approaches included both 
dircr.t services and social action. For the 
mon part, advoc:u:y aimed to correct in
adequa.te services. inaccessible programs. 
and the unresponsiveness of (he service 
agency to consumer needs, Althotlgh half 
the advocacy prog~ms used volunteers 
to supplement small paid staff3, few had 
no paid staff members. UnfortUnately, 
the changes wrought by these progr:uru 
were not surveyed. 

:1CtlVlties arc often inadequate responses 
to legitimate grievances, and legal action 
has proven to be an effective strategy in 
every movement fOr social change in 
America. It is certainly indispensable for 
aU advocates. Jt is also an expensive tool 
Ol(c:)l oat available on the locallevc:l. 

Camp Fire LlrlS rt:l,:cnuy u .. t.. ............ ... 
first nationtl a8ency to Identify itself as 
a youth advocate. Scoutin~ USA, whieh 
is the largest private organIZation serving 
youths in this '!ountry. restricts itself to 
service alone. MOlt youth agencies :re 
close to this latter position, but many 
arc showing signs of succumbing to 
citizen pressure to use their power and 
influence for youths~ Errective Strategy 

The t:'I3.jor chan8es since 1913 have 
come in the area of legal advocacy. 
Socia] workers' indignation and advocacy 

The political realities of legal and 
other advocacy efforts: arc not attractive. 
Advocates must be willing to ".fight City 
HaW' even though City HalJ olten holds 
the purse strings. L.aw suits and other 
fonns olliugation represent a tactic L'lat 
causes most agencies significant discom
fort. IlOd seldom do administrators en .. 
courage this most effective strategy. 

By combining the elfom of citizens 
and professionals, youth advocacy has 
the potenti;aJ to chnnge laws affecting 
the rights of youths, and to add greater 
legal protection of our youngsters. It 
may no longer be extrangant to hope 
that we arc: moving toward a time when 
youth advocacy will be the job of aU 
responsible :..dullS. 

NEW FROM NeeD 

STATUS OFFENDERS AND THE 
JUVENILE 

Edited by Richard 
Allinson. 1978. 
216 pages. 56. 

(10% dlseounl for 
orders of 1O~49 copies; 
2()~ dlstoul'lt for 50 or 
more). 

Should tha juvenile courts retain jurisdiction 
over youths tallen Into custody for noncriminal 
behavior-such as running away from home, 
truancy, and defying parents-or does court 
Intervention hurt more Ihan It helps? 

Now, for the first time, the major articles on 
this vital subject have been assembled Into a 
convenient, Inexpensive volume. Included are 
articles by Judges Lindsay Arthur and Orman 
Ketchum, scholars Rosemary Sarri I and 
Stevens Clarke, the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, the National Advl· 
sory Committee on Criminal Justice Siandards 
and Goals, Arthur H. Little, Inc. and many 
others. A minl·dlrectory of noteworlhy proj
ects, and a full bibliography, ar. also provided. 

Si!nd orders prepaid to: 

WHY PUNISH THE CHILDREN? 
A Study of Children ofWo.:nen 
Prisoners 

By Brenda G. 
McGowan and Karen 
L. Blumenthal. 1978. 
124 pages. $6.50 

F[!)m the Foreword by Hon. Justine Wise 
Polier: 

"Stimulated by first·hand experience, this 
study has collected data on how many children 
are separated from their mothers following ar
rest, who the mothers are, what offenses they 
have committed, and what has happened to 
their children. It shows the hurts and anguish 
of the children, the misery of many mothers, 
and the Ineptitude with which the state deals 
with both. It asks why this group of most vul· 
nerable children has been largely overlooked, 
Isolated, and mistreated, and It presents rcalis· 
Hc recommendations for what can be done In 
'the hen.~ and now. '" 

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DEUNQUENCY 
411 Hackensack Avenue. Hackensack, NJ 07601 

Page 7 
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BU~EAUCRJ!.C' REPORT 

Consultants-Helping Themselves 
By Helping the Government 

"Consulting" may have become a dirty word in Washington, but no one seems to 
know what it means. Here's a look at seven forms it can take. 

BY JAMES W. SINGER 

They're called "Beltway Bandits," ae
ewed of ripping orr the government and 
c';ticized for secretly assuming the 
government's decisionamaking power. 

A year ago, President Carter said. 
'"There has been, and continues to be. 
cvidch~ that some consulting services. 
including experts and advisers. arc being 
used excessively. unnecessarily '" nd im
properly." 

"Co!UuItant" has become a dirty word 
in Washington. a lmost as dirty as "politi
cian" in the rest of the country. But there's 
a difference: everyone knows what a 
politician is, but no one :items to know 
exactly what constitutes a consultant. 

Until last month. the federal govern
ment did not have a COlpmon definition 
of the term. As a result. no one can say 
how many consultants and consulting 
firms areentployed by the government or 
how much the govcrnmefll i5spending for 
such services. 

Last year. the OffiCe of Management 
and Budget (OMB) compiled admittedly 
impedect data from 64 government agen
cies that indicated that as of mid·1977. 
tl!c:y had 33.926 consuhing arrangements 
costing SI.8 billion. OMB.has asked the 
agencie~ to furnish new data based on the 
common definition by the end of June. 

OMS also has, issued ne~' guidelines 
for the agencies to follow when they 
use consultants. lester A. Fettig. ad
ministrator of OMB's Office of Federal 
Procun:ment Policy, said the goal 15 not 
necessarily to reduce the number of con
,ultants but to impose greater ;fiscipline 
on their w:e. 

Under OMS's definition. consulting 
serviccs arc those of a "purely advisor I 
nature relating to the go ... -ernmcntnl func
tions of agency admipistmtion and 
management and agency program 
management." The services normally are 
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provided by persons or organizations 
considered' to haV!! knowledge and 
abilities not generally available to the 
contracting agency. . 

Regardless of how they are defined, 
consultants provide a wide varicty of ser
vic:s. They analyze policy options and 
give managemcnt l1dvicc. They evalunte 
programs and sometimes they even 
operate programs. especially experimen .. 
tal oncs. They furnish a wide range of" 
technical assistance .. 

While the OMS definition appears 
broad enough to cover many kinds of 
firms and services, a number affirms that 
furnish professional services to the 
federal governmcnt arc very sensitive 
about what·they arc called and what they 
do. 

Clark C. Abt. founder and president of 
Abt Associates Inc., stresses that his com
pany does social research but very liltle 
management consulting. Earle C. 
Williams, president of 80M Corp •• r.alls 
his company a professional services firm. 
The Rand Corp, cmphasiles that it is a 
non-profit research institution, 

Yet more than 90 per cent of the work 
done by each of these organizations is for 
the federal government. No matter what 
they are called and how their work is 
described. they provide the government 
.with the kind of professional assistance 
denoted by the term "consultant" and 
currently viewed with such swpicion, 

President Carter fueled those swpi
cions last year when he ordered tighter 
cornrols on consulting. He c,harged 
thai: 
.consultnnlS make policy decisions for 
the government; 
• many of their studies are useless or 
duplicate those of other consullants: 
"agencies use some consultants 35 full
time employees to get around agency per
sonnel ceilings. salary ceilings or com
petitiYe Jliring req~irr"menl:i: 

• fonner government employees are 
favored with contracts from their fonner 
colleagues: 
.consultants have ve~tcd interests in the 
outcome of the policies they study. 

The General Accounting Omce (GAO) 
added to the criticisms last fall when it 
reporlecJ that the government frequently 
hires consultants on n non-compclit~\·e 
basis without justification. Ordinarily. 
agencies must soUcit bids when they seek 
the hdp of outside groups-but even 
then. they may rejectthelowest bid if they 
judge that the bidder would do an inadc
qualcjob. Agencies may.hirea consultant 
without soliciting bids only if they can 
show that the consuhant has a uniqur: 
capacity to do the desired work. 

Even when agencies seck bids from 
consultants. government officials and 
copsultants acknowledge. they some
times ''wire'' their proposalssothata par .. 
ticular consultant will be c:hosen. Con
sultants sometimes arc serected because 
they wilt teU the contracting agency what 
it wanls to hear. Too many consultants 
are hired by government agencies at thc 
end of the flSCal year to use up their 
budgets. 

At the same time. consultants un
doubtedly perform valuable services that 
the government could not provide itself. 
As Comrtrollcr Genera1 Elmer 8.Staau. 
head of the GAO. lold Ihe Senate 
Govcrnmental Affairs Subcommittee on 
Reports. Accounting and Management 
last fall. "Agencies must be able to obtain 
highly qualified talent to cope wilh a 
steat diversity of highly ·'echnical and 
complicated pmblcms and programs," 

Consultants can provide speciali7.ed 
assistan:e that the governme.nt does not 
need on a conliMiing basis front its own 
employees. Staats said. And they can 
provide obj«tivity in analyzing problems 
and evaluating programs. 

Most firms that pro ... ·ide professional '. 



services to the federal gn\'t:rnmcm 8rc 
located in W3shington and a ft,!w other 
cities that hnc an abunda.nce of talcnt 
Crom colleges and universitics6" 
Cambridge. Mass,.. prince Ion. I'U .• and 
the San Franciscoand LosAngeJcsarcas 
A number or the nrms in Washingtonarc 
located near the beltway that surrounds 
Ihe capilal~hencc lhe name "Beltway 
Bandil;," 

Those who work for the top consulting 
romlS are highly educaled. many holding 

,advanced degrees from the most 
prestigious universities in the country. 
Theyenjoyanalyzing public policy bUI do 

~~~:~~y~~': too~:rk d~:!fy ~~~ 
the government. Newrtheless. many DC 
the lap people move bel"ccn jobs wilh 
consulting fU'ms. the government and 
academia. 

Contrary to the general impression. 
most of those: who work (or firms that 
provide consulting services to thcgovcrn6 

mcn! do not earn large amounts of 
money, although top management 
sometimes make! more than the S47.5OO 
ceiling on civil ~rvicc: salaries. 

ConSiulting firms questioned by 
NallonolJournalrepor1ed B,,'erage profes. 
sional salaries ranging Crom S23.000 
• year al 80M 10 S28.000 al peal. Mar
Wick. Milchell & Co. The mosl sen-

566 

, " 
lor I"rofessbn.i.ls at mu.n firms earn in Anolher Washington Con."iUllam .'>:Iio. 
the $40,000 tD S60.000 range1 While "The people who work ll'i Ct)IIMl1ttlt'.U:0 
panners at Pcnt. Marwicil: mak~ an lhe rl:dcr.tl government g~nt::mnv ~Ir~ 
a\"er.lSc of S80,Oti(t . ' Rggrt:ssive and competitive. You\:e gnltc" 

Consultants. said the salari~s are not be to :mrvh'e. You don't sit ptl)!l:ively :1011 
larger l>ecause the business is com· wah for people to cal1-it just d.lX'sa't' • 
petitivc, overhead t~ high and not work that w-.ay. On e\'Cry contract .. \~'\e 
e ... eryoneisatw:lysdoing"billable"~·ork. ever gotten, we've worked har~ a~ainst 
It can take several weeks to prepare can· very good competition. Itts a ll)tlgh 
tract proposals, thr!y said, and the finns business-lang hours and loiS Qf(raY~I·
cannot charge tor this work.. but the work is challenging. There are 

Some consulting rlrms,such as Arthur many llliented people in the fidd." 
D. Little Inc.t have been in the business Beltway Bandit or dedicated cxput 
lor the better part of a =ntury, while helping the government resolve com~ 
Olhers. such as Abt and 80M. are of plica led public policy issues? The d.bal< 
more recent origin. A number of con- , about the government's use of con
sulting firms spring up one year and dis-' sultants and the value uf their contribu-
appear the next. tion is likely to continue for some time. 

'"There arr. always a lot of new firms There are good consulting firms and 
popping up-boutiqtJCS that specialize in' bad ones. Some o~ their work is valuable 
ceruin areu,"said Pamela A. Fenrich of and some is not. The government wastes a 
Arlhur D. Wille. "They go gre.1 guns for 10< of money hiring consultanls. bUI it 
a few, yeats, but then there's a shift in saves a lot too. 
policy, and they quietly fade away." "Yo!1ca.n pro\tanytrungyouwant,"as 

"U's a strange business," said Robert one consultant said. To gl!ocralize is im
DUbinsky, a free-lance consultant in possible. The following pages offer seven 
Washington who has worked for Rand, examples orthe broad range or activities 
Arthur D. Little Dnd other firms. "You that fall under an increasinglyc;ontrover
have to Hke to tra~L meet people and sial label-government by cqnsuUant. 
work in a very unstructured way. Thercis 
an ebb and nO\!( to the workt periods of 
intense effort Bnd pressure followed by 
~riods of comparative calm," 

M.,~apolitan Washington Airports " 
hir~d Q ('onJulling firm lop/an Ihe!UlU" 
of Dull" Airport. 
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Evaluating Education Programs 
When Congress established the Natiunallnstitute ofEducation(NIEJ in 1912, it 
required that at least 90 percent orthe institutc's budget be spent forsludies pre .. 
pared by consultants. So when Congress directed the NIE four years ago to 
analyze the governmenfs compensatory education programs f9r elementary 
and secondary students. the NIE had no choice bUltogo outside its own staff Cor 
most of the work. 

The institute contracted for some 30 studies of the compensatory education 
programs. at a total cost ors I S millioll over the past three years. TIle purpose: to 
help Congress decide whether to reauthorize the programs. which are scl-.eduled 
to expire this year. 

One of the consultants selected by the NIE was Abt Assoeiates Inc., a social 
mearch firm headquartered in Cambridge. Mass. On a competitive basis. Abt 
Was awarded a three-year, S3.7 million contract to determine the impact oC al ... 
tcring the way in which federal aid is distributed to schools and students. 

Oark C. Abt founded Abt Associates in 1965 when he rented an o£fice over a 
machine shop in a Cambridge alley. For the previous five years, he had man: 
aged t~ strategic studies department at Raytheon Co. 

Abt, who has degrees in engineering, philosophY and political science. said he 
started the rum because he wanted to apply social scieocc and mathematical 
techniques to social programs. "Social science research concerns the combined 
application of many dirrerent disciplines and fJelds of knowledge to major social 
problems in objective and scientific systematic research. ~ he wraldn a booklet 

., ~ .' about "his firm's first 10 years. 
~ :-" ... ;:l-~' '~~~' .. : l Abt said 98 per cent of his firm's work is Cor , ,:.~r.~ W' . -\,' • therederal government, most,often for the De· 
tii"'( .: .. ,~.~ \1"'';'' :" partments or ~ealth, Education and Welfare 
;, :,' '.. .' (HEW), 1I0uslng and Urban DeVelopment 
/, \~~. '" - • ,'. (HUDland Labor. Abt Assoeiates,whosereve· 
~:~:~ ~:., .... ....." nues reached about Sl7 million last year. \' ~"~1 (~" "*'t~' employs some 700 people. irlcluding 400 pro-

~ l~~.· "~l::~ fessionals-economists, statisticians, compu
i ~ '" "'" ....,~, ~~.:- tcr scientists, survey sociologists, social psy ... 
~ ~ ',- chologists and politicat scientists-in Wash-t J>~ ington, Denver. Canada and Germany as well ss 
t.. _-,;.:J Cambridge. . 

'f,' ~"~~.'''''''": Abt said a typic~l contratt with the federal 
:. . ;....... government for SOCial resea~h runs fora year • 
. ~~.., :;,-:; brings in S2S0,OOOand occupies the time offjve 

.~! ~ ".;~. employees. The firm's largest contract. for S35 
:';';.r..-, million. required it tt) run two housing ex-

" ":~~'""~ perimcntsJor seven years in 10 cities. 
-- . In its eompcnsatoryeducation studY4 Abt As .. 

Abt'J Abt. loc:iates has bcenevaluatinr:thceffectsofnllow-
ing 13 school cHstricts to change the way t~..c:ir 

federal aid is distributed"to individual schools. Undercurrent law. funds arc at .. 
lotted on the basis of the number of low-income students at each school. 

The experimental districu were anowed to distribute thciraid on the basi1 of 
the number of low achievers in their student bodies. Abt's task: to study the 
efTect of the change on the nature of sen' ices purchtl!ed with the federal aid. the 
costs of the services and other fueton. 

Ann M. Milne,t~ NIEseniorsssociate who served as the in .. house director of 
the Abt stUdy, said the study .howed that distributing funds to schools on the 
basis oC educational achievement rather than poverty made little difference. 

Reports oCtile study were submitted to Congress. where aides said the work 
done by Abt provided Congress with information it had not"had before. One 
Itaff member said the Abt study stood out from the bulk of conSultant reports, 
which often ate written in incomprebensible. pseudo--scientific jargon. 

"Educational rcs~archcrs are trying to look. like scientists and quantify 
something-human conduct-tnat can't be: quantified," the aide said. "And they 
talk their own language that frequently is as arcane as ancient Arabic," 

One final note: the Abtstudy has had no particular impact on compensatory 
education programs. The Senate Human Resollrtc:s Committee and the House 
Education and Labor Committee have reported bills (S 17S3. HR ISle.tending 
the programs without changing the way funds are distributed to schools. 
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Helping States ... 
The Office of Juvc:niic Justicc and 
Delinquency Pre'Jention doe~ not 
rank as one of the be~t known \)rmnst 
powerful agencies of the feder.tl guv
ernment. As a part of the Justice Dt
partment's Law Enrorcemenl Assist
ance Administration,lhejuvenileju5· 
tice office disbur~es about SIOO mil
lion a year to stute and local govern
ments and private groups. 

tn January 1917. the office 
awarded a tw~year. S2.1 million eon .. 
tract to Arthur D. Little loe .. a lorge 
research, engineering and consulting 
firm headquartered in Cambridge, 
Mass. The contract. which was award .. 
ed on a competitive basis. was to 
provide technical assistancctoa"varie ... 
ty of agenc," working to improve 
state and localjuvenile justice systems. 

John M. Reclor, administrator of 
the juvenile justice o£ficc, said his 
agency decided to use a consultant 

" because ii had neit her the range of 
skills nor the manpower n~5sary to 
do an effcctivejob. Because Arthur D. 
Little has performed weU:he :Jaid. the 
office is considering eXlending ius eon .. 
tract for at least another year~ 

Pamela Ftnrh:h of Arthur D. UtIle 

"My major concern with ADL., as 
with aU consultants. is to make sure 
that we set the policy and that they 
don', lake over that function." Rector 
said. "That can happen. more as a by .. 
product ofein:umstances than by spe'" 
cific design. unless government om .. 
cials are careful." 

Arthur D. Little earns only a frae
tion of its income-20 .per cent of 
S87.5 million last year-from govern" 
men! contracts. About half of ilS reve ... 
nue came from domestic corporate 
ciients.10pcrcentfromstateand 1"""011 
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gO\'erriments and 20 per cent from 
abroad. 

Eight' of ADL's employees were as~ 
signea 10 the juvenile justice project. 
In addition. the firm has hired some40 
personsDS'subcontrJClors tocarryoul 
particular aspects of the project. 

Pamela A. fcnrich. the project di
rector. said Ant. has provic!ed lech· 
nical assistanCe: on 220 projects in 
practically every slale. Currently. she: 
said. the lirm is working on more than 
100 projects. It has helped revisejuve
nile codes in Maine. Washington and 
the Virgin Islands: designed stand
ards governing what should be done 
with juveniL:s when they are arrested 
in Texa-s. Georgia and South Caro
lina; and developed alternative edu
cational programs for juveniles in 
Florida and Michigan. 

Instead of helping to treat individ
ual childrcn. Anhur D. Little i5 
attempting to improve juvenile jus-
tice systems. ' 

"'n addition to solving problems, 
we try to leach our clients how to go 
about solving the problems them
selves," Fcnrich said. "For exnmp1e. if 
we help set up a community «herna .. 

. tive to jail, such as a group home, we 
work with the people 50 that they'lI 
learn the process of setting up a com
munity program," 

As a consu1tant to the federal gov
ernment. ADL in turn has used con
sultants with particular skills forshort 
periods of time., For example, Fen
rich said, a man who set up a volun
teer foster parent program in Florida 
was hired by ADL to sct up the same 
program in New Mexico. 

Anthony C. Sorrentino, fonner 
executive director of the Illinots Com
mii:s:on on Delinquency Prevention. 
said Fenrich provided valuable aid to 
the commission. As a new agency, the 
commission asked Arthur D. Little to 
determine whether it wasgeuingofrco 
a good start; Fenrich generally SUp'" 
ported what tll;: commission was do
ing. 

-Somelimes consultants are coun
terproductive btcause a little know
ledge can' be a dangerous lhing." Sor
rentino said. "Bul Fenrich knows the 
juvenilejustite fteld very well and the 
quality of her work was outstanding," 

Raben L. Smith Qr the Calirornia 
Office of Criminal JUSllce Planning 
also praised ADL. He said a consul .. 
tant rctained by the finn helpc<\ 
Fresno rind a way to raise S5oo,000 for 
a mu1ti~purpose juvenile progrnm. 
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How to Manage the Space Shuttle 
The National Aeronautics and Space Administ;ation (NASA) has big plans for 
the space shattle that it is preparing to 1.1unch next year. ~ 

Unlike other spaa:craft, the shuttle is designed to be sent into space over and 
over again for a Yariety of purposes-for example. to repair or retrieve orbiting 
satellites or to put neW satellites into orbit. It will be available to private com
panies and foreign go\o"Crnments as wen as U.S. government agencies. 

Andrew J. Pickett. a NASA official at the Ktnnedy Sp3te Center. said heex
pects the space shuttle to be fully tested and "operationally mature" by the mid

. die of 1982. Then the question will become: Should NASA continue to operate 
the shuttle: itself. or should it Ulrn its daily operation oyer to a private contrac .. 
tor? 

Lacking the expertise to answer that que.uion itself. NASA sought the help of 
a consultant. "In our request for proposals." Pickett said. "we specifteally said 
we were seeking the objectivity and experience of a large management con
"!ulting l:arm." 

The winning proposal. for S715,Ooo overa period of seven months, came from 
Booz, Allen & Hamilton Inc., which certainly qualifies as a large management 
consulling firm: 

• Bo01 .. Allen describes itself as "the largest worldwide professional organiza
tion of career consultants in manage
ment, technology and markel 
research." In its most recent, fiscal 
year. the company reported billings 
exceeding Sioo mililon. It carried out 
some 2.400 assignmonts for 900 clients 
in 20 countries. 

R. Michael McCullough. a senior 
vice president with BOOI, Allen. said 
40 percenl orthe firm's business is for 
domestic and foreign gon:rnments, 
between 25 percent and 30 percent cf 
it for the U.S. government .. 

last year BoOI. Allen evaluated the 
ocean shipping division of a mul
dnaliona1 commodities concern, 
designed a new suspension system for 
trucks and developed a system for 

:""iei;"",..,.r.c,,;·.J~"!0_\lI~"IJ'~ determining staffing requirements at 
M<Cul/oligh of Boo:. Allen the Labor Department. 

BoOl. AUen's staff of2.5oo, which includes 1.300 professionals. is divided into 
three major divisions-management consutting. technology management and 
marketing servlct'S.lts principal U.S. offices arc in New York .. Washington and 
Chicago: it is also located in four foreign countries. 

To the NASA project. McCullough said. BOOI. Allen assigned six orits own 
staff members, four full·time and two part-timep In addition, it coordinated the 
work of three subcontractors that were paid out of its S17S.000 from NASA. 

BoOI, Allen submitted its report to NASA last October. recommending that 
NASAo eventually withdraw from lhe daily operation of the space shutUe and 
confine itself to a gen'!ral supervisory role. The firm proposed that the agcncy, 
using competitive bids. hire one private contractor to operate the shuttle and 
another to oversee the use of the spacecraft by private and pubHc clients. 

"BoOI, Allen (elt thi~arrangement would have two principal benefits," Pickett 
said. "They felt NASA would be less likely to in:cORlC captive to any !ingle con
tractor. And they felt that thpse who might want to use the vehicle would 00 
benerser.-ed by having a contractor. who was not directly involved in operating 
it. looking out for their interests." • 

Pid:en said hefeft the Bool.AUenconsultanls,alreadyexperiencedin·nssess
ing complex managemenl questions. quickly mastered the technical aspects of 
the spacecraft business. "They were objective," he said. "and J think we got our 
money's worth," 

Pickett said the agency should make a decision on management of the space 
sh'uttle in the ne"t six month!. "I couIdn't i3y how "le·tI decide the ba!iic quo .. 
lion." he said. "but J expect most 0(' Bool. Allen's retommendations will be ifn .. 
(Jiemented." 
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AN INVITATION 
One of the advantages of the'game of collab

oration, played for such high stakes, among such 
diverse groups-by scouts and the Junior 
League-is that there is a place and a time slot 
available for anyone who wants to help kids. 
They need it ... and we need them even more. 

National Juvenile )usUco Program Collaboration 

• AFL-CIO, Department of Community Services 
American Red Cross 
Association of Junior Leagues 
Boy Scouts of America 
Boys' Clubs of America 
Camp Fire Girls. Inc. 
Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. 
Girls Clubs of America. Inc. 
lWB (Jewish Welfare Board) 

-National Conference on Catholic Charities 
National COUDen for Homemaker-Homo 

Health AJde Services. Inc. 
National Council of Jewish Women 

-NaHanal Council of Negro Women, Inc. 
Netional Council on Crime 

and Delinquency 
National Federation of SeUloments 

and Neighborhood Centers 
-National Urba.n League. Inc. 
The Salvation Anny 
Travelers Aid Association of America 
National Board. Y.W.C.A. of the U.S.A. 
National Council. Y.M.C.A. of the U.S.A. 

·Unlted Slates Catholic Conference 

-As of May. 1978 

For referrals. resource materials and audio-visual aids. 
contact: 

The National Assembly of National Voluntary 
Health and Social Welfare Organizations. Inc.. 
345 East 46th Street. 
New Yorl~. N.Y •• 10017 

(212) 490·2900 

'lbla Orer. and the Project on lI'hlch It reporla lI'U funded under 
crant 1fJ/JSj99/000a from the orne. of JUYf,niJe JI1JUc. and Dt!Un· 
Q1!-eDt'J' PrnenUon. [.low Enfor«ment Aalttance Admlnlttntlol), 
U.s,Oepartment of JIlItlct. 

'lbe t.d: thaH)JJDP/LEAA llUflllhed flr.ancW IUpport f01 the ecun~ 
tin daerlbed In thb pt.Jbl.IcaUon doea not J1eceu.uily indicate concur
nll~ In an,. at the ltatementi or condllliona contaIned henln. 
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"Our mandale was nol 10 leI happen what all lao 
often has happened in the pasl. ThaI Is. each organi· 
zation scrambling for Its own piece of the action. 
going its own way and tooting Us own hom: seeing 
programs spring up unrelated to each other: continu .. 
lng piecemeal planning that's not integrated. rather 
than working from a corporate plan that sees rhe 
communlly and /Is resoutees in full perspective; nnd 
perpeluallng the terrible gaps beh;'een public and 
privote sectors with each suspicIous of the other!' 

Hobert Dye. National Collohoralion 
Chafrperson & Hxecufiv(t Director of . 
YMCA Urban J\cUon & Program Divfslon 

... a diff2rent game ... an active, .effective 
means of helping young people when they first 
get into trouble. The name ofthegame •.• collab
oration. And though tho stakes are higher than 
anyone dares estimate. so are ths benefits. 

THE STAKES 
More than 180.000 kids each year are forced to 

enter the "incubator" of the criminal justice sys
tem: Three out of four girls end one out of four 
boys picked up on their first arrest are charged 
with "crimes" for which no adult could be ar
rested_ Running away from home or classroom, 
disobeying the adult responsible for them. are 
crimes only for those who have the status of 
minors. Hence. the label, stalus offender. Sin
gled out. haphazardly, from most adolescents 
who commit exactly the same acts, these young 
peop!e are detained-awaiting court 
hearings-too often in the same institutions 
with convicted or accused juvenile and adult 
burglars, arsonists, murderers and those guilty 
of other criminal offenses. The only status con
ferred is dubious: a good stsrt toward a life of 
crime. 
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THE STIMULUS 

The learning rha! goes on 
in our institutions js 
phenomenal. Any eleveH
year old con, within 
forty-eight llOurs, 100'" to 
pick locks. hot wire cars, 
shoplift without getting 
caught •• • In eight years 
on tho adult bench, I sen
tenced hundreds of per
sons to prisons. Almost 
lloverdid 1 sentencoD per
son who djd not have an 
extensive Juvenile rec
ord-a history of being 
kicked out of school-a 
,.acord, which usually 
began with a status of
fense. 

Han John O. Colli"s. 
JusHce. Superior Court. 
Stole of Arizona. 

After years of prompting by agencies and vol
~nteers who work closely :vUh youth. Coogress 
m 1974 enacted the Juvemle Justice and Delin
quency Prevention Act. The first programatic 
result of this legislation was the commitment to 
deinstitutionalize . the status offender. 
Community-based services were to be de
veloped as nlternatlves to detention. 
. After hearing. months of testimony-much of 
It effectively presented by youth-serving 
agencies-the lawmakers had been convinced 
that too many young people were being perma
nent!y and needle~sly impaired by detention 
outside of supportive communities. Once la
belled, research indicated that they tended to 
revolve in and out of prison-often ending up as 
hardened adult criminals. Moreove~, the finan
cial as well as the human cost was tremendous. 
In some regions estimates for institutional 
placement ran as high as $23,000 per youth per 
year. 
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By 1975, major voluntary agencies serving 
and advocating for the rights of youth decided to 
create the National Juvenile Justice Program 
Collaboration to help implement, in the private 
sector, the forward-looking youth policy that 
they had helped inspire. As a task force of The 
National Assembly of National Voluntary 
Health and Social Welfare Organizations, Inc., 
they represent 30 million urban and rural young 
people, 4 million volunteers, thousands of 
board members and 36,000 professional staff. A 
$1.4 million grant was awarded to The National 
Assembly hy the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) to increase the capacity 
of these agencies to include status offenders In 
,their service populations and to establish dem
onstration collaborations in five of the ten local 
communities where deinstltutionalizatlon pro
jects for status offenders were already being 
funded In the public sector (in juvenile courts, 
probation departments and youth bureaus). 

The challenge was a hig one. Did we want to lake the 
risks? Did we want 10 expose ourselves to eachplher's 
jealousies? Did we want tu have kidscomingin to leI' 
us. the e,'perls.lVhotto do? And we decided that lVe 
did. And it was a gutsy move. 

YWCA OIrecior 

THE RECORD OF THE FIRST PHASE 
In five very different communities

Spartanhurg, Spokane, Tucson, Oakland and 
northwestern Connecticut, encompassing Dan
bury, Torrington and Waterbury-collaboratlve 
efforts are helping remove the labels and much 
of the misery of being a status offender. Advo
cacy programs-community workshops, radio 
spots, bumper stickers-have identified some of 
.the rights and spechil problems of young people. 
Many local and nationally affiliated groups have 
included the so-called "bad" kids in their 
programs-often finding that by including them, 
their agencyactivities became more popular and 
relevant. The cost to involve status offenders i!t 
these programs takes less titan one tenth of what 
it would cost to keep tham in prison. 

I ran olVoy ... because my father beat me when he 
found IlVenl out with a cerlaln boy he didn't Ilks. The 
first night I spent in an old Closed downfiltingslalion, 
but by the next morning it was so creepy, 1 just turned 
myself in to the police. 

A 18 year-old runaway 

Different regions,priorities and personalities 
varied the form and activities of each collahora
tion. Collectively, they successfully demon
strated many new models for engaging youth 
and protecting their rights: 

• A pareltt drop-in center in the same bUilding 
with a teen drop-in center helps parents and 
their children, together and individually, rec
ognize their mutual needs and weaknesses. 

• A non-traditional occupations training 
program for girls teaches status offenders car
pentry skills, develops confidence and a wider 
range of job options. 

• A iail watch program, staffed hy volunteers 
from several agencies, whose checking twice a 
day bas reduced the number of young people 
entering jail by 32 percent and cut down by 78 
percent the number of total hours they stay, if 
they are put hehind bars. 



• An in-school suspension program. with a 
special classroom and understanding teachers. 
tutors students with behavioral problems. Al
titudes and academic work improve dramati
cally in contrast to what happens when a sus
pended student drifts around on the streets lag
ging further behind on his assignments, 

• A youth resOUrce fair where forty 
agencies-staff. volunteers and youth-set up 
booths in a local hotel. received 500 visitors. 
including educators. police and the general pub
lic. as well as dozens of enrollments for pro
grams and worksljops. 

572 

• A youth law project where a Culltime aUor
ney represents status offenders in civil court and 
advocates for their rights in the famUy. at school 
and in conflicts with public authorities. ' 

• A famtly survival kit developed for families 
who do not need long-term Intervention or are 
unwilling to accept face-to-facacommunityser
vices. Its easy-to-use materials cover a wide 
range of subjects including coping with stress 
and conflict. skill development. and chUd man
agement techniques. 

• Workshops on ariolescent sexuaItty, 01-
cohoItsm. drugs; peer counseItng groupsr wil
derness survival training; mural designing and 
painting projects; and an ombudsman for 
schools are among the other direct services that 
two or more agencies sponsored. 

Many of these new programs are continuing 
with local funding. 

At home my father would get drunk and beat my 
mothcr and beat me.! had trouble at schao/-sccmld 
like every minute I was awake I was doing something 1 
didn't like. So I quit school for a while and had same 
fun hangin' out.. When I gal back to class. thay made 
me go out and wash the employees· dishes. So I 
dropped out for good. 

'7 yeor.oJd ex·truant. now successful student YWCA 
Alternative school, Spohanc. 



THE LEARNINGS OF THE FIRST PHASE 
Collaboration, like all nther Il1nvnn"l11t~ t,,

ward real change, has no known hl"nprlnt fnr 
success. But several principles huv" 1l1l11l'1lud 
from the common experience of many !:onuhuro· 
tion participants: 

• Collaboration cannot exist in the abstr,,!:t. 
Concentrating on specific services for status of· 
fenders identifies agency over-lapping, ne
glected populations, mutual concerns and par
ticular right. in nebd of advocacy . 

. '" Collaboration takes time. Building trust, as
sessing needs and existing services, sharing 
leadership, making shared decisions, Identify
ing the real agendas and priorities of each 
organization-cannot be rushed • 

• Collaboration needs neutral turf. If anyone 
agency appears to own the effort, the group's 
commitment and effectiveness quickly dwin
dles. 

o Collaboration thrives on diversity. The most 
effective projects often brought together agen
cies thaI had never met on common ground to 
work on n commOn problem. Advocacy agen
cies-non·direct service agencies-have dem
onstrated their effectiveness in helping direct 
se,,;ce aglmcies determine policies, and com
mit themselves to action. 

o Collaboration\; greatest resource is the con
cerned volunteer. Key members of agency 
boards-often leaders in the community-have 
a way of breaking deadlocks and breaking new 
ground. 

DeinstitutionaJizaUon of stat!Js offenders can furoc· 
lion as a jocOs, but not as the basis of confJnuing 
collaborolion. Long·term issues are the quality of ser
vices to youth .... Universal competition is not the 
key to survival. We are not dealing with our differ
ences here. We are trying to establish a conlinuily,a 
CDmmunity. 

eol'ahorntEon member, OakJand. 
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MOMENTUM INTO THE SECOND PHASE 
Collaborating since 1975 has confirmed that 

the status offender is not the only category of 
youth in trouble who can respond to concerned 
community prngrams. Another truth borne out 
by collaborative experience: young people in 
trouble are, more often than not, members of 
families ill trouble. WIth additional funding, the 
next step' In fostering collaboration will be to 
widen the coordination of community services 
to include all but the most seriously disturbed 
youth-<lnd their families. 

The second phase of the national collabora
tion effort will be launched hI ten other com· 
munities and continued in the first flv~. Special 
emphasis will be placed on develol'lng local 
funding sources, public and private, to increase 
collaborative community services for youth in 
need. Another major goal at aU sites will be to 
work even more closely with public agencies to 
provide troubled youth with alternatives to Im
prisonment. 

To create the climate where long range 
planning-real change of the criminal justice 
systel1)-is possible, the National Juvenile Jus
tice Program collaboration will also continue to 
form and maintain community and national ad· 
vocacy programs on behalf of the status offender 
and other youth at risk. 



Chonges in clirnaleond Inadequate nervous systems 
doomed the dinosaur. They were large, slow, and 
could not rtlspond tochanging conditions. Tho}' were 
replaced by more quickly moving. more complex or
ganisms which functioned in groups, which served 
and protected each olher and which gave in/ormation 
vilal to the security and well· being of the group. 

You can remain aloof trom each other and be 
picked off slowly by the changing social .nyironment 
or you can collaborate to servo the rapidly changing 
needs of this community. it is in yourself·interest to 
collaborate. It is in your self-interest to work wilh 
each other in serving the needs of so-called 8101u5 
o/lenders. II is ip your self·interest to change-and 
you don·t have a lot of tIme. 

Han John o. Collins. Addressing the Pima Counl~' 
Juvenile }uslice GoJJaboraUon 

574 



~--- -----

575 
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AUGUST 10, 1978 

Aaron. Carole A. 
Juvenile justice: a coaaunity concern. Judicature. 

v. 61, June-July 1911: 15-22. 
Exaaines the way the King county Juvenile Court in 

Seattle, Washington, handles a broad network of 
juveuile delinquency aatters. 

Juvenile courts--[ seattle) / Prett:ial intervention-
[Seattle) 
Ul 9088 U.S. A LRS11-8ijl0 

111en. Yernon L. 
Greenberger, David B. 

An aesthetic theory of vandalisa. criae & 
delinquency, v. 24, July 1918: 30~-321. 

-An aesthetic theory of vandalisa is proposed. 
The tbeory posits th~t the variables accounting for 
the enjoyaent associated with SOCially acceptable 
aesthetic experiences are siailarly responsible for 
the pleasure associated with acts of destruction.· 
The theory's ~ractical iaplications for reducing 
vandalis. in schools are discussed. 

School vandalisa--[ o.S.] / School security-[ 0.5. ] 
LB 3200 LRS18-8006 

&aerican Bar Association. Pea ale Offender Resource Conter. 
Little sisters and the lav. [Washington) Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Lav 
Bnforcement Assistance Administration [1918] 81 p. 

Asserts that -at aany points vithin the juvenile 
justice systea. there is evidence of differential 
treataent of aale and fe.ale juveniles. This report 
is an attempt to highlight the BOst obvious 
discriainatory practices and offer soae constructive 
suggestions for improvement.- Includes a section on 
state and local groups as well as national 
organizations and Federal agencies which address the 
needs of young voaen in the juvenile justice syste •• 

Juvenile delinquents--[o.S.] / Administration of 
juvenile justice--{o.s.] / Sex discrimination against 
voaen--[o.s.] / Juvenile corrections--[U.s.] / 
Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--{u.s.] / 
Association s. insti t utio I1S, etc. -[ U .S. }--Dire ct.or ies 
ED (Koore) LRS78-6627 

LIHITED AVAILABILITY 

Baer, John H. 
Rev broom on the cellblock. Buaan behavior, v. 6, 

June 1911: 40-44. 
-Jerome Hiller"s solution for the evils of 

juvenile jails is to close thea down. SOme people 
think he shOUld be locked up instead.-

Juvenile corrections--[U.S.] / Hiller, Jerome G. 
Bi 9088 u.S. C LBS77-6078 

Barh. Birch. .. 
Hev directions for juvenile just1ce. Trial magaz1ne, 

v. 13, Feb. 1977: 20-24. 
-Bov ve respond to youth in trouble--vhether ve 

are vindictive or considerate--not.only vill.measure 
the depth of our conscience, but w111 deter~1ne !he 
type of society ve convey to future generat10ns. 

Adainistration of juvenile justice--[U.S.) 
BY 9088 0.5. A LBS17-903 
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Blomberg. ThoBas. 
~i~ersion and a~c?lerated social control. Journal of 

cr~m~n~l la~ & cr~.~nology. v. 68. June 1977: 27Q-282. 
D~vers~on.programs have proliferated throughout 

the.Ha~io~ ~n an effort to remove youth from the 
jur~sd~c~2on ~f juvenile ?Durts •• The operation of 
such a d~vers~on program ~n California is examined 
and the author concludes that the organization and 
s~ope o~ the court actually increased as did the 
pr?por~~on of youth under its control. 

pre~r7al ~n~ervention--[California]--Evaluatioh / 
Ad.~n~strat~on of juvenile justice--[California] 
BV 9088 0.5. A LRS77-11068 

Bohnstedt. Harvin. 
Answers to three questions about juvenile diversion 

Journal of research in crime and delinquency v 15 • 
Jan. 1978: 109-123. • • • 

. nRep?rts on an e-valuation of eleven California 
d~vers~on projects and presents answers to the 
following three questions: (1) How many clients did 
the program actually divert? (2) Bow much money did 
the.p7o~ram save? and 13) Did the program reduce 
rec~d~v2sm?· 

pre~r~al di~ersion--[CaliforniaJ--Evalu~ion / 
Ad.~n~strat~on of juvenile justice--{ California] 
HV 9066 0.5. A LRS76-3217 

Brodbelt, Samuel. 
The epidemic of school violence. Clearing house. v. 

51. Apr. 1976: 383-388. 
Explores "the problem of violence in the schools, 

relating the research. sharing historical 
viewpoints. and examining the peculiar difficulties 
of the schools by utilizing interviews with the 
chief of security and five junior high and two 
senior high principals in the Baltimore city public 
schools.-

Orban education--[Baltimore] / School discipline-
[Baltimore] / Juvenile delinquency--{Baltimore] / 
School vandalism--[Bal tillore] / violence--[ Bal tillore] / 
Teacher-student relationships--[Baltiaore) / COBBunity 
and school--[Baltimore] 
LB 251Q LRS78-Q559 

Bullington. Bruce. and otht;rs. . . . 
A critique of divers~onary juven2le just2ce. cr2Be & 

delinquency. v • .2Q. Jan. 1978: 59-71. 
The authors .present several arguments against 

expansion of diversionary services~ the concept's 
allbiguity allows many to promote expansion of the 
juvenile justice system in the fora of diversion 
Ito' other programs. while true diversion 'from" the 
system is nonexistent; the goals of diversionary 
programs--such as elimination of stigBatizing labelS 
and formal duplication of existing informal 
processes--are unattainable; formal diversion is 
incoBpatible with due process ideals. until these 
difficultins have been resolved. diversionary 
options should be viewed with caution." 

pretrial intervention--[O.s.] / Administration of 
juvenile justice--[U.S.] 
HY 9088 0.5. A LRS78-606 
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cali£ornia. Dept. of the Youth Authority. 
An evaluation of seven selected probation subsidy 

programs. [sacramento] 1977. 49 p. 
Concludes -that probation subsidy programs usually 

serve aore difficult offenders than do conventional 
prob~tion programs· and Bthat specialized probation 
subsidy treatment programs can and do have a 
significant effect on the rehabilitation of 
offenders and on increasing public safety." 

Probation--[California) / Juvenile corrections-
[California] 
ED (Hoore) LRS77-3957 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 

Cbesney=Lind. Seda. 
Ju41aial pat.~n.11.m and tho : •• ale atatum off.n4.~1 

training vOllen to k.nov their place. Crime & 
delinquency, v. 23, Apr. 1977: 121-130. 

-Evidence is presented to shov that, at every 
level in the system, girls charged with status 
offenses are treated more harshly than girls charged 
vith crimes. Further, the noncr~.~nal activity ~f 
girls is frequently seen, as requl.rl.n~ lIIor'a drast;c 
intervention than the crl.minal behav10r of boys. 

Juvenile courts--{O.s.l / Sex discrimination against 
vomen--( O.S. ] 
BV 9068 O.S. A 

Clendenen. Richard J. 

LBS77-2662 

CUllen, James P. Goldberg. Melvin B. 
Legal assistance to delinquents. Federal probation. 

v. 41. sept. 1977: 8-15. 
-The LAD program of legal services to " 

institutionalized juveniles vho had been judl.Cl.ally 
separated from their families by reason of 
delinquency is describ~d.-

Juvenile institutions--(Hl.nnesota} ~ Le~al assist.ance 
to prisoners--[Minnesota] / Rehabl.ll.tatl.on of juvenile 
delinquents--[H1nnesota] 
BV 908B O.S. A LRS77-13479 

Cohen. Pred. 'f 11 
Juvenile justice: Nev York's act 1S hard to 0 ov. 

Trial magazine. v. 13, Feb. 1977: 2B-29. 32-35., 
critically examines Hev York State's Juvenl.le 

Justice Reform Act of 1976 (JJBA) and offers a set 
of reforlll proposals. 

Administration of juvenile justice--[Nev York/State] 
BY 90BB O.S. B LRS77-90S 

Olnvay. Allan. 
Bogdan, Carol. 

Sexual delinquency: the persistence of a double 
standard. eriae & delinquenc,Y. v. 23, Apr. 1977: 131-
135. 

-A ten-year cosparison of ~ev York State Fasily 
Court records examines the differences in the vay 
courts adjudicate adolescent delinquents according 
to sex and offense. A brief historical analysis of 
female offender statutes is included to provide 
background for speculative discussion of court 
biases regarding the noncriminal category of sexual 
zisconduct. Attention is called to the 
i~probability of altering adolescent behavior in any 
positive vay through the punitive and highly 
moralistic seans nov eRployedo S 

Juvenile delinquency--[Nev York/State] / Women 
prisoners--[Bev York/State] / Sex discrimination 
against vomen--[Hev York/State] 
BV 9088 0.5. B LBS11-2663 
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CO~L~tt. Jacqueline. 
Y~reb, Thomas S. 

':;'1venile court statistics: 1974. [washingt.on ] 
Hatioual Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Preventitln [1971] 33 p. 
Juvenile courts--[ U.s. ]-Statistics t' Administration of 
juvenile justice--{U.S.}--Statistics 
BV 9088 U.S. A LRS77-17514 

Council of state Governments. 
Juvenile facilities: functional criteria. 

[Lexington, Ky., 1917] 162 p. (Conncil of state 
Governments. RM-602) 

Partial contents.--Research considerations and 
procedures.--Analysis of the act and legislative 
history.--Analysis of state codes and regulations.-
Optional classification criteria.--Shelter 
facilities. 

Juvenile institutions--[U.s.] / Federal aid to law 
enforcement agencies-[D.S.] / Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act 
ED (~oore) LRS77-7488 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 

Dimock. Bdmnnd T. 
Youth crisis services: short-term co.annity-based 

residential treatment. child welfare, v. 56, Mar. 
1977: 187-195. 

-A group home progra~ to divert predelinquent 
youths from the juvenile criminal system requires a 
structured, therapeutic setting, stress on solving 
faaily problems, and community acceptance of the 
group hoaes.-

Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--{California] / 
Juvenile institutions--[California] 
BV 9088 U.s. A LRS77-4709 

Donohue, John W. 
Yiolent schools. AMerica, v. 139, July 8, 1978: 10-

12. 
su.marizes material from the National Institute of 

BducationOs study, Violent Schools--Safe Scbools. 
The report states that ··Hany scbools today have a 
substantial problem with crime and misbehavior. One 
school in II experiences some vandalism in a month"s 
tiae; 1 in 8 bas school property stolen: and 1 in 10 
is burglarized.·- It recommends strong and 
effective school governance as the best way of 
dealing with the proble •• 

Scbool vandaliBm-[U.S.) / violence--[U.S.] / School 
discipline--[U.S.] / Juvenile delinquency--[u.s.] 
LB 3200 LRS78-7837 

Danford, Franklyn iii. 
Police diversion: an illusion? Criminology, v. 15, 

Hov. 1977: 335-352. 
Concludes -that diversion as conceptualized by its 

proponents is not receiving a fair test and will be 
rejected on tbe basis of programs tbat bave been 
operationalized in vays inconsistent with the 
original intent of its early advocates.-

Pretrial intervention--[U.s.] / Police services for 
juveniles-[u.s.] / Adainistration of juvenile justice-
[U.s. ] 
BY 9088 u.s. A LBS77-16123 
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Eapey. Lal!ar T. 
A sodal for tha evaluation of prograas in juvenile 

justice. (washington] National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention [for sale by the 
Supt. of Docs., O.S. Govt. Print. Off.] 1977. 15 p. 

·suggests that conteaporary reforaers in juvenile 
justice run the risk of repeating an age-old error: 
assuming that change can be equated with 
effectiveness and that aodern prograas will succeed 
where others have failed. To avoid such an error, 
the paper suggests that aore Right be done to gather 
knowl·edge on our innovatiolls. These should be 
carefully evaluated. rather than accepted outright as 
improvements over existing practices.-

Adainistration of juvenile justice--[D.s.] / Evaluation 
research (Social action progra.s)--[D.s.l 
HV 908B O.S. A LRS77-3668 

Barich, Bobert L. 
The safe school study report to ths congress: 

evaluation and recommendations: a suaaary of testiaony 
to the House Education and Labor Subco.mittee on 
Econo~ic Opportunity. Crime & delinquency, v. 24, July 
1978: 266-276. 

Asserts that ·overall~ the Safe Scbool Study is a 
clear, thoughtful, and thorough report. In general, 
its findings aay be accepted as trustvorthy. Yet 
there are also aany serious deficiencies, of such a 
character as to iapeach the accuracy of the aore 
detailed findings and to suggest that serious errors 
may have been made within the study. Por this 
reason, only the ·very broad findings should be 
regarded as trustworthy.-

Educational surveys--{o.S.]--Evaluation / school 
vandalisa--[O.S.}--Research / School security--[o.S.]-
Evaluation 
LB 3200 LRS7B-8004 

Grier, I!argaret C. h 
Can the justice systea aeet the challenge? lout 

Authority quarterly, v. 30, suaaer 19?7: 1B-~1. 
-Recent legislation and case dec~~~ons ~n 

California have, and will, substant~ally ~m~act the 
operat~on of statewide justice systeu ~genc1~s and 
hoy they can deal witb adult and juven~le cl~e~t~. 
The author finds that legislation should no~ 11m~t 
the search for a variety of methods to pr?v~ae. B 

community protection and individual r~hab~~~tat~on. 
Adainistration of criainal justice--[Cal~fQrn~a]-state 

i~w;088 O.S. A LBS77-11832 

Bea1, Keyin. . hool children: the role of the 
Ilisbehav~our aaon!1 sc . d 

school in strategies for preven~io~. Pol~CY an 
. . 6 liar 1918: 321-.j32. 

pol~t~cs,.v. :the e'xtent to which variation in the 
Exallwes .. h] . ry 

self-reported aisbehaviour of 470 [Br~t~s pr~ma 
hool children depends upon which sc~ool ~hey 

sc d The conclusion is reacbed that wh~le the 
:~~~~l·exerts some inf~uence overft~~eb:~~~!~U~sOioo 
its pupils, .the total ~nfluence 0 1 b 
small to support the ~iev that ~he :ChOO as a 
central role to play ~n prevent~on •. 

Schools--[Gt. Brit.]-Research / Juven~le delinquency--
(Gt. Brit.]--ReSearch LBS78-6406 
Hi 90B8 For. 

32-505 a - 76 - 37 
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Biggins, Thoaas. 
The crime costs of California early ainor offenders: 

iBplications for prevention. Journal of-researca in 
crime and delinquency, v. 11l, July 1971: 195-205. 

-Explores soae of the costs of criBe attributable 
to the typical target of delinquency prevention 
programs and draws soae implications for prevention 
efforts." 

Juvenile delinquency--(california]--Economic aspects / 
Delinq uency preyention --( 0 .5. }--Costs 
BY 9088 0.5. A LRS11-10351 

Juyenile justice standards project: sy.posiua. Hew York 
oniversity law review, v. 52, WOY. 1911: 1014-1135. 

Partial contents.--Protecting the rights of 
ainors: on juvenile autonomy and the liaits of law, 
by I. KaufBan.--The judge and the social worker: can 
arbitrary decision making be tempered by the 
courts? by M. Lovry.--Judicial control over 
noncriminal behavior, by A. Sussman.--paternalisB, 
prevention, and punishment: pretrial detention of 
juveniles, by' M. Guggenheim.--Delinquency 
dispositions under the juvenile justice standards: 
the consequences of a change of rationale, by F. 
McCarthy.--The penal model of juvenile justice: is 
juvenile court delinquency jurisdiction obsolete?, 
by s. Wizner and M. Keller. 

Adainistration of juvenile justice--[O.S.]--Standards / 
JUvenile courts--[ 0 .S. ]--Standards / Arrest-;: u.s. ] 
BV 9088 u.s. A LRS77-2,505 

LIMITED AYAILABILITY 

Juvenile justice: sy_posina. Boston University law review, 
v. 57. July 1977: 617-795. 

Partial contents.--status offenders need a court 
of last resort, by L. Arthnr.--Why jurisdiction over 
status offenders should be eliBinated froa juvenile 
conrts, by o. KetchaB.--"Family autonomy· or 
-coercive intervention-? Ambiguity and conflict in 
the proposed standards for child abnse and neglect, 
hy R. Bourne and B. Wevberger.--Accountability in 
the child protection system: a defense of the 
proposed standards relating to abuse and neglect, by 
R. Hccathren.--The disposition process under the 
juvenile justice standards project, by S. Fisher. 

Administration of juvenile justice--[o.S.] / Juvenile 
courts--[O.s. ] 
BY 9088 O.S. A LRS77-16987 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 

!ratz, Al. 
Teitelbaua, Lee E. 

PINS jurisdiction, the vagueness doctrine, and the 
~~:e of lava Indiana law journal, v. 53, fall 1977: 1-

Article focuses on both delinquency and PINS 
statutes dealing with ungovernable children and 
tries to deaonstrate that the parent-child 
relationship cannot be undertaken consistently with 
the rule of lave 

AdBinistration of juvenile justice--[O.s.] / Parent and 
child --[ 0 .S • ] 
BY 9088 0.5. A LRS77-21219 



581 

Eatzeff, Pau~. 
Equal criEe: teen-age gi 1 . 

delinquency act. Boston r s ~re gett~ng in on the 
101-10B, 206, 20B-210. magaz~ne, v. 69, Dec. 1911: 

Analyzes the increase i i 
recounts the lack of n cr me by young vomen and 

WOBen criminals--{Boston adequate ~rograms to help them. 
(Boston] / Adainistratio; /fJuYQn~~e delinquency __ 
BY 9088 U.S. A 0 juyen~~e justice--[Boston] 

LRS71-16684 

Ketcham, Orman w. 
1 Hatio~al standards for juvenile justice. Yirginia 

aw rey~~w, v. 63, ftar. 1911: 201-219 • 
. Art~cle ·consider[s) six of the Standards' aore 
~.portant modifications in the philosophy legal 
theory, and social goals of the juvenile ~urt 
movement [and] ten Significant new rights that the 
st~ndards accord to juveniles.-

JjUVe~~le courts--{U.S.] / Administration of juvenile 
ust~ce--[u.s.) / Jurisdiction--{U S ] 

BV 908B U.S. A •• 

Irajick, Kevin. 
Independence High: a school for delinquents. 

Corrections magazine, v. 3, Dec. 1911: 45-4B. 
Independence High in Rewark, B.J., has developed a 

program for keeping problem kids in school and out 
of trouble. 

Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--[Rev Jersey] / 
Educational innovations--[Nev Jersey] / Delinquency 
prevention--[Nev Jersey] 
HV 9088 U.s. A LRS71-16115 

LaKind. Elizabeth D. 
Sussaan, David W. Gross, Richard. 

Knovledge of police and court procedures and respect 
for the law: a survey. Journal of criminal justice, v. 
5, vinter 1911: 325-337. 

Presents a brief survey of the development of a 
separate juvenile justice system and concludes mthat 
by relying on informal channels of comsunication 
about its role, the court does not meet its 
obligation to educate the public.-

Administration of juvenile justice--(o.S.) / Juvenile 
courts--(u.S.] 
HV 908B u.s. A LRS17-19166 

1itt16 (ltthu£ n., inc. 
tas~ and service i.pacts ot deinstitutionalization at 

status ofienderu in ten states, Hresponses to angty 
yoUth. M [Waahington, Ofiice of Ju'enile Justice and 
nelin~uenC1 pre'entiont ta. Jniorceaent Assistance 
ldmini.tratiout 1911] 61 p. 

Sa •• inoa .vubllc mud pr1v.to reapen ••• to a 
particULar kind of youth ln trouble, the atatue 
of tender. StatuB etfeader. aro slno:8 b:ou;ht to 
the attention of courts because they are runaways, 
truants, or are co~sidered ungovernable or 
incorrigible. The clear trend toward dealing 
with these children and youth in co •• unity settings 
rather than institutions ••• is evidenced everywhere. 
Besponses to these angry youth are increasingly 
focused on help vithin small, close to home 
settings, using a wide array of social services.-

ProbleM children--(U.S.) / Co •• unity-based corrections-
[U.s.) / eom.unity-nased corrections--{U.s.]--Costs 
ED (Moore) LBS11-21331 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 
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PAGE 21 

Lundman, Richard J. Scarpitti. Frank R. 
Delinquency prevention: recommendations for future 

projects. Crime & delinquency, v. 24. Apr. 1978: 207-220. 
MA review of forty past or continuing attempts at the 

prevention of juvenile delinquency leads to the nearly 
inescapable conclusion that none of these projects has 
successfully prevented delinquency. After briefly examining 
the results of previous projects. the authors discuss a series 
of nine recownendations for future projects. These 
recommendations include separation of implemen.tation and 
evaluation. enrichment or abandonment of the individual 
treatment approach. diversification of evaluative measures. and 
greater sensitivity to the rights of the juvenile sUbjects 
involved in future projects." 

Lundman, Richard J. Sykes. Richard E. Clark. John P. 
Police control of juveniles. Journal of research in crime 

and delinquency, v. 15. Jan. 1978: 74-91. 
Concludes that "most police encounters with juveniles 

arise in direct response to citizens who take the initiative to 
mobilize the police to action •••• the probability of arrest 
increases with the legal seriousness of alleged juvenile 
offenses, as that legal seriousness is defined in cri&inal law 
for adults." and -the probability of arrest is higher for 
juveniles who are unusually respectful toward the pOlice and 
for those who are unusually disrespectful.-

MacDonald. Douglas Aird. 
Forecasting juvenile delinquency trends in the state of 

Utah. Intermountain economic review, v. 8, fall 1977: 66-71. 
Develops a model to forecast juvenile delinquency 

referrals in Otah. 

Hargosian, Michael. Cissna, Heather Scott. 
Good grievancel Is this procedure appealing? Youth 

Authority quarterly, v. 30, spring 1977: 18-22. 
Evaluates California's ward Grievance Procedure and how it 

fits into both the justice' model of corrections and the 
treatment and rehabilitation theory_ 

Harino, Ralph J. 
New York"s juvenile criminals: a call for trial by adult 

courts. Trial magazine. v. 13, Feb. 1977: 25-27. 
"Ontil this year, Hew York has been reverently modify'ing 

its Family Court in small particulars until that core component 
of its crime-control system now lacks any relevance to the 
critical problem of juvenile crime. Its citizens, and in 
particular its senior citizens. have announced they will no 
longer bear the burden of victimization while their officials 
tinker with a juven~le justice system that has collapsed.-
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Delinquancy preyantianl raea •• andations for future 
projects. Criae & aelinquenC1, Y. 2Q, Apr. 1978, 201-
220. 

aA review of forty past or contiuuing ~tteapt8 at 
the prevontion of lUyoni18 dallaguancy laad8 tc tho 
nearly ineDcapa~le conolu.ion that nona of thana 
project. has suoc ••• fully preyonted delinquency. 
After ~riefly exaaining the results ~f previous 
projects, the authors discuss a seri~s of nina 
recommendations for future projects. These 
recommendations include separation of implementation 
and evaluation, enrichment or abandonment of the 
individual treatment approach, diversification of 
evaluative measures, and qreater sensitivity to the 
rights of the juvenile subjects involved in future 
projects." 

Delinquency prevention--{O.S.]--Besaa~ch / Evaluation 
research (Social action programs)--[O.S.] 
HY 9066 O.S. A LRS76-3473 

ftcCarthy, Francis Barry. 
Should juvenile delinquency be abolished? Criae & 

delinquency, v. 23, Apr. 1977: 196-203. 
"Delinquency jurisdiction should be reaoved froa 

the juvenile court and be allowed to revert to the 
criainal courts, where many interests which are 
highly valued in our society can be protected more 
fully." 

Juvenile courts-Lo .5.] / Adainistration of criminal 
justice-""[ U.S.] 
BY 9066 O.S. A LRS77-2666 

H!Xler, I. IUgana. 
~ontilla~ !. aobett. 
co~~eation. 11 tbe coa.unit,. 28.\00, , •• , .Daton 

'ub. Co. [019??) 2111 p. 
Partial contenta.---ftanages.nt of cossunity-based 

correctional prograBs.--CoBBunity vs. institutional 
treataent f~r juveniles.--special offender gronps.-
Innovative resources for cOBBunity corrections.-
Halfvay houses.--Evaluation of correctional prograas. 

COB~unity-based corrections--[O.S.] / probation--[U.S.] 
/ Juvenile corrections--[O.S.] / Halfvay houses--{O.S.] 
/ parole--{ 0.5.] / Corrections--[O .5. ]--Evaluation 
ED (saxon) LBS77-20001 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 

ailler, Walter. 
The rUBble this tiee. psychology today, v. 10, ftay 

1977: 52-5~, 56, 56-59, 66 • 
• youth gangs aren't 'back." Th~Y neve7 vent away, 

except in the aedia. What'S new ~. th:1r wars are 
gro~inq deadlier. And the enesy 1S us. 

Juvenile delinquency--[O.s.] 
BY 9086 U.S. A 
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IIOrllsh. lIerry A. 
Anderson. Etta A. 

Impact assessment: a technigue for evaluating 
criminal justice programs. Criminal justice review, v. 
2, fall 1917: 23-33. 

-Deports on a study which employed the technique 
of social impact assessment to examine the effect of 
a change instituted by a juvenile justice probation 
and court agency on police operations. The change 
vas the introduction of a citation procedure for 
making juvenile misdemeanor arrests and an 
arbitration se~sion for carrying out the initial 
screening of cases •••• The conclusion drawn froa 
the discussion of the utility of such research is 
that impact assessment is a technique particularly 
vell suited to identifying unexpected and/or 
unwanted effects of a program innovation on other 
parts of the justice system.-

Adsinistration of juvenile justice--[Haryland] / 
Evaluation research (Social action programs)--{Haryland] 
BV 9088 O.S. A LBS17-18373 

BurPht{ Su:anne. tear with tbe Udnw~ c~ 3 •• t to. ~ft,.1... Ms •• t. 
7, r.1ull' 111781 511-6". 

Pr ••• nt. wo.en ••• bera. ga ••• nta about 9.n~ lifa 
in the Hexican American barrio of East Los Angeles. 

Hezican Americans--[East Loa Angeles] / lIinority vomen·· 
[East Los Angeles] / WomGn criminals--{East Los 
Angeles) / Juvenile delinquency--{ East Los Angeles 1 / 
eom.unity life--[East Los Angeles) 
JV 6201 0.5. E lIexicans LRS78-7532 

lIurray, Charles A. 
Thomson, Doug. Israel, Cindy n. . . 

ODIS: deinstitutionalizing the chron1c juven1le 
offender. washington, American Institutes for 
Research, 1978. 222 p. 

-AIB-58000-12/7B-ES· . 
Reports on the Unified Delinquenc~ r~tervent1on 

services (ODIS) in Cook county, Ill1D01S. 
Includes executive suamary. 

Behabili tation of juvenile delinquents--[ Illinois] / 
Ad~inistration of juvenile justice--[IllinoisJ 
ED (Hoore) LRS78-2129 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 

OOBrien. Ke~in E. 
Juvenile diversion; a selected bibliography. 2d ed. 

[Washington] Rational Institute of Law Enforce.ent and 
Criminal Justice] 1917. 12 p. 
Pretrial intervention--{U.S.]--Bibliography / Juvenile 
courts--[D.S.]--Bibliography 
ED (MOore) LRS77-12260 

LIHITED AVAILABILITY 
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Ohlin, Lloyd B. 
Miller, Alden D. Coates, Bobert B. 

Juvenile correctional reform in Massachusetts: a 
preliminary report of the Center for Criminal Justice 
of the Harvard Law School. Washington, National 
institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. for sale by the supt. of Docs., D.S. Govt. 
Print. Off. [1977] 116 p. 

Partial contents.--Radical correctional refor.: a 
case study of the Massachusetts youth correctional 
system, by L. Ohlin. B. Coates, and A. Miller.-
Community-based corrections: concept, inpact. 
dangers, by B. Coates.--Subcultures in community
based prograas, by C. McEwen.--An exploratory 
analysis of the recidivism and cohort data, by B. 
Coates, A. Miller, and L. Ohlin.--Neutralizing 
community resistance to group homes, by B. Coates 
and A. Miller.--Some observations on the 
conceptualization and replicability of the 
Massachusetts reforms, by A. Miller, L. Ohlin, and 
R. coates.--preliminary thouqhts on generalizing 
from the Massachusetts experience. 

Juvenile institutions--[Massachusetts] 
BV 90B8 D.S. C LBS77-3665 

LIMiTED AVAiLABILITY 

Pitchess. Peter J. 
Juvenile justice changes. youth Authority quarterly, 

v. 30, summer 1977: 13-17. 
-Takes a look at the impact of recent legislation 

and case law and finds that what has been done can 
lead to new problems which require new solutions.

Administration of juvenile justice--[California] / 
Juvenile courts--(california] 
HV 9088 D.S. A LBS77-11831 

gamy. H.~b4rt c. 
Love. Craig T. 

The effect of a juvenile diversion pro ram on 
rearrests. Criminal justice and beh ,g 
1977: 377-396. av~or, v. 4, Dec. 

A pretrial intervention program in Pinellas 
~~unti' Pla. compared 436 juveniles who were 
~ver ed from the criminal justice system with a 

~~:trol group of 132 juveniles who were t~a~ed by 
er means. Only 25S of the treated rou 

~e~rrested as compared to 64S in t g p vere 
~dm~n7sir~tion of ~uvenile jUstice--[~~o~~!JO; group. 

Brelr~at' ~tervent~on--(Florida]--Evaluatiou / 
va ua ~on research (Soci I t' 

BV 9088 D.S. A a ac ~on programs)--[Plorida] 
LRS77-20161 

Hector. John M. 
J~venile justice: a congressional priority. 

Jud~cature, v. 61. June-July 1977: 8-14. 
Analy~es the proviSions of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency PreventjoD Act. 
Adm~nist~ation of j~veni1e j~stice--[D.S.]--Law and 
leg~sla~~on / Juven~le Justice and De1inquency 
Prevent~on Act 
BY 9088 D.S. A LBS77-8411 
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Secoa4 BAPDel juv.al1. l&v tb ••• tio joa~a_l. 'ep~.~41a. 
law reTies, T. 5, SUBBer 1978: whole issue. 

partial contents.--Procedural due process in the 
discipline of incarcerated juveniles, by A. Breed 
and P. Voss.--C~iminals without criae: the dileama 
of the status offender, by L. Blum.--Child abuse 
victims: are they also victi.Bs of an adversarial and 
hierarchial court system? by L. Adler.--Stay no 
longer: California juvenile court sentencing 
practices, by S. Lightholder. 

Juvenile corrections--{O.S.] / Due process of law-
[O.S.]--Legal cases / Parent and child--[O.S.]--Legal 
cases / Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.] / Ad.inistratioD 
of juvenile justice--[U.S.] / Child abuse--{O.S.] / 
Children"s rights--{U.S.) 
L Per. LRS78-6628 

LI~ITED AVAILABILITY 

7be Serious jUTenile offender; proceedings of a national 
51BposiuB held in Hinne~polis, ninnesota on septeBber 19 
and 20, 1977. [Washington] Office of JUTenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, Law EnforceBent Assistance 
AdBinistration [1978] 185 p. 

Partial contents.--The serious juvenile offender: 
notes on an unknow~ quantity, by P. zimring.-
systeBs of control and the serious juvenile 
offender. by J. ~iller.--Aftercare and the serious 
delinquent: alternative strategies, by R. Tennyson.-
The se~ous or violent juvenile offender--is there a 
treatment response?, by S. Goins.--Tbe legal 
response to the -hard-core- juvenile--the offender 
or the offense, by B. Peld.--The prediction of 
violent behaVior in juveniles, by J. Hanahan. 

Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.] / Juvenile corrections-
[U.S.] / Rehabilitation of juvenile delinquents--[U.S.] 
/ Administration of juvenile justice--rU.S.] 
RV 90ea u.s. A LRS1&-5630 

LIMITED AVAILABILITY 
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PAGE 31 

Tyd, Job.n M. 
Constitutional challenges to New York"s youthful offender 

statute. Fordham urban law journal, v. 5, spring 1977: 475-491. 
Comment ~examine[s) the youthful offender statute and its 

1975 amendment in light of Drummond a~d the conflicting lower 
court decisions.- " 

0.5. congress. Conference Committees, 1971. 
Ju.enile justice amendments of 1977; conference 

accompany H.B. 6111. [Aashington, U.S. Govt. Print. 
1977. 24 p. (95th Cong., 1st sass. House. Report 

, Also appears as 95th Cong •• 1st sessa Senate. 
95-368. 

report to 
Off. ] 
no. 95-542) 
Report no. 

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Compilation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act of 1974 as amended through Oct. 3, 1977. 
Washington, u.s. Govt. Print. Off., 1977. 39 p. 

A't head of title: 95th COIJg., 1st sessa Committee print. 

U.s. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 

1977; report together with supplemental views including cost 
estimate of the Congressional Budget Office to accompany H.R. 
6111. [Washington, 0.5. Govt. Print. Off.] 1977. 58 p. (95th 
cong., 1st sesSa Bouse. Beport no. 95-313) 

u.s. Congress. House. Committee on Education and Labor. 
Subcommittee on Economic OpportUnity. 

Juvenile Just:ce and Delinquency Prevention Act amendment 
of 1977. Hearing, 95th Cong., 1st sess., on H.R. 1137 and H.R. 
6111. Apr. 22, 1977. Washington, 0.5. Govt. print. Off., 
1917. 383 p. 

U.S. Congress. House~ Co~mittee on Education and Labor. 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity. 

Oversight hearing on safe school study. Hearing, 95th 
cong •• 2d sessa 'Jan. 24, 1978. Washington, U.s. Govt. Print. 
Off., 1978. 430 p. 

U.s. Congress. House. Committee on science and Technology. 
Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific Planning, 
Analysis and Cooperation. 

Research into violent behavior: overview and sexual 
assaults~ Hearings, 95th Cong., 2d sessa Jan. 10-12, 1978. 
Washington, O.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1978. 934 p. 

001/0. 64 00 
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CQD~~k~._ SaD&Ca. cQ •• i'~ •• OD tbe ~Q41a1.~r. 
Juvenile Justice lmendments of 1977; report on S. 

1021. Washington, O.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1917. 135 
p. (95th Cong., 1st. sess. Senate. Bep,?rt n? 95-165) 
Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.]--Lav and leg~slat~on 
HV 9088 0.5. A LRS77-5300 

A'AIL PROa coaa OR DOC Ra 

O.S. Congress. Senate. Com.ittee on the Jndiciary. 
Suboo •• ittee to Investigate Jnvenile Delinquency. 

Drugs in institutions. Hearings, 94th Cong., 1st 
sess., ~ursuant to S. Res. 72, section 12. Voluae I. 
July 31 and Aug. 18, 1975. washiugton, O.S. Govt. 
print. Off., 1977. 717 p. 

The abuse and aisuse of controlled drugs in 
institutions: voluae I: Interstate placement and 
traffic in children and their drugging. 

Chemotherapy--[O.s.) / Juvenile institutions--[O.S.] / 
aental care facilities-[ 0 .5.] / Adoption--[ O.S.] / 
custody of children--{O.S.] / Hyperactive children-
[U.S. ] 
RBC 3079 LBS77-1067 

IVAIL PRoa coaa OR DOC Ra 

Extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415). Hearing, 95th 
Cong., 1st sess., on S. 1021 and S. 1218. Apr. 27, 
1977. Washington, O.S. Govt. print. Off., 1918. 229 p. 
Juvenile delinquency--[U.S.]-~Lav and legislation / 
Federal aid to +av enforceaent agencies--[O.S.]--Lav 
aud legislatiou / Administration of juvenile justice-
[o.s.] / Runavay children--[u.S.]--Lav and legislation 
/ O.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Adainistration. / 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
RBC 1725 LRS78-2024 

AVAIL PRoa COMa OR DOC Ra 

g.G. QaD.~.1 Aaaouat!no Of~1a •• 
Learning disabilities: the link to delinquency should 

be deterained, but schools should do aore nov, 
DepartBents of Justice and Health, Education, and 
welfare: report to the Congress by the Comptroller 
General of the Onited States. [Washington] 1977. 10 p. 

"GGD-76-97, Mar. 4, 1917~ 
States that -the Department of Health, Education. 

and Welfare should develop prevalence rates of 
children having learning disabilities. determine the 
resources needed to co~bat the proble.s. and develop 
procedures so that such children are adequately 
diagnosed and treated.-

Learning disabilities--[D.S.] / Juvenile delinquency-
[0.5.] 
BBC LRS17-1887 
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PAGE 33 

u.s. General Accounting Office. 
Reevaluation needed of educational assistance for 

institutionalized neglected or delinquent children; report to 
the congress by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
[Washington) 1977. 67 p. 

"HRP-78-11, Dec. 19, 1917" 
-Describes the problems faced by institutionalized 

neglected or delinquent youths and suggests ways to ennance the 
effectiveness of Federal educational assi~tance made availabl.e 
for them.'" 

U.S. General Accounting Office. 
Removing status offenders from secure facilities: Federal 

leadership and guidance are needed; report to the Congress by 
the Comptroller General of the united States. [Washington] 
1978. 80 p. 

nGGp-78-37. June 5, 1976-
Discusses "problems the States a];e having in removing 

status offenders from detention and correctional facilities and 
presents '" recommendations on how to deal with those 
problems. Removal of status offenders from such facilities is 
reqnired of participating. states by the Juvenile JUGtice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act." 

I 

U.S. National Criminal Justice Information and statistics 
Service. 

Children in custody: a report on the juvenile detention 
and correctional facility census of 1973. [Washington, For 
sale by the Supt. of Docs., U.S. ~ovt. Print. Off.] 1977. 1ij3 
p. 

"Ho. SP-vD-2P-
~This report, treating the Nation as a whole, presents 

findings based on the 1973 Juvenile Detention and Correctional 
Facility Census and on dat.a selected for comparison purposes 
from the corresponding 1971 census. It provides an analysis of 
the characteristics of the Nation"s public non-Federal 
residential facilities for juvenile offenders, with special 
reference to change occurring during the period between the two 
censuses." 

U.S. National Criminal Justice Inform·ation and statistics 
Service. 

Children in custody: advance report on the juvenile 
detention and correctional facility census of 1975. 
Washington, For sale by the Supt. of Docs., U.S. Govt. Print. 
Off., 1917. 39 p. 

"SD-JD-ij" 
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PAGE 34 

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. 

Abuse and neglect. [Washington) National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention (1977) 209 p. 

At head of title: A comparatiYe analysis of standards and 
state practices. 

• ••• cover[s) a .ide range of issues related to laws 
governing child abuse and neglect.~ 

O.S. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. 

Court structure. judicial and non-jud~cial personnel, and 
juvenile records. Vol. III. [Washington] National Institute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention, Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention [1977] 78 p. 

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and 
state practices. 

Partial contents.--Positioning.--Juvenile or family court.
-Qualifications of jUdges.--Assigriment of judges~--Selection of 
judges. 

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. 

Jurisdiction--delinguency. [Washington] National 
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention 
[ 1977] 55 p. 

At head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and 
state practices. 

• ••• contains a series of eight comparative analyses which 
explore a number of closely related issues regarding the 
appropriate scope of the juvenile or family court's 
jurisdiction. over delinguency cases.-

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. 

Jurisdiction--status offenses; a comparative analysis of 
standards and state practices. [Washington] u.s. Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration [1977] 18 p. 

Partial contents.--Jurisdiction over status offenses.-
Truancy and other school-related misbehavior.--Bunaway.-
Conduct dangerous to self or others.--Conduct which imperils a 
juvenile's morals. 
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PAGE 35 

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Juvenile dispositions and corrections. Vol. IX. 
[Washington] National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency prevention, Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (1977) 113 p. 

At. head of title: A comparative analysis of standards and 
state practices. 

Partial contents.--Dispositional authority.--Duration of 
disposition.--Dispositional procedures.--The right to treatment 
for juveniles.--Intake guidelines. 

u.s. Rational Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

police-juvenile operations. vol. II. [Washington] 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention [1977] 109 p. 

Partial contents.--Police roles and responsibilities.-
Developing delinquency prevention policy.--police cooperation 
with other agencies.--Police arrest authority.--Policy 
authority to protect juven~les.--Applicability of the laws of 
arrest.--Police discretion.--Guidelines for police 
intercession.--Legal and procedural guidelines for 
intercession.--Court review of police guidelines.--The 
organization of police-juvenile operations. 

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and 'Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. , 

Pre-adjudication and adjndication processes. [Washington] 
u.s. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration [1977) 1B1 p. 

·Considers the general question of the need for juvenile 
court rules" and -focus[es] on the juvenilets initial 
appearance in court and the appropriate criteria for pretrial 
detention." 

u.s. National Task Force to Develop Standards and Goals for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. . 

preventing delinquency. Vol. I. [Washington] National 
Institute for Juvenile J~stice and Delinguency prevention. 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention [1977] 
173 p. 

At head of title: A comparative analysis of delinquency 
prevention theor.y. 

Partial contents.--Comparative analysis of social control 
theories of delinguency--the breakdown of adequate social 
controls.--Comparative analysis of subcultural theories ~f 
delinguency--delinguency as a subculture.--Comparative analysis 
of psychological theories of delinguency.--The biological bases 
of delinquent behavior.--Labeling theory. 
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Wagner. Bobert. 
The syste~ listens but does not hear. cri~inology, 

v. 15. Peb. 1978: 431-441. 
-Atteapts to pinpoint soae of the reasons why 

institutions are unable to aeet the challenge of 
delinquency in our society. On the one hand. 
impediments are inherent to the institutional 
system; on the other. due to outside forces and 
factors. they are beyond the control of the 
institution. Patchwork attempts to shore up a 
sagging, outaoded systea are futile. The facet~ 
that perpetuate the present systea are identified, 
ana some of the decisions required to build a nev 
system of child care are noted." 

Juvenil'e institutions--[ u.s.) / Rehabilitation of 
juvenile delinquents--{U.S.) 
HV 9088 U.S. C LRS78-1367 

lIe~sh. aa~ph s. 
Delinquency, corporal punishment. and the schools. 

Criae & delinquency, v. 24, July 1978: 336-354. 
-There is a growing trend in this country to blame 

youth crime on parental overperaissiveness. 
Ayailable data fail to support this and show that 
all types of criae, including school crime, develop 
witbin fa~ilies and school systeas eRphasizing 
aversive and authoritarian discipline techniques. 

It is suggested that a national effort be made 
to discourage the use of corporal punishment as a 
socially acceptable Child-rearing technique. since 
corporal punishment tends to produce both fear and 
anger, its continued use in the schools can only be 
counterproductive to tbe learning process.-

School discipline--( U.S.] / School vandalism--[U.S.] / 
Child abuse--[ U.S.] / Juvenile delinquency--{ 0.5.] / 
Teacher-student relationships--[D.S.] / Minority 
students--[ D.S.J 
av 9088 u.s. A LBS78-8002 
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