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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE JUVENILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

TUESDAY, JUNE 27, 1978

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuscommITTEE ON EronomMic OPPORTUNITY,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

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

Members present: Representatives Andrews and Hawkins.

Also present; William F. Causey, majority counsel; Gordon A.
Raley, legislative associate, majority; Patricia A. Sullivan, legisla-
tive clerk, majority; Deborah A. LaMay, administrative assistant,
majority; Roberta Stanley, majority staff; and Martin L. LaVor,
senior legislative associate, minority.

Mr. ANprEws. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I welcome
you here. OQur 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



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 4t

To provide a comprehensive, cvordinated apureach to the pmglems of juvenile
delingnency, and for other purposes,
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act mav
be cited as the “Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974", (42 U.S.C. 6601 note)

TITLE I—FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

FINDINGS

Sec. 101. (a) The Congress hereby finds that—

(1) juveniles account for almost half the arrests for serious
crimes in the United States today;

(2) understaffed, overcrowded juvenile courts, probation serv-
ices, and correctional facilities are not able to provide individ-
ualized justice or effective help;

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

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

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

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

(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 TJnited States today results in enormous annual cost and im-

(1)



measurable lToss of human life, personal security. and wasted human
resourees and that juvenile delinquency constitutes a growing threat
to the national welfare requiving inmtediate and compreliensive action
by the Federal Governnment to reduce and prevent delinqueney. (42
(780, 5601)

PURPOSE

See. 102, (a) It is the purpose of this Act—

(1) to provide for the thorough and prompt evaluation of all
federally assisted juvenile delinqueney programs:

(2) to provide technical assistance to public and private agen-
cieg, institutions, and individnals in developing and implement-
ing juvenile delinquency programs;

(3) to establish training programs for persons. including pro-
fessionals, paraprofessionals, and volunteers, who work with
delinquents or potential delinquents or whose work or activities
relate to juvenile delingquency programs;

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

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

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

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

(b) It is therefore the further declared policy of Congress to pro-
vide the necessary resources, leadership, and coordination (1) to
develop and iinplement effective methods of preventing and reducing
juvenile delinquency; (2) to develop and conduct effective programs
to prevent delinquency, to divert juveniles from the traditional juve-
nile justice system and to provide critically needed alternatives to
institutionalization; (3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in
the Tnited States; and (4) to increase the capacity of State and local
governments and public and private agencies to conduct effective
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention and rehabilitation pro-
grams and to provide research, evaluation, and training services in the
field of juvenile delinquency prevention. (42 U.S.C. 5602)

DEFINITIONS
Skc. 103. For purposes of this Act—

(1) the term “community based” facility, program. or service
means a small, open group home or other suitable place located
neer the juvenile’s home or family and programs of community
supervision and service which maintain community and consumer
participation in the planning operation, and evaluation of their



programs which masy include, but are not limited to, medical, edu-
cational, vocational, social, and psychological guidance, training,
counseling, alcobolism treatment, drug treatment, sand other
rehabilitative services;

(2) the term “Federal juvenile delinquency program” means
t_mg:i]uveniie delinquency program which 1is conducted, directly, or
indirectly, or is assisted by any Federal department or agency,
including any program funded under this Act;

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

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

(5) the term “Administrator” means the agency 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 activity pertaining to crime prevention, control, or reduction
or the enforcement of the criminal law, including, but not limited
to police efforts to prevent, control, or reduce erime or to appre-
hend criminals, activities of courts having criminal jurisdiction
and related agencies (including prosecutorial and defender serv-
ices, activities of corrections, probation, or parole suthorities, and
prograns relating to the prevention. control, or reduction of
juvenile delinquency or narcotic addiction;

(7) the term “State” means any State of the United States, the
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. the
Trust Territory of the Pacific 1slands, and any territory or posses-
sion of the United States;

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

(9) the term “combination” ss applied to States or units of
gencral local government means any grouping or joining together
of such States or units for the purpose of preparing, developing,
or implementing a law enforcement plan: .

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



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

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

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

TITLE II—JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVEXNTION

Part A—JoveENTie JusTice aND DeLINQUENCY PreEvENTION OFFICE

ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE

Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby created within the Department of
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (reéferred to in this Act
as the “Oftice™). The Administrator shall administer the provisions of
this Act through the Office.

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

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

(d) The Associate Administrator shall exercise all necessary pow-
ers, subject to the direction of the Administrator of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. The Arsociate Administrator is au-
thorized. subject to the direction of tiie Administrator, to award.
administer, modify. extend, terminate, monitor. evaluate. reject. or
denv all grants and contracts from. and anlications for. funds made
available under part B and part C of this title. The Administrator may
delegate such authority to the Associate Administrator for all grants
and contracts from. and anplications for. funds made available under
this part and funds made available for juvenile justice and delin-
quencv prevention nroerams under the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968. as amended. The Associate Administrator
shall report directly to the Administrator.

(e} There shall be in the Office 8 Deputy Associate Administrator
who shall be apnointed by the Administrator of the Liaw Enforcement
Assistance Administration. The Deputy Associate Administrator shall



perform such functions as the Associate Administrator from time to
time assigns or delegates, and shall act as Associate Administrator
during the absence or disability of the Associate Administrator or in
the event of & vacancy in the Office * of the Associate Administrator.

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

(g) Section 5108(c) (10) of title 5, United States Code first occur-
rence, is amended by deleting the word *twenty-two” and inserting
in Heu thereof the word “twenty-five™, (42 U.8.C.6611)

PERSONXNEL, SPECIAL PERSONNEL, EXPERTS; AND CONSTULTANTS

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

(b) The Administrator is authorized to select, appoint, and employ
not to exceed three officers and to fix their compensation at rates not
to exceed the rate now or hereafter prescribed for G818 of the General
Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States Code.

(¢) Upon the request of the Administrator. the head of any Fed-
eral agency is authorized to detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of its

ersonnel to the Associate Administrator to assist him in carrying out
is functions under this Act.

{d) The Administrator may obtain services as authorized by sec-
tion 3109 of title 5 of the United States Code, at rates not to exceed
the rate now or hereafter prescribed for G8-18 of the General Sched-
ule by section 5332 of title I 2 of the United States Code. (42 U.S.C.
5612)

VOLUNTARY SERVICE

Sec. 203. The Administrator is authorized to accept and employ, in
carrying out the provisions of this Act, voluntary and uncompensated
services notwithstanding the provisions of section 3679(b) of the Re-
vised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 665(b)). (42 U.8.C. 5613)

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORTS

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

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

3 80 in original. Apparaently should read *office™,
# 8o ip original. Apparently ghould read “title §".



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

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

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

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

(5) develop annually with the nassistance of the Advisory
Committee and the Coordinating Council and submit to the Presi-
dent and the Congress, after the first vear following the date of
the enactment of the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977, prior

_ to December 81, an analysis and evaluation of Federa} juvenile

delinquency programs conducted and assisted by Federal depart-
ments and agencies, the expenditures made, the results achieved.
the plans developed, and problems in the operations and coordi-
nation of such programs snd a brief but precise comprehensive
plan for Federal juvenile delinquency programs, with partienlar
emphasis on the prevention of juvenile delinqnency and the devel-
opment of programs and services which will encourage increased
diversion o? juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system,
which analysis and evaluation shall include recommendations for
modifications in organization, management, personnel. standards,
budget requests, and implementation plans necessary to increase
the effectiveness of these programs: and

(6) provide technical ascistance to Federal, State, and loral

overnments, courts, public and private agencies, institutions, and
individuals, in the planning, establishment. funding. operation.
or evaluation of juvenile delinquency programs.

(¢) The President shall, no later than ninefy davs after receiving
each annual report under subsection (b) (5), submit a report to the
Congress and to the Council containing & detailed statement of any
action taken or anticipated with respect to recommendations made by
each such annual report. -

(d) (1) The first annual report submitted to the President and the
Congress by the Administrator under subsection (b) (5) shall contain,
in addition to information required by subsection (b)(5). a detailed
statement of criteria developed by the Associate Administrator for
identifving the characteristics of juvenile delinquencx. juvenile delin-
quency prevention, divwersion of youths from the juvenile justice sys-
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tem, and the training, treatment, and rehabilitation of juvenile
delinquents,

(2) The second such annual report shall contain, in addition to
information requirved by subsection (b) (3), an identification of Fed-
eral programs which are related to juvenile delinqueney prevention
or treatment, together with a statement of the meneys expended for
each such program during the most recent complete fiscal year. Such
identification shall be made by the Administrator through the use of
criteria developed under paragraph (1).

(0) The third such annual veport snbmisted to the President and
the Congress by the Adiministrator under subsection (b)(5) shall
contain, in addition to the comprehensive plan required by subsection
(b) (3), a detailed statement of procedures to be used with regpect to
the ~ubmission of juvenile delinquency development statements to
the Administrator by Federal agencies under subsection (“1"). Such
statement submitted by the Administrator shall include a description
of information. data. and analyses which ~hall be contained in each
such development statement.

(£) The Administrator may require, through appropriate authority,
Federal departments and ageneies engaged in any activity involving
any Federal juvenile delinquency program to provide him with such
information and reports. and to. conduct such studies and surveys, as
he may deem to be necessary to earry out the purposes of this part,

(g) The Administrator may delegate any ef his functions under
this title, to any officer or emplovee of the Administratien.

(h) The Administrater is authorized to utilize the services and
facilities of any ageney of the Federal Govermnent and of any ether
public ageney ov institution in accerdance with apprepriat» agree-
ments, and to pav for such services either in advance or by wayx of
reimbursement as may be agreeed upon.

(1)} The Administrator is authorized to transfer funds appropriated
under this title to any ageney of the Federal Government to develop
or demonstrate new methods in juvenile delinquency prevention and
rehabilitation and to supplement existing delinquency prevention and
rehabilitation programs which the Associate Administrator finds to be
exceptionally effective or for which he finds there exists exceptional
need.

(1) The Administrator is authorized to make grants to, or enter into
contracts with. any public or private agency. organization, institutien,
or individual to carry out the purpeses of this title.

(X} ANl functions of the Administrator under this title shall be
coordinated as appropriate with the funetions of the Seeretary of the
Department of Flealth. Education. and Welfare under title ITT of this
Act.

(M (1) The Administrator shall require through appropriate
authority each Federal agency which administers a Federal juvenile
delinaueney program which meets any criterion developed by the
Ascaciate Administrator under section 204(d) (1) to submit annually to
the Conneil a juvenile delinqueney development statement. Such state-
ment shall be in addition te any information. report. study. ov survey
which the Administrator may require nnder section 204 (f).

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

(8) The Administsator shall review and comment upon each juve-
nile delinquency development statement transmitted to him under sub-
-~ gection (“17). }éuch development statement, together with the com-
rents of the Administrator, shall be included by the Federal agency
involved in every recommendation or request made by such agency for
Federal legislation which significantly affects juvenile delinquency
prevention and treatment. (42 U.8.C. 6614)

JOINT FUNDING

Skc. 205. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, where funds
are made available by more than one Federal agency to be used by any
agency, organization, institution, or individual to carry out a Federal
juvenile delinquency pregram or activity, any one of the Federal agen-
cies providing funds may be requested by the Administrator to act for
all in administering the funds advanced whenever the Associate Ad-
ministrator finds the program or activity to be exceptionally effective
or for which the Associate Administrator finds exceptional need. In
such cases, a single non-Federal share requirement mav be established
according to the proportion of funds advanced by each Federal agencr,
and the Administrator may order any such agency to waive any tech-
nical grant or contract requirement (as defined in such regulations)
which is inconsistent with the similar requirement of the administer-
ing agency or which the administering agency does not impose. (42
U.8.C. 6615)

OCOORDINATING COUXCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AXD DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

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

(2) Any individual desigmated under this section shall be selected
from individuals who exercise significant decisionmaking authority
in the Federal agency involved.

32-505 0 -78-2
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(b) The Attornsy 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.

(¢) 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 Federa] juvenile delinquency programs
and activities. The Council is authorized to review the programs and
practices of Federal agencies and report an the degree to which Fed-
eral agency funds are used for purposes which are consistent or incon-
sis%ent with the mandates of section 223(a) (12) (A) and (13) of this
title.

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

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

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

(g) To carry out the purposes of this section there is authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be necessary. (42 U.S.C. 5616)

ADVISORY COMDMITTEE

Szc. 207, (a) There is hereby established s National Advisory Com-
mittee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter
veferred to as the “Advisory Committee”) which shall consist of
twenty-one members.

(b) The fmembers of the Coordinating Council or their respective
Hesignees shall be ex officio members of the Committee,

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

1 80 in original.
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been or shall currently be wnder the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice

gystem,

(d) Members ?p inted by the President to the Committee shall
serve for terms o E)(:]r vears and shall be eligible for reappointment
except that for the first composition of the Advisory Committee. one-
third of these members shall be appointed to one-year terms, one-third
to two-year terms. and one-third to three-year terms; thereafter each
term shall be four years. Such members shall be appointed within
Tninety days after the date of the enactient of this title. Any members?
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed, shall be appointed for
‘the remainder of such term. Eleven members of the committec shall
constitute a quorum. (42 77.8.C. 5617)

DUTIES OF TIIE ADVISBORY COMDMITTEE

Ser, 208, (a) The Advisory Committee shall meet at the call of
the Chairman. but not less than four times a year.

(b) The Advisory Committee shall make recommendations to the
Associate Administrator. the President, and the Congress at lenst
annually with respect to planning. policy, priorities, operations, and
management of a1l Federal juvenile delinquency programs. .

{c¢) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of members of
the Adrvisory Committee to acdvise the Associate Administrator on
particnlar functions or aspects of the work of the Office.

(d) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of not less than
five members of the Conumittee to serve, together with the Director of
the National Institute of Corrections. as members of an Advisory
Committee for the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and De-
linqueney Prevention to perform the functions set forth in section 245
of this title.

(e) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of not less than
five members of the Clommittee to serve as an Advisory Committee to
the Associate Administrator on Standards for Juvenile Justice to
perform the functions set forth in section 247 of this title.

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

(g) The Associate Administrator shall provide snch staff and other
support as mav be necessary to perform the duties of the Advisory
Committee. (42 U.8.C. 5618)

COMPENSATIOR AXD EXPENSER

Sec, 209. (8} Members of the Advisory Committee who are em-
ploved by the Federal Government full time shall serve without com-
pensation but shall be reimbursed for travel. subsistence. and other
necessary expenses ineurred by them in carrying ont the duties of the
Advisory Comn.ittee.

(b) Members of the Advisorv Committee not employed full time
by the Federal Government shall receive compensation at a rate not
to exceed the rate now or hereafter prescribed for GS-18 of the Gen-

3 8o {n original. Apparentlr should resd “member”.
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eral Schedule by section 5332 of title 5 of the United States Code,
including traveltime for each day they are engaged in th;{perfonnance
of their duties as members of the Advisory Committee. Members shall
be entitled to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and other neces-
sary expenses incurred by them in carrying out the duties of the Adri-
sory Committee, (42 US.C. 6619)

Part B—FEDERAL ABSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS
Subpart I—Formula Grants

Sec. 221, The Administrator is authorized to make grants to States
and units of general local government or combinations thereof to assist
them in planning, establishing. operating. coordinating, and evaluat-
ing projects directly or through grants and contracts with puhlic and
private agencies for the development of more effective education,
training. research, prevention. diversion, treatment, and rehabilitation
programs in the area of juvenile delinquency and progrems to im-
prove the juvenile justice system. (42 U.S.C. 6631)

ATLIAOCATION

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

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

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

(d) Financial assistance extended under the provisions of this sec-
tion shall not exoeed 80 per centum of the approved costs of any
assisted programs or activities. The non-Federal share shall be made
in cash or kind consistent with the maintenance of programs required
br section 261.

(e) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part.
3 per centum of the minimum annual aliotment to any State under this
part shall be available to assist the advisory group established under
section 223 (a) (3) of this Act. (42 U.8.C. 663¢)
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[ (¢) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,
a portion of any allotment to any State under this part shall be avail-
able to develop a State plan or for other pre-award activities associated
with such State plan, and to pay that portion of the expenditures which
arc necessary for efficient administration, including monitoring and
evaluation. Not more than 7Y% per centum of the total annual allot-
ment of such State shall be available for such purposes, except that
any amount expended or obligated by such Staie, or by units of gen-
eral local government or any combination thereof, from amounts mnade
available under this subsection shall be matched (in an amount equal
Zo any such amount o expended or obligated) by euch State. or by
guch units or combinations, from State or local funds, as the case may
be. The State shall make available needed funds for planning and od-
minigtration to units of gemeral local government or conibinalions
2hereof within the State on an equitable basis.

(d) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part,

per centum of the minimum annual allotment to any State under this
part shall be available to assist the advisory group established under
section 223(a) (3) of this Act. ]

BETATE PLANS

Skc. 223. (a) In order to receive formula grants under this part, a
State shall submit a plan for carrying out its purposes consistent with
the provisions of section 303(a), (1), (3), (5), (6), (8), (10), (11),
éli’), (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 toin
this part as the “State planning agency”) has or will have
authority, by legislation i? necessary, to implement such plan in
conformity with this part;

(3) provide for an advisory group appointed by the chief execu-
tive ofp the State to carry out the functions specified in subpara-
graph (F), and to participate in the development and review of
the State’s juvenile justice plan prior to submission to the super-
visory board for final action and (A) which shall consist of not
less than twenty-one and not more than thirty-three persons who
have training, experience, or special knowledge concerning the

revention and treatment of a ? juvenile delinquency or the admin-
1stration of juvenile justice, (B} which shall include representa-
tion of units of local government, law enforcement and juvenile
justice agencies such as law enforcement, correction or probation
personnel, and juvenile or family court judges, and puglic agen-
Tl‘mﬂnz provisions of section 222 take effect on October 1. 1978, Amendments
made to section 222(c) of the Act by section 4(b) (2) of the Juvenlle Justice Amendments
of 1977 (Poblic Law §5-115; 81 Stat. 1051) are refiected in the {talic trpe. Section
4(b)(2) also amended section 222 by striking out subsection (d) and redesignating sub-

aection (e) as subsection (d).
2 8o in original
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cies concerned with delinquency prevention or treatment such as
welfare, social services, mental health, education, or youth serv-
ices departments, (C) which shall include representatives of pri-
vate organizations concerned with delinquency prevention or
treatment; concerned with neglected or dependent children ; con-
cerned with the quality of juvenile justice, education, or social
services for chilgren; which utilize volunteers to work with
delinquents or potential delinquents; community-based delin-
quency prevention or treatment programs; business groups and
businesses employing youth, youth workers involved with alter-
native youth programs, and persons with special experience and
competence in addressing the problem of school viclence and van-
dalism and the problem of learning disabilities; and organizations
which represent employees affected by this Act, (D) a majority
of whose members (including the chairman) shall not be fulf—time
employees of the Federal, State, or local government, (E) at least
one-third of whose members shall be 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 tit}e, ad-
vise the State planning agency and its supervisory board; (ii)
may advise the Governor and the legislature on matters related
to its functions, as requested; (1ii) shall have an ogportunity for
review and comment on all juvenile justice snd delinquency pre-
vention grant applications submitted to the State planning agency
other than those subject to review by the State’s judicial plan-
ning committee established pursuant to section 203(c) of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
except that any such review and comment shall be made no later
than 30 days after the submission of any such application to the
advisory group; and (iv) may be given a role in monitering Staute
compliance with the requirements of paragraph (12)(A) and
paragraph (13), in advising on State planning asgency and re-
gional planning unit supervisory board composition, in advising
on the State’s maintenance of effort under section 261(b) and sec-
tion 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968, as amended, and in review of the progress and accom-
plishments of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention projects
funded under the comprehensive State plan;

(4) provide for the active consultation with and participation
of units of general local government or combinations thereof i
the development of & State plan which adeguately 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
diseretion of the Administrator for any State in which the serv-
ices for delinquent or other youth are organized primarily on a
statewide basis, grovide that at least 662¢ per centum of funds
received by the State under section 222, other than funds made
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available fo the State advisory greup under section 222(e),! shall
be expended through—

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

(B) programs ef local private agencies, to the extent such

rograms are consistent with the State plan, except that

irect funding of any local private agency by a State shall
be permitted only if such agency reguests such funding after
it ﬁs applied for and been denied funding by any nnit of
general ncal government or combingution thereof;

(]6? provide that the chief executive officer of the unit of gen-
eral local government shall assign regponsibility for the prepara-
tion and administration of the local government’s part of a State
plan, or for the supervision of the preparation and administration
of the local government’s part of the State plan, to that agency
within the Jocal government’s structure or to a re%ional planning

ney (hereinafter in this part referred to as the local agency™)
which can most effectively carry out the purposes of this part and
shall provide for supervision of the programs funded under this
part by that local agency :

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

(8) set forth a detailed study of the State needs for an effec-
tive, comprehensive, coordinated apgroach to -juvenile delin-
quency prevention and treatment and the improvement of the
juvenile justice system. This plan shall include itemized esti-
mated costs for the development and implementation of such
programs. Programs and projects developed from the study may
be funded umder paragraph (10) provided that they meet the
criteria for advenced technique programs as specified therein;

(9) provide for the active consultation with and participation
of private agencies in the development and execution of the State
plan: and provide for coordination and maximnm utilization of
existing juvenile delinquency programs and other related pro-

ams, such as education, health, and welfare within the State:

(10) provide that not less than 75 per centum of the funds
aveilable to such State under section 222. other than funds made
available to the State advisory group under section 222(e).
whether expended directly by the State, by the unit of genersl
local government or combination thereof, or through grants and
oontracts with public or private agencies. shall be used for ad-
vanced techniques in developing. maintaining, and expanding
Frograms and services designed to prevent juvenile delinquency,

o divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system. to provide
community-based alternatives to juvenile detention and correc-
tional facilities. to enconrage a diversity of alternatives within
the juvenile jnstice system. and to establich and adopt juvenile
justice standards. There advanced techniques include—

—.

1 An amendment which takes effect October 1, 1878, changes this reference to “section
222(4)" to conform with other amendments taking effect on such date. R
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(A) community-based tprograms and services for the pre-
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency through the
development of foster-care and shelter-care homes, group
homes, halfway houses, homemaker and home health services,
twenty-four hour intake screening, volunteer and crisis home

rograms, day treatment, and home probation, and any other
esignated community-based diagnostic, treatment, or re-
habilitative service;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(ii) increase the use of nonsecure community-based
facilities as» cfvementage of total commitments to juvenile
facilities; an

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

(1) programs and activities to establish and adopt, based
on the recommendations of the Advisory Commitiee, stand-
grds for the improvement of juvenile justice within the

tate ;

- (11) provides! for the development of an adequate research,

- training, and evaluation capacity within the State;

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

1 Bo {n original.
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ghall not be placed in juveni s detention or correctional facilities;
and

{B) provide that the Sta > shall submit annual reports to the
Associate Administrator con aining a review of the ?mgress made
by the State to achieve the ¢ >institutionalization ot juveniles de-
scribed in subparagraph (A and a review of the progress made
by the State to provide that sch juveniles, if placed in facilities,
are placed in facilities whic! (i) are the least restrictive alterna-
tives appropriate to the nee Is of the child and the community;
(ii) ere in reasonable pro) imity to the family and the home
communities of such juvenil s; and (iii) provide the services de-
scribed in section 103(1);

(13) provide that juvenil s alleged to be or found to be delin-
quent and youths within t! 5 purview of paragraph (12) shall
not be detained or confined : 1 any institution in which they have
regular contact with adult p rsons incarcerated because they have
bean convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial on criminal
charges;

(14) provide for an adequ ite system of monitoring jails, deten-
tion facilities, correctional : acilities, and non-secure facilities to
insure that the requirement; of paragraph (12)(A) and para-
graph (13) are met, and fcr annual reporting of the results of
such monitoring to the Asso iate Administrator;

(15) provide assurance t} 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 emoticnally or physical. y handicapped youth;

(16) provide for procedires to be established for protecting
the rights of recipients of & srvices and for assuring appropriate
privacy with regard to reco: ds relating to such services provided
to any individual under the State plan;

(17) provide that fair ad equitable arrangements are made
to protect the interests of e1 1ployees affected by assistance under
this Act. Such protective 1 rrangements shall, to the maximum
extent feasible, include, witl.out being limited to, such provisions
&s may be necessary for—

(A) the preservatio:. or!® rights, privileges, and benefits
(including continuatior of pension rights and benefits) under
existing collective-barg 1ining agreements or otherwise;

(B) the continvatior of collective-bargaining rights;

(C) the ;f)robection of individual employees against a
worsening of their po itions with respect to their employ-
ment;

(Ds assurances of em ployment to employees of any State or
political subdivision th ‘reof who will be affected by any pro-
gram funded in whole ¢ r in part under provisions of this Act;

(E) training or retr: ining programs.

The State plan shall provic e for the terms and conditions of the
protection arrangements est ablished pursuant to this section;

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

180 in original.
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(19) provide reasonahle assurances that Federal funds mads
available under this part for any period will be so used as to
supplement and increase (but not supplent) the level of the State,
local, and other non-Federal funds that would in the absence of
such Federal funds be made available for the programs described
in this part, and will in no event replace such State, local, and
other non-Federal funds; . .

(20) provide that the State planning agency will from time to
time, but not less often then * annually, review its plan and submit
to the Associate Administrator an analysis and evaluation of the
effectiveness of the programs and activities carried out under the

lan, and any modifications in the plan, including the survey of
gmte and local needs, which it considers necessary; and .

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

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

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

(c) The Administrator shall approve any State plan and any modi-
fication thereof that meets the requirements of this section. Failure
to achieve compliance with the subsection (a)(12)(A) requirement
within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any State’s eligi-
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.t, through
achievement of demstitutionaxl)ization of not less than 75 per centum of
such juveniles, and has made, through appropriate executive or legisla-
tive action, an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance
within & reasonable time not exceeding two additional years.

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

? 8e in original.
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Bubpart I¥—8pecial Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs

Swc. 224. (a) The Administrator is authorized to make grants to
and enter into contracts with public and private agencies, erganiza-
tions, mstitutions, or individuals to—

(1) develop and implement new spproaches, techniques, and
methods with respect to juvenile delinquency p ms;

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

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

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

(5) facilitate the adoption of the recommendations of the Ad-
visory Committee and the Institute as set forth pursuant to sec-
tion 247;

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

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

(8) develop, implement, and support, in conjunction with the
Secretary of Iiﬁ.bor, other public and private agencies and orga-
rizations and business and industry programs for yonth employ-
ment ;

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

(10) develop and support programs designed to encourage
and enable State legislatures to consider and further the purposes
of this Act, both by amending State laws where necessary, and
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 the funds appropriated for each
fiscal year pursuant to this part shall be available only for special
emphasis prevention and trestment grants and contracts made pursu-
ant to this section.

(¢) At least 30 per centum of the funds available for grents and
contracts made pursuant. to this section shall be avsailable for grants
and contracts to private nonprofit agencies, organizations. or institu-
tions who have had experience in dealing with youth. (42 U.S.C. 563})
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?

CONSIDERATIONS FOR AT ROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

Sec. 225. (a) Any agency, i tution, or individua! desiring to
receive a grant, or enter into any contract under section 224,.,!]518.11
submit an application at such time, in such manner, and containing
or accompanied by such information as the Administrator may
prescribe.

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

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

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

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

(4) provide for regular evaluation of the program;

(5) indicate that the applicant has requested the review of the
application from the State planning agency and local agency
designated in section 223, when appropriate, and indicate the
response of such agency to the reguest for review and comment
on the application;

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

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

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

(¢) In determining whether or not to approve applications for
grants under section 224, the Administrator shall consider—

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

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

(3) the extent to which the proposed program meets the objec-
tives and priorities of the State plan, when a State plan has been
approved by the Administrator under section 223(¢) and when
the location and scope of the program makes such consideration
appropriate; ‘

{4) the increase in capacity of the public and private ggency.
institution, or individual to provide services to delinquents and
other youth to help prevent delinquency;

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

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

{7) the adverse impact that may result from the restriction of
eligibility, based upon population, for cities with a ‘population
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greater than forty thousand, located within States which have

no city with a population over two hundred and fifty thousand.

(d) No city should be denied an application solely on the basis of
its population. (42 U.S.C. 6635)

GENERAL PROVIBIONS

‘Withholding

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

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

2) that in the operation of the program or activity there is
failure to comply substantially with any such provision;
the Administrator shall initiate such proceedings as are appropriate.
(42 U.S.C. 5636)
UBE OF FUNDS

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

(1) planning, developing, or operating the program designed
to carry out the purposes of thispart; an

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

(b) Except as provided by subsection (a), no funds paid to any

public or private agency, institution, or individual under this part
(whether directly or throu%h a State agency or local agency) may be
used for construction. (42 U.8.C. 6637)

PAYMENTS

Skc. 228. (a) In accordance with criteria established by the Admin-
istrator, it is the policy of Con, that programs funded under this
title shall continue to recsive gi.;xscial assistance providing that the
yearly evaluation of such programs is satisfactory.

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

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

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

conditions as the Administrator may determine. .

é (e) Except as provided in the second sentence of section 222(c),
nancial assistance extended under the provisions of this title shall be

100 per centum of the approved costs of any program or activity.] 1

(£) In the case of & grant under this part to an Indian tribe or
other aboriginal group, if the Administrator determines that the tribe
or group does not have sufficient funds available to meet the local share
of the cost of any program or project to be funded under the grant,
the Administrator may increase the Federal share of the cost thereof
to the extent he deems necessary. Where 8 State does not have an
adequate forum to enforce grant provisions imposing any liability on
Indian tribes, the Administrator 1s authorized to waive State liability
and may pursue such legal remedies a5 are necessary.

(g) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of information
available to him during any fiscal year, that a portion of the funds
granted to an applicant under this part for that fiscal year will not be
required by the applicant or will become available by virtue of the
application of the provisions of section 509 of the Omnibus Crime

ontro] and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, that portion shall
be a\;ailable for reallocation under section 224 of this title. (42 U.S.C.
5038 ‘

CONFIDENTIALITY OF PROGRAM RECORDS

Sec. 229. Except as authorized by law, program records containing
the identity of individual juveniles gathered for purposes pursuant to
this title may not be disclosed except with the consent of the service
recipient or legally authorized representative, or &s may be necessary
to perform the functions required by this title. Under no circumstances
may project reports or findings available for public dissemination
contain the actual names of individual service recipients. (42 U.S.C.
5639)

Parr C—NaTtroxar INSTITUTE POR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DreLinguencY PrEVENTION

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

(b) The Nationul Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention shall be under the supervision and direction of the #sso-
#iate Administrator. and shall be headed by a2 Deputy Associate
Administrator of the Office appointed under section 201 (1).

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

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

T Bection 228(e) of the Act. as added by vection 4{g)(8)(A) of the Juvenile Justice
Amendments of 1877 (Public Law 95-115; 91 Stat. 1056) takee effect October 1, 3578,
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also be the purpose of the Institute to provide training for representa-
tives of Federal, State, and local law enforcement officers, teachers,
and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers, juvenile
judges and judicial personnel, probation personnel, correctional per-
sonnel and other persons, including lay personnel, including persons
associated with law-related education programs, youth workers, and
representatives of private youth agencies and organizations, connected
with the treatment and control of juvenilc offenders.

(e) In addition to the other powers, express and implied, the Insti-
{ute may— .

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

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

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

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

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

(6) assist, through training, the advisory groups established
pursuant to section 223(a)(3) or comparable public or private
citizen groups in nonparticipating States in the accomplishment
of their objectives consistent with this Agt.

(f) Any Federal agency which receives a request from the Institute
under subsection (e) (1) may cooperate with the Institute and shall,
to the maximum extent practicable, consult with and furnish infor-
mation and advice to the Institute. (42 U.S.C.5651)

INFORMATION FUNCTION

Sze. 242, The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to—

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

(2) serve as a clearinghouse and information center for the
preparation, publication, and dissemination of all information
regarding juvenile delinquency, including State and local juvenile
defmquency prevention and treatment programs and plans, avail-
ability of resources, training and educational programs, statistics,
and other pertinent data and information. (42 U.S.C. 565%)
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RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION, AND EVALUATION FUNCTIONS

Sec. 248. The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to—

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

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

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

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

(5) prepare, in cooperation with educational institutions, Fed-
eral, State, and Jocal agencies, and appropriate individuals and
private agencies, such studies as it considers to be necessary with
respect to the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquenecy
and related matters, including recommendations designed to pro-
mote effective prevention and treatment. such as assessments re-
garding the role of family violence, sexual abuse or exploitation
and media violence in delinquency, the improper handling of
youth placed in jne State by another State, the possible ameliorat-
ing roles of recreation and the arts, and the extent to which youth
in the juvenile system are treated differently on the basis of sex and
the ramifications of such practices;

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

(7) disseminate pertinent data and studies {including a periodic
journal) to individuals, agencies, and organizations concerned
with the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. (42
U.S.0, 565.)

TRAINING FUNCTIONS

Sec. 244, The National Institute fovr Juvenile Justice apd Delin-
quency Prevention is authorized to—

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

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

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

1 Sa In original. Apparently should read “'sections 248, 249, and 250%.
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tion in the latest proven-effective methods of prevention, control,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency for correctional and law
enforcement personnel, teachers and other educational personnel,
juvenils welfare workers, juvenile judges and judicial personnel,
probation officers, and other persons (including lsy personnel,
including persons associated with law-relsted education programs,
youth workers, and representatives of private youth agencies and
organizations) connected with the prevention and treatment of
juvenile delinquency ; and

(4) develop technical training teams to aid in the development
of trai.nin%jpmgmms in the States and to assist State and local
agencies which work directly with juveniles and juvenile offenders.
(42 U.8.C. 6654)

INSBTITUTE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Sec. 245. The Advisory Committee shall advise, consult with, and
make recoinmendations to the Associate Administrator concerning the
overall policy snd operations of the Institute. (42 US.C. 6655)

ANNUAL REPORT

Sec. 246. The Deputy Asscciate Administrator for the National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall
develop annually and submit to the Associate Administrator after the
first year the legislation is enacted, prior to September 30, & report on
research, demonstration, training, and evaluation programs funded
under this title, inclnding a review of the results of such programs, an
assessment of the application of such results to existing and to new
juvenile delinquency programs, and detailed recommendations for fu-
ture research, demonstration, training, and evaluation programs. The
Associate Administrator shall include a summary of these results and
recommendations in his re%ort to the President and Congress required
by section 204 (b) (5). (42 U.8.C. 5656)

DEVELOPMENT OF SBTANDARDS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

Skc. 247. (a) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delin-
g}xency Prevention, under the supervision of the Advisory Committee,

all 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 shall 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, including but not limited to ad-
ministrative and legislative action, required to facilitate the adop-
tion of these standards throughout the United States; and

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

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

32-505 0 - 78 - 3



28

tion as the Committee deems necessary to carry out its functions under
this section. _ _

(d) Following the submission of its report under subsection (b)
the Advisory Committee shall direct its efforts toward refinement of
the recommended standards and may assist State and local povern-
ments and private agencies and organizations in the adoption of ap-

ropriate standards at State and local ievels. The National Institute
or Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is authorized to de-
velop and support model State legislation consistent with the man-
dates of this Act and the standards developed by Advisory Committce.

(42 U.S.C. 6657) _.
ESTABLISHMENT OF TRAINING PROGRAM

Skc. 248. (a) The Associate Administrator shall establish within
the Institute a training program designed to train enrollees with re-
spect to methods and techniques for the prevention and treatment of
juvenile delinquency. In carrying out this program the Associate
Administrator is authorized to make use of available State and local
gervices, equipment, I'E)ers:,onne,l, facilities, and the like.

(b) Enrollees in the training program established under this section
shall be drgwn from correctional and law enforcement personnel,
teachers and other educational personnel, juvenile welfare workers,
juvenile judges and judicial personnel, Jarobation officers, and other

rsons (including lay personnel, including persons associated with

aw-related education programs, youth workers, and representatives
of private youth agencies and organizations) connected with the pre-
vention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. (42 U.8.C. 5659)

CURRICULUM FOR TRAINING PROGRAM
Sgc. 249. The Associate Administrator shall design and supervise &

curriculum for the traininié)rogram established by section 248 which
shall utilize an interdisciplinary approach with respect to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency, the treatment of juvenile delinquents,
and the diversion of youths from the juvenile justice system. Such
curricilum shall be appropriste to the needs of the enrollees of the

training program. (42 U.8.C. 5660)

ENROLL];D’-:NT FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

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

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

. (¢) While studying at the Institute and while travaling in connec-
tion with his study (inclu authorized field trips), each person
enrolled in the Institute shall be allowed travel expenses and a per
diem allowance in the same manner as prescribed for persons employed
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intermittently in the Government service under section 5703(b) of
title 5, United States Code. (4£ U.8.C. 6661)

Pirt D-—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 261. (&) 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, 1878, $175,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1979, and $200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980.
Funds appropriated for any fiscal year may remain available for obli-
gation unti] expended.

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261(a)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the
Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, each fiscal year, at least 19.153
percent of the total appropriations for the Administration, for juve-
nile delinquency programs. (42 U.8.C. 5671)

APPLICABILITY OF OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 262. The administrative provisions of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, designated as sections
501, 504, 507, 509, 510, 511, 516, 518(c), 521, and 524 (a) and (c) of
such Act, are incorporated herein as administrative provisions appli-
cable to this Act. (42 U.8.C. 6672)

EFFECTIVE CLAUSE

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

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

(c) Except as otherwise provided by the Juvenile Justice Amend-
ments of 1977, the amendments made by the Juvenile Justice Amend-
ments of 1977 shall take effect on October 1, 1977. (4£ U.S.C. 6601

note)
TITLE III—RUNAWAY YOUTH

BEHORT TITLE

Sec. 801. This title may be cited as the *Runaway Youth Act”
(42 U.B.C. 5701 nwte)
' FINDINGS

Sec. 802.' The Congress hereby finds that—

(1) the number of yuveniles who leave and remain away from
home without parentai permission has increased to alarming pro-
portions, creating a substantial law enforcement problem for the
communities inundated, and significantly endangering the young
people who are without resources and live on the street ;
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(2) the exact nature of the problem i sot mell defined because
netional statistics on the size and profile of the runaway youth
population are not tabulated; ) .

(38) many such young geogle, because of their ege and situa-
tion, are urgently in need of temporary shelter and connseling
services;

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

(5) in view of the interstate nature of the problem, it ic the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Grovernment to develop accurate re-
porting of the problens nationally and to develop an efiective
systent of temporary care outside the law enforcement structure.
(42 U.8.C. 5701)

RULES

Sxc. 303, The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (herein-
after referred to as the “Secretary”) may prescribe such rules as he
considers nucessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
title. (42 U.8.C. 5702) :

Part A—GraxnTs PROGRAM

PURPOSES OF GBANT PROGRAR

Sec. 311. The Secretary is authorized to make grants and to pro-
vide technical assistance and short-term training to States, localities
and nonprofit private agencies and coordinated networks of such agen-
cies in accordance with the provisions of this part. Grants under this
part shall be made for the purpose of developing local facilities to deal

rimarily with the immediate needs of runaway youth or otherwise

omeless vouth in a manner which is outside the law enforcement strne-
ture and juvenile justice system. The size of such grant shall be deter-
mined by the number of such youth in the community and the exsisting
availability of services. Among applicants priority shall be given to
private organizations or institutions which have had past experience
m dealing with such youth. (42 U.8.C. 6711)

ELIGIBILITY

Skc. 312. (2) To be eligible for assistance under this part, an appli-
cant shall propose to establish, strengthen, or fund an existing or pro-
posed runaway house, a Jocally controlled facility providing temporary
shelter, and counseling services to juveniles who have left home with-
out permission of their parents or guardians.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ing the statistical summaries required by paragraph (6);

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

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

(10) shall supply such other information as the Secretary
reasonably deems necessary. (42 U.S.C. 5712)

APPROVAL BY BSECRETARY

Sec. 313. An application by a State, locality, or nonprofit private
agency for a grant under this part may be approved by the Secre-
tary only if it is consistent with the applicable provisions of this
g:rt and meets the requirements set forth in section 312. Priority shall

given to grants smaller than $100,000. In considering grant applica-
tions under this part, priority shall be given to any applicant whose
program budget is smaller than $150,000. {42 U.S.C. 6713)

GRANTS TO PRIVATE AGENCIES, STAFFING

Skc. 314. Nothing in this part shall be construed to deny grants to
nonprofit private agencies which are fully controlled by private boards
or persons but which in other respects meet the requirements of this
part and agres to be legally responsible for the operation of the
runawey house. Nothing in this part shall give the Federal Govern-
ment control over the staffing and personnel decisions of facilities
receiving Federal funds. (42 U.8.C. §714)
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HEPORTS

Skc. 815. The Secretary shall annually report to the Gongress on the
status and accomplishments of the runaway houses which are funded
tnder this part, with particular attention to—

(1) their effectiveness in alleviating the problems of runaway

outh;

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

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

(4) their effectiveness in helping youth decide upon a future
course of action. (42 U.8.G. §715)

FEDERAL SHARE

Skc. 816, (a) The Federal share for the acquisition and renovation
of existing structures, the provision of counseling services, staff train-
ing, and the general costs of operations of such facility’s budget for
any fiscal year shall be 90 per centum. The non-Federal share may be
in cash or in kind, fairly evaluated by the Secretary, including plant,
equipment, or services.

(b) Payments under this section may be made in installments, in
advance, or by way of reimbursement, with necessary adjustments on
account of overpayments or underpayments. ({2 U.S8.C. 6716)

Pairr B—RECORDS

RECORDS

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

. 8731)
Parr C—REORGANIZATION

REORGANIZATION PLAN

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

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

(1) for the establishment of an Office of Youth Assistance
which shall be the principal agency for purposes of carrying out
this title and which shall be established—
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(A) within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention in the Department of Justice; or
(B) within the ACTION Agency;

(2) that the transfer authorized by paragraph (1) shall be
effective 30 days after the last date on which such transfer could
be disapproved under chapfer 9 of title 5, United States Code:

(3) that property. vecords, and unexpended balances of appro-
priations, allocations, and other funds emploved. used. held,
available. or to be made available in eonnection with the functions
of the Office of Youth Development within the Deparvtment of
Health, Education. and Welfare in the operation of functions
pursuant to this title. shall be transferred to the Office of Youth
Assistance within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention or within the ACTTION Agency. as the case may be,
and that all grants. applications for grants. contvacts. and other
agreements awarded or entered into by the Office of Youth Devel-
opment shall continue in effect until modified. superseded. or
revoked ;

(4) that all official actions taken by the Seerctary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, his designee, or any other person under
the anthority of this title which are in foree on the rffective date
of such plan, and for which there is continuing authority under
the provisions of this title, shall continue in full ferce and effect
until modified. snperseded, or revoked by the Associate Adminis-
trator for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion or by the Director of the ACTION Ageney. as the case may
be. as appropriate ; and

(5) that references to the Office of Youth Development within
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in any statute,
reorganization plan, Executive order, regulation, or other official
document or proceeding, shall, on and after such date, be deemed
to refer to the Office of Youth Assistance within the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention or within the
ACTION Ageney. as the ease may be. as.appropriate. (42 77.8.0.
aTil) :

Parr D—\UTHORIZATION OF .\PPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 341, (a) To carry out the purposes of part A of this title there
is authorized to be appropriated for each of the fiscal years ending
June 30,1973, and 1976, and September 80, 1977, the sum of $10,000,000,
and for each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 1978, 1979, and
1980, the sum of $25,000.000,

(b) The Secretary (through the Office of Youth Development
which shall administer this title) shall consult with the Attorney Gen-
eral (through the Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquenecy Prevention) for the purpose of coordinating
the development and implementation of programs and activities
funded under this title with those related programs and activities
funded under title IT of this Act and under the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Aet of 1968, as amended. (42 U.8.0. 5751)*

* Nore.—Title TV of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Freventlon Act of 1974 was
repenled by section 10 of the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977 (Public Law 95-118
M1 Star, 1061), Title V_of such Act. which made various amendments to title 18, United
States Code, is not included in this Compilation.
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* k%
Conforming Provisions of Title I of
THE OMNIBUS CRIME CONTROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT OF 1968
As Amended
[With Emphasis Added]

DECLARATIONS AND PURTOSE

Congress finds that the high incidence of crime in the United
States threatens the peace, security, and general welfare of the
Nation and its citizens. To_reduce and prevent crime and juvenile
delinqueney, and to insure the greater safety of the people, law
enforcement and criminal justice efforts must be hetter coordinated,
intensified, and made more effective at all levels of government.

Congress finds further that erime is essentially a local problem
that must be dealt with by State and local governments if it is to be
controlled effectively.

Congress finds further that the financial and teehnieal resources of
the Federal Government should be used to provide constructive aid
and assistance to State and local governments in combating the serious
problem of erime and that the Federal Government should assist State
and local governments in evaluating the impact and value of programs
developed and adopted pursuant to this title.

Congress finds further that the high iucidence of delinguency in
the United States today results m enormous annual cost_aud 1ni-
measurable loss in human Tife, personal security, and wasted Tnunan
resources, and that juvenle delinquency constitutes a growing threat
to the national welfare requiring inmediate acd comprehensive aetion
by the Jfederal Government to reduce and prevent delinquency.

It is therefore the declared policy of the Congress to assist State
and local governments in strengthening and improving law enforce-
ment and criminal justice at every level by Federal assistance. It is
the purpose of this title to (1) encourage, through the provision of
Federal technical and finuncial aid and assistance, States and units
of general local government to develop and adopt comprehensive plans
based upon theiv evaluation of and designed to deal with their par-
ticular problems of law enforeement and criminal justice; (2) author-
ize, following evaluation and approval of comprehensive plans, grants
to States and units of local government in order to improve and
strengthen law enforcentent and eriminal justice; and (3) encourage,
through the provision of Federal technical and financial aid and assist-
ance, research and development directed toward the improvement of
law enforcement and criminal justice and the development of new
methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and the detection,
apprehension, and rehabilitation of eriminals,

It is therefore the further declared poliey of Congress to provide
the necegsary resources, leadership, and coordination to (1) develop
and implement effective methods of preventing and reducing juvenile
delinquencv; (2) to develop and conduct eifective pragiams to prevent
delingueney. to divert juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice
system and to provide critieally needed alternatives to institutionali-
sution: (3) to improve the quality of juvenile justice in the Pnited
States: and () to inerease the capacity of State and local govern-
ments and public and privade agencies (o _conduet_effective juvemie
Justice_and delingueney prevention aiud yehabilitation programs and
to_provide research, evaluation. and fraiming sercices in the feld of
jugenile justice and delinqueney preventiar,
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*

Parr B—PrLannine GranTts
*

See 2080, (a) (1) .\ grant made under this purt to a State shall be
utilized by the State to establish and maintain a State planning agencey.
Such ageney shatl Le ereated or designated by the chief executive of
the State or by State Inw and shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the
chief executive, Where such ageney is not created or designated by
State Taw, it shall be so created or designated by no luter than Decem-
her 31, 1978, The State planning agencey and anv regional planning
units within the Sfate shall, within their respective jurisdictions, he
representative of the law enforecement and eriminal justice avencies,
including ageneles direetly related to the prevention and control of
juvenile delinquencey, units of oeneral local government. and publie
aencles maintaining prosrams to reduce and control erime, and shall
welude representatives of citizens. professional, and community orea-
nizations. inelnding ovgamizations direetly _related to_delinguency
prevention. The Chairman and at_least two additional

itizen members of any advisory group established pursuant to section

1974 shall be appointed to the State planning agency as members
thereof. These individuals may be cons&lered in_meeting the general
representation requirements of this section. An cuti ittee
of a State planning agency shall include in its membership the same
proportion of advisory group members as the total number of such

members bears to the total membership of the State planning agency.

*

Parr C—GranTs For LAw ENFORCEMENT PURPOSES
*

Skc. 803. (a) The Administration shull make grants under this title
to a State planring agency if such agency has on file with the Admin-
istration an approved comprehensive State plan (not more than one.
year in age) which conforms with the purposes and requirements of
this title. In_order to receive formula_grants undey the
Juvenile Justice and Delingquency Prevention Act of 1974 a State shall
submit a plan for carrving out the purposes of that Act In necordance
with this section and section 293 of that Acts,

.. Nostate plan shall be approved as comprehensive unless the
Administration finds that the plan provides for the allocation of ade-
quate assistance to deal with law enforcement and criminal justice

roblems in areas characterized by both high crime incidence and high

aw enforcement and criminal justice activity, No State plan shall Iiw
approved as comprehensive, unless it includes & vomprehonsive hro-
gram, whether or not funded under this title, for the improvement of
juventle justice. )

*
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*
Part F—ApMINISTRATIVE Provisioxs

*

Skc. 519. On or before December 31 of each year the Admimstration
shall report to the President and to the Comimittees on the Judiciary
of the Senate and Iouse of Representatives, and to the Committee
on Education and Labor of the House of Representatives, on
:activities pursuant'to the provisions of this title during the
precedl]](r fiscal year. Such report shall melude—

(12)._a summary of State compliance with_sections 223(a)

(12)=(14) _of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended, the mamtenance of effort requirement
under section 261(b) of such Act and section 520
State planning agency and regional planning unit representa-
tion requirements as sct forth +n section 203 of this Act, and other
ATeRR O STate ACTIvily TH CATTyp Out Juvenile Jastice and delin-

quency prevention programs under the comprehensive btate
plan. *

Sec. 520(a). There are authorized to

be appropriated for the purposes of carrving out this title not to
exreed $220,000,000 for the period bommunv on July 1, 1976, and
ending on September 30, 1976, not to exceed ‘*be 000,000 for the Hiscal
year endmrr september 30, 1977 : $800,000,000 for the ﬁscal vear ending
September 30, 1978 and $800,000 000 for the fiscal year ending \ep-
tember 30, 1979, In addmon to any other sums available for the pur-
poses of grants under part C of this title, there is authorized to be
dpplopuuted not to exceed %13,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 19771 and not to e\iceed 13,000,000 for cach of the two
succeeding fiseal years: for the purposes of grants to be administered
by the Office of Community Anti-Crime Ploo'mms for community
putlo] activities and the encoumfrmnent of nel«rhborhood participation
in crime prevention and publie safet\ efforts under section 301(b) (8)
of this title,
Funds ar nriated for any fiscal year may remain available for
obligatio. il expended. Beginning in the fiscal year ending June 30.
1972, and in each fiscal year thereafter there shall be allocated for the
purposes of part E an amount equal to not less than 20 per centum of
the amount allocated for the purposes of part C.

(b) _In addition to the funds appropriated under section 261(a)
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974, the
Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, each fiscal vear, at least 19.15
nercent of the total appropriations Tor the Admimistration, for juveniie
dehinquency programs.

*

. Sgg, 527, All prog‘ ams concerned with juv gmig‘ (jehgqugm ¥ p‘nd
administered by the Administration shall be admi

the policy direction of the office established by sechon 201(3 ) of t-hg

Juvenile Justice and Delinquercy” Prevention Act of 1974.
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Mr. ANprews, 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. Recror. I would prefer to do the latter.

Mr. AnpreEws. 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. Recror. 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 implementaticn 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 1t does not protect communities from juvenile crime.

As the Committee knowé 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,.¢he Act was dzsigned to help states,
Tocalities and public and private agencies to develop and conduct
effective delinguency 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 facilitles, 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 schoels, which are often nothing more than wretched academies

of crime.
The aim is to minimize the harm sometime caused by State intervention.

The aim 15 to help secure basic human rights for children and their

families.

The traditional "solution" for juvenile crime has been to upgrade
personnal, improve services or refurbish facilities. The Act tells
us that this is not adequate. What is needed is an uncompromising
departure from the current practice of institutionalized overkill
which undermines primary influerice agents -- family, church,
school and community. We must support policies and practices which

protect our communities while also assuring justice for youth. -

The current overreach of the child welfare juvenile justice industry
in 1ts reliance on detention and incarceration is particularly shocking

as it affects non-criminal Yyoung peopls. These youths are actually more 1ikely
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to be detained, more 1ikely to be institutionalized, and once incar-
cerated, more Tikely 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 1s 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 ovér1oaded Juvenile justice system 1s 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 juvenijes andVWe lose sight of the fact that the
net of the juvenile system is very wide; that many noncriminal acts
and minor delinquencies subject youth to unwarranted and unjust de-
tention and incarceration, grossly disproportionate to the harm, if
any, done by the behavior involved. The collective errors in this
regard are compounded by the fact that these indiscriminate jncarcera-
tion policies which overload the juvenile correctional system permit

the punishment of ever fewer serious violent youthful offenders.

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

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

serious offenders are treated harshly.

Sentencing is an area of special concern.' Sentences based

solely on the juvenile's needs and background, in 1ieu of consideration
of the crime, lend to disparity. Even when youths are convicted of

the same crime and have simitar criminal records, the current system
imposes vastly different sentences. While some discretion is essential,
sentencing guidelines would be more consistent with justice and community
protection. Otherwise we will be unjustly punishing youth on the basis
of family background, race, color, creed, wealth and status rather than
for their crimes. The development of model standards by the Office
through our Institute will assist the States in their struggle to

deliver justice to all citizens.

When we discuss juvenile crime we should address the policies of a
State and its respective communities,rather than focusing solely on
the individual juveniles. A case-by-case emphasis on the needs

of individuals often pérmits those intimately invalved with the
implementation of policy to overlook the cumulative impact of their

practices.
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The 1974 Act reflected the consensus of most professionals in the juve-
nile delinquency field, as well as other concerned citizens, that far
too many.juveniles are locked up. Many of the youths detained and
incarcerated - particu]ariy those whose conduct would not be 11legal

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 11ves 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 juveniie and adult offenders, and development of an
adequate system for monitoring jails, detention facilities, and correc-
tional facilities. Taken together, i1t was hoped that these requirements
would stimulate the development of appropriate alternatives inciuding
non-intervention to ¥4171 the void detween essentially ignoring unlawful

behavior and continuing wholesale detention and incarceration.

Development of alternatives to detention and incarceration also make

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

Detention and Correctional Facility Census of 1974, indicates that the cost
per child of institutionalization in a public juvenile detention or correc-
tional facility exceeds $10,000 per year. This accounts for operating
expenses only, not capital costs. The average cost for private facilities

exceeds $8,000 per child annually.

32-505 0 -78-4
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The Juvenile Justice Act has been a catalyst for a long overdue and
healthy assessment of our current policy and practices. Additionally,
it has stimulated the development of criteria for imposing incarceration
while stressing certainty of punishment for serious offenders. The
General Accounting Office has characterized it as the most promising

and cost-effactive Federal crime prevention program. I would, however,
be grossly misleading the Subcommitiee if I were to represent that all
‘15 well with the program or that 1t is operating totally consistently

with Congressional expectations.

When I had been Administrator of the Office for three months, I dis-
cussed this matter with the Senate Judiclary Committee in part as
follows: "While there have been some accomplishments under the former
Administration, there have been notable shortcomings in impiementation.
Despite strong bipartisan support for the program, there has beer
opposition to funding and implementation, as well as administrative
sabotage at the highest levels. These facts have been wall documented
by the Subcommittee. Given the lack of commitment to the Act, it is

surprising that any of its objectives were achieved."

"The Tack of such essentia) support, together with the difficult, but
predictable, problems inherent in achieving compliance, work to nullify
the Congressional mandate. . . . In view of thidssorry chronology, I

am cautiousiy optimistic that the fléxibiiity of the Juvenile Justice

Amendments of 1977 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 Jimmy Carter signed the Juvenile Justice Amendments
of 1977. The Bresident in stressing 1ts 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 a1l 1f they were adults. . . . This Act very
wisely draws a sharp distinction between these
two kinds of crimes.

Our support s clearly evidenced by the foliowing sketch of requests
and actual appropriations for the Office:

Fiscal Year (Admin.) Pres. Request Appropriation

FY-75 ~ (Ford/Nixon) 0 425

P76 - (Ford) 0 $40M

FY-77 . Ford) 10 $754

FY-78 Carter) 754 $100M |

FY-79 -+ (Carter ) T00M ?

To fully understand the current situation in 0JJDP, 1t is vitally important,
in my view, to review several key pre-1977 policy decisions and related

practices which 1inger or even haunt us today.
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As you know, an 1ntegral aspect of the compromise on the 1974 Act was

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

50 percent of all appropriations. Thus, those interésted in

the new prevention and change oriented apprdach inherent in the Act

but concerned about the possible inhibiting Impact of the traditional LEAA
delivery system, through State PTanning Agéncies (SPAs), were assure of

assistance.

As a matter of fact, however, with few exceptions, these discretionary
funds, to the extent they have been obligated, were channelled through
the SPAs.

A second majoﬁ‘po]icy concern relates to the use of Crime Control Act (CCA)
funds by 03JDP, 1n particutar LEAA Part C {(Grants for Law Enforcement
Purposes) and Part E (Grants for Correctional:Programs) discretionary
funds. Such monfes were commingled with JJDP funds with the result that
CCA policies, not JUODP Act policies, prevailed. For example, because

of such commingling cash rather than in-kind match was reguired of all
grantees. Additionally, projects and programs funded by the Office
reflected a decided preference for use of CCA funds, rather than JJDP
funds.
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The third major policy concern relates to 0JJDP's nearly exclusive
lre11ance on national initiatives as a funding vehicle. As a matter
of policy, individually submitted project and program applications, whether

local, State, or regional, were dvertly 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

earlidr policy decisions.

0JJDP was 1in 1ts final quarter with a Fiscal Year 1977 discretionary
appropriation of $18,875,000, but with an astounding $43,760,000 in discretionary

funds avatiavle, 'The Uffice had et to complete a single 1977 initiative.

1 was struck by the seeming optimism that prevailed as I solicited
views regarding Office policy, operation, and direction. The grim

reality of he 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 faiiing program--suffering from

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

Administration's budget request for Fiscal Vear 19797
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The fact 1s that our Office started FY 1978 (October 1, 1977) with

in excess of $150 million available.

If we succeed in allocating these dollars in a timely and thoughtful
fashion, 1t will be a first for the program.

We have made a good stmet towards remedying many of the problems that
had crippled the Office. Yet 1t sesms l1ike melting lead over very low
heat.

Rather than adopting an unrealistic, unachievable agenda of programs that
includes a Tittfe of something for everyone, we have tarqeted our activities.
Congressional guidance has helped to facilitate this more naticnal

approach. Among this guidance {s that found at page 44 of the Senate
Report, No. 95-165 entitled "The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977":

The Office has also announced a program to prevent
delinquency through strengthening the capacity of
private nonprofit agencies serving youth. It is
expected that 14 to 18 grants totaling $7.5 million
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 Timited re-
sources to support those related to the primary focuses
of the 1974 Act, namely, alternatiwes to incarcevation,
youth advecacy, and restitution. Once the priority
mandates have been fulfilled, then the Office should
certainly explore the possibitity of initiatives in
other areas. Care must be taken, however, that the
available resources not be diluted through programs in
tangential areas at this early period of the Act's
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implementation. A targeted focus relative to the Act's
primary thrust with fewer initiatives each year would
serve to clearly state the priorities of the Office.
The implementation of standards would, of course, be
one vehicle to achieve these goals.

We have established sorely needed elementary control and monitoring

mechanisms {ncluding 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 1ike, 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!

SPAs are no Tonger the vehicle for allocation of
discretionary funds. Not only will a significant amount

of our monies be awarded directly to grantees, but a factor
“eontributing to §tqrt~up»dr fund flow problems wilT be

“ElTminated.
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Unsolicited program applications are being received
and considered. This more easy access to the Office

will match applicants' needs with 0JJDP dollars.

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.

The Restitution Program, which was originally designed
for funding with Parts C and E and JJDP monies, was
redrafted for funding exclusively with JJDP money.
Additionally, the Program plan has been revised to
encourage, through the use of incentives, community
group participation and more selective evaluation. ‘
Incidentally, 117 applications have been received.

It is project that we will obligate $24 millien for

the Program by September.

Last August we decided to allocate a signficant portion of
the discretionary carryover, $30 million, to a children

in custedy 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 1imited the practice of extending a grant beyond
the originally-funded period. So-~called "no cost extensions"

have contributed to fund flow problems,

Again, as peculiar as it seems to some, before last summer the formula
program, the backbone of the Act, was not managed by!the Office. We are now
responsible for its direction and management. We have made significant

progress with the formula grant program.

The Office is working to help provide adequate, humane, cost-effective
assistance to our Congressionally targeted consumers. We are refocusing
to respond to the important definitional changes impacting the scope of
our funding which was, as you know, expanded to include all youth who
would benefit from delinquency prevention services. This precludes

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

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

We are aiming to avoid the sagative labels and stigmas inherent in so-
called "deficit" programming such as on sexual exploitation or child

abuse and neglect.
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We are, however, not solely a service program exclusively interested
in the development of a service package. We have a statutory mandate
to curb the inappropriate placement of non-offenders and offenders.
Thus, through all of our Office activities we are attempting to dis-
courage the inappropriate intervention into the Tives of youth,

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

.alternatives when necessary.

By coupling this approach with a broad range of community-based social
and human services we hope to help provide "justice" for youth. Similarly,
we will be helping to protect citizens from the vicious cycle of abuse

inherent in present child welfare Juvenile justice systems and its burden-

«

some tax levies.

I have tried to provide a realistic picture but I am cautiously optimistic
that we can meet the high expectations of the Administration and the
authors of the Act.

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

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

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

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

“The lack of such essential support, together with the difficult,
but predictable, problems inherent in achieving compliance, work to
nullify the Congressional mandate.”
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I said then, and I would say again: “In wiew 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 wili 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-
pori. The morale is very low. I wanted to be able to say that for the
record because it is like being in an institution. All studies that are
done about persons who are institutionalized indicate that after a
while, these persons begin to adapt and change their lifestyles. They
don't fight like they might have in the first instance. They don’t
raise questions that would be logical, after they have raised them
several times and been shot down.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Early last year, President Carter had the opportunity to react to
the Ford budget request for fiscal 1978. In the neighborhood of $35
million was initially recommended for the Juvenile Justice Office.
In a matter of three weeks that he had to survey that Ford budget,
he increased the request for appropriation to $75 million. The
Congress, with very little opposition from the administration, pro-
vided $100 million for fiscal year 1878. For fiscal year 1979, the
Carter administration has asked for $100 million.

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

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

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

Thus, those interested in the new prevention and change oriented
approach inherent in the Act but concerned about the possible
inhibiting impact of the traditional LEAA delivery system, through
State Planning Agencies (SPAs), were assured of assistance. As we
all know, the House had passed an HEW focused bill, while the
Senate had approved an LEAA focused bill. There were substantial
differences in 1974 in the two bills. The compromise that was made
allowed as a setaside a substantial slice of the appropriation to
assure those who were concerned, and, in fact, argued that the SPA
systemn 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 Congress directed be
avoided in 1974. In a major way, the compromise of 1974 was
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undermined by the administrative decision at LEAA to funnel the
discretionary moneys back through the State Planning Agencies
instead of in a direct relationship to the deserving grantees.

There has been a substantial discussion about this matter. In
section 224 of the 1974 Act, I think the intent is very clear. I am
sure the SPA Conference will argue with that intent, but my
recollection is what the language of the Act says with regard to
special emphasis monies is that the State Planning Agencies shall
be informed when appropriate. It contemplates that they shall be
informed, but it also contemplates circumstances where it would be
appropriate riot even to inform the State Planning Agencies. That is
the language of the statute.

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

A second major policy concern relates to the use of Crime Control
Act funds by the Office of Juvenile Justice. In particular, I am
referring to LEAA Part C monies, grants for law enforcement
purposes, and Part E funds, which are grants for correctional
programs. Both Part E and Part C are LEAA-appropriated discre-
tinnary 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 1 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 werse used either in exclusive fashion or used in a
commingled fashion with Juvenile Justice funds. It is significant to
look at for a second the commingling.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. AnNDrEWS. 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 sat aside in 1974 that at least 20 percent of the discretionary
money be set aside for private nonprofits. That was not the case
under the Crime Control Act. The policy under the Crime Control
Act was to deal more exclusively with the public agencies to the
detriment of the private nonprofit agencies and to the detriment of
collaborative efforts. If you don’t have that effort in a coinmunity, 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 tc
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. ANprREwS. John, you wouldn’t have discretion if you man-
dated that the Administrator of LEAA allow the in-kind. Isn’t that
taking away discretion on the other side of the coin?

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

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

They turned around and allocated $8.4 to the diversion program
with $4.9 million of that Part E, $3.4 million Part C, and $100,000
JJ. So they diminished their available Juvenile Justice money by .3
percent, their available Part C by 60 percent and available Part E
by 87 percent. That is an example of the kind of process that
continued and yielded the results we have when we see the Juvenile
Justice dollars stacking up year after year after year,

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

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

All optimism and good intentions put aside, the track record is
such that one a year was completed—one a year. That is the track
record. One footnote to that would be that there was mioney
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 asg a fund-
ing vehicle. As a matter of policy, individually submitted projects
and program applications, whether local, State or regional, were
overtly discouraged.

Reasonable people, of course, could differ, as they obviously do,
about whether this mode of going exclusively with national initia-
tives is a sensible way. I could see where there would be good
arguments on both sides of that. But when the Office was only doing
about one initiative a year, and when they were allocating the
limited amounts of funds to it they were, I don't 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 that would
make sense. But they were doing only one a year, and, in fact,
obligated more Crime Control Act money than Juvenile Justice
money. The dollars were stacking up.

I saw some testimony that was presented tc you last April when
you had your oversight hearings on the Act. My recollection is ths-
a representation was made that some $200 million-—perhaps it was
in the Senate, but one hearing last spring—$200 million of applica-
tions were received under one of the initiatives. The representation
was also made that $50 million worth of those applications were in
the so-called “fundable” category. 1 other words, there were mevi-
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. ANnprEws. What is another?

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

That has been the pace. As I looked at the Office last summer,
people were optimistic, on the one hand, and there was a rather
substantial shortfall, on the other hand, in that they were able to
get one off the ground each year. That is why I wanted to be a little
more optimistic. We thought perhaps we could fund two initiatives,
but certainly we are going to do one, but we are going to put more
money into it. So we coupled their track record of one a year with
the obvious need to do something about the fund flow, 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 millior in fundable
applications. It was also represented to the Congress that there
wasn’t money available to fund those applications. Yet, the figures
at the time that representation was being made would have shown
there was some $45 million to $55 million on hand that wasn’t being
spent.

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

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

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

There is something called an ‘“‘unsolicited proposal”. That is a
misnomer. What it means in the context of the Juvenile Justice

324505 0 - 78 -5
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Office is that it i» a proposal submitted to the Office that is not
pursuant to the issuance of one of these major guidelines. It doesn’t
necessarily mean that it was solicited or not solicited, but in the
jargon of the agency such proposals are called unsolicited.

If we received from a community, an application to do a juvenile
delinquency crime prevention project that had the mayor, city
council, and private nonprofit organizations involved, and that
application before this year was submitted to our office, there was a
very real likelihood, almost an assured likelihood before this yezar,
that the application would be rejected because it was a so-called
unsolicited preject, 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,

QOur 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. I think there are some hard-working
people, and they are in an environment that had been hostile
relative to implementing the Juvenile Justice Act. They were al-
ways in a transition period. I think there are bonafide explanations
for some of the problems, but no way does that explain the rest of
it.

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

In spite of all of this, it was not a topic that was widely discussed.
It was not something people expressed concern about. 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 that was stacking up and
how that looked juxtaposed to the program track record. I can’t
imagine that they would have been aware, because if they had, they
would have been ringing the bell about it when I arrived last
Summer,

Mr. ANDREWS. John, may I interrupt again? It seems that when
moneys are appropriated for an agency or department, under cir-
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cumstances whereby the use of an amount of money is left to the
discretion of someone, the restrictions or mandates as to the use of
that money ave 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 discretionargf is fergotten. 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 nondiscretionary
portion or the 20 percent discretionary portion., That seems to be
forgotten. Hence, the carryover sum which builds up relative to the
original 20 percent, becomes rather substantial, if not in some
instances enormous,

Do you see that happening or evidence of that happening?

Mr. Recror. 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. ANprEws. Was it discretionary all the while?

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

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

I think the agency handled it wrong in the past. They should have
let it all go out in formula grants to the States—let it run its due
course. If it is reverted money, we have to follow the statute rather
than taking it off the top and adding to the carryover. If you take $4
million out of $63.3 million and set it aside and see what happens,
that is $4 million the participating States won't have. That 1s $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. ANDrREwWS. Let me interrupt, if I may, before you start the
next point.

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

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

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

Yet it seems that when monies are appropriated—and I am not
being critical of you as an individual any more than I am critical of
myself-—we talk in bureaucratic terms about carryover monies, and
use terms like discretionary and diversionary, and become all tied
up over which agency is going to get which monies or whether they
come from this fund or part E or Part C. The kids in that movie
wouldn’t give 2 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
k}i)ds 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. Recror. I don’t think we have any basic objection with that
at all. The problem is——

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

Mr. Rector. I touch on that briefly in the statement. We are
taking a more targeted approach. The problem in the past rhetoric
was that there was supposed to be a little something for everybody.
In reality, they have done one a year. I am not critical of that. But
funding only one a year with $8.4 million while another $50 million
was sitting on the back burner is what 1 criticize. They could have
funded $40 million or $50 million worth of diversion projects.

Mr. AnpreEws. What are diversion projects?

Mr. REcror. 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. ANprEWS. 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 cr 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. Anorews. Good. I don’t care for the list.

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

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

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

That is a simplified description of diversion. It is a pretty simple
notion. The current system quite frequently fails and is a revolving-
door syndrome. It is a very expensive proposition—expensive to
incarcerate young people. These diversion programs provide an
alternative to that and shore up some self-worth on the part of
young 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 would like to spend it all. 1 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.

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

One of the major problems with dollar flow is we don’t have the
staff and the priority. The so-called “beltway bandits” sit around
and crank outf 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 [
think it is the kind of thing we should have done more of in the fall
of 1976. There was a very good 13-part series in the Christian
Science Monitor last week on child crime in America, as well as a
very thoughtful editorial. In that series, the second article focuses
on the diversion projects we are supporting and the fact that our
Office is going to expand them. It also lays out some of the personal
experiences young people are having.

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

I should mention one of the criticisms brought to my attention by
the staff and others is that last summer I rejected an offer from the
Labor Department for $8 million. I had been on board for three or
four weeks, and a couple of leadership staff people approached me
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and told me that we had a possibility of getting $8 million fromn 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 discrstionary 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, specificaily;
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 scme 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 impnect it, and to take an office
that has been crippled and bring life into it. L&t 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 1
say the Office was in bad shape, I don’t mean there were some
philosophical differences between the Carter administration people
and the former administration. They have been kicked and put
down. We have been working to just put in place some of these
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elementary things that allow us to do business as anybody should.
We have established a rational planning process for travel, for
participation in conferences and meetings including, for example,
the use of telephone conference calls, where appropriate,

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I congratulate you on those. I 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. Hawgins [presiding]. I assume, Mr. Director, you were an-
swering questions?

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

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

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

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

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

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

On top of the fact you have 3-year money. When I say the Office
is loose, or the agency is loose, and they process money in a lcose
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 emergency situa-
tions that arise that would make a difference.

I want to correct something I said earlier—LEAA had 3-year
money—and that is incorrect. I have just been reminded that LEAA
has no-year money and funds remain available until expended. The
8-year limitation is self-imposed by LEAA. It is worse than I
indicated; there isn’t a use-it-or-lose-it situation, but really an open-
ended appropriation. The aguncy, 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
assessmernt 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 fo submift that for the committee’s
consideration.

Mr. Anprews. Very well. Thank you.

[The information is on file and available for public review
through the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity.]

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

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

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

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

1t is directed toward this very real need that the States have to
comply with the Juvenile Justice Act, Sections 223(a) (12) and (13).
They signed contracts to comply with the deinstitutionalization
requirement within a certaia 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 T 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, which has its own set of
problems, had quite frequently not given the Juvenile Justice Office
and the experts any kind of participation at all. As of September,
we were very much in charge of the Office. The first plan reviews
ever conducted by the Office were done last fall, and I think done,
??g:r the circumstances, very effectively by some hard-working
olks.

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

I certainly look forward to responding to your questions.

Mr. AnprEws. Thank you, Chairman Hawkins, do you have
questions of the witness?
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Mr. Hawxkins Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

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

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

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

I will not go into that. I think you are probably well aware sf 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 move desirable
than a legislative change?

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

Mr. Recror. I likewise am a Californian.

Mr. Hawxkins. You are not elected from a district where you have
problems with constituents and a State on top of you, however.

Mr. Recror. 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. Hawrins. 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,
conciuded that the practices of the State of the California Youth
Authority that you have mentioned violated the Juvenile Justice
Act. So it is not something I or any of the staff people pulled out of
hat last fall.

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

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

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

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

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

To bring you up to date regarding the present status, within the
last week, 1 think because of Proposition 13, and all the develop-
ments in the State, Doug Cunningham, the Executive Director of
the SPA sent a letter to me. He and Ms. Pear]l West, the head of the
California Youth Authority, sent a jeint letter to me, making me a
proposition. They sent the letter on June 15, and they said if by the
22nd of June we did not accommodate their position, that they
would cut the money off to all the juvenile delinquency prevention
oriented programs throughout the State. That is what their letter
basically said.

They indicated because of the fiscal pressure of Proposition 13,
that the accommecdation 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.
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I was rather surprised to get the letter. We had a week to decide
almost under ermergency 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
dewn money.

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

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

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

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

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

{The information follows:]
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$TATE OF CALITOINLA

OFFICE OF CRUAINAL JUSTICE PLANNING
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
7171 MOWLING DatvZ

SACRAMAINTO, CALIPOINIA $s2nd

June 15, 1978

Hr, John Rector, Dfrector

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Del{inquency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance Admintistration

633 Indiana Avenua, W.W.

Washington, D. C. 20531

Dear John:

To confirm comments made by Dun Doyle, Charles Kuhl and Nathan Manske at
their June 9 meeting with Dave West and Frank Porpotage of your office,
1t has been necessary for Cal{tarnia to dzlay officdal action on your
conditional grant of fiscal year 1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act funds. We appreciated very mich the willingness of your
staff to meet with California's representatives on such short notice to

discuss the separatfon issue and the potentfal alternatives for deaiing
with that 1issue,

As was siressed to your staff, the landslide passage on Juna 6 of Proposition
13 has had a profound effect on government in the State of California. It
appears that approximately seven billion dollaws in local property tax revenue
will be eliminated, some 800 million dollars of which was to have been ex-

pended by our cities and counties for ¢riminal justice programs during the
1978-79 fiscal year,

Although the ful) and precise impact of this new constitutional provision

15 not yet kntwn, 4t is obviously leading to profound changes in the fiscal
and operating relationships among stats and local agencies, Like every other
public body 1n California, the Youth Authority and the Offfce of Criminal
Justice Planning are re-examining thefr programs and prigrities in light of
this new and critical situation, in which there are meny more problems and
uncertainties, and far fewer dollars. Fortunatzly, federal administrators

are corprehending the national policy and program implications of the degision
of the electorate, and state department directovs are finding their Washington
counterparts to be understanding and cooperative.

Although our analysis is being continually refined, 1t now appears that tha
drastic reduction in local proparty tax revenues will produce the following

general results of importanca to the {mplementatfon of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act:

1. Unless and until new long-term funding arrangements are worked outs
preventative services will be given Yow priority in the allocation
of remaining lccal resources. In this regard, crime and delinquency
prevention will suffey, along with such other preventstive service

aress as fire safety, public and mental health, roesd maintenance,
snd the Yike, .

32-5050-78-6
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2. Public human service agencies, such as probation dapartments, will
largely withdraw fron contractual or fundad referral arrangements

with the private sector, &s it {5 unlikely that such purchase of

* services fundfng will be defeandable in the face of potential or
actual leyoffs of public employses. )
tocal correctional gptions will be sevarely restricted as work
furlough programy and minimum security adult county farms and carps
are ciosad. Such facilities now receive & large partion of the
more than 16,000 convicted felons sentenced annually to 1ocal in-
carceration ~- more than double the number being comitted to state
institutions, In addition, the state has been advised that extensive
closures of Juvenile ranches and canps are to be expacted. The effect
of the above will be a vary substantial increase {n the numbers of

umbe
people committed to the Dapartment of Corrections and to the Depart-
ment of the Youth Authority.

4, Finally, state government {s taking immediate steps to divert state
resources to assist in the continuation of esseantial local services.

To that end, all departments of state government, including the Youth
Authority, will be undergoing major budget cuts.

An addftional, but less spacific, rasclt of Proposition 13 s that public offi-
¢ials ore on aptice that the psople insist that every expenditure of tax do}lavs,

whether federal, state or lTocal in origin, must be freshly justified on the
basis of clear public benefit, ‘

Our analysis of the effects of the property tax limitation law leads us to two
conclusions bearing on the separation issue which, tegether, farm something of

& paradoz. On the one hand, the continuation of the flow of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act funding for local programs has become critical

to the survival of nimerous successful community-level alternatives, for which
hard-won access to tocal monsy edther is or 1ikely will be dented. On the

other hand, the Youth Authority, factng the prozpect of substantial institutiomal
caseload increases, needs maximum flexibility in managing its population,

As has been stated on several occasions, including as part of the State of
Cal{fornia's formal 1978 plan, we have baen and continue to be of the opinion
that California statutas, couplied with the Youth Authority's implementation of
the mandates contained in those statutes under close legislative and judicial
scrutiny, meet tn every way the objectives and {ntent of Congress in enacting
the seperation reguirement. lothwithstanding that opinion, the Youth Autharity,
by transmittal dated Januvary 31, 1978, submitted to your office a draft of a
proposed separation plan based on a combination of age and jurisdictional
factors. 7This proposal was made in the spirit of compromise &nd tn the hope
that a mutually satistactory result could be reached, Based on your letter of
March 20, &nd on the June 9 dfscussion with Hr. West 2pd Hr. Porpotage, we
understand 1t to be vour position that anything less than full separation sirictly
on the basts of court of commitment is unacceptable, except that 16- and 17-year-
olds under criminal court Jurisdiction could be commingled with either criminal
or juvenile court commitments, Xe furthar understand, as a rasult of the June 9
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discussions, that the entire controversy is one of interpratation of the

Tanguage of the Act snd that tha essence or quality of the {nstitutiona)
programs of the Youth Authority are not at issue,

Based on the abova eonsiderations, and on the continued and deeply held
balief that we cannot Justify on the merits any expenditure of public funds
merely to comply with your office’s current rigid interpretation of tha
separaticn regquivement within the Youth Authority, we have concluded that
the State of California cannot now in good conscience bind itself to either
the strict separation requirement or the inflexible timetable for complying
with that requivement specified {n your May 24, 1978 grant award document.
Furthermore, California is not now able to commit ftself to implement the

approach to separation propesed in the Youth Authority staff paper forwarded
for your reviex on January 31, 1978.

In the course of broad discussions of this {ssue over past months we have

realized, however, that several sectors of the public would like to be

assured thet separation {s guaranteed in connection with the younger element

of our ward population. Accordingly, although we would prefer to wait until

the post-property tax limitation patterns of dealing with youthful of fenders

at the Tocal and state levels have become clearer, the state {s presently

willing to make the followina commitment, substituting for the present language

in special conditfons numbers twelve and thirteen in the grant awsrd document:
12. Grantee agreas that within six months of the date of the

Comprahensive Plan Award the Department of the Youth Authority

will not allow contact between persons committed to the Youth

Authority from the Juvenile courts who ara sixteen years of

age and under and persons comaitted to the Youth Authority from

the criminal courts who are elghteen years of age and over,
except for the following:

2. In short-term diagnostic processes in the Youth

puthority's reception center/clinies;
b. Happenstante encounters while being transported or

while older wards are on the grounds of & younger ward

{nstitution to perform supervised maintenance assign-
ments:

c. In hospitals while receiving medical care and trestment;

Female wards at the Youth Authority's Ventura School,
during the regular program-day {the total Youth Authority
female population is 50 small as to make separation in
programs facilities completaly umworkable). Contact
shall not, howaver, be 2llowed fn Tiving units.
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We would ke to again direct your attention to the sltarmative available
under Section 509 of the Crime Control Act, a$ incovporated by Section 262
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, which provides that
you may exercise your discration to disapprove paymants only for activit{es
for which there s a fatlure to meet statutory or regulatory requirements.
This approach was raised in the March 30 memorandum from Dan Doyle to Peard
West, a copy of which was forwarded to you, and was further discussed at
the June 9 meating. Your positive exercise of the discretion to exclude
the Youth Authority's institutions from funding under the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquancy Prevention Act would permit the continued flow of federui

funds to those successful local programs for which such funds may be the
difference between survival and termination.

He trust you undsrstand the necessity for Californfa to take the positfon
noted above, He would appreciate a vesponse by June 22, 1978 as our super-
visaory board will be meeting on the $ollowing day, 1f a favorable response

has not been received by that date, we must notify recipients of fiscal yaar
1978 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventlan Act funds to cease operations.

Sinceraly,

LY
&Wujc_,,“
DOUGLAS R, CUNNINGHAM, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning

L \
e Yy
7 AW
gl t Ul ,‘?M

PEARL §. WEST, Director

Department of the Youth Authority
DRC:vrd

te:  Senator dohn Ca.fulver.— .
(_’%egrgse_qx;ative ike F. Andrews

: ~
embers, Cayitormiatangressional Delegatian
Jamas Gregy, LEAA
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

o 22 JUN 1979

}r. Douglas R. Cunningham, Executive Director
Office of Criminal Justice Planning
7171 Bowling Drive

Sacramento, CA 95823

Ms. Pearl S, West, Director
California Youth Authority

4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, S?e 20

Sacramepto, CA 95823
Dear I\p niggham and Ma, West:

This is in reference to your joint letter of June 15, 1978, concerning the con-
ditional approval of your 1978 Juvenile Justice und Delinquency Prevention
Act Plan, )

1 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 Sectiorn 223(a)(13) of Public Law 93-415 which requires the separa-
tion of juvenile court wards from adult court criminals. The State's deeision
hes created & funding erisis for youth and juvenile crime programs. As you
know, during the negotiation period we have provided funding for all programs
except the CYA.

To avert the devastating impact of your stance, and also to assure the sui-
vivel of programs funded under the Bayh Act, we have framed a workable
remedy. Therefore, I am exercising my edministrative authority under Section
509 of the Crime Control Act, as incorporated by Section 262 of the JIDP
Act, by continuing te prohibit the CYA from receiving contraets or subgrants
of any unobligated JJIDP funds from the Offiece of Criminal Justice Planning.
This action modifies the eenditional grant approval for 1978, but guarantees
funding for vital programs.

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

With warm regards,

Johny/M. Rector

Adrfiinistrator

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

Copy fox;: 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. Recror. 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 ali of that is going to the programs.

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

Mr. REcror. 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 threater availability of
dollars to them——

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

Mr. Rector. This provides that breathing room.

Mr. HAWKINS [continuing]. Before any determination is made.

The other broad question which I would like to address to you,
Mr. Director, is there has also been some criticism leveled at your
office about the diversion of funds from special emphasis programs.

I realize in amending the act and making it broad that the target
population could include almost anyone that does—actuslly, 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. Recror. I don't think that characterization reflects what we
have been doing in the Office. I don’t think that we have in any way
downgraded the special emphasis area. In fact, in terms of dollars,
we have more dollars available for the area than we have had in
the history of the program.

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

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

However, that still left our special emphasis unit with in excess of
$40 million. As you know, the deinstitutionalization thrust is, in
fact, a special emphasis thrust. The focus on status offenders is a
special emphasis thrust. The project done by the Office on the so-
called deinstituti~ 1alization of status offenders was done in 1975 by
the special emphasis unit. So it is on the laundry list, so to speak, of
focuses for special emphasis.

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

Mr. Hawxkins. I had some specific examples, several of them, that
I think would exemplify 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, Detroif;, New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, with respect to
gang activity, gang conflict, and I understand this was terminated;
1t 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. Recror. I would have loved to have been able to move by
September 30, the grand agenda that the Office presented to this
very committee a year ago April. It included a number of items in
addition to the prevention project that we have funded.

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

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

I think when you see tomorrow the slice that we are going to do
in the urban initiative package; and when we will have a draft
guideline with the joint project that Bob Taggert and 1 are doing —
we will have a task group; it will probably be ready mid-July-—I
thirk 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. Hawxkins. 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 fufure. I hope that you are going fo see that it
happens, and we will be watching.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Recror. 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 fo earlier policy matters that I
touched on in an outline form. I would like to submit them for your
study, perusal, and review. I think they will be very enlightening.

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

Mr. ANDrEws, Just parenthetically, I might say that I wish that
you and others, when confronted with differences of interpretation
of statutes and laws where periods of time as long 21 months are
being consumed to reconcile one philosophy versus another, would
simply try to implement what the law, itself, says. I know that
sometimes the law doesn’t say specifically. It is sometimes in such
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
inake an appointment to come over, perhaps with representatives of
the other school of thought, and say, “We understand that the
Congress intended that we be in the process of using certain funds
or certain authorizations in order to address certain problems. Let’s
just confess we are not doing that. We are bogged down in several
interpretations of what the Congress intends and we are jockeying
around trying to find a correct interpretation. Hence, we would like
to present to the appropriate subcommittee or committee, as the
case may be, of either or both Houses, all the alternatives that are
being debated—two or six, or how ever many. Here is what they
are. Would you give us some direction. Perhaps you should put
some pressure on some of us to quit, because we are pursuing
objectives that were not intended, or maybe you should endorse our
poiqition, and ask the other side to lay off and let us go on with our
policy.”

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

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

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

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

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

The Attorney General has encouraged me to take an open stance
on these issues, to not put up with what he would call “bureaucratic
B.8.", 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. Ycu 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 fo the
interest of the career bureaucrats at the agency.

I talked about the staff people and the career people getting the
short shrift. I don’t have to beat a dead horse, but to illustrate, I, a
Presidential appointee, with advige 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.” 1 said, “At least some-
body could tell me about it.” That is the way we started last July,
when people asked me why we weren’t taking $8 million from
Labor, and this and that. We had a 6-month period of adjustment
just to open basic communication with other bureaucrats.

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

There was definitely, in my view, I think at the stafl 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 Jannary 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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/(7/ 924 PRoGRA P~/

Program Objective 1.207 B - Prevention of Delinquency

Sub-Program 1.207 - B.3 ~ Alternative Education
Program Impact:

This is a new initiative which fs being designed for inclusfor in the
FY 79 program plan. It will support action programs which prevent
delinquensy through development of alternative education options for
youth whose educational and social development needs are not being

met in traditional classroom settings {n school districts where there
is a disportionately high rate of dropouts, suspensions and expulsien.
This program will pursue the continuing goal of making the major ycuth
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 Sectfon
224{a)(6) of the Act which requires the Office to develop programs
which keep youth in school, reduce dropouts, pushouts and expulsions.

- «8chool 45 one of the most significant {nstitutfons in the lives of
young people, and while many inter-related factors contribute to
delinquency, there {s growing consensus that there fs a clear correla-
tion between school problems and more serfous delinquent offenses.
The National Fducation Asscciation has estimated that nearly two
million school age children are not in s¢hool, and a significant
number are out as a result of suspension, or expulsion. While
few school administrators suggest that suspensions or expulsions
serve the educativnal or emotional interests of suspended children,
only a few schools have devised effective alternatives for handling
problem behavior in ways which keep youth in school and channel
behavior into productive channels.

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

Specific Objective:

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

Resources Required:
Funds  FY78
0
Persornel (10) W3 WY

Results Sought:

1) An approved alternative education program for grant avard in
FY 79 which continues the thrust toward increasing the competence
and responsiveness of schools and thefr basic financial support systems.
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/r/ 79 FPROGCITFRM P4 ﬂA/

1978 MBO Program Objective Code: 1.207-B-3

Sub-Program Title: Prevention of Delinquency - Alternative Education

Continuation

Past Progress:

a.

b.

<.

d.

The Alternative Education program will be a national scope initiative
which continues the thrust toward prevention of delinquency. through
development of youth skills to more effectively cope with their environ-
ment, while improving the eapacity of the mejor youth socializing insti-
tutions to more effectively respond to the needs of youth. This program
is mandated by Seation 224(a)(6) of the Act, which requires the Office
to develop programs which keep youth in school, reduce dropouts;, push/ouu
and expulsions,

This initiative will support action programs which prevent delinquency a,
through development of alternative education aptions for youth whose edueav "
tional and social development needs are not being met in traditional clams- Iy
room settings in school districts where there i3 a disproporticnately high

rate of dropouts, suspensions and expulsions, The sub-program objectives

are to reduce truanecy, dropouts, push/outs, and expulsion of youth

through:

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

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

{3)  Expanded opportunities for creative learning which bizild' upon the
eultural, ethnic and economic effectiveness of youth,

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

The rationale for the program is based upon the recognition that school :
is one of the most significant institutions in the lives of yeung people. While
many interrelated factors contribute to delinguency, there ia & growing
consensus that there is a elear correlstion hetween school problems and

more serious delinguent offenses. The National Education Azsociation has
estimated that nearly two million schosl sge children are not in sehool.

While few school administrators suggest that suspensions or expulsions serve
the educational or emotional interests of suspended children, only & few
gehools have devised efisctive alternatives for handling psablem bohavior 7%
in ways which keep youth in sehool and channel behavior into prodaeiiw (Y
channels. .

This program ig expested to have major impact upon the way publle
schools and their support systems train personnel and daliver educational
services,
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7.

E C . BY 1879 - C Y : ;
N “Program 7 il * Eatimated “Bange& - Evalustion  PY 1970 °
Activity Objective‘ Resuli Expeeted Coét Mo of Sites . Steategy APDP Stage
Develop statement of 1.207-B-3 1. , A significant reduction in | 15,7 2to15 school | A national Step 4
program strategy & dropouts, push/outs expul- istricts independent * | Design -~
goals. ’ sions, and truancy as a re- 200,000 eveluation will} Step 6
sult of providing improved o $L6 be funded by { Demonstra-
educationel opportunities illion for NHIIDP tion.
for 5,000 youth. i year
‘awards,
Develop program %), % A reduction in negative
guideline. labeling in the affected
schools and school districts.
Issue program 3. Increased participation of
announcement. youth and parents in
by January 30, planning, implementing &
1979, evalueting school pro-
grams.
Select appliceuts
from pre-appli-
cations,
Provide TA in
Jevelopment
of program .
models.
#Levels of reduction will be
Award grants determined after evaluation
design and preapplications
Conduct post~ are in.
award meeting ’ $15.7 .
Total
B Y grants. P | Estimated o~

L8



FY 1979 Resources: Alterpative Education

Fund Type

C
E

TA
Jd $15,700

Total Estimate _§1_5_,_7_00
2,00 4,7y

Personnel

FY 1980 ZBB Support

85% of FY 1979 Base = $712.92n
This would require reducing the number of youth served in
gach project.

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

107 above base -  $16.720

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

Certification

{

l
Subprogram Manager A g . v 34

Office Head //«&\, /7 /g/vfé

Mr. Recror. It sets out the fact that since January, when I
testified so supportively about alternative education, in the main,
things have taken a normal course. The guidelines and the program
development process are underway. There is nothing that has
happened to rock the boat with regard to the alternative education
projects. If someone had asked me, they would have been well
informed along those lines, and we would have given them copies of
the alternative education package. That is an initiative that is
emerging toward the front burner. It was in the fiscal 1979 game
plan. In the work plan for 1978, it was set out as being a 1979
project. 1 said' at your committee hearing on school topics in
January that we would do it this year. Perhaps there was confusicn
as to whether it was calendar or fiscal year. We have had it on,
agenda. The project will be awarded in the fall. I felt like with all
the discussion, there are a lot of knocks that come witk the turf I
am responsible for. I want to make sure that when we get them, we
get them for somsething we deserve. Obviously, reasonable people
can differ, but the facts on alternative education are such that, i
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 know
she will welcome the project when it hits the street.

Mr. Anprews. 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 sclution
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 fo 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. Hawxkins, 1 agree 100 percent.

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

Mr. Recror. It is certainly true in this area.

Mr. AnprEws. | am sure it is.

Mr. Recror. 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 GAQ
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 GAOQ is fired up about R&D and not the serious problems the
Cé)ngress ig 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—Ilet ine get it exact, 12,408 hours—Ilooking
into juvenile justice issues that are, in the main, R&D issues such
as how we set our research priorities.

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

The director of our little institute, who is here today, would
probably never say this, but I will. Because of being so grossly
understaffed, and because of gstting the short shrift from LEAA
over the years, we only had three or four peopie 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 1 think
the committee has, the time they have spent with us. I think they
have been undergenerous in indicating the time they spent with our
staff, They are sitting in the office day-in and day-out saying, “Get
me this; get me that.” It is like the FBI when I was Federal
prosecutor. Everybody is afraid of being investigated by the FBIL. A
person like me doesn’t have flexibility about this, but if the GAO
would do a study of fund flow and identify the critical decision
points that would help everybody; it would help you; it would help
me and the administration. We want to nip this stuff in the bud and
turn it around. On the minority issue, every time somebody asks a
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ﬁuestion, it is like going on a wing and a prayer, because nobody
NOWS,

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 serious concerns that
are urban, in the main, though not exciusively.

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

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

I would like to see the GAO look into that and fund flow.

I know everybody is interested in fund flow. Maybe Mrs. Chis-
holm got bad information. Some of the information was from
LEAA, and I would be the last one to say she is going to get good
inﬁ)rmation 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. AnprEws. Mr. Rector, I am going to have to interrupt. My
1govelflnor is due here at 1:30, and we will have to recess now for
unch.

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

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

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

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

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

AFTERNQON SESSION

Mr. AnprEws. 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. QuiNny, ExrouTivE DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
CRIMINAL JUSTICE, STATE OF COLORADO, 0N BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFER-
ENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Comittec:

on beghalf and as Vice-Chalrman of the National Confurenzss of Stale

Criminal Justice Planning Administrators* and as Dxccutiva Director of

the Division of Criminal Justice of the State of Colorade, I zopreciate

the opportunity you have extended to me to address you on the mattex of
tha progress of the states and texritorial possessions of the United

States toward meeting the objectives of reducing and preventing juvenile

delinguency and asgsisting our troubled youth, established by Congress in

trz Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 19274, as amendad,

«nf of the srewardship of the program by the Office of Juvenile Justice

Delingeenzy Frevention at the federal level.

(21

&n

Despite wne oyriad of political, administrative and financial

r2 deinstitutionalization of status offzrnderxs mandate

Zzzues ralisg=d Ly &
2 Section 223{aj {12) and the separation requirement of S=ction 223(a) (13)

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

* The Rational Conference of State Criminal Justice Plamming Admin-
istrators resresents the directors of the fifty-six (56) State and
territorial criminal justice Planning Agencies (SPas) created by the
states and territories to plan for and encourage improvements in the
administration of adult and juvenile justice. The SPAs have been
designated by thair jurisdictions to administer federal finraacial
assistance programs created by the Omnibusg Crime Control and Safe

treets Act . of 1988 as amended (the Crime Control Actl and the Juvenile
Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974 (the Juvenile Justice
Act). Dnrring Fiscal Year 1978, the SPAs have been responsible for
dztermin: . how best to allocate aprrozimately 61 percent of the total
appropriations undexr the Crime Control Act and approximatzly &} percent
of the total appropriations under the Juvenile Justice hct. In essence,
the states, through the SPAs, arec assigned the coentral rola under the
two hets.
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considerable progress towards realization of the objcctives. To guoto
frem an October 1977 Arthunr D. Little study of ten states, supported by
the Office of Juvenile Justice:

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

John Rector in a recent interview said, "I think you could argue faixrly
persuasively they've (the State Planning Agencies) nade a dent (in
iroproving the criminal justice system) in probably every state and in
some states there have been appreciable changes.... I would attribute it
To thé individuazl efforts of persons in patticular states.”

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

wisely as they cvan. In addition to Juvenile Justice

net dollars, they are also using Crime Control Act dollars in excess
cI the maintenance of effort reguirement mandated by Section 520(b) of
tta Crime Cocntrsl Act.

I am haopy that the States are making progress. I wish that T
could report that the federal government was doing as well at meeting
the deinstitutionalization and separation requirements. I was shocked
twe weeks ago, and I'm not easily shocked, to discover on a visit to
a community treatment center in downtown Denver, Colorado that juveniles
referred by the Foderal District Court or committed to the Bureau of
Prisons as delinguents were being held in custody at the same facility
as State felons in apparent violation of federal law (18 U.S.C. 5035 and
5039). I havée been told that the Office of Juvenile Justice and the
Pederal Bureau of Prisons have been pui on notice of this situation, but

have done nothing, not cven visited the facility.
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bDuring my visit, I discovered the following:

(1) It is possible for 16 year old federal juvenile clients to
share livihg arrangements with adult felons. Thiz cosingling ocours alter
tha federal juvenile clients participate in a 30-day secure and totally
szparate orientation program and after receiving something entitled a
"Community Clearance".

(2) It is normal practice for 16 year old fedzaral juvenile clicants

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

cipating in this 33-day orientat:on phase and aftsr being granted community

Enerican youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under

eral law comgprice about 95% of the federal juvenile clients housed

ione of these youths are from Colorado. Most are from

the Dakotas and Montana, hundreds of miles from their home community.

They are aileyadly being reintegrated back into the ccommunity through this
program, but cne ¢an hardly claim that downtown Denver in anyway resenbiles
the Pine Ridge Raservation in South Dakota, scme 600 miles away.

(4) All of the federal juvenile youth that I spoke with stated
that they would prefer to be in a similar program near their home. They
do not want to b2 near their home communities if it means being housed in
a2 jail, which at present is the only alternative ofifered by the Federal
Bureau of Prisons.

(5) This program was described to me by its director as only tempo-

rary, yet it is already one year old,

This mixing of federal youth with adult felons in a halfway louse
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and the housing of Native American youth hundrcds of miles [rom their
hotres, in an urban setting, is permitted by the Pederal Burcau of
Prisons. Ehis is outrageous. Is this what Congress intended when it
s

pessed 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 tos should the Office of Juvenile Justice be asked to
coor@inate activities among other federal agencies such as the Federal
Burzau of Prisens, HEW, etc. Thus far there is little evidence that
¢his has basn dome. Shouldn't the Federal Bureau of Prisons be required
to davelop alizvnatives for these youth closer to their homes, just as
w2 are being reguired 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.

Where is the federal leadership in the area of.juvanile Justice?
Don't the federal egencies care about kids?

States and localities need federal financial and technical assistance
and leadership in order to bring about vast improvements in the juvenile

justice system. What does the record show?
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The record indicates that the Office of Juvenile Justice is doing
an abyusmal job of utilizing the categorical funds it has at its disposal.
Two-thirds ;f the way through the fiscal year, the fijzures look like
this. Only $3,212,000 of $49,567,000 or 7% of the spzzial emphasis
funds available October 1, 1977 were obligated by May 31, 1978. Only
$5,206,000 of $16,067,000 orx 32% of the juvenile justice research funds
were obligated. Only $739,000 of $1,740,000 or 43% of continuation of
federal effort funds were obligated. And $1,872,000 of $3 million or

625 of technical assistance funds were obligated. In ordexr for the

Offjce to obiigate its federal categorical dollars, the Office has

lements to States who know how to use the money. &And, weé understand,

©
4
1

thz OZfice is contemplating granting ancther $30 million of categorical
funds in the cam=2 fashion. How can there be model and demonstration
rograms if the Cifice does not obligate funds?

Wnat is the rerord of juvenile justice categorical programs that
have been funded? The Office of Juvenile Justice should be asked how
many juvenile justice exemplary projects have been designated since
August 1977 and how many juvenile justice prescriptive packages have
been developed in that same timeframe. The Office should be asked what
it has done in the last ten months to show the States and localities
what can and should be done and how to do it.

The State Planning Agencies would be interested in leaxning the

answers to the following gquestions:
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(1) vhat significant rosults have been achieved with juvenile
justice special caphasis funds in the last ten months?

(2) wa muayy new special emphasis indtiatives have been announced
in the last ton months?  How much time did prospective applicants have
te apply for that initiative from the official notification date? How
meay and what initiatives wore planned for the last ten months but never
announced? Yhy were they not announced?

{3} wast sizaificant results have been achieved with juvenile

nustice Parts . end © Crime Control Act discretionary funds in the last

(¢} Vhzw siznificant results have bsen achieved with National

Sio Lavenlilie Justice and Delingquency Prevention funds in the

luzt ten m
{3) T sz zhe obligation and expenditure rates for categorical
£o54s cenTrolizl by OJJDP during the last ten months so low?

I can think of 1o notoble results.

n for this lack of federal leadership is, to quote
the Adminiciresor of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinduency
Prevention, "the Juvenile Justice Office is in relatively bad shape".

is Cffice "is in bad streiis administratively'

and that il iiscretionavy program he controls is "theo rass they call

Special Ln

It ig ~ just the juvenile justice fizcal assistance program that

in not functicning well., Yae States and local unibts of governisont ave

experiencing a dearth of technical assistance.  Office of Juvenile
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Justice persormel have had their ability to travel severely restricted.
What technical assistance has been provided comes fxom national contractor:
©Z LIAhA. Té tlic best of our knowledge, the assistancce from the contractors
hag been all teo frequently unresponsive and untimely.

What we need desparately is national leadership, but what we have

is an attemwt w¢t management by regulation from Washington, D. C. The

02302 of Juvaalle Justice has not coordinated its action with other

. ZEXLR and the Department of Justice, with other federal

e nions wit

wfck the states and local units of government.
Juvenile Justice in the past ten months has increasingly

tne rest of LEAA. It is our understanding that

..cszions within LEAA have almost entirely broken down.

nigzzator of the Office ig a recent political appoinitee
zutkirity under Section 527 of the Crime Control Act to
or administer all LEAA juvenile justice programs,

» hies effectively freed himself from accountability to

either the 2o<ing LEAA Administrator or the Attorney General or his

Cesignee. In essence, the Office has been going its own way. As a

inistrative policioss are developing for the Office
nan for trz rooz of LEAA, and support services are bueing duplicated

The breakdown is so complehe that the Office of

¢ nas cven failed to eithee contribute to the ronthly
nanagoment ricd preopared by LEAA's Cifice of Plamning ¢nd iHaragement

for subiriggicn to the Actiny LFAR rAdministratur or be represenied at a

Departisant of Justice TY 1240 budgel hsaring with the rost of LEAAR, The
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result of the fragmentation is red tape, lack of acceunntability and
eealugion.  As exawples; tho Office bas pruposed that the Stules develop
tys plans —- one for juvenile justice and the other for the rest of the
Lznn supporied programs. It has required an exlensive FY 1978 Plaa

Supplement Documant which in turn must 2 followed by & FY 1979 Ilan,

L')

the State guidszlinas for which are not yet available even though most

plass have alrsady heen completed and submitted to the State legislatures
for waview &nd ccamant. Can the situvation yet worse?

The Zdmiis:orator of the Office of Juvenile Justice is the Vice
Cosrdinating Council on Juvenile Justice which was
zzrzud pazaczat to Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice Act. The Vice

wirz® to act in the absence of the Chairman. The Council

wiose mandat: 1o o cocvdinate all federal juvenile delinguency programs

. a year. It is our information that it has not met
cnce in thae last tan months. The Office which is designed to play a

ole in coonrdination of federal programs has completely
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axiicated ivs respensibilities. We ask why?

The GEilce of Juvenile Justice has’had a number of interagency
agraenente wizh other federal agencies to achieve jointly some of the
ohjectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has come Lo our attention
that in the lzst tzn months attempts have heen made to cancel those
agragments. Have ..y snd how many such agresments have beon cancoled?

Way? BHave arny new interagency agreements Leen cexecuted in the last ten

months? If not, why not?
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The lack of coordination between the Office and State Planning

Ag=noies has bezen exacerbated in the last ten nonths.  Froguent examples
o

wave cone to light where Cthe Office has by-passcd State, regional and

—

locel planning agencies and dealt directly with grantees and subgrantees.
that has been the result? In far too many cases, the grants that have
been awarded have been delayed for a period of a year or imore before

izsuaes have been resolved. Grants have been duplicative, inappropriate

zther than coordinating efforts with State and local

Q
H
5
rf
5
o
pot
24
Ky

units ef govornmant, the Office has chosen to go it alone.

sarn s two additional significant areas before closing with

and recommendations.

efore the Administrator is a proposed LEBRR guiceline

antitled "State Planning Agency Grants". The failure

v

of that ¢uiisz

+o be issued has caused great consternation around the
counzry. Iz, ©n the one hand, has significantly delayed the commitment
of funds erd cavsed an unwarranted amount of puperwork; and, on the

other hand, is mreventing the resolution of signficant program related

K

issves corcoerning the commingling of status offenders and juvenile
dalinguents, the advanced techniques to be supporﬁed undexr the Act, and
continuation funding policies. The proposed gu{delipe is an example of
three major proklsms within the Office of Juvenile Justice.,, First, it
fregeently aczompts to exceed the Office's statutory authority as in the

"advanced practices" and the xole of the juvenile justice advisory

comnittee. Second, it proposss disruptive changes without justification
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as in the cases of the reguirements for the level of maintenance of
effort and the requirewent for a separate juvenile justice plan. And
thaxd, the‘final guideline has not heen issued in a timely fashion, and
vhen it is issued, will, thgrefore, he too late to be of any value to

anynne.

The 0£fice of Juvenile Justice is a prime adninistrative example of

(6]

Murphy's Law: 1f anything can go wrony, it will. BApplications and

budsget revisisns zre lost, approvals of plans, applications, extensions,

revisions take three and four times longer than permitted
guidelines, unsolicited grants are apparently

espect to guidelines, guidelines are issued late and

.z cuestions might be asked:

{1) IEZA4's internal policy calls for the approval of all plans and
applications within ninety days. How many plans and applications have
neither bzcrn approved or disapproved in ninety days within the last ten
months? ®hy is the Office not complying with the LEAA ninety-day
internal policy?

(2}

n

stiachsient K of OMB Circular A-102 requires that budget

e acted upen within thirty days. Crant adjustments, revisilonz

"n
'

revision
and extensions should be dealt with in a similar timefrawe. On how
many occasions in the last ten months has the Office failed to act on
such revisions, adjustmeonts and extensions within thirty dayu? thy not?

{3) How many grants in the last ten months have bzen awarded vwhich
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were not broadly and publicly solicited or were not awarded pursuant to
LESA published quidelines?

(4) ‘How many policies arce beiuy uwtilized in the OFfice which have
nct heep o to public review and comment pursuant to LERA'S own

intsrnal rules and the President's Executive Order 120447

(5) %hy were the juvenile justice portions of the FY 1978 Crime

approval in Octobex through December of 1978, but

status eight months later after the FY 1979 plans: had

o vocant professional positions are there in the Office

What percentage of professional positions are

Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many staff

¥ ¢zt of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other parts of
LIZA in ©he last ten months? Why are so many positions vacant?

wWe do not knuw the specific answers to all these questions, but
ve should. Ve lnow, for instance that only four of eleven professional
positions is the Mational Institute are filled. BAnd sixteen of sixty-one
positions in cths Office are vacant. This situation is unacceptable

the foregoing discussion, we make to you the following

recormendatcions.
(1) #e ask that this Committee closely examine the operation of
the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the federal level, and make

inmediate recommendations to the President and the Attornesy Ceneral how
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some of the administrative problems might be climinuted.

{2) We ask that the Comuittee call for the immnediate issuance of
a final ghideline M4100.1F Change 3 in order that the policy issucs
inwolved might be resolved. We would ask that you review the final
guideline and advise the Qffice vhathar it exceeds statutory limitations
ard/or violates legislative intent. ¥e would hope that a carsful review
wokld be made of the dcfinition‘of "juvenile detention or correctional
fac;lity" and +he coatinuation policy.

(3) e wouid suggest that you determine the reason why the utiliza~

+ion of juvenlila Justice funds is proceeding at such a siow rate. If

ne slow fund flow is legislqtive, we would suggest that

zmenamants be considered concurzently with the reauthorization

. &ct in the next session of Congress., If the xeason
, ¥e& suggest you make appropriate recommendations to

the President. or take such actions warranted undexr the Impoundment

(4)  We would ask that you carsfully look into how well the Office
ig coerdipatong its activities with others. We would suggest that you

effect of Section 527 of the Crime Control Act has

its continuation is varranted. We would suggest that

hethar Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice et has been

you Getermis

. Ve would recommend that you look at how the Office is

complied witl
coordinating and communicating witli its State counterparts, the State

Planniny Agencies.
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(5) We suggest that you recommend to the Administration that all

LEAR plans and apwlications be acted vpon within ninety days of sub-

=

miszion, and revisions, extensions and adjustments be acted upon within
thirsy d;ys, with failure to act to constitute approval. if the Office
fzils to comply with this recommendation, we would suygest thai. you
am=né the Juvenile Justic& Act accoxdingly.

(6) Last, but not least, we would suggest that you investigate the

sitvation at community~based fadilities which house youth undexr fedsral

*. ¥z wzuld also recommend that the Office of Juvenile Justice
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custcdy of the Buzzau and are being confined with adult felons.

Szzt: Fiamning Agencies and the National Conference care about

we zre anxious to work with you to improve their lot.
23 for the opportunity to appear before you.

I ezm prezarad to attempt to answer 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 State 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
enforcement custody. Fifty-five hundred of those were detained. As
Mr. Rector pointed out earlier, girls are held much more severely
and for longer terms than boys, and that is true nationally as well
as in Colorado. Of those 5500, the vast majority were 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 feel that one of the problems in operating this program
regardless who is handling it, the State or Federal Government, is
that labels are very misleading. I want to give you some statistics
for Colorado. Twenty-five percent of the CHINs taken into custody
in 1975 had prior juvenile delinquency offenses and then 66 of all
the CHINs held in State institutions had prior delinquency offenses,
So when we see a child either in jail or wherever labeled as a CHIN,
that is often a very misleading record. If you go back into the child’s
record you will find a variety of labels, some criminal,

Another interesting fact we have discovered in Colorado is that
most CHINs who are recommitted tc the system are recommitted
within 90 days after their first release from the system. That is why
we are putting more and more money into crises intervention teams.
We are finding out that the first 90 days are by far the high crisis
period for these juveniles.
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I want to discuss as the second part of my festimony that we are
more directly concerned with the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delingency Prevention. Just two weeks ago I was shocked—and I do
not use that word lightly—to walk into a project several blocks from
my office and find conditions in a Federally operated program that
I did not think could exist. I want to read this because I think it is
important that I be as specific as possible. .

This is on page 2 of my written testimony. I will specifically refer
to one project. I was shocked to discover on a visit to a community
treatment project in downtown Denver, Colorado, that juveniles
referred by the Federal district court or committed to the Bureau of
Prisons as delinquents were being held in custody at the same
facility as state felons in apparent violation of Federal law.

As I walked into the lobby, I found Indian juveniles sentenced
under the Federal district court mixing both in programs and in
recreation with adult felony offenders, a clear and shocking vicla-
tion of the Federal Juvenile Justice Act.

On page 3 of my testimony, I will read specifically what we found.
It is possible for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to share living
arrangements with adult felons. This commingling occurs after the
Federal juvenile clients participate in a 30-day secure and totally
separate orientation program and after receiving something entitled
a “community clearance.”

It is normal practice for 16-year-old Federal juvenile clients to
share meals and recreational facilities with adult felons after par-
ticipating in this 30-day orientation phase and after being granted
community clearance.

Native American youth, 16 to 21 years old, sentenced under
Federal law comprise about 95 percent of the Federal juvenile
clients housed in this facility. None of these youths are from
Tolorado. 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 Priscns, 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 0-78-8
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activities among other Federal agencies such as the Federal Bureau
of Priscns, HEW, and etc. Thus far, there is little evidence that this
has been done. Shouldn’t the Federal Bureau of Prisons be required
to develop alternatives for these youth closer te 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 preferakle. 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.

1 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 Justize 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 his been hampered because, to this day, we have never
gotten appioval of that budget extension. We fund hundreds of
1g{ramts in Colorado. Budget extensions normally take a matter of

ours.

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 fo now purchase homes has been
debilitated considerably. The delay in the budget revision has
caused very severe restrictions in Colorado’s ability to operate this
project.
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I want to give you an example of three more projects we have
tried to process through the Office. Last summer what is known as
special emphasis grants were encouraged. Colorado applied for four
of those grants. One was rejected because it did not meet the
criterion of 100,000 or less population. That criterion was specifi-
cally waived by the Office of Juvenile Justice staff. That same
person is now on the staff here in Washington. He waived the
100,000 requirement and the grant was processed then rejected here
in Washington because the grant was not concentrated in the area
of 100,000 people. So the City of Denver spent many hundreds of
hours developing the application, and they are saying they will
never apply for an application again because it is not worth their
time.

The three projects I would like to refer to are Larimer County
Project, a Second Chance Home in Fremont, Colorado, and then the
Pueblo Shelter Care Home. These three projects were developed last
summer. Because my juvenile justice planner was going fo 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 l.eld 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
thonths 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?



110

Why are the obligation and expenditure rates for categorical
funds controlled by OJJDP during the last 10 months so low?

Maybe the reason for this lack of Federal leadership is, to quote
the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, “the Juvenile Justice Office is in relatively bad shape.”
Mzr. Rector has said that his office “is in bad straits administrative-
1y’ 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 aud local units of government are
gxperiencing 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-
spousive and 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
LBEAA 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 mulfi-year status, meaning we do not have to
do a lot of planning we just redid. But on the next page it says we
have to redo everything you did last year. I reread the letter several
times. . The letter was absolutely useless. We have asked for
clarification.

At the same time we finish our 1979 plan we are being asked to
submit a supplement to the 1978 plan. The 1979 plan could easily
function as a supplement. We have to waste the time of people who
could be helping juvenile offenders to satisfy some claim they have
about the need for a supplement.

We have yet to get the finalized guidelines for the 1979 plan. We
finished the 1979 plan on guesswork. We expect the guidelines will
come out some day and we will have to do a supplement to the 1979
as we did with the 1978 plan. Much of the paperwork is unnecessary.
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The breakdown is so complete that the Office of Juvenile Justice
has even failed {o either contribute to the monthly management
brief prepared by LEAA’s Office of Planning and Management for
submission to the Acting LEAA Administrator or be represented at
a Department of Justice FY 1980 budget hearing with the rest of
LEAA. The result of the fragmentation is red tape, lack of account-
ability, and confusion.

The Office of Juvenile Justice has had a number of interagency
agreements with other Federal agencies to achieve jointly some of
the objectives of the Juvenile Justice Act. It has come to our
attention that in the last 10 months attempts have been made to
cancel those agreements. Have any and how many such agreements
have been cancellied? 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 Office not complying with the LEAA 90-
day internal policy?

Attachment K of OMB Circular A-102 requires that budget revi-
sions be acted upon within 30 days. Grant adjustments, revisions
and extensions should be dealt with in a similar timeframe. On how
many occasions, in the last 10 months, has the Office failed to act
on ‘s?uch 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 submitted for 1977 and 1978 were in the range of
1500 to 1700 pages. The plan for 1979 was 290 pages. We have saved
considerable staff time and paperwork, which went to line agencies
to help juveniles.

How many vacant professional positions are there in the Office of
Juvenile Justice? What percentage of professional positions are
filled in the National Institute for Juvenile Justice? How many
staff have transferred out of the Office of Juvenile Justice to other
parts of LEAA in the last 10 months? Why are so many positions
vacant?

We do not know the specific answers to all these questions, but
we should. We know, for instance, that only four of 11 professional
positions in the National Institute are filled. And 16 of 61 positions
in the Office are vacant. This situation is unacceptable and must be
rectified.

In light of the foregoing discussion, we make to you the following
recornmendations.

(1) We ask that this committee closely examine the operation of
the Juvenile Justice Act, particularly at the Federal level, and
make immediate recommendations to the Pregident and the Attor-
ney General how some of the administrative problems might be
eliminated.

(2) We ask that the committee call for the immediate issuance of
a final guideline M4100.1F Change 3 in order that the policy issues
involved might be resolved. We would ask that you review the final
guideline and advise the Office whether it exceeds statutory limita-
tions and/or violates legislative intent. We would hope that a
careful review would be made of the definition of “juvenile deten-
tion or correctional facility” and the continuation policy.

We are now finding out that after years of States moving kids out
of these facilities these very facilifies 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. ANprEWS. 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?



113

Mr. QuUiNN. Yes.

Mr. Rarey. When is the FY 1979 state plan due?

Mr. Quinn. It is due July 31, 1978.

Mr. RaLgy. A little more than a month from today?

Mr. QuinN. That is right.

Mr, Rarry. 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 review the plan.

Mr. Rarey. You still have not received the final guidelines for the
FY 1979 plan?

Mr. QuiNN. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. Rawey. 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. QuUINN. It was first funded in 1972,

Mr. Rarey. 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 hoth 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. Rarey. Those are all the questions I have.

Ms. Staniey. I have no questions.

[Short recess.)

Mr. AnprEws. Ladies and gentlemen, this is a pleasant interlude
for me and certainly an important one for this subcommittee and
for all of us who are interested in the major area of juvenile justice
and juvenile problems of various and sundry kinds. The reason it is
so great for me personally is that our next witness is certainly three
things to me: first, a friend; secondly, Governor of my home State of
North Carolina, and thirdly, I am pleased to say, a constituent of
mine living in my congressional district. We have a lot of grand
relationships, but he really is here today not exactly in any of those
capacities but rather as a member of the National Governors
Conference.

Governor Hunt is Chairman of the Subcommittee on Justice and
Crime Prevention. I know that he too is personally very dedicated
to becoming part of the solution to the problems that exist within
this area. That is exactly what we are here for and we are so aware,
as is he, that the problem is so great and so serious that it is going
to require the cooperation of dynamic govenors such as Governor
Hunt, and in fact, the entire Governor’s Conference, law enforce-
ment officials, education people, most importantly, the public, and
perhaps least importantly, the Congress.
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Governor, we are accused so often of just throwing a bucket of
money at a problem and then walking away. That is not working
with regard to juvenile delinguency so we are especially pleased
that you are here. We will give our best efforts to stick with this
and get a good job done. We look forward to your statement very

much.
[Prepared statement of Hon, James B, Hunt follows:]
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PrEPARED STATEMENT OF Gov. James B. HunT oF NorTH CAROLINA, CHAIRMAN,
SuscoMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVER-
NORS' ASSOCIATION

As the Governor of North Carolina and as the Chairmaa of the
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice and Crime Prevention of the National Governor's
Asgociation, T 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 JIDP Act
and its 1977 amendments.

When I was elected to office 18 months ago, I had two top priorities:
North Carolina's children and fighting crime. My first major address to the
General Assembly asked for mobilization of the full resources of North Carolina
to fight crime and for the creation of one overall planning body for directing
criminal justice efforts in our state, the Governor's Crime Commission. This
body alsc serves as the state supervisory board for all LEAA and JJDP monies
coming into North Carolina. I also requested the establishment of a Juvenile
Code Revision Committee 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‘atudy 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 Coumittee of the Governor's Crime Commissipn to make a determined effort
to see that the LEAA juvenile monies coming into thes staﬁe be spent to help
develop community-based services as an alternative to training schools for our
state's delinquents and status offendera. (In the past some of the LEAA juvenile
monies coming into North Carolina were not spent for varilous administrative and
political reasons and were reallocated at the eleventh hour to law enforcement,
courts, and corrections projects.) I also asked the Juvenile Justice Planning

Commirtee to study the questicn of whether or not North Carclina should
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participate in the JJDP Act. . The Committee members studied, in depth, the

reasons why North Carolina had decided not to participate, the 1977 amendments,

and the successes and failures of other participating states. They then developed

a realistic and honest plan for North Carolinarts participation in the federal JJDP
legislation. 4s of today, North Carolina has allocated every penny of its LEAA
juvenile monies and has been accepted for participating in the JJDP Act. On top

of that, I have requested that the N.C. General Assembly allocate state funds

in increasing amounts each year to be returned to our 100 counties for the continuing
development of comnunity~based alternatives.

In North Carolina, then, we are paying more attention to juvenile justice
than ever before, because we are not just talking about children presently in
trouble with the law; we are also talking about the group most likely to become
the hard core criminals of tomorrow. We are approaching this problem as a team:
citizens, SPA staff, and Governor. We have learmed from past fallures that without
a high degree of special attention focused on this area, it can easily becone
submerged in the vast urgencies of the day-to-day criminal justice system. But
we are convinced that we need to do more than just react to help solve the criime
problem. We need to plan in order to prevent, and our prevention efforts should

be focused on our children. |
At the federal level too there is a great need for a special emphasis

on juvenile justice as opposed to criminal justice generally. We need an Office

of Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis: You have recognized throuzh your

JJIDP legisiation the need for this office in addition to and apart from the

wain stream of LEAA because of the special nature of youth crime. We must,

of course, maintain the authority for coordination between these two erntities,

LEAA and OJIDP. The amount of juvenile crime is disproportionate to the popu~

lation. Juveniles between the ages 10-17 represent about 15 percent of the

2
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population and yet in 1974 they comnitted about half of the nation's serious
crime, In 1975, 69 percent of our total immate 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 JIDP legislation, when juveniles were committing
50 percent of all serious crime in the country, only about 13 percent of LEXA's
assistance was 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
LEAA money now supports juvenile programs in addition to those funds appropriated
under the JJDP Act.

Interestingly enough, during that same period of time, according to
FBY statistics, juvenile crime has dropped. The proportion of serlous crime
committed by juverll:s has also dropped; and perhaps as a result, crime in
general is declining., Accoxding to FBI staFistica, juvenile grime représented
41,5 percent of serious crime in 1976, s considerable drop simce 1974. In 1976
literally every category of serious crime by juveniles declined. Murder by
youth under 18 dropped 17 percent from 1975; robbery dropped by nearly 20
percent. In addition, juvenile crime decreased faster than adult crime. In
short, in the JJIDP Act, we just may, and I emphasize the word éél: have a plece
of legislation that works.

One important feature of the Juvenile Justice Act is its provision for
the coordination of all federal programs related to delinquency prevention. - The
states need such federal coordination efforts. Various federal agencies within
diverse federal departments have different prioritiles and different procedures.
They require different forms, different guidelines and reporting based on

different figscal years. This maze of bureaucracy all comes together at the

3
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gtate level where we must attempt to untangle the web and actually deliver
assistance to those in need.

Federal agencles need to simplify theiy application procedures,
Policies need tc be consistent, so that one federal program isn't supporting a
practice that another program seeks to discourage. 4 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 schoois. The more juveniles in
training schools, the more money. The JJDP Act, on‘ the other hand, seeks to
remove an Increased number of juvenile sffenders from training schools. This
kind of mixed message from the federal government to the states wust stop.

The JJDP legislation provides a forum fox zsuch coordimation to ocecur
through the federal Coordinasting 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 ac¢tion behind the words, States, local governments,
private nonprofit agencies, aud the youth themselves will all benefit. In
the delivery of youth services at the state level, we are trying to get cur
administrative houses in order. Our efforts can go no further unless federal
agencies put aside bureaucratic turf disputes and respond solely to the needs
of children. We understand that as of today the Federal Coordinating Council
on Juvenile Justice has yet to hold its first meeting.

Coordination is also impertant between the 0ffice of Juvenile.Justice
and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA., Lack of such coordination and staff tension
within the Office itself seem to be causing unnecessary time d;alays in the
processing of state requests, ' For instance, North Carolina's application to
participate in the JIDP Act was sent to Washington in the end of Décember and

we didn't receive word of our acceptance until 2 weeks age, 6 months later.

4
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North Carolina submitted a Plan Adjustment for the use-of 1977 menles ‘several
months ago which we are told had been reviewed by LEAA and was sent on to

0JJDP where it sat for some time. We were at a standstil), until this adjustment
was reviewed. Our SPA Director sent a letter requesting a review of a. "special
condition” placed on the use of our juvenile LEAA monies for detention subsidy
in February and has yet to receive a reply. Without this reply which would
enable us to spend these monies, juveniles are being unnecessarily locked up

in adult county jails in North Carolina. These examples from our state are
typical of time lags being experienced by most states.

In this mass of tangled federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first priority is to
provide services to children in trouble with the law. It must distribute funds
to be spent to help our troubled children as if it were a crisis, for in fact
it is. Research, planning, technical assistance, training, and policy-making
can be pretty heady experiences for federal administrators. 1It's easy to
become infatuated with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem
impressive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running training
i;xstituces for professionals and government employees can bring praise and
approval from those participants. But the first target for services must remain
our ~.'ldren. Getting assistance down teo the service provider and the young
person in the street must be the top priority.

One way to get this emphasis into OJIDP is to involve local service
providers and members of natisnal and state advisory ‘comitt:ees in the setting
of guidelines and definitions as regular participants rather than as responders

" to the information after it is printed in the Federal Register. It is only
natural that, after OJJDP staff members have invested a great deal of time and

effort into definitions and guidelines without outside participation, they are
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ready to fight to defend them regardless of logical arguments to the contrary.

And we are presently in the midst of just such an unnecessary fight.

The argument over th; "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 inte training schools.
Such a single~mindedness on the parc of 03JJDP staff for deinstitutionalization of
status offenders tends to make them overlook sincere 'state concerns for prevention
and for delinguents, In North Carolina, we are interested first in those children
presently in trouble, both delingquents and status offenders. This concern is
closely followed by oux commitment to prevention. Some of our best prevention
efforts are facused at young children who are behavior problems’ in our public
schoolg.

This focus on all three aspects--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 JIDP Act which 1s an extension

of the juvenile comﬁittee of our supervisory board, the Governor's Crime
Coumission. This JJDP Advisory Board will have an overview of all juvenile
justice planning, not just the JIJDP and LEAA juvenile monies. Over ome third

of the members of the JJDP Advisory Board will be members of the Governor's
Crime Commission. We would hope to see regular intéraction between the state
advisory boards and the National Advisory Board, OJJDP staff consultatien with
state advisory boards prior to the establishment of federal JJDP guidelines and
definitiong 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 advisory boards, and SPA staffs need to work as a committed team,

There 1s 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 JIDP legislation we are
discusaing here, could truly help the troubled children of today become the

good citizens and leaders of tomorrow.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. HUNT, JR.,, GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE
ON JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION, NATIONAL GOVERNOR’S
CONFERENCE, ACCOMPANIED BY GORDON SMITH, ANN BRYAN,
AND BARBARA SARUDY

Governor Hunt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I may say, I am
pleased to have with me today Mr. Gordon Smith, who is Director of
our Crime Commission in North Carolina, Ms. Barbara Sarudy, who
is the Chairman of our Juvenile Delinquency Planning Committee,
and also the Director of Youth Care in Greensboro, which is
probably one of the most effective groups in our State dealing with
young people in trouble with the law; and also Miss Ann Bryan,
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, T 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



122

that we would be doing in terms of trying to fight crime more
effectively.

I want to emphasize right here—and I do not think I have to do it
for you—that that is one of the primary concerns of our people. If
we are a government at whatever level that really cares about
people and is responsive to them, then we must respond in this field
flf fighting crime because it is one of the great concerns our people

ave.

We created this Crime Commission and, as I said, it serves as a
state supervisory board for all the LEAA and the OJJDP monies
coming into North Carolina.

I also requested the establishment of a juvenile code revision
committee using some LEAA funds to conduct the first coordinated
and independent evaluation of all of our juvenile justice efforts.

We had had a juvenile justice sytem that had been growing in a
very uncoordinated and often times conflicting way. I served four
years as Lieutenant Governor and presided over the Senate. People
came in with different proposals and we enacted most of them and
a lot of money was spent. Frankly, there was no overall coordina-
tion and direction of them in a way that would give us the
maximum benefit.

So last year when I went before the General Assembly, although I
had a lot of things I asked for in the crime package and all were
passed except one bill out of 15, the one thing I asked them not to
do was to pass any more bills that had to do with the juvenile
justice system. I said, “Give me one year for the finest committee I
can put together to study this matter so we can come in with a
complete fresh approach to deal with the field of juvenile justice.”

That committee is now concluding its study and will be recom-
mending what kind of organizational setup and what kinds of
programs we ought to have. That will be the heart of my proposals
to the 1979 General Assembly. As this study has been going on, 1
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 1lth 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, fo establish community alternatives.



123

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 fto 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 pecple 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 cn juvenile justice and not simply on criminal justice
generally, although that is very important. We do need the Office of
Juvenile Justice for this special emphasis in establishing that, and
in creating this legislation it was very important.

You have recognized through your JDDP legislation the need for
this office in addition to and apart from the mainstream of LEAA

32-506 0 -78-9
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because of the special nature of youth crime. We must, however,
assure coordination between these two entities, LEAA and JJDP.
The amount of juvenile crime, as you well know, is disproportionate
to the population. Juveniles between the ages of 10 and 17, in 1974,
represented about 15 percent of the population and yet they com-
mitted about half of the Nation’s serious crime. In 1975, in our
State of North Carolina, 69 percent of our total inmate population
was under 30 years of age.

The needs of youth sometimes gets lost when no special focus
exists. For example, in 1974, before the JJDP legislation when
juveniles were committing abcut 50 percent of all serious crimes in
this country, only about 13 percent of the LEAA assistance was
being used to support juvenile programs.

Since, of course, the Office was established, a higher percentage
has been directed toward the juveniles, and now of course about 20
percent, as the law provides, of the funds are put into those
programs. That is a step forward. That is very important, and I
think the Congress is to be commended for that.

Interestingly, during that same period, according to FBI statistics,
juvenile crime has dropped. We must always be cautious about
what we ascribe these changes to, as you so well know. But it may
be—and I think it probably is true that this is partially responsi-
ble—according to FBI statistics juvenile crime represented 41.5
p§§zent of serious crime in 1976, which is a considerable drop from
1974.

In 1976, literally every category of serious crime by juveniles
declined. Murder by youth under 18 dropped 17 pecent from 1975.
Robbery dropped by nearly 20 percent; in addition, juvenile crime
decreased faster than adult crime, so that tells us something is a
little different here.

In short, in the JJDP Act we just may have a piece of legislation
that works. With all the problems we find in the world, Mr.
Chairman, this is a place where I think we can take some pride and
some satisfaction, and I commend you and this subcommittee and
the Congress that has established this.

One important feature of the Juvenile Justice Act is its provision
or purported provision for the coordination of all ederal programs
related to delinquency prevention. I know that coordination in big
government bureaucracy is tough. It is tough fo 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.



125

Federal agencies need to simplify their application procedures.
Policies need to be consistent so that one Federal program is not
supporting a practice that another program seeks to discourage. 1
will give you a case in point. HEW still provides money to States for
education based on the number of juveniles in training schools. The
more children in the training schools, the more money you get. The
JJDP Act on the other hand tries to remove juvenile offenders from
training schools, at least those that can be, and this is the kind of
mixed message that you get from the Federal Government that we
need to stop.

The OJJDP legislation provides a forum for such coordination to
occur through the Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Jus-
tice. Congress wrote the language into the law. Coordination has to
be more than just words and meetings. Those agencies that are
responsible for the operation and success of the council have to put
action behind their words. States and local governments and private
nonprofit agencies and the young people themselves will benefit if
we do and will be hurt if we do not.

In the delivery of youth services at the State level, we are trying
to get our houses in order. Again, that is hard for us to do. We are
at the place where the programs are really delivering. But I want to
say to you that I think we are working as hard at it in our State as
any State is doing. I want to say to you it is going to be hard for our
efforts to go much further unless the Federal agencies put aside the
bureaucratic disputes and respond solely to the needs of children.

I could go into some of those. I won't do it now, but I will later if
you like.

We understand that as of today, for example, Mr. Chairman, the
Federal Coordinating Council that was set up in the law on juvenile
justice has yet to hold its first meeting. I suggest to you that is very
unfortunate and ought to be remedied immediately.

Coordination is also important between the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and LEAA.

The statement I filed with you gives you the North Carolina
experience. I won’t recount that here but it is pretty unfortunate.

In this mass of tangled Federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first
priority is to provide services to children in trouble with the law. It
must distribute funds to be spent to help our troubled children as if
it were a crisis, for in fact it is. Research, planning, technical
assistance, training, and policy-making can be pretty heady exper-
iences for Federal administrators. It is easy to become infatuated
with the idea of contracts with national groups that seem impres-
sive. Research findings can bring good media coverage. Running
training institutes for professionals and government employees can
bring praise and approval from those participants. But the first
target for service must remain our children. Getting assistance
down to the service provider and the young person in the street
must be the top priority.

I wish somehow you could infuse the people here, Mr. Chairman,
with what I keep trying to do in State government in North
Carolina. My home is in Wilson County in a little rural community
called Rock Ridge. Having come from Chatham County, you know
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something about that rural community. I am constantly saying to
my people from cabinet secretaries all the way down: “I want you to
think local. Whatever this big complicated problem is that you are
talking about, you think about how it is going to work itself out and
affect people at the local level.”

As a matter of fact, I sort of shortened it now. All I say is, “Think
Rock Ridge.” That means you think about how this is going to affect
those people who live there.

Mr. ANprRews. 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 T 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 1 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 prchi-
bition of commingling could squeeze delinguents out of community-
based services that we are working so hard to try to establish,
trying to get every penny of money we can find, trying to get all
kinds of groups that care about children to help us. We could
squeeze the delinquent out of those community-based services and
back into the training schools. Such a singlemindedness on the part
of the OJJDP staff for deinstitutionalization of status offenders
tends to make them overlook the very sincere State concerns for
prevention and for delinquents.

In North Carolina, we are interested first in those childven that
are presently in trouble, both delinquents and status offenders. Let
me say this, too, Mr. Chairman, if I may. Most of what I have said is
talk about prevention, and I am going to say another word about
that, and we have talked about status offenders, and that has been
a popular subject, properly so, because that is the first stage. But 1
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 wag killed, There is vicious crime going on that
we have got to try to prevent and deal with effectively. I would just
urge that this be kept in mind along with the other things.

Of course, we must keep our eye on the matter of prevention,
because if we do that effectively today, perhaps we won't have as
many delinquents and hard-core criminals tomorrow.

Some of our best prevention efforts are focused at young children
who are behavior problems in our public schools, and that is
certainly where we are putting some of our greatest efforts in North
Carolina. ,

1 have been so thrilled to learn the results and visit personally in
the schools where we are using some of our juvenile moneys to
create these in-school alternatives, so instead of putting the kids out
?11;1 1the street, we are putting them into closely supervised study

8.

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 empleoyment and
consultation of local service providers to complement staff theoreti-
Cig?f& 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 Carclina, 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 gupervisory 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 interaction between the State advisory boards and the
National Advisory Board. We would hope to see the Office of JIJDP
staff consult regularly with our own staff and with the advisory
board prior to the establishment of Federal JJDP guidelines and
before the definitions are established. Again, you know if just this
one thing came out of what you are doing here in this oversight
hearing, it would be good. It is tough to get that through. I know
because it is tough for me to get my own cabinet secretaries
sometimes to give the kind of input to our Advisory Boards that
they should do. I have to stay on them about it. I put out a memo fo
every one of them & 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 opportunitg.

I think that the State Advisory Boards need to be encouraged and
strengthened in all States that are participating in the JJDP. As 1
said, I believe strongly that the governors and the State Advisory
Boards and the SPA staffs need to work as a committed team,
Wé)é‘king 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 te be invclved 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 ckildren of today become the good citizens and
leaders of tomorrow.

I want to thank you for your inferest and your work.

Mr. AnpreEws. Thank you very much, Governor Hunt. I might
suggest, after noting to your comprehension, which to me is
amagzing 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. ANprEwS. 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 vou down there again soon.

Barbara, it is going to look like we are trying to declare Carolina-
afternoon. That wasn’t our intention. Barbara Sylvester wasn’t to
follow Governor Hunt, but because of the agenda jockeying, that
has developed to be the case. Barbara is a very distinguished lady of
South Carolina. Among other things, she is Vice Chairman of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

Barbara, I might say Congressman Mann and practically all the
delegation of South Carolina have told me more glowing things
about you than time will permit me to repeat here. But, to say the
least, on behalf of my friendship with them and my respect for you,
it is especially a pleasure to welcome you here. We look forward to
your statement.

As with the others, you may submit it and either read from it, or
preferably, just talk with us about it. But we leave that up to you
and will be pleased to hear from you.

[The information referred to follows:]

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATIOR

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531

dJune 23, 1978

Representative Ike Andrews
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Andrews:

1 am pleased to submit copies of my testimony concerning the
National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention for Subcommittee hearings on June 27th. I look forward
to addressing the Subcommitiee at that time and thank you for your
kind invitation to do so.

/§in§ere1y yours, -

A Y
.- 7/? 7 ,,/a 14 7/};'/ K thdn Z,(—!‘"Z_
Barbara T. Sylvester '
Vice Chair
National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention
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Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, (the NAC), I wish to thank you for
inviting us to be a participant in this Sub-committee hearing.

1 am Barbara Sylvester, currently serving as the Vice Chair of the NAC,
a position created by the NAC membership at a meeting on March 3, 1978. I
am former Chairperson {four years) Sf the South Carolina Department 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, I find that Congress felt a
tremendous need for an advisory body composed of persons having special know-
ledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency or the
administration of juvenile justice. You are to be commended for establishing
such a body, especially for your courageous position regarding representation
of youth (who have been or are currently within the system). What better way
to learn than from one who has been there? It is so very clear that you felt
citizen participation imperative by inserting into the Act, "A majority of
the members of the Advisory Committee, including the Chairman; shall not be
full-time employees of Federal, State or Jocal governments."

An inconsistent level of membership and the uncertainty regarding Com-
mittee staff support has prevented you, however, from reaping the returns 1
believe you were seeking. I am not placing blame anywhere Mr. Chairman --

I am merely stating a fact and would 1ike to emphasize that the Juvenile
Delinquency Act is one of the few pieces of legislation that so explicitly

recognized and addressed the issue of citizen participation.
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We, the NAC, have been disappointed that our committee has been plagued
with delays in the appointment of new members. 1977 saw the committee exist
eight months with only fourteen members, one of whom is not to be found --
no one seems to know his where abouts. For the past three months in 1978,
the Committee has experienced the same situation. We are hopeful the only
reason for delay has been the White House's attempt to appoint persons who
wholeheartedly meet the requirements of the Act.

Committee Accompiishments

Despite the difficulty caused by lack of continuity in appointments
(e.g. in March 1978, we 1ost‘the Chair and two sub-committee chairs) and
recent changes in the level of staff support to the Committee, which I
will address in greater detail, the Advisory 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 Sténdards to be recommended and the process to be
used in developing them. Standards were to address the full range
of taw enforcement, judicial, treatment, socia]‘service, health,
educational and planning activities affecting youth. The second
report, an interim progress report was submitted in March 1976,

the third report was in the form of the first volume of recommended
standards concerning the adjudication function; it also contained a
general implementation plan and specific recommendations for facili-

tating the adoption of particular standards. The fourth report,
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circulated n 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 ve Standards. A1l of this has been an
enormous task and I wish at this time to personally commend the Sub-
committee and the staff of 0J30P 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, Yirginia. The purposes of the meeting were:
to develop a working relationship between and among the NAC, State
Advisory Groups and the Office,
to provide for exchange of information and ideas regarding partici-
pation in and support for full implementation of the Act,
to identify key issues and promote discussion of these issues, and
to develop a natjonal 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 0JJDP, specified delegations from the SAGs (the chairperson, one youth

mer ar,

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 Trom

the states and well known experts in the field.
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~ Let me share with you some of the positive as well as negative feed back

comments from the conference:

"For the first time 1 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."

"1 have recently become a Juvenile Justice specialist, and 1 basically
learned what my role was supposed to be."

"1t renewed my motivation to get over my ‘burned out' syndrome."

"1 saw the importance of speaking up in the SAG."

"1 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 QJJDP definitions and guide-
1ines dominated the discussion and should have been addressed immediately
so we could move on to other issues."

"The NAC should be more assertive ... should take a more active role in
formulating policy and monitoring 0J3JDP ... should use the SAG's
experience to influence policy."

"The NAC should advocate on behalf of SAGs to 0JJDP."

"The NAC should be more responsive to the SAGs and introduce the reality

we know into guideline development."
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The NAC should be an information resource for SAGs by:

“preparing a basic orientation package for SAG members"

Yassisting in developing coalitions™

"providing information regarding national trends"

"pubTishing a regular newsletter highlighting topics of interest

to SAGs".

Responses such as these clearly indicate to us some concrete ways in
which the NAC could accomplish objectives which have already been identified.
These comments are being shared with you to demonstrate the success of the
March meeting as well as to provide you with input from the citizens whose
participation you support. The NAC plans to provide the Subcommittee with
copies of the conference proceedings upon their completion. From this very
brief synopsis I hope that you too feel that persons who may have referred to
the conference as an "unguided missile" may have missed the launching pad.

Of great interest and addressed extensively during the conference were
the Guidelines (Revisions to- the Guide for SPA Grants). DBuring my short
tenure, only three months, as Vice Chair of this committee and in light of
my interpretation of our responsibilities, I requested comments from the
Committee members on the Guidelines on two occasions after the March conference.
Members felt, however, they had not met as a deliberative body and could not
respond with one voiée, 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-
Tines will be addressed during the July meeting of the NAC to be held in
Kansas City July 12-14.
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A set of "Standards of Conduct™ has been adopted by the Committee.
{See Attachment)

A Subcommittee will present Bylaws for adoption to the Committee at
its July meeting. These two Tast actions have been taken so that the NAC
will have its own house in order to allow it to concentrate its effort on
fulfilling its mandated responsibilities.

Changes in Level of Staff Support to the Committee

The 1974 Act as amended states that the Associate Administrator shall
provide such staff and other support to the Advisory Committee as may be
necessary to perform its duties.

The Executive Committee met with the Associate Administrator of the
Office April 10, 1978. At this meeting we were informed that we could no
Jonger rely upon Office staff for assistance with agenda development, con-
ference planning, research activities and the 1ike. Subsequently, at the
suggestion of the Associate Administrator, an ad hoc committee developed
specifications for a Request for Proposal {RFP) for committee staff support
and submitted it to the Office on May 8, 1978. We have not had any information
since then as to the Associate Administrator's long range plans for Committee
support but we are hopeful that, at Teast for the present, and especially for
purposes of conducting our next twé meetings -~ cne in July in Kansas City and
one in August in San Antonio -- that we will be able to rely upon services
that we have been receiving under contract.

We are fully aware of the small number of personnel within the Office.

We realize their top priority cannot and should not be the NAC. That is
among the reasons that the Committee feels it imperative to be provided with
sufficient guaranteed staff positions to provide assistance in carrying out

its work.
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Recommendations
I wish today to submit the following recommendations to the
Congress which will address the problems I have just described:
- The NAC strongly recommends that a Tine item appropriation be made
for the Committee.
~ The NAC recommends that appointees to the Committee be allowed to
actively serve until their successors are named by the President.
- The NAC pleads with the Congress to insist that the Coordinating
Council meet and get on with the responsibilities charged to them in
the Act.
Mr. Chairman we do plan to make further recommendations to the Congress
later in the year as required by Section 208 of the Act.
1 wish to close my testimony with these few words. There are many
children, young people and yes, old people, who need people Tike you --
your committee, NAC members ,the staff of the Office., They need to be guided
by people who make decisions and are "doers." The task before you is tremendous
but not unconquerable. 1 urge you to evaluate, deliberate and take action that
will help those who have not been as fortunate as you and I so that until that
time comes when we know how to fine-tune programs to prevent delinquency, let
us at least provide the services which are known to bé important to the normal,
positive development of the child. The National Advisory Committee stands ready
to participate in that effort.
Again, I wish to thank you for allowing me to share with you some of the
interests and concerns of the National Advisory Committee For Juvenile Justice
And Delinquency Prevention. I am willing to entertain questions and respond

to the best of my ability.

STATEMENT OF BARBARA SYLVESTER, VICE-CHAIR, NATIONAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTION

Ms. SyLvesTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope I can hold up to
the things the South Carolina Congressmen have said. Frankly, 1
am very honored to follow Governor Hunt. He and I have been
friends for a number of years, and I think it is exciting to see a
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State that has recently come into the act talk about why they did
come into it.

Mr. Axprews. Do you think a year or two from now he will
regret that decision?

Ms. SyuvesteEr. I hope not. I hope even those States that are
thinking about withdrawing will reconsider, and that the problems
can be worked out. I do think that the Goverrnor pointed out many
problems that participating States are having and those that are
not participating.

I am pleased to appear today and on behalf of the National
Advisory Committee for each one of those members now serving—-it
is not a full committee at this time. The full commitiee consists of
21 members and since March we have existed with only 14—
actually 13—because one of thwse members, as stated in my testi-
mony, cannot be located. We have had no contact with him, and, to
my knowledge, no one else has been able to locate him.

But the committes is very grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for
inviting us to be a part of this subcommittee hearing.

Nine years ago, I entered the field as a citizen representative, a
private sector representative. I was appointed to the South Caroclina
Board of Juvenile Corrections in charge of reformatories. During
these nine years, we have seen progress come from referring to
those schools as reformafories up to juvenile corvections, and now,
thank God, for the progressive attitude of State legislators and
people in charge of delivering services to children in trouble, we are
now referred to as the South Carolina Department of Youth
Services.

I went into very troubled areas, and it seems as though I came
into another one when I came on the Naticnal Advisory Committee.
I have followed the act since its birth and have been quite excited
over the 1977 Amendments and was quite anxious to receive this
appointment so I could come up to a higher level than the State
level, having lived at the grass-roots level and participated in the
development of special ernphasis pregrams that were funded just Ly
the community and by State funds. So I was very anxious to come
onboard on the top level and pursue and help implement the
mandates of the act.

I would like very much, as a citizen, and as a professional
volunteer—and not as a professional, but just a professional volun-
teer—to address a question which you asked this morning, and that
is about diversion. I would like to share with you two of our steps in
diversion of young people from the juvenile justice system. It is two
bumper stickers. One is “Have you hugged your kid today” and one
on which a copyright is pending is, “Loving kids is a family affair.”
We hoped we could get that into the community, Mr. Chairman—
and that was initiated by private sector people, not professionals, It
has had a great impact, and we think that that, too, is very much a
part of the diversion program.

Since Congressman Hawkins asked this morning about the seri-
ous offender, I would like for him tuv know that the National
Advisory Committee, at its August meeting, if we have that meet-
ing, will address this issue, and, of course, whatever recommenda-
tion and position comes from the National Advisory Committee,
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will be forwarded immediately to the office and to your office, and
also to the Senate office.

My testimony, I think, that has been filed with you, is rather
extensive about the accomplishments, the mandates of the National
Advisory Committee and its objectives, so what I would like to do in
this time, so it will allow for questions and participation, is I would
like to address the concerns of the committee, and that being that
we are mandated by section 208 with extensive responsibilities. It is
absolutely impossible for those mandates to be fulfilled unless a
continuous flow of information and staff is provided to assist this.

In the past, it has been the practice of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to provide staff to the National
Advisory Committee. Also, a contract was extended, and as far as
any information goes, the contractor made hotel arrangements and
also made travel arrangements, but as far as information was
concerned, it came from the people who knew what was going on in
the Office.

That information was vital to Committee members. Since the
staff support from the Office has been released from assisting the
National Advisory Committee, without staff in the Washington
area, it is virtually impossible for the National Adviscry Committee
to fulfill its mandate. It is virtually impossible for us to be able to
find out what is going on in the Office and what is going on with
regard to other parts of the statute.

As you know, the act says the majority of the membership shall
come from the private sector, and, as I stated in my 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
they want to see.

As you are very well aware, society is not that anxious to help
troubled children, and those of us who are working out there in the
field find it more difficult every day to pick up that community
money, because that is not one of the top priorities.

I have spent over 20 years working in the field of mental retarda-
tion. I find myself somewhat obsessed, and I have been able to share
it with the Advisory Committee and the members of the Office, and
the Committee and Office should initiate an extensive program on
the part of the mentally retarded offender, but without the informa-
tion flowing down to us, there is no way we would be able to do this.

I, toc, 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 peopie 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 ceine up with a
solution.

As of this date, I, representing the National Advisory Committee,
have had no response as far as the RFP is concerned. 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 Cocmmittee 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 1
would say, as I did in my filed testimony, that that was a very, very

32-505 O - 18 ~ 10
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successful thing, and not a day goes by that some member of the
National Advisory Committee is not contacted by some State, say-
ing “don’t forget we are expecting a repeat ¢f 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 so that we can get on
with fulfilling the mandates of the act. We strongly recommend
that the National Advisory Committee receive a line item appropri-
ation. That is not an independent appropriation. It is a line item
appropriation, The National Advisory Committee recommends that
appointees to the Committee be allowed to actively serve until their
successors are named by the President. As I said, we plead with the
Congress to insist that the Coordinating Council meet and get on
with the responsibilities charged to them in the act.



141

Mr. Chairman, I also feel that I have to pcint out that we have
had a breakdown in communications with the Office. At the execu-
tive committee meeting that was held immediately after the cancel-
lation of the May meeting, the Associate Administrator instructed
us that there was to be one person from the Committee contacting
the Office.

To some degree, I can understand that rationale, but to another I
can’t. I, being elected as the Acting Vice-Chair at that time, was a
person so designated. I was assigned to one particular individual,
and it is rumored that this individual is no longer present in the
Office. So I am at a loss now as the spokesman for the National
Advisory Committee to know to whom I should address myself in
the Office. I go back to what I said a while ago; there has to be
coordination,

The committee is the grass-roots at the Federal level—

Mr. ANDREWS. Who was the person to whom you were to report?

Ms. SYLVESTER. 1 was told by the Associate Administrator when I
could not get to him that I was to confer with Mr. Bill Doyle.

Mr. AnprEws. You don’t know where he is?

Ms. SyrvestEr. Only by rumor, sir.

Mr. RaLey. Mr. Chairman, for the record, as I understand it, Mr.
Il)loyle left the Office about two weeks ago and is no longer employed
there.

Ms. SyLvesTER. 1 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.

}ll\flls. SyLvestgRr. 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. Rarey. If T 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. SvLVESTER. Exactly.

Mr. Rarey. How many members does the National Advisory
Committee consist of now?
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Ms. Syrvester. Actually in name there are fourteen.

Mr. Rarey. The chair is also vacant?

Ms, Syiveerer. 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
ahfqrmer member. We lost the chair, and we lost two subcommittee
chairs.

Mr. RarLey. Have you inquired of the White House personnel
office, or the White House, as to why those positions have been
vacant—since March 18, I believe? Is that correct?

Ms. Syvvister. I have called the White House so many times that
I think the switchboard operator recognizes my voice.

Mr. Rarey. Have you written them?

Ms. SYLVESTER. Yes, sir, and I also, upon recently hearing that
the appointments were going to come about most any day, I called
the White House personnel and requested that they notify those
people that were coming onboard the dates of the July meeting and
the dates that we had scheduled the August meeting, knowing that
this was summertime and some of them may have families that
they had scheduled vacations with, and knowing, too, that people
that are going to be appointed to the National Advisory Committee,
I am assuming, are very busy people and would have to readjust
their schedules.

I was assured that would happen. However, I talked with one
lady who 1 understand is to be appointed, and she has never
received a call about the dates of the meeting, and 1 have shared
them with her.

Mr. Rarey. For the record, you have not received a response from
thedV{)hite House personnel as to why appointments have not been
made?

Ms. SyLvesTER. Exactly.

Mr. Rargy, I would like to say the subcommittee staff has written
a letter two weeks ago to White House personuel, asking why the
appointments have not heen made, and why it has taken three
months to be made, and we have not as yet received a response.

Ms. SyrvesreEr. 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 8rd, 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 Commitfee. 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. Rarey. Do you have copies of the letters that you have
written requesting responses regarding NAC appointments?
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Ms. SyLvesTER. Yes.

Mr. RaLey, Would you be willing to supply those for the record,
and if you have other attachments you would like to include, we
would appreciate it.

[Information requested follows:]

20 b
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

bl
\\\ LAY ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
RS WATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
o JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
7 WASHINGTON, D, C. 20531

A

March 14, 1978

The President
The White House
Washingten, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

The first National Conference for selected members of State Juvenile
Delinquency Committees was held February 28 through March 3, 1978, in
Reston, Virginia. Forty-nine of fifty states participated. This con-
ference was co-sponsored by thea National Advisory Committee and the
Juvenile Delinquency Office. During those three days an unmeasurable
amount of knowledge was exchanged between the participants and members
of the National Advisory Committee. A 1ine of communications was
definitely developed which I feel will make a great contribution to the
field of Juvenile Justice.

For the first time in three years, all twenty-one positions of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention are filled. However, on March 18, 1978, seven of those terms -
expired.. Three members (Mr. John Florez, Mr. Tim Davis, and myself as
Chair) have been selected as a Liaison Committee with the White House.

By unanimous vote of the Committee on March 3, 1978, I was urged to seek
an appointment with you at the earljest possible time to discuss the
upcoming vacancies and other related matters. Due to the urgency of this
matter, I await a response from your office in the very near future. I
can be reached at 803-669-6971.

Sincgrely yours,
)

Barbara T. Sylvester
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I HaVZI BEEN IN COMMUNICATION WITH OFFICAILS AT THE VHITE
HOUSE FEGARDING THE STATUS OF THE SEVEVEN OQUTSTANDING
APPOINTMENTS TO THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITZEE ON
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. I KNOV YOU
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THZIR FIRST METING. IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT THEY BZ BRIEFED
THORQUGHLY CON THE JUVENILEZ JUSTICE AND DELINQGUIENCY PRz~
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CAN BE ANNOUNCED DESPITZ THE EBEST EFFORYS OF THE WHITE HQUSE
PERSONNEL OFFICE. COMPLETION OF EALDKGEOURD INVESTIGATIONS
AND OTHEZR MATTERS MAKE UNTIMELY THE TENTATIVELY SGHEDULED
MAY NAC MEETINGs

1 RECOMMEND & LATE JUNE OR JULY DATE FOR THE NEXT MEETING.
IF 18 YOUR COLLECTIVE JUDGMENT SUCH A SUMMER MEETING 1S NOT
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I KWOW THAT THIS SET OF APPOINTEES WILL MAKE & REAL CORTRI-
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUERCY PREVENTION
WASHINGTON, D, €, 20531

April 27, 1978

John Rector, Administrator

0ffice of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

LEAA

Raom 452
633 Indiana Avenue, N.UW.
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear John:

On behalf of the Executive Committee of the National Advisory
Committee, i would 1ike to express our appreciation for the considera-
ble amount of time you spent with us Monday, April 10th. Although a
number of issues weére resolved and the information which you provided
was very helpful, several troublesome questions still remain. In the
interests of-preserving a harmonious relationship, which I feel is
imperative, between the Committee and the Of7ice, I would like to have
your views regarding the following matters so that we can get on with
the work of the Committee in a meaningful and productive fashion.

a) 1 have interpreted your references to the estabiishment of pro-
cedures for communication between the Committee and the Office to sug-
gest that some written documents describe these procedures. I have been
unable to find a proposal or agreement of this sort in my files and would
find it most helpful §f you could provide me with a copy. If you find
no such procedures exist and feel that they should, perhaps you would
be kind enough to foward your recommendations to the NAC. I would also
appreciate some general guidelines and illustrations of the types of
requests which you feel should be dealt with by direct communication
between yourself and the Chair and those which can be handled directly
by the contractor so that future requests for assistance can be handled
easily and without misunderstanding.

b) It is my understanding, based upon your discussion with the

" Executive Committee, that we can no longer rely upon Office staff for

assistance with agenda development, conference planning, research activ-
ities and the like. As you have suggested, we are developing specifica-
tions for an RFP for future Committee staff support under contract. In
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the meantime, however I can imagine occasions in which the Office would

be the only source of support services crucial to the effective function-
ing of the Committee. For example, subcommittee chairs may want to con-
sult with Richard Van Duizend and Buddy Howell concerning their respect-
ive areas of responsibility. I think it's important that we understand
very clearly whether or not the NAC can expect to receive any staff assist-
ance in such instances and, if so, if it is your preference that these
contacts be preceded by a communication between me or the new Chaiv and
yourself.

c) In order to assist us in developing a staffing plan and related
workplan, it would be helpful if you shared with us your expectations
concerning the Committee. -Responses to the recent meeting with the State
Advisory Groups in Reston suggest to us some concrete ways in which the
NAC could accomplish objectives which we have already identified -- to
strengthen its role to build a constituency for delinquency prevention and
improvements to the juvenile justice system, to facilitate input to 0JJDP
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? Uhat specific work products do you think the NAC should be
producing? What 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 on the
'status of last year's NAC report -- whether it is to be published, made
available to the public or whatever.)

d) To get away from “pie in the sky" and to draw up a realistic
staffing plan, we need to know what amount of money has been set aside in
your budget for the NAC for FY79 and 80.

e) Fipally, the Committee is most anxious to hear from you about the
status of the Coordinating Council. Has a meeting date been set? Is there
g role the NAC can play in assisting with the work of the Coordinating

ouncil?

As you know, due to Toot surgery last week, I am somewhat incapacitated
at this time. I am using this opportunity to focus upon the questiens
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 May 5th. I hope you
can respond to these questions before that date.

1 look forward to hearing from you and very shortly hope to
provide you with comments from NAC members regarding the Guidelines.

With warm personal regards,

\i§ifi;,t€zaﬂﬂ-——
arbara T. Sylvester

Vice Chair

cc:  NAC Members
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OF FICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

JUN'1 61978

Ms. Barbara Sylvester

Vice Chair

National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

510 Camellia Circle

Florence, South Carolina 29501

Dear Barbara:

Please accept my sincerest apologies for the delay in formally
responding to your letter of April 27, 1978, regarding the
Nationai Advisory Committee. As you know, unfortunately my
schedule was such that I was unable to meet with you personally
the last time you were in the Office. However, 1 did instruct
my staff to respond to each of your questions on my behalf
during your meeting. If in your judgment their response was
not satisfactory, I will be pleased to discuss these matters
with you the next time we meet.

I have enclosed for your information a copy of my response to

a recent letter trom John Fiorez concerning future support
services for the National Advisory Committee. With regard to

the Coordinating Council, the Attorney General has scheduled a
meeting for June 22, 1978. Under the Juvenile Justice Amendments
of 1977, the Coordinating Council is directed to review the
programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the
degree to which they are consistent with Sections 223(a)(12) and
{13) of the Juvenile Justice Act. Discussion of this new direction
will be the primary agenda item for the meeting. Any support the
National Advisory Committee can provide to the Coordinating Council
in fulfilling its mandated responsibilities would be welcomed.

1 look forward to meeting with you and the other National Advisory
Committee members in July in Kansas City.

With ﬂ:egards R
LL/Z 54;2'54

dohn M. Rector

Administrator

Offjce of Juvenile Justice
ang Delinquency Prevention

Enclosure
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ‘
LAY ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20331

June 22, 1978

John Rector, Administrator

0ffice of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention

Room 452

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear John:

Please find enclosed a revised versjon of the Agenda for the
Kansas City meeting. The revisions have been made in response to the
very helpful suggestions of the members of your staff who met with me
during a recent trip to Washington and in 1ight of the uncertainty
surrounding the timing of the appointments of the new members. =

As you have quite accurately pointed out on several occasions,
meaningful and successful participation of both new and present
members in the work of the Committee, as mandated by the Juvenile
Justice Act, requires that they be informed members. It is, however,
our understanding that members of your staff, representing various com-
ponents of the 0ffice, will no longer be attending our meetings to

make presentations regarding their activities. Given these circumstances,

1 am requesting that from now on, prior to meetings, the Committee be
supplied with short, concise briefing papers describing the status of
activities in each of the program areas in which the Committee has an
interest. I am referring to:

- the National Institute, including its work on standards

~ the Formula Grants and Technical Assistance program

- Special Emphasis program

- PoTicy, Pianning and Coordination (including Concentration
of Federal Effort)

Such materials would be extremely helpful in providing orientation
to new members and in keeping the Committee as a whole up to date so
that it can effectively discharge its responsibility to advise the
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John Rector, Administrator
Page Two
June 22, 1978

Administrator, to conduct the work of the subcommittees and to make
meaningful recommendations, as required, on an annual basis concerning
the analysis and evaluation of Faderal juvenile delinquency programs
and the comprehensive plan for such programs.

Ye are very anxious not to unnecessarily burden the Office so that
it, too, is able to discharge its responsibilities. 1 cannot think of
any appropriate outside source for such information, however, and if the
.members of the HAC are te come to meetings nrepared to work, they will
need this information ahead of time. 1 am also convinced that written
materials will not only propaviy inform the NAC about the operations of
the Office, but will alzso serve to reduce the possibility that any mis-
understandings may arise.

Because the Kansas City meeting is soon upon us, I would appreciate
hearing from you abou.t this as soon as possible. I will be in Yashington
the first part of next week and will call you at that time.

With warm perijiizzrsg§f9g,
¢ 7 / 7"———‘
ﬁz,§Q<Au¢,- //»5;257Z( tlorea Ll
Barbara T. Sylvester
Vice Chair
National Advisory Committee

for Juvenile Justice and
Delinqguency Prevention
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COMMITTEE SPONSORED TRAVEL AND ATTENDA'ICE AT CONFERENCES

In accordance with guidelines recently adopted by the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention, the following guidelines
‘ concerning travel and attendance at conferences, s iposia, conventions,
and meetings viere approved by the Exacutive Committez for use by the
Hational Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Da2linquency Preven-

tion (the Committee).

1. A mémber of the Commnittee may speak on bzhalf of the Commiitiee only
when requested to do so by the Executive Comm{ttee or when quoting policies
and recommendations forwally approved by the full Coicvittee. I a

member is publicly introduced or identified as a member of the Committes,
but s not officially authorized to speak on behalf of the Committez, he

or she must qualify his or her statements as not reflecting the views of
the Committes, unless such statements reflect policies and reconmendations

formally approved by the full Committee.

2. - No travel expenses, consultant fees, or other remunaration will “e
paid to mexbers without the formal advance approval of the Executive
Committee except as such payment relates Lo regular attendance at full

Committee meetings schaduled with the approval of the Executive Committee.

3. Attendance at conferences will not be authorized when the primary

benefit is to the individual rather than 1o the accomplishment of the
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Committee's overall objectives. Payment will be authorized for only
those fees that are necessary to cover the actual cost of a member's

participation in any given conference .

4,  Attendance at conferences will not be authorized in lieu of or
for receipt of personal benefits, incentives or rewards for past or

present performance.

5. When travel and attendance at confevences is authorized, efforts
will be made to minimize associated travel expenses by designating as

participants members who are located at or near the conference site.

6.  The number of members participating in a conference will be limited
to the minimum required to relate the information obtained from the
meeting to the échievemént of the Committee's overall objectives., In all
instances, the number of members attending any one event will be kept to
the absolute minimum necéssary. As a rule, no more than orie member will
be authorized to represent the Committee at a conference. It will be

the responsibility of those attending a conference to prepare a trip
report for review by the Executive Committee. The report must be of
sufficient detail to communicate to others the purpose and results of the

trip, and to justify approval of vouchers for reimbursement of expenses.

7. Committee members will rot be authorized to speak at conferences
when excessive registration fees are ‘being charged.. It is particularly

important that the fees reflect actual costs in conducting conferences.
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The Committee will not participate in or support meetings that exclude

large numbers of possible beneficiaries because of excessive fees charged.

8. Particular attention will be given to meetings held overseas.
Attendance by Committee members will be held to an absolute minimum con-

sistent with the accomplishment of the Committee's overall objectives.

Mr. ANprEwS. 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. Anprews. 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. Mourp. Thank you Mr. Chairman for permission to land.
[Laughter.]

[The Statement presented by Christopher Mould follows:]
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STATEMENT PRESENTED BY CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL

BoArn oF YMCASs, 8y NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, ON BEXALF OF THE
Forrowine ORCANIZATIONS : Boys' CLuBs oF AMERICA, CAMP FIRE GIrrs, INC.,
Girts CLuBs of AMERICA, INo,, GIRL Scours oF THE U.S.A., JEWISH WELFARE
BoArp, NATIONAL Boarp oF YMOAS, NATIONAL BoArp, YWCA, REp Cross
Youry SERVICE PROGRAMS

Mr, Chaimman, it is with pleasure that we accepted your
invitation to share with this distinguished Committee the views .
bflprivate non-profit agehcies on the operations of LEAA's
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. This

testimony iz expressly endorsed by the following members of the

" National Collaboration for Youth, a coalition of twelve major

voluntary national youth~serving organizations:

Boys' Clubs of America

Camp Fire Girls, Inc., .

Girls Clubs of America, Inc,
Girl Scouts of the U. S. A.
Jewish Welfare Board

National Board of YNCAs
National Board, YWCA

Red Cross Youth Service Programs

Over 30 million girls and boys are served by the voluntary
youth organizations in the Collaboration. These boys and girls
are a diverse and broad cross-section of this nation's young
people from rural and urban areas, from all income levels, and
from all ethnie, 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 leadership and funding in the
implementation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act of 1974,
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We have the experience of working with children and youth,
many of whom are poor - - poor in economic resources, pcor in
. spirit, poér in opportunity, children who are alienated, children

who are troubled, and children who get inteo 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 serVECes 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 leadersv
across this country, who serve on our local and national boards
of directors. These are men and women of substance, who genuinely
care and actively support programs designed to help the youth of
America. They realize that thié 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 egquipment
and facilities. Billions of program dollars have been effectively

spent by our organizations. Within the last decade, the needs of

32-505 O - 78 - 11
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the youth who are most troubled and alienated, have been high-
lighted and our programs adjusted to meet them. The Juvenile
Justice ahd Delinquency Prevention Act has helped us deepen our
commitment and build our capacity. We have broadened our approaches

to concentrate more efforts with those in the greatest need.

The member organizations of the National Collaboration for
- Youth have had the opportunity to work with the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delingquency Prevention (OJIDP} since its establishment
after the passage of the 1974 legislation. The creation.of the
Office itseif has provided a focal point for'various components
of the federal involvement in the juvenile justice field, although

. a great deal more needs to be done in this regard.

- The: member organizations of the National Collaboration for
Youth have identified four major areas of concern with the current
operation of LEAR's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency

Prevention (OJJDP).

Private/Public Partnership

Qur first concern with the operation of OJJDP is the need for
the Office to view the private voluntary sector as a major
contributor to the implementation of the Special Emphasis Programs,
as mandated by the Act. Our experience has shown that when the
private sector is involved as a collaboration with the public sector,
there is a difference in the gquality and accessibility of the
programs. The National Juvenile Justice Program Collaboration

(NJJPC)'junded 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'éector in

serving youth-at-risk. NJJPC, in its first two years, has also
.shown that collaboration both within the private voluntary sector

and between the public and private»sectorg can happen on the local

and national levels and that, at the local level, it can make a

difference in how communities respond to youth~at-risk.

In 1975 LEAA awarded funding to a collaboration of 16 naticnal
agenéies proposing to deliver community servipes 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
Résea:ch, University of Nebraska at Omaha concluded that all "local
collaborations were successful in achieving organizational develop- .

ment and program planning as called for in the proposal.”

"A key element in each of the logal col;aboratiohs was the
relation to the public agency respon;ible ﬁor'éervices to
deinstitutionalize status offendexs.” The_public agencies dealing
with community care for status offenders viewed the effort.asilong
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
affendexrs and children-at-risk served. More than 2,900 community
leaders and youth program staff for both public and non-profit

’ agencies attended capacity-building training sessions.

The five local collaborations were able to plan and implement
116 different programs in 14-18 months in widely scattered
communities. In three of the five sites, there was an increase of
.positive attitudes about not-for*profif agencies mixing status
offenders with other children. = These indiviguals, whose attitudes
changed, are the decision-makers in their communities,,and thus

their change of attitudes is significant.

Befére the collaboration's involvemeﬁt, Tucson, for examéle,
_had nevexr conducted an inténsive youth needs assessment. The
collaboration contracted with a research firm to develop a massive
questionnaire and recruited and trained volunteers to conduct the
survey. The results were enllected and tabulated and are now in

the process of being publishéd.

The coptinuation of the program will rely heavily on the data
gathered in the survey if the planning for direct services.

Anothexr example of the benefits of these collaboxative e;forts
is in Spokane. Acting on the assumption that youth problems are '
family problems, the agencies in Spokane developed a family v
"survival kit" and made it available to families who, for various
reasons, would not or could not attend counseling services. It

included”boncepts 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 twige a week to locate status offenders. Because of their
direct relationship with the youth agencies, these volunteers were
able to help place the youth iﬁto emergency temporary foster care,
shelters or with their parents. That collaboratior is now training
additional pétential foster parents to facilitate placement of

status offenders.

The fact that private voluntary agencies are part of the
community and remain so even after a specific program grant expires
contributes greatly to the long term effect of that program. Thé
commitment on éhe 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 voluntee} leadershié who axe closely rooted-

in the community and are willing to share their time and expertise.

We have demonstrated the utility of public/private collaboration.
We call on the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
to expand and enhance public/private agency collaboration through
‘use of its Special Emphasis funds, training funds and its

influence with the SpAs,

The relationship between the Office of Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Prevention énd 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 ephance this re;ationship in the future.

Formula'érant Dispogition
Jur second concern is more with the SPAs than with the OJJIDP
and the use of formula grant funds.

. A. Funding of Prevention Programs

It has come to our attention from our local affiliates
and our regionally-based staffs that the deciéion—making of many
SbAs on the .distribution of the formula grant funds is inconsistent
with the spirit and lettexr 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 prcgramming to include all
youth who would benefit from such programs, several SPAs have not
made prevention a priority in their grant making. We would urge
that OJJDP encourage SPAs to give more attention to éelinquency

prevention programming.

B, Funding of Multi-Service Private Agencies

We would further urge that OJJDP enéburage SPAs to give
stronger support to multi-service private agencies as an important |,
* component in a community's prevention strategy. Cleérly, the
failure of the States to involve private agencies more is not due
to lack of funds if one compares tho formula grant funds awarded
the States with the amounts the States have spent.

Special benefits come from delivering services to a target
group through an agency which regularly provides many types of

services and programs to a broad population. There -is the opportunity
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for learning by example from peers with more positive patterns

of behavioxr. There is the possibility of moving a young person

out of 'a specialized program into the regular programming without
' any break in attention and suppbrt. This is not possible through

aéencies which are solely crisis-oriented or provide primarily

foster care or shelter.

Coming from another angle, multi-service agencies Ean
provide a comprehensive response to a young person who may need

v attention to problems at school, in social relations, with health
matters and may need an outlet for créative abilities that have
.been stifled by overwhelming or immediate problems. .

Expanded involvement of multi-service private agencies would
be consistent with the 1977 guvenile Justice Amendments' inclusion
of all youth in the definition of delinquencylpieventipn programming
and with the basic mandate of the Act to encourage the involvement

of the voluntary sector. This involvement of multi-service agencies

would enhance a comprehensive approach to positive youth development.

Grant Application Process

The  third concern is with the grant application process for
the formula grant funds administered by the State Planning Agencies
(SPAs) and the Special Emphasis grants administered directly by )
OJJDP. The current grant application process tends to be so
complicated that many private agencies are inhibited from even
making an attempt to submit a grant épplication. Those private
agencies that do apply for a grant ffequently discover that an
incrdinate amount of staff time is consumed in fulfilling the
narrative and informationa; requiremenﬁs 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 delinguency prevenﬁion required a "Problem Definition and Data
Needs" section that some of our local affiliates found excessive.
Moreover, the application required infeormation that was not just}
difficult to obtain but, in some instances, did not exist in the

form required by OJJDP. For example, infant mortality rates are
not uéﬁally 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.

Foxr example, by unwritten decision, OJIDP did not intend to award
delinquency prevention grants to any Jjurisdiction that had received
grants under the previous initiatives of deinstitutionalization of
‘status offenders or diversion. Yet, local non—érofit’agancies in
such cities invested substantial amounts of staff time developing
proposals for the delinqguency prevention initiative, unaware that
no serious consideration would be given to their éroposals.

It is not unusual for such propesals to include 100 pages
of text including required demographic data, time charts, supporting
letters, ete. Not only is this a questionéble use of limited
resources, it discourages the voluntary sector from pursuing
cooperation with the public séctor. )

The critical effect on the private voluntary sector of a
grant application process that is néedlessly complicated is two-fold.
First, it seriqusly impedes access to funds intended, in part, for
utilization by private agencies as expressly set AQt in the Juvenile

Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1377, as anended.
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The second effect of an excessively complicated grant
application process is to increase the amount of time %he SPAs .
and OJJIDP need to review the application and act upon it. Freguently,
this reviéw/decision making time exceeds LEAA's own time guidelines
for acting upon proposals. The applicant agency is thus frequently
left in abeyance, making any further action on its proposed
project difficult,

For example, the delingquency prevention draft guidelines
were circulated in June of 1976, and the initiative announced in
November of 1976, with applications due January 31, 1973. Applicants
.were advised that announcement of awards would be made in mid-March.
Then April, then MS&. Howevér, the compiexity.of the application
and the difficulty of reviewing in excess of 300 proposals to fund
- 15 was enormous. We were told informally, -incidentally, that OJJDP
viewed this process as building a constituency. Nothing could be
further from the cése. When over 300 agencies, which had devoted
months to developing a proéosal are turned down, they ﬁo not
necessarily look favorahly toward future relations with that funding
source. As the end of FY '77 approached, announceﬁents were finally-
made ét the end of September, well over a year since agencies had
started to work on proposals. '

As this initiative involves national ageﬂcies 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 local affiliates why it was taking so long and the
purported cause of each delay. The unproductiﬁe use of staff time

was considerable.
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Once a grant is awarded, in too many instances, revisions
aye continually requested - frequently to the extent of virtually
rewriting the proposal. This problem seems to arise moré from
demgnds of‘the fiscal or grants management,offices of LEAA, rathef
than from OJJDP itself.

’ The need fo mesh OJSDP with LEAA seems to be the source
of much of the complexity of working with OJJDP, or at least, both
* the grantor and grantee attribute many of their difficulties to the

procedures of LEAA itself.

B. SPA Requirements

At tﬁe State level, several of our local affiliates and
regionally-ﬁased national staff members‘have commented that the
varying requirements set by the SPAs further increased the
difficulty of submitting a proposal by a specified, and often very

short, deadline.

Training

Our fourth concern is with the training program that is
administered by OJJDP's National Institute of Juvenile Justiqe and
Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). The first of several aspects of
our concern is the lack of a clear focus of the program. The
training initiatives to ‘date have been very limited and seemingly
are not @erived from é clear set of training guidelines. The fact
that the NIJUDP has had no permanent training director for an
extended period also contributes to the préblem. )

A second aspect of our concern with the training program involves
the recipients of the training grants. To date, the bulk of'the very
limited P;plning funds have gone to universities and private

consulting firms, We do not seek to individually disparage these
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grants. We do want to emphasize that if the training programs
were offered by our type of agencies, the benefits to the target
groups woﬁla be much greater. (We want to be c;ear that ouxr
agencies'do not benefit financially from such activities.) Taken
as a whole, as presently operated, such training programs do little
to increase the knowledge and skill levels of the staffs and
volunteers of local agencies who work directly with youth. Our
local affiliates and other private agencies continually cite the
need for more training programs and better access to training
programs. Several staff members of SPAs have also cited the
critical tréining needs of local agencies, particularly the
smaller agencies. ) ‘

By not involving the private voluntary sector in the
planning and delivery of t;aining‘services, NIJJIDP is very limited
in its ability to réspond 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 OJIDP on programs and
projects . encouraging collaboration hetween public
agencies and private non-profit agencies; f
2. Significant increases in SPAs funding of delinqﬁency
prevention initiatives with formnla grant funds;

3. Expanded SPA funding of private multi-service agencieé;
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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. 0JJDP encouragement and guidance to SPAs to simplify
and make more uniform respective SPA grant application
and administration requirements;

6. Developwent of & focus for the National Institute's
training program to meet the training needs of local
agencies working directly with youth;

7. Involvement of the private voluntary service delivery

agenecies by the National Institute in bhoth 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 Delinguency Prevention would continue
and accelerate efforts to involve our agencies in this very

important area of sexvice to youth, which is our reason for being.

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL,
YMCA/NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOQUTH, ACCGMPA-
NIED BY MRS. MARTHA BERNSTEIN, GIRLS CLUB OF AMERICA

Mr. Mourp. I am accompanied by Mrs. Martha Bernstein, from
Girls Club of America, also the chairperson of the national program
collaboration which I will be referring to in my statement.

In the interest of time, we have submitted our prepared
testimony.

We are grateful for the opportunity to appear, Mr. Chairman, for
a second time before this committee on oversight considerations.
The prepared testimony is specifically endorsed by the following
members, eight in all, of the national collaboration: Boys' Clubs of
America; Camp Fire Girls, Inc.; Girls Clubs of America, Inc.; Girl
Scouts of the U.S.A.; Jewish Welfare Board; National Boards of
YMCAs; National Board, YWCA; and Red Cross Youth Service
Programs.

These are all private nonprofit service delivery agencies which
have been enlisted for decades in the struggle to prevent juvenile



167

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
scme 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. BErNsSTEIN. 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.

1 was telling Mr. Mould at lunch today that we have had exper-
iences in traveling around the country of talking to directors of
these agencies in Tucson, in Spartanburg, and Spokane, saying
when RFPs were delivered from the court and the public agencies
two years ago about how the agencies would respond to service of
status offenders, none knew, and if the same RFPs were delivered
today, several agencies now, through their experiences as part of
this project, know how they can serve these children within the
community. The executive of the Girl Scouts in Tucson, Arizona,
last year operated a program where she used status offenders as
peer leader role models to young girls within her own program. This
year, there were no more program funds, as there shouldn’t have
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been, because these were demonstration projects available through
this project, so she and her board raised funds from within the
community to continue this kind of effort.

We consider this to be one example, and our prepared statement
has other examples of community change, and I think it is recog-
nized by the writers of this act and by this committee that the
boards locally and nationally of these agencies represent commu-
nity image makers and cornmunity decision-makers and when we
have change within these agencies, we can look forward to change
in delivery systems for all thée children in the U.S.

If there are further questions, we would be happy to respond.

Mr. Mourp. 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 muiti-
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 weli 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 inhibiis their applying for funds at all. It is not
uncommon, for example, in an application to have to provide in the
area of 100 pages of demographic and other kinds of hard data. We
found, for example, they want the infants’ mortality kept on a
neighborhood basis when they are not even kept that way. To go
through that kind of exercise where an application can wind up
being 300 and 400 pages in length, with, of course, no guarantee of
any success of being funded is an enormous exercise and very
frustrating. It tends to inhibit or impede the interest and ability of
many nonprofit community service providers to get involved at all,
notwithstanding their capacity to deliver if they are funded.
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In the area of the special emphasis grants, we have had a tough
time in many instances, although in the project Mrs. Bernstein has
explained, we have had excellent personal relationships with staff
of the Office. After working out some bugs in the system in the
initial year or so, it has gone along quite well.

We are concerned, as indeed Mr. Rector shared a concern, that
there has been only one or two special emphasis initiatives a year,
at least looking at the history of the Office. Again, complexity rears
its head. Qur 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 preblem
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 wmight be useful, but it
seems to miss the point of this piece of legisiation.

We weuld 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 fraining 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.



170

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. ANpreEws. 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.

Qur final witness, Flora Rothman, of the Juvenile Justice Task
Force, National Council of Jewish Women, Inc.

We are pleased to have you and look forward to your statement
in whatever manner you might see fit to render.

[The testimony referred to follows:]
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HATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.
15 East 26 Street, New York, N.Y. 10010

Tegtimony pressented to the
SUSCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

U. S. House of Representatives
June 27, 1978

»

My name 1s Flors Robthman, and I chair the Justica For
Children Task Force of the National Council of Jewish Women,

I elso served for three years on the Netional Advisory Committee
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevenition and am a member
of Neﬁ York'!s State Advisory Committee on Juvénile Justice,

NCJW believes that the Juvenlle Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act has been a comstructive force. Not only has it
focused efforts on some key juvenlle justice problems, such as
status offenders, but it hes had more general benefits as well,
‘It has made states and localities examine thelr systems more

closely; it hes encouraged comprehensive plamning of Juvenile

Justice and youth gervices; and it has helpsd develop an informed

citizen constitusney. CJW has shared these goals, and we be-
lieve that mush of the progress made in these lazt few years
4is the result of the leadership Congress nas demonstrated in
the JJDPA.

Because we believe in this effort so. strongly, we are
particularly sensitive to problems which impede it. Therefore,
though we feel the accomplishments have far outweighed the
problems, I will talk more about the latter, .

The deinstitubionalization of status offenders, which
Congress emphasized in the JJDPA, 13 a goel which we strongly

endorze, It is perhaps testimony to the effectivensss of this

32-505 O - 78 - 12
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~effort that opposition has grown more vocal, let me assure you
that the support for deinstitutionalization has not dlminished.

I think it wouid be helpful to distinguish betwsen opposi-
tien to the goal and disagreement with details of implementation.
NCJW urges tﬁat you hold fast to the principle., It is a necessarﬁ
reform and i neither "radical®™ nor impossible. S

Yhen issues of definitions and guidélines are debated,
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency‘Prevenbion has
the respongibility to determine which objections affect the
Tundsmental thrust of the legislative mandate and which reflect
local differences which can be accommodated without ;mpediné the
effort, It is not always an easy distinction té'make. The i
0JJDP should be encouraged to negotiate on essentially tactical
matters, but supported in its resistance to attempts te clrcumvent
the basic goal. '

Turning to financial matters, we are concerned about two
aspects: expsditing the morvement of funds and assuring adequate
appropristions,

Az to the Tirst, bthere is & genersl feeling that funds sre
'leaving Washington very slowly. We cennot sey to what extent
this is the result of OJJDP procesgses as opposed to general.IEAA .
operations, Wnichever the case, becauss 1t Eas a demoralizing
effect and also threatens the swurvival of msny dommunlty—baSed o
programs, we urge that the funding processes and procedures be
examined more closely to identify the bobttlenecks.

In regard to appropriaticns, w2 urge you to conform to

the funding schedule outlined in the JJDPA., We remind you that
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much juvenile Jjustice money comes from maintenance-of-effort
‘funds, Decr=ases in IEAA appropriations thersfores cut into
the ability to implement the JJDPA agenﬂa making full funding
even more urgent.

»

Ve realiae that the matter of IEAA reorganiéation may

PR )

te beyond the purview of this hearing, but the fact is that )
delays in resulving this matter has a profound effect on juvenile
Justice programs, both in terms of 1ong-range funding deciqions ;
as well as morale at the state level. . - N TR
Another delay we would like to address 1is 1n‘the matter “
of National Advisory Connittee appointments, This is a non- ‘
partizan complaint, may I note, since it has been a prob1em»* e
in both this and the past Administratiqns;
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's struggle to acquire
the funds 2nd power to employ its own staff. Its efforts to
fulfill its role are not aided by sn apparent lack of White
" House interest., Furthermore, percelved low priority impedes fhe
effactiveness of the Federal Coordinating Council., The GAO'S
evaluation of previcus Fedsral coordination efforts infjuvenile_
Justice emphasized the imporiance of a demonstrated commitment -
on the part of the President if coordination is to be accomﬁliéhéd,'
In closing, we would like to commend you‘for the ongoing b
interest you have demonstrated in your oversight efforts, and

thank you for this oppcrtunity to present our views,

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK
FORCE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC.

Ms. RoraMan. I am pleased to be here. I must s2y 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 Couneil of Jewish Women, I also have served
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for three years as a member of the National Advisery Committee.
My term expired in March.

I am a member of the State Advisory Committee in my own
State, New York.

We in the National Council of Jewish Women have been involved
in the justice program now for, I would say, eight years, and that
has included advocacy activity, community education, as well as
some direct services. Based on our experience around the country,
we would like to say that we feel the JJDPA has been the most
constructive force in juvenile justice.

We feel that it has focused interest, it has focused efforts, it has
made States begin to look at the system, begin to develop the
capacity for comprehensive planning which was not there before in
the juvenile justice area, and we think it is very important too that
it has helped to create an informed constituency. Because these are
goals that we have shared as an organization, we really are most
grateful to Congress for the leadership it has shown because we feel
much of the progress that has been made in this area is a result of
the legislation. -

Maybe because we feel about that so strongly, as I note in my
filed statment today, we are going to ignore some of the accomplish-
meiflts and look to the problems because we would like it to be
perfect.

The deinstitutionalization of status offenders is an area we feel
particularly strongly about. We regard it as a possible goal and we
certainly do not regard it as a radical one.

You may have had some feeling that objections to it have grown
stronger, but I would say not in number as perhaps decibel level,
and we feel it is attributable to the success it has had. We think it is
quite remarkable how many youngters around this country are no
longer in training schools, are no longer in detention centers be-
cause of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We
would like to assure you that the support for that is strong.

Of course, there are issues of definition and guidelines, and these
have been referred to a number of times today. I think there are
distinctions to be made between objections to definitions and guide-
lines that refer to details of implementation as opposed to those
which really are designed to circumvent the goal.

We are very concerned that although the Office be encouraged to
negotiate on matters of implementation that are minor, that they
also be encouraged to stick by their guns when it comes to achieving
the fundamental goal that Congress set, and we hope that Congress
too will support effort to maintain that.

It has been mentioned by several of those who testified today that
much of the emphasis to date seems to have been on what might be
regarded as the less serious offender. To some extent perhaps that
is so at the Federal level, although I must say that States in the use
of their State funds have been using the monies to cover a wide
variety of the needs within their States.

But I would aiso like to suggest that there have been some
benefits that go beyond, for example, the status offender. Tn my own
State the head of the Division for Youth, which is cur Youth
Correctional Agency, has felt that as minor offeners have been
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removed from these large facilities, they are going to have a better
understanding of those who are left, of the serious offenders, and
what their needs are, and are beginning to feel a greater capacity to
design programs for this more limited group, rather than trying to
cover the gamut, as they had in the past, of the types of children
who were in one large facility.

If T 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 kxow 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 GAQ did a study on previous Federal
coordination efforts in the juvenile justice area. It suggested in its
conclusions that the key to the success of any such effort was the
demonstrated commitment of the chief executive and they felt
where that is lacking the coordination cannot be successful. There-
fore, I would hope that the White House is urged to display greater
interest and concern with the juvenile justice area.

In closing, I would just like to thank you for this opportunity and
also to congratulate you on your ongoing interest as you have
demonstrated through these oversight hearings. I think that is an
extremely important role and I wish you many more years of it.

Mr. Anprews. Thank you. That is very kind. You are most
gracious and we appreciate your very statement. Stay on with us, if
%rou will. It may be that we would like to direct some inquiry to you
ater.

Mrs. Rothman, I feel a little compelled to make a brief response
to a part of what vou 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 1. I say. that quite honesfly and forthrightly and not even
apologetically. It is just a matter of fact. Many of you have dealt
with youth crime prevention and delinquency and related problems
for many years, and I have only been a member of this committee
for less than a term of Congress and I am now in the process of
trying to learn.

But I must say, in part, that on this matter of
deinstitutionalization that I am impressed first of all that is a most
worthy goal, and secondly that I am pleased to be a member of a
subcommittee of a commitiee 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 streets of New York. You see these hardened people doing
dispicable things over and over. You see the community in peril.

1 say, what are we doing about it? About all I really hear that we
are doing is segregating people. I say that is good, that is fine, but I
just hear it and hear it. That seems to be about the essence of
everything that everybody talks about in this field. Although I am
not attempting at all to downgrade it, I just want us to move on.
That is good; let us hope that is moving well; but that is not really
going to be a problem-solver. I think it can be a contributor, yes, but
certainly not a problem-solver.



177

The other thing that I must share with you is that I think we
tend to forget—and I almost wanted to say it when Governor Hunt
was here but in deference to his time I did not—I wish we would all
remember, whether we like it or do not like it in a given context, we
nevertheless have a constitutional form of government, which is
what we are about here today, is a government of enumerated
powers, and the powers that are enumerated in that constitution
and delegated to the Federal Government do not include crime.
That is reserved to the State and local governments, so really all
that we are about in that area is to furnish assistance to the States,
if, in fact, we should be doing that.

That is a question, and I am on the positive side of that question.
But others are not, and they have a right to be where they choose to
be. But at most, we, I think, can legally, constitutionally, only
attempt to provide assistance to State and local government. We
have no constitutional authority to do more than that really.

I want us to do it and do it well, and I think we will continue to
make that effort. It sometimes seems that deinstitutionalization is
about all Congress is trying to get the States and local governments
to do in this area. I endorse that but I do not think we can measure
whether we have done a good job on the basis of a certain State
going 71 percent of the way or 85 percent of the way or 94 percent,
or whatever it is, in the area of deinstitutionalization. I think we
are too hung up on just that facet of an overall problem, and hence,
without meaning to demean that effort, I hope we won’t make that
the only flag this ship is flying. I am afraid we are tending to do
that.

Mrs. Roraman. 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 doss.

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. Anprews. Very good. Thank you.

Mr. Rector, I believe that gets us to the end of our list of
witnesses. You have graciously agreed to resume your previous
testimony. I know the staff members who are present had even
from the beginning some questions they had hoped to ask and time
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did not permit, so I will defer mine. I had intended to pass on to you
some of the other questions that were raised by other witnesses. But
before that, we will go back to the beginning and staff will question.

Mr, Raiey. 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. AnxprEws. I think a good number could be asked by
interrogatories later,

Mr. Ravey. 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 DF JUSTICE
W OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

JUKX 201978

Honarable Ike Andrews

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity

Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Education and
Labor Committee Hearing. Attached are our respopses which
follow a reiteration of your questions.

I trust this informatjon will be useful to your deliberations.

With warm regards,

| iy ,L

1 :

NN i /) 1(1(/ 1“‘/

John M, Rector i

Administrator

0ff{ce of Juvenile Justice
al]d 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 19757 Could you provide the Subcommittee with a 1ist of each
special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977 and FY 1978 with grant
title, grant award, and grantee?

Amounts of Federal money apportioned among each of the existing
special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since FY 1975
are as follows:

Deinstitutionalization of 11,871,910
Status Offenders

Diversion 8,556,919

Prevention of School Crime 6,000,000

Prevention 6,190,473

Unsolicited Proposals 5,168,906

Restitution FY 78 (Prujected) 24,430,122

Special Empi.sis award FY 1977 award amounted
Title/Grantee

Fort Peck Prevention $176,796

Fort Peck Tribal Executive Board

Poplar, Mt.

Youth Arbitration Center $401,613

Washington Urban League
Washington, D.C

Operation Sisters United $375,653
Hational Council of Negro Women
Washington, D.C.

Mode1l Committee Staff Project $666 ,006
in Juvenile Justice

Legis/50 ‘

Englewood, Co.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program $469,323
Mat'l Federation - Settlement HNeighborhood
New York, NY.



180

Aspira Prevention
Aspira of America, Inc.
New York, NY.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Girl's Club of America
tiew York, M.Y.

Consortium for Youth
United Way of Greater New 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
Montgomery, Alabama

An Alternative to Incarceration
Sacramento Reg. Planning Council
Sacramento, Ca.

Youth Community Coordinator
American Public Welfare Assoc.
Washington, D.C.

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project
Mayor's Qffice on Criminal Justice
Boston, Ma..

Dallas County Delinquency Prevention
Dallas County
Dallas, Tx.

Chicago Youth Service Alliance
Chicago bept. of Human Services
Chicaga, I11.

Venice-West Prevention
Venice Drug Coalition
Venice, Ca.

$518,506

$304,974

$402,951

$373,228

$401,715

$437,413

$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
Delingquency

The Salvation Army
Atlanta, Ga.

Special Emphasis awards FY 1978

Juvenile Court Advocacy $117,098
Open Harbor, Inc,
Cambridge, Ma..

Youth Diversionary Program $72,966
Opportunities Industrialization Center
Providence, R.I,

Deinstitutionalization of Status $247,500
0ffenders

Pima County Juvenile Court Center

Tucson, Arizona

An Alternative to Incarceration 546,166
Tahoe Human Services, Inc.
South Lake Tahoe

Juvenile Delinquency & Prevention $352,784
Boy's Club of America
New York, N.Y.

Mr. RaLey, I am also interested in clarifying another point. John,
in that letter of June 20, 1978, you did tell us that there were 19
programs which had been awarded from FY 1977 funds. Yet, the
Comptroller of LEAA tells us that as of May 30, 1978, there had
been no funds awarded from FY 1977 special emphasis money. In
addition to that, we received a copy of a letter Mr. Rector sent also
on June 20, 1978, to Senator Culver which says there were 36
programs awarded in FY 1977 from special emphasis funds. Per-
haps our first question on fund flow is which, if any, of these replys
are correct. Could you tell us, at this time, how many special
emphasis awards have been made from FY 1977 funds?

[Information requested follows:]
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STATUS OF FUNDS'-“4DFFICE OF JUVENTLE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

- (Amounts {n thousands of dallars)
{Except as Noted)

SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS
In Actual Dollars

Appropriated - Awarded Expended
As of 5/31/78 As of 12/31/77
FY 1975 ’ $ 10,750,c00 8 10,722,778 $ 8,449,145
FY 1976 19,296,000 17,563,554 7,817,642
(& 10)

™ 1977 23,372,594 0 0
Fr 1978 21,250,000 ' 0 0
Total 74,668,594 282,295,370 16,266,787

Source of Ca.a:
0ffice of the
Comptrotler, LEAA

Jui ok

henorablo John C. Culver

Chairran, Subcorriftten to Investigate
Juvenile Dzlinguiency

Comitiee on the Judiciary "

tnited States Sonate

Yashinnton, U.C, 20510

Dear lir. Chalraan;

W= are pieased to have the opportuaity to further clarify auestioas
regarsing the OFfice of Juvenila Justice and‘Ea1anuaucy Provention
which you raiscd at the May 1 Judiciary Conwitiee. Hr. Gragg hes
askad that I, o3 Agsceiate Admimistrater of LEAA, provide taa
necessary clarifications. Our rasponses fallow a reiteratica

of your quasticns.

T trust this inforimziion will be useful to ygur deliberetion:.

With warm recards,

Joha 13, lecter
Administrator )

and Criiaguoncy Privencion

Enclicsures
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Questien:

2a. At a hearing before the Juvenile Deiinquency Subcommittee on
April 27, 1977, 0JJDP was asked to provide the Subcommittee
with an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant
applicatiors 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 Timited avajlability of monies for thig purpose.

Has the special emphasis grant program similarly hampered

by a lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975
and 19767 Please provide for the record an anaiysis of

the number of special emphasis grant applications determined
to be worthy of funding during FY 1977 and 1978 and the
number of projects actually funded.

Answer:
2a. The special emphasis grant program was not hampered by a
lack of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1977 and

1978. This can he illustrated as follows:

- Carryover of FY 76 funds into FY 77

‘Special Emphasis $15,463,000
Part C 2,679,000
Part £ - * 1,524,000

TOTAL $19,666,000

- Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78

Special Emphasis $28,317,000*

part C _- 1,193,000

Part E 8,145,000
TOTAL $37,650,000

In response to the question concerning speciaf enphasis grant
applications determined to be worthy of funding during FY. 1977
and 1978 and the number of projects actually funded, the term
worthy is highly subjective and cannot be addressed. In lieu
of the requested information the following is offered:

tlo. of Applications Ho. of Grants
Received Avarded
FY 1977 450%* 36
FY 1978 62 29 (to date)
FY 1978 116 Restitution 54 Estimated
Applications Restitution

* Includes $5,088,000 of carryover from FY 76.

**  Approximated. Most of the 425 Prevention Applications went to
Regional Offices. The Regional Offices have since closed and
the records are not available.
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Mr. ANprEWs. 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—Ilet’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. Anprews. I will be like the judge and say, “answer the
question”. Then, if you would like to, explain.

Mr. ReEcror. 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. Anprews. No, just the number of special emphasis grants
awarded from FY 1977 monies—6 or & or 19 or zero.

Mr. Rector. I do not think we have the total number.

Mr. AnNprEws. If you will call them out I will add them up.

Mr. RaLey. Can you tell us which answer is correct—your answer
ic Mr. Andrews, to Mr. Culver, or the one from the Comptroller?

Mr. Recror. 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. Recror. That we have awarded or funded?

Mr. ANprEWs. Do you have anyone who would know the answer
to the question?

Mr. Recror. 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 reccllection.

Mr. Anprews. Do you know of any that you have funded?

Mr. ReEcror. Paul Quinn referred to a number of programs that
had been delayed. There is a program called Track 2——

Mr. AnprEws. I thought that was a razor. [Laughter.]

Mr. Recror. It sounds like it, It's more or less jargon. It is not my
way of describing it. It is the jargon the system uses. These were
programs funded out of discretionary special emphasis monies that
were developed in the Regions. There is one little item that has not
been mentioned: the Regions were abolished.

Mr. Anprews. We are trying to get now at what projecis have
been awarded.

Mr. RALEY [continuing]. From special emphasis funds.

Mr. Recror. 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 Econcmic Opportunity.]

Mr. Recror. We have started a timely processing 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. Rarey. 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. Recror. 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
hflzs 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 ftalk about fund flow without talking about the
strictures.

You are just stressing problems in the Federal-State relationship.
There is an OMB circular that prohibits us from mandating fund
flow information on a project-by-project specific basis. Our agency
has recently appealed that OMB circular and we were recently
denied. We are reappealing through Director McIntyre to get better
leverage on trying to get more specific information.

I previously worked for a Member of the other body. He wanted a
printout of LEAA dollars in his particular State. I called the
Congressional Liaison Office at LEAA. They told me they did not
have that kind of information because they could not mandate it
because OMB, under the new federalism, didn’t allow that. In a
steadfast way we contacted the state planning agency in Indiana.
What did we find out? They did not keep it because the feds don’t
mandate it. A lot of these things are catch-22.

Mr. Rarey. 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 written answer from June 20, 1978, to our guestion 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. REcror. I agree with you there is a contradiction. Let’s clarify
that. What I meant to say accurately on the question of first in,
first out, that is not a problem. That is not a fund flow problem.
That is an issue as to whether you can spend ’78 before "77. You still
have the total amount of dollars at the same level.

Mr. RaLey. The reason I was shaking my head regarding your
statements about Track 2—and correct me, please, if I am wrong—
it was my understanding, and I have just received a note that would
seem to verify my understanding, that the Track 2s are Crime
Control and not OJJDP special emphasis funds.

Mr. Rector. Track Two is reverted special emphasis money.

Mr. Rarey. Reverted from LEAA?

Mr. REcror. 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. Rarey. LEAA or OJJDP money?

Mr. Recror. It is OJJDP reverted money. The OJJDP formula is
converted into special emphasis. It is a special emphasis project. We
will submit for the record—I thought I had it with me and I am
disappointed I don’t—the breakout of each of the projects. They are
all over the country. They are bonafide kinds of projects.

Mr. Rarey. 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 problerns, 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. Rarey. I am talking about school violence.

Mr. Recror. It was put on the shelf last summer. In fact, our staff
recommended—I will quote from one of the memos that you re-
ceived—that the entire planned 1978 dollar flow be “scuttled.” An
RFP for the initiative that you are referring to on school violence
hit the street somewhere in July. In fact, it had been signed off on
before 1 arrived. It was for $600,000.

That RFP, in fact, was withdrawn. It is being retooled. More
money—in the neighborhood of $2.5 million—is being cranked into
the project. We are going contract instead of grant.

I will provide a full and complete explanation as to some of the
extraordinary bases for which the RFP was originally withdrawn,
which, in part, relates to persons and entities that received inside
information about the RFP.

Mr.. RaLey. We would appreciate that.

Is it true that in the fall of 1977 you also cancelled two other
special emphasis guidelines which were under development to inte-
grate serious offenders in their home community?

Mr. Recror. 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 tc 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. RarLgy. 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. BRecror. That is correct. With a matter such as the contro-
versy around the definitions and guidelines, no matter what we did
or would have done, there would be a degree of controversy. I hate
to admit a lack of ownership, but the guidelines Mr. Quinn referred
to as Mr. Rector’s were developed long before my arrival.

The commingling guidelines are so controversial. We intend, as I
indicated in Georgia recently at a state-wide conference on the
deinstitutionalization, where concern was expressed similar with
the ones Governor Hunt had in North Carolina, that we are going
to change the commingling provisions. A lot of folks expressing
other concerns have been beating the bushes for months for us to do
everything from holding the entire guidelines process in abeyance
to a whole host of other actions.

We took what we thought was a forthright and open process. I
have to underscore open. Governor Hunt mentioned that he
thought the state advisory groups and national advisory committee
should be involved in the process.

Mr. RaLey. We have no problems with the guidelines. I wondered
what date we might be able to anticipate when the State planning
agencies——

Mr. Rector. I said over a lot of dead bodies, June 15.

Mr. RaLey. Do you think it will be before July 31?

Mr. Recror. I think so. Certainly it has to be before July 31. It
has to be. It had to be before June 15, but certainly by the end of
the month.

We have done a lot of things with them. We have done a plain
English job on them that I think the Chairman would find encour-

32-505 0 - 78 - 13
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aging. To encourage people used to the jargon associated with
criminal justice to take a plain English approach is no small thing.

We used the Federal Register. People talk about that like it has
been the history of LEAA. It was the first major LEAA program
that used the Federal Register. That was part of our outreach to
open up the process and allow for comraent. Frankly, I was disap-
pointed at our conversation the other day, when you indicated you
hadn’t studied the guidelines all that carefully.

Mr. Rarzy. 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. RarLey. 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. Recror. The normal way—not the normal way, because
nothing much is normal at LEAA—buf 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 1 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. RAaLEY. Are those competitive?

Mr. Recror. No, they are not competitive.

Mr. 5ALEY. Who makes the decision as to whether it gets funded
or not?

Mr. Recror. 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 receat 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. Recror. We have 61 full-time positions, seven part-time and
two positions of a temporary variety.

fer;? Causgy. 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. Causgey. That implies you have 11 vacancies?

Mr. Rector. That would mean—Ilet 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 anncuncement has been made about the job or,
one step beyond that, the job announcement has been made, people
have responded, and we are awaiting a personnel action review
board, which takes three weeks to a month.

Mr. Causey. Would it be safe to say most of those vacancies are in
positions of policy-making areas?

Mr. Recror. 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



190

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.

1 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 shortfsll, it
has been in trying to fill those additional positions.

Mr. Causgey. Are you currently making efforts to increase the size
above 617

Mr. REcTOR. it is like Catch 22, you know. Until we get those all
filled, we can’t make a genuine request that will get anywhere with
OMB or anybody else. We are working hard to get that.

Mr. Causey. You have taken steps to fill the 11 vacancies?

Mr. Rector. The vacancies that I mentioned—there is something
cooking on those vacancies. I think with the exception of the GS-15
position, that the person, Doyle, just left, with the exception of that
one, all the several positions we talked about are in the finalization
pleriod. 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 pergon, being a
practicing lawyer, had a caseload and there had to be aboul a
month’s transition.

Mr. CausEy. What is your assessment of morale at the Office?

Mr. Recror. 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—I1 don’t defend that—came on very
short notice. The human side of that was incredible.

We have people on our staff whose spouses were in another city
for a period of months. One person’s spouse was having a baby in
Atlanta while he was working in the home office here. The human
side to that was not good for morale.

Mr. Causey. Let’s move beyond what the morale was a year ago
and look at it today.

This subcommittee has received correspondence from the local
union which your office recognizes, and we have received a number
of complaints about the operation of the Office, some personal
complaints and others in terms of program and operation.

How about now with respect to morale?

[Letter referred to follows:]



191

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

Local Unlon Name . Law Enforcement Aseistance Administration Employees No..2830

v: Joyce L. Williams

add 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
{Streat}
Washington, D.C. 20531
(Clty, Zone and State)

June 15, 1978 '

Honorable Ike F. Andrews, Chairman

House Subcommittee on Economic Cpportunity
U.S. House of Representatives

2181 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Cougressman Andrews:

At the direction of the Executive Board of Local 2830, I am submitting
the attached 15-point petition for your review and consideration. Many of
the points are administrative and policy-setting in nature and fall outside
the normal areas open to labor-management negotiations under Executive Order
11491. However, since every point in the ~=tition contributes to a situation
which is negatively affecting the national effort to deal appropriately with
the growing delianquency problem, we feel that it is our responsibility to
bring these issues to your attentilon.

The 15 points include a description of current management, staffing, and
fiscal approaches that do not appear to support the legislative intent of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We are not alone in
these observations. ‘Congresswoman Shirley Chisolm in her address to the Second
Annual Youth Workers Conference on June 8, 1978, raised many of the same issues
and concerns questloning the "bureaucratic inertid'that is stymieing Federal
delinquency programs.

Of specific concern to Local 2830 and its members are 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 incompetent staff members, and he urged the youth workers
in attendance to write the Civil Service Commission to petition their dis-
charge for incompetency.



192

Page 2

This is only one of many similar public charges of incompetence, many
against specific staff members, that made it impossible for staff membars
to pérform their routine professional duties.

Local 2830 will continue to represent the 0JIDP 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 delinquercy and improve juvenile justice, which was so clearly
stated and vigorously mandated by P.L.91-415, the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, will be rendered ineffective.

Should our petition be heard and should you require further information
ané documentation, we would be happy to cooperate with you or your staff in
seeking a remedy to the current situatiom.

Sincerely,

edor: “Becker, Jr., President
Local 2830

cc: 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 (0JJDP). Said management
has made numerous errors of ommission and commission that are seriously
hampering the fulfillment of programs and objectives mandated in the
relevant legislation. To wit:

1.

The Administrator of 0JIDP 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.

The Administrator of OJJIDP has failed to provide adeqdate
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.

c. The only decisions the Administrator has made that are
known to the staff are a series of prohibitions. Facili-
tative actions have not been taken. For example, staff
members have been prohibited from consulting with LEAA's
Office of General Counsel on a day-to-day basis con-
cerning grants, contracts, and other issues dealing with
their responsibilities. 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 without the
best available legal advice. WNonetheless, staff members
are being held responsible for the results of the de-
cisions made under these unfavorable circumstances.

d. The Administrator of 0JJDP 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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The Administrator of 0JJDP 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. This has had a substantially
negative impact on personnel and on their relations with the
general public.

The Administrator of 0JJIDP 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 monitor.

The Administrator of 0JJDP has frequently made derogatory
personal comments about the Office personnel in front of their
outside professional associates, participating agencies, and
community organizations. On numerous occasions he has without
justification said to outsiders that particular staff members
are incompetent, thereby making it impossible for them to
perform their routine professional duties. Tor exanple, on
June 9, 1978, at the National Youth Workers Conference in
Washington, D,.C., the Administrator of QJJDP 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 Commission to petition their discharge for incompe-
tency.

The Administrator of OJJIDP has harassed many talented pro-
fessionals, causing them to lezve the Office and greatly
depressing the morale of the remaining personnel.

The Administrator of 0JJIDP has made arbitrary and capricious
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.

The Office has a major fund-flow problem that is directly
related to the cancellation of program guidelines that were in
the process of being written when the Administrator of 0JJDP
took office. Delays in making critical decisions about
program issues worsened this problem. 1In 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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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.

The Administrator of OJJDP has aborted the program development
process by failling 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.

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.

The Administrator of OJJDP has repeatedly cancelled the
National Advisory Committee's meetings and has actively
discouraged it from carrying out its functions.

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.

The ‘Administrator of OJJDP has alienated the states by main~
taining an inflexible stance on compliance requirements that
disregards local conditions and problems. He has publicly
indicated to those states that resist complying with his
demands that he will transfer their funds to other states that
do conform to his requirements. He has taken an uneven and
inconsistent stand on review and approval of state plans.
Some plans have been disapproved while others with similar
deficiencies have been approved. This has resulted in the
organization of sectional protest actions within the SPA
conference, and has been unsupportive to good faith efforts
made by states.

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 obligzted by the Office to
discreticnary grants since the beginning of the fiscal year on
October 1, 1977.
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The Administrator of OJJDP has postponed the devclop-

ment and implementation of major programs, indicating Con-
gressional emphasis was on quality programs and not the flow
of funds. His failure to develop alternative programs has
resulted in a crisis atmosphere as the end of the fiscal year
approaches. Staff is being asked to increase the {low of
fupds to programs, regardless of merit, and despite the lack
of planning caused by decisions made by the Administration of
0JJDP.

Mr. Recror. Maybe I was not clear. I am talking about now.
Those are still factors. I think abolishing the Regions was a factor
in some of the disjointedness between our office and the SPAs. They
have a close relationship with the Regions.

Another factor is that we are now operating and responsible for
the juvenile justice formula grant program. Admittedly a lot of
folks don’t like that; a lot of folks employed at LEAA don’t care for
that. We will supply for the record the agreement that Bob Grimes,
head of the Office of Criminal Justice Programs, who is working
hard with us at this, and I worked out to take care of this very
difficult transition period.

It is not like there are no efforts going on. But I am not surprised,
on the other hand, to hear about some of these stories.

Mr. Causgy. 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.

L é)ﬁ% that, in your opinion, make a case for taking OJDDP out of

Mr. Recror. 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. ReEcTOR. 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. Recror. I have made a request. We scheduled, as you are
aware, a meeting—I have forgotten the exact date, in the third or
fourth week of May, and we scheduled a meeting for the 21st of
June. In both instances, the first one because we were not prepared
for it, the second one, as I described to you the other day, in the
main, because we were not prepared for it, we had to reschedule.

I take substantial if not entire responsibility, for not having
gotten our ducks in order in a swift enough fashion to date to have
had a meeting. We will have four this year. That is our statutory
obligation.

There is a strategy behind this. Mr. Quinn said to me in the
hallway a few minutes ago that we didn’t have the guts to do this
intercoordinating business. I think those of us in the administra-
tion, the Attorney General, the President, and other persons who
are working on this, including the present staff, have a lot of guts as
it comes to coordination efforts. You are going to see emerging from
our efforts in the Council and with the National Academy of
Sciences something that is rather unique in the area of intergovern-
mental activities.

It is going to be targeted activity. It is going to focus on the new
language in the statute and the 1977 amendments. It is going to
assess title XX; it is going to assess title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act; it is going to assess the Bureau of Indian
Affairs; it is going to assess Economic Development Act money at
Commerce. For the first time, we will start blowing the whistle
on inconsistent policies and practices.

The predecessors of the Council have been at work for 16 or 17
years. Bobby Kennedy established the first council, with Dave
Hackett as Staff Director. That was the beginning. In the interim
there has been a lot of time spent on debating things like the
definition of delinquency prevention. We have to clarify what we
are talking about, but this, in our view, is going to be the first nuts-
and-bolts assessment as to why it is that dollars in other Federal
agencies are being allocated in a manner inconsistent with the JD
Act, as well as what can be done either through policy direction,
change in regulations, or statutory revisions to make a difference.

That is what we are going to do. We have just funded a relation-
ship with the National Academy of Sciences Child Development and
Public Policy Unit. To help us in that endeavor to provide staff, to
provide expertise, persons of multiple experience will be involved.
This will assure we don’t bite off more than we can chew. It will be
something that will be noteworthy. It won'’t be a dog-and-pony show.

Mr. Causey. What is your view of the purpose and role of the
National Advisory Committee, and is that role different from the
Council?

Mr. Recror. 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 coniemplated.

I think it has a vital role. On the other hand, I was glad to hear
Barbara Sylvester mention that she didn't expect us to put the
National Advisory Committee at the top of our list with all the
competing concerns that we have to deal with. It is very important,
though. We do have a reassessment as to what the role of our staff
should be with regard to it.

I don’t think the role should be all that significant. I think that
the National Advisory Committee should be far more independent.
We are supporting a new contractual relationship to make available
at least as much money as the committee has had in the past.

We are urging them—and we commend George Bellitsos, of the
Committee—urging them, as we are trying to do, to get to the bare
bones, to cut the frills, and to get on with the important business. It
is difficult, but we will have a contract. It is very important work.
We funded a meeting at Reston to bring together the National
Advisory Committee, the State Advisory groups and others. With-
out that kind of viable voice and citizen input, we won’t do as well
as we could.

Mr. Causey. Did you ever have communication with the General
Services Administration about the role and purpose of the
Committee?

Mr. REcror. 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 the 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. Causgy. 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.
p 1}\1/,[r. Causey. I am not sure I have the answer to my question,

ohn.

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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MAJORITY MEMBKRS! MINORITY MEMBERS
UL ANOREWE, W.C., CHAIRMAN WiLLiAse 7, 200DUING, PENOL
ARBTUS 7o HAWKING, Ciiar, ALNEHT 1, QUIK, MWW, EX OPFICID
wiLIAM D, X

R CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

e HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

ROOM 320, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20815

June 14, 1978

Ms. Yvonne C. Stahnke

Acting Director

Committee Management Secretariat
General Services Administration
GS Building

18th and F Streets, N.W.
Washington, DC . 20405

Dear Ms. Stahnke:

It is my understanding that the General Counsel of the Géneral
Services Administration has advised the Secretariat that the National
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
does not meet the definition of a Presidential Advisory Committee as
defined in the Federal Advisory Committee Act (Public Law 92-463).
Section 3(4) of that Act reads as follows:

"(4) The term 'Presidential advisory committee'
means an advisory committee which advises the President."

Secticn 208(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Aet of 1974, as amended, reads as follows:

"(b) The Advisory Committee shall make recommendations
to the Associate Administrator, the President, and the
Congress at least annually with respect to planning, policy,
priorities, operations, and management of all Federal
juvenile delinquency programs,”

Since the President appoints the Natfonal Advisory Committee's
membership and its Chairman, and since he receives their advice through
annual recommendations, I would appreciate knowing the rationale used
by the General Counsel in advising that this committee does not meet
the definition of a Presidential Advisory Committee ag established by
the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

The Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, which I chair, will
be holding oversight hearings on the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention and the National Advisory Committee, on
June 27, 1978, I would be most grateful for a reply prior to that
date.

Sincerely,

Charma.n

TA:grd
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N ‘Q General
Services
DB AN Administration Washington, DC 20405

JUN 2 6 978

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 (NACJJIDP) 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 O0ffice 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 submit
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 NACJJIDP 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 Ms. Yvonne Stahnke of our Committee Management
Secretariat, at 566-1642, if you have any questions.

[é;zgigifly,
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Mr. Recror. 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. Causgey. You are aware that the Committee has had seven
vacancies since March of this year. Did you ever initiate communi-
%elmisi%% with the White House to encourage those positions to be

ed?

Mzr. 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 ezperience.

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. REcTror. May I submit one thing. Believe it or not, I have the
names of the persons so we can put this issue to rest. I can run
down the list.

Mr. Causgy. 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 imstructed 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. ANDrREWS. 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. ReEcToR. May I mention one thing, not in defense of the Big
Apple, but I think more seriously about Mr. Ketchum, who was my
congressman from Bakersfield, California, where my home is. It
brings to mind one of the problems about serious offenders. I would
be willing to bet you that violent crime rates for robbery and
aggravated assault are much higher in Bakersfield, California, than
Manhattan. That is something you ought to all think about. If you
look at the statistics, there are many cities around the country that
are very small but when you look at the figures, they have problems
well in excess of the kind of problems we have in our major urban
areas.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Rector, this could be resolved in private
conversation, I am sure, and it is cetainly not the purpose of this
committee to embarrass or harass anybody. We want to try to work
toward cooperation. Would you care to respond to any of the
questions that Mr. 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 respense from
you. Do you care to respond?

Mr. Recror. 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. ANDrREwS. He says there have been no blows or steps.

Mr. Recror. 1 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-
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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 Lieen 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. Anprews. Excuse me. That is not one of the questions he
asked of you.

Mr. Recror. He was talking about the place down the street.

Mr. AnpreEws. 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-yoar 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. AnprEws. 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. Anprews. 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
n%u_ltti-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. Recror. 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,
rabther than juvenile justice money. That is what I was talking
about.

Mr. RarLey. 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. Recror. We can provide more involvement for the private
nonprofit sector through the use of juvenile justice monies, as we
have done in the restitution initiative. We can pass through without
a match a minimum of 30 percent of the dollar to private nonprofits
so they can get involved in community service. They have to be
invelved—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. Rarey. 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. Recror. The anwer is no. As I tried to mention earlier, given
the restriction of the OMB circular, given the primitive nature of
the bureaucracy, and given a whole host of problems, and given the
fact that there are a whole host of SPAs that do not submit report
on time—the answer is no. We can barely provide basic information
that will give you a hint as to which way things are going. That is
one of the problems with the place. It has always been a problem.
However, I do not think you can limit that to LEAA money. Go
fishing sometime with what they are doing with Title XX money.
That is what we are doing with the interagency project. It is no
small task.

The answer is no. We are trying to improve that. I understand we
cannot request in a mandatory way specific subgrant dollar flow
and other kinds of information. Now, the Select Committee on
Narcotics, chaired by Congressman Wolff, was concerned about how
much LEAA had spent in the drug area. Because of the things I
have mentioned, and some more I have not mentioned they cannot
tell you. You get it coming and going.

Mr, Causey. I have had several people tell me that “hey 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. Recror. 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.
Oflf\:{r.?CAUSEY. Is that per person who are physically located in the

ice?

Mr. Rector. In slots. It is worse if you look at some of the
vacancies, the attrition, and the rest of it. We talked about the
attrition matter the other day. I know with a turf like this you get a
lot of flak no matter what you do. But we should get credit for
getting these extra slots. We are trying to fill them as expeditiously
as we can. There is a lot of pressure to fill them from within LEAA,
from within the Office of Juvenile Justice.

Naturally, the people want to have promotions. They want to go
up in the career ladder. They want to get aheaad. They want their
work to be rewarded. We have a competitive structure. Under Civil
Service, we cannot just say so-and-so is doing very well and they are
a grade 12, so a 13 is coming up. They may have proven their ability
and they do a day’s work for a day’s pay. That would be a good
reason to give that person a promotion. We cannot do that.

The Civil Service system provides another way of attempting to
do that. We have to advertise for the jobs in a competitive way. At
the same time we are trying to have outreach with EEO concerns
and with all other concerns. You know about the administration’s
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affirmative action package. At the same time we are trying to do
that we are getting all kinds of flak from within because as we
bring someone from outside the persons inside lose their ability and
options to get promoted.

Let’s suppose we filled a GS-13 job with someone who was a 12 in
our office. If we did that competitively and there were 12 applicants
and that person turned out to be one of——

Mr. Causey. Does the Office or LEAA write the job description
and advertisement?

Mr. Rector. That is a whole day’s hearing in itself. There is a
shared responsibility. These entities like Personnel are called sup-
port services. I think they are a little on the under side when it
comes to support. There is not too well defined role as to who does
what. The history has been that they tend to do things in their own
time frame. The history of the Office is it has not gotten the kind of
priority that it should have. On this point of vacancies, which we
hear so much about when the grade 12 in our office becomes & 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. RarEy. 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. Recror. That is our best estimate like 12 and 8. I think that
is accurate.

Mr. RavLey. 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. Recror. It was over a period of time. It was not like a mass
exodus.

Mr. RaLEy. Over a l-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 furnover in one year.

Mr. Rector. I guess the positve way of looking at it is that we are
all pleased that the folks have found more attractive alternatives.

Mr. ANDREWS. If you have questions, let’s address the Chair and
be recognized.

Mr. Quinn, I believe you had a question. May I say it is my
understanding that we do not have questions of witnesses other
than by members or staff people, but I will be glad to hear your
question and redirect it to Mr. Rector.
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Mr. QuUINN. 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 waiits 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 GAOQ, 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. AnprEws. 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
famniliar with LEAA would characterize the Juvenile Justice Office
as having had anything other than a rather rocky road in the first
three years of its existence. I think the hearings in the Senate and
the House, the assessment by GAO, the deinstitutionalization as-
sessment I gave you this morning, the incredible three years of fund
flow gfoblems all speak to the fact things were not well prior to my
arrival.

Mr. Anprews. Whereas all was not well, nevertheless according
to Mr. Quinn up until about a year ago they got relatively prompt
responses. | 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 1
got there.”

Mr. Recyor. 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. ANprews. 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. ANprews. Who would he get to find out who he can go to to
get his project funded if he cannot get an answer from you?

Mr. Rector. He can go to me.

Mr. ANprEws. He just did. He just asked the question. Can you
tell him anything about this cenfral 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. AnprEws. He said it was 10 months ago.

Mr. Rector. I know there are a lot of wrinkles in it. There was a
for-profit aspect in the project.

Mr. ANDREWS. It seems to me that you or somebody would have
written him or whoever addressed that inquiry to you, to tell him if
you could approve it—am I oversimplifying things too much? I
would just think he would get a letter back saying, “we received
your letter, we appreciate your interest in cooperating with us, we
are not at this moment able to give you an answer, we have three,
four, five, six, whatever it is, aspects of your proposal that bother
us, they are one, two, three, four.”

Mr. Recror. I would imagine there is something like that. I do not
have it accessible to me right now.

Mr. ANpDrEwWS. 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 commitiee 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. Anprews. 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. AnprEws. How many projects have you approved since you
have been there?

Mr. Recror. 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. Anprews. When a project application comes in, such as this
one he has identified by name, what do you do with that
application?

Mr. Recror. 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. AnprEws. 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 80 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. ANpREWS. I don’t know what any of us can do about it. I don’t
want to be overly presumptuous, terribly dictatorial, or hateful to
anybody, but I swear, when you get problems that seem to virtually
paralyze the Office because you have, allegedly, holdovers who
disagree philosophically, don’t move, or something, I wish you
would let me know and give me the names of the people. I would
like to talk to them. There is something bad wrong here.

When that application comes in, anywhere else I know in the
world, except the Federal Government, it would go to somebody’s
desk and that somebody, if I were running it, would have on my
desk within a reasonable time—I should think within two days or
so—a copy of the letter. There would be a file established, the
application would go in it along with a copy of the letter acknowl-
edging receipt of it, and then within some period of a few weeks or
so, there would be a follow-up letter, saying “We are having prob-
lems or we can’t grant it at this point; we just want to give you an
interim report. The following things are bothering us, and here they
are, identified. If you would like to submit further application to
help us make our determination, these are the three problem areas.
We want you to know that. Would you like to submit further
evidence in support of the fact that we should side favorably with
you as 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. They would just go to Ford or Chrysler. Unfortunately,
here they don’t have any place to go. It is a government monopoly.

Mr. Rector. I agree. 1 get phone calls from people who say,
“John, what in heaven'’s sake is a suspension?”’ Obviously, ithat 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. 1
find out it happened because people were busy. These folks are busy
folks. That is another problem. But they crank out a form letter,
and they are not always as sensitive as the kind of sensitivity that
you describe.

I don’t know why. We are working on trying to improve it so
there is better rapport about issues like that. All it takes is a phone
call to say we need a couple of extra days or there is a wrinkle in
this application. We are at the 89th day and we have a 90-day cycle;
we are going to need five more days. So you will get something in
the mail saying suspension, but don’t worry. There is a little fiscal
wrinkle and the grant will be awarded in a week. That is easy.

Mr. Chairman, you mentioned holdovers. In our office that con-
cept really isn't applicable. The only persons in our office who are
new, in the sense of coming in with the administration, are myself
and Mr. Jim Shine, who is here today. I was interested in the
Governor’s comments. Of course, we have been working closely with
the Governor. Mr. Shine is a program person who comes right from
the street. He has a track record of involving probably more people
and more citizens in the kinds of programs we are talking about
than most people in the country.

I am very sensitive to the need to have folks involved very closely.
I agree that a Hill-type like myself, even though I have a criminol-
ogy and program background, just isn’t enough. We are a good
complement, I think. That was one of the more attractive aspects
about Mr. Shine’s record and his experience.

He has been onboard for several months, and has already made a
real pragmatic, non-jargon kind of contribution to cut through some
of that what others might call B.S.

Mr. ANDREWS. Who caused the extinction of the Regional offices?
Did you determine that should be done?

Mr. ReEcror. I was in a Senate hearing on my confirmation about
one year ago, and I think I heard it on the news. Those who
participated in that process included former Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral Flaherty. I was not involved in the primary decision-making. It
was at the level of either the Attorney General and/or Deputy
Flaherty.

Mr. ANDREWS. I assume those offices serve more programs than
just LEAA.

Mr. Rector. Those were the LEAA Regional offices, like you have
in HEW and HUD. The other Regional offices are still ocut there.
We don't have a Regional office.

You have a double-edged sword. Some people argue that the
Regional offices provided an additional level of bureaucracy. Other
people argue that they helped to facilitate the process on this
question of red tape. In fact, one of our staff persons is over at the
White House this morning participating in an ongoing effort of
trying to make more uniform the application process in all the ways
in which States and localities get money.
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I don’t want people to get the impression that we are not trying to
work on that. Working on it and accomplishing it are two different
things. We are hammering away on trying to streamline things.

I want more of my people out there doing site visits and providing
technical assistance. Mr. Quinn raised a question about technical
assistance. My recollection is that Colorado submitted somewhere
between 16 and 17 items to us for which they wanted some help—
technical assistance. My recollection is that on the issue of
deinstituticnalization, 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. AnpDREws. Let me ask you, just fishing around now, I
wouldn’t know as to whether you reaily got your manpower and
money out of the Regional offices. I don’t know that much about it,
but in the absence of Regional offices, would it not be wise for you
to regionalize your own office. While not formally having a Regional
office, couldn’t you just more informally, and much cheaper, with-
out having physical space and all, just divide the country into X-
numbers of regions, four, six, whatever would seem plausible, and
then have someone in your office assigned as an assistant to you to
be in charge of the Mid Atlantic region, or in Governor Hunt’s case,
the South Atlantic region, to the end that you could get to a point
that you obviously need to get to. I won't use my office as an
example, but I don’t think he would care, so let me just use
Congressman Jones from North Carolina. I happen to know a little
something there.

He has an administrative assistant, Mr. Floyd Lupton. Mr. Jones
spends a lot of his time at lunchies 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 te
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 1 take it.

Mr. Rector. That is right.

Mr. ANprEWS. I am not saying that is your fault. Probably you
are spread too thin. But wouldn’t it be, if you could have, say, four
people in your office and try to spare them these time-consuming
other problems, and just say you are essentially—they would want
a bigger title than that—a case worker for these six States? I want
you to monitor and keep up so that somebody here can answer the
letters and answer the phone calls and know something about each
program, each project, each application—at least within that num-
ber of States.

Wouldn't that be a big help to you and help your rapport with
these people?
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Mr. Rector. I hate to tell you, but we already have that.

Mr. AnpREWS. 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. Recror. There were a number of steps, Mr. Chairman, in
between discussions. We have been working closely with Barbara
for example. I, in fact, had a conversation with the Goverdor and
his staff in mid-May, around May 19. Prior to that, it wasn't like
everything was perfect with the submission, so——

Mr. AnprEwS. I can imagine you were trying to get it so you
could approve it.

Mr. Recror. 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. AnprEws. 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. AnprEws. 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. Recror. A lot of folks don’t like that.

Mr. ANprEWS. 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 months ago, a
meeting where all the LEAA managers talk about problems and try
to formulate some solutions. We spent an hour and a half discussing
whether or not it would be appropriate to post in the hallways of
our building regulations about personnel matters that the Depart-
ment of Justice in 1976 required the agency to post.

There was a concern among some of the managers that the
employees might react negatively, and thus we maybe shouldn’t
post him. The kind of thing I said in that meeting was, “Listen,
folks, if you are going to check your spine at the front door every
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morning, don’t bitch about the day-to-day problems.” That is the
kind of thing I have been saying. It doesn’t make me popular. I
didn’t go there to get popular.

But we don’t have rough spots all the way around. I have a good
working relationship with Bob Grimes, with the Office of Criminal
Justice Programs. We have a good relationship with the Office of
Community Anti-Crime. We are implementing section 527 that
gives us policy direction, working in conjunction with other offices. I
am working as a member of the Task Force on correctional Stand-
ards with the Attorney General. We have made some headway in
that area. The draft standards the Attorney General released last
Friday and Saturday are a landmark. They need improvement. He
has published them for comments.

In an interagency way across-the-board in the department, we are
similarly working on other interagency efforts. Mr. Quinn made
reference—I don’t know why he had it on his mind—to the fact that
at the recent first step in the budget process; I was not in attend-
ance. He probably doesn’t know I talked to Mr. Civiletti and
others, and had a bona fide reason as to why I was not in attend-
ance. It was because I was out on the street in Vermont, with
Governor Snelling, a courageous Governor, committed to the JD
Act. Bob Taggert and I were up there in the State, committing the
Carter administration to major change in Vermont regarding the
way they handle serious offenders and status offenders.

It is accurate that I wasn’t at the budget process, but it wasn’t of
any significance.

It has been a good day and helpful. We can submit a whole ton of
stuff to you.

Mr. AnprEws. 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
disproportionate amount of time trying to comply with the Senate
and House and committees, and interrogatories and national confer-
ences, and I can imagine all of that can be overdone.

Mr. REctor. We would certainly respond favorably to any sugges-
tions to eliminate reports or regulations, that you would nominate.

Mr. AnpbrEws. 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 raoney. 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. AnpreEwS. I mean specifically, are there not about three? Two
in LEAA and one in HEW that specifically deal with juvenile
delinquents?

Mr. Recror. 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. Recrtor. 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 comstructive 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 viclence bill, nor have I determined that we
are not going to consider them sort of in abeyance. One of the
reasons is what we just were saying. You can get into youth
pregnancy and school violence and you just keep identifying some
people out there who have some problems, and they do. That is not
to say there are not arrays of good examples of where perhaps the
Congress or the Federal Government should be innovative and
move into, but it seems that history sort of repeats itself.

I am afraid that five years from now, we will be sitting here
talking about more programs in addition to the six or however
many programs we now have, that tend to be duplicative and
‘overlapping with certain monies in one or the other category, and
people in the field not knowing which is which. I wonder if we are
trying to identify and put some money out here with respect to
school violence, or youthful, unwed, pregnant females, when, if it is
to be done at all, perhaps it should be made somewhat of an adjunct
of some existing agency, rather than just putting a little money
here and a little there—all intended to help.



216

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 scme of the history
that preceded it, in 1972 and 1973. A lot of persons expressed views
gimilar 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. Anprews. 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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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

ROOM 320, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20518

May 24, 1978

Mr. John Rector

Administrator

Office of Juvenlle Justice
and Delinquency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance -
Administration

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.0. 20531

Dear John:

As you know, the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity has
scheduled a hearing for June 27, 1978, on the administration of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, as amended.
In preparation for the hearing, this letter is for the purpose of
requesting certain information to enhance the quality of the hearing.

+For the sake of élarity, 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 a copy of the last annual report sub-
mitted by the Administrator pursuant to Sectien 204(b)(5)?
What were the expenditurés 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 technlcal assistance to

RINORITY. MZMBEAK:

roe,
H. GUIE, M., TX DFPICIO

¥

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?

(217)
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Rector . ‘ May 24, 1978 °

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?

Section 206(c) provides that the Coordinating Council on
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention make recom-
mendations at least annvally to the Attorney General and
the President. Could you provide the Subcommittee with
the FY 1977 or most recent recommendations of the Council
with their date of submission?

Section 206(d) requires that the Council meet at least &

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?

Please list the names of all National Advisory Committee (NAGC)
members. Which members are full-time employees of Federal,
State, or local gevernments? 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?

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.

Section 208(b) requires that recommendations be made annuvally
by the NAC. Could you provide the Subcommittee with the most
recent recqmmendations and their date of submission?

What staff and other such support was requested by the Chairman
of NAC for FY 1978 pursuvant to Section 208(f)? What staff

and -other such support have you provided as required by
Section 208(g)?

What States currently participate’ in Juvenile Justice Act,
Part B, Formula Grant activities? Has any State had its plan
turned down and, 1f so, under what circumstances?
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Mr. John Rectox May 24, 1978
Page Three

12. What amounts of Federal money have been apportioned among
each of the existing speclal emphasis areas identified in
Section 224 since FY 19757 Could you provide the Subcommittee
with a 1list of each special emphasis grant awarded for FY 1977
and FY 1978 with grant title, grant award, and grantee?

13. Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in regard to the
information, research, and training functlons specified in
Sections 242, 243, and 244,

14. Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute
activities be submitted to you prior to September 30 of
each year. Could you provide the Subcommittee with a copy
of the report due September 30, 197772 N

15. Could you detail the obligations and expenditures of OJJDP funds
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 19787 Of all funds appropriated
for OJJDP in FY 1977, what percent has been obligated and
what percent expended?

16. What problems have you encountered since assuming the position
of Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention? What are your goals and plans for

' future program development? What can Congress do to help?

While I apologize for the length of the requests made in this
letter, I am sure you can understand that it is necessary for the
Subcommittee to obtain, before the hearings, accurate and complete
information regarding the function and direction of the Office so that
a thorough and useful review can be made.

I look forward to your response.
Sincerely,
William F. Causey )
Counsel

GRWC:ps

32-505 O - 78 - 15
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

JU 9 0 1978

Honorable Ike Andrews

Chairman, Subcommittee on
Economic Opportunity

Committee on Education and Labor

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We are pleased to have the opportunity to respond to questions
regarding the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention in preparation for the June 27, 1978, Education and
Labor Committee Hearing. Attached are our responses which
follow a reiteration of your questions.

1 trust this information will be useful to your deliberations.

With wgrm regards,

el e

Administrator
0ff¥ce of Juvenile Justice
afjd Delinquency Prevention

Enclosures
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Question: ".°*

1.  Could you provide a description of the 0ffice's staff organization
o (an organization chart will suffice), with the existing number of

staff positions available to the Office and a listing of vacancies
- by position? - ’

Sa

<. Answers Bl
1.

Attached are various charts reflecting past and current personnel
allocations and vacancies within the 0ffice of Juvenile Justice

" and Delinquency Prevention. As you can discern, we have made sub-
stantial progress both 1n acquiring new positions and in filling
positions. ~ In the past year 0JJDP has experienced significant
change, uncertainty and frustration. Not only was the authorizing
Act under reconsideration but, as you know, Congress delayed passage
of the b1l extending 0JJDP unti{l the eleventh hour. Thus, it was
difficult if not nearly impossible to appropriately develap the

FY 1978 program plan or strategically allocate FY 1977 appropriations.
Similarly, unsettling were the Subcommittee Oversight Hearings on
0JJDF activities conducted less than three months after my confir-
mation, before the 1977 Amendments to the Act had been signed and

in fact contemporaneously with Congressional passage and during

the final week of our fiscal year. Another factor was the partial
LEAA reorganization during this period, including the abolishment
of its Regional Offices which resulted in extraordinary burdens

on personnel 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 soraly needed, long overdue
management and policy direction, I reorganized 0JJDP. In fact,

this heavily encumbered compiicated process has only recently been
finalized.- We are quite pleased with what we have achieved. We
are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as
intended. Incidentally, a short-term worklocad study, soon to be
completed, will hopefully provide us with additional insights and
tools to help faciiitate better management.

PO 7y et o 7Y TERARTRT T

Of importance, Tikewise, 15 that 12 professional and 8 other staffers
have resigned/transferred during this period.

This process within the bureaucracy is a time-consuming one, but we
.are now in a better position to direct and manage the program as
intended. As indicated on the current organizational chart, the
filling of vacancies is proceeding steadily and I expect to have the
majority of positions filled between now and the first part of August.

D e
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Authorized (6/77) Vacant (6/77) Authorized (5/78) Vacant (5/78)

PFT PPT Temp - PFT PPL Temp PFT PPT Tem ~ PFL PPL Temp
0AR 8 0 0 1 -0 o0 9% 0 0 2 o 0
SE no 3 1 I 1 0 21 o 2 1 0
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includes Concentration of Federal Effort activities.
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OFFICE OF JU/ENILE JUSTICE AND DELINGUENCY PREVENTIC!H

Rector, J.
Shine, J.
Yacant
Trethric, M.
Hatson, B.
Taylor, L.
Dana, M.

. . Nader, F.

0ffice of the Administrator

Administrator _ EX-5
Exec. Asst.&Spec.Coun,__GS-]15_
Atty-Advisor GS-14
Admin, Officer - GS-11
Staff Assistant. . GS-8
Clerk-Steno GS~5

Asst. Exec. Secy. (1pA)
JJd Program Manager (IPA) *

{r)

Doyle, W.
Vacant

 policy, Planning & Coordination Staff

Director (Acting) GS-15

1

May 30, 1973

Manabement and_Planning Branch

Miller, R, Suprv.Program Plan.Analyst
| Vacant ____ Program Planning Analyst
" Vacant Program Planning Analyst

Vacant Program Assistant

<

Whitlock,L. Clerk-Typist

Policy Analysis_and Coordination Branch

Suprv.Program Plan. Analyst GS-14 __
M. Program Planning Analyst

Secretary (Typ) Gs-5/6 | (P)
|
GS-14 _ : ¢ ', | Vacant
6s-12/13 {(P) ; [RiddicK,
GS-11/12 (P; Holfle, d.
6s-7/9 |(P Yacant
GS-3 (P) [\!a_cant_‘__ _

Program Planning Analyst
Program Planning Analyst -
_Clerk (Typing):

6543

GS}IL

6S-11/14F
- ,654L5@Pi

!
;
i
!
;
:

(P) = Pending indicates attion being taken by Personnet Divisiod. This includes

prior to pdy_ertisjng. R

'*Tfn;‘s IPA is ' not counted againéf authorized position ceih‘ng. -

positions currently being advertised and finalizing of position description;

1444




0ffice of Programs

Yacant

Carr, R. Secretary

Deputy AssociAdmin,

S .
659 (L0l _

Special Emphasis Divigion

Staff Asst. GS-6

l Roy, C.

‘Martin, E. Director 65-15 )
! [Wallach, £, Prog. Asst. 65.9]

McKinney, ¥.  Dep. Director 6S-14 l
i

Miller M. Juv.Jus.Spec, G3-13

Dorn, R. Juv.Jus.Spec. GS-13

Dodge, D. duv Jus ,Spec. GS-13

Jackson, C. Juv.Jdus.Spac. GS-13

Kemble, K. dJuv, Jus,.Spec. GS-12

Diaz, H. Juy.Jus . Spec, 6S-12

Vacant  Juv.Jus.Spec. 65-11/12 (P)

{ Vacant™ " Clerk-Steno 65-4 {P)

Vacant Clerk-Typist 6s-3/4 (PPT | (P)

Formula Grants & Technical Assistance Div.

West, D.
Holbert, D.

Director
Clerk (Typing)

65-15 .
65-5

" Formula Grants Branch

Hamm, C. &,,1_Sup.Jg_Ptgg,Spec.
Cain, T. -l _. Juv,Jdus.Spec.
Porpotage ,F, Juv.Jus.Spec.
Yacant Juv.Jdus,Spec.

Donahue, T.  Juv.Jdus,Spec,
Sutton, R, ° Juv.Jus.Spec. -
Robinson, R. - Clerk-Typist

65-14
65-13
65-13
G5~11/12
GS~1£[]
65-12

Vacant - Clerk (Typing)

¥
S g

(P} | Vacant Sup.JJ Prog.Spec. GS-14
Modzeleski W. Juv.Jdus.Spec.(Policy) = GS-13
» Kujawski,N.  Juv.dus.Spec.{Spec.Pro) 6S-33_
(P) - Gould, J. Juv.Jus.Spec {TAY . GS-13
Wood, D. Juv.Jdus .Spec.(Monit) GS-13
Landen, K. Juy.Jus.Spec, . GS-N
Thompson,G.* Clerk (Typing) . GS-8 éPPT
Shelton, S. Clerk-Typist GS-3 (PPT

Program Developmént & Support Branch

I
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Howell, J.
Heston, M.
Vacant

National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Lel{nquancy Prevention

6s-14

Dep.Assoc.Acmin,
GS-6
6S-4/5 (T)____

Secretary {Steno)
Clerk-Typist .

Vacant

Research & Program Development Div.

Director G5-13/14
Modley, P. Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-13
Swain, P. Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-12
Yacant Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec, GS-11/12
Vacant Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. GS-11/12
Brown, D. Clerk-Typist GS-4

Standards Program

YanDuizend, R. Gen.Atty.(Res) GS-13
Allen-Hagen, B. Soc.Sci.Pro.Spec. GS-12
(P) | vacant Clerk-Typist 6S-3/4
Training & Dissemination Div.
7] ¥ Vacant Director ~BS-13_ .
(P)| Vacant™ "7 Soc.Sci.Prg.Spec. T GsIii/izT
(°) Landon, M. Staff Asst, - 65-7
PS Rogers, M. Clerk (Typing)} GS-5

922
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Question:

2. ‘ould you provide a copy of the last annual report submitted
oy the Administrator pursuant to Section 204(b)(5)? What
were the expenditures for the 0ffice for FY 1977 by category
ki.e., block grant assistance, special emphasis assistance,

concentration of Federal effort, etc.?

Answear:
2. FY 1977 0JJDP Outlays
Formula $7,600,000
*Special Emphasis 9,000,000
Institute 2,950,000
Concentration of 400,000
Federal Effort
Total 19,950,000

* Includes Technical Assistance

4
The last report submitted pursuant to Section 204(b)(5) is attached.
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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?

Answer:

In response to the above question the following information
is provided:

1. Contractor: Arthur D, Little, Inc.
0JJDP 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 0JJDP Formula
Grant program. The TA contractor is responsible for
assessing TA needs under the formula grants program; pro-
viding TA to state and local governments and public and
private agencies to assist them in implementation of the
mandates of the Act; managing the provision of technical
assistance resources by a range of consultants, including
‘the contractor's own staff; developing a formula grants
reporting system; and preparing program strategy papers.

2. Contractor: National Office for Social Responsibility (NOSR)
0JJDP 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

0JJDP'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

0JJDP Funds awarded: $1.7 Million
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Answer: (Cont‘d)
Project Period: April 1978 - April 1980

Service Provided: Westinghouse is responsible for providing
technical assistance to the Special Emphasis programs in De-
linquency Prevention, and the SPA's and RPU's selected formula
grantees and other organizations engaged in delinquency pre-
vention. The contractor shall be responsible for managing

the provision of technical assistance resources by a range of
consultants, including thz contractor's own staff, and pre-
paration of technical papers, monographs and program strategy
papers,

Question:

~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?

Answer:

Section 204 (1)(1) of the Act requires that a juvenile delinquency
development statement be submitted to the Administrator based upon

a detailed statement of submission procedures that are included as
part of the third annual analysis and evaluation of Federal juvenile
delinguency 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. Discussjon of the development state-
ments has been scheduled as an agenda jtem for the June 22, 1978,
meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention.

5. Question:

Section 206{c) provides that the Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention make recommendations at least
annualiy 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 officials met during fiscal
year 1977 to discuss and make recommendations on the Second Analysis
and Evaluation of Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs submitted to
the Congress and President. Their recommendations, published as part
of the analysis and evaluation report, were formulated into a set of
uniform definitions and a detailed statement of criteria for 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 Teast 4 times a
year (6 times a year prior to FY 1978). List the dates, location,
and meeting topic for each Council meeting in FY 1977 and FY 1978.
How much money has been obligated and expended for Council operation
since that date? ,

Answer:

6. The Council met officially on December 8, 1976, in New York City,
New York, to discuss youth employment and its relationship to
delinquency. In addition, program administrators designated by
Council members met as follows to discuss preparation of the
analysis and evaluation report:

- November 8, 1976 Washington, D.C.
December 9 & 10, 1976 New York, New York
April 29, 1877 " 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. O0ffice 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 awarded
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 degree to which they are consistent or
Anconsistent with Sections 223(a§(12) and (13) of the Juvenile Justice
ct. . -



Question:

7. Please 1ist the names of all National Advisory Committee (NAd)

members.

Which members are full-time employees of Federal, State,

or local governments? Which members had not attained 26 years of
age at the time of their appointment and what were their ages?
How many of those youth members have been or are currently under
the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system?

Answer:

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS:

George C. Belitsos of Iowa

Glen Bower of I1linois

Bernadette Chavira of New Mexico
Timothy Scott Davis of Washington, D.C.
Margaret C. Driscoll of Connecticut
Harold P. Goldfield of California
Marion W. Mattingly of Maryland
Michael Olson of Pennsylvania
Lawrence Semski of Mississippi-
George Walker Smith of California
Steven Stark of Connecticut

Barbara Sylvester of South Carolina
Diana Tamez of Texas

Genevieve Wilson of Maryland

YOUTH MEMBERS: AGE AT TIME OF APPOINTMENT
Ms. Chavira 23
Mr. Davis 23
Mr. Goldfield 25
Mr. Olson * 16
Mr. Stark ) 25
Ms. Tamez 22

FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES OF GOVERNMENT:

Mr. Bower

Judge Driscoll
Judge Semski

* Has been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice system.



8, Question:

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

. 4
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.

Washington, D.C.

Arlington, Virginia
Reston, Virginia

Kansas City, Missouri
Proposed Sites:
Albuquerque, New Mexico

New Orleans, Louisiana
Sante Fe, New Mexico

TOPIC(S):

Youth Employment
in Relation to
Delinquency

Committee Objectives
and Workplan

Analysis and Evaluation
of and Comprehensive

Plan for Federal Juvenile
Delinquency Programs

Committee Annual Report,
State Advisory Group
Meetina

Planning for State
Advisory Group Meeting

Meeting with-State
Advisory 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 Act.)



233

Question:

9. Section 208(b) requires that recommendations be made annually by
the NAC. Could you provice the Subcomittee with the most recent
recommendations and their cate of submission?

Answer:

The most recent annual report of the National Advisory Committee vas
approved by the members during their meeting of November 30 - December 2, 1977.
The report contained the following recommendations to me:

1. Private citizens should be involved in juvenile justice and
delinguency prevention policy and program 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 proarams
to protuct 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-
%io?alization and separation mandates of Sections 233(a)(12) and
13).

6. The Presidentially appointed Administrator of the Office should be
delegated all policy, administrative, managerial and operational
responsibilities of the Act.

7. A1l 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 Qffice

8. In addition to the funds appropriated under the Juvenile Justice
Act, a minimum of 19.15% from other Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration program funds should be expended for juvenile
delinquency programs.
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1.

12,

16.

17.
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A1l 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.

State level juvenile justice and delinquency prevention advisory
groups authorized under the Juvenile Justice Act should advise
their respective governor and State legislature, as well as the
State Planning Agency, regarding Juvenile Jjustice delinquency
policies and programs.

The Administrator of the Office should be authorized to continue
granting Juvenile Justice Act funds to a State if the Adminjstrator
finds that the State is in substantial compliance with the require-
ment that the State deinstitutionalize all status offenders within

a Z2-yzay period and if the Administrator has an unequivocal commitment
from the State that it will achjeve full compliance within 5-year
period from initial participation in the program. Substantial com-
pliance should be defined as achievement of 75% deinstitutionaliza-
tion,

A 10% cash match for juvenile delinquency programs administered by
the Office should be required, but the Administrator of the Office
shsuld be permitted to waive matching requirements for private non-
profit organizations and agencies. Further, the Administrator of
the Office should have the authority to waive matching recuirements
for Indian tribes and other aboriginal groups and to waive State
Tiability and to direct Federal action where the State lacks juris-
diction to proceed.

Administration of the Runaway Youth Act should be transferred from
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to the Office.

The scope of the Runaway Youth Act should be broadened to include
other homeless youth.

Statistical repurts and documents profiling the children and parents
served under Runaway Youth Act programs should not disclose the iden-
tity of the individual youth without the consent of individual youth *
and his or her parent or legal guardian,

The Office and other Federal agencies and departments should provide

the necessary leadership and resources to implement the Federal policy
for the prevention, treatment, and control of juvenile delinquency as
stated in the Second Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency
Programs. Special Emphasis should be placed on the objective of jden-
tifying Federal sponsored or assisted activities which are inconsistent
with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act, with particular regard
to the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and dependent and
neglected children, separation of juvenile and adult offenders, and di-
version of youth to community-based programs.

The President and the Attorney General should give high priority to the

.
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20,

21,

22,

23.

24.

25,

235

work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention,

A policy of citizen participation in the meetings and activities of
the Coordinating Council should continue to be implemented through
representation of the Committee on the Coordinating Council.

To improve Federal coordination of juvenile delinquency programs, the
Office of Management and Budget should be represented on the Coordina-
ting Council.

The Coordinating Council should be responsible for providing advice and
assistance to the Office in the preparation of the annual analysis and

evaluation of Federal juvenile delinquency programs and the development
and impiementation of the annual comprehensive plan for these programs.

The 0ffice, 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.

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 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 fonmnulation; {c) planning procedures. and
requirements; and (d) program priorities, operations, evaluation require-
ments, and results,

The 0ffice, 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 information that
will be of sufficient detail to allow the Office to evaluate the degree
to which each Federal juvenile delinquency prcgram conforms with and fur-
ther Federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention policies and ob-
jectives.

The third analysis and evaluation report should distinquish juvenile de-
linquency pragrams and expenditures from general youth programs and
expenditures. Further, the analysis should indicate whether Federal
expenditures are consistent with the provisions of the Juvenile Justice

" Act, with special attention to the deinstitutionalization and separation

mandates.

In accordance with the findings of a recent feasibility study sponsored
by the Office, an automataed juvenile delinquency program information
system--particularly a project level system--is judged not to be cost
effective and alternative mecthods for collecting juvenile delinquency

32-505 0 - 78 - 18
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program information should be developed,

The Office should insure that at the Federal level, emphasis is placed
on, and appropriate resources applied to, not only delinquency preven-
tion and diversion of youth from the traditional juvenile justice system,
but also reduction of serious crimes committed by juveniles,

Status effenders should be removed from the jurisdiction of juvenile
court,

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; inguiring
into areas of concern; and, conducting periodic audits of the juvenile
service system to ascertain its effectiveness and compliance with estab-
lished .responsibilities.

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.

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.

Each State and the Federal Government should enact statutes governing the
collectijon, retention, disclosure, sealing, and destruction of records
pertaining to juveniles to assure accuracy and security of such records
and te protect against the misuse, misinterpretation, and improper dis-
semination of the information contained in the records. -

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,

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.

Agencies at all levels of government should design procedurés to assure
that when standards advocating the use of alternatives to incarceration,
deinstitutionalization, or cther nontraditjonal techniques are implement-

" ed, the cost savings realized will be reallocated to follow the juvenile

served by the alternatives.
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Greater emphasi i &
prevegtioﬁ? asis should be placed on research in the area of delinquency

Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention research and action progra
should be better coordinated and designed to compledent each othgr.gr "

Regarding the relationship between action and research programs

t h ; sponsored

by the Office, the Institute should participate in, or gpogsor di?ect]y,

three types of research: small scale research and demonstration projects

§2:$v29§3tnew p:ggram approaches; evaluation of programs that use alter-
intervention approaches; and assessments on case studies o .

that use traditional service aﬁproaches. f prograns

At the direction of the Office, the Department of Heélth Education, and
Welfare's Interagency Panel on'Research and Development én AdoTescgﬁce
should be encouraged to focus specifically on juvenile delinquency.

39. The Institute should centinue to support research programs
L 0 that address
the juvenile delinquency research priorities of thP ’gordinating Council.,
Furthgr, the Institute should coordinate other Federal agency research
activities that address Coordinating Council priorities.
* " The National Advisory Committee has since reversed its position
and now
recommends that status offenders remain under the jurisgiction 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(q}?
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 racommended that the current
support services contract for the National Advisory Committee

be extended and the dollar amount increased to permit the hiring
of one more professional staff person and awarding of a subcon-
tract to assist the National Advisory Committee in planning the
March 1-3, 1978, meeting of State juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention advisory groups. The contract was extended through
August 15, 1978, additional staff was hired, and a subcontract
was awarded to the National Youth Alternatives Project. To date,
the Office has provided a total of over $700,000 in contract
support for the National Advisory Committee. In addition, the
equivalent of more than four full-time professional and one full-
time c1er1cal staff of the Office have been made available.

In a recent moeting with members of the National Advisory Committee,
I agreed to provide approximately $225,000 in support for the coming
year. 1 requested and received a report from the National Advisory
Committee that outlines their proposal for future staff and other -
support services. The report is beind reviewed and shortly the
Office will determine the most effective and expedient means of
providing support to the Committee.
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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?

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 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, .Those seven states are:

Nebraska Oklahoma

Nevada South Dakota

Worth Dakota Utah
Wyoming

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 Jjustice plans
have been rejected.
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12,

What amounts of Federal money ha
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ve been apportioned among each of

the existing special emphasis areas identified in Section 224 since
FY 19757 Could you provide the Subcommittee with a Tist 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 Sectijon 224 since FY 1975

are as follows:

Deinstitutionalizatien of
Status Offenders

Diversion

Prevention of School Crime
Preveniion

Unsolicited Proposals

Restitution FY 78 (Projected)

11,871,910

8,556,919
6,000,000
6,190,473
5,168,906
24,430,122

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
Wational Council of Negro Women
Washington, D.C.

Model Committee Staff Project

in Juvenile Justice
Legis/50 -
Englewood, Co.

award amounted

$176,796

§401,613

$375,653

$666 ,006

Juvenile Delinguency Prevention Program $469,323
Nat'l Federation - SettTement Neighborhood

New York, NY.
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Aspira Prevention
Aspira of America, Inc.
New York, NY.

Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Girl's Club of America
New York, N.Y. .

Consortium for Youth
Unifted Way of Greater New 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
Moritgomery, Alabama

An Alternative to Incarceration
Sacramento Reg. Planning Council
Sacramento, Ca.

Youth Community Coordinator
American Public Welfare Assoc.
Washington, D,C. .

Boston Diversion Advocacy Project
Mayor's Office on Criminal Justice
Boston, Ma..

Dailas County Delinquency Prevention
Dallas County
Dallas, Tx.

Chicago Youth Service Alliance
Chicago Dept. of Human Services
Chicago, I11.

Venice-Yest Prevention
Venice Drug Coalition
Venice, 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
Tulare Youth Service Bureau
Tulare, Ca

Program to Prevent Juvenile
Delinquency

The Salvation Army

Atlanta, Ga.

$76,000

$450,000

Special Emphasis awards FY 1978

Juvenile Court Advocacy
Open Harber, Inc,
Cambridge, Ma..

Youth Diversionary Program
Opportunities Industrialization Center
Providence, R.I.

Deinstitutionalization of Status
Offenders

Pima County Juvenile 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.

$117,098

$72,966

$247,500

346,166

$352,784
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Question:

13. Briefly describe the activities of the National Institute for
Juvenile Justicerand Delinquency Prevention in regard to the
information, research, and training functions specified in
Section 242,243 ,and 244,

Answer:
In reésponse to question #13 the following descriptive information
is provided with regard to activities of juvenile justice insti=
tute, pursuant to Sections 242,243, and 244 of the Act:

INFORMATION FUNCTION

Assessment Centers., The four Centers under the Assessment Centers
Program are responsible for the collection, assessment and synthesis
of research data and program experience, and the preparation of re-
reports, on topics of interest to 0JJDP. Topics completed and under
preparation inciude:

- Achjevement Place: A Behavioral Treatment Approach in a
Group Home Setting (DRAFT)

- Alternative Programs for Young Women

- Implications on Self-Report Studies for the Creation and Use
of Alternative Programs

- 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
Major, comprehensive reports on:
- The Serious Juvenile Offender
- The Status Offender in the Juvenile Justice System {DRAFT)
__Classification Factors in the Juvenile Justice System
A series of reports including what is known about status offenders
from self-report studies (completed); peer relations and delinquency,

school violence, media violence, delinquency preventiun experiments
and others, "
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Causes and Correlates of Delinquency. The landmark study of
delinquency in I11inois was completed in the past year, at the In-
stitute for Juvenile Research in Chicago, This three-year study
in Chicago has involved analyzing data coliected during 1972 through
a statewide I1linois survey of a random sample of over 3,000 youth
aged 14-18, and a field study of I1linois 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 resuits have shed
new 1ight 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 neariy as likely to be white as black, just about as 1ikely to
be a.girl as a boy, as likely to ljve anywhere in I1linois as in highly
urbanized Chicago, Jjust as 1ikely 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
Jjuvenile 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
thirty-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.

Delinguency and Drug Use., This study will provide extensive
information on the incidence, distribution, and patterns and styles
of drug use and delinquent behavior among a national sample of ap-
proximately 2,000 youth aged 11-17. It will also include an exam-
ination of the relationship between drug use, including alcohol, and
other kinds of delinquent behavior and the variables associated with
changes in patterns of drug use and delinquency over time. Particular
attention will be paid to the variables or conditions associated with
the commencement of drug use, the connection between drug use and
delinquency;, and developmental sequences of drug use over time.
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Clearinghouse. In response to a specific legislative mandate,
0JJDP pTans to develop its own clearinghouse and dissemination program,
which will be coordinated with LEAA's Natjonal 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 Tink state and
local audiences with sources of information and assistance in order to
advance 0JJOP's program goals., The statement of work for the clearing-
house is under preparation,

Residential Care Study. The Office is making preparation to support
a replication of the Tandmark 1966 Census of Children Residential Insti-
tutions in the United States and territories, This replication will
differ from the original census in that it wil] 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 nationwide 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 this purpose.

The second effort is this area is the development and implementation

of automated information systems for juveniie courts, Under previous
grants, a national assessment of such systems was conducted and the
requirements of a model system were developed. We are now in the process
of awarding a new grant for the purpose of implementing the modal system
in a single jurisdiction.

The third effort in this area is the implementation of an automated
information system in the 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 NIJJUDP's basic research projects have
preduced noteworthy results that have made signficant contributions
to our understanding 'of juvenile delinquency and related factors.
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Serious Juvenile Crime. We have undertaken a number of studies
focused on serious juvenile crime with particular emphasis on the develop-
ment and maintenance of delinquent careers.

Two studies have made significant contributions to our understanding of
delinquent career patterns as they relate to adult careers in criminality.
The first of these is a follow-up study to the landmark Philadelphia
research conducted in the early 1960's of almost all males born in that
city in 1945.

The follow-up study involved gathering data up to age 30 on the offender
careers of a ten percent sample of the original group. Sigificant findings
from this effort include the following: about 15 percent of youths in the
10 percent sample were responsible for 80-85 percent of serious crime: and
chronic offenders (5 or more police contacts), who made up only 6 percent
of the larger group from which the 10 percent sample was drawn, accounted
for 51 percent of all offenses among the total sample--including over 60
percent of the personal injury and serious property offenses.

The second of the two major offender career studies is a project currently .
underway at the University of Iowa, which is assessing the relationship

of adult criminal careers to juvenile criminal careers. This project con-.
sists of a follow-up study of 1352 juveniles born in 1942, and 2099
juveniles born in 1949, 1in 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 delinguent 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. i
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 vodume 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 conciusion of the Philadelphia
and lowa research is that juveniles do not specialize in particular types
of offenses nor do they, necessarily progress from less serious to more
serious offenses. Prediction of delinquency remains an elusive goal.
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Another study recently concluded under Institute funding constitutes a
seven-year evaluation of the Massachusetts experience in its statewide
community-based movement. In 1969-72 Massachusetts repleced its training
schools for juveniles with community~based alternatives to traditional
incarceration. This {is the only State that has deinstitutionalized its
correctional institutions state-wide, in either the juvenile or adult
areas. The results of the evaluation have indicated that youths do as
well in the new programs as they did in the old training schools.
However, youths in less secure programs did better than those in the
more secure community-based programs, and youths in programs providing
diversity of treatment options and extensive community Tinkages -did much
better than those in the programs which lacked these features. in
addition, the community-based programs provide a much more humane and
fair way of treating youth than did the large institutions previously
used. A major conclusion of the study was that the important factors
affecting success or failure with individual youth lay not so much in
the qualities of specific individual programs to which the youth were
exposed, but in the characteristics of the total social network for

each youth in the community.

TRAINING FUNCTION

.During the past year the Office has made significant progress in
developing its training program, which previously had been given Tow
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 juveniie 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 cemprehensive
law=related education program. This program will test various methods and
approaches to improving youth's understanding of the juvenile, civil and
criminal justice systems, their rights and responsibilities as citizens,
and the lawful means of securing and enforcing those rights.

Deinstitutionalization. We are in the process of establishing a
rather large-scale training rogram, focused on deinstitutionalization of
all youth except those that pose a danger to themselves or to communities.
Through it, along with 0JJDP training, technical assistance, and action
programs, the Office is continuing its supportive efforts to persuade
States to deinstitutionalize statewide their large juvenile correctional
institutions. The content of the training program will draw mainly upon
the results of the seven-year Massachusetts study, the new secure care
Study, and the results of other 0JJDP research, evaluation, and action
program activities in the deinstitutionalization area.

A major target group for this training group will be State Juvenile
Delinquency Advisory Groups, in order to increase the effectiveness
of their efforts at the State tevel. Other trainees will include
private non-profit agency youth workers, planners, legislators, media
representatives; and Federal agency personnel.
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Question:

14, Section 246 requires that an annual report on Institute activities
be submitted to you prior to September 30 of each year. Could you
provide the Subcommittee with a copy of the report due September 30,
19777

Answer:

14. As you kpow, the 1977 amendments were signed into law on October 3,
1977, and Section 246 specifies that the first such annual report
is due after the first year the legislation is enacted. No report
was prepared for September, 1977. The next such annual report from
our Juvenile Justice Institute is due prior to September 30, 1978.
A copy of that copy of that report can be made available to the

wes _.. Subcommittee upon completion. B e e e e

Question:

15. Could you detail the obligation and expenditures of 0JJDP funds
for FY 1976, FY 1977, and FY 19787 Of all funds appropriated
for 0JJDP in FY 1977, what percent has been obligated and what
percent expended?

Answer:
FY 1976
Category Obligation Qutlays
Formula $35,047 $3,968
Special Emphasis 10,611 9,016
Institute 5,609 2,611
Concentration of
Federal Effort 212 150
Total . 57,479 15,745
FY 1977
Category . Obligation Outlays
Formuta 43,271 7,600
Special Emphasis 10,375 9,000
Institute 4,970 2,950 -
Concentration of
Federal Effort 430 400

Total B . T9;950
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FY 1978
Category Obligation Outlays

Formula 59,616 14,090
Special Emphasis 3,212 6,100
Institute 5,206 4,000
Concentration of
Federal Effort 739 65
Technical Assistance 1,872 500

Total 70,645 24,755

15. Answer:(Cont'd)

The figures provided above reflect total dollars obligated and
outlayed during each of the fiscal years regardless of the fiscal
year they were appropriated.

Of the $100,000,000 appropriated to 0JJDP for FY 1977, forty nine
percent has been obligated and ten percent has been expended.
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} © 07, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
N Law Enf + Aaal A et T
" HATIONAL SCHOOL RESOURCE CENTER
Sciidtation .

The Office of Juvenile Justice und
Delinquency Prevention announces a
competitive grant program focusing on
the problem of school vioclence and
vandalism, The objective of this solici-
tation is develocpment of a school re-
source network that provides assist-
i ance to students, teachers, parents, se-

curity personnel, school administra-

tors, and community personnel. The
national network Is to include a na-
tional school resource center and four
«regional school resource centers, The
natjonal network will help local
schools and school districts design and

Implement school violence and vandal-

ism prevention programs through

training, technical assistance, and ad-_
vocacy that result in changes in school
response to youth behavior.,

At the present time, there is no na-
tional strategy to assist schools in
dealing effectively with school erime.
Resources are minimal and fragment. ° .

- ed. Many local programs are developed 4
solely in the interest of security. They

Inl} to accomplish their objectives, fail .

to address the real needs of the school

systems, and fail to provide benefits

that are consistent with their costs. A

national school resource network dedl-

cated to advocacy, reform, and a safer
environment for students and teachers

18 needed to provide overall direction

&nd coordination of existing and new

schoo!l resources,

Prellminary applications in response
to this announcement are due Novem-
ber 1, 1978. While it is anticipated that

.only one grant award will be made,
- subgrant arrangements are both ac-
ceptable and encouraged. The grant
period will be for a duration of fifteen
(15) months; the award amount will be
up to a maximum of $2,500,000. Pre-
liminary applications will be consid-
ered only from public and private non-
profit agency, organizations, and insti-
tutions. All such agencies, organiza-
tions, and institutions must have dem-
- onstrated experience in dealing with

youth, 4

Copies of the program guidelines
will be released on August 1, 1878, and
can be obtained by contacting the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
.Quency Prevention, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, Depart-
ment of Justice, 633 Indiana Avenue
. NW,, Washington, D.C. 20531. -

o Joun M. RECTOR,

Administrator, Office of Juve-
- nile Justice and Delingquency
tion.

.- [FR Doc. 78-17870 Filed 8-37-78; 8:45 am]

.
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SAJORITY MEMEENS) . MINORITY MIMDERS: |
IRT ANOREVIS, N.C., CHAIRMAN WHLIAM ¥, BO00LIN, P

, PEnw,
ASUSTUS P, KAWKIHS, CALIF, ALRERT N, QUIT, Mive, o
WILLIAM B, FORD, MICH, i3 o KX OPEICIO.
BALTASAR CORRADA, P.

M-J""_"-'"f""m CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
= HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LAZOR
. SURCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

ROOM 320, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20815

June 14, 1978

Mr. James M. H. Gregg

Assistant Administrator

0ffice of Planning and Management

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
633 Indiana Avenue, N,W. °

Washington, DC 20531

Dear Mr, Gragg:

It is my understanding that you currently act as Administrator
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration while that position
remains officially vacant.

Section 204(g) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, as amended, reads as follows: ’

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

Could you please inform me of any such functions that you have delegated
to Mr. John Rector, Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Our oversight hearings on the
operation of the Office are to be held June 27, 1978, I would appreciate
your answer prior to the hearing date.

Sincerely, '

Tke Anérews
Chairman

TA:ged -
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JUN 2210

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20531

The Honorable Ike Andrews

Chairman

Subcomnmittee 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 te the Administrator,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, issued on danuary
T,71978.

Please Tet me know if you wish us to furnish additional information.

Sincerely,

Aamvan
~James M. H. Gregg
{/issistant Administrator
0ffice of Planning and Management

Enclosure

32-505 O - 78 - 17



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION

Instiuction :

January 4, 1978

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF
Subject: JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION. (0JJDP)

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, 0JJDP).

2. SCOPE. This Instruction is of interest to all LEAA personnel.

w

. CANCELLATION. This Instruction cancels LEAA Instruction I 1310.40A
dated April 21, 1976.

=

. T 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 preventiomn, diversion,
training, treatment, rehabilitation, evaluation, research and improve-
ment of the juvenile justice system, as authorized under the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, herein-
after referrred to as the "JD Act") and the related activities under
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended,
hereinafter referred to as "The Act"}, including the following:

a. Administrative Management. Plan, direct, and control the imple-
mentation and operations of all LEAA juvenile justice and delin~
quency prevention programs administered directly through 0JJDP.

b, Policy Development. Develop, approve, and promulgate juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention policy for implementation by
0JJDP and, to provide policy direction to all programs concerned
with juvenile delinquency and administered by LEAA. Where such
policies have major administrative or management implications
or affect the general policies of LEAA, thiey are subject to
approval by the Administration.

¢. Grants and Program Authority.

(1) Grant and Frogram Management. Subject to the policy direction,
allocation of funds; and in accordance with directives issued
by the LEAA Administration, the Administrator, 0JJDP, is
delegated the authority te 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

Distributiont A11 LEAA Personnel Inittated By: Office of Planning
and Management
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I 1310.408
Jan, 4, 1978

including grants and agreements and programs supported by
fund transfers from other Federal agencies, under the
following categories:

(a) Grants under Part A of the "JD Act" separately and
specifically delegated by the LEAA Administration.

(b} Formula grants under Part B of the "JD Act."

(¢) Grants under Part B (II) of the "JD Act"; categorical
grants using Part C and E funds of "The Act" transferred
to 0JJDP; and, National Institute of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention grants under Part C of the
"JD Act" or using Part D funds of "The Act" trans-
ferred to OJJDP separately and specifically delegated
by the LEAA Administration,

(d) The comprehensive Jjuvenile justice program required
under Part C of "The Act".

(2) Awvard, Approve, Modification, and Extension of Grants and
Contracts. The Administrator, OJJDP is delegated authority to -

award, approve, modify, and extend grants and contracts as
follows:

(a) Grants and contracts under Part A of the "JD Act".
1 Approve and award grants and approve for award
contracts separately and specifically delegated
by the LEAA Administration.

2 For FY 1977 and subsequent years, approve budget
category deviations.

(b) Formula Grants under Part.B of the "JD Act",

1 Approve Annual Plan.

2 Avard Formula Grants according to applicable
fiscal year allocation formula and appropriation.
3 Approve Formula Grant program deviations. (Since

Formula CGrant funds are not discrete budget items in
a State Comprehensive Plan award, coordination with
0CJP will be required prior to approval of program
deviations.)

Par 4
Page 2
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I 1310.40B
Jan, 4, 1978

Approve Formula Grant extension by subgrant to
allow expenditure from December 31 to March 31
provided that current acceptable fi3cal reports
are on file with none outstanding and that all
special conditions are satisfied, under the
following conditions:

a Delays in equipment deliveries which are
unanticipated and are not the fault of sub-
grantee, - (Submission of subgrantee/vendor
contract is required).

b Unforeseen delays in obtaining FCC clearances
for communication programs.
¢ Unforeseen delays in construction projects

caused by strike, weather, environmental impact,
equipment, energy crisis. (Submission of
contract which outlines original completion
dates is required).

d Delays related to-compliance with Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act,

Approve the use of Formula Grant funds as match
for other Federal programs.

Approve the use of Formula Grant funds for con-
struction of innovative community-based facilities.

Waive the "cash match preference" for Formula Grant
funds established by M 7100.1A, Change 3, Chapter 7,
paragraph 7 dated October 29, 1975.

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 0JJDP; 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 0JJDP
separately and specifically delegated by the LEAA
Administration.

1

Approve grant applications and RCAs (Requests for
Contract Action) separately and specifically
delegated by the LEAA Administration.

Par j
Page 3
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I 1310.40B
Jan, 4, 1978

2 Award grants and approve for award contract,s
separately and specifically delegated by the LEAA
Administration. .

3 Approve budget category deviations.

4 Extend expenditure deadline of grants beyond

the 90 day expenditure allowed following the
end of the grant period.

Concentration of Federal Effort. The Administrator, OJJDP,

is delegated the authority to implement overall policy and
develop objectives, and priorities for Federal juvenile
Justice and delinquency prevention programs and to advise

the President, through the Attorney General and the LEAA
Administrator, concerning planning, policy, priorities,
operations, and management of all Federal juvenile delinquency
programs.

Research, Demonstration and Evaluation. The Administrator,
0JJbP, is delegated the authority to support research and
demonstration projects in order to improve juvenile Justice

and delinquency prevention programs; toc evaluate all federally-
funded projects under the "JD Act" and "The Act", and other
Federal, State and local programs; and, to disseminate

research and evaluation results, and pertinent data and

studies in the area of juvenile delinquency.

Training. The Administrator, 0JJDP, is delegated the
authority to conduct training programs and related activities
under the "JD Act".

Information. The Administrator, 0JJDP, is delegated the
authority to collect, analyze and promulgate useful infor~
mation regarding treatment and control of juvenile offenders;
and, to establish and operate an effective Information
Clearinghouse and Information Bank.

Technical Assistance. The Administrator, OJJDP, is delegated
the authority to provide technical assistance to Federal,
State and local governments and other public and private
agencies in planning, operating, and evaluating juvenile
delinquency programs.

Audit Clearance. The Administrator, 0JJDP, is delegated the
authority to clear audit findings and recommendations for
those reports in which OJJDP is the designated action office,

Par 4
Page 4§
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(9) Waivers on Consultant Fees. LEAA requirements on requests
for waiver of consultant fees by grantees may be approved
up to $200 per day.

(10) Pass-Through Funds. Subject to financial and program guide-
lines the Administrator, 0JJDP, 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, 0JJDP, is delegated the authority and responsi-
bility to represent the Administration with other Federal agencies
and State and local governments in the following matters:

(1) Contacting State and local officials to encourage participation
in 0JJDP's program.

" (2) Providing and/or arranging for the provision of assistance
in the form of technical consultation to recipients of "JD
Act" funds in the areas of juvenile justice planning, manage-
ment, and program development. .
(3) Reviewing and evaluating LEAA juvenile justice and delinguency
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.

REDELEGATION. The Administrator, 0JJDP, may redelegate the authority
in this Instruction, in whole or in part, provided'that any redele-
gation is in writing and approved by the LEAA Administrator. This
restriction does not apply to a temporary redelegation of authority to
the Deputy Associate Administrator, under Section 201(e) of the "JD Act"
or other deputy or assistant tc be exercised during the absence or
disability of the OJJDP Administrator or deputy or assistant. Authority
redelegated by the 0JJDP Administrator shall be exercised subject to the
OJJDP Administrator's policy direction and coordination and under such
restrictions as deemed appropriate.

RECORDS. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

shall keep such records concerning the delegations in paragraph U4 as
the Administrator, 00S, and the Comptroller shall require. Records
shall be forwarded to these offices as required.

Gty 4.

JAMES M. H. GREGG
Assigtant Administrator
0ffice of Planning and Management



UNITED 8TATES
DEPARTMERT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE
ADMINISTRATION

instruction . [roes

Subject:

September 30, 1977

DELEGATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION TO THE ASSOCIATE
ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION (OJJDP)

1.

PURPOSE. The purpose of this Instruction is to delegate the authority
and responsibility for the administration of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to its Associate Administrator.

SCOPE. This Instruction is of interest tc all LEAA personnel. The
authority and responsibility delegated herein applies specifically
to the Associate Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justicz and
Delinquency Prevention.

GENERAL DELEGATION. The Associate Administrator is delegated the
authority and responsibility for directing and supervising the
personnel, administration and operation of QJJDP.

COORDINATION. The Associate Administrator shall’be responsible for
coordinating both administrative and functional activities of 0JJDP
with other LEAA offices to avoid duplication of effort and ensure
effective program delivery.

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.

TRAVEL AND PER DIEM DELEGATION. Subject to the Administration's
Travel Regulations and within their approved travel budget, the
Associate Administrator is delcgated the authority to authorize
and approve travel, per diem and travel advances for the official
travel of OJJDP personnel.

LEAVE DELEGATION. Subject to leave policies and regulations of
the Administration, the Associate Administrator is authorized to
approved annuai leave, sick leave, administrative leave and other
leave peraitted by law.

Distribution: All LEAA Personnel Initoted By, Office of Planning

and Management



10.

258

I 1310.53
September 30, 1977

OVERTIME AND COMPENSATORY LEAVE DELEGATION. Subject to LEAA Overtime
and Compensatory Leave Regulations, and within their approved budget,
the Associate Administrator is authorized to approve paid overtime
and overtime for which compensatory leave will be granted.

REDELEGATION. Authority delegated in this Instruction may be redele-
gated in whole or in part, provided that any redelegation is in writing
and approved by the Administrator. This restriction does not apply to
temporary redelegation of authority to a deputy or an assistant to

be exercised during the absence of the Associate Administrator.
Authority redelegated by the Associate Administrator shall be

exercised subject to the Associate Administrator's poliey direction

and coordination and under such restrictions deemed appropriate.

RECORDS. The Associate Administrator shall keep such records
concerning the delegation of paragraphs four through nine as

the Assistant Administrator, Office of Operations Support and the
Comptroller shall require. Records shall be forwarded to these
offices as required.

a-—v-‘v'd"ﬂn 3
JAMES M. H. GREGG
Assistant Administrator
Office of Planning and Management

Par 8
Page 2
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STATUS OF FUNDS' ~{OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIMQUENCY PREVESTION

e (Amounts(gn thousands og)dollars)

xcept as Note

-
FORMULA GRARTS
Appropriated Obligated Expended :
As of 5/31/78 3/31/78 't
FY 1975 $ 10,600 $ 9,331 $ 6,912
FY 1976 24,204 24,204 9,276
(& TQ)
FY 1977 43,127 43,127 8,653
FY 1978 _ 63,750 59,616 480 '
Total 141,681 136,278 25,321
SPECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS
In Actual Dollars
Appropriated . Awarded Expended

As of 5/31/78 As of 12/31/77
FY 1975 ’ $ 10,750,000 $ 10,722,776 $ 8,449,148
FY 176 19,296,000 17,563,594 7,817,642
(& 1Q)
=Y 1977 23,372,594 -0 0
Ff 1978 21,250,000 0 , 0
Total 74,668,594 23,286,370 16,266,787

National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Appropriated Awarded Expended

As of 5/31/78 As of 12/31/77
FY 1975 $ 3,150,000 $ 3,063,606 $ 2,835,728
FY 1976 5,000,000 ' 5,000,000 3,383,971
(& TQ)
FY 1977 7,500,000 7,500,000 981,597
7Y 1978 + 11,000,000 139 0
Total 26,650,000 15,563,745 7,261,286

. - Source of Ca.a:

Office of th
Comptroller, Léﬁﬁ
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MAJORITY MIMBERS$t MINORITY MEMBERS:
IXE ANDAEWS, H.Co, CHAIRMAN WILLIAM P, 8000LING, PENA,
ARUSTUE ¥y HAWKIN, CALIP, ADENT M, AUIT, M., X OPPICK

Sns e memes  CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

Fme HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
. SUBCOMMITTEE, ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
ROOM 320, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20818

June 14, 1978

Mr, Jim Gammill, Director .
Office of White House Personnel !

X The White House

VWashington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr, Gammill:

It 18 my understanding that the Office of White House Personnel
has been responsible for Presidential appointments to the National .,
Advieory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

It is my further understanding that members on the Advisory Committee
serve staggered terms and that vacancles, 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 thé Advisory Committee "shall
consist of twenty-one members.” It has been reported to me that it was
necessary for the National Advisory Committee to cancel one of its
previously scheduled meetings during this three-month interim since it
was not in compliance with Section 207(a). As I'm sure you are aware,
Section 208(a) of the Juvenile Justice Act requires that the Advisory
Committee meet “not less than four'times a year."

The Subcommittee on Ecomomic Opportunity, which I chair, will conduct
oversight hearings on the Office of Juvenile Justice and the National
Advisory, Committee on June 27, 1978, I would appreciate verificatiom of °
these reports, a ¢ate on which the appointment of members can be expected,
and an explanation as to why these reported delays occurred. In the event
your Office is not responsible for these appoiniments, could you please
direct me to the appropriate source. I would be most grateful for a
reply prior to the June 27th hearing date.

Sincerely,
s M—\———
Tke Andrews

Chairman

TA:grd
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July 7, 1978 LPECIAL ATsisTANT

Mr. John Rector, Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice &and
Delinguency Prevention

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20531

Dear Mr. Rector:

I am concerned that testimony given by you before the
Kouse 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 guestions:

1. What is the present organizational structure of the
Office; what authority has been delegated to the Office; and
what authority has been delegated to the operating program
divisions within the Office. .

- 2. Where is the.responsibility for management of the
Special Emphasis funds located; how are program priorities
established; what procedures. are used foxr funding these programs,
and how were these procedures developed?

3. What was the Office budget for the following periods:
July 1975, October 1976, October 1977, October 1978, and
June 19787 How were these funds distributed across the
operating Office divigions?

4. What do you see as the major mandate and goals of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act, as
amended in 19777 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 uvtilization of Special
Emphasis monies? What is 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
available amount, why? °

7. Please provide the Office staffing plan, and indicate
how much full time professional staff are assigned to each
division, by grade level, race, sex and ethnic origin? How
many staff have been employed by you since July 19777 Of this
number, how many are minorities?

8. How many grants and contracts have been awarded by the
Office since October 1977? For what purposes? Of the grants
and contracts awarded, how many have gone to minority agencies
and organizations? When were these grants awarded, and what
procedures were used in their 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. What actions have you taken since October 1977 to faci-
litate and support formula grant and maintenance of effort
block grant funds going to minority organizations and dis-
advantaged communities?

Finally, I would like to reiterate the question which I
raised in the June 27th Hearings: Why were the planned
initiatives on gangs and serious offenders cancelled after
July 19772  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
affeqted, and types of services provided? Please provide me
with copies of the guidelines or program descriptions of the
cancelled initiatives.

As you know, I have had, and continue to have a. strong
interest in the problems of youth and their families. The
legislative mandate being implemented by your Office can be ~
if properly administered, a major force in creatively redirecting
available resources, and in shaping a national youth policy.
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My concerns are directed at gaining a clear understanding
of the extent to which these purposes are being met. I would
therefore, appreciate a response to my'inquiry within the next
week, in order fo facilitate clarity relative to the present
status and direction of programs within your Office:

Your efforts to expedite the handling of this inguiry,
will be greatly appreciated by me, and by my colleagues on
the Economic Opportunities Subcommittee, with whom I intend
to share your communication.

Sincerely yours,

AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS
Member of Congress

AFH:ac
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September 5, 1978

Mr. John Rector, Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention

Law Enforesment Assistance Administration

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W,

Washington, D. C. 20531

Dear Mr. Rector:

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 recasons for the delay, and an
indication of when you expect my inquiry to be answered.

Sincerely, %M .
AU%STUS F. HAWKINS %

Memgper of Congress

AFH:ac
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
OF FICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY FREVENTION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

'
kg,
. i \’L.;_.

July 7, 1978 {’1{1]76
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Honorable Augustus Hawkins
Subcormittee on Economic Opportunity
Committee on Education and Labor
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Hawkins:

I have received your July 7, 1978, letter expressing concerns about
the operation of our Speciaj Emphasis Division. Much of the infor-
mation you requested is not readily available. It will be developed,
however, by the Director of our Special Emphasis Division. As we
develop our responses to your detailed inquiries, it would be help-
ful to know specifically what, in your view, in my testimony before
the Andrews Economic Opportunity Subcommittee on June 27, 1978,
ind;cated that I don't understand the intended role for discretionary
funding.

As your hearing revealed, the Office is grossly understaffed as con-
trasted with other programs under your jurisdiction, but we will
submit the information as it becomes avajlable and in as timely a
fashion as possible.

Pleasz let me know if myself or my staff can be of further assistance.

Administrator
Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Prevention
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July 14, 1978

Mr. John Rector, Administrator

Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinguency Prevention

Law Enforcemtn Assistance Administration

Washington, D. C. 20531

Dear Mr. Rector:

Your letter of July 7, 1978 causes me some concern,
since my request fox information goes significantly beyond
my very special interest in the Special Emphasis Programs.

The questions. raised in my July 7, 1978 letter to you,
are directly related to your administration and management
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention program.

Thait 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 clar1fy~any mxsunderstandlngs on this
matter, I would appreciate your arranging an immediate

conference between my Administrative Assistant, Mr. John W.
Smith, and your principal staff people handling this issue.

Sincerely,

. walel 7

AUGHSTUS F. HAWKIG
Member of Congress

AFH:ac
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JUN 2. 979

Henorable John C. Culvar
Chatrman, Subcommittee to Investigate

Juvenile Dalinguency
Comittee on the Judiciary - . .
United States Senate Lo : . ’
Hashington, D.C. 20510 L

Dear Iir, Chairman:

- .

We are pleased to have the opportunity to further clarify auestions
regarding the Office of Juvenils Justice and Delinnuency Prevention
which you raised at the May 1 Judiciary Committee. Hr. Greqg hes
asked that I, as Assoclate Administrator of LEAA, provide the
necessary clarifications. Our responses follow a refteration

of your questions. .

BT '
I trust this information will be useful to your deliberations.

Hith warin regards,

John . Rector
Aqrs_ljni strator
PR DOV T A

aid Oaiiagquency Praveation

Enclosures

32-505 .- 78 - 18
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Question: . N

1.. When the Attorney General sent, his appropriation request for FY- 1979
to the President, wiiat was the amount requested for the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (0JJDP)?

Answer:

1. The amount requested for OJJDP by the Attorney Genera1 for FY 1979
*was $100 million.

.

- SN

Question:

2a. At a hearing before the Juvenile Deiinquency Subcommittee on
April 27, 1977, 0JJDP was asked to provide the Subcommittee
with an analysis of the number of special emphasis grant
appiications 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
0ffice found that 103 of these projects merited funding,
but the Office was able to fund only 39 projects because
of 1imited availability of monies for this purpose.

Was the special emphasis grant program similarly hampered

by a lazk of funds for meritorious projects during FY 1975
and 19767 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.

.
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The 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 into FY.77

Special Emphasis $15,463,000
Part C . 2,679,000
Part E _ * 1,524,000
TOTAL $19,666,000

- Carryover of FY 77 funds into FY 78
" Special Emphasis $28,317,000%
Part ¢ _- 1,198,000
Part £ 8,145,000
TOTAL $37,650,000

In response to the question concerning special emphasis grant

applications determined to be worthy of funding during FY 1977
and 1978 anq 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:

v tlo. of Applications No. of Grants
Received Awarded
977 ’ 450** 36
E¥ %978 62 29 (to.date)
" FY 1978 - ' 116 Restitution 54 Estlrpated
Applications Restitution

‘. %  Includes $5,088,000 of carryover from FY 76.

*x  Approximated. Most of the 425 Pravention App]jcations went to
Regional Offices. The Regional Offices have sinc