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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENIIJE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

. ..,: 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26,1980 . i;., 

U.S. SENA~;:;~:' 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDIOIARY, 

WaslLington, D.O. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 62:W, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON'. BIRCH BAYH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF INDIANA 

Today, we begin our first of 2 days of hearings on the reauthoriza
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19'74. 

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

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

The Violent Juvenile 0rime Control Act reauthorizes the Juvenile 
J nstice Act providing $200 million for each of 3 years and $225 million 
for each of 2 years through 1985. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

HHS at $25 million for each of 3 years and $30 million for each of 
2 years through 1985. 



3 

(9) Provide the Secretary of HHS with the authority to fund na
tional hotlines to link runaway, homeless, neglected, and abused youth 
with their rn.milies and with service providers. 

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

This legislation is designed for accountabilIty, effi.ciency, and a 
new initiative focusing on violent crimes committed by juveniles. It 
is an extension of the 1974 Juvenile Justice Act which will strengthen 
3nc1 stabilize our 6-year congressional commitment to the Act, while at 
the same time mandating that the Administrator of the Juvenile Jus
tice Offi.ce has final responsibility for implementing the act's provisions. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

But, it is still shocking to me that we incarcerate, in secure facilities, 
status and non offenders, those who are nonviolent and noncriminal; as 
well as our neglected and abused children, more often that those who 
are charged with 01' convicted of criminal offenses, including violent 
offenses. Status and nonoffenders are more likely to be institutionalized, 
and once incarcerated, more likely to be held in confinement for longer 
periods 'Of time than those who are charged with or convicted of 
criminal offenses. 

Yet, the Juvenile Just.ice Act of 1974, mandated that 75 percent of 
the status and nonoffenders be released from secure facilities within 3 
years and 100 percent within 5 years. Yes, we have come a long way, 
but we must step up our monitoring capabilities at the Juvenile Justice 
Office if we are to succeed in our joint efforts. 

Further, an important provision in the 1974 act required the separa
tion of children and adults in any institution. I am very concern2d 



to lelirli that the Office of Juvenile Justice,in responding to questions 
earlier submitted, related that only 10 States out of 50 have "reported 
compliance" with this provision of the act. I thought we had made 
more progress in these past 6 years since this provision has been in the 
act. 

How many of these 10 States have actually be.en monitored to de
termine if they are "complying" with the act and not just "r.eporting 
compliance" ~ 

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

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

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

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

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

These amendments are one stop in attacking the problem of juvenile 
crime in It prudent manner. Equitable resources, in relation to our cur
rent juvenile population, potential creativity, and expertise must be 
committed to our juvenile offenders and nonoffenders, if we are to make 
any gains in addressing these problems in the eighties. 

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

[The text of S. 2434, S. 2441, and S. 2442 follow:] 

I, 
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IT 

96TH CONGRESS S 2434 
2n SESSION • 

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

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

MARCH 18 (legislative day, JANUARY 3), 1980 

Mr. DOLE introd.uced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the 
Conmrittee on the Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention .Act 

of 1974, and for" other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep'l'esenta-

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

3 SHORT TITLE 

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

5 Justice and Delinquency Prevention .Act Amendments of 

6 1980". 

7 AMENDMENT TO AUTHORIZATIONS 

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

9 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5671(a» is 
I 
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1 amended by striking out the period at the end of the first 

2 sentence and inserting a comma and the following: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

10 AUTHORITY OF THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 

11 OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND ' LINQUENOY 

12 PREVENTION 

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

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

15 amended by inserting immediately before the period at the 

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

1 7 direction and control of the Administrator". 

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

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

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

21 direction and control of the Administrator". 
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1 PEROENTAGE OF TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDED FOR 

2 JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS 

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

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

5 amended to read as follows: 

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

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

8 propriations for each fiscal year allotted to each State under 

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

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

11 for criminal justice programs by State and local governments 

12 which- is expended for juvenile delinquency programs by such 

13 State and local governments, determined in accordance with 

14 paragraph (2). 

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

16 average percentage of the three most recent fiscal years for 

17 which figures are available.". 

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

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

20 -read'as follows: 

21 "MAINTENANOE OF EFFORT 

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

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

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

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

2 programs by State and local governments which is expended 

3 for juvenile delinquency programs by such State and local 

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

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

6 average percentage of the three most recent fiscal years for 

7 which figures are available.". 

J ' r 



9 

II 

96TH CONGRESS S 2441 
2D SESSION • 

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

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

MABOR 19 (legislative day, JANUARY 3), 1980 

Mr. BAYH introduced the follov.ing bill; which was read twille and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

of 1974, and for other purposes. 

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

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

3 SHORT TITLE 

4 SECTION 1. This Act shall be cited as the "Violent 

5 Juvenile Orime Oontrol Act of 1980". 

6 TITLE I-AMEND!illNTS TO TITLE I OF THE ,TU-

7 VENILE JUSTICE AND ,DELINQUENOY PRE-

S VENTION AOT OF 1974 

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

10 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended-:-

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

2 semicolon in paragraph (6); 

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

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

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

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

7 tention to violent crimes committed by juveniles, par-

S ticularly to the areas of identification, apprehension, 

9 speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation.", 

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

11 that Act are repealed. 

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

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

14 Guam, American Samoa, the Oommonwealth of the Northern 

15 Mariana Islands,". 

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

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

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

19 VENILE JUSTIOE AND DELINQUENOY PRE-

20 VENTION AOT OF 1974 

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

22 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended to read as 

23 follows: 

24 "SEC. 201. (a) There is hef'eby established within the 

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

2 tion, the Office of Juvenile J-Ilstice and Delinquency Preven-

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

4 be undcr the dir~ction of an Adniinistrator, who shall be 

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

6 sent of the Senate. The Administrator shall administer the 

7 provisions of this Act through the Office. The Administrator 

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

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

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

11 plications for, funds made available under this title. 

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

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

14 and regulations as are necessary or appropriate to carry out 

. 15 the purposes of this title_". 

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

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

18 sistance Administration". 

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

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

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

22 Advisor who shall be appointed by the Administrator whose 

23 function shall be to supervise and direct the Legal Advisor 

24 Unit whose responsibilities shall include legal policy develop-

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

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

3 Enforcement Assistance Administration and the Office of 

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

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

6 (e) Section "201(g)" of that Act is renumbered "201(1)" 

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

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

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

10 Senate Committee on the Judiciary and the United States 

11 House of Representatives Committee on Education and 

12 Labor with a detailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile 

13 Awareness Project, the so-called 'Scareo.-Straight' program 

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

15 1980.". 

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

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

18 trator,". 

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

20 "Administration" and inserting "Office". 

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

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

23 SEC. 204. (a) Section 222(a) of that Act is amended by 

24 striking the last "and" and inserting immediately after 

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

2 the United Sta,tes,". 

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

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

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

6 section 103(7),". 

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

8 read as follows: 

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

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

11 accordance with regulations established under this title, such 

12 plan must-". 

13 (b) Section 223(a)(3)(iii) of that Act is amended by strik-

14 ing out "established pursuant to sec~ion 203(c) of the Omni-

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

16 amended" . 

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

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

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

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

21 (d) Section 223(a) of that Act is amended by striking out 

22 the last sentence. 

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

24 If, with the concurrence of the Associate Administrator,". 



14 

. 6 

1 (f) Section 223(d) of that Act is amended by striking out 

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

3 the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968,". 

4 $EC. 206. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-

5 vention Act of 1974 is amended by substituting "Priority 

6 Juvenile" for "Special Empha'sis" each time it appears. 

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

8 amended by striking out "planning agency" and inserting 

9 "advisory group". 

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

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

12 "advisory group". 

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

14 striking out "not funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance 

15 Administration,". 

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

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

18 and 

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

20 virtue of the application of the provisions of section 

21 509 of the Omnibus Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets 

2.2 Act of 1968, as amended". 

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

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

2 read as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

10 the subsequent fiscal year.". 

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

12 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 is 

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

14 inserting, "under the Justice System Improvement Act of 

15 1979, for programs aimed to curb violent crimes committed 

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

17 vated assault, and arson involving bodily harm, particularly 

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

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

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

21 the Administrator of the Office.". 

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

23 as follows: 

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

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

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

3 Research, and Statistics.". 

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

5 amended to read as follows: 

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

7 venile Crime Control Act of 1980 shall take effect upon 

8 enactment.". 

9 TITLE III-AMENDMENTS TO THE RUNAWAY 

10 YOUTH ACT 

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

12 RUNAWAY YOUTH" by inserting "AND HOMELESS" 

13 immediately after "RUNAWAY". 

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

15 Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by inserting 

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

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

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

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

20 "and homeless" after "runaway". 

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

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

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

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

2 purposes of providing a national telephone communications 

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

4 lies and with service providers.". 

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

6 striking the period and inserting "or who are otherwise 

7 homeless.". 

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

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

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

11 adding "and homeless" after "runaway". 

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

13 read as follows: 

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

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

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

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

18 September 30, 1984 and 1985.". 

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

20 Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended." 

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

22 TITLE IV -MISOELLANEOUS OONFORMING 

23 AMENDMENTS 

24 SEC. 401. Section 5316 of title 5, United States Oode, 

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

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

3 quency Prevention,". 

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

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

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

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

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

9 to curb violent crimes committed by juveniles, namely, 

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

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

12 tion, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing and 

13 rehabilitation. " . 

14 SEC. 404. (a) The Juvenile ,Justice and Delinquency 

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

16 ciate" each time it appears. 
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96TH CONGRESS S 2442 
2D SESSION 

• • 
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Drlinquency Pre'Jention Act of 1974, and fol' 

other purposes. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

MARCH 19 Oegislative day, JANUARY 3), 1980 

Mr. BAYH (by request) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary 

A BILL 
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

of 1974, and for other purposes. 

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

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

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

4 ments of 1980". 

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

6 Prevention Act of 1974 is amended as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

5 end thereof the following new paragraph: 

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

7 tional attention to the problem of the serious juvenile 

8 offender, particularly in the areas of apprehension, 

9 identification, speedy adjudication, sentencing and re-

10 habilitation.". 

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

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

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

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

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

16 lands, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 

17 Islands;". 

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

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

20 facilities" means any secure public or private facility 

21 used for the lawful custody of accused or adjudicated 

22 juvenile offenders or nonoffenders or any public or pri-

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

24 for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult 

25 criminal offenders; and.". 
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1 PART A-JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 

2 PREVENTION OFFIOE 

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

4 follows: 

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

6 end thereof the following new sentence: "The Oouncil 

7 shall review and make recommendations on all joint 

8 funding efforts undertaken by the Office of Juvenile 

9 Justice and Delinquency Prevention with member 

10 agencies of the Oouncil.". 

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

12 "(e) The Ohairman of the Oouncil shall, with the ap-

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

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

15 man considers necessary to carry out the functions of the 

16 Oouncil.". 

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

18 the second sentence thereof the following new sen-

19 tence: /tEach group of appointments for four-year 

20 terms shall include at least two appointees who are 

21 members of a State advisory group established pursu-

22 . ' ant to section 223(a)(3) of this Act.". 
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1 PART B-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL 

2 PROGRAMS 

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

4 follows: 

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

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

7 and by inserting after "juvenile justice standards" the 

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

9 provide effective institutional and community-based 

10 treatment alternatives for the serious, violent, or 

11 chronic repeat juvenile offender". 

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

13 after "rehabilitative service" the following: "including 

14 programs and services targeted to the treatment and 

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

16 venile offenders.". 

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

18 adding at the end thereof the fallowing new subpara-

19 graphs: 

20 "(J) projects designed to identify and work 

21 with criminally involved juvenile g'angs in order to 

22 channel their energy to constructive and lawful 

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

2 resources upon the serious violent, or chronic 

3 repeat juvenile oifender; 

4 "(L) special institutional units or programs to 

5 provide intensive supervisil:m and treatment for 

6 violent juvenile delinquent offenders;". 

7 (4) Section 224(a)(10) is amended by striking the 

8 word "and" at the end thereof. 

9 (5) Section 224(a)(U) is amended by striking the 

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

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

12 the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

13 "(12) develop and implement programs designed 

14 to increase the ability of the juvenile justice system to 

15 gather information on violent or serious juvenile crime, 

16 to assure due process in adjudication, and to provide 

17 resources necessary for informed dispositions of juve-

18 nile offenders.". 

19 PART O-NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 

20 AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

21 SEC. 5. Title II, part 0 of such Act is amended as fol-

22 lows: 

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

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

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

3 such". 

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

5 "Associate Administrator" and inserting the words 

6 "Deputy Associate Administrator for the National 1n-

7 stitute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

8 tion" in lieu thereof. 

9 PART D-ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

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

11 follows: 

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

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

14 title there is authorized to be appropriated such sums 

15 as are necessary for each of the fiscal years ending 

16 SeJ!tember 30, 1981, September 30, 1982, September 

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

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

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

20 261(a) of the ,Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

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

22 propriation for the Lai' Enforcement Assistance Administra-

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

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

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

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

3 funding for juvenile delinquency programs and activities and 

4 is encouraged to provide funding for juvenile delinquency pro-

5 grams over and above the. 20 per centum maintenance of 

6 effort minimum. The Associate Administrator of the Office of 

7 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, subject to the 

8 review and approval of the Administration, shall publish 

9 guidelines for the implementation of this subsection.". 

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

11 the end thereof the fonowing new subsection: 

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

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

14 Administration for· the purpose of planning and implementing 

15 joint interagency programs and projects authorized under 

16 part A.". 

70-796 0 - 81 - 3 



Senator THUR1\lOND. ,Ve welcome our first witnesses here this mol'll
ing. vVe will now be pleased to call upon them. 

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

I b~lieve you have statements that you wish to present at, this time. 
,Ve wIll be glad to hear from you. 

:PANEL OF: HON. CHARLES B. RENFREW, DE:PUTY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE; HOMER F. BROOME, 
ADMINISTRATOR-DESIG~~ATE, LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION; AND IRA M. SCHWARTZ, ADMINISTRATOR, 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENOY :PRE· 
VENTION 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator, I do speak with great feeling about this topic. The topic 
here, of course, is the reauthorization of legislation of ~eat significance 
to our Nation's youth, the Juvenile Justice and Delmquency preven
tionAct. 

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

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

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

Most States have pledged to separate juveniles in institutions from 
regular contact with accused 01' adjudicated adult offenders. New alter
natives to traditional juvenile justice system processing of children 
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have been demonstrated. Government agencies and private, nonprofit 
organizations are joining together in cooperative programing to help 
young people. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Significantly, these surveys excluded facilities holding persons less 
than 48 hours. This is critical with respect to juveniles because it is the 
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police lockup and drunk tank to which alleged juvenile offenders are 
often relegated awaiting court appearance . 

.It has been c~n~ervatively estImated that 500,000 juveniles are ad
mltted to adult JaIls and lockups each year. ,Vho these children are is 
also significant . .A. recent nine-I::)tate survey by the Children's Defense 
Fund mdicated that 18 percent of the juvelllies in jails had not even 
been charged with an act which would be a crime if committed by an 
adult. 
!~ur percent ~ad committed no offense at all. Of those jailed on 

crlmlllal-~ype offenses, 88 percent were there on property and minor 
charges. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Members' of the coalition include the American Correctional Asso
ciation, the National Sheriff's Association, the Nationnl Association of 
Counties, the National League of Cities, the Nnt.ionnl Associat.ion of 
Blncks in Oriminal .Tustice and the AmE'riCfln Civil LibE'l'ties Dnion. 

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

Great stridE'S have been made under the .Tllvenile .Tustice Act in 
deinstitutionulizing status offenders and nonoffenc1ers. 
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Pursuant to section 223 (a) (13), of the act, fewer juveniles are de
tained in all types of ·instItutional settings where they have regular 
contact with adults. But more can be done through the act to assure 
that juveniles are completely removed from adult jails and lockups, the 
most mappropriate of these institutional settings. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I might add, we have made an initial analysis of the cost that might 
be incurred in snch a program. This analysis suggests that there will 
be a net saviD.~s in the long rlm for the proposal which I have sug
gested to be adopted compared with continuing to place juveniles in 
adult jan;;; and lockups. 

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

The Office of Juvenile Justice stands rf'ady to provide appropriate 
technical assistance in the plmming and jmplementation of efforts to 
remove children from jails. Special programs are now being develope~ 
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to demonstrate the efficacy of this course of action. Many jurisdictions 
• may be surprised to find that the benefits of removal go heyond assur

ing the basic rights of juveniles, but 'that there are also economic 
considerations. 

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

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

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

which both the Attorney General and I are concerned to which we have 
given attention to. That is the indication that our juvenile justice 
system may have placed undue burdens upon minority children. This 
is 2. matter of concern which we are examining in some detail. Mr. 
Schwartz is more familiar with the details of thls study and analysis. 
I want you to know it is a particular aspect of the juvenile justice 
system which we are examining at this time. 

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

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

Mr. RENFREW. Thank you Senator. 
Senator THURMOND. Mr. Broome, do you have a written statement ~ 
Mr. BRomm. I don't have any prepared statement, :Mr. Ohairman. 

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

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

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

Senator THURMOND. Thank you. 
:Mr. Schwartz, I believe you have a statement. 
:Mr. SomvARTz. Yes, :Mr. Chairman. 
Senator THURMOND. Now, I believe you have a long statement. 
[Laughter.] 
We have only limited time here. 'V(\ would like to hear all these 

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

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

You may summarize for us in about. 5 minutes. 

TESTIMONY OF IRA M. SCHWARTZ 

Mr. SOHWARTZ. Thank you verv much, Mr. Chairman. I do not plan 
to read my testimony in full. • 

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

I would like to briefly summarize some of the items cOYered in de
tail in my te&timony and also elaborate on several of the items to 
which Judge Renfrew referred earlier. 

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

From 1970 to 1975, the ilUIllber of cases that have been refel'1'ed to 
juvenile courts in this country increased by nearly 29 percent. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This study is headed by two persons, Judge 1Villiam s:. VVhite, who 
is from Chicago, and Orlando Martinez, who is the head of the Divi
sion of Youth Services for the State of Colorado. 

I have seen a preliminary draft of some of their findings. I have had 
a chance to discuss some of the issues with Judge 1Vhite and Mr. 
Martinez. Some of the concerns that were shared with this committee 
during my confirmation hearing appear to be valid. 

1Ve are particularly focusing in on programmatic and administra
tive considerations as they affect minority youth. 

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

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

Some of the highlights of this particular study indicate that mem
bers of racial minorities are processed differently by juvenile courts 
throughout the country, even when holding the reason for referral 
constant. 

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

They are also more likely to be referred by police, again, when 
reasons for referral ar,9 held constant. 

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

"With respect to the particular issues surrounding the reauthoriza
tion, I am pleased that there is nnanimous agreement among the ad
ministration, Senator Bayh, Senator Dole, Congressman Andrews, and 
others, that the Juvenile .:rustice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
should be reauthorized. 

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

ment of the Office within the Department of Justice. This shows a 
neeel to carefully examine the impact of the Justice System Improve
ment Act on LEAA and the Omce of Juvenile Justice before any 
determination is made whether the role and position of the Office can 
and should be changed. 

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

The Administrator of J"uvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
must have the ability to work cooperatively within thb law enforce
ment assistance structure. ,Ye feel we have been providecl adequatf.\ 
legal assistance to this point. 

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

. It is sometimes difficult to anticipate or to control reasons for funds 
not being completely spent in one year. This could possibly result 
from new priorities, different appropriation levels, late appropriation 
action 01' other kinds of delays. It is unprecedented for one agency's 
funds to revert to another department -and bypass the normal appro
priation process. 

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

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

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



33 

groups and organizations, we find that the incidence of violent juve
nile 'Crime has actually been decreasing. Cerbainly the number of juve
niles involved in these particular offenses is very small. 

l)'ocusing a large volume of resources on a very small number of 
juveniles would be disproportionate and would remove the flexibility 
that the Office has to provide resources to ::i(;ates to ascllSlilillose juve
niles who may be involved with the juvenile justice system. 

vVe also oppose the maintenance of effort level being the same per
cent as the btates spend of its own criminal justice funds. This would 
perpetuate existing practices and would not .help to assure that Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds supplement 
LE.t\A existing efforts. 

In preparation for this particular hearing, we submitted through 
Mr. Broome~s office, detailed responses to a number of questions prior 
to the hearing. I appreciate the oppol~tunity to work with this com
mitteeand would hke to point out that the responses were prepared 
under severe time constr.aillts. I apologize if there 'are 'any inconsist
encies in the material that we submitted. 

vVe would be more than happy to work with th.e committee staff to 
resolve any of the differences tha;t may be found. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. RENFREW. Yes, it does. 
Senator THURMOND. How much Federal money has been spent on the 

juvenile justice program since 1974 ~ 
Mr. RENFREW. I will defer to Mr. Schwartz on that one, Senator. 
Mr. SCHWARTZ. Senator, the total amount of funds spent was in

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

Senator THURl\IOND. 'Will you provide that for the record? 
Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. 
Senator THURl\IOND. The first question I asked Judge Renfrew, if 

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

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

1 See appendix, pages 268, 330. 
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Senator TE:uIrnOND. Now in your opinion, has this money been spent 
effectively ~ 

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

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

Administrator for a year. 
Senator THURMOND. "Ve might let you express an opinion then. 
Mr. BROO»IE. Are we talking about a pa.rticular year ~ 
Senator THURMOND. I was speaking about since 1974, since it was 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator TIIUI'illIOND. Does the administration have any plans to re
program unused LE.A..A. funds into the juvenile justice area ~ 

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

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

Mr. BROOME. There was no 1979 carryover which was used for 
juvenile justice. There was substantial carryover in the juvenile justice 
budget, and theLEAA budget had been reduced. 

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

There was no reappropriation of any carryover to juvenile justice. 
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Senator THUR1\IOND. Well, if you have any funds over this year, do 
you plan to use them to reprogram them into the juvenile justice area ~ 

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

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

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

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

Senator T:r:IUR1\fOND. Now, can any of you answer this question ~ 
To what extent can the increase in violent crimes be attributed to 
youthful offenders ~ 

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

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

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

It is a serious problem. It is a problem that is being addressed by the 
~~ . 

Later this year, we will be obligating funds for an initiative to 
demonstrate the kinds of things that can be done for the serious vio
lent offender. We feel that the resources that we are already allocating 
are appropriate for that particular problem. 

Senator THUR1\IOND. Staff just spoke to me and said that the number 
of young people has lessened, there has been a decrease in the number 
of children; is that correct ~ 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. SCHWARTZ. That is correct, Senator. . 
Senator THUR1\IOND. What would you attribute that to ~ For instanee, 

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

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

I am not an expert in the adult area. I really can't speak to that issue. 
Perhaps Mr. Broome, who is my colleague on the adult side of LEAA 
can--



Senator THURMOND. I would be glad to hear from all of you OIl that, 
Judge, you and Mr. Broome both. 

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

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

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

Senator THURJ\;IOND. vVell, you know, there are a lot of countries in 
the world that have much more poverty than we do here in the United 
States. 'l'heir crime rate is less than half ours. How do you reconcile 
that? 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

"We have to address on a wide range of fronts. 
Senator THURl\IOND. In talking with educators and law enforcement 

people too, I have just been amazed at the preval~nce of drugs in the 
schools, in the colleges, and out among the populabon. 

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

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

In 'West Germany, in 1969, they hac1 either eight or nine deaths 
from overdoses of drugs. 

In just 10 years that number went up to well oyer 600. 



The overdose from drugs in "Vest Germany is at a rate two or three 
times higher than anywhere experienced in this country, including 
New York City. 

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

'. Senator THUR:i\IOND. There have been some studies made recently 
01\ marihuana showing how it affects the brain. I believe Senator 
lYlathias plans to offer an amendment to the provision of the Code 
on that to take it back to the present level, to make it illegal. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator THUR1\IOND. Would a strong Federal program of illegal 
drug enforcement lead to a reduction in violent crimes among 
juveniles? 

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

Senator THUR1\IOND. I want to thank you gentlemen for your ap
pearance here. Senator Bayh has come in now, and I will turn thif'l 
chair aver to him. I have another engagement. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The record is quite good. Now is the time to do more. 
Mr. BROO1tIE. I would like to just make one very brief comment ad

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

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

Mr. SmlwARTz. Senator-, I would just like to add one thing that I 
mentioned earlier. There are some trouble spots. One h3.-'3 to do with 
the handling of minorities with respect to the Juvenile Justice System. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1fr. Schwartz, you are exceptionally well qualified to fill that post. 
You know it is sort of close to friendly advocacy within LEAA, that 
I trust, Mr. Broome. when we get around to getting 'a quorum, we are 
going to put that title on you permanently. 

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

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

folks that would leave the prestige and the security of a Federal 
j udgeshi'p to serve in the very important role that you are serving. 
I think It shows your dedication to public service. 

I hope that as we are looking at this program, it is one thing to say 
we are not going to institutionalize. It is another thing to say we are 
not going to institutionalize and W' ~1'e going to provide alternatives. 

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

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

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

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

Are we going to be able to proceed here to really explore and expand 
alternatives~ That is the idea, altel'llati~'es to institutionalization. Not 
no institutionalization, but alternatives to institutionalization. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

They see that Johnny and Suzy hav'~ trouble. 'Ve ignore that trou
ble. 'We ignore the family situation which may be nonexistent, then we 
wonder why Johnny and Suzy get into deep trouble later on. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. RENFREW. Thank you Senator. 
Mr. SCHWARTZ. vVe do too, Senator Bayh. 
Mr. BROOl\ill. Thank: you. 
[Mr. Schwartz's prepared statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT '), IRA M. SCHWARTZ 

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

As you know, I have been Administrator of the Office for only a few months. 
I came to the position with a sincere appreciation of the importance of this 
legislation. I am strongly committee1 to the goals which the Act seelis to accom
plish and urge that you support reauthorization so that this vital work can 
continue. 

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

In my statement today, Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly discuss the status 
of operations of the Office. I also have some comments on aspects of S. 2441, 
the proposeel "Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980," introduced by Sen
ator Bayh, and S. 2434, the proposed "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act Amendments of 1980," introduced by Senator Dole. These measures 
will be discussed as they relate to S. 2442, the Administration's proposal which 
has been introduced by request. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had an impact far 
beyond its resources. Passage of the legislation caused persons both within and 
without the juvenile and criminal justice systems to question old ways of doing 
business and, in many instances, change their procedures. 



,-----------, -,~-----

A spedal report recently prer4r\~d for the Office by the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and DelinqU()llcy Prevention lprovides evidence of the extent of 
this impact: 

Since 1957 there has been a gradual. increase in the number of cases re
ferred to juvenilp conrts. Between 1970-1975 the total numlJer of cases re
ferred to juveD!ie courts increased lJy 28.8 percent. 

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

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

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

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

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

FORMULA GRANTS 

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

Monitoring reports for fiscal year 1970 indicate that 33 states and territories 
have demonstrated. substantial compliance with the deinstituti.onalization man
date of section 223(a) (12). An additional 13 states have shown significant prog
ress toward substantial compliance. 

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

Our records indicate, Mr. Chairman, that of a total of $61,631,000 in formula 
grants awarded in 1979, $36,406,569 or G9 percent was allocated, to programs 
which had deinstitutionaiization of status offenders and non-offenders as their 
objective. Every state p1!,rti.cipating in the formula grant program except three-
New Jersey, the Distri!!t of Columbia, and the ~ust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands-allocated a portion of their formula grant to deinstitutionalization. New " 
York, Florida, California, Georgia, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania and 
Texas allocated particularly large sums of their formula grant award for this 
specific purpose. 

O.TJDP also examined stat~ plans to ensure that funds were being equitably 
allocated towards separation and monitoring. Twelve states allocated $3,658,936 
of their total formula grant allocation for separation programs. The remaining 
39 states participating in the Act either did not have a problem with the separa
tion of juveniles and adults or used other funds such as Crime Control Act or 
state levy monies to address the problem. 

Eighteen states surveyed allocated $812,075 of their JJDP awards for monitor
ing purposes. This figure does not include sums from administrative funds which 
many state criminal justice councils use for monitoring. We hav0 also assured, 
Mr. Chairman, that all states participating in the Act are awarding at least 75 
percent of their funds for programs utilizing advanced techniques, as required 
by section 223(a) (10). 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Over 300 i'1stances of technical assistance were provided in fiscal year 1979. 
This assistanc;, was primarily in the following areas: Alternatives to secure con
finement; Remo\ al of juveniles from adult jails j Maximum utilization of exist
ing resources; Deinstitutionalization of status o'ffenders and non-offenders; 
Legislative reform; Monitoring compliance with sections 223(a) (12) and (13) 
of the Act; Building comm\lnity support for positive system change; Increased 
management capability; and, Delinquenc:y prevention. A number of major pub
lications have been developed to provide additional assistance. 
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SPEOIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAMS 

Of the $189,120,0/JO allocated for Special Emphasis programs since fiscal year 
1975, $139,258,672 had been obligated as of March 15, 1980. This includes $89,353,-
000 of JJDP Acl; funds and $49,905,672 in LEAA Crime Control Act funds. Appli
cations for a 1:outh Advocacy Initiative are now being processed and awards are 
expected to be made by the end of April. Guidelines have been issued for an 
Alternative' Education 1nitiative and applications are due by April 30. This 
Initiative is of particular note because $3 million of the $11 million to be awarded 
are funds contributed by the Department of Labor. Guidelines were recently 
published in draft form for a Prm'ention Research and Development Program. 
Additional programs will be announced in the areas of Remo\'al of youth from 
Jail:;, Treatment of Juveniles Adjudicated for Violent Offenses, and Capacity 
Building. We expect that awards under all of these initiatives except Capacity 
Buildings, which is scheduled for next fiscal year, will be made by the end of 
fiscal year 1980. The total projected obligation for fiscal year 1980 is $52,189,000, 
which includes $37,045,000 in JJDP Act funds and $15,144,000 of Crime Control 
Act funds. 

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

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

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

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

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

RESEARCH, EVALUATION, AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 

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

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

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

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

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

A further component of the NIJJDP research effort is a newly formed plinority
based research initiative. A deliberate effort is being made to encourage minority
based grant applications. Although no final decision has been made, we are also 
considering research next year specifically into the issu~ of disproportionate repre
sentution of minorities in the juvenile justice system. 

CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT 

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

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

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

LEGISLATION PENDING llEFORE THE COMMITTEE 

I now turn my attention, ~lr. Chairman, to the bills pending before the Com
mittee whic.'\1 would reauthorize the Juvenile Justice. and Delinquency Preven
tion Act of 1974. S. 2441, the proposed "Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 
1980," was introduced by Senator Bayh on March 19, 1980. At that time, Senator 
Bayh also introduced by request S. 2442, the Administration's proposal to extend 
the program which was submitted to Congress ill accordance with the Budget 
Act on May 15, 1979. S. 2434, the proposed "Juvenile Justice and Delinqueney 
Prevention Act Amendments of 1980," was introduced by Senator Dole on 
March 18, 1980. 
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I am pleased that there is unanimous agreement by the Administration and 
those whose proposals are being considered today, as well as by those who are 
involved in development of similar legIslation in the House of Representatives, 
that the JJDP Act should be continued. ~'he only issues we are dealing with 
relate to the precise form of reauthorization. To assist the Committee in its 
deliberations, I would like to offer some o.etailed comments and suggestions 
regarding provisions of the pending bills which are of concern. 

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

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

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

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

The fact that three different management structures are prop6sed by the three 
bills highlights the need lor careful attention to the impact of the Justice System 
Improyement Act on the OJJDP program. The Justice System Improvement Act 
changed organizational relationships and resl'onsibilities. None of the bills pend
ing before the Committee address these changes to any substantial degree. 

I would urge this Committee to carefully examine the vari{)us relationships as 
they now exist and how they might im}Jact on the role intended for OJJDP. At 
a minimum, JJDP Act references to outdated terms and provisions of the Omni
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act need to be changed. Other conforming 
modifications may be determined to be appr.opriate upon further review. We 
\yould be happy to work with the Committee staff to identify areas where revi
sions are necessary. 

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

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

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

The need for and exact meaning of this provision are unclear. The individuals 
ultiluately responsible for policy development and implementation under the 
JJDP Act as currently in effect are the Adillinistrators of OJJDP and LEU. T'o 
advise them regarding the legal implications of policy options, there has been 
a General Counsel in LEAA. The General Counsel function may be organiza
tionally located in OJARS when the Justice System Improvement Act is fully 
illll.Jlelllentea, liut the same purposes would be served. Jlurtiler legal guidance 
can be provided by the Legal 'Counsel of the Department of Justice. 

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

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

Section 201 (f) of S. 2441 would require the Administrator of OJJDP to pro
vide Congress with a detailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile Awareness 
Project, the so-called "Scared-Straight" program, or other similar programs, by 
December 31, 1980. I am not opposed to providing the requested evaluation, but 
suggest that the December 31, 19/10 deadline is not realistic. The National In
stitute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention has done an assessment 
of "Scared-Straight" type programs. Design and completion of a more detailed 
evaluation, however, could take considerably longer than the period provided. 

Although part of LEAA and tied into the LEAA pr{lgram, S. 2441 repeals the 
provision of current law permitting the plan submitted under the JJDP Act to 
be incorporated into the LEAA appli.cation under the Justice System Improve
ment Act. Because the same state criminal justice councils administer both for
mula grant programs, the provisions of the JJDP plan and LIDAA application 
are similar. There is a maintenance of effort requirement under the Justiee 
System Improvement Act and juvenile components of LEAA applications. We 
prefer to retain the flexibility of this provision. We would also suggest that 
there be '3. provision for a three-year J"JDP plan with annual updates, consistent 
with the Justice System Impruvem(;'nt Act. This i:;; proposed by S. 2442. 

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

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

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

Particularly troublesome, nIl'. Chairman, is that part of section 211 (a) of 
S. 2441 which specifies that funds not obligated by the end of a fiscal year revert 
to the Secretary of HEW for the purposes of the RunaWf1Y youth Act. This is not 
a wise provision .• TJDP and IJEAA funds have traditionali.y been available until 
expended. In some instances, for reasons difficult to anticipate or control, funds 
may not all be used in the year. appropriated, even though a definite need exists. 
A new agency head may change priorities, the appropriation level may not be 
what was expected, the actual appropriation may not be received until after the 
fiscal year begins, or other governmental pOlicies could impact on obligation rates. 
Enactment of this provision could mean that there may be a rush to spend funds 
at the end of a year without careful program planning. Dollars appropriated for 
the speCific purposes of Title II of the JJDP Act could be lost forever. It is also 
unprecedented for one agency's funds to revert to other Departments if unused, 
in effect bypa ssing the normal appropriations procp,ss. 

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

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

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

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

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



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

I oppose this approach a.s contrary to the purpose of the maintenance of effort 
provision. The requiremen~ traces hl!:ck to enactment of the JJDP Act. It was 
included to assure that LEAA Crime Control Act funds going for juvenile delin
quency programs were no~ supplam::ld by JJDP Act funds. A specific level of 
effort was required which wus tied to an earlier year's expenditures. Each state 
must keep juvenile justice programming a priOrity focus for LEU funds. Under 
S. 2434, ·where juvenile justice is a local priority, it would get more funds, and 
where it is not a local prioritv, it would get fewer funds. In addition, the section 
onlV aj)plies to states, not the entire LEU effort. Finally, it should 'be pointed 
out that the percentage of criminal justice funds going for juvenile delinquency 
programming may not be an appropriate gauge of the level of effort needed. 

1\11'. Chairman, I have provided the Committee staff with a copy of my recent 
testimony before the House Education and Labor Committee regarding H.R. 6704, 
which would also reauthorize the JJDP Act. I call your attention to several 
serious concerns I have regarding that measure, including the recommended 
abolition of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention, revisions to the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and 
Delin\iluency Prevention and state juvenile justice advisory groups, possible 
weakening of the compliance standard and monitoring requirements regarding 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and repeal of the authority to use 
JJDP Act funds as match for other Federal program grants. I strongly urge that 
my objections be taken into consideration with respect to the reauthorization 
measure ultimately agreed upon by both the Senate and House of Representatives. 
On the other hand, S. 2442 has some important features which I hope will be 
incorpomted into your final biil. 

That concludes my presentation, 1\11'. Chairman. I look forward to continuing 
to work with the Committee. 

Senator BAYR. 'Ve now have a panel, Judge Carl E. Guernsey, 
president, National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges; 
Mrs. Jane Freeman, National Collaboration for Youth; Mrs. Barbara 
D. McGarry, Coalition for Children and Youth and American 
Foundation for the Blind; Mrs. Lynn Lyss, chairwoman, Children and 
Youth Task Force, National Council of Jewish 'Vomen; and Ms. 
Reg-ene Schroeder, Child 'Velfare League of America. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Judge GUERNSEY. Let me begin by saying first of all that the Na
tional Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges is a membership 
organization of some 2,500 judges and other juvenlle justice personnel. 
It is the oldest and largest judges' association in the country, and was 
the first to recognize tllat by the mere process of appo5ntment to the 
bench or election to the bench, a man does not know all that he needs 
to know, or a woman, to be an effective juvenile court judge. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Further, we have received a grant from the Office of J uvenile Justice 
for 'a comJ?uterized information system, an information system which 
provides lllstant data on the individual juvenile offender. which 
prevents loss of cases or delay of cases within the system, which im
proves the management efficiency. 

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

Another project which we have had funded through the Office of 
Juvenile Justice has been a bridge-building symposium with leaders in 
the field of education and in the field of community service, which 
hopefully will establish a coalition of education organizations, com
munity organizations and the organized juvenile justice system for the 
:purp~e of ~arly identification and early treament of the problems of 
Juvemle dellllquency. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

be happy to furnish a number of cop:'es to you for your perusal. 
Senator BAYH. Thank you. That is remarkable. 
Judge GUEfu",<SEY. The study goes on. Detention has been down 14 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Judge GUERNSEY. There is one category which has increased lID-
fortunately and that is major crimes against property. 

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

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

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

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

Senator BAYH. We won't be able to afford enough money in the 
budget to do that this year because we 'are cutting back. [Laughter.] 
. . J u?ge GUERNSEY. Let me speak now to the restructuring of prior
Ities m the area of the Juvenile Delinquency and Control-Prevention 
and Control Act. 



. I share -t11e concern of many who havealreadv spoken here that the 
first priority ought to be to get children out of jail. 

It worries me tremendously that minor juvenile law violators by 
the thousands are now being detained in county jails which have been 
ruled by the Federal Bureau of Prisons to be too inhumane and too 
dirty for the housing of F<erleral bank robbers, and we 'are still keep
ing children in those same jails. . 

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

Still a second priorit.y--
Sell'a:tor BAYI-I. That isa Yec1eral institution. right ~ 

. Judge GUERNSEY. County jail;:; that. have held Federal prisoners are 
precluded, many of them, from housing Federal adult prisoners, but 
those SnIl'1e i ails are used for hom;ing juveniles. 

Let me sl.lhmit further that there is n second priority that is badly 
nf'eded mld tha:t is to a-ddress the speeific problems of the violent. 'and 
the habitual juvenile offender. I would suggest and this is an individ-
1ml opinion and 110t a poliC'v statemt'nt of the National Council of 
Juvenile and Family .court ,Tudges, that. once we haye. developed truly 
effective 'and truly humane institutions for the hard-to-deal-with 
juvenile offender, we might take a look 'at the fact that our institu
tional period of cnre today is perhaps too short to be effective. 

Certainly, WE' nE'ed better institutions for the hard-to-handle juve
nile ofi'f'ndpr. But wt' know that they can absorb rehabilitation only 
through a 1.ongt'r period of stay than the 5 or 6 months average stay 
in today's institntions. I don't suggest it until we have more humane 
and morE> effective institutions howen~r. 

There is a premise that I would like to submit 'as the basis for our 
. position on the third reorganiz·ational priority and that is that any 
time, any time, juvenile programs are n1Jillglecl into adult programs, 

__ inpvitably the j'nv~nile programs gf't.los!,. . 
In the reestablIshment of O,TARS, It has been submItted that the 

Office of Juvenile .TustiC'e 1)(' n subordinate office under the Law En
fbrcement Assista11ce Administration. 

Further. it l1as been suggestecl tliat the Institut{> for Jnvenile Jus
tice be absorbecl'into the National Institute of Justice and that the re
tention of stat.istics, juvenile statistiCs be absorbed within the overall 
statistical field. 

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

Mr. Oh.airman, I want to thank you for the privilege of making this 
presentatlOn.. . 

Senator BAYR. ,Tl~c1ge, you sav that the Office of .Tnvenilr. .TllsJ,;ce 
and the programs of the .Tuvenile .Justice Act haye accompJishedir,
c~redible resul~s in these past 6 years. But it is yon ~"ho dedicated YOllY' 
hves to helplllg youn,g people and your organ.izations working 1:0.
gether, who have made.a significant, almost unbelievable impact. on 
tIle incidence of juvenile crime. . 

.Judge GUE~NSE1:' r;rhi~,along ,vithot~1er factors,. h1!-s ~een a major 
de,:~lopment m -begmnmg to turn thmgs around m the· area of 
delmquertcy. 
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Senator BAYH. Yes .. I want to look at that report. I don't want to 
jump to conclusions here, but as I recall some of the other evidences, 
ingredients of the environment in which those youngsters have been 
living, the economic picture has not been particularly bright as far as 
young people are concerned. You still had significantly high unemploy
ment among young. 

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

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

the identifying statistics that identify the problem early on, that you 
feel, in your judgment, as a juvenile court judge, that that would be 
tragic. 

Judge GUERNSEY. The statistical data for juveniles and the statisti
cal data for adult criminal justice purposes are like apples and oranges. 

Senator BAYR. To put them all together then is to say we are gOlllg 
to treat all individuals the same, the young first-time offender, the 
status offender, the three-time loser, we would treat the gathering of 
statistics and thus, I assume society's response, similar. You feel that 
would not be wise? 

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

The applicable adult figures might relate to employment, certainly 
to educational background, but not to current educational status. Less 
to the oricinal family. 

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

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

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

TESTIMONY OF JANE O. FREEMAN 

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

You realize that the prevention of delinquency must be a major goal 
of any overall Federal program. Your commitment to the prevention 
priority was crucial to the emphasis on prevention in the 19'74 act, 
and in the 19'7'7 amendments. 

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

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

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

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

The Collaboration played a significant role, we believe, in bringing 
together the support for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act of 1974, and the 19'7'7 extensions and now again, we are here 
to support the efforts for the further extension. 

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

We believe in private voluntary agency participation and 
cooperation. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mrs, FREE1\I:AN. Our experiences have emphasized what can b~ ac
complished by Federal Government leadership to create public-private 
cooperation to help children in trouble. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the section-by-section analysis of S. 2441, it is stated that the 
amendment to section 201, delegates "All final authority to the 
Administrator to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Deliquency 
Prevention." 



We wonder -if the language of the amendment clearly a~hieves this 
objective. For instance, is the administrator of OJJDP then uJlder the 
policy direction and control of the administrator of LEAA ~ 

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

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

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

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

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

We urge the continued use of the .Tuvenile Justice Act resources for 
the long underserved status offenders. vVe are committed to thegon.l 
of deinstitutionalization of noncriminal juveniles. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I 
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Younger siste~> as studies have shown, often follow in the foot 
steps of the older ones and get into similar trouble. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

",7\r e think it is an excellent program and we hope we will be able to 
extend it further. 

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

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

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

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

Since many runaways have been found to come from homes where 
there are alcoholic parents or alcoholic problems of the young people 
themselves, we 'are working in communities to educate people on the 
availability of assistance to such children and their families and to 
reach out to help those yotmg people to find other sources of support, 
instead of feeling the necessity to run away from their homes and 
perhaps get into other l.."'i.nc1s of problems. 

All of these, Mr. Chairllljan, te,ke time. That is why the 5-yeii.I' ex
tension is so important. This kind of program planning, training, 
and cooperation in carrying on simply does not happen overnight. 

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

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

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

'iVe h3lieve that young people, girls especially, usually are left ont 
when public dollars are spent. Yet, in girls in even larger numbers 
than iii boys at present, the juvenile crime rate is goingup. It is in
creasing for the girls in many different types, and we believe in many 
areas more rapidly than ever before in our history. 'We believe that 
the public is ready to give full support to crime prevention programs 
for our youn~ people. 

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

vVe can supply the volunteers and tr~in them. We can help get the 
local commlmity support. We work WIth the schools and the courts 
and the parents and the teenagers on the local, l-to-l basis. 

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

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

We all remain committed to joining with you in chat fight for justice 
for juveniles tIns year and ne:ll."t year and for many years to come. 

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

Mrs. McGarry. 

TESTIMONY OF BARBARA D. McGARRY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Senator BAYH. vVe will put the Railsback letter in the record, if we 
might. 

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

to one certain point--
Senator BAYH. If you want to read it, that is fine. 
Ms. MCGARRY [reading] : 
DEAR SENATOR BAyn: I am writing to you in anticipation of the Senate 

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

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

I think it is important to note that none of the three bills, 1\1r. Dole's bill, Mr. 
Bayh's bill or the Administration bill pending before the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee have a similar provision. 

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

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

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

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

TOM RAn.SDACK, 
Member of Oonore88. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ms. MCGARRY. He appreciates that. 
Senator BAYH. He has been one of our strong supporters in the 

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

tional Council of Jewish "V omen. 
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you Senator Bayh. 
Senator BAYH. They were out there very early, aI).d of course, a 

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

TESTIMONY OF LYNN LYSS 

Mrs. Lyss. I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before you. 
I presently chair the Children and Youth Task Force of the National 
Council of Jewish 1Vomen. I am a national board member. 

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

We were also active participants in. the reauthorization process in 
197'T. 

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

In keeping with this desire, we 00mmend the framers of S. 2441 for 
leaving the act substantially intact and especially for not making any 
major changes in the States' compliance provisions under section 223, 
or in the deiiintion under section 103. 

l\tIany of our members report to us that thei!" States have been slow 
and/or reluctant to carry out the principal mandates of the act. 

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

We urge the Senate to mamtain a strong position on this issuo 
throughout the reauthorization process. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

cause you and Mrs. Freeman mentioned this, it is important to under
stand that this special emphasis in this amen~ment ill no way ~s 
intended to undercut the much more comprehensIVe broad range POSI
tive approach across the board. 

If titling that amendment has caused folks to be concerned, I app!e
ciate your brinO'ing this to our attention. We do have a problem WIth 
violent offende~s. It is a real problem. But, the whole thrust of the 



~uvenile Justice A.ct was to try to deal with the problems of children 
ill a way so that they might not become a violent, offending 
adolescents. 

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

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

/:;enator BAYH. I think that is well taken. 
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you. 
The proposed amendments in S. 2441, to section 201, would invest 

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

We feel that independence would be better attained if the Office 
were a separate administrative unit under the direct authority of the 
Office of Justice Assistance, Research, and Statistics. 

The recent House Budget Oommittee's resolution dramatically 
underscores the need for establishing the office as a separate adminis
trative unit with its own budget line. 

The proposed amendment in S. 2441, to section 261, also raises some 
serious questions for us. We are aware that the Office of Juvenile Jus
tice and Delinquency Prevention has been the object of much criticism 
regarding the rate at which it has been able to obligate appropriated 
funds. 

We appreciate and agree with the desire to have the funds obligated 
more expeditiolU:ly. But before provisions such as this, is included in 
the act, we feel that more review of the problems involved is necessary. 

In the past, there has been some difficulty in obligating funds during 
the fiscal year, due to delay in the Federal appropriations process. 

Since its inception, the Office had been understaffed. It has not had 
the necessary administrative independence to act more quickly. 

Putting the kind of pressure, proposed in this amendment, on the 
Office to obligate its funds quickly may be counter-productive if the 
basic problems are not dealt with. We recommend that this committee, 
through its oversight function should keep a close watch on the Office's 
performance in this area to ascertain what the difficulties are and to 
make recommendations or take appropriate action if and when neces
sary to alleviatr any problems. 

We are in wmplete support of the retitling of title III of its re
authorization for 5 years and of the appropriation levels proposed in 
S.2441. 

The addition of the word "homeless" to the title reflects what the 
real situation is. 

According to reports from our member£: who are involved in pro
grams for runaways and homeless youths, and current research, man.y 
children are pushed out of their home or are fleeing from an unhealthy 
and dangerous home situation which may involve the alcoholism and 
or drug addiction of their parents, physical abuse a,nd neglect and 
sexual abuse. 

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation for the oppor
tunity to express these views. I commend you on your involvement. 

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much. I appreciate the positive 
comments you have made. That is one of the things I think that can 



:63 

come from hearings. 'Ve don't just go through the motions to make a 
record and pass out a press release but to let some of you whose 
organizations have been involved in tlns whole effort to reform our 
response to juvenile delinquency and to try to prevent it in the 
beginning an opportunity to assess changes that need to be made and 
to make a contrlbution as we look forward to next year and the year 
after that and 5 years in the future. 

So, thank you very much. 
Ms. Schroeder, we appreciate your being here. The Child Welfare 

League of America, ot course, has played a major role in this. We 
appreciate your representing them here today. 

TESTIMONY OF REGENE SCHROEDER 

Ms. SOHROEDER. Senator Bayh, the Child Welfare League wishes to 
thank the Committee on the Judiciary for inviting us to testify on the 
Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre.vention 
Act and to discuss the amendments to this important piece. of legisla
tion which are outlined in S. 2343, S. 2441, and S. 2442. 

My name is Regene Schroeder. I am executive director of the 
Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc., a private agency provid
ing care to the youths of Arizona, including both status offenders and 
juvenile delinquents, through contractual arrangements with the 
:::3tate. 

In addition, I am a member of the Justice Planning Supervisory 
Board, and am serving the second year as the State chairporson of the 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Council. 

I appear today on behalf of the Child Welfare League and its 
divisions, the American Parents Committee and the Office of Regional, 
Provincial and State Child Care Associations, serving over 1,000 child 
and family agencies in North America. 

The Child 'Velfare League was active in the passage of the Juvenile 
Justice Act when it originally passed in 1974. 'Ve would like to thank 
this committee for its efforts toward reauthorization of this important 
piece of legislation. 

The Child Welfare League Board has a position supporting the 
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act, giving top priority to the 
placement of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion within the Department which will give the program needed 
visibility and importance. 

'While there is admittedly a problem with violent juvenile crime, we 
believe that to title the reauthorization the Violent .Tuvenile Crime 
Control Act of 1980, is to divert Congress and the States from the 
needs of the Juvenile Justice System at this time. 

'Vhile we support the inclusion of the funding for programs for 
violent juvenile offenders in the areas of identification, apprehension, 
speedy adjudication, sentencing and rehabilitation, we do not believe 
that an earmark of the maintenance of effort money is necessary at this 
time. 

We would recommend that programs for violent juvenile offenders, 
using the definition of S. 2441, be included in the findings, purpose, 
State plans, and special emphasis portions of the act. 

There are areas of service to juveniles which could use continued or 
new emphasis. All these impact violent juvenile crime. More funding 
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for minorities, juvenile gangs, research into the casualty of learning 
disability to delinquency, and more importantly, the inclusion of 
mental health services into the juvenile justice serVICe delivery system. 

In most States the juvenile justice system, the mental health -system 
and the social service system exist independently of one another and 
certainly do not undertake joint plannmg in the area of service 
delivery. 

We believe the time has come to encourage this kind of planning. 
We support the inclusion of the definition of the juvenile detention 

or corrootional facility as outlined in S. 2442. 
In addition, we would recommend to the committee that the separa

tion mandate of 223(a) (13) be changed to require the removal of 
juveniles from adult jails with Federal financial support and a phased
iu period for compliance. 

1'Ve believe the proposal issued by OJJDP on March 25 is an excel
lent start in this direction. 

While we share the concerns of the committee for the "scared 
straight" type of program, we would like to point out that the volun
tary sector has addressed the proliferation of such programs. 1Ve urge 
that a report draw upon these original studies. 

We support the continuation of title III, tha Runaway and Home
less Youth Act and believe the additional emphasis on homeless youth 
underscores the needs of the population seeking service from this 
program. 

We do not support the carryover of unobligated funds to the Run
away and Homeless Youth Act. VVe believe that States should be en
couraged to submit their plans and to move toward compliance and 
that there are a number of factors which have delayed obligation in 
the past. These factors will not be corrected by the threat of this 
can-yover. 

1Ve support the authorization levels for the act as outlined in S. 2441, 
as well as the 5-year extension, but we urge the committee to begin to 
be cognizant of the threatened loss of LEAA funds and the impact 
which this would have on the implementation of the Juvenile ,Justice 
Act. 

vVe would like to recommend that the Commissioner of the. Admin
istration for Children, Youth and Family, tbp. Secretary of Education 
and the Administrator of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health 
Administration be added to the Federal Coordinating Council to 
mirror on the F(\derallevel, the kind of joint planning effort which we 
recommend. 

Finally, we urge the committee to reconsider the use of the term 
"priority juvenile" in the place of "special emphasis." 

History has taught us that there is tendency to define such a term so 
that any list of priority juveniles relegates those to the end of the list 
to minimal attention. 

We are optimistic about the future of youth in this country. With 
relatively minimal funds and in comparison to other Federal pro
grams, the States have managed a laudable task. 

We belieye that 1980 should be a year for an of us to review -what 
has been done up to this point; to be especially vigilant in the areas in 
which we have not made progress, and finally, to become a model for 
the kind of unified effort among the service delivery community which 



ultimately leads to support for youth and their families, regardless 
of which system they enter. 

'We can remove status oEenders from secure facilities. 1¥ e can care
fully define the term "violent juvenile." However, neithe:r: of these ac
tions eliminates the continued need for service and treatment for these 
troubled members of our society. 

Federal participation can and it should encourage this eEort.· 
Thank you very much. 
Senator BATH. Thank you very much. 
You touched on the mental health portion of our service delivery 

and that, of course, is included in the bill that I have introduced with 
the amendments to permit a broader approach to servicing the prob
lems of juveniles. 

I just want to make an appeal to those of you who are here and your 
organizations to recognize the critical nature of the fiscal problem con
fronting us right now. 

V\Te have been fighting for a long, long time and it took us a long 
t.ime to get that hill passed in 1974. We have the amendments in 1977. 

Now, we are going to come back and I think we will strengthen it and 
we will learn by our experience-the committee's experience and the 
experience of those of you who are wQrking with the program in the 
field. 

1Vben I see the House Budget Committee cut the Department of 
Justice function from $600 million to $100 million, that leaves only 
$100 million for all of the Justice function, including Juvenile Justice. 

We spent $100 million last year on the Office of Juvenile Justice 
alone. As the judge points out, we have something that has been work
ing and we are liable to wipe out the program by just not keeping it 
functioning. 

So you come back here in 3 years and you say, weU, Senator, the 
program worked pretty well. It looks pretty good on paper, but we 
haven't been able to send any money out there to those folks. So now 
instead of going from 17 to 1 percent delinquency reduction, it is going 
back from 1 to 17 percent. 

I find this the ultimate foolishness as far as so-called fiscal re
sponsibility is concerned. I have not had anything that is as dramatic 
to show results as what you point. out in the report. 

I might say to Mr. Schwartz who is still in the room here, I would 
hope that you could do everything possible to get those unobligated 
funds out there to the folks that can use them, not only because that 
is solving a problem, but I know exactly what the President told us 
last year when we tried to increase the program and he cut the program 
in half Jast year. The reason for that was, "Well, there is money in 
the pipeline." 

The fact of the matter is, there was not money in the pipeline, but 
when you have unobligated funds there about the time the Budget 
Committee is lookin~ at next year's level, and in particulul', when we 
get into the approprIations process, if we continue to have significant 
amounts of unobligated funds, that is going to be even more difficult 
for us to get the resources we need. 

So, I wouJd just like to urge yo';! not to in a reckless and imprudent 
manner to Just spend because it IS there, but get those contracts let, 
get that money out there so ·it can be working for us on the one hand, 



66 

and so that we are not hit on the other by those who want to find ways 
to cut money out of this budget. V\T e give them an excuse for cutting out 
the j llvenile justico program because we have unobligated funds. I 
just hope you will make an extra effort for that. 

The frustrating fact is, you point out and our a.tnendment points 
out, Ms. Schroeder, that there are other related serVlces that have not 
been technically considered as part of serving young people. You and 
the Child Welfare League, of course, have recognized this for a long 
period of time. 

But as we expand the kind of service delivery mechanism that is 
served by the Office of Juvenile Justice, it costs more money rather 
than less. 

Yet, if we look at the impact on society the ability to cut the billions 
of dollars spent on crime, it seems to me society is getting a pretty 
goocl return on the investments here. 

,Yell, thank you all. I appreciate it very much. I will look forward 
to working with you and hope that we can keep the close kind of coop
eration we have had in the past on into the future. 

'Ms. SCHROEDER. Thank you. 
Judge GUERNSEY. Thmik you, Senator Bayh. 
Mrs. FREEl\IAN. Thank you, Senator. 
Mrs. MCGARRY. Thank you. 
Mrs. Lyss. Thank you Senator Bayh. 
[The prepared statements of Judge Guernsey, Mrs. Freeman, the 

Coalition for Children and Youth submitted by Mrs. McGarry, and 
Mrs. Lyss follows:] 

PREPARED STATE~IEN'l' OF JunGE CARL E. GUERNSEY ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAJ. 
'COUNOIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES 

Chairman Bayh and Senators: On behalf of the National Council of Juvenile 
and Family Court Judges, I want to thank you for this opportunity to -appear 
before this committee in support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Delin
quency Prevention Act of 1974. Our National Council, an organization of 2,500 
grassroots leaders in the field of juvenile justice, is deeply concerned with the 
outcome of these hearings. Ours is the largest and oldest judicial organization 
in the Nation and is vitally concerned on a. day-to-day basis with the problems 
of juvenile delinquency. The Council pioneerecl in the concept of specialized 
training for judges and is presently operating a college of juvenile justice for 
new judges under a grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. Last year our training program provided in-serVIce trainmg for 
3,346 judges and other juvenile court personnel. III addition, our research center, 
the National Center for Juvenile Justice, is collecting the first hard data ever 
assembled with speCific reference to frequency of acts of delinquency and other 
facts specifically relevant to juvenile law violation so that now planners may 
have an accurate handle on the scope and nature of delinquency on a national 
basis and on a community 'by community basis. This program too is under a 
grant from OJJDP. 'Ve have developed through still another grant a model 
computerized information system which was piloted in the state of Rhode 
Island and recently transferred to the Juvenile Court of "Washington, D.C. 
These grants and others illustrate our reliance upon and our need for federal 
funding in the field of juvenile justice. 

In a recent austerity message President Carter spoke of the need to reduce 
federal spending in every area except national defense. I would suggest to you 
that though defense spending is urgent, no American home on this continent 
has ever been invaded by an alien force, but we are being attacl,ed in growing 
numbers by juvenile and adult law violators who invade hundreds of American 
homes daily. It is to this line of defense that I address myself concerning the 
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urgency of funding juvenile justice at a level which is at least as high as our 
previous expenditures. It is the position of the National Council and of our 
judges working at a grassroots level throughout the Nation that much has been 
accomplished through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
and that even more can be accomplished in the future. 

"'Ve do not know and cannot say to what degree the l)rograms sponsored by 
the Office of Juyenile Justice have been responsiole for these developments in 
trends in juvenile justice. We can say that in the five years prior to 1975, rates 
for delinquency caseS disposed of by juvenile courts increased by 15.2 percent. 
From 1f}75, the year after the Delinquency Prevention and Control Act was im
plemented, to 1977, delinquency cases disposed of by juvenile courts increased by 
only 0.2 percent. Between 1975 and 19n the number of actual cases processed by 
the courts decreased by 3.6 percent from 1,406,100 in 1975 to 1,355,500 in 1977. 
Although this appears to represent a decline in delinquency the youth popula
tion at risk decreased by 3.8 percent, reflecting the slight rate increase of 0.2 
percent during this two-year period. Detention rates declined in our courts ·by 
6.8 percent from 1975 to 1976 and by 7.8 percent from 1976 to 1977. There was an 
oyerallrate decrease of 14 percent from 1975 to 1977. 

The National Council of Ju,enile and Family Court Judges does not neces
sarily endorse the extent to which the Office of Juvenile Justice stressed alloca
tion of a high percentage of its funds to the de-institutionalization of status 
offenders, but we do note that the office was effective, in that status offense 
referrals declined from 355,600 cases in 1975 to 320,500 cases in 1976, to 280,000 
ill 1977 for a total decrease of 21.3 percent. During that same period, detention 
of status offenders dropped from 116,000 cases in 1975 to 103,000 in 1976, to 
59,000 in 1977. From. this it is apparent that when the Office of Juvenile Justice 
has teen given a goal to attain or has set its own goal to attain, statistics indi
cate a striking attainment in that direction. 

We would submit to you, ho\yeyer, that this is a time for new priorities, a time 
to deal on the one hand with the problems of juveniles in adult jails because 
there are no adequate juvenile facilities and, on the other hand, to provide new 
and more effective programs for the custodial care and correction of serious and 
violent juvenile offenders. Although the violent and habitual offender represent 
only a small portion of the adolescents coming through our juvenile justice Sys
tem, there is a vital need for more eeffcti,e correctional programs to deal with 
such young people. 

I would depart for a mome11t from the Council's official position to express a 
personal ,iew that where we IHt,e huillane and effective correctional facilities 
for this type offender, it might well be that present periods of custody are too 
short to be effective. 

This then is the position of the National Council with reference to the re
authorization of the Office of Juvenile Justice. The juvenile justice system vitally 
needs federal funding of programs. Priorities should be given to the pre-hearing 
removal of juvenile offenders froUl adult jails and great emphasis should be 
placed upon more effective, hnmane institutions for the correction of violent 
and habitual juvenile offenders. 

May we say just a few words about the proposed placement of the Office of 
JUYenile Justice within the broader framework of OJARS. In the restructuring 
of what had been Law Enforcement ~\ssistance Administration into OJARS, it 
makes no sellse to place intermediaries between juvenile justice and the top 
administrator at the very time when ju,enile justice should be at the forefront 
of federal concern. This represents, in our view, little more than a demotion ir 
terms of public priority. Further, we are of the opinion that it is yital to retain 
juvenile justice statistical and research services within the Office of JuYenile 
Justice rather than to dissect the office in the name of ha,ing a neat structural 
chart and placing juvenile services under other components of the overall 
OJARS. The fact is that all issues relating to juvenile justice have much more 
of a common thread than tlle common threads of adult statistics and juvenile 
statistics or adult research and juvenile research. Further, we ha ye had all too 
sad an experience through many years with combined programs of adult and 
juvenile services wherein the jUvenile component was sacrificed in the name of 
service to the adult programs. 

It is the sincere hope of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges that the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act will be re
authorized, that it will be funded on a level of at least $100 million, that new 



~ttention will be given to the pre-hearing removal of juveniles from the adult 
Jalls and to better programs for the habitual and violent offenders, and that 
stl'uctur~lly the Uffice of Juvenile will be kept intact and immediately responsive 
to the Dll'ectol' of OJARS. It is our sincere hope that this committee will submit 
le~i~lat~on w:hi.cn \,:~l ;empve unnecessary impediments to the receipt and 
ut!-l~zatlOn of Juvenlle Justlce funds .by Our fifty states. Thank you for this 
prIvilege. 

PREPARED STA1'EMENT OF JANE FREEMAN 

Mr. Ohairman, it is a great pleasure for me to accept your invitation to testify 
here today on behalf of the National Oohlaboration tor Youth. We strongly "lUp
port the reauthorization. and extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. 

My name is Jane Freeman. I am President of the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., 
a member organization of the National Oollaboration for Youth. I am par
ticularly pleased to speak on behalf of the Oollaboration which is composed of 
13 national voluntary youth-serving organizations. 

These organizations are: Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America; Boys' Clubs of 
America; Boy Scouts of America; Oamp Fire, Inc.; 4-H Youth Programs j 
Future Homemakers of America, Inc. j Girls Clubs of America, Inc. ; Girls 
Scouts of the U.S.A. j National Board of YMOAs j National Board, YWCA of the 
U.S.A.; the National Network, Services to Runaway Youth and Families; Amer
ican Red Oross youth Services; and United Neighborhood Oenters of America, 
Inc. The National Oollaboration for youth i3 an affinity group of the National 
Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Organizations, a 
non-profit organization composed of 36 voluntary agencies. 

These national youth-serving agencies reach over 30 million young Americans, 
with professional staff of 40,000 and the services of over 6 million volunteers 
including hundreds of thousands of concerned business, professional and com
munity leaders. Our organizations collectively serve a diverse cross section 
of this nation's young people from rural and urban areas, from all income levels 
and from all ethnic, racial, religious, economic and social backgrounds. Our 
organizations represent valuable resources that can be tapped in cooperative 
ventures with federal leadership and funding. \\re have the experience in work
ing with children and youth, many of whom are poor-poor in economic re
sources, poor in spirit, pOOr in opportunity, children who are alienated, children 
who are troubled, and children who get into trouble, very real trouble. 

Mr. Ohairman, your dedicated leadership was crucial to the success of the 
four year bipartisan effort which led to the passage of the JuYenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act in 1974. You recognized from the beginning that 
there was a need for a new comprehensive, coordinated Federal response to the 
crisis of escalating juvenile delinquency. Even mOre significant to the lives of 
our young people, you realized that the prevention of delinquency must be a 
major goal of any overhauled Federal program. Your commitment to the pre
vention priority was crucial to the emphaSis on prevention in the 1974 Act and 
the 1977 amendments. Your continued leadership for the prevention focus is no 
less crucial today. 

The national voluntary youth serving agencies which formed the Collaboration 
in 1973 felt as :vou did-the urgent need to prevent juvenile crime rather than 
to react to youthful offenders. We wanted to speak out collectively on the quality 
of our juvenile justice system and to have a voice on this issue for the youth 
serving organizations that have the greatest first-hand experience in worldng 
with young Americans. Our National Executives and organization volunteer 
boards. and staff in local communities cope every day with delinquent and 
potentially delinquent youth and are all too familiar with the gaps in the way 
our society handles troublesome youngsters. School vandalism, dropping out of 
school, teen-age pregnancy, alcohol and drug abuse and riSing delinquency rates 
are symptoms of the critical needs and 1ack of opportunities for our most 
alienated youth. 

The Collaboration came together to express its concern that these troubled 
young people are frequently rejected by recreation, education and social systems 
and left to the streets, courts and finally detention and correctional systems. The 
national voluntary youth-serving organizations committed themselves as a first 
initiative to finding methods of preventing delinquency and handling youthful 
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offenders and accepted the responsibility of providing a voice at the Federal 
level for experienced youth-serving organizations and their constituents, the 
youth themselves. 

The Collaburation played a significant role in bringing together support for 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 which contained the 
principles we felt were essential: (1) Federal leadership, (2) adequate fund
ing, (3) a National Institute, (4) national standards, (5) community-based pre
vention, diversion and treatment programs, and (6) private voluntary agency 
participation. 

Recognizing the importance of private/public cooperation to help youth at 
risk, the members of the Collaboration today continue their commitment to the 
effective implementation of this landmar!;: legislation, which provides Federal 
leadership for a comprehensive approach to the delinquency problem through a 
coordinated prevention, diversion and community-based alternative program. 'Ve 
continue to worl;: with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP) on a day-to-day basis to assure effective administration of thilS 
program. 

In this connection, we wouldlil;:e to draw your attention to the Collaboration's 
successful experience in increasing the capacity of the national youth-serving 
organizations at the national, state and local levels, to deliver sertices for so
called status offenders-juveniles who have engaged in conduct which would not 
constitute a crime if committed by an adult. IJEAA funding has enabled ten 
member agencies of the Collaboration and six other major national private non
profit organizations to undertake jointly, with their respective local affiliates, 
actions to increase the capacity of private agencies, in partnership with govern
mental departments, to provide community-based alternatives to status offenders 
in Tucson, Arizona; Oakland, California; Spokane, Washington; Spartanburg, 
South Carolina; and Connecticut. 

This National Juvenile .Justice Program Collaboration, a task force of the 
National Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Organiza
tions, built the capacity of these voluntary agencies to include status offenders 
in their service populations and also established demonstration collaborations in 
five of the ten local communities where deinstitutionalization projects for status 
offenders were being funded in juvenile courts, probation departments and 
youth bureaus. Out of the 115 separate program elements contained at the demon
stration sites, 20 were selected as models and published for replication as the 
most effective ways to help status offenders. I am attaching tlle pamphlet en
titled "A Different Game-Program Models National Juvenile Justice Program 
Collaboration" for a complete explanation of the successful functioning of this 
program at the local level. 

'.rhe experience of the members of the national youth-serving organizations has 
emphasized what can be accomplished by Federal government leadership to 
create public/private coolleration to help children in trouble. We want to under
line the importance of Section 224(c) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act which provides that 30 percent of the funds avaIlable for Spe
cial Emphasis programs shall be available for private non-profit agency grants. 
'Ve are pleased t" hear that approximately 70 percent of t11ese funds to date 
ha ve gone to private voluntary organizations. This section recognizes our ca· 
pacity to create a trust relationship with young people and the need to make 
government funds available to use that crucial relationship to reach the hard
to-reach youth. It should be explained that the government funds which have 
gone to member organizations have beeu a catalyst to increase onr effort and the 
dedication of our own resources to the needs of youth at risl;:. 'Ve haye been 
able to obtain increased private and foundation funding for our programs for 
alienated youth. Due to the legislation and the work of the Collaboration itself, 
our membership is thoroughly aware of the delinquency problem and is mobilized 
to try to serve the hard-to-reach youth. 

The member organization of the Collaboration have worked closely with the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention !lince its establishment 
under the 1974 legislation. We have followed the many difficulties of the Office 
including the lack of adequate appropriations, the delay in appointments of 
senior staff and management, the lack of staff, a needlessly complex grant ap
plication process, and a luck of commitment to delinquency prevention programs 
and the utilization of multi-service private voluntary agencies, particulal'ly at 
the state and local levels. An additional problem for the effective implementation 
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of the Juvenile Justice Act has been that the OJJDP has been dominated by the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and its frequently in
appropriate procedures and pOlicies establishEd fOr the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act. 'Ve welcome the new leadership for the OJ J DP and hope 
that the Office will moye forward vigorously to implement the original legisllt
tive concept and provide a strong focus for ]j'ederal leadership to prevent 
delinquency. 

'1'he National Collaboration for Youth strongly supports the central purpose 
behind the creation of the OJ JDP, which was to provide It cOllsistant cleal' 
policy direction, not only for Juvenile Justice Act programs, but also for all of 
the juvenile justice programs administered b~T LEAA. For this purpose, the 
OJJDP must have independent status. 

\We are pleased to support the amendments contain2d in S. 2441 which give 
the Administrator of the OJJDP "final authority" to award grants and allocate 
funds under the Juvenile Justice Act. We are pleased also to support the creation 
of a Legal Advisor appointed by and responsible to the Administrator of the 
OJJDP. We think that the chances for strong administration of the Act are 
greatly enhance(l by giving the OJJDP independent status and creating an inde
pendent Legal Advisor. III the section-by-se('tioll analYSis of S. 2441, it is stated 
that the amendment to Section 201 delegates all "final authority to the Adminis
trator of the Office of Juvenile Justicl~ and Delinquency l'revention (OJJD.I:')." 
We wonder if the language of the amendment clearly achieves this objective. For 
instance, is the Administrator of OJJDP under the policy direction and control 
of the Administrator of LEAA? 

The independence of the OJJDP would be further strengthened by funding 
the Juvenile Justice Act as a separate line item in the Federal budget and we 
hope that this possibility will be actively pursued. Nevertheless, the new status 
of the OJJDP increases tlle likelihood of it becoming the foeal pOint of Federal 
leadership to allleyels of government as envisaged in the original legislation. 

While the Collaboration believes that the limited resources of the .Juvenile 
Justice Act should continue to be focused on the currently mandated prevention 
and diversion programs, it does not mean that we do not recognize the gravity of 
the problem of the violent and serious offender. As provided in your bill, pro
grams directed towards these dangerous juveniles should be funded out of the 
"maintenance of effort" provision or the Batel::ltreen-: A{ t. 

LEAA's rehabilitative programs for adult criminals and their delinquency 
programs may well provide examples of possible treatment programs for such 
juveniles. Since the original rationale for establishing the level of maintenance 
of effort has long since faded from view, we urge that this rate be set at a fiat 
200/0 rather than the present 19.150/0. 

Even though we support the use of maintenance of effort funds for the violent 
offender, we urge you to change the title of the Act from its present title of the 
"Violent Juyenile Crime Control Act of 1980." A very small proportion of juveniles 
commit violent crimes and those that do are not helped towards rehabilitation 
by such labelling. Your leadership for the prevention goal of this legislation 
should not be clouded by this unnecessary title. 

The utilization of Safe Streets Act maintenance of effort funds for the serious 
offendE'r will allow continued use of Juvenile .Justice Act resources for the 'long 
under-served status offenders. The Collaboration remains committed to the goal 
of deinstitutionalization of nOll-criminal juveniles. We recognize the progress 
made in many states towards deinstitutionalization would not have occurred 
absent the Act's requirement. Retention of this requirement and adequate re
sources, as provided in S. 2441, are essential to the continued development of 
supportive services needed to keep the status offender out of institutions. 

We are delighted to support the extension of the authorization for the Juven
ile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for five years until 1985. We think 
that your five-year authorization-$200,000,000 for the first three years, riSing 
to $225,000,000 annually in the last two years-demonstrates the additional com
mitment of the Congress to the importance of this program. We are pleased at 
the recognition inherent in the proposed level of funding for the next five years. 

'Ve also want to express our support for the five year extension of the program 
for Runaway and Homeless Youth. We favor the continued placement of this 
program in the Department of Health and Human Services. This program has 
proven that it can provide worthwhile services for the extraordinarily vulnerabile 
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runaway population. We approve the cbange in the title and amendments to the 
Act to provide programs for homele~ , youth hecause we have long known that 
the real problem are youth who have no adequate home. 

1\1r. Chairman, we appreciate your understanding that youth are our greatest 
resource and that this places a special responsibility on you to continue your 
leadership in the protection of young people who are without a voice in public 
policy deliberations. The Collaboration would welcome the opportunity to be of 
service to you in working out any aspect of the proposed legislation which will 
help assure that juveniles are given the opportunity to achieve their fullest 
potential. 

We are also committed to worl;; at the neighborhood level with hard-to-reach 
young people-in poor neighborhoods where youth are at llazard. For many of 
them, delinquency prevention programs are crucial to their becoming productive 
adults. As you know so well, such programs, providing positive developmental 
experiences to vulnerable young people, are the essence of the Juvenile Justice 
Act. 

At this time, we are confident that you will succeed in extending the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to provide for a strong Federal role in 
the prevention of delinquency. We remain committed to joining with you in the 
fight for justice for juveniles this year, next year and for years to come. 

:\Irs. BARBARA. D. MCGARRY, 
Ooalition fot OMldren and Youth, 
Washington, D.O. 

APRIL 1, 1980. 

DEAR ?tIRS. l\1CGARRY: The Child Welfare League of America, along with its 
c]ivision, the American Parents Committee, testified before the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the U.S. Senate on March 26, 1980. Ms. Regene Schroeder 
appeared on a panel with you, on behalf of the Child Welfare League and the 
American Parents Committee. 

Since you are no longer associated with the American Parents Committee, 
lYe request that you withdraw from your statement, all references to the Ameri
can Parents Committee. The positions taken before the Committee on behalf of 
the American Parents Committee should be those of its witness, Ms. Schroeder. 

We appreciate your attention to this matter. 
Sincerely, 

:\Ir. WILLIA~I L. PIERCE 

WILLIAM L. PIERCE, 
Director, Oentet for Govemmental Affairs. 

AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND, INC., 
Wa.ohington., D.O., April 7, 1980. 

Director, Oenter for Governmental Affairs, 
OhiUf, Welff£re League of America, Inc., 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR BILL: I am in receipt of your letter of April 1, forwarded to me as a 
board member of the Coalition for Children and Youth on whose behalf I 
presented oral testimony before the Senate Judiciary Co~mittee on March 26 
1980. ' 

Since my testimony was obviously reported to yoU inaccurately I would like 
to correc~ your mistaken impression that I presented any Views' on behalf of 
the Amencall Par~nts Committee, whose activities have been apparently sub
sU.me!1. by the ChIld Welfare League of America, with evidently divergent 
pnorltIes. 

Since my March 26 appearance was personally requested by both Senator 
Bayh and Congressman Railsback because of my successful efforts on behalf 
of origin~l juYenile justice legislation as the former executive director of APC 
I am se~dlllg each of them copies of your letter and my reply. ' 

Smcerely, 
BARBARA D. "McGARRY, 

Specialist -in Governmental Relation8. 
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CHILDREN AND 'rHE POOR TO BE VICTIMS OF POLITICAL EXPEDIENCY 

The Coalition for Children and youth is an umJ;lrella .organization of 55 
national organizations representing all areas concermng chIldre.n and .youth
health, education, justice, youth employment, foster care, .adoptlOn, chIld 5!are, 
teenage pregnancy, family. On l\~arch 2~ the Board of D~rectOl:s met t? Iss~e 
a statement in response to AdmmistratlOn and CongresslOnal l)udgetary pro-
posals. 1.'hey shared the following concerns: . 

'rhe constituency for whom the Coalition speaks ~re alre~dy soc~ety's v~c
tims. Fiscal actions lieyed to an election year and mternatlOn.al .crl£ses wIll 
assure that they are further victimized. The proposed cutbacks wIUImpact most 
severely on those citizens children of the poor, who are least able to speak out 
on their own behalf. They don't vote, they have no pOlitical power, they 1l!/lke 
no campaign contributions. . 

The price that society will pay both in human and economIC ter~s far. exceeds 
any potential benefits. The minuscle effect of these proposals on mfiatlOn does 
not warrant the massive costs which will come about as a result of program 
cutbacks. Millions or cnildren with untreated chronic health problems will 
become crippled adults. Thousands of children, lost in the morass of the foster 
care system will suffer such deprivation that it will impede their ability to 
function in ~ociety as adults. Poor children already deficient in basic skills will 
be further penalized in our increasingly technological society. POOl" youth, denied 
any employment training, will become fixtures in the ranl{s of the permanently 
unemployed, and the nation will lose forever people who could have been 
productive workers. 

There will be immediate inlpacts as well. The budget cutbacks are planned 
to throw the nation into a recession. TllOusands of worldng families ate now 
barely maldng it. If the cutbacks are instituted, they will have no jobs. The 
need for those services now being cut back will be greater than ever. This 
country could well see more violence when the youth dependent on summer 
employment programs are cut off from salaries as well as productive activities. 

The American people are being sold the budget cutbacks on the grounds of 
fiscal responsibility. They believe, on the basis of what they've been tol(~, that 
the cutbacks will mean lower infiation rates and :reduced taxes. In reality, ac
cording to the plans, infiation will rise even higher this summer. There will be 
no tax reductions. In fact, the cutbacks will result in tremendous strain on 
essential local sen·ices and on local taxes with no decrease in federal tax. 

PREPARED STATE:!.[ENT OF LYNN Lyss 

'l:he National Council of Jewish Women is a non-profit voluntary organization 
composed of 180 Sections nationwide, with 100,000 membE'rs. Indi .. idua1 Sections 
initiate volunteer community services and function as social advocacy groups, 
both on their own and through Coalitions, to improve the welfare of individuals 
in their communHies who have traditionally had difficulty representing them
selves. 

Since its inception 87 years ago, NCJW has been concerned with the welfare 
of childreu and youth. In 1974, the members of NCJW conducted a national 
survey of juvenile justice which resulted in the publication of a report. "Children 
Without Justice." This was followed in 1976 by a NCJW-sponsored, LEU funded, 
National Symposium on 'Status Offenders. The symposium brought to.r-ether NCJW t,: 
members and other child advocates, juvenile justice and law enforcement per- \ 
sonnel, and researchers in the field. As an outgrowth of the symposium, a ":;."\Ianual \ 
for Action,"-a guide to community involvement in the juvenile justice system-
was l)repared and widely distributed ,to Our Sections. 

At our 1979 biennial National Convention, delegates reaffirmed the following 
:.\'ational Resolutions: 

To work for Justice for Children by: (a) 'Vorking to remove status offenders 
from the jurisdiction of the courts; (b) supporting the establishment of juvenile 
courts with justices trained to deal with juvenile offenders; (c) ensuring that 
th~ sentences of juvenil~R shall not exceecl those meted out to adults fOr the same 
CrIme; and (d) supportlllg a system of sentencing for juveniles convicted of vio
le~t crimes which takes into account their records and the severity of their 
CrImes. 
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TO promote tlle weHar(' and rehabilitation of children uuder court jurisdiction 
by ',,'orldllg for: (a) Special sen'ices for them ancI their families j :l.lld(b) an 
adequate number of COIllUlUUity based treatillent facilities as an alternative to 
incarceration. 

Thanl, you for this opportl1llity to appear before you. I Uill Lynn Lyss, Chair
women of the Children amI Youth Task l"oree of the ~ational Council of Jewish 
WOlllen and a Xational Board Illember. 

Since lOiO, the Xatiollal Conncil of .T(,\1'is11 ',,"oillen has been (leeply involved 
in juY('nile justice issu('s. We were part of the widespread citizen effort to secure 
passag(' of the .Tnn'nile JUHtice and] )('liqnellcr Pl'l'Yentioll Act of 1974. "re were 
also active IJI1rticilHlnts ill the r(,lll1thorization process ill 1977. III the early 1970's 
165 of our local Hection,; surnwecl the jU\'enile jmltiee systems in their COIll
munities-the results of w1l1<-h were lluh1i!-ilted in, "Children Without .Tustice." 
Base{! on their study. thel-le Sections hayt' initiated over 120 cOlllllHmity-service 
projE'cts to benefit ehildren, ;vouth, and tltE'ir families. Our members. who have 
learued ahout tIle sYl-itelll by working witllin it, have gone on to be appointed to 
State .\.<11'isor:;,'" Groups. local and state cOlllmissiolls, Or have participated ill ymlth 
ufl\'ocary coalitions in over 20 states. 

'1'hus we shar~ with yon in the Senate the desire to see the Act fully iml?le
mentecl throu~hont the country. In keeping with this desire. we COlllmend the 
framers of So !U41 for le(lYing the act subl-lttmtially intact anci especially fnr not 
making any rhanges in the state-compliallce prOYiRions under Section 223. 

Our memll€'rs report to UH that lllany of their states hay~ been slow and/or 
l'eluetant to carry out the principal mandates of the Act j to divert youths from, 
and to deinstitutionulize, their jm'enile-justice systems; to provide adequate 
comillunity-based ser1'ices to juveniles and their families as an alternati1'e to 
incarceration; and to rE'Cluce the use of secnre detention and incarceration. Only 
110W are l1IaJ)~' stateH lleginning to make reall1eadway in their compliallce efforts. 
All~- change <)1' re<1efinition of key pro1'isions is lilwly to disrupt state compliance 
efforts rather than support them. We urge the Senate to Illaintain a strong posi
tion on this iH!-iUe throughout the reauthorization process. 

'Ie alHo snpport the five year reauthorization of the Act, anci the proposed 
appropriations levels. 

'Ve are cOllcerned, howe1'er. abont the ralllifications of the House Budget Com-
o mittec's dpcision not to inclu<1e any funding for LEAA in its budget resolution. 
A'l there is no s('llarate lJlHlg('t line for the Office of .TllYenile .Tustice and Delin
quency Pre,ention, this aetioll imllerils its existence. 

TIlerI' are. It number of vrollosed amendments which ,I-e do have questiolls and 
comlllents about. 

"'e are c1e('vly eOllcernec1 nhont the titlp of R. 2441. 'Ve ilppreciate tllllt it 
reflects a CUlTt'nt concern of both the media and much of the general public but 
we feel that the title, nnd the program direction it hidi('att's, plnces too great an 
emphashl on a tiny llro[Jortioll of youths who liecame in1'olvetl in the jUvenile 
justice system. ~\.\'ailable statistic~ indicate that tIlt' numher of violent erimes 
cOlllmitted hy ,ill\°(,llilps has hpen 11('C'reaHing" ill rec'ent years. Only npvroximately 
five percent of all ju1'enile arrests ure for violent erimPH, and juvenile arrests for 
suell crilllPs ac('ount for lellH thauoue ]lereellt of all arr('sts. 1'11E'1'efor(' we ft'el 
that the facts do not bear out the weight given to the 'proposed new emphasis, 

... 'We understand, llo\Y('yer, the ('unent political r2alities and the vressures on 
this body to iuclude such an elllllhasiH. '1'he Henate and you, in particular, 1\11'. 
Chairman. haYe, in hoth 1074 n nd 1977, I<hOlYll fore:-;ight ull(11endel'l-Ihip in resisting 
these preHHllreH amI maintaining a fOCllH in the .\ct, thnt emphasizes those prob
lems and is~meH which affect the greatest llUlllber of youth inyolved in the 
junmile jnstiee syst('m. 

If. ]lOWeyel'. th(' new emvhnsis is adc1ed-all(l we eOlllp1inwnt yOIl 011 restricting 
the emvhnsiH to conCt'ntrate on juYeniles who cOlllmit 1'iolent ncts, such as 
murder, forcible rHI1(', robbery. aggravutec1 n>a.;ault and arson involving bodily 
harm-we would nrge tbat the u<l<1itiollul attention to this population be given 
·ouly in tlte areas oj' s(,lItelleiug. vrovidiug re<;ource~ ueeessnry for informed (lis
IJOfiitioll. aua rehahilitatioll. l'l'oYiding additional attentioll in these areas wonld 
at least he consistellt with the svirit of the Act, which seeks to develop innovative 
approach"'H to the vroblellls of juvenile jm;tice. 

'Ve are in agreelllellt that the fuuds to support th('.c;e areas of additional atten
tion should come onlr out of the fuuding anlilable UlHlel' :\!niuteuance of Effort 
provh:lioll of the Act. However, it should not involve nIl of the Section 261(b) 

70-796 0 - 81 - 6 
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funds. The funds drawn from this source should be obligated in a manner that is 
consistent with the actual incidence of such crimes. 

The proposed amentlments to Section 201 would invest the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention with more innependence, but would retain it 
under the geli.eral authority of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
We agree with the proposal that the most important thing is the Office's independ
ence, but we feel that it would be better accomplished if the Office were a separate 
administrative unit under the direct authority of the newly established Office of 
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics. Here again, the recent House Budget 
Committee's Resolution dramatically underscores the need for establishing the 
Office as a separate Administrative unit with its own budget-line. 

Under new Section 201 (g) the Administrator of the Office is required to supply 
this committee and its House counterpart with a detailed evaluation of so-called 
"Scared-Straight"-type programs. While we agree that they merit closer exami
nation, we question the inclusions of this specific and time-limited a provision, and 
we wonder whether the respective committees could simply not request such a 
report from the Administrator . 

.As a national voluntary organization that believes very deeply in the importance 
of citizen involvement in government policy development and admi.nistration, we 
appreciate the added l'esponsibility and authority that the amendments to Sec
tiLlns ~z1:S\b), (tl), and to) ,,"oulu give to the State Advisory Groups. We would 
urge, however, that the vesting of greater respollilibility with the State Advisory 
Groups would require that closer attention be given to such matters as: timeliness 
of appointments; adherence to Congressional intent with regard to the distribu
tion of representation among community groups, and government agencies; con
straints on travel budgets; demands on the time of these volunteer board mem
bel'S; and adequate staff support. If these new responsibilities are to be met in a 
satisfactory and prompt mUllller aaequate provisions for all of these will have to 
bamade. 

It should be noted that juvenile justice planners in state planning agencies f,!an 
draw on such general agency resources as' research and evaluation staffs. They 
are important components of responsible state-level oversight, whether by plan
ners or SAG's. If LEAA cuts imperil such resources, every attempt should be 
made to assure their availability to those given authority over state juvenile 
justice efforts. 

The proposed. amendment to Section 261 also raises some serious questions for 
us. 'Ve are aware that the Office of Juvenile Justice and. Delinquency Prevention 
has been the object of much criticism regarding the rate in which it has been able 
to obligate appropriated funds. And, we appreciate and agree with the desire to 
haye the funds obligated more expeditiously. But, before a provision such as this 
i" '" ""'~d in the Act, we feel that more review of the problems involved is 
lleces~;ary . 

1 ~ .lst, there has been some difficulty in obligating funds during the fiscal 
year uue to delay in the federal appropriations process. Since its inception, the 
Office has been understaffed and has not had the necessary administrative inde
pendence to act more quickly. Putting the kind of pressure, proposed in this 
amendment, on the Office to obligate its funds quickly may be counterproductive 
if the basic problems are not dealt with. 

'We recommend that this committel', through its oversight functions, should 
keep a close watch on the Office's performance in this area to ascertain what the 
difficulties are and to make recommendations, or take appropriate action, if and 
when necessary to alleviate any problems. 

'Ye are in ,.omplete support of the retitling of Title III; of its reauthorization 
for five year' ; and of the proposed appropriations levels. 

The addition of the word "Homeless" to the title reflects what the real situation 
is. ACt;!ording to reports from our members who are involved in programs for run
aways and homeless youth, and current research, many children are "pushed out" 
of their homes, or are fleeing from an unhealthy and dangerous home situation, 
which may involve the alcoholism and drug addition of their parents, physical 
abuse and neglect, and sexual abuse. The IJlight of young women who are sexually 
abused is of particular concern to us. Homeless, they become further victimized 
by criminals as well tl'.3 by inequitable and unresponsive handling by official 
agencies. 

Once again, I would like to express my appreciation for the opportunity to 
express these views. 
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PREPARED STATEZ,IENT OF REGENE SCHROEDER ON BEHALF OF THE CHILD WELFAnE 
LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 

The Child Welfare League wishes to thank the Committee on the Judiciary for 
inviting us to testify on the Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention Act, and to discuss the amendments to this important piece of 
legislation which are outlined in S. 2434, S. 2441, and S. 2442. 

l\Iy name is Regene Schroeder and I am Executive Director of the Florence 
Crittenton Services of Arizona, Inc., providing care to the youths of Arizona, in
cluding both status offenders and juvenile delinquents. In addition, I am a member 
of the Justice Planning Supervisory Board, and am serving a second year as the 
State Chairperson of the Juvenile Justice Advisory Council. I have testified in 
Arizona on a number of issues pertaining to services to youths and their families, 
most recently before the Senate Judiciary concerning a bill which would have 
waived juveniles between the ages of sixteen and eighteen who have committed 
srious crimes, to adult court. I have had considerable e:A."}Jerience with the issues 
before this Committee, and welcome this opportunity to address these issues. 

I appear today on behalf of the Child Welfare League of America, Inc., and its 
divisions, the American Parents Committee and the Office of Regional, Provincial 
and State Child Care Associations. The Child Welfare League was established in 
1920, and is a national voluntary organization for child welfare agencies in North 
America, serving children and their families. There Qre approximately 400 child 
welfare agencies lilte the Florence Crittenton Services of Arizona, directly affili
ated with the League, including representatives from all religious groups as well 
as non-sE'ctarian public and private non-profit agencies. 

The IJeague's activities are diverse. They include the North American Center 
on Adoption; a specialized foster care training program; a research division; the 
American Parents Committee which lobbies for children's interests; and the 
Hecht Institute for State Child Welfare Planning, which provides information, 
analYSis, and technical assistance to child welfare agencies on Title L"'C and 
other Federal funding sources for children's services; and the Office of Regional 
Provincial and State Child Care Associations, which serves as a national office 
for over a thousand child welfare agencies, represented by 24 state child care 
associations, predominately serving children in group care settings. 

The Child 'Welfare League was active in the passage of the Juvenile Justice 
Act in 1974. Since then, we have carefully followed the implementation of the 
Act, most recently participating in the House Oversight Hearings on the Juvenile 
Justice Act held lly the Subcommittee on Human Resources. We also participated 
in the Office of .Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention's Monitoring Work
shops, faCilitating the relationship between the monitoring process as carried 
out by the State Criminal .Justice Planners and the voluntary sector. 

We wonldlike to thank the Committee for its efforts towards the Reauthoriza
tion of the Juvenile .Justice Act. We supported the original Act which was passed 
in 1074, as well as the amendments of 1977. While there is admittedly a problem 
with violent juvenile crime, we believe that to title the reauthorization the 
"Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980" is to divert Congress and the states 
from the needs of the juvenile justice system at this time. Such an emphasis 
obscures the need for attention to be given to the completion of the mandates of 
the Juvenile Justice Act, to the examination of services to juveniles who are in
carcerated in secure deteution, to the remov~ of juveniles from adult jails, and 
to the need for continued delinquency preventIOn services 

On November 29, 1979, the Child 'Welfare League Board passed a motion for 
the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act: 

Support the reauthorization of the Juvenile ,Tustice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act, and that staff proceed with the reathorization process by giving top 
priority to the placement of the Office of Juvenile Ju::;tice and Delinquency Pre
vention within the Department which will give the program needed visibility and 
importance. 

The League traditionally has endorsed continuation of the speCific program 
content within more global programs approved by Congress. We have not endorsed 
specific administrative authority over these programs, however. The reason is 
that we believe both Congress and the Administration must have the flexibility 
to reorganize governmental structures, departments, bureaus, and offices to 
achieve maximum effectivenel's In carrying out these programs. It should be 
noted, however, that our policy in .respect to pr.ograms for "juvenile delinquents" 
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has been consistent-generally we believe these to be "human services programs" 
rather than "criminal justice programs." 

·While we support the inclusion of the funding for programs for violent juvenile 
offenders in the areas of identification, apprehension, bpeedy adjudication, sen
tencing and rehabilitation, we do not believe that an earmark of juvenile justice 
funds is necessary at this time for these programs. We would recommend that 
programs for violent juvenile offenders, using the definition of S. 2441, "namely, 
murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and arson involving bodily 
harm," be inc1utieti in Section 101 of tile Act ~.l!'indings of Purpose), Section 223 
(State Plans) and Section 224 (Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment 
Programs). 

It should be noted that the "building blocks" for juvenile violence outlined in 
Paul Strasburg's study of juvenile violence, "Violent Delinquents," bring to our 
attention a number of service and treatment areas which need to be emphasized 
for juveniles, be they violent or not: 

1. Violent acts appear, for the most part, to be occasional occurrences within a 
random pattern of delinquent behavior, rather than a "specialty" of juveniles. 

2. When committing a violent act, a delinquent is more likely to do so in com
pany with at least one other juvenile than alone. 

3. Boys are more delinquent than girls, but female delinquents are as likely to 
commit a violence act as male delinquents. 

4. Older juveniles tend to be more seriously violent than younger juveniles, but 
there is growing evidence, including data in the Vera study, that the younger age 
groups (13 to 15) are catching up. 

5. Minority youths (and especially black youths) tend to be both more delin
quent and more violent than white youths. 

6. The great majority of violent delinquents are not psychotic or otherwisp. 
seriously disturbed emotionally, although many are neurotic and characterize(! 
by poor impulse controls .... Rage, low self-esteem, laCk of empathy, and limited 
frustration tolerance are typical of violent youths. Environmental factors play 
an important role both in developing these traits and in facilitating their e:\.-pres
sion through violence. 

7. Many if not most delinquents have learning problems, but the causes of those 
problems and their relationship to delinquency and violence are not easy to 
establish. Specific learning disabilities may be an important factor, although 
existing research is inadequate to prove a casual connection. 

S. A two-parent family seems to offer some protection against delinquent be
havior, but the presence of both parents has little to do with whether a delinquent 
becomes violent. Other factors, probably including the quality instead of the 
quantity of familial relationships, seem to be more influential in this regard. 

9. Within community boundaries, differences in socioeconomic status appear to 
be weakly correlated with juvenile violence, although children from poor com
munities (particularly from ghettos i.n large metropolitan centers) are more 
likely to become delinquent and violent than children living in more affluent 
communties. Whether a child comes from a welfare family or not appears to bear 
little relationship to his or her chances of becoming violent.1 

These "building blocks" point up some of the areas which could certainly USE!; 
continued or new emphasis, and therefore added funds: attention to juvenile 
gangs, more funding for minorities, more research into the causality of learning 
disability to delinquency, and most importantly, the inclusion of mental health 
services in the juvenile justice, are'ri1r. We would submit that many of these areas 
could be enhanced by a new kind of state planning. In most states, the juvenile 
justice system, the mental health system, and the social service system exist 
independently of one another-and certainly do not undertake joint planning in 
the area of service delivery. 

The Child Welfare League would urge the ,Committee on the Judiciary to go 
beyond the areas of identification, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, 
and rehabilitation, and to begin focusing attention on the causes of violent 
juvenile crime and the treatment and service needs of these juveniles. ~\he 1978 
"Report and Recommendations of the Goyernor's Task Force on the Mental 
Health of Juvenile Offenders" for the state of Pennsylvania (see page 5) points 

1 Paul Strasburg, Violent Delinquents, .A. Report to the Ford Foundation From the Vera 
Institute (New York: Monarch, 1(78), pp. 78-79. 
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out some of the needs which Mr. Strasburg outlines in his worl{, and which 
should be examined as factors impacting the prevention of juvenile violence and 
serious crime. 

In addition, we would suggest that there are certain other factors which bear 
attention: television and media violence; diet, hypeJ.'Ucti vity and "violence"; 
AFDC and family income policy ; assessment and diagnosis; and preventive work 
with families. 

C. ANOTHER l\:IICROSCOPIC VIEW OF THE JUVENILE POPULATION UNIVERSE OF 
CONCERN TO THE TASK FORCE 

Based On the comprehensive neuropsychiatric assessment of 25 juveniles, 
referred by the Allegheny County Juvenile Court, who were in residence at the 
Shuman Center Detention Program, the below profile of the following emerges. 

- of 25 
juveniles 
(current) 

{

60%P 
Offense char£~ 

40-;0 Other 

84% male, 16% female 

24% under a£e 14,52% 15-16,24% 17+ 

. 56% black, 44% white 

16% with 1.Q. above 100,56% "ilh I.Q. 82-100, 28% 81 or below 10 

52% normal EEG, 48% abnormal EEG 

,84% previous contact \\ilh court 

92% non·intact family 

prior to contact 4% lived with both parents, 20% with one parent, 12% wilh. 
relatiVe, 8% foster parents, 56% lived in institutions 

48% pre'iolls psychiatric hospitalization history 

60% demonstrated learning difficulty 

developmental history, 20~ prenalal aud birth problems, 36% child nbllse or 
neglect, 56% parental dimrcc, 24% parental dca~l 

15 j:l~eniles with a:;.~rcssive 
and violent - DSM II 

Schizophrenia 1 

Inadequate Pccsc>na!ily 1 

Unsoci:Jl nsgrl!sive 
reaction 10 

Greup delinquency 1 

Personalit)' disorder 1 

Soci,rJllaladjnstl11cnt 1 

"Report and Recommendations of the Governor'S Task Force on the Mental 
Health of Juvenile Offenders," December 1978. 

On March 20, 1979, the Child Welfare League of America testified before the 
House Subcommittee on Human Resources during its Oversight Hearings on the 
Juvenile JUf;tice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The subject of that testimony 
was the definition of a secure detention and correctional facility in the "Formula 
Grant Provisions of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, of 
1974, as Amended; Final Guideline Revision for Implementation." At that time 
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we urged the adoption of a definition which is now incorporated into the most 
recently issued Guidelines: 

52n (2) (a) For the purpose of monitoring, a juvenile detention or correctional 
facility is: (i) Any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody 
of accused or adjudiated juvenile otTenders or nOll-offenders; or (il) Any secure 
public {lr private facility which is also used for the lawful custody of accused or 
convicted criminal offenders. 

We support the inclusion of this definition within Section 103 (12) of the 
Juvenile Justice Act as contained in the Administration's bill. 

In addition, we would recommend to the Committee that the separation man
date of 223(a) (13) be changed to require the removal of juvenile.,; from adult 
jails. There 11as been a reaction to serious delinquents within the states which 
has resulted in the "Scared Straight" type of program which Senate bill S. 2441 
addresses. Jails are now being used not only for the detention of juveniles, but to 
"teach them a lesson" for an undetermined period of time. Maryland bill H.D. 
1263, which went into effect on July I, 1979, pel'mits the incarceration of juveniles 
in adult jails who have been adjudicated and found guilty of serious crime. Al
though this bill has a sunset provision, and is experimental in nature since it 
applies only to Prince George's County, it is important to note that one of the 
only deterrents for this practice is the fact that the bill is automatically voided 
in the event that it jeopardizes federal funding of jUYenile justice and delin
quency prevention programs. 

While the Child Welfare League shares the concerns of the Committee with the 
"Scarecl Straight" type of program which was originally instituted at Hahway 
Prison in New Jersey, we would like to point out that the voluntary sector has 
addressed the proliferation of such programs, including the activities carried out 
by the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives. Therefore, we would 
urge that a report on such programs draw upon studies which have already been 
funded, before expending further funds from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 

The Child Welfare League supports the continuation of Title III, the Run
away and. Homeless Youth Act, and believes that the additional emphasis on 
homeless youth within this program underscores the neecls of the population of 
youths which are seeking seryices from the programs created by the Runaway 
Youth Act. We also commend Senator Bayh for the inclusion of an amendment to 
link runaway and homeless youth with their families aml service providers 
through the use of a Xational hot-line telephone network. The D.C. Hotline, for 
example, served 14,630 peopie during 1978 and1!l79. A number of these calls were 
from runaways. Such state hotline efforts could and should be coorc1inated with 
the proposed national hotline. 

We realize, as the Committee does, that there are some states which are not in 
compliance with the Juvenile Justice mandates under Section 223 Ca) (12) and 
(13). For Fiscal Year 1980, Formula Grant monies are being withheld from some 
states. Some are in non-compliance, and are making efforts to move towards 
compliance. Some of the states need to make revisions in their plans as required 
under Section 223 of the Act. We believe that the states need to be encouraged to 
submit their plans in a timely fashion and to reach compliance with the mandates 
of the Act. However, we do not believe that the carry-oyer of unobligated funds to 
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act will serve to accomplish the aims of the 
.Tuvenile Justice Act. There are a number of initiatives developed within OJJDP 
which could and have in the past, benefitted from the carry-oyer of the formula 
grant funds to the discretionary funds which are dispensecl under the special em
phasis initiatives. The initiatives ,yhich have been and are being developed for 
1980, Capacity Building, Youth Advocacy, Rural Separation, and Alternative 
Education, could benefit from increased funding levels. In addition, as we will 
outline for the committee, there are other problems experienced by the status 
offender and the juvenile offender which are not now included in the Juvenile 
.Tustice Act, and which could be addressed with discretionary funds. It should 
not be forgotten that in these times of limited fiscal resources, juvenile justice 
funds can be used to draw down other fecleral funds, thereby extending the 
availability of appropriate levels of funding for programs. Further, there are a 
number of variables, including staffing patterns within OJJDP, and the timeliness 
of state plans which ultimately affect the obligation of funds. The carry-over 
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provision to Title III will not correct some of these problems which has plagued 
the funding cycle in the past. 

The Ohild Welfare League of America supports the authorization level for the 
Juvenile Justice Act as set fOrth in S. 2441, as well as the five year extension of 
the Act. However, in light of the recent budget cuts in the House of Representa
tives' third concurrent budget resolution, which cut the parent organization of 
OJJDP-the Law ]j)nforcement Assistance Administration and the Office of 
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics-and therefore the juvenile justice 
program, we urge the Oommittee to reserve deliberation on this authorization 
level. In the event that the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is cut, 
we would recommend that the maintenance-of-effort monies be included in the 
OJJDP appropriation, possioly necessitating the need 1'01' a higher autllorizdtlOn 
level. Further, we would urge the Committee to join with us in ensuring the con
tinuation of the juveuile justIce program wmch tnis Act created. 

Because of these budJ.et developments, the proposal outlined by Senator Dole 
in S. 2343, is ditlicult to assess realistically, altnough we 'are a\vare that in 
the 'Past years, the juvenile crime rate has exceeded 19.150/0, the rate 'at the time 
of passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. In fact, in 
1978, according to the Uniform Crime Report of the FBI, it was 23.a percent 
using all 30 categories. 

We would liKe to commend the Administration on the inclusion of alcohol as a 
substance abuse in Section 101 (a) (4). There are too few programs for teenage 
alcoholICS, and too little understanding of the kinds of treatment which are neces
sary. Early studies, however, show that the teenage alcoholic can not be treated 
exactly like adult alcohOlics, and that they do benefit from a peer group treat
mentmodel. 

We would also like to recommend that the Federal Coordinating Council should 
mirror the kind of broad planning which we discussed in regards to the three 
track system which now exists-juvenile justice, mental health, and social serv
ices. Therefore, the Commissioner 0 fthe Administrati.on for Children, Youth 
and Families in the Department of Health and Human Services, as well as the 
Administrator of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Administration 
should be included on the Coordinating Council. 

Finally, we would urge the Committee to reconsider the use of the tel'm "Pri
ority Juvenile" in the place of "Special Emphasis." Our experience with other 
pieces of legislation, especially the proposed Mental Health Systems Act has 
shown us that there is a tendency to define such a term in a way that any list 
of "priority juveniles" tends lily its consecutive order, to relegate those on the end 
of the list to minimal attention. History has shown us that children are always on 
the end of such lists, and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
one of the first and only pieces of legislation for children and their families
should not replicate this practice. 

We would like to thank the Committee for its work on these bills, and stand 
ready to -assist the ,Committee in its deliberations, as well 'us the implementation 
of this Act. We are optimistic about the future of youths in this country. With 
relatively minimal funds in comparison to other federal programs, the states 
have managed a laudable task-the removal of status offenders from detention 
facilities and the separation of juveniles from adults. The federal mandate and 
financial participation has encouraged and enhanced this effort. We have learned 
from this effort. We believe that 1980 should be a year for all of us to review 
what has been done up to this point, to be especially vigilant in the areas in 
which we have not made progress, and finally, to becom.e a model for the kind 
of unified effort among the service delivery community which ultimately leads 
to support for youths and their families, regardless of which system they enter. 
We can remove the term "status offender" from our statutes, and from our se
cure facilities. We can carefully define "violent delinquents." However, neither 
of these actions eliminates the continued need for services and treatment for 
these troubled members of our society. 

Senator BAYn. 1-Ve now have a panel of Thomas Cooke, of the U.S. 
C~)J~ference of .Mayors, Mr. Thomas L. Werth, National League of 
CItIes and Carolyn Lathrop of the National Association of Counties. 

We appreciate all you being here with us . 
.Mr. Cooke, why don't you begin here please. 
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PANEL OF: THOMAS H. COOKE,JR., U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS; 
THOMAS L. WERTH, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES; AND 
JUDGE CAROLYN LATHROP, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
COUNTIES 

Mr. COOKE. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to 

lend. my support 'and the support of the U.S. Conference of ~fayors 
for the extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act through 1985. 

I know you are aware that juvenile violence is a complex issue which 
impacts on all aspects of urban life. Low income, poor housing, under 
education and unemployment are all contributing factors to youth 
crime in the United States. 

The present threat of severe budgetary cutbacks at the Federal level 
which impacts at the local level will only serve to exa'cerbate the cir
cumstances which are directing some of the youth of our Nation to 
crime. 

It is more important now than at any other time in recent history 
that our Nation's cities receive support and assistance to combat and 
precent crimes of violence by youthful offenders. 

The reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act is a necessity not only for the increased safety of our 
N wtion's citizens, but 'also for the youthful offender who with guidance 
in times of trouble could be steered to a future life of productivity. 

Youth crirne in our Nation's cities is reaching epidemic propor
tions. In 1978, youths ll.'lder the age of 18 were arrested for 52 percent 
of the arson incidents; 43 percent of the larceny thefts; 53 percent of 
the burglaries; 52 percent of the motor vehicle thefts; 17 percent of 
the rapes ,and 10 percent of the murders which were committed in 
American cities. 

These statistics, while shocking themselves, are frightening when 
one considers that it is our Nation's youth who hold the future of our 
country in .their hands. 

It is a sad fact that today urban criminals are mostly young, mostly 
male, mostly poor, and come mostly from economically impacted sec
tions of our Nation's cities. 

It is -a sad commentary of lost futures and hopes-of lives that are 
ruined because society could not or would not respond to the needs of 
the youth. Since the present state of our economw dictwtes that cities 
must make do with less, the deeply rooted societal 'and economic fac
tors which contribute to the formation of the youthful criminal will 
not be eradicated in the ncar future. 

Cities which currently present enormous opportunities for crime 
will, under the weight of severe budget cutbacks, continue to be a 
breeding ground for younger and more experienced merchants of 
crime. 

Although the solutions to urban youth crime are complex I believe 
most experts now agree that institutional confinement is not the an
swer. Our prisons today are schools for crime. Sentencing youths to 
serve in these institutions will only complete the criminal education 
which was begun in the street. 



We, as elected officials, must create a climate where innovative ap
proaches can .be utilized to address the juveniel crime problem. 
. ~ our sOCIety today, over $16 billion a year is spent on juvenile 
J!lstlce efforts. It must be pointed out in dramatic terms that the bil
hons of dollars now. spent on juvenile justice are spent after the fact. 
'Y' e m,:st reorient. th~ system to expend funds on prevention of juve
nile crImes and wIllm the long run save both money and lives in the 
process. 

My recommendations, Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to 
support the concepts contained in the Violent Juvenile Crime Control 
Act of 1980. In supporting this legislation, I would like to make two 
recommendations to the committee. 

The Justice Systems Improvement Act of 1979 established a mech
anism whereby the Office of Justice Assistance Research and Sta
tistics would coordinate three independent departments reporting to 
the Attorney General. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention remains 
within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under the 
act. 

We agree with the provision which delegates all final authority for 
juvenile justice programs to the Administrator of the Office of Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

However, we feel that the office is so essential it deserves to be an 
independent office co-equal with the National Institute of Justice, the 
Bureau of Justice statistics and the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

By taking this action, juvenile justice would be viewed as a top 
Federal priority. 

In addition, programs under O.TJDP could be evaluated independ
ently and the Office could be held accountable for these programs. 

Second, we agree that more attention must be given to violent 
offenders. HO',vever, we feel that earmarking the 19.15 percent main
tenance effort funds to violent crime committed by juveniles in the 
categ:ories of murder, forcible rape, robbe.ry, aggravated assaults, and 
arson involving bodily harm would prohibit those communities whose 
maior juvenile problems are not among those categories from utilizing 
this money in other ;uvenile justice areas. 

I must stress that we agree with the concept that violent crime is 
on the rise and mnst be controlled. However. we hope tl'at this legis
lation wiU allow local governments the flexibility to determine the 
priorities in their communities and to allocate funds to address these 
needs. 

An area not contained in the proposed legislation but an essential 
element of the escalatin.C!." rate of violent crime in the United States is 
the issue of handp'un vioIerR'e and youth. 

rrhp. moh1em-hand,gun abnse flno. vouth. 
During the past 4 years, tIle n.s. Conference of Mavors stafl'has 

become incrpasin,gly nware of the escalating incidents of juvenile 
hann.g·un vlolpnce .. A ltl'olHrh onlv preliminary staHstics hn.ve "been 
gatheren. on this prob1em the initial evidence uncovered on this subject 
is !'I1a;rming-. 

The trng-ic fact about firearm n.eaths is that many virtims are young. 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation's Uniform Crime Report for 



1977 shows that of all murder victims between the ages of 10 and 19, 
61 percent were killed with firearms. 

VVhile murder has been descrIbed as a young- man's crime and sui
cide rates have traditionally increased as a person got older, these 
trends seem to be reversing. 

Rates of firearm suicide among the young are at an all-time high 
and increasing. The rate for 10-to-19-year-olds rose by 22.7 percent 
between 1976 and 1977, and by an incredible 56 percent since 1968. 

Suicide is presently the third major cause of death among the 
young, with firearms used in 6 out of every 10 youth suicides. 

Some will say, of course, that if someone wants to commit suicide, 
he or she will succeed with 01' without a gun. 

However, when the attempt is made with a handgun or firearm, it 
becomes five times more lethal. 

"When viewed with homicide and suicide, firearms account for a 
comparatively small amount of accidental deaths each year. 

However, in 1977, children ancl young people under the age of ~o 
accolmted for 39 percent of all firearm fatalities due to accidents. The 
percentage of accidental deaths in the 10-to-20-age-group was 8 per
cent more than the 20-to-30-age-group and 2 to 4 times greater than 
older groups. 

A Detroit study concluded that children a;e for the most part the 
innocent victims of availability. The study found that \rictims, shoot
ers, and parents were most often unfamiliar with guns and that it 
was likely that the owner was a parent, who kept the gun loaded and 
accessible for self-protection. 

When the circumstances were known, most children were injured 
while playing with guns acquired for the purpose of self-protection. 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors supports controls on the sale and 
possession of handguns, and I bolieve tlutt any strategy directed toward 
violent crime especially among youth must have a handgun control 
component. 

Knowing of your earlier interest in handgun legislation, Mr. Chair
man, this is why this was made a part of this report. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of your committee, I 
would like to offer my support and the support of the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors to your efforts in establishing programs to address juvenile 
justice issues. 

The conference supported the 1974 reauthorization of the Juvenile 
Justice Act and we are pleased to do so again. It is my hope that we 
can all work together over the coming years to improve the plight of 
our Nation's youth and create an environment where all Americans, 
young and old, can reach their full potential in life. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooke. We appreciate 

the Conference of Mayors perceptive analysis of where we are headed 
and look forward to working with them. 

Mr. Wert]l~ 
Mr. WER'l'H. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to start with a couple of corrections. On page 2 of my 

statement, due to the fact that some of this statement was done by 
telephone and through tape recording. There have been some inac-
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curacies.' I will change some statements during the course of my presen
tation this morning. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Thomas Werth. 
Senator BAYH. Feel free to change or leave out any that you want. 

We will see that the reporter will put it all in the record at the conclu
sion of your oral testimony. 

Mr. WER'.rH. Yes. 
Senator BAYEr. I would appreciate your summarization be kept to 10 

minutes since we have four more witnesses today. 
Mr. ·WERTH. It will be very short. 
Senator BAYH. Unfortunately, I will have to leave in about one-half 

hour. 
TESTIMONY OF THOMAS L. WERTH 

Mr. WERTH. Thank you. 
I am mayor of Rochester, Mich., and referee of the Juvenile Court 

in Mount Clemens, Mich. 
I speak to you today as a representative of the National League of 

Cities and as a concerned professional in the field of juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention. 

AS you know l the National League of Cities has long supported the 
Juvenile Justiee and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

In November 1979, delegates to the League's annual Congress of 
Cities adopted policy to assure continuing support of juvenile justice 
programs at all levels of government. 

This policy included a statement in favor of greater emphasis on 
1)' )grams aimed at serious and violent offenders. We recognize that 
these offenders are a very small percentage of the youthful population. 

However small a group of offenders they may be, it is a problem of 
particular concern to the urban areas of our country. Violent youth are 
usually city youth. Frequently they are deprived, emotionally and 
physically, of the support and stru,cture of a stron~ family unit. 

"\iV e especially applaud the language in your bIll, Mr. Chairman, 
that adds congressIOnal declaratIOn of purpose to the problem of 
violent juvenile offenders with emphasis on rehabilitation as well as 
on adjudication and sentencing. 

As a juvenile justice professional and as a representative of the Na
tional League of Cities, I am grateful for your support and attention 
to the needs of local governmental units. 

"Ve support efforts to remove juvenile offenders from large institu
tions. Community based facilities, alternative programs and a wide 
range of social services for the offender and the family of the offender 
offer far more promise than the impersonal warehousing approach of 
institutionalization. 

By no means, Mr. Chairman, would I say that there is no need 
for secure detention facilities. Unhappily, there sometimes is such a 
need. However, the emphasis should be on alternative rehabilitation 
where possible. As a juvenile court referee, I can personally attest to 
the many benefits derived from alternative programs for juvenile 
offenders. 

Since 1974, the Macomb Juvenile Court in Mt. Clemens, Mich., 
has instituted two alternative programs with the assistance of Federal 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention funds. 
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The success of these programs has convinced local officials. to fund 
the continual operation of these programs and provide out-of-court 
services to families in need of assistance. 

The impact of our alternative to secure detention programs can be 
seen in the fact that there was a 66-percent decrease in the number of 
petitions filed for status offenders, with the court, that is) home and 
school truancy and en corrigibility, and an 81-percent decrease in 
the number of youngsters placed in a. secure detention facility for the 
.final quarter of 19'79 as compared to the .final quarter of 19'75. 

In addition to the status offender program the Macomb Oounty 
Juvenile Oourt has an adjudication diversion program which has 
helped divert hundreds of youngsters out of t~e juvemle.justi.ce system. 

l'11ese offenders are youngsters who are mvolved m mmor dr?g 
law violations, simple larceny, minor property crime and other mIS
demeanant violations. 

One of the major benefits of diversionary programs is that they 
make available both additional professional staff and detention beds 
to deal witil the violent and serious offenders-those youngsters who 
are the most serious threat to public safety and welfa.re. 

,Ve urge you, Mr. Chairman, to continue your support of delin
quency prevention efforts. As you have often said, "the best method 
of controlling violent crime is to prevent it in the first place." 

Admittedly delinquency prevention is a complicated concept. How 
do ,ve know a program prevents a juvenile from running afoul of the 
law and the accepted standards of our society ~ 

,Vhat tools measure a successful structure to help youth ~ 
Perhaps the beginning of an answer is to think of the very basic 

needs of children. The experiences of our young people in a Nation 
of plenty should be positive ones. 

Stong families with adequate incomes and a secure future usually 
produce emotionally healthy, secure individuals. 
'Wi~h very rare exceptions these young people go on to jobs and 

a famIly of their own with no brushes with the juvenile justice system. 
. Sadly, ever.:y family in this Nat~o~ is not strong and too many 
mcon:-es a~d f?~ures are seve~'ely lm~lte~ .. To<;> m~~y young people. 
espeClally 111 mbes, and espeCIally mmorltIes 111 CItles, are deprived 
of the basc tools that could change their futures and their children's 
futures. 
. Infla~i~n has cut into already inadequate funds for education and 
Job trammg. ,Ve have known for a long time that the poorly edu-
9ated, often learning disabled, and those who become dropouts are 
1Il real danger of turning to delinquent behavior. 

A shrinking city job market doesn't have much room for a poorly 
educated, unskilled teenager. 

As local elect~d officials, we experience a terrible frustration when 
we cannot proVlde the services so desperately needed by the most 
deprived percentage of our children. 

We, urge you t<;> 9ontinu~ to support local efforts to develop the 
c~pacIty for 'provldlllg ~e!lIlquency 'prevention progrt7.ms that pro
VIde the sen?ces, and tralIllIlg that,wIll help young people to become 
strong, contl'lbutlllg members of SOCIety. 



"Ve would further ask that you consider a means ~o increase local 
input into State policy level decisions. One suggestlOn would b~ to 
insert in your bill a statement that would add local el~cted officIals 
as a cateO'ory to be included in the makeup of State advIsory groups. 

These barB the groups that report on juvenile programs to the 
Governor and State legislature. . . . . 

It is important to us in the NatlOnal League of Cltle~ to lI~sure tl!at 
local priorities are considered in the development of Juvemle pohcy 
on the State level. 

'Ve also strongly support coordination of youth program~ at all 
levels of Government-Federal, State, and local. We recogmze that 
we seem to be entering a period of lean budgeting. This makes it 
even more imperative to develop systems of coordination between 
Federal aO'encies and between service delivereI<i. The dollars we have 
will go f~rther when we reduce duplication of effort and when we 
refine our system of identifying what and where services exist and 
'who can best deliver them. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we thank you fOl: this opportunity to share 
our ideas on juvenile justice problems in cities. "Ve applaud your 
efforts over the years to develop a strong national juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention program and we pledge to continue our sup
port of posItive programs for American young people. 

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much. 
Having the support of the National League of Cities for this legis

lation is very important. 
Judge Lathrop, we are glad to have you 'here with us. 

TESTIMONY OF JUDGE CAROLYN LATHROP 

Judge LATHROP. Mr. Chairman, I am Carolyn Lathrop, Associate 
Judge of Boone County, Mo. For the past 2 years, I have been chair
woman for Juvenile Justice of the National Association of Counties, 
Criminal Justice and Public Safety Steering Committee. I appear 
here today to present the steering committee's views on S. 2441, 
S. 2442 and S. 2434. 

The Congress and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in the face of much adversity, have made great strides 
in the past 6 years with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974. 

Thirty-four of the thirty-seven States which have had to meet the 
requirement of 75-percent deinstitutionalization of status offenders 
this year have done so. 

Over 30 States have revised their juvenile codes to reflect the act's 
p!lilosophy of nonpunitive efforts to assist troubled youth and to pro
VIde community-based programs and services for youth. 

rr:he Office ?f o!uvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, after 
a difficult. begmmng, n~)W: appears prepared to assume the leadership 
role you mtended for It m 1974. NACO believes that the leadership 
Ira Schwartz brings to the office will be responsible for future O'ains. 
~owever, all the refonns envisioned in the act have not yet been 

realIzed. 
~?reover, we .are discussing the reauthorization of the Juvenile 

JustIce and DelInquency Prevention Act at a time when there are 
attempts to "sca.re kids straight," to lock up more young people who 
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commit both serious and minor crimes, and when there is a declinino
emphasi~ placed 011 the value of young people in our society. b 

:1'l1e dlfterence between p~l'CeptIOn ami realIty about serious juvenile 
Crlme has produced a reactIOn out of DroportIOn to the problem posed 
by serious and violent youth crime. .£ 

At ~he. sa,l~e time, one pa~t of t!le act is being largely overlooked. 
That IS, Its focus 011 preventIOn eftorts. I recognize that prevention is 
difficult. It is, by definition, attempting to cause something not to 
happen. But we can prevent most delinquency if we try. Prevention 
must be the central focus of our efforts, and one of the highest priori
ties of OJJDP. 

All of our discussion here today, all of our noble sentiments will 
amount to nothing, however, if we do not fund the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979 and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

The proposal of the House Budget Committee last week, combined 
with reports that the administratIon is willing to eliminate LEAA 
formula, discretionary and national priority grants, leads us to be
lieve, and, I suspect, much of the country to believe, that Congress is 
not serious about improvements to our criminal justice system and, 
more importantly, for this discussion, that Congress is not serious 
about the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Juve
nile Justice Act. 

About 40 percent of the personnel affected by the elimination of 
LEA.A. and OJJDP are youth workers. The immediate impacts would 
be to end prevention programs and to remove children out of com
munity-based facilities, onto the streets and into jails. This, of course, 
would be a giant step backward in our efforts to treat young people in 
a humane manner. 

Even if only LEAA is eliminated, there would be about $74 million 
less in maintenance of effort funds available for these programs. 

Second, the Juvenile Justice Act formula grant program is admin
istered by the State criminal justice councils-formerly State plan
ning agencies-most of which could not function without LEAA 
funds, while States may use up to 7.5 percent of their juvenile justice 
specialists depend upon the State criminal justice council apparatus 
to assist them in their work, and, third, OJ JDP's administrative 
budget is not a part of its appropriation, rather, it comes from the 
administrative budget of LEU. If LEAA receives no money, there 
would be no funds to administer the Office of Juvenile Justice _ and 
Deliquency Prevention. 

NACO is also concerned about these reported cuts for reasons not 
directly related to the juvenile ju~tice program. 

During the past 10 years LEAA has been a state run program. 
After years of arguing 'our position, public interest groups represent
ing localities, and NACO in particular, 'have finally succeeded III per
suading the administration and 00ngreSl? to ~lter the LE.AA pro~!lm 
to O'ive larO'er local government III comblllatIOn of countIes and CItIes, b b _ 
a statns almost equal to States. 

It is disheartening to see such hard work and accomplishments 
threatened by the budget process. To assure that. O.T.TD~ can most 
effectively carry out its mandates under the Juvemle JustIce Act and 



~uvenile System Improvement Act, the National Association of Coun
tIes recommends that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention be established as an independent agency under the au
thority of. the Attorney General. 

I would urge the Senate to examine these provisions of R.R. 6704. 
Congressman Andrews proposal for reauthorization which makes 
OJJDP a fourth agency under the Office of Justice Assistance, Re
search and Statistics. 

NAC9 belie.ves that only through co-equal status with the LE.A.A., 
the NatIOnal Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics 
can OJJDP fully assume the leadership role that Congress has in
tended for the past 6 years. 

As a separate agency OJJDP would have more authority to assume 
the role as the lead Federal agency in promoting effective and con
sistent Federal youth service activities and policies among the depart
ments and agencies which have youth related programs. 

As I indicated in the opening of our statement, NACO thinks the 
problems of serious juvenile crime is often overstated, but in many 
counties and cities the problem is all too real. 

We feel it is appropriate to use the resources appropriated under 
section 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act to focus on se
rious juvenile crime. 

We also think the provisions in S. 2441 which define violent juve
nile crime by narrowing the scope of such crime to violent acts which 
result in bodily harm to or death of people is a realistic approach and 
a v7ise use of scarce Federal resources. 

NACO is concerned~ however, that targeting all of the funds avail
able under section 1002 will present many States and local governments 
which do not have extensive violent crime problems from using these 
funds for other improvements in the juvenile justice system. 

Violent juvenile crime as a phenomenon is particularly an urban, 
county and city problem. Rural and many suburban areas do not 
have nearly the problems with violpnt crime and gang activity as do 
our major urban areas. 

As an example, Boone County has approximately 90,000 people. 
We have a budget of approximately $3 million and we utilize one
half million dollars in our juvenile justice system. We have only had 
two violent offenders in 2 years. These two violent offenders committed 
the same act together. 

To require jurisdictions outside of urban areas to use all mainte
nance of effort funds for serious and violent juvenile crime could lead 
to the using of resources toward a small, if nonexistent population. 

As the members of the committee are well aware, NAOC has long 
favored amendments to that which would create incentives for States 
to develop and implement financial incentive programs for units of 
local government to meet the goals of the act. 

A program of State subsidies, we believe, as a part of the Juvenile 
Justice Act would assist States and their local governmentS both finan
cially, programmatically and taking concrete steps to reduce institu
tional commitments and to develop alternative programs. 

This program has also been supported by the administration in its 
testimony. 



The current act recognizes subsidies as an advance practice in sec
tion 223 (a) (1) (H). Congressman Anders' biU adds the use of subsidies 
for special emphasis prevention and treatment programs and author
izes the use of reverted funds to implement the subsidy program. 

"Ve have commended him. for this approach and basically we support 
it, if it is nat possible to create a new tItle for subsidy programs which 
we would prefer. 

I have had the opportunity to participate itS an advisory committee 
member for the Academy for Contemporary Problem Studies which 
has looked at, among other issues, the extent to which juvenile jus
tice and delinquency prevention subsidies are effective today. 

Before the academy undertook its research effort, NAOC believed 
that such subsidies were limited in number and in scope. 

However, the academy's thorough research indicated a different sit
uation. According to data which has not been published in final form, 
as of 1978, there were 57 juvenile justice subsidies in 30 States. 

Those subsidy programs had appropriations of about $166 million. 
Incidentally, these programs do not cover new subsidy programs in 

·Wisconsin, Virginia, and Oregon. 
Half of the subsidy programs have come into existence. since. the. pas

sage of the Juvenile JustIce and Delinquency Prevention Act in 1974. 
~ome important findings of the academy study are: 
Most juvenile justice subsidies initiated during the last 15 years, 

and still in existence, have been directed toward community services 
development and alternative, noninstitutional placements. 

The development of the State subsidies coincides closely with the 
initiation of Federal grant-in-aid programs. 

A growing number of subsidies are requiring that comprehensive 
community plans and local advisory councils be developed. 

A large number of diverse, community-based services for local 
juvenile delinquency prevention and control have come into existence 
with support from State subsidies. . 

Most services funded through subsidies are directed toward preven
tion and rehabilitative efforts. 

Virtually all State subsidies are authorized through statutes. 
Mr. Chairman, last week before the Subcommittee on Hmnan Re

sources, Deputy Attorney General Charles Renfrew made one of the 
most important and, we believe, most enlightened proposals to emerge 
from the administration. 

He proposed the current requirement of separation of juveniles 
from adults in adult correctional and detention :facilities be amended 
to require the removal of juveniles from adult jails. 

He proposed a 5-year time frame to accomplish the removal of 
juveniles. 

Unfortunately, what the administration has not carefully spelled 
out is a financial commitment by the Federal Government to assist 
State and local governments to accomplish the necessary and worth
while goal. 

Even while I speak here this morning, a major national conIerence 
aimed at removing children from jail is completing its work in Denver, 
The goal of that symposium is to establish State coalitions to remove 
children from jail. 



This is also one of the goals of the National Coalition for Jail Re
form, of which NACO is a member and cofounder. 

This year, lVlr. Chairman, NACO believes, is the moment to act on 
this critical national problem. 

According to unpublished Jata from the National Institute of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention's National Center ap
proximately 120,000 young people were held in our Nation's jails in 
the midseventies. 

That figure gathered froli.l State planning agency monitoring re
ports on the separation requirement, section 223 (a) (13), probably 
understates the true figure. 

A children's defense fund study indicates as many as 500)000 juven
iles may be held annually in jails and lockups. 

There appears to be a direct relationship between the jailing of chil
dren and the rural nature of a State. 

In addition, and perhaps most importantly, there appea,rs to be a 
direct relationship between arrest rates for status offenders and the 
jailing of juveniles . 

.MI'. Chairman, America's counties are prepared to embark on this 
effort with the cooperative assistance of the Federal and State govern
ments. This efi'ort increases the necessity, we believe, for a State sub
sidy provision of the act. Given that subsidies have a proven track 
record to assist State and local governments reduce institutional popu
lations, they could he an effective mechanism to assist the Federal Gov
ernment in the removal of juveniles from jail. 

Beyond these specifics, however, we must ask, what is our national 
policy towa,rd youth? 

'What do we hope to accomplish with and for them? What rights 
do they have? vV:hat are their privileges and immunities which we in 
the adult world take for granted? ' 

Until we answer these questions, and I lrnow they cannot be answered 
today, and until we make the commitment to implement realistic so
lutions when we find answers, all the Federal coordinating councils 
and Offices of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, all the 
national advisory committees nnd State advisory groups which we 
can create to assist troubled youth will not answer the problems of 
youth in our society. 

I pose these problems to you in the hope that Congress through this 
and other committees concerned with the problems of our young people 
will help us answer these problems. 

As the policy of the National Association of COlllties states: 
The primary responsibility for ensuring the comprehensive delivery of services 

to control and prevent juvenile or,!inquency resides with local government. 

We recognize that it is our responsibility. However, we need to create 
partnerships for change, partnerships in which the Federal Govern
ment, State governments, and local governments along with private 
agencies and lay citizens create first the climate where better programs 
for youth can be developed and second, those programs and services 
which will assist the Nation's young people to develop as full, creative, 
and productive members of this society, that is my hope in being here 
today. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 7 
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"Ve have attached to our written statement examples of county pro
grams, many of which were started with the help and continue to 
receive LEA.A. and OJ JDP funds. 

These programs have significantly decreased the number of youths 
who came in contact with the juvenile justice system which increased 
the delivery, coordination, and cost effectiveness of the service. 

Thank you. 
Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Ms. Lathrop. 1V" e appreciate 

your being here, and bringing the Boone County experience to our 
record. We look forward to working with you. I would like to have 
someone like you on the bench down there and sensitive to it. 

Thank you all very much. I apologize for the shortness of time. 
[Judge Lathrop's prepared statement with attachments follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JUDGE OAROLYN LATHROP 

Mr. Ohairman and members ·of the committee, I am Oarolyn Lathrop, associate 
judge of Boone Oounty, ~1issouri. For the past two years I have been chairwoman 
for Juvenile Justice of the National Association of Oounties L Oriminal Justice and 
Public Safety Steering Oommittee. 1 appear here today to present the steering 
committee's views on S. 2441, S. 2442, and S. 2434. 

The Oongress and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in 
the face of much auversity, have made great strides in the past six years with 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Thirty-four of the 
37 States which have had to meet the requirement of 75 percent deinstitutional
ization of status offenders this year have done so. Over 30 States have revised 
their juvenile codes to reflect the act's philosophy of non-punitive efforts to assist 
trOUbled youth and to provide community based programs and services for youth. 
The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, after a difficult be
ginning, now appears prepared to assume the leadership role you intended for it 
in 1974. Naco believes that the leadership Ira Schwatz brings to the office will be 
responsible for future gains. 

However, all the reforms envisioned in the act llUve not yet been realized. We 
still imprison youngsters for status offenses, not for crimes but for being unable 
to get along with their parents, and for running away from intolerable home 
conditions, in other words, for doing those things which the adult world defines 
as deviant behavior. Statutes whieb'provide criminal penalties for these so-called 
crimes ignore the needs of young people and hinder the development of inexpen
sive and effective mechanisms for assisting our nation's youth reach their fun 
potential. 

Moreover, we are discussing the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act at a time when there are attempts to "scare kids 
straight," to lock up more young people who commit both serious and minor 
crimes, and when there is a declining emphasis placed on the value of young 
people in our society. The difference between perception and reality about serious 
juvenile crime has produced a reaction out of proportion to the problem posed by 
serious and violent youth crime. 

At the same time, one part of the act is being largely overlooked. That is, its 
focus on prevention. :Many interest groups this year have emphasized the issues 
of serious and violent juvenile crimes and the monitoring of d3institutionaliza
tion efforts. very little attention has been devotecl to prevention efforts. I 
recognize that prevention is difficult. It is, by definition, attempting to cause 
something not to happen. But we can prevent most delinquency if we try. Preven
tion must be the central focus of our efforts, and one of the highest priorities of 
O.TJDP. 

1 The National Association of Counties is the only national organization representing 
county government in the United States. Through its membership, urban, suburban and 
rural counties join together to build efl'ectil'e, responsive county governments. The goals 
of the organization ar~: To improve county government; to serve as the national spokesman 
for county governments; to act as a liaison between the Nation's counties and other levels 
of government; and to achieve public understanding of the role of counties in the Federal 
system. 
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NACO has several recommendations for chan~es in the Juvenile Justice A.ct
all geared toward enhancing the act's dual goals to improve the juvenile justice 
system and prevent juvenile delinquency. 

FISCAL YEAR 1981 APPROPRIATIONS 

All of our discussion here today, all of our noble sentiments will amount to 
nothing, however, if we do not fund the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 
and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The proposal of the 
House Budget Committee last week, combined with reports that the administra
tion is Willlllg tv, ':!liminate LEU formula, discretionary and national priority 
grants, leads nsto believe, and, I suspect, much of the country to believe, that 
Congress is net f.ierious about improvements to our criminal justice system and, 
more importamly, for this discuSl:iion, that Congress is not serious about the 
deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Juvenile Justice Act. About 
40 percent of the personnel affected by the elimination of LE.AA and OJJDP are 
youth workers. The immediate impacts would be to end prevention programs and 
to move children out of community-based facilities,onto the streets and into 
jails. This, of course, would be a giant step backward in our efforts to treat young 
people in a humane manner. 

Even if 01>:.' LEU is eliminated, there would be about $74 million less in 
maintenanctl of effort funds available for these programs. Second, the Juvenile 
Justice Act formula grant program is administered by the State criminal justice 
councils (formerly State planning agencies) most of which could not function 
without LEAA funds. While States may use up to 7.5 percent of their Juvenile 
Justice Act funds for planning, monitoring and administration, most juvenile 
justice specialists depend upon the l::itate criminal justice council apparatus to 
assist them in their work. And, third, OJJDP's administrative budget is not a 
part of its appropriation, rather, it comes from the administrative budget of 
LEU. If LEAA receives no money, there wourld be no funds to administer the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 

NACO is also concerned about these reported cuts for reasons not directly 
related to the juvenile justice program. During the two-year process of reauthor
izing the LEAA program, in the legislation, and in guidelines for running the 
new program local concerns and interests were given much more emphasis than 
in the past. The result is a program in which local governments have more 
authority and autonomy in dealing with their criminal justice problems. During 
the past ten years, LEAA has been a State-run program . .After years of arguing 
our position, public interest groups representing loca:lities, and NAOO in par
ticular, have finally succeeded in persuading the administration and Congress to 
alter the LEAA program to give larger local governments and combinations of 
counties and cities a status almost equal to States. It is disheartening to see such 
hard work and accomplishments threatened by the budget process. 

O.T.TDP AS AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY 

To assure that OjJDP can most effectively carry out its mandates under the 
Juvenile Justice Act and Justice System Improvement Act, the National Associa
tion of Counties recommends the Office of juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention be established as an independent agency under the authority of the 
Attorney General. I would urge the Senate to examine the provisions of H.R. 
6704, Congressman Andrews' proposal for reauthorization, which make OJJDP 
a fourth agency under the Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics. 
NACO believes that only through co-equal status with the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, the National Institute of Justice and the Bureau of 
.Tustice Statistics, can OJJDP fully assume the leadership role Congress has 
intended for the past six years. 

An amendment to section 820 (b) of the ,Tustice System Improvement Act 
(Public Law 96-157) will be required to insert the Administrator of the Law 
Enforcement AssiRtanre Administration along with the Directors of the Na
tional Institute of Justice and Bureau of Justice Statistics as persons who must 
consult with the OJJDP Administrator on the use of maintenance of effort funds. 
Such an amendment would insure that those funds woulcl be used in a manner 
consistent with the purposes of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

Mr. Chairman, NACO believes that as a separate agency, OJJDP would have 
more authority to assume the role as the lead Federal agency in promoting effec-
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tive and consh;;tent Federal youth service activities and policies among the 
departments and agencies which haTe youth-related programs. K.A.CO has been 
concerned for the past decade about programs and policies affecting young people 
who come in contact with the juvenile justice >;YRtern. These youth service activi
ties, when designed by different human and social service agencies, often either 
conflict with each other or disregard the real p,roblew> of the youths they nre 
supposed to serve. It will take a strong, independent agency with a Presidentially
appointed administrator, to fulful the mandate to coordinate the varied Federal 
youth-oriented activities. 

FEDERAL COORDINATING COUNCIL 

The dismal record of the Federal Coordinating Council, established by the 
Juvenile Justice and Deliquency Prevention Act, supports the need for a strong, 
independent-led Federal youth agency. OJJDP, as part of LEAA, was to cu
ol'dina.te the activities of other Federal agencies with respect to Federal juvenile 
justice and deliquency prevention activities .• >ll1 interagency coordinating council' 
was established and given the power to waive regulations and g1lidelines to fa
cilitate interagency projects. All of these provisions are solid and sensible. But 
what happened? ': . 

After three years of dormancy, the coordinating council began to meet:ti~ularlY 
only in the past year and a half. For the first time ever, the council ha~vl\\worl{ 
plan and is seeking a staff contract to asSure that the council has the c~~a~i1:y ,to, 
chart its own mission. However, six years have gone ,by and the counci~ caW;1ot 
yet claim that it has had an impact upon any Federal effort relating to juve~il~ 
justice or delinquency prevention. 

An example of the failur.e to coordinate policy development are the regulations 
, which govern youth employment programs under the comprehensive employment 
and tmining act. According to a definition adopted in the April ~, 197\3 Federal 
Register (20 CFR 675.4), youth who are tmder 'the jurisdiction o;f the juvenile 
justice system can only be served if they are confined within an institution or if 
their famifies are income eligible. With no effective mechanism to review guide
lines, the JuYcnile Justice Act mandates of diversion and deinstitutionalization 
were contravened by a regulation which controls a program 40 times as large as 
the Juvenile Justice Act. -

We support the provisions of S. 2442, the administration's reauthorization pro
posal which would give staff to the coordinating council and require it to approve 

-ail interagency funding projects undertaken by OJ.TDP wIth coullcil memher 
agencies. In addition, we hope you wiUadd ,the Secretary of Education, the 
Director of the Bureau of Prisons, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, the Director of the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Serv
ices, the Commissioner for the Administration for Children, youth and Families 
and the Direotor of the youth Development Bureau to the coordinating council. 

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS/NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Mr. Chairman, NACO supports efforts to strengthen the National Advisory Com
;mittee' and the State advisory groups. We haye long sought au amendment to 
section 223 (n) (3 eB) of the a('t to include local elected officials on State advisory' 
groups. NACO recommendS' the a'ct be amended to illclude rep,reseutation by 
Sta.t.E).; I!;n~ locai ,eill.(!ted o,pici\.lls on.,the national advisory 'committee in RctioIl;. 
207(a)(2) of the act. . .' , . , 

I remind you that it is local elected officials and their counterparts at tl1e State 
level, who allocate the resources to continue the programs and services this act 
fUlids initially. Wi thout their input at the front end of program planning; without 
theIr concerns as to what the real problems of youth are ancI without the ca
pacity to have an ongoing dialogue between elected officials and the youth serving 
community, -there will be no long term change in the system to benefit young 
people. Sustaining the alternatives to the juYenile justice system requires not 
only the cooperation of elected officials but their active participation in efforts 
designed to produce change. 

NACO believes broadly based State advisory groups, inclucling elected officials, 
should have the stronger role in the planning and granting authority of tlw ilct 
your bill proposes. We would suggest amendments which would permit State ' 
~dvisory groups. to draft plans for slibmission to OJJDP which would remain 
intaet unle~>tAe ilian conffi:cted ~th the', State's crimipal justice plan or the 
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goals of the act. The burden of proof for demonstrating such a conflict should 
rest upon the State criminal justice council. The same pattern should be set for 
grant making authority. If Congress intends tor the l:ltate advisory groups to 
become an illtegral part of the reform effort at the State level, then it must give 
to State advisory groups the authority to implement the State's juvenile justice 
plan. 

SERIOUS ANtD VIOLEN1' JUVENILE (jRIME 

Our membership supports language in the ad which deals with the problems 
of serious and violent youth crime. As I indicated in the opening of our state
ment, we think the problem of serious juvenile crime is often overstated but, 
in many counties and cities, the problem is all too real. 

We feel it is appropriate to use the resources appropriated under section 1002 
of the Justice System Improvement Act to focus on serious juvenile crime. We 
think the provisions in S. 2441, which define violent juvenile crime by narrow
ing the scope of such crime to violent acts which result in bodily harm to or 
death of people is a realistic approach and a wise use of scarce Federal resources. 

NACO is concerned, however, that targeting all of the funds available under 
section 1002 will prevent many States and local governments, which do not have 
extensive violent crime problems, from using these funds for other improvements 
in the juvenile justice system. Violent juvenile crime, as a phenomenon, is par
ticularly an urban county and city problem. Rural and many suburban areas do 
not have ;nearly the problems with violent crime and gang activity as do our 
major urban areas. To require jurisdictions outside of urban areas to use all 
maintenance of effort funds for serious and violent juvenile crime could lead 
to the skewing of resources toward a small, if not non-existent, population. 

NACO proposes that Stat~s should be required to identify the extent of the 
violent crime problem,as it relates to the total delinquency problem in their 
State, and then to devote all adequate share of maintenance of effort funds to 
Violent crime problems. This approach would address the problem, while per
mitting the flexibility in the State and local priority-setting processes that both 
the Juvenile Justice Act and the Justice System Improvement Act support. 

STATE SUBSIDIES 

As the members of the committee are well aware, NACO has long favored 
amendments to the act which would create incentives for States to develop and 
implement financial incentive programs for units of local government to meet the 
goals of the act. A program of State subsidies, we believe, as a part of the 
Juyenile Justice Act would 'assist States and their local governments both finan
cially and programmatically in taking ·concrete steps to reduce institutional 
commitments and to develop alternative programs. This program has also been 
supported by the 'adm.il1istration in its testimony. 

The current act recognizes subsidies as an advanced practice in section 223 
(a) (10) (H). Congressman Andrew's bill adds the use of subsidy in the use of 
special emphasis prevention and treatment programs and authorizes the use of 
reverted funds to implement the subsidy program. ·We have commended him for 
this approach and basically we support it, if it is not possible to create a new 
title for subsidy programs which we would prefer. 

I have had the opportunity to participate as an advisory committee member 
for the Academy for contemporary problems study which has looked at, among 
other issues, the extent to which juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 
subsidies are in effect today. Before the Academy undertool;: its research effort, 
NACO believed that such subsidies were limited in number and in scope; how
ever, the Academy's thorough research indicates that we were wrong. According 
to data which has not been published in final form, as of 1978, there were 57 
juvenile justice subsidies in 30 States. Those subsidy programs had appropriations 
of $166 million. Incidentally, these programs do not cover new subsidy programs 
in Wisconsin, Virginia and Oregon. Half of the subsidy programs have come into 
existence since the passage of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act in 1974. 

Some important findings of the Acadl\my's study are: 
:Most juvenile justice sullsidies initiated during the last 15 years (and still in 

existence) have been directed toward community services development and 
alternative, noninstitutional placements. 
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The development of the State subsidies coincides closely with the initiation of 
Federal grant-in-aid programs. 

A growing number of subsidies are requiring that comprehensive community 
plans and local advisory coullcils be developed. 

A large numoer of diverse, community-uased services for local juvenile de
linquency prevelltion uncI control have come into existence with support from 
State subsidies. 

Most services funded through subsidies are directed toward preventive and 
habili ta ti ve efforts. 

Virtually all ~tate subsidies are authorized throngh statutes. 
An example of th9 kind of program which a subsidy component to the act 

could seel~ to fund is the New Yorl~ Youth Aiel Bill. Adopted in 1074, the subsidy 
program receives $:!3 million in l:ltate funds which is matched !Jy at least a similar 
amount from New York.'s counties. All but several of the smallest counties 
participate in the program. 

AnoUler program worthy of note is the Millnesota Community Corrections Act 
which provides ftlllds for !Joth adult and juvenile community services. It uses a 
four-part formula including per capita income, per capita taxable value (of prop
erty), pel' capita expenditures for corrections pUl1)oses and percent of county 
population between ages 6 and 30. The l\ICCA provides funds to county or multi
('ounty units after they have established It community corrections advisory board 
and developed a comprehensive plan to reduce commitments to Stat'! facilities. 
If a county exceeds its baseline commitment rate, it is chargecl on a per diem 
basis for commitments to State institutions, in cases where the sentence is under 
fiye years. Clearly, the incentive is there for the county to keep offenders in the 
community. 

Programs like those in l\Iinnesota and New York have proyen records of suc
cess. \Ve believe that with further impetus from the Juvenile Justice Act, sub
sidies could become a more effective mechanism to attain the goals of diversion 
and deinstitutionalization the act promotes. 'Ve urge you to consider carefull~: 
our proposal and the approach of n.R. 6704 to expand the range of subsidies. We 
hope, howe,'er, that you would maintain the current language of section 223 
(u) (10) (H) as purposes of the su!Jsidy program, llerhaps adding the purposes 
Crmgressman ll,ndrews seeks in his legislation and an additional purpose: "pre
'\{!nt delinquency through a broad range of community based youth development 
and diversion activities." This approach to subsidy, we believe, would strengthen 
the act considerably. 

JUVENILES IN ADULT JAILS 

Mr. Chairman, last week before the Subcommittee on Human Resources, Deputy 
Attorney General Charles Renfrew made one of the most important and, we 
believe, most enlightened proposals to emerge from the administration. He pro
posed the \!urrent requirement of separation of jm'eniles from adults in adult 
correctional and detention facilities be amended to reqnire the removal of 
juveniles from adult jails. He proposed a liYe year timeframe to accomplish the 
remoyal of juveniles. Unfortunately, what the administration has not carefully 
s:lelled out is a financial commitment by the Federal Government to assist State 
and local governments to accolllplish this necessary ancl \yorthwhile goal. 

Even while I speak here this morning, a major national conference aimed at 
removing children from jail is completing its ,,"orJ( in Denver. The goal of that 
symposium is to establish State coalitions to remove children from jail. This is 
also one of the goals of the Xatioll111 Coalitiou for Jnil Heforlll, of which NACO is 
a member and cofounder. This year, Mr. Chairman, NACO believes, is the moment 
to act on this critical national problem. 

According to unpublished data from the Xational Institute of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention's national center for the assessment of alternatives 
to juveniles justice processing approximately 120,000 young peollie were held in 
our Nation's jails in the micl 1970·s. That figure gathered from State planning 
agency monitoring reports on the separation requirement (section 223 (a) (13) ) 
probably understates the true figure. A children's clefense fund study indicates 
as Llany as 500,000 jm'eniles may be held annually in jails and lockups. '.rhere 
appears to be a relationship between the jailing of children and the rural nature 
of a State. In addition, and perhaps most important, there appears to be a rela
tionship between arrest rates for status offenders and the jailing of juYeniles. 

The study by the A.cademy for Contemporary Problems, that I referred to in 
my subsidy testimony, has data which indicate that in some States more juveniles 
waived to adult court are being sentenced to local adult correction and deten-
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tion facilities than to State penitentiaries. If verified, this data would suggest 
we have a multifactor program that will be difficult, but not impossible, to solve. 

The assessment center study, which I urge the committee to read, indicates that 
10 States confine over half of all children incarcerated in the Kation If these data 
are true, then we can solve the problem. It will, however, require the infusion 
of resources by the l!'ederal Government, along with proper leacltime to develop 
plans and implement effective programs to remove juveniles from jail. At our 
annual conference in Kansas City last July, NACO adopted a new section to our 
policies which states: "Uounties are urged to remove juveniles from correctional 
facilities which detain accused or adjudicated adults." 

1\:[1'. Chairman, America's counties are prepared to embark 011 this effort with 
the cooperative assistance of the Federal and. State Governments. This effort 
increases the necessity, we believe, for a State subsidy pro\·ision of the act. Giyen 
that subsidies have a proven track record to assist State and local governments 
reduce institutional populations, they could be an effective mechanism to assist 
the l!'ederal Government in the removal of juveniles from jail. 

UNOBLIGATED FUNDS 

1\:[r. Chairman, we oppose the provisions in S. 2441, which would transfer all 
unobligated funds from OJJDP to the Runmmy and Homeless Youth Act at the 
end of each fiscal year. Like you, we have been troubled by the inability of 
OJJDP to eA"pend funds in a timely manner. However, that problem can be 
soh'ed by giving the independent status to OJJDP we have called for and by 
providing it with its own administrative bndget to insure adequate staff levels 
within the office. This approach, rather than the implicit threat of fund transfer, 
is a better way to meet the purposes of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

We are pleased to see that, even with Its small number of staff, OJJDP is 
undertaking seven grant initiatives this year as opposed to the customary one 
or two in prior years. This activity we feel reflects the maturation of the office 
and its staff. NACO is confident that the effDrts the office is undertaking now will 
be the kind of effort we can expe!!t in the future, so we urge patience upon you . 

.ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

NACO supports amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act which would conform 
to administrative features of the Justice System Improyement Act. The most 
important of these is a three-year planning process with anIlual updates by 
States instead of the current annual plan. This process would permit State 
juvenile justice staff more time to monitor projects funded under the act and 
to provide technical and other assistance to improve those projects. 

'Ve support assumption of cost criteria whicl1 require State and local govern" 
ments to pick up programs funded. under the act after a reasonable period of 
time. In addition, OJ,TDP should be required to act on State juvenile justice plans 
within a specified time frame. The civil rights provisions of the J,SIA should 
become a part of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

We recommend that the provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act regarding local 
input into the planning process will be carefully monitored, particularly in light 
of the creation of entitlement jurisdictions under the JSIA. While we recom
mend no chang:~s in the provision of the Juvenile Justice Act requiring this 
input, we do Ill}" propose extending entitlement requirements to the Juvenile 
Justice Act simply IJecause the amount of monies available under formula grant 
provisions is too small, we do urge OJJDP to be vigilant in the enforcement of 
this provision. 

CONCLUSION 

Beyond these specifics however, we must ask, what is our national policy to
ward youth? 'Vhat do we hope to accomplish with and for them '! What rights 
do they have? What are their privileges and immunities which we in the adult 
world take for granted? Until we answer these questions, and I lmow they can
not be answered today, and until we make the commitment to implement realistic 
solutions when we find answers, all the Federal coordinating councils and offices 
of juvenile justice ancI delinquency prevention, all the national advisory com
mittees and State advisory groups which we can create to assist troubled youth 
will not answer the problems of youth in our society. I pose these problems to 
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you in the hope that Congress tbrough this and other committees concerned with 
the problems of our young people will help us answer these problems. 

As the policy of the 1\ation Association of Counties states: "The primary re
sponsibility for enSUring the comprehensive delivery of services to control and 
prevent juvenile delinquency resides with local government." We recognize it is
our responsibility. However, we need to create partnerships for change, partner
ships in which the lJ'ederal Government, State governments, and local govern
ments along with private agencies and lay citizens create first the climate where 
better programs for yonth can be developed and secondly those programs and 
services which will assist the Nation's young people to develop as full, creative 
and productive members of this society. That is my hope in being here today. I 
thank you. 

RESOLUTION ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ACT OF 19'j4 

Whereas, The incidence of criminal offenses committed by juveniles remains 
alarmingly high and disproportionate to the numbers of youths in the general 
populations i and 

Whereas, Congress in 1974 recognized this crisis in the passage of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to preyent and to control juvenile de
linquency by providing for the diversion of juveniles from the traditional juve
nile justice system and for the deinstitutiollalization of young people who find 
themselves enmeshed in the system through a program of financial assistance to 
State and local governments i and 

Whereas, Research has indicated that early identification and assessment of 
problems of youth and diversion of juveniles from the traditional juveniles 
justice system red\lces significantly the probability of future criminal behavior i 
and 

Whereas, Counties and their juvenile courts and executive agencies bear re
sponsibility for the juvenile justice system as well as have responsibility for a 
wide range of social, health, educational and rehabilitation services designed to 
assist youth; and 

Whereas, NACO has consistently supported the goals and mandates of the Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and has supportEld increased ap
propriations to assist state and local governments to meet the objectives of the 
Act; and therefore, be it 

RCl!olved., That the National ASSOCiation of Counties supports at least a three
year reauthorization of the Juvenile J'ustice and Delinquency Prevention Act as 
a distinct provision of any program of ]j'ederal criminal justice financial assis
tance to State and local governments with a separate and identifiable office to 
administer the Act i and be it further 

Resolvc(l, That any reauthorization maintain the basic goals of the Act as 
originally adopted and provide sufficient authorizations to implement the Act 
effectively; and be it further 

Rcsolvctl, That the Ad should define juvenile detention and correctional 
facilities as any public or private facility used for the detention of accused or 
adjudicated juvenile criminal or status offenders and any public or private fa
cility usecl for the custody of accused or acljudicated adults for the purposes of 
monitoring the deinstitutionalization requirements of the Act. Congress should 
extend the time limit for compliance to I)Crmit non-participating and non-comply
ing states a reasonable opportunity to meet the mandates Qf the Act i and be it 
further 

Resolvetl, That the Act be amended to include the creation of programs and 
services which assist counties in the control of serious and viol.ent juvenile cle
linquents; and be it further 

Resolver], That Congress adopt Ii. new section of the Act with a separate au
thorization and appropriation which would provide financial incentives to States 
for the estabFshment of subsidy programs to units of general purpose local 
governments to carry out the purposes of the Act, and particularly to promote 
deinstitutionalization and the development of a broad range of community based 
youth development and delinquency prevention programs i and 

Be it further Rcsolved., That representation for state 'and local general elected 
officials be provided for on all advisory committees created by the Act. 
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Adopted by the National Association of Counties' Criminal Justice and Public 
Safety 'Steering Committee, July 1979. 

LANGUAGE FOR A NEW TITLE TO THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1974, AS AMENDED 

TXTLE IV-STATE SUBSIDIES 

PURPOSES 

This Title shall provide assistance to states for the establishment of pro
grams designed to assist units of general purpose local government through the 
use of State subsidies as defined in Section 103 (14) of the Act. These subsidies 
shall be available to such governments to: 

(a) reduce the number and percentage of the State's juvenile population com
mitted to any type of juvenile facility; 

(b) increase the use of non-secure, community-based facilities as a ratio of 
total commitments to juvenile facilities; 

(c) reduce the use of secure incarceration and detention of juveniles; 
(d) encourage the development of organizational, planning, training, monitor

ing and eValuative capacities to coordinate youth development, delinquency pre
vention and delinquency control services and to ensure service delivery account
ability. 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

The Administrator is authorized to make grants to states, upon approval of a 
submitted plan, to accomplish the purposes of this Title. Funds shall be allocated 
annually in an amount up to 50 percentum of a state's allocation under Section 
221 of this Act. Funds for part (d) will be provided only when the Administrator 
is satisfied that states are in substanD.al compliance with one or more of parts 
(a), (b) or (c) above; or if the Administrator is satisfied that current programs 
will achieve the goals of (a), (b) or (c). 

Monies that are earmarked for particular states under the allocation formula, 
but which remain unallocated because those states do not choose to participate'in 
the program, shall be deposited in a general discretionary fund under the direction 
of the Administrator, to be expended as follows: 

(a) 50 percentnm of such fnnds shall be available for reallocation to states par
ticipating in this Title in a manner consistent with and in proportion to the origi
nal grants to those states; 

(b) 50 percentum of such funds shall be available, upon application as provided 
by regulations promulgated under this Title, to fund programs sponsored by units 
of general purpose local government in states not participating in this Title. Funds 
available for this purpose must be used in non-participating states, but not neces
sarily in the proportion mandated by the original allocation formula. The Ad
ministrator shall be responsible, however, for ensuring that funds from the dis
cretionary fnnd established by this Title, are distributed equitably among the 
states and that their use is consistent with the purposes and standards of this 
Title. 

Financial assistance extended to the states under this Title shall not exceed 
50 percentum of the approved costs of any assisted programs or activities. The 
non-Federal share shall be provided in cash. 

States may expend up to 10 percentum to total Federal and State funds for 
planning and administration of this Title. 

In accordance with regulations prollluigated under this Section, states which 
provide assurances that provision of either juvenile justice or social services to 
juveniles is primarily a state responsibility, may receive grants under this Title; 
pro,iding proper application is made. 

PARTICIPATION BY STATES 

Within 120 days after enactment of this Title, the Administrator shall publish 
regnlations to carry out the purposes of this Title. 

States shall have 90 days after publication of regulations to give notice of 
intent to participate in this Title. States shall provide copies of statutes and regu
lations which establish or fund the state subsidy program. 
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In states where the State legislature is not in session, states which desire to 
participate .shall notify the Administrator of the date of the next regularly sched
uled session of the State legislature. The Administrator shall hold funds in trust 
until ~O days after the convening of a legislature to ellsure the opportunity for 
participation. 

DEVELOPMENT OF STATE PLAN 

Following the receipt of notification by the Administrator of intent to partici
pate in this Title by a State, each State shall have 120 days to submit an accept
able plan to the Admini.strator for the establishment of a state subsidy program 
consistent with the purposes of this Title. The Administrator may, at his dis
cretion, extend the 120,day planning period when it is in the best interest either 
of the State or Federal government. 

An acceptable plan shall include programs that promote the purposes of this 
Title; use the services of private non-profit youth serving agencies where feasible; 
assure the development and implementation of adequate monitoring, reporting and 
auditing systems; and comply with regulations promulgated under this Title. 

The State subsidy ,lall submitted to the Administrator shall be a joint, coopera
tive effort among officials of state government, representatives of general purpo.se 
units of local government and representatives of private non-profit youth serving 
agencies within the state. 

States where the state legislature flhall designate an agency other than the 
criminal justice council to admini.ster the state subsidy program shall provide that 
the criminal justice council will be responsible for the expenditure of federal 
funds received under this Title, in accordance with the provisions of this Title. 
Representatives vf the Criminal Justice Council shall participate in the drafting 
of a state plan for submiesiou to the Administrator umler this part and shall 
approve the plan before its submission to the Administrator. 

The state subsidy plan shall be submittecl as part of the State's plan under 
Section 223 of this Act and .shall not conflict with that plan. If the state's subsidy 
plan is rejected, amended or modified by the criminal justice council, the Adminis
trator of the state subsidy program shall have the right of appeal as prescribed 
by the chief executive of the state or state' law. 

The Administrator shall notify states of the acceptability of tlleir plans, based 
on the requirements of this Title, within 90 days of their receipt. Plans which are 
not acceptable will be giyen comment by the Administrator as to the reasons for 
unacceptability and the states shall be given opportunity to resubmit or to justify 
their original plan. 

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS 

Local government programs receiving funds through state subsidy programs 
must be consistent with the purposes of this Title. States which require local 
matrh from participating units of local general purpose governments may not 
require that those matches exceed fifty percentum of the state's share under this 
Title. 

Experimentation among the states in program design and development, con
sistent ,vith the goals of this Title, is enrouraged with various models of subsidy 
programs. 

States with existing subsidy programs may participate fully in the program 
established by this '.ritle. Funds from this Title may be used to expand existing 
programs in states already having programs or they may be used to start new 
programs, so long as all programs using funds from this Title are consistent with 
the purposes' of the Title. 

Federal funds made available under this Title will be used to supplement and 
increase but not to supplant the level of state, iocal or other non-Federai funds 
that would in the absence of such Federal funds be made available for the pro
grams funded in this Title and will in no event replace such State, local and 
other non-Federal funds. 

Thi.s Title recognizes the unique and important role of private non-profit youth 
service agencies in resolving delinquency related community problems. Units of 
general purpose local governments receiving funds under this program are 
encouraged to make grants or execute contracts with private non-profit youth 
service agencies to accomplish the purposes of this Title whenever feasible. Noth
ing in this Title shall give the federal government control over the stafIirrgand 
personnel deCisions of private facilities receiving funds ·under this program. 



AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

To carry out the purposes of this Title (here is authorized to be appropriated 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981 the sum of $50,000,000; for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982 the sum .of $75,000,000; and for the ilscal year 
ending September 30, 1983 the sum of $100,000,000. 

:1.fISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 223 10 (H) 0:( the Juvenile ,Tustice and I?elinquency Prevention Act of 
1074 is hereby repealed. Section (I) is renumbered to read Section (H). 

Amend Section 103 of the Act by inserting after subparagraph 13 the following 
new paragraph (14) as follows: 

(14) the term "state subsidY" means It transfer of funds from state to units 
of general purpose local government to fund Or to supplement services and pro
grams for juvenile delinquency prevention as weU as juvenile justice systems' 
programs. 

COUNTIES AND THE JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT: SOME EXAMPLES 

Since 1977, more than fifty achievement awards have been given to counties 
which have shown progressive developments in senices to YOuth, espeCially in 
the area of juvenile justice and delinquency preYention. Programs in family and 
youth counseling, supervised release, centralizution of youth services, non-secure 
detention, community alternatives, schooI«based programs and diversion ·servir.es, 
to llame a few, demonstrate the leadership role local governments have assumed 
to control and prevent delinquency. These programs, many of which were started 
with the help of, and continue to receive, LEAA funds, have significantly 
decreased the number of youth who come in contact with the juveni,le justice 
system while increasing the delivery, coordination and cost effectiveness of 
services. 

The following are but a few examples of successful programs: 
San ~Iateo County, California, has established a network of youth service 

bureaus which provide 24-hour, seven-day a week response capability, individual 
and family counselillg, tutoring, and recreational and youth employment activi
ties. The bureaus receive funding and participation from the local cities and 
police departments, schols, private agencies, and the county probation department. 

In fiscal year 1979-80, of the over $600,000 spent for six programs in the 
county, over 60 percent of those funds were from the county, with about 20 per
cent from LEAA, via the San Mateo Criminal Justice Council, and the other 20 
percent from schools, cities, private agencies, and the United Way. 

In 1977, 1979 cases were referred to Youth Seryice Bureaus. In 1979, 2,946 
cases were referred. Of those, 1,452 had been referred by police and/or probation 
officers, had had arrest reports filed, and were formally diverted. Approximately 
1,500 were casf',8 from schools, parents, self-referrals, and police and probation 
officers who ha'lllot filed an arrest report. 

The total new referrals to the probation department, as compared to the base 
mean from the year 1972-74, showed a reduction of 652 cases, thus saving oyer 
$403,000, which was reimbursed to the programs. 

The yloutgomery County, Maryland, Health Department administers a pro
gram for status offenders and their families outside the juvenile justice system. 
The project, called PACT: i:'urents and Children 'Together, features a specialized 
intake, screening and referral unit to process all status offeuder complaints, and 
contracts, with careful follow-up, for services with private non-profit community 
agencies. 

In 1979, the average cost for disposition of a case was $383 for PAOT vs. 
$669 for the traditional system. These figures do not even include the cost of 
treatment after disposition. Seeing 550 youth, the county saved $157,300 in 
197~ . 

For the past three years, the proham has receh'ed 90 percent of its funds from 
an LE.AA grant, 67iJ P!lrcent from the county, and 37iJ percent from the. state. 
As Qf July I, 1980, the county will assume 100 percent funding of the program. 

In St. Louis County, :Missouri, the Community Alternative Project. for Pre-



100 

<.leli~quent YOu~ (<?.A.PPY) served 863 high risk students in FY 1979 in targeted 
JUlllor and semor hlgh schools throughout the county. 'l'hrough structured class
room workshops, outdoor adventure activitie8, counselinG' and career exploration 
seminars, 7:! percent of the participants had a decrease"iu anti-soci!lJl. and other 
behaviors which caused them t? be labelled "pre-delinquent." This 72 percent 
~vas 12 percent aoove the goal for the year. 81 percent of the participants got 
!Uto no further trouble that year. 

'1'he development ot a strong partnership between the county and the public 
school system is evidenced by a 73 percent .return rate on a su.rvey of all sec
ondary schols on drug .and alcohol poliCies. In its third year or an L.i!JAA grant, 
the county has shown lts commitment to the program by providing a 32 percent 
match, with a 50 percent match expected next year. 

In Camden Uounty, New Jersey, the Juvenile Resource Center was set up to 
provide comprehensive services under one roof. A youngster must be referred 
by the courts or another agency dealing with the case. After he or she is ad
lllitted and evaluated for educational, vocational and social skills and needs a 
personalized program is developed. ' 

'1'he 160 young people enrolled during the first year had committed 518 crimes 
in the year prior to their enrollment. The cost to taxpayers for court, process
ing, probation, residential and nonresidential treatment and facilities was just 
under $1 million, not including the cost of property damaged or destroyed or 
increased insurance rates. 

Atter one ;year in the program, the same group of 160 had committed only 18 
minor offenses, as compared to the 518 major and min<:)r crimes in the previous 
year. 'I'hey had obtained 20 Graduate Equiyal~nt Degrees (GEDs) (10 more 
were completed one month later), and had obtained 70 jobs, earning and paying 
taxes on $135,000. 

The program is funded by the Camden County Employment and Training 
Center, the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency, and State iVlanpower 
Services Council. The total cost of the program for the pilot year was $304,628, 
a savings of almost $700,000. 

The Community Arbitration Project in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, which 
has been deemed an exemplary project by LEAA, alleviate!l the burdens on the 
juyelJoJle court through timely informal. hearings. In the first 2 years of the 
program, 4,233 youths went through the progl.-am. Nearly half of their cases 
were adjudicated informally; only 8 percent were referred to the State's At
torney. The recidivism rate for clients of the program was 4.5 percent lower 
than that for clients of the traditional system. 

In Bucks County, Pennsylvania, only 6 percent of the 982 intake cases pene
trated the juvenile justice system. 1,122 referrals to more than 100 youth serving 
agencies in the county were made on these 982 intakes. 20,000 phone calls, to 
insure that the services were suitable and being provided. followed the referrals. 

It costs $2 a day to treat a youth in the youth Diversion Program. Treatm~~t 
in non-secure residential facilities averages $35 a day. Treatment in secure faCIli
ties averages over $100 a day. ·Without court, processing, and probation costs, 
the program saves $33 to more than $98 a day for each youth. :Many cases are 
referred to private agencies, so in these cases, the saYings are even greater to 
the local taxpayer. 

In its third year of funding from the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and 
Delinquency, the program receives 10 percent of its funds from the county, and 
expects to have that percentage increased next year. 

These programs and many others, run by private and public agencies and 
organizations, demonstrate the efforts and COmmitment of local governments to 
advance the spirit of the act; to deinstitutionalize status offenders, to k~ep 
offenders in the community and families intact; to involye the school, as the maJor 
youth serving agency outside of the family; to limit i.nvolyemen~ with the 
juvenile justice system' to coordinate with other agencles and UUlts of gOY
ernment· to develop cost effective and viable alternatives to traditional system~ ; 
and to prevent delinquency. Local communities yiew these programs as thelr 
own, in that they have direct involvement and participation in the operation, 
services, and objectives of them. 

Senator BAYn:. Our last panel will be Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Williams, 
and Ms. Maxton. 
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PANEL OF: RODOLFO B. SANCHEZ, NATIONAL EXECUTIVE DI
RECTOR, NATIONAL COALITION OF HISPANIC MENTAL HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES ORGANIZATIONS; HALLEM H. WIL
LIAMS, JR., EXECUTIVE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF BLACKS IN CRIMINAL JUSTICE; AND SALLY MAXTON, 
EXEC'UTIVE DIRECTOR, OHIO YOUTH NETWORK 

Mr. SANCHEZ. Thankyou, Senator. 
For the sake of time, I would like to have our testimony included in 

its entirety in the record. 
Senator BAYH. It will be included at the conclusion of the oral 

testimony. 
Mr. SANCHEZ. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee and 

staff. I am Rodolfo Sanchez, the national executive director of 
COSSMHO which is the National Coalition of Hispanic Mental 
Health and Human Services Organizations. I have been its director 
for the past 6 years. 

I am also the newly elected chairman of the National Forum of 
Hispanic Organizations which represents 64 national organizations 
in a wide spectrum of fields. 

Before 1 start sharing our concerns, I would like to note that we 
are very pleased and encouraged to . "lar that the Deputy Attorney 
General, Mr. Renfrew, and the OJJL Administrator, Mr. Schwartz, 
are looking into the special needs and concerns of minorities. 

"Ve are also pleased to be here in support of the reauthorization of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

I alw want to note at this time that we favor very much the establish
ment of OJJDP as an independent agency that can report directly to 
those individuals who can help us facilitate the process with youth for 
a better conllmmity. 

Senator BAYH. I might just interject here to emphasize in our rec
ord, as we try to ta,ilor Government response to critir.al problems that 
are present in a higher degree if not uniquely present in certain areas 
and with certain groups of folks, I just think it is imperative that we 
emphasize the statistics thai; you bring to our record, to point out that 
about 42 percent of Hispanic Americans are 18 or younger which means 
that there is a large population of young folks there. 

And, when you point out that 40 percent high school drop out rate, 
and 33 percent tmemployment rate, those are three figures that just 
cry out for understanding and attention. 

I appreciate the fact you mention that. 
Mr. SANCHEZ. These figures emphasize that the situation is ripe for 

problems. Things won't go right if we don't look at these figures in rela
tion to juvenile delinquency. 

Youth living in urban areas, in poverty are often surrounded by 
drugs and alcohol, often their parents are separated, they lack a posi
tive image for themselves, they feell'ejection and discrimination, and 
they see their families affected by institutional racism. 

These are the major things I see that are affecting youths in the 
minority communities. I feel very comfortable that I can speak on this 
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issue facing not only the Hispanic community, but also the black youths 
in the ghettoes and Native American and Asian-Pacific youth. 

I wish that the Native Americans and the Asian-Pacifies were on 
this panel. If they don't come tomorrow, I will talk to them. 

Senator BAYH. Fine. "Ye will be glad to have their thoughts. They 
have been invited. I think they are going to provide a statement for our 
record. 

In the comprehensive nationwide study that was conducted by this 
committee some time back lookmg at the problem of school vanc.tahsm 
and violence, all of the criteria that you just mentioned, plus one 
other, the high degree of transient population or in a given family a 
good deal of moving around, which of course, is present, unfortu
nately, in large numbers of Hispanic families, those are the things that 
really cause trouble. 

,Veil, I just wanted to compliment you for it. . 
:Mr. SANCHEZ. I noted that a previous witness, :Ms. Schroeder, from 

the Child 'Welfare LE'ague of America, made a very important point 
concerning linkages. She was speaking, I believe, about necessary link
ages that have to be made between OJJDP, the Nation"] Institllte of 
:Mental Health, NIAAA, NIDA and also with J olm Calhoun, the new 
Commissioner for the Administration on Children, Youth, and Fam
ilies. If we cannot get them. working together with OJJDP, I don't 
think we will be able to benefit from the dollars that are being invested 
on interrelated youth issues. 

This notion of linkage is part of what we are working on. 
COSSMHO has over 200 member agencies in 30 States and 175 cities. 
,Ve are pushing our members to incorporate the concerns and the needs 
of youth. "Ve say if you have a memal health center, see what cun ue 
done with the youth. If you have a drug program, see what can be done 
for the youth. Put them on your board of directors. Let's hear what 
they have to say. 

In 1978, we had a national symposium on youth-Hispanic Youth
the first one in the country. ,Ve hope to have another September 17-21 
of this year. 

For the 1978 symposium we brought young Hispanics from around 
the country. Senator, I urge that, in future reauthorization hearings, 
ne}.i; year you definitely bring in some youth. You would be surprised 
how much you hear from them. I think they really know the core of 
the problem ·and can make very specific recommendations. 

Senator BAYH. I would like to note for our record that the program 
report of the Nationa,l Hispanics Symposimn is on file. That sym
posium was funded by moneys that came from this act under OJ JDP 
Administrator John Rector. ,Ve are 'all here trying to continue this 
project also. 

So, I am glad to see your assessment that this was a positive 
symposium. 

:Mr. SANCHEZ. Believe me, I would not be here and our organization 
would not be supporting this legislation and OJJDP if we didn't 
think it was doing a good job. Of course, it is like in a marriage. We 
are not happy every day, we argue sometimes, and we disagree, but 
hopefully it is going to be 'Something that we can continue to work on 
and make positive recommendations. I am convinced that OJJDP 
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must be given the support and the opportunity under its new leader
ship so that minority communities can benefit. 

I want to note very quickly, about $600 million has gone into 
OJJDP. I would like to seS a study, a thorough study of how much. 
of that money really went into the community, into the Hispanic and 
into the black and Native American and Asian-Pacific community. I 
personally believe that very little of that money re·ally went there. "Ve 
have to start looking at where the problem lies and not just look at 
youth who belong to middle class families. "Ve must start looking 
where the problem really is. This can also mean poor white kids, poor 
white kids who don't have any information and referral services, who 
don't have any padrinos, that is, someone who looks over you in the 
community and protects you and gives you guidance and gives you 
support. 

I won't repeat from our statement the statistics or dropout rates for 
Hispanic youth. I can see that your staff has done a good job and 
brought such to your attention. 

Senator BATH. They have read your statement and brought that to 
my attention. 

Mr. SANCHEZ. The major points that I want to summarize in rela
tion to the act include the following: 

"Va are concerned that alternatives to incarceration are needed 
to serve high risk offenders who are primarily urban, poor, and 
minorities; 

Diversion of status offenders from adult det€ntion facilities must 
receive increasing attention in terms of policy and funding; 

A greater amount of funds should be allocated to commlUlities with 
disproportionately high levels of juvenile crime, school dropout, and 
suspensions in order to provide services in appropriate language and 
cultural contexts; 

OJ,TDP should increase support for projects aimed at prevention 
and improving ethnic youth service agencies. Technical assistance 
should be provided in the area of planning, development, implementa
tion, and evaluation of programs aimed at controlling crime and 
delinquency; 

OJJDP should increase the number of minorities in its employ
ment and particularly in the administration and policy positions. 
Also, it should better monitor the States receiving formula grants to 
insure that minorities are participating not only in the State ~dvi
sory planning committees, but in actual administration and policy 
development; 

Further, we need to increase the Imowledge base-through research 
and. state of the art reports-on the needs and status of Hispanic 
youths and to improve the collection and dissemination of informa
tion on model programs; 

Also, St~tes receiving OJ.:rnp fun~ls should ~e required to imple
ment PublIc Law 94-311, wInch went mto effect m 1976 and mandates 
HE1V, Commerce, Labor Departments to improve collection and dis
semination. of social and economic statistics on Hispanics. 

Mr .. Ch~lrman, we cannot tell you r~ght now how many Hispanics 
are bemg mcarcerated, how many are III foster homes. Some States
and I would like to be challenged on this-still think we are back in 
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the 1600's and discriminate against people of color. They do not find 
it advantageous to gather statIstics 9n minoriti~s .. 

We must begin to gather the kind of statIstics that enable us to 
come here ll.nd. say, Mr. Chairman, we have 10°1000 youths who are 
incarcerated or we have 50,000 who are placed ill foster homes and 
2000;) of those have now been adopted or have good homes. ,Ve have 
little or none of that recorded. If someone has it, I welcome it. 

Mr. Schwartz noted in his report that racial minori~ies ~re ,Proc
essed differently by courts. T~ley are mor:e lik~ly t.o. be mstltutlOnal
ized and processed at an earlier age. RaClal mmorltIes are also more 
likely to be processed by police. 

Tlie gentleman who preceded me referred to fire.arms .. VVe hav~ an 
increase-although others who preceded here earher sald there IS a 
decrease-in violent crjme. Perhaps that is a decrease for the overall 
population, but in my personal opinion, based on talking to a lot of 
minorities, Indians, Asians, and blacks, in preparation for this testi
mony, there is an increase in violent crime among youth against each 
other. I lmow, for a fact, in Los Angeles there has been a tremendous 
battle among the gangs. In San Antonio there has beeu a rise in 
gangs, and in Chicago and in Miami. 

I could go on and on but I promised I would keep this to 1 minutes. 
Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Mr. Sanchez. I appreciate 
your testimony. I feel frustrated having to speed this hearing along, 
but I wanted as mfX,O-Y groups as possible to testify who have been 
instrumental in thi.s Jegislation. 

Mr. SANCHEZ. VVell, they say he who is last gives the most. 
rLaughter.] 
Senator BAYH. You get the most because it is unlimited what you 

can say. I have to return to the Senate for floor action ;;hortly. 
Mr. SANCHEZ. Well, I heard about that $50 million still not a11o

ca~ed .. ~ hope that in this regard, special emphasis will be given to 
mmontles. 

It would be ideal if OJJDP would sponsor a ,series of national 
yo.uth symI?osi~lI?S for Native Americans, Asian-Pacifies, blacks, and 
Hlspamcs mdlVldually, and then one all too-ether so we can share 
iniormation. By "all together" I mean minority and nonminority so 
we can learn from each other about what are the positive things that 
work and what are the things that really don't work. 

Senator BAyn. These symposiums 'have 'a role. "'\V"henever we can 
conduct them and they certainly provide educational benefits then 
that is fine. ,V' e should encourage more of these programs. 
. I want !o see some of that money get out there on the street and 
m the barnos and in the inner cities. 

The one category of funding that I am familiar with the majority 
o~ the !ll0ney that. wag returned to the communities ~ent to black, 
Hlspamcs, and N atlVe Americans. 

Now r woulcllike to ask Mr. Schwartz if he can give us an update 
o~ h.ow the resources of the program across the board have been 
dlstl'lbuted. 

Mr; "'\Villiams,.r am anxious to hear what you have to say:. I will 
reaclIt carefully m the record. And, Ms. Maxton forgive me If I have 
to return to another committee to call it to orde~" II"" 
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As I say it will be just as if I had been here. I will ask the reporter 
to note my' absence. vVe will ask Ms. Jolly, staff director and couns~l, 
who has spent so much time here and Mr. Faley, the chief counsel, If 
they can keep things moving. . 

,Vhy don't you proceed and then we will let Ms. Maxton be the 
cleanup hitter here. 

TESTIMONY OF HALLEM H. WILLIAMS, JR. 

Mr. WILLIA~IS. Thank you, Senator. ., 
It is also a pleasure for ~e to appea;r ~efore thIS co~mltte~ ~nce 

agai~ on behalf of the NatIOnal ASSOCIatIOn of Blacks m Crllllmal 
Justice. 

Let me say at the outset that the association supports the notion of r 
reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

"Ve are heartened by the statements this morning, particularly from 
Mr. Schwartz, relative to some followup which took place, I trust in 
part in response to some testimony which I and others gave at his 
confirmation hearing. 

vVhat that says to me is that both from an intuitive and an empiri
cal standpoint, some of those things we knew. Some of thoee things 
with respect to inequities in the treatment of certain classes of juve
niles, are things about which the administration at the Federal Gov
ernment level can do much. 

It seems to me, in addition, however, that the legislation itself can 
and should include some provisions which would go a long way to 
dealing with how some of these inequities come into being. 

Specifically, and let me preface this by saying that I understand the 
relationship between the Federal Government and with the State and 
local governments. I understand the notion of prerogatives on the part 
of the Government and I understand the conceptual basis for the legis
lation and its amendments. 

Having said that, however, I understand from experience that with
out very strong and prudent Federal leadership, a great deal of slip
page takes place at the State and local level. 

For that reason, the National Association of Blacks in Criminal 
Justice would advocate the inclusion of provisions in the legislation 
which would specify minority representation on state advisory coun
cils, would make provisions for consultation between the State officials 
an.d minority organizations and agencies in the preparation of State 
and local plans. 

Would support the notion of allocating the resources, the grant dol
lars to those areas of greatest need. 

Our feeling with respect to the issue of violent or serious juvenile 
offenders is that while when you look at the total population of ju
venile offenders or juvenile delinquents nation-wide, it may represent a 
small percentage. 

Nonetheless, when you ask people about what it is that most con
cerns them about crime, or what types of crimes do they fear most, or 
who is perpetrating these crimes, by and large you find that minority 
urban youth are those persons with closest association to serious 
offenses. 

I would think that this ought to be an important focus of the ad
ministration of the legislation. 

I think that however, to treat this class of offenders with the business
as-usual attitude would be to do a disservice. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 8 
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In other words, I think that the Senator's emphasis on violent ju
venile crime should and could go a little further to mandating innov~
tive, rehabilitative and treatment programs such that we break t1llS 
vicious cycle of involvement in the criminal justice system. 

We have to be very careful about warehousing these individuals, 
just as we have to be very careful of our treatment of the status of
fenders such that we break into the vicjous uycle. 

I think that we have to be mindful of the relationship between the 
social setting, economic disadvantage and educational system when we 
talk about building strategies for ameliorating the delinquency crime 
problem in America. 

I think also, and I will end here, I think that we have to mandate 
that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should 
do a better job of involving minorities and minority institutions in the 
conduct of research which after all is the basis for the formulation of 
program strategy. 

I just think that this is a partnership which should be recognized 
and that the partnership between the community and. the Government 
not only should be recognized, but operationalized. 

Thank you. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
If you didn't receive a copy of Mr. Schwartz' answer to your ques

tions at his nomination hearing, when we have them together we will 
make sure that you do receive them. 

Mr. WILLIAlI:[S. Sure. 
Ms. JOLLY. Also, I think that, with regard to the research area that 

you discuss having more funds for blacks and other minorities, that 
the research part of the National Institute is very miniscule compared 
to all the other discretionary funds that we have available in the 
Juvenile Justice office. 

It is the intent of the act that the Special Emphasis Area, the Con
centration of Federal Effort Area, the Technical Assistance Area, and 
the other areas that are involved with discretionary funding that they 
look at the programs in order to assure that minorities are given ade
quate funding. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Right. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. 
Sally Maxton. 

TESTIMONY OF SALLY MAXTON 

Ms. :MAXTON. I am glad to be here today. If there is Olle point that 
I could emphasize today it would be that we would like to see the Office 
of Juvenile Justice come on like a lion. 

We would like to see the Juvenile Justice Act with as many teeth 
as possible. 

Ohio is probably one of the most Neanderthal States in terms of 
juvenile justice and education in the country. We lock up more kids 
than any other State other than California. 

As of March, we had about 1,900 in the youth commission-10 secure 
institutions. 

A recent p~blication OYC stated that only 18 percent of the kids 
they are locking up there need to be there. They are doing that at a 
cost of about $27,000 per child, per year. 
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Ohio held about 30,000 kids in detention last year, and 6,800 of those 
were status offenders. 

There are 34,000 kids pushed out of school prematurely, dropouts, 
pushouts, behind expulsion and suspension, which often relates to their 
detention. 

Again, a large percentage, extensively large percentages of those 
were minority youth, many of whom were institutionalized for minor 
offenses far more than their white counterparts. 

vVe have large numbers of minority youth being bound over to the 
adult system, particularly with the new placement model that has been 
developed to keep minor offenders out of the system. The judges have 
reacted to OYC's deinstitutionalization efforts by binding more youth 
oyer to the adult system, and most of the bindovers are minority youth. 

We would like to strongly support the recommendation that the act 
mandate that no youth be held in jail with adults, and to emphasize the 
appalling fact that Ohio held about 2,000 youths in jail with adults 
last year. 

The suicide rates have been high. The abuse rates have been high, 
but they get back page coverage. The media does not feel institutional
ized abuse sells papers like "Scared Straight." Although with youth 
held in adult jails it is a much worse kind of scared straight because 
the controls of media observation are lacking and sexual and physical 
abuse go uncontrolled. 

So, that provision we would support wholeheartedly. 
Another provision that we would support is the separation of the 

Office of Juvenile Justice as an independent entity under OJ JARS, 
equal to LEAA, at a funding of $250 million. 

I believe Judge Guernsey and others have spoken of the importance 
of separating juvenile issues and adult issues, otherwise juvenile is
sues tend to get a much lower priority. 

Ms. JOLLY. That is a good point. However, in Senator Bayh's reau
thorization legislation we do give the Administrator of the Office com
plete and final authority for the program. 

"'nat we are really talking about her(l is a shell game. As you know 
right now, LEAA, OJARS, NItT, and BtTS are having some problems. 

vThat h9.5 been portrayed is that these branches are coequal. How
ever, they are not, because we know that LEAA receives most of the 
funds. Right now the Juvenile Justice Office is second highest in receiv
ingfunds. 

"What Senator Bayh's bill will do is retain the Juvenile Justice 
Office under LEAA, how eyer. the Office will have complete control of 
not only the $100 million that they receive for fiscal year 1980, but also 
the $100 million that they rC'cC'iYe for maintenance of effort which is 
Crime Control Act mone);s and. also. the control of all the discretionary 
moneys. Prior to this the LEA.A. had final signoff of discretionary 
mnn\~.vR. 

Th~. LEAA Administrator no longer would tell the OJJDP Ad
ministrator who to hil'l' for the deputy, who to hire for the head of 
the Institute, and who to hire for the new legal counsel position that 
WC' set up. No control whatsoever. 

The OJJDP Administrator would have complete administrative 
control according to Senator Bayh's bill. 

What happens if yon have a fourth box, when another administra
tor has final authority over the ,Juvenile Justice Office~ 
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As Senator Bayh's legislation is written at this point, the Admin
istrator of OJJDP has complete and final authority for all grants, 
contracts, regulations, alld administrative procedure. 

:Ms. MAXTON. Another related issue is that we would like to see the 
National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
maintainedlmder the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

:Ms. JOLLY. So does Se~ator Bayh. His legislation does not change 
that status. 

:Ms. :MAXTON. That again has to do with the aggressive role we would 
like to see the Office take in terms of training and technical assistance. 

There is a great deal of consciousness raising needed in Ohio among 
juvenile judges, legislators, and others. 

I can give you a couple examples of that. vVe have a bill in the hopper 
presently in the Ohio Legislature, Senate bill 170, which would make it 
possible to bind over a young person ages 13 and over, for threatening 
a schoolteacher verbally, offending the sensibilities of the group in 
presence and some other crazy language, if the youths are over 125 
pounds or 5 feet 6 inches. 

We have a lot of school bind-over bills, school expulsion bills. A lot 
of bills that don't make sense. The cry is still to lock the kids up in the 
youth commission. 

We function under an advocacy grant through OJJDP and the 
National Youth Work Alliance and because of the advocacy grant and 
the coalition of groups, we were able to close Ohio's largest training 
school this year, 124-year-old school, Fairfield School for Boys which 
was very archaic in its philosophy and its operation. 

The kinds of work that has been allowed under OJJDP in terms of 
advocacy have been extremely important. "'iVe hud a large group of 
labor people. UAW, representing one-quarter 0>£ a, million auto work
ers, Comn1'lmication ",Yorkers of America, A11'L-CIO, Council of 
Churches, League of ·Women Voters beginning to work on community 
education in juvenile justice. 

We would like to see the Office of Juvenile Justice funded well 
enough with the training component and with the data base developed 
by the Institute so that Ohio can learn from what has happened in 
other States. 

Right now we are learning through trial and error and what the 
media tells us in terms of kids being all bad-you know, lock them up 
and throwaway the key. That philosophy is reflected in what is hap
pening in the State. 

We have made some progress lmder the act, nothing to wave a flag 
about. We are 57-percent compliance. Since 1975, when we started 
participating we removed about 9,000 status offenders from detention. 

Ms. JOLLY. In yom State will you be in compliance 75 percent within 
the next few months so you can get your fiscal year 1980 funds that are 
being held in escrow? 

Ms. MAXTON. No; we will not be in compliance. lVe still have some 
hope that our Juvenile Code is being supported by the group that I 
mentioned, the code revision, which makes it illegal to hold kids in jail 
with adults and status offenders in detention-there is an hour differ
ence. Ours is 72 hours. 
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We will not be able to juggle the statistics to come into compliance. 
And yet, we may find that by using the compliance issue we may be 
able to impact the passage of the Juvenile Code. 

So, we do support the teeth of the act. It is unfortunate as a contra
diction, because we have 90 alternative programs funded through 
OJ JDP keeping 16,000 young people out of the system. 

Ms. JOLLY. Are your State criminal justice planners keeping in close 
touch with Senator Metzenbaum's office and his staff with regard to 
this issue? I think it is very inlportant to all of us, having our moneys 
held in escrow if we don't comply with that provision of the act to 
make sure that we are talking to our Senators. 

Ms. MAXTON". They have been in touch. We are in limbo right now 
as to that issue. They have corresponded with Senator Metzenbaum in 
regard to that. 

That relates to another point in terms of technical assistance and 
the strengthening of the State advisory groups in order to include 
mandates where the State advisory group shall advise the legislature. 

Our State advisory group presently in Ohio has not been very effec. 
tive. It has been dominated by the juvenile judges and they have not 
been aggressive in dealing with the noncompliance issue. 

Again, if energy from the Federal office could be devoted to helping 
all of the States struggling in a Neanderthal period, to see what has 
worked, why deinstitutionalization works. Education must be a prior
ity. States need to know why deinstitutionalization is important. What 
has happened to kids held in adult jails, and what code revisions can 
work with the legislature. Onsite visits from OJJDP are crucial to 
effectively impact compliance and progress in all States. 

We find that just sharing memos and information has some impact, 
but the actual impact of Federal involvement is really important. 

One other statistic reflects the fact that our juvenile justice system 
is not working. A recent study showed 92 percent of the Ohio-born 
offenders locked up in the adult institutions in Ohio were graduates 
of our youth commission. 

So, we know the system is not working, yet we are pouring money 
into it. 

That brings me to the point of the maintenance of effort, earmarking 
all of that for violence offenders. vVe would like to see; as others have 
mentioned, a special initiative which would provide incentives to States 
to provide alternative programs, similar to the new PRIDE model, 
something that deals with treatment, remedial education, a really 
beefed up program. 
If all of the $60 million is earmarked for serious offenders, we feel 

it could easily be misused by States. vVe estimate maybe 10 to 18 percent 
of the kids in Ohio are serious offenders and in some counties it is 
much, much less. 

Half of a percent of the youth in my county, F·ranklin County, have 
been involved in some serious offenses. 

So, we feel it would be a mistake to earmark all of the maintenance 
of effort money, but that a special emphasis, incentive programs would 
help the States ot utilize their funds and to change from institutional 
frameworks, using their resources in an institutional way to provide 
alternuJ;ive programs and making better use of thei'!' resources. 
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~.fs. JOLLY. From your perspective in Ohio though, if you were to 
go from a zero to 100 percent scale for maintenance of eifOlt, you would 
face something like 10, 15 or ~O percent bemg spent for the most seri
ous, violent otl'enders. 

Ms. MAXTON. Yes; maybe 20 percent. Again, there should be specific 
language so it isn't used to supplement InstItutional proJ:,)"rams and 
lockups which could very easily be done unless there is speCIal wording 
that mandates an alternative nature and emphasis on education, health 
treatment, counseling, and vocational education. 

Another area that we are very concerned about is the Runaway 
Youth Act. vVe would like to see it funded at $17 million. 'Ve would 
like to see the phase out eliminated. 

Particularly with the President's budget cuts, we are extremely 
concerned. 

Ms. JOLLY. vVhat is phase out ~ 
Ms. MAXTON. 'Ve understand there is a recommendation that local 

match be increased from year to year and after 3 years existing pro
grams would not be funded--

Ms. JOLLY. Our understanding is that nothing like that has clea.red 
HE'V. 

Ms. MAXTON. OK. 
Ms. JOLLY. Or OMB. 
Ms. nIAxTON. That is good news. 
'Ve would support a continuation of present effective programs and 

an increased funding level in order to provide services to additional 
runaway youths. 

It is estimated-Ohio State did a study-that there !we 55,000 run
away youths a year in Ohio. 'Ye are not beginning to meet those needs. 

Again, local communities and the State particularly, with the budget 
cuts nationally, are not going to be taking up the bill for what they 
consider a low priority. .

So, we would like :to see the Runaway Youth Act maintained and 
beefecl up financially. 

Thank you. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
On behalf of Senator Bayh, thank you all for coming and restify-

iug today. . 
vVe will recess until tomorrow morning, 'at 9 :30 a.m. 
rW11ereupoll, 'at 1 :26 p.m., the hearing was adjourned to reconvene 

at 9 :30 a.m., the next day.J 
[The prepared starements of Mr. Sanchez and Ms. Maxton follow:] 

PREPARF.JJ STATEIIIENT OF RODOLFO B. SANOHEZ 

Mr. Chairman and members of the f?ubcommittee: I am Rodolfo SanChez, Na
tional Executive Director of COSSl\lHO-the National Coalition of Hispanic 
l\Iental Health and Human Services Organization. ~'he COSSl\IHO netw.ork in
cludes community-based agencies, national organizations, and professionals 
working to meet the health, mental health, social service, ancl youth service and 
advoGacy needs of Cuban, Latino, Mexican American, and Puerto Rican com
munities throughout the country. COSSl\lHO affiliates are located in oyer 175 
cities in 30 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. I also come before 
you today as Chairman of the National Forum of Hispanic Organizations, a 
coalition of 64 national Hispanic groups in a wide spectrum of fields, including 
youth serYices and related education and employment needs. 

As you know, Hispanics are the country's most youthful population, with a 
median age of 22 years. Forty-two percent of all HispaniCS are age 18 or younger. 
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Yet for many of them the opportunity outlool{ continues to be bleak and the risk 
ot delinquency or crime, high. Over 1;0 percent of our families and youth live in 
urban areas, most of them in inner-city areas characterized by chronic unemploy
ment and underemployment, undereducation, lack of sufficient adequate housing, 
environments hazardous to health and safety, and inadequate services address
ing basic social and human needs. Further, these conditions often afflict our 
families and youth in rural areas where resources are scarce 01' unavailable. 
Among our youth today the high school dropout rate runs at roughly 40 perceut 
nationally, and the nnemployment rate is well over 33 percent-both ,the school 
dropout rate and the unemployment rate are even more severe in cities and areas 
with major concentrations of Hispanics, such as Los Angeles, San Antonio, 
Miami-Dade County, Detroit, Chicago, New York City, and Boston. 'I'hese con
ditions, together with increasing indications of drug and alcohol abuse, are 
closely associated with the serious incidence of juvenile delinquency and crime 
among Hispanic youth. Our communities continue to grapple with these problems 
but progress has been limited as the bulk of resources continue to flow else
where. Despite Hispanic innovations in the field, they are scattered and too few 
in relation to the sc:ope of our national need. 

In preparation for my remarks today, COSSlHHO consulted with a wide range 
of youth serving agencies and experts among our membership. The comments that 
follow are based on these findings and our experience. The comments are directed 
toward ways in which the Act should be strengthened in order to target policy 
and programs more effectively on the pressing unmet needs of Hispanic youth, 
especially those at risk. Our concerns are also shared by other minorities and 
disadvantaged groups. 

Briefly, these concerns relate to the following issues: 
Targeting funds on special youth populations at risk and on communities and 

neighborhoods most in need, 
Strengthening the capacity of ethnic, racial, and disadvantaged youth serving 

agencies and organizations in addressing these needs. 
Increasing minority impact on state planning processes, 
Expanding the knowledge base on minority and disadvantaged youth in the 

justice system, while at the same time increasing the availability and application 
of successful model programs and approaches reaching and servillg these youth. 

Specifically, we recommend that the bill, as reported out address these issues 
as follows: 

(1) Disproporttonate attention is being given to non-chronic, low-risk and status 
offenders to roe detriment of urgently needed programs for "high risk" offenders, 
defined as youth not usually reached through counseling, job programs, halfway 
homes, retaining 01' other forms of professional supervision, youth who are--for 
the most part-urban poor, and minority. For too many of these, incarceration is 
still regarded as the appropriate institutional response. 

(2) Increased efforts are needed to divert status offenders (d~fined as those 
whose conduct would not constitute a crime if committed by an adult) from 
adult detention facilities. These facilities continue to be filled with minority 
youth adjudicated as delinquent. Community-based organizations which have 
the capacity to best serve these youth in terms of providing social and community 
supports should receive priority attention in policy and funding. 

(3) Improved distribution of funds under the Act should be achieved by includ
ing criteria which would target these resources on communities and neighbor
hoods that have disproportionately high levels of juvenile crime and delinquency, 
school dropouts and suspensions. For this purpose, \ve urge'fi significant set-aside 
of formula grant and special emphasis funds. In the allocation of these set-asides, 
priority should be given to community-based programs and services concerned 
with the needs and interests of minority and disadvantageil youth and having the 
demonstrated capacity to provide Services in appropriate language and cultural 
contexts. 

(4) As a complementary thrust, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention should increase support for projects aimed at improving the capacity 
of ethnic and racial minority youth serving agencies and organizations-at na
tional, regional, and local levels-to plan, develop. implement, and evaluate pro
grams that prevent and control crime and delinquency in the above communities. 
Technical assistance should also be an integral part of this effort. 

(5) Increased minority representation and participation in decisionmaking 
processes under the Act be assured ·by requiring that: 

State advisory groups include substantial representation of youth serving agen
cies, organizations, J.nd groups working in communities Ilnd neighborhoods having 
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rlisproportionately high levels of crime and deliquency, school dropouts and 
suspensions in the state. 

In the development and implementation of the state plan, ethnic and racial mi
nority agencies, organizations, and groups representative of lthe needs and in
terests of youth in the above areas be consulted. 

(6) In order to refine the knowledge base on minority and disadvantaged 
youth .and to promote the exchange of information on successful and innovative 
programs and approaches serving ,them, the mandate for the National Institute 
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should be expanded to include: 

Research and state-of-the-art reports on the needs amI status of these youth in 
the justice system. 

The collection and dissemination of information of model approaches and inno
vations developed and utilized by youth serving agencies. organizations, and 
groups having extensive experience in reaching and serving these youth. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SALLY :MAXTON 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: The Ohio Youth Services Network 
is a statewide association of youth service bureaus, runaway shelters and other 
alternative programs, which advocate for juvenile justice refonu in Ohio with 
the support of numerous labor and citizen groups, the League of Women Voters, 
UA W, AFL-CIO, the Council of Churches, Communication Workers of America, 
the ACLU, American Friends Service Committee, etc. Ohio is notorious for lock
ing up more young 'people than any state otber than California. 

The full implementation of tIle JJDPA. as well as futUre reforms of the justice 
system in Ohio and other states, is largely dependent on the successful creation 
of alternatives to incarceration. Ohio is, therefore. dependent on OJJDP and 
LEAA, Part C, funding which presently support 90 alternative treatment pro
grams seryingoyer 16,000 young people outside of the Ohio institutional and 
detention system where recidivism ra'tes tend to be far higher than in alternative 
programs. Ohio, although presently onl~' 57 percent compliant with the Act has 
progressed substantially from where its' justice system stood in 1975 when it first 
I!ame under the JJDPA. 

The following chart reflects 'that progress, whicb, although nothing to wave 
a flag about, does show that since Ohio began participating in the JuYenile Justice 
Act in 1975, 9,021 less status offenders were held in detention oyer 24 hours and 
4,832 less young people were held in jail witll adults according to Ohio's 1979 
l\Ionitoring Report. 

DATA ON OHIO'S NONCOMPLIANCE WITH JJDPA 

1975 1917 1979 

Detention: 
1. Juvenile offenders and nonoffenders held______________________ 52,394 35,388 30,255 
2. Accused and status and nonoffenders held more than 24 hr______ 8,386 3,860 4,647 
3. Adjudicated status and nonoffenders held more than 24 hr __ __ __ 7,482 3,461 2,200 

---------------------------Total, 2 and 3____________________________________________ 15,868 7,321 6,847 
Youth in jail with adult offenders: 

1. Facilities that held juvenile offenders and adult criminal offenders_ 103 54 44 
2. Juvenile offenders and nonoffenders not separated______________ 5,751 3,567 1,919 

It is important to note that the present Ohio Revised Code also permits an 
unruly child to be defined as a delinquent if the unruly offender violates a court 
order pursuant to an "unruly" adjudication while on probation. Because of this 
feature in the la \Y, many actual status offenders are being institutionalized in 
state and local facilities under a delinquency label. Ten percent of tbe 1,900 
youth incarcerated in the Ohio youth Commission last year were status offenders 
held for violation of a court order. 

Those of us advocating for deinstitutionaIizatioll of juvenile offenders in Ohio 
do so with the knowledge of research documenting the harmful effects of in car
ceration of youth and the fact that our justice ssytem as it has been is not work
ing. The most alarming statistic in Ohio reflecting this is the fact that 92 percent 
of the Ohio born adult offenders incarcerated in Ohio in 1978 were graduates of 
the Ohio youth Commission. 

A recent study by Ohio's Academy for Contemporary Problems documented 
that incarceration seemed to speed up, rather than retard recidivism (return to 
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the justice system) of the "violent few" among juvenile offenders. With all else 
controlled., institutiollalization tended to speed up the time at which new arrests 
occurred after a release. 

With this knowledge, we fully support the mandates of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act. Yi'e are aware that without this Act, Ohio's 
neanderthal juvenile justice system would be even more archaic. 

We are deeply uisturbed by the projected budget cuts of LEAA and with it, 
the Office of Juvenile Justice. OJJ.llP has been extremely effective and states 
participating in the Act have made substantial progress in initiating reforms. 

Our first and foremost recommendation to you today, therefore, is to create a 
separate authorization and separate box for OJJDP totally apart from LE.A.A 
under OJARS to be funded for $250 million with an authorization cycle of five 
years. OJ J Dl' needs the autonomy and separate identity to provide the leadership 
in juvenile justice policy so essential to effective juvenile justice reform in the 
individual states. Without a juvenile justice office and the vital funding provided 
to Ohio's 90 currently funded programs through OJJDP and LEAA Maintenance 
of Effort l!'unds, most alternatlve programs would go out of existence and 16,000 
young people presently served more effectively in alternatives would end up in 
institutions, detention and adult jails. 

Second, the9 Act must)be strengthened to mandate that no youth in this country 
be held. in jail with auults. ~outn held in jail with adults face a "Scared Straight" 
situation every day without the controls of a monitoring media. Instances of 
rape, sexual and physical abuses and young suicides as a result of this practice 
are seldom reported, but must be recognized as unconscionable. 

Third, the Uunaway ~outll Act should be maintained at $17 million without a 
scheme for phase-out or local match. Match requirements decrease the possibility 
of small, new or minority group organizatioml effectively bidding for OJJDP 
money which would in turn, cause a lot of innovatiye and non-traditional pro
grams to go out of business. Although some maintain that the existence of runa
way shelters encourages runaways to fiee, shelter sta.ff will attest to the fact 
that runaways are youth in crisis, not youth looking fOl.' a lark. Shelter staff 
work round the clock to provide vital services to strengthen families, Without 
these services, the 55,000 youth in Ohio who experience v. runaway event each 
year are left to fend for themselves in the streets. We all hear the horror stories 
of runaways who are preyed upon by hitchhikers, pimps and the like, but it is 
essential to recognize how many young people have avoided this fate because 
RYA e~-tsts to fund shelters feuerally to provide staff who care about kids and 
whose main goal is to help resolve crises and reunite families. RYA funding 
should be increased to allow expansion of these vital services. Ohio's 10 RYA 
shelters cannot begin to meet the needs of our 88 coilnties. Currently funded 
effective runaway shelters should continue to be funded under RYA. 

The recommendation to earmark 19.5 percent of the maintenance of effort 
funds ($60 million) for serious or violent offenders is an oTer-reaction to public 
outcry for law and order. Ohio spends $130 million each year to fund the Youth 
Commission to provide 10 secure institutions for approximately 200 youth each. 
The Ohio Youth Commission recently agreed that only 18 percent of the youth 
incarcerated in its' institutions are appropriately placed there. Unfortunately, 
these institutions are ineffective inl'educing recidivism and are often, as is said, 
"schools for crime", Rather than earmark all of the maintenance of effort funds 
for serious offender initiatives, when this is where Ohio and other states are most 
willing to use state funds, OJJDl' should consider providing a special incentive 
initiative to assist states in converting archaic institutions to more effective alter
native models, secure if necessary, such as New Pride. Training should be pro
yided along with the initiative to assist states in converting institutions to em
phasize intensive treatment, remedial education, effective job and vocational 
counseling, ttl in'HU6 that serious offenders are offered something which will help 
to change their behavior rather than doing time in a tinder box where they 
either become victimizers Or victimized by their peers. Since only 10 percent to 
18 percent of Ohio offenders could be labelled serious, earmarking all main
tenance of effort fund~ tor serious offenders is not necessary, 

This above point eruphasizes the need to maintain the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention under OJJDP. States like Ohio, 
striving to deinstitutionalize, often could avoid lllany pitfalls and experien.ce 
more successes if provided with the research which refiects what strategies and 
program models have worked and have not worked in other states, which can 
be provided by an effectively organized institute. ~'raining can and must be 
provided to state SAGS, alternative programs and youth authorities to assist them 
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in emulating what has proyed effective in other states rather than implementing 
projects and models which have proved dismal failures elsev,,·l1ere. Juvenile 
jnstice differs greatly with adult criminal justice in the same \vay that Head 
start preschool models differ with secolluary ec1ucation program~l. 'rraining and 
TA, evaluation, standard setting and applied juvenile justice research should. be 
l,ept in NIJJDP to insure that juvenile justice be maintainecl as a lligh and 
weU-focused priority. 

Even Ohio juvenile judges wrote in their report "Let's Get Kids Out of _'\.dult 
Jails" regarding the need to give juvenile justice concerns a high priority, 

"Most juvenile authorities would agree that rather than a 19 percent main
tenance of effort in juvenile justice (as against LEAA appropriations for the 
adult system) the figures should be reversed. With the legitimate community 
concerns about youth problems and juvenile delinquency, and the enormous cost 
economically and in spoiled lives, WOUldn't it make more sense to spend 81 percent 
on juvenile justice and 19 percent on adult criminal justice?" 

We wish to stress that OJJDP's monitoring requirements have been effective 
and should be maintained. Monitoring must continue ~() insure compliance and 
prevent backsliding. As an advocacy organization, the Ohio Youth Services Net
work has found monitoring report statistics in Ohio have been eyeopening to 
Ohio legislators and citizens, as well as some juvenile judges. We hope to see 
OJJDP strengthened in its mandate to implement the goals of the Act. 

Although Ohio faces the loss of O.TJDP funds due to non-compliance, we sup- .. 
port the Act. To exempt states with youth authorities from the mandate to 
remove youth from adult jails would be a tremendous mistake and would turn 
the tide of the progress Ohio has made in this area thus far. 

We suggest a special model programs-Advanced Techniques Initiatiye in the 
area of prevention to fund states to develop effective prevention models which 
can be emulated by other states. This area is one of the least well defined and 
most badly needed, but targeted model programs should first be developed to 
ascertain which approaches to delinquency vrevention are most effective. 

We support the continued creation of alternatives to incarceration, specifically 
a new title modeled after current deinstitutionalization provisions to offer finan
cial iJlcentives for voluntary state participation to remove either certain types 
of YOl n~ful offenders or for the reduction of numbers of youthful offenders in
carcel.ited in secure facilities, with a subSidy approach to provide financial 
incentives for states participation. 

A recent Illinois study on detention practices found that one half or more of 
the one million juvenile offenders detained annually in the United States could be 
released to supervised nOll-seCure settings without endangering public safety. 
When one looks at Ohio, where over 30,000 youth were held in detention last year 
with a construction cost of $30,000 per bed per ~'outh and an operational cost of 
$30 per day, the high cost of over-institutionalization becomes clear. 

We also recommend minimum standards for alternatives to placement institu
tions, an emphasis on community based facilities with a bed limit of 50 to estab
lish standnrds to prevent the widening of the present net of privately operated 
children's warehouses, which are already supported by powerful economic inter
ests. Too often these systems catch predominantly dependent, neglected and 
abused children whose only crime is the lack of a strong family base. 

We support the strengthening of worc1ing of the JJDP regarding state advisory 
groups from may to Shall, that is, the SAG's: 

(a) Shall aclvise the governor and the legislature on matters relating to its 
function, and; 

(b) Shall be gi ,'en a role in monitoring state compliance. 
SAG's shoulcl be allowed to use up to 5 percent of state formula grants rather 

than 5 percent of the base for training and incentive purposes. It is difficult to 
explain to those states with functioning SAG's the ineffectiveness of Ohio's 
present SAG. With effective financial support and technical assistance, tbe SAG 
ill Ohio could conceivably become a leading force to assist in ahieving the man
dates of the Act. 

The Ohio youth Services Network is supportive of a strong Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act, which can only be accompli~hed by providing 
substantial funding at $250 million a11(1 by demonstrating the priority given to 
juvenile justice by establishing a separate office for OJJDP under OJARS. Those 
of us advocatin~ for reform in Ohio's luvenile justice system cannot stress enough 
to you the importance of OJJDP, which has been a tremendously significant 
catalyst in reforms accomplished thus far. 



REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 

THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1980 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, D.O. 
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9 :50 a.m., in room 

6226, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Birch Bayh (acting chair
man) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bayh a.nd Thurmond. 
Also present: Kevin b. Faley, chief counsel and executive director, 

Subcommittee on the Constitution; Mary K. Jolly, staff director and 
counsel, Subcommittee on the Constitution; Christie F . Johnson, staff 
ftssistant, Subcommittee on the Constitution; Brian Fitzgerald, law 
clerk, Subcommittee on the Constitution; Luther VVashington, legal 
assistant, Senator Metzenbaum; Jessie Sydnor, counsel, Senator Met
zenbaum; Renn Patch, minority counsel, Senator Hatch; Y olanell\ 
McClain, counsel, Senator Dole; Liz McNichols, legal assistant to 
Senator Mathias; Beth Edwards, minority counsel to Senator Coch
ron; and Michael Klipper, minority counsel, Senator Mathias. 

Senator B,\YII. ,Va will reconvene our hearing- this morning. 
I would like to have our distinguished ranking minority member 

make a comment before we proceed this morning. 

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

Senator THURMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I just want to take this opportunity to express my 

interest in the testimony that :is to be presented here. I have four meet
ings going on this morning-, but I especially have to get to a meeting 
of the ,Joint Chiefs of Staff. All of the members of the ,T oint Chiefs of 
Staff are to be there on an extremely important meeting. I just have 
togo. 

I want to say a word before I go. We have here today with us, Ms. 
Barbara Sylvester, of Florence, S.C. She is a vice chairman of the 
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

Ms. Sylvester is a member of the board of youth services in South 
Carolina. No one in my State, and I doubt in the Nation, has taken a 
greater interest in our youth and in juvenile delinquency than Ms. 
Sylvester. 

(115) 
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She is a very capable, outstanding woman. She has dedicated her 
life to serving the youth of this country. I just want to tell you fol~ 
that when she testifies this morning, that she will bl' worth listening 
to. I will take pleasure in reading her testimony later. 

"Ve also have from my State this morning. NIl'. ,Joseph Benton, the 
director of the South Carolina Youth Services. He has done a fine 
service too, in our State. "'\V" e are very proud of him. 

He has with him Ms. Kelly Hyatt, a youth member. She will tell 
her story. 

I think you folks will receive bYl'eat benefit from the testimony of 
these three people today. I just want to commend them to you as worthy 
and outstanding people who are worth hearing. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for your kindness in 
letting me make this statement prior to leaving to go to this other 
meeting. 

Senator BAYR. Well, we appreciate your taking the time to be with 
us. I know how busy you are. ,Ve appreciate your interest in this very 
important matter. I know you are concerned about the children of your 
constituency, crime and delinquency, not only there, but all over the 
country. 

,Ve look forward to having the opportunity to work together to con
t inue the progress that has been made. 

After yon left yesterday, we had the president of the National Juve
nile Court Judges testify. Sometimes ,ve wonder-you have been here 
It lot longer than I, and maybe you have all the wonder out of your 
bones, but I don't think so, about whether we really do any good. 

He testified at the time we started working, the year we passed this 
legislation in 1974, the increase in juvenile delinquency was about 17 
percent. 

This last year it was less than 1 percent. 
So, apparently some of these things we have been doing in trying 

to eleal with prevention are beginning to be felt. I am sure we can do 
it hetter. That is why we are having these hearings. 

But I appreciate your being here. I know how very busy you are, 
Senator Thurmond. 

Senator TnURnIOND. Thank you. 
Senator BAYH. Could I ask the first panel here. NIl'. Cesar A. Perales, 

Dr. Larry IJ. Dye, :Mr. John A. Calhoun and Ms. Caroline Croft to 
come to the witness table. 

STATEMENTS OF CESAR A. PERALES, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEW; LARRY L. DYE, DIRECTOR, YOUTH DEVELOPMENT BU
REAU; JOHN A. CALHOUN, COMMISSIONER, ADMINISTRATION 
FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES; AND CAROLINE CROFT, 
DIRECTOR, RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH DIVISION 

~Ir. PER.\.LES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator BAYH. I was jl1st expressing my concern over the fact that 

we have 29 very important people who are capable of testifying all 
morning, to share their expertise with us, and we have those. folks, you 
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and others scheduled in an unacceptably short period of time, "the 
period of time that is available tous. 

I am particularly perplexed because I will have to leave after a while. 
But, at the risk of offencling those of you who have made a special 
dfort to be here, let me from the standpoint of time, urge you to hit 
the significant parts and we will put your entire statements in the 
J'ecord as if they had been given in total. 

It is very frustrating because I don't like to operate here by capsule, 
particularly when there is some very deep problems that need to be 
analyzed yet as "we go ahead to try to inlprove whItt we are doing. 

Well, Mr. Secretary, why don't you start out and then we will go 
down the list here and move as quickly as we can. 

:Mr. PERALES. :Mr. Chairman, I am the Acting' Assistant Secretary 
for Human Development Services in HE\V. I am presently awaiting 
confirmation by this body. For that reason, I have with me the people 
who are best acquainted with the program. On my right, is Mr. Jack 
Calhoun, who is the Commissioner for the Administration for Chil
dren, Youth and Families. On my left, Dr. Larry Dye, Director, 
Youth Development Bureau. 'ro Mr. Calhoun's right, Ms. Caroline 
Croft, the Director, Runaway and Homeless Youth Division. 

Senator BArn. I think you have here a heartthrob of this whole 
process in the Government: I want to compliment you all. We will not 
disqualify Ms. Croft because she comes from this committee, as a back
ground. That lends her to others, in my judgment. 

Please proceed. 
Mr. PERALES. I wiJl just read some of the highlights of my testimony 

and I will submit it for the record. 
Senator BAYH. Your complete statements will be included in this 

record at the conclusion of your oral presentation here today. 
Mr. PERALES. Thank you, Senator Bavh. I would like for you to 

know that I have had many occasions to see firsthand the needs of 
l'Unaway and homeless youth, especially in my early years as a neigh
borhood legal services lawyer and later as the director of the New 
York City agency, ,vhich among other things, administer the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

I also want you to know that this administration looks forward to 
working with you in developing the most effective legislation. 

With this in mind, I will highlight, very briefly, the following points 
from my written testimony: the background. current needs, and some 
basic principles that we think ought to be included in any new 
legislation. 

The Runaway Youth Act was passed originally in response to con
cern over the growing numbers of youth who leave home without their 
parents' consent. 

According to a 1975 national survey, this number was more than 
733,000 annually. Our e:s:periC'nce leads lIS to believe that the number 
has remained constant over the years. What has increased since 1975, 
however, is the number of homeless youth, especially in the 16- and 
18-year range, who have been pushed out by their own families. Our 
dat~ sho:w that nearly one-third of the youth served by our programs 
are 1ll thIS category. 
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The original legislation proYided for assistin& States .andlocal g?V
ernments in setting up emergency shelters and 111 offerlllg c01.mselmg 
which would, amono' other things, help these runaway youth return 
home or find anothe~ appropriate place to live. 

In 197'7. Congress passed amendments which expanded the scope 
of the lem.slation to include homeless youth and broadened agency 
eligibility for funds to coordinate networks of public and private 
service providers. 

In fiscal year 1979, the Youth D.eve~opment Bur~au funded ~65 
projects in 48 States, as well as the Dlstnct of Columbm, Puerto RICO: 
and Guam. Since 1977, these centers have served 116,000 yOlmg peo
nle and their families. 
~ Further, in this same period, the national toll-free hotline, set up 
to provide a neutral channel of communication between youth and 
their families, served 240,000. 

According to a national evaluation completed for the Department 
in March 1979, by Berkeley Planning Associates, our program, as 
shown through 20 representative projects studied, has proved effective 
and is meeting the program's legislative goals. According to the 
Berkeley study, the counseling provided to the youth and the family 
has had a lasting effect in alleviating the problems that led to the 
youth's leaving home. 

Under current law, these projects work not only to stren611ten and 
relmite families, when that is possible, but also to assist young people 
who may be involved in a wide range of interrelated problems-prob
lems like unemployment, delinquency and status offenses, teenage 
pregnancy, prostitution, drug and alcohol almsE', and chi1d abuse and 
neglect. 

To help respond to these problems, the projects 11ave developed close 
ties and cooperative arran:U"ements with a broad ran:U"e of local public 
andl)I'h-ate ageneies. including law E'nforcement, juvenile justice, ed
ucation, health, welfare, social service, and employment agencies. ,Ve 
have strengthened this kind of coordination by requiring our grantees 
to show, on applyh1g for funds, that they are able to develop workable 
agreements 'with public and private a:U"encies in their communities. The 
projects studied. in the Berkeley evaluation have been successful in 
attracting local support, includin:U" volunteer staff and public and 
privato contribution. 

The Youth Development Bureau has also awarded grants in seven 
States to demonstrate services for t!:'!:'l1age nrostitutes, pregnant 
adolescents, adolescent parents, youth from divorced or relocated 
families. and deinst.itutionalized status off!:'nders. The funds come 
from section 426 of the Social Security Act, which is also administered 
byHE'V. 

Details about these demonstration grants are included in my writ
ten statement. 

The Bureau is also working to bett!:'l' coordinate its activities with 
those of other Federal a:U"enci!:'s with complementary programs and 
responsibiliti.es. One exam111e is a cooperative agreenwnt with the 
Department of Labor and ,Tustice for a jointly funded program under 
which 26 runaway projects will receive youth employment demon
stration grants. 
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~T e expect during the next 3 years to bring new insight into how 
!he runaway youth pt'ogram might better be integrated into the ex
Isting network of Federal and other programs now helping this group 
of young people and their families in crisis. This information will 
include the results of the demonstration projects and our e2t..1)erience 
in the cooperath·e arrangements noted above. 

It will also include what we would anticipate leaming from imple
mentation of the amendments to the child welfare services program, 
contained in R.R. 3434, 'which was just recently agreed to by a con
ference committee. 

Shortly we will send our 3-year reauthorization proposal for the 
Runaway Youth Act to the Congress. We will offer these basic 
principles : 

Encouraging the development of new projects, rather than on con
tinued funding under the Runaway Youth Act for existing ones; 

Promoting reliance on local resources for continued support; and 
Using the funds freed as a result of these efforts to insure broader 

geographic coverage. 
Among other things, 0111' proposed bill will require that 10 percent 

of the funds for fiscal year 1981 and 1982 go to new projects, and 20 
percent, in fiscal year 1983, go to new projects. Our legislation would 
continue the limit of $100,000 for the Federal share of anyone 
proiect. 
. We also will recommend continuing discretionary grant funding, 
III part to be able to respond to areas of greatest need. 

Thank you very much. 
Senator BAYIT. Thank you,. Mr. Perales. Let me ask one basic ques

tion here. You make the case: that the program ha.s reached out and 
served a lot of folles. 

Have we kept a record, and if so, what is the record of recidivism ~ 
One of the real problems with runaways has been that the child 

m nally doesn't run away once. They rlll away again and untilulti
mately the kind of confrontation with people out on the street or in 
an incarcerated situation where :vou take a runaway and put him in 
a jail cell with a prostitute or with an auto theft ring member. The 
next time they are changed individuals. 

What has 'been the ;;-xnerience as far as recidivism is concerned ~ 
Mr. CALHOUN. We do have recOl'ds. In 1978, we saw about 30,000 

youths. About 5,000 of those youths had made contact with a center 
at previous times. However, it is important to note that a number ?f 
youths that are making contact are coming back in prior to thell' 
actual crisis. So, they are not running away a second time, but they 
are making contact with us. 

Senator BAYIT. I rum convinced on the 10,gic ancI the goodness which 
scmetinlE'S makes more sense than some of the cold statistics. Have you 
kept any statistical study~ Have we had gronps of young people who 
were served versus groups of young people who were not served so 
we can compare the difference in the recidivism question ~ 

Dr. Du. Nfl. 1"''' 1'51"''' not. 
1\fr. OALHOUN. I think that is an area, Senator, if I may interject-
Renator BaYH. Please. 
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Mr. CALHOUN r continuing]. That we should be looking at. I think we 
should be looking in two areas, thinking about both the success and 
the prevention aspect. . . ., 

One is the area you mentlOned. I thmlc the other IS lookmg more 
deeply at the causes-what precipitates running away. We do bow 
that it is basically "familygenic"; child abuse, sexual abuse, alcohol
ism, and unemployment. 

I think we should look at that in a more systematic way and be 
a.ble to publish that material to local school systems, churches, neigh
borhood grounB as a nrevE'J1t.ion aspect. to be. able to flag difficulties 
in families before real trouble occurs. I think both those research 
areas, if you will, are ca,tegorical areas we should and will look at. 

Senator BAYH. Well, are we going to look at that ~ 
Mr. CALHOUN. There are two areas that we want to look at. We are 

going to have to balance this against our funding commitments, but 
already I have sent communication to Dr. Dye, who is head of the 
Bureau, to begin to design plans for the family study. 

Senator BAYH. Ms. Croft, do you have any comment on it~ 
Ms. CROFl'. I would certainly support this effort. 
Senator BAYH. Do we have any betoor ide.a how the interaction be

tween the Offi.re nT .Tnvenilr. .TllBtice and the runaway youth pro
graming can coordinate togethed 

Obviously, when a youngster !'lIDS away, there is a breakdown some
,,"here. More often than not, it is a family b1'eakdown or a problem 
in t.he home that is unattended. 

Have we learned anything to teach us how we can use other insti
tutions, not to replace the family, but to alert us to wealmesses that 
might exist in a given family so we can provide that family help or 
the child help before they run away ~ 

",'\That have we learned as far as lUling the church or schools as a 
screening function or as an early warnin£RVstem ~ 

Mr. CALHOUN. I think really you are asking two questions, Senator. 
One is the coordinl1t1on with the Department of .Tustice and there 
existB the Coorc1inl1,tjng Oouncil that is chaired by the Attorney Gen
eral. The Council has met on several occasions, and a number of agen
cies are involved in an effort to do just what yonI' (luestion implies, 
to begin to poollmowled~e as well as rE'sonrces. HEW has contributed 
money. We are together designing some joint l)rojects. 

For the second part of your question, we are really doing two things; 
one is more technical aSflistance to programs. It is my bf'Hef that we 
should be ufling natural me~hanisms afl much as possible, such ·as 
neighborhood centers, health organizations, schools, and attempting 
to strengthen families. 

A subpoint of that would be the research we want to do such as 
looking at what families of runaway youth look likE'. and to get that 
information in It consistE'nt form and di<;f'eminate it. This would really 
provide us with an early warning flystem. 

Senator B,n"H. WhatconcHns me, Mr. C'alhonn, is that I think we 
~lready have an earlv warning- system. Most of those younfrsters are 
III school someDlace. Most claSfll'OOm teachers hn.ve the caDacity to say, 
".! ohnny or Suzy is going to be in trouble." They don't know what 
kmd of trouble, and they are too busy or not professionally trained 
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sufficiently, or a combination of both, to really deal with ,a non-class
room-created problem. 

We do not have the capacity then to spin that responsibility off 
with someone outside. 

It isn't always the case that there is nobody there to help. We have 
a lot of various service-related agencies, either public or private. . 

We had Ms. Freeman of the Girl Scouts. ~T e had a number of socIal 
welfare leagues and all sorts of things that are there to do the job and 
are sensitive, pretty well qualified to do the job if they can find out 
about this youngster. 
~ow we have the Coordinating Council there. That, by statute and 

by inclination, gets folks together at the top; but it seems to me what 
we have to do, after we have decided we are going to coordinate at 
the top, is to get the folks ont in the field to coordinate. 

Too often, there is a fighting over turf. 
Mr. CALHOUN. Right. 
Senator BAYH. You lmow, if you comingle resources or if you get 

involved in this, you are going to have less clout or budget at the local 
level. 

"What can we do really to pull the services together that we have and 
put them in conjunction with, and cOllllmmication with, the problems 
that we have ~ 

Mr. PERALES. There are a -couple of things that we 'are already doing. 
"Ve have funded, for example, progranls in YMOA's and organized 
by the Scouts; but I think perhaps more importantly is that we now 
re,quire, as a condition of funding, that the gmntees show us that they 
have developed arrangements in the community with the types of 
existing resources that you have just described. 

Maybe Larry Dye could tell you some of the programs that we 
already funded, like, the Scouts. 

Dr. D1."E. Most of the programs that are funded at the local level are 
through local community-based organizations. They are tied into local 
n:r:ding sources, for instance, United Way resources, foundations, mu
mClpal funds, schools, and other resources at the local level. "Ve give 
grants to those private organizations that have established strength in 
the community, that have developed links for services to young people 
in the community. 

Senator BAYH. What percentage of numbers are given to private 
agencies compared to public agencies ~ 

Dr. DYE. The maiority of our grants for runaway youth programs 
are to private agencies. 

Senator BAYH. I am glad to hear that. "'\Vb.at we were hoping to be 
able to do when we first drafted that act was to be able to take advan
tage of those nongovernment agencies and private groups, volunteer 
groups and others so that we wouldn't haye to bureaucratize the run
away programing. 

We)1, are we doing anything specifically ~ I hate to keep harping 
<;)11 th~s, bu~ you know, one of the things we have tried to do is prevent 
Juvemle crrme. It seems from what vou all said that we have been at 
least partially successful and we deal with things in a way that keeps 
them fr:om getting worse. maybe before the fact, keep something from 
happenlllg. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 9 
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The one screening mechanism that most of our children go through 
is the grade school. A lot of them do not go through high school, unfor
tunately. ,Ve have most of them in that grade school situation. 

Do we have a program specifically desif,>lled to work with State 
boards of education, I:3tate departments of instruction, county or city 
school boards ~ 

Do we have a mechanism which will require or can create an incen
tive for the school itself to be structured in such a way that the teacher, 
the classroom teacher is alerted that there is out-Bic1e help and that in
stead of just sending the kid to the principal's office or making him or 
her stand in the cornel' or stay after school, that there is also a trigger 
m.echanism that goes to either somebody who is in the schoolroom or 
somebody in a youth service bureau outside that can then call the home, 
talk to the child ~ 

Do we have anything really zeroing in on that area ~ 
Dr. DYE. We do have a number of programs that IUtve exemplary 

projects like that. In San Francisco, for example, we have one program 
which has a van that goes out and does counseling in local classrooms 
and schoolyards. They make themselves available to the schools. 

These programs are small and community based, yet, as they get 
established in their communities with additional resources which thev 
have been able to acquire, they are trying to do as much outreach a~s 
possible. All of the programs have an outreach component. Most of 
them do reach to the schools as most of them reach with other social 
service agencies. 

It really is an issue of the resources availability. 
Senator BAYl-r. Let me ask you this. We have elementary and sec

ondary education funds going into almost every schoolroom in 
America .. We have service delivery mechanisms in almost every com
munity in America; some good, some bad. 

Would it make any sense-talking about a carrot-stick situation. 
They already have the carrot; they are getting the funds. Maybe it 
is a little late to require the prerequisite to getting further funding 
that they have such it mechanism, but each schoolroom in America has 
somebody, Ms. Brown, Mr. Black, whoever it is, that is in charge of 
listeruing- to those warning-s or those screenings or whatever you might 
call it, that come from the classroom teachers. a.nd the teachers are 
advised in advance that they should be preparecl to do this. 

That person then has the kind of coordination with the various 
youth service delivery mechanisms in a oommunity tJlat we now have at 
the Cabinet level 

Mr. CALHOUN. Senator, I would respond in two ways. We obviously 
do not control educamon funds, but I think it is ootirely consonant 
with, our requirement on grantees to have them linle up with other 
agencies, that is, that one of the requirements very specifically be the 
tie with the school system. I thinlr that can be both in terms of showing 
themselves as an available resource, runc1 to say to the teachers, the 
teachers who are there, that these are early warning signs of kids 
who may be on the verge of running away. So, I think that is one very 
definite thing- that we can do. 

Second, r think we, can begin to explore, with the new Denartment 
of Education, some demonstration progTams in this area. I think it 
is an excellent idea. 

~ , 
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Senator R\.YII. ,Yell, coulc1 you give some attention to that~ I hate 
to be a gailily in the educational process, because I haNe always been 
a strong supporter, and am, to these fundings. 

I wish we could provide more rather than less. I don't think that is 
an unreasonable requirement. The prohlew is not that your folks 
don't COlllml1lUca.te with the sohool systems as I would imagine it, in 
the local level. It is sort of like the tail telling the dog what to do, 
because the kind of resources and the kind of il.mcUing services that 
you have available are relatively insignificant compared to the major 
funding that is a"vailable in public education. 

I am not faulting that. I would like to get some more money in that 
educational system. But if we can reqUJire those folks to c10 a little 
initiating, as well as responc1ing. 

You folks said check in with the superintenc1ent of schools. The 
question is, does that snperintendent of schools check in with third 
g-rade in the :Meadow Brook School ~ 

So, could you give some thought to how we could really make that 
work~ 

Mr. CALIWr:X. 'Yt' certainly can, Senator. The thing we do have 
is information. That information I think should be disseminated at 
l(,Hst on a minimal level to the public school systems. Here are the 
typt' of kids 'Y(' have. Here are the early warning signs. Here is the 
resoU1'ct'. I think at a minimnm, we can do that. 

I think your suggestion is an excellent one. I will commit myself 
to 0pt'ning negotiat'ions with the new Department of Education. 

Senatoi· BAYH. Thank you very much. I appreciate what you are 
doing and sharing that with us here this morning. 

Thank yon. 
Mr. PERALES. Thank you, Senator Bayh. 
Dr. DYE. Thank you, Senator. 
Ms. CROFT. Thank you, Senator. 
:;yrr. CALHOUN. Thank you, Senator. 
[:Mr. Perales' prepared statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATE!lrENT OF CESAR A. PERALES 

Mr. Chairman amI members of tlle subcommittee, r am Cesar A. Perales and 
I am awaiting Senate confirmatioll on my nomination as Assistant Secretary 
for Human Development Servires in the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare. 

'l'han];: yon for the opportunity to meet with you today to discuss the Runaway 
Youth Act as authorized by title III of the Juvenile .Tustice amI Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, but more important, to discuss the needs of the youth this 
act is designed to serve. 

r want you to know that I have had many occasions to see firsthand the needs 
of runaway and homeless youth, most recently as the Department's principal 
regi?nal official for region II, hut even more RO in my earlier years as a legal 
serVIces lawyer among the poor and later as the director of the New York City 
agency in which I, among other things, (ldministered the 1974 legislation. 

As I \:iH indicate in mr testimony today, this administration shares this 
SUhColllllllttee's continuing amI evident interest in meeting the needs of an ex
tr.emely v~lnerable P?l'tion of Our Nation's youth. We look forward to working 
wl~h y?U III developmg the best approach ancl in drafting the most effective 
leglsla tlOn. 

With this in mind, I wish to discnss. very briefly. the following points: 
The background ancI goals of the Runaway Youth Act; 
The current needs of runaway and homeless youth' 
How, and with what results. our progl'am is being administered; and 
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Some basic principles which we feel should be included in legislation to 
extend the program. 

BACKGROUND 

'rhe Runaway Youth Act was passed originally in response to concern over 
Ule growing numbers of youth who leave home without their parent's consent. 
According to a 1975 national survey, this number was more than 733,000 annually. 
Our experience leads us to believe that the number of runaways has remained 
constant over the years. What has increased, since 1975, however, is the number 
of homeless youth, especially in the 16-18 y~ar range, who have been pushed out 
by their own families. Our data, for example, show that nearly one-third of the 
youth served by our programs are in this category. 

Whether runaway or throwaway, these young people are in vulnerable situa
tions and subject to exploitation and social dangers. 

The original legislation in 1974 provided for assisting States and local govern
ments in setting up emergency shelters and in offering counseling which would, 
among other things, help these runaway youth return home or find another 
appropriate place to live. 

In 1.977 Congress passed amendments which expanded the scope of the legisla
tion to inclnde homeless youth ancl broadenecl agency eligibility for funds to 
coordi.nate networl;:s of public and private service providers. 

Both runaway and homeless youth have enormous needs. They not only need a 
place to live, but they often also need employment opportunities, legal advice, 
connseling and it wide variety of other services. 

PROGRAM ADAUNISTRATION 

In fiscal year 1979, the Youth Development Bureau, in HEW's Office of Human 
Development Sel'Yices, funded 165 projects iJ148 States, as well as the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Guam. 

Since 1977, these centers have served 116,000 young people and their families. 
Further, in this same period, the national toll-free hotline, set up to provide a 
neutral channel of communication between youth and their families, served 
240,000 youth. 

According tu a national evaluation completed for the Department in March 
1979 by Berkel"y Planning Associates, our program, as shown through 20 repre
sentative projects studied, has proved effective and is meeting the program's 
legislative goals. According to the Berkeley study, the counseling provided to the 
youth and the fmnily has had a lasting effect ill alleviating the problems that led 
to the youth's leaving home. 

At the same time, the projects have broadened their activities in order to 
provide more effective help to the youths who come to them, including a signifi
cant number of homeless youths who are not runaways. 

Under current law, these projects work not only to strengthen and reunite 
families, when that is possible, but also to assist young people who may be 
involved jn a wide range of interrelated problems-problems like unemploy
ment, delinquency and status offenses, teenage pregnancy, ;prostitution, drug and 
alcohol abuse, and child abuse and neglect. 

In order to help respond to these problems, the projects have developed close 
ties and cooperative arrangements ,vith a broad range of local public and pri
vate agencies, including law enforcement, juvenile justice education, health, 
welfare, social service and employment agencies. 

Our programs in Michigan, Ohio, l\fassachusetts, Louisiana-just to mention 
a few-have been able to bring many other organizations into the process of 
;providing services to runaway and homeless youth. 

We have strengthened this lrind of coordination by requiring our grantees t.o 
shOW, on applying for funds, that they are able to develop worlmble agree
ments with public and private agencies in their communities. 

Projects have also shown success in using Federal funding as a magnet to 
attract local support, most notably the donatec1 labor of volunteer staff. 
According to the national evaluation report, the average Runaway youth Act 
grant of the projects studied was $67,000, while the average annual operating 
budget was $1.46,000. Tbps, more than half of the resources to keep these 
projects going came from local private contributions and State and local funds. 
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We believe this is especially noteworthy in light of the fact that many of the 
young people served come from outside the local jurisdiction. 

The Youth Devf>lollment Bureau has been exploring ways of improving serv
ices to meet the needs of youth and families in crisis by linking and broadening 
services. To do this, the Bureau has awarded grants in seven States for dem
onstration projects focusecl on providing services directed towards certain 
youths, including teE'nage prostitutes, pregnant adolescents, adolescent parents, 
youth from divorced or relocated families, and deinstitutionalized status of
fenders. Funds for these projects are not from the appropriation for runaway 
youth but come from funds under research and demonstration, section 426 of 
the Social Security .Act. Here we are pulling together resources in order to 
broaden our knowledge about these youth. 

The seven youth demonstration grants, the target populations that they are 
serving, and the services they are providing include the following: 

'.rhe Bridge, Inc.: Boston, :Massachusetts: Home front is an alternative family 
living center for alienated, pregnant adoleRcents. The program is designed to 
re-educate, train, and support these young women from pregnancy into parent
hood through a nonresidential "community" providing comprehensive informa
tion, support, and recreation services on a daily basis as well as medical as
sistance prior to, dUring, and after childbirth. 

Crosswinds, Inc.: lIIel'rit Island, Florida: Horizon House, a short-term resi
dential facility, is designed to address the needs of dependent youth affected by 
revisions in the Florida juvenile justice laws mandating the deinstitutionaliza
tion of status offenders. The services that are provided-counseling, social skills 
development, and other supportive services-are designed to assist the youth 
to be able to live independently. 

The Bridge for Runaway Youth, Inc.: Minneapolis, Minnesota: The Bridge 
is designed to address thl' needs of female adolescents involved in prostitution. 
It provides positive role models, a safe liying environment and supportive services 
designed to impr(lve self-pcrceptions and interpersonal relationships. The end 
objective of these services is to increase the residents' awareness of alternativl's 
to prostitution and to provide the skills required to talte advantage of these 
alternati ves. 

The Center for Youth Services, Inc.: Rochester, New Yorlr: The families in 
transition project is designl'd to snpport the positive development of youth who 
are experiencing transitions in their families due to divorce or relocation; and 
to raise community awareness of the frequency and dynamics of family transi
tion and its effects on youth and their families. Peer support groups are being 
established within both a high school and a community setting designed to pro
vide mutual assistance to youth in <1l'aling with family issues. Adrlitionally, video
tapes are being developed (by youth) designed to share the experiences of youth 
related to family transition. 

Voyage House, Inc.: Philadl'\phia, Pennsylvania: '.rhe life sltills resource cen
ter provides remedial aca<1emic assistance, life skills training, and counseling 
designed to increase the abmty of youth to function effectively in everyday life. 
The tutorial and other approaches that are employed draw upon materials which 
are basic to everyone's life--e.g., newspapers, leases, job applications-in order 
to increase academic proficil'ncy while, at the same time, providing training in 
basic life skills. 

Iowa Runaway Service: Des Moines, Iowa: The demonstration component 
seeks to foster the development of a statewide youth network as well as to fill 
exi.sting gaps in the delivery of services to youth. The service components are 
being provided through three runaway projects located in different sections of 
the state. The services being provided by the Iowa Runaway Sen'ice in Des 
Moines include the development of foster care placement in adjacent rural com
munities ill order to provide shelter to youth in crisis within or near to their 
home communities, and the conduct of workshops for youth in Des Moines in 
cooperation with other youth-serving agencies. Total Awareness. located in Coun
cil Bluffs, is providing after-cure services to youth and their families, and 
Foundation II in Cedar Rapids has established a home-based family coullseling 
program. 

Interface Community, Inc.: Newbury Park, California: The demonstration 
component is designed to provide counseling as well as sltill development assist-



126 

ance in decisionmaldng, self-responsibility, aUlI self-reliance to three youth target 
populations: (1) 16 to 18 year old youths who require assistance in living 
independently j (2) abused and neglected youth aged 10 to 18 who are in neecl 
of survival sldUs and supportive assistance in order to remain in their own 
homes j and (3) adolescent parents who require training in parenting, independ
ent Ii "ing, and related areas. 

The Bureau is also worldng to better coordinate its activities with those of 
other Federal agencies with complementary programs and responsibilities. 1'bese 
activities includc: 

A joint effort with the day care division, within the administration on children, 
youth, and fUlllilies, involving 10 runaway centers to analyze and disseminate 
information on day care models for meeting the before and after school needs 
of older youth. 

Closer coordination among the runaway youth programs, the social services 
program under title XX of the Social Security Act, and the child welf!l!'e servic.s 
program under title IY-B of that act. This is being done through a grllnt with 
the State of Ohio. 

A project with the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect and tht> 
National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) to analyze and disseminate, 
among, title III grantees, information on adolescent abuse and neglect, and on 
effective treatment. 

An agreement with the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) to use 
runaway centers for disseminating information on drug abuse. 

A cooperative agreement with the Departments of Labor and Justice for a 
jointly funded program under which 23 runaway projects will serve as youth 
employment demonstration grants. 

'We expect during tile ne_ .. t tllrce years to obtain new information which will 
give us greater insight into how the l'unaway youth program might better be 
integrated into the existing network of lfederal and other programs now helping 
this group of young people and their famiiles in crisis. This information will 
include the results of the demonstration projects and our experience in the co
operative arrangements noted above. It will also include what we would antici
pate learning 1.1'0111 illlpiementation of the amendments to the child welfare 
services program, contained in H.R. 3434, which was just recently agreed to by 
a conference committee. 

CONSIDERATIONS FOR REAUTHORIZATION 

Shortly we will send our three-year reauthorization proposal for tlle Runaway 
youth Act to the Congress. 

We believe :l. number of basic principles need to be incorporated ill the act: 
Primary emphasis should be placed on the development of new projects, 

rather than on continued funding under the Runaway youth Act for existing 
ones; 

Projects should reduce their dependence on Runaway youth Act funding 
and strengthen their ties with other community-level human services 
programs j 

Projects should rely to the greatt>ttt w..:l:tent possible on local resources to 
acllieve continued support and viability, and 

Funds freed as a result of the above efforts should be used to ensure 
broader geographic coverage, by funding the start up costs of new programs 
in under-served areas around the country. 

We believe that these principles will assist in spreading the benefits of the run
away youth cpntt>rs to youths in a wider gl'og-raphic area nnd pro "ide services in 
presently unserved sections of the country. Further, we believe that encouraging 
increased local support will enhance the value of the programs, us well as make 
it possible to serve more youth in crisis with limited resources. 

Toward that end our proposed bill will: 
Reauthorize the Runaway youth Act for three years; 
Fund no new prOject for more than three years; 
ReQl1ire that 10 nercpnt of the funds appropriated for fiscal year 198] 

and 1982 be allocated for new projects and 20 percent in fiscal year 1983 j 
Reqilire that the non-Federal share be in cash j 
Place a limit of $100,000 for Federal share of anyone project j and 
Change the matching rate so that the maximum Federal match is 90 IJer-

cent rather than require a 90 percent Federal contribution. 
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COMMENTS ON S. 2441 

We reco/,'1lize that the introduction of S. 244;). is another indication of your 
strong intere:;t in this program and we are pleased by your continuing support. 
However, we would urge you instead to conl:lider and report out the administra
tion's pro,l)Osals which I have outlined. Specifically, however, we support the 
!ollowing lJruvi!:lions ot S. 2441 : 

Amending tlle act to include homeless youth both in the title and in the 
substance of the bill; 

Providing explicit authority for grants for the national communication 
system. . 

However, we do oppose the following provision of S. 2d41: 
Extending the program for five years and continuing the authorization for 

$251\1 for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1!:l!33; and increasing the authorization for 
$30M for fi!:lcal year 19b4 and fiscal year 1985, we recommend instead a three
year extension, consistent with our proposal to fund projects for up to three 
years, with an authorization of .~lilI ·1:01' 1981. This reflects the administra
tions' budget request. 1Ve also request "such sums" authorizations for the two 
subsequent years. 

CONCLUSION 

]'inally, let me express my thanks to you, :Mr. Chairman, and the members of 
the subcommittee, for your continuing interest in meeting the needs of runaway 
and homeless youth . .As I have indicated, the administration shares that interest. 
1Ve hope that, with your help, we will be able to move forward and serve these 
young :I{'ople in increasingly effective ways. We urge you to act favorably on the 
admin stra.tion's proposals which I have outlined for extension and amendment 
of the lrunaway Act. 

Thank you for inviting me to testify, Mr. Chairman. I will be pleased to 
respond to any questions you and the other members of the subcommittee may 
have. 

Senator BAYH. Could I ask th.at we have Bonnie Strycker of the 
Y outll Service Bureau of SoutUl Bend; KClU1eth ,y ooden, director of 
the National Coalition of Juvenile Justice; Mara Lozier, Children's 
Express magazine reporter; and Robert Clampitt, publisher of the 
Children's Express magazine, come forward. 

TESTIMONY OF BONNIE STRYCKER DIRECTOR, YOUTH SERVICE 
BUREAU, SOUTH BEND, IND.; KENNETH WOODEN, DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL COALITION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE; MARA LOZIER, 
CIDLDREN'S EXPRESS REPORTER; AND ROBERT CLAMPITT, 
CHILDREN'S EXPRESS PUBLISHER, NEW YORK, N.Y. 

Senator BAYII. Ms. Strycker, could you proceed, and then we will 
have Ms. Lozier and Mr. Clampitt and then let Mr. Wooden be the 
cleanup hitter here. 

Mr. STRYCKER. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. 
I appreciate this opportunity to speak in favor of Senate bill 2441. 

I am Bonnie C. Strycker. I am the executive director of the South 
Bend, Ind., Youth Senice Bureau. 

'Ilhe bureau itself opened in 1972. It is a bureau of the city of South 
Benel. 

,Ve offer a number of programs to young people,. Our TImaway 
shel~er projec.t opened in 1976, funded by the Runaway Youth Act. 

i7 mce opelUng-. t.he runaway shelter has srn'veel 600 young 'people. 
~\.91de f~'om room u!ld board, we provide inc1ividual, grOllp, and family 
cOlllsell11g', educatIOnal programs, reCre<1ilOn, and employment. We 
also provide services through referral with other agencies. 
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I am very encouraged by the provisions of the Runaway and Home
less Youth Act. The inclusion of homeless youth accurately reflects 
the increased numbers of young people who, while not technically 
runaways, are in need of services. 

I mn heartened by the increased funding allocation. This will enable 
funding for shelter facilities where none currently exist. 

I would encourage the Congress also to provide continued funding 
and flUlding increases for those shelters currently funded. 

Our shelter receives $52,500 annually in Federal funds, which trans
lates into a daily average cost per youth of $24. That is the cost to 
the Federal Government. 

Increased funds are necessary to meet the minill11l1n standards of 
the Runa;\Yay Youth Act as it. is currently written. 

The young people we serve need well qualified counselors. These 
counselors are difficult to find and more difficult to keep on the kinds 
of sa.laries we can pay. 
If our shelter does not continue receiving- Federal support, it would 

seriously jeopardize our program and could force its closing'. 
In conelusion, I would like to compliment the Department of Health 

and Human Services and its Youth Development Bureau for its 
administration of the Runaway Youth Act, 

On behalf of the city of Smith Bend, Ind., and the youth-serving 
community of Indiana, I wonldlike to thank you, Senator Bayh, and 
this ('ommittee. for your leadership and interest in young people. 

I appreciate this opportunity to share the Youth Service Bureau 
runaway shelter pl'OQ,Tam and to comment on the proposed Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act. 

Senator BAYH. Ms. Strycker. I appreciate your being here and your 
testimony. pIns the kind of invaluable service. that you provide in the 
South Bend and St. Jose.ph Connty community. 

'What about the recidivism question ~ Have you been able to make 
an assessment of whether, by reaching people. through your service, 
yon are able to deal with the problem at a time you can minimize it 
01' prevent it or keep it ITom recurring time and time again ~ 

~fs. STRYCKER. I don't. have any kind of percentages and figures, 
hut hecanse of the kinds of services through the. Youth Service. Bu
reau, we are able to go into the schools and work with the very age 
group yon discussed earlier. 

We fonnd that the only way to possibly get at the. whole business 
of e~lding recnrring runaway episodes is by working with the entire 
famlly. . 

There is no way that our shelter can provide services only to the 
young person and return that. young person home. It is very impor
tant. that 'we provide crisis famiJy therapy as well as ongoing family 
therapy becanse, when a young person runs a,,'ay, there is clearly a 
family problem. Those problems just don't change within the 15 days 
or so. 

Senlltor B,\1.'"H. Do we have, in South Bend, a crisis delivery mecha-
nism fol' ffllnilie~ in trOll b Ie ~ . 

Ms. STRYCKER. Well, I think we have some semblance of that. I think 
we al'e able to respond. Our Youth Service Bureau has a very good 
l'e1a~ionship with the South Bend police department. In terms of 
famlly .fights w'here young people may neerl to leave home fora period 
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of time, the police are aware of our shelter. They are aware of the 
"Women's Shelter, which provides services for battered women and 
shelter care facilities for children. 

In terms of ongoing counseling, once the crisis is over, we really 
don't. "tVe have a mental health center. ",Ve have several private ther
apists, but we don't have a total delivery service. 

Senator BAYH. I know that the South Bend cOl1ununity is a very 
sensitive community. YOUI' folks there tllat work officially through 
the youth service bureau are selisitive. "tVe have a mayor there who 
comes out of the community there ()f service delivery. 

Ms. STRYCKER. Yes. 
Senator BA1.'TI. Could you help this committee-it doesn't neces

sarily have to be a bureau or the county commissioners or the city 
council. You have a lot of church folks there, volunteer organizations. 
You have the YM.OA and nVCA, the Scouts, and the Catholic 
charities. 

Could you give some thought and talk to some of the folks there 
about what we can do ~ There are a lot of c.ommunities like South 
Bend that have the heart and probably have the resources out there 
hI a nonorganized way. It is one thing for the police to call and say 
that a wife is being beaten up. I know the e:.\.'tra work some of you 
have hepl1 doing there as far as the battered wives are concerned, but 
then it is just indispensable, as you get the wife out of the home tem
porarily, to crank in the mental health services so we can deal with 
the basic problem, whether it is alcoholism or other l..--inds of problems. 

Could you give some thought to how we could do that ~ 
Ms. STRYCKER. Yes. I tl1ink your suggestion is timely. "tVe are hav

ing our first meeting of the community network of youth services 
tomorrow, which involyes some of the kinds .of people you merLtioned. 

We H,re hoping that. with all the cases that we see in St. Joseph's 
County, individual agencies will be identified to take the lead and walk 
people through systems so people do not get lost. 

Senator BAYII. I w()uld appreciate that, if you could. If you get 
back t.o me, I woul d appreciate it. 

Ms. STRYCKER. Yes. 
Senator B.u'li. Ms. Lozier. Mara, good to see you. I appreciate your 

being here. 
Ms. I~oZIER. Before Bob and I start testimony, we at Children's 

Express woulc1like to present you with this T-shirt. It is kind of small. 
[Laughter.] 

It. is a token of a nnreciation for vour work with chi] clren. 
Senator R u"n. vVhv don't VOll i11';np' it un here and take a look at it. 
[Senator Bayh is presented with T-shirt.] 
[Applause.] 
Senator BA1.lT. Thank you. This is the inflat.ion-fighting budget. 

[Laughter.] 
Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT CLAMPITT 

Mr. ChU,IPI'IT. Senator, if I may, I would like to commence our 
joint. testimony. 
, I am R.()bel~t Clampitt, publisher of Children's Express magazine. 
I would like to formally introduce Mara Lozier of South Orange, 
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N.J., who is both a reporter for Children's Express and was the hear
ing examiner at our national hearings on incarcerated children. 

She is a 3-year veteran at Ohildren1s Express, at the age of 12. 
,Ve are here to talk about the youth a.clvocacy aspects of Children's 

Express in particular, but we would also like to join in expressing our 
rea.ily deep appreciation to you, Senator, for your continued work 
on behalf of children. 

I also want to express my appreciation to the New Jersey Citizens' 
Advocacy Network and the National Council on Crime and Delin
quency for assisting in making the trip possible. 

On March 28 through 30, 1978, there was a remarkable event here 
in Washington, the Children's Express hearings on incarcerated chil
dren. FlUlded by OJJDP, under John Rector, the New Lound Foun
dation of New York City, and the National Office for Social Respon
sibility, the hearings were sponsored by the National Coalition for 
Ohildren's Justice, the Children's Cultural Foundation, and the Chil-
dren's Embassy of the Day Care Council. ',. 

They took place over a 3-day period and called witnesses from all , 
over America, including psychiatrists, doctors, police officers, experts' I 
on human behavior, child advocates, and formerly incarcerated ' 
children. 

The hearings were presided over by Children's Express hearing ex
aminers who ranged in age from 10 to 13· years old. 

The hearings grew out of an interview with our friend, Ken 
Wooden, author of the very moving book, "Weeping in the Playtime 
of Others." 

In the course of that interview, ChHdren's Express reporters heard 
the chilling story of America's incarcerated children. They were pro
foundly moved. . : 

They wanted to know what they could do, how they could help: 
From the dialog that followed that intervie,Y, the hearings grew. 

From the hearings, the proposition of the child ao advocate also 
grew. 

I want to report on some of the effects of the hearing's, but before I 
rlo, I would like to turn to Mara, who was a hearing examiner at the 
national liearings at the age of 10 years old, and who has prepared 
testimonj, for you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator BAYH. 'l'1lank you. 
Mara~1 

TESTIMONY OF MARA LOZIER 

Ms. LOZillR. Good morning. I am Mara Lozier. I represent Children's 
Express. 

For the .last 2 yea;rs, a small group of us hav~ been studying child 
abuse andmcarceratlOn. We have conducted hearlllgS on two occasions, 
and the information that I am going to ,give yon this morning is gath
el'ed from my experiences as a hearing examiner. 

The first hearing that we conducted was in April 1978, at the Chil-
dren's Embmlsy here in Wa'lhinl!ton, D.O. .. , 

The second one was helcl in December 1979, at the New York Cham-
ber of Commerce., in New York City. 

The Washin,gton hearings were' supported and funded by the Of
fice of Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention. 
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Durino' the hearings, I listened to young witnesses telling about 
their exp~riences as incarcerated children. 

I also heard testimony from such experts as Dr. James Prescott, who 
is the health and science administrator for National Institute of 
Child Health and Human Development, National Institnte of 
Health, Senator George McGovern, and Dr. Edward Kaufman, who 
is the associate clinical professor of psychiatry at the University of 
California. 

Our principal concern during the Washington hearings was. the 
status offender. It is he who seems to stay in care the longest, Slllce 
he has more than likely been given an indeterminate sentence. 

Some of the testimony was incredibly horrifying and shocking to 
me, and I am sure, if enough people were aware of the current abuses 
of children's rights, some important changes would come about. 

I am supporting'the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act 
and the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act. 

I will fiTst give a brief outline of what we have found and then I 
will try to answpr any questions. 

First, I would like to speak about solitary confinement, that is, 
locking a person in a room with foul' bare walls. 

The room typically might have only a mattress or a wind.ow and 
woulclr3.l'ely include a toilet. Perhaps in place of a toilet the~e would 
be an old coffee can or a hole in the floor. They rarely have lIghts be
cause a light cord could easily be used by a child to hang himself. They 
are hot in summer and cold in winter. 

Childl'pn are placed there in their pajamas or underwear. Reasons 
for placing them in solitary confinement range from tearing a tag out 
of jeans or ,vriting, "I love you," to a teacher, to attempted suicide. 
None are iustifiable. 

The activities in solitary consist of eating a scanty meal of bread 
and water or sompthing similar which is pushed under the door ad
ministere(1 by a guard, slpeping, dreaming or just staring at the four 
walls. 

In laborator~r tests, scientists put mice in confined spaces like soli
tary confinempnt and took them out clays later. After their confine
mput, the experimental mice conld not adjust to their normal lives or 
to the micp around them. 

Administrators of institu60ns have no qualms about this sort of 
treatment of rhilc1ren, howevpr. Solitary ~onfinement is an easy an
swer for administrators. It is inexpensivp since no psychiatric help 
is involved in its authorization. 

Snieide is too often committed in the cells by light cords or twisted 
shepts if the cells are equipped with them. One child even decided to 
eat bro];::pn glass. 

In 1978. we had testimony from a girl who had been in solitary con
finen1Pnt for 50 cla vs. She. was asked if there. was suicide among her 
fripnds at the institution. She replipd. "Well, there was a girl who tried 
suiric1e allC1 got l)ut in isolation for it. While I was in isolation there 
was another gi.rl who tried to set herself on fire and they put her in 
isolation for that." There was another girl who tried to hang herself, 
so they took her brd away. 

In l1is book, "Wepping in the Playtime of Others," Ken Wooden 
states that one boy scratched, on the thick wire glass window, t.he 
message: "As you are, I was once. As I am, you win be." Then he 
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climbed to the upp€r bunk, pushed his bed out from the wall so his 
legs could hang over, placed his head under the arched safety bar, and 
violently flipped his body over the bed, brealdng his neck. 

It was necessary t'O cut off the ba:' to remove the boy's body. 
M'9,ny other cases, some of which are not so tragic, but many which 

aId, have never been reported. Suicide over the last decade has in
creased by 200 percent among children aged 14 to 19, and is now the 
second highest cause for death in Americans aged 15 to 24. 

I have a poem which was written by a girl in solitary confinement, 
in Illinois, right befure her suicide: 

There is a cracl~ in the Earth 
And I have fallen in. 
Down in the darkness where I have never been. 
People are looking, staring at me ; 
I lie here and wonder what do they see? 
Shall I be here forever? 
I cannot climb bacl~ 
Rotting and dying in this horrible crack. 
Am I alive or am I dead? 
011 God, who will save me 
From this crack in my head? 

Physi~al abuse is another common practice at many institutions. 
Beatings or strenuous work are dealt out most mercilessly. The beatings 
are done with a belt, stick, or wooden paddle about 2 inches thick. 

The strenuous exercise may consist 'Of being changed by guards on 
horsebacks, being made to wash a dormitory door with a toothbrush, or 
other similar chores. 

Through the hearings I learned that when adults enter a mental 
hospital, reformat'OI'Y, or other such institutions, he is examined and 
evaluated and give,n correct medication, if that is indicated. 

This is not so in the case of juveniles. On arrival, common admission 
practice includes a physical examination, clothes confiscation, shower, 
and a 25-millig-ram dose 'Of thorazene. 

Dr. Edward Kaufman testified in 19'78 that one institution in New 
York State will increase that original dose by one half again, and more 
will come if the staff feels it necessary. 

Massive doses are given instead of therapeutic help. Thorazene is 
the most common drug used, but many others are prominent. 

In his book, Ken 'W ooden calls thorazene "the new solitary confine
ment." 

In some ways, drug abuse is much worse than the old solitary con
finement. In the old way, one might maintain control of his mind. 

"When we, absorb all this, we tend to say, "Well, it is awful, hut. the 
:people on the ~eceiving end of the awfulness are pretty bad, too." That 
IS not necessarIly so. 

In 19'71, 56.4 percent of all incarcerated children were status 
offenders. 

Of the remaining 43.6 percent, well under 10 percent are· violent 
criminals. That is a terrible injustice. This injustice is widespread, 
too. We aren't discussing one small area, We are discussing a situation 
that has spread all around the country. 

Although some progress is being made, children everywhere need 
help, It is up to us to provide that help. 

Thank you. 
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Senator BAYH. Thank you. 
Mr. CLA~IPITT. Senator, if I may just conclude, and then perhaps we 

could both respond, if you have any questions. 
Senator BAYH. Yes. 
Mr. CLAMPITT. The purpose of the Washington hearings on incar

cerated children was certainly to spread information to the general 
public. vVe wanted to inform America about these conditions and, as 
a matter of fact, in that way, the hearings were very successful. They 
were covered by all three networks and by WNET, here in Washing
ton. An edited version was shown all over America. The hearings were 
also covered by something like 10 major news bureaus, includlllg the 
New York Times and the Washington Post. 

Our own teenage editors did a videotape of those hearings, which 
they edited down to 1 hour and which has been shown in many parts of 
the cOlmtry. It is now incorporated as a part of the juvenile advocacy 
course at Temple University in Philadelphia. 

It has also been shown all over the country and the children them
selves have addressed many audiences, including the plenary session 
of the Natiollal Child ..:\..buse Conferenre at the Annanber~ School, 
University of Pennsylvania. They also addressed 500 Methodist women 
about 4: months ago in Philadelphia. Those women were in the proc
ess of allocating a budget of $14 million. 

So the followup to those hearings has been a constant addressing of 
the subject that you have so faithfully addressed yourself to over the 
past years by the children as spokespersons for other children. 

Of course, we want to state the case for the child as advocate. We 
think that the youth initiative projects are especially valuable within 
the legislation. 

I have personally experil'nced thl" extraordinary way in which chil
c11'en are movl'd by the plight of other children as we went through the 
camps in Thailand and Cambodia with two of our reporters, and also 
with respect to the hearings on incarcerated children. 

I would just like to say one thing about the administration of the 
act, in concluding; that is, that I was deeplv disaTlPointed to see the 
drving up of the unsolicited grant aspects of the legislation. 

It. sl'emed to me that some of the most creativl' programs that were 
funded undl'r Mr. Rrctor's administration werl" in that category. As 
I understand it, that is no longer a part of the administrative appara
t.us. We feel affected by that and deeply disappointed. 

Thankvou. 
Renatol: BAYII. Thank you, Mr. Clampitt, and Ms. Lozier. 
You are 12 years old ~ 
II£s. LOZIER~ Yes. 
Senator BAYn. Mr. Woodl'n, it is good to Sl.'e you again. 
Mr. WOODEN. Thank von, Senator. 
Sl'nator BAYI-I. Mr. Woadl'n is no strang-er bl'f01'1' this committee. I 

consid('l' him a valiant any of this comnlittE'e in its E'fforts to try to 
prE'vent juvE'uiJe delinquency and RaVE' young pE'opIe from a lifetimE'. 
of waRte. 

I aIRO call him a good friE'nd pE'l'sonally. It is good to have you with 
us. 

TESTIMONY OF KENNETH WOODEN 

Mr. WOODEN. Thank you. 
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It was reassuring to see you accept that shirt. I assume now that you 
are part of the news media, Senator Bayh. If so, we will all be enriched. 

I would like to share with you a few insights as you expand your 
activity and work to improve conditions affecting chiidren. 

First, may I read to you a very short poem. This poem was written 
by one of 300 children murdered in Jonestown, Guyana. His name was 
David Chaiken, he was 15. He wrote, 

I walked down a very lonely street. 
There was no one there. 
Just stillness and the lonely street. 
The wind whistled there. 
I was lost, I know. 

The key sentence here is, "There was no one there." Senator Bayh, 
for a lot of kids it is really profoundly beautiful that you are there. 
There are few people in this country who care about children, and I 
know that those children, if they could speak for themselves, would 
say, "Thank you." 

Also there are few people looking at what I call "a growing trend 
toward commercial jails" in America. While we have been successful 
in taking children out of a number of public jails, there is a mush
rooming of greed merchants who are setting up and expanding their 
"Colonel Sanders" operations. 

The moneys they are receiving come mainly from Federal and State 
grants. The Federal pots of money come from the Labor Department 
and from OJ JDP and HEW. They add up to as high as $50,000 per 
kid, per year. 

It is becoming so lucrative that one bank in Providence, R.I., bought 
an institution from which it realizes $55,000 per kid, per year. This 
same bank allots $100 per week to feed 10 kids and a house. parent. 

I am seeing, Senator Bayh, a trend where the money is being used 
not to improve the quality of care for children, but to expand real 
estate investments. These greed merchants are· buying land and build
ings. They are realizing vast wealth as they expand their operations 
into other States. 

They are buying deserted Oatholic hospitals, convents, seminaries, 
ideal because they are isolated from the public. As private facilities, 
thev are also protected from the scrutiny of the news media. 

There was one operation in Arizona, called the Circle S Ranch. 
T would like to leave with vour committee several dozen affidavits, a 
litany of h01'ror documentii1,Q,' beatings, death, suicide. and a bizarre, 
Freuclian-t.ype therapy where young men were forced to simulate 
having sex on a pillow. with their mothers. 

This facilitv was in business for 20 years, during which time chil
(hen from California were bein,Q,' shinped there. 

They were nut out of business-I am happy to report they are out 
of business-by professional team effort. what I call a health en
forcement team, made up of a physician. la·wyer. OP A. reporter, and 
a n111'Se. 

This team went. into the place unannounced and creamed t.hem. The 
facilitv could not defend it.s actions of t.he last 20 years. 

I believe vou will find it very distnrbing to 'read the affidavits of 
neop1e. now' 32 and 33 years old; describin,g their existence in this hen 
hole when they were youngsters. 
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I would like to make a suggestion to your staff. Would it not be 
possible for the AGO to do an audit on these profitmaking, high tui
tion rate facilities, to see exactly what moneys are going into real 
estate investments and expansions and what is going into the quality 
of care for children. 

Also, I a;m impressed how these operations acn afford the legal fees 
for hiring litwyers to intimidate C'T'ltics like me and other child ad
vocates. They appeal' to have unlimited money to file lawsuits and 
hire lawyers to defend their actions. 

Would it not be possible for children in these institutions to enjoy 
the same quality of legal care as the owners of these facilities? 

Allow me to state publicly here, not only am I finding kids in these 
commercial jails, Senator Bayh, but in my own State of Pennsylvania, 
~s well as Virginia and Minnesota, status offenders are being placed 
m mental hospitals. 

Disturbingly, in the State of Pennsylvania, children can be found 
in the wards of mental hospitals with adult men, yet the head of the 
Pennsylvania Health Department, justifying their actions in a memo, 
said, "In no ,,;-ay will this hurt the children being placed with men
tally disturbed adults." 

Senator BAYH. Do you have that document? 
Mr. WOODEN. Yes: I will gladly make that document available to 

your subcommittee, along with these affidavits and other materials I 
am finding, because I know that you will do something about it. 

Thank you, Senator Bayh. 
Senator BA"l"TI. Again, we are in your debt. I don't know anybody 

who has done more· really to put fhe Nation's consciousness to this 
problem: your book, "Weeping in the Playtime of Others," and your 
CBS contribution. 

Here is really a communications problem to a great extent, I think. 
I cannot believe that more than a very small percentage of the people 
of our country would support this kind of exportation of grief, even 
in the States where it is practiced. I would be willing to wager that the 
big majority of the people in the State do not understand. 

So, if we can lay it out on the record here, the fact that one of our 
States, perhaps other States have people who are charged to fulfill 
their responsibility of proyiding services to young people, totally 
ignore the fact that the service makes the matter worse. 
If you could get us a list and affidavits or expanded list of targets 

of opportunity-I don't want to go on a witch hunt, but I certainly 
have no hesitancy asking the Attorney Genern.l or the Government 
Accounting Office or some other hwestigatory arm of our Congress or 
Government to take a good hard look at these people who now are 
profitpering out of the misery of others, oft' the misery of others. 

Well, I really appreciate your all being here. I wish we had more 
time to pursue this, but all the statements will be put in the record. 

We want to keep working at this. We appreciate what you all are 
doing out in the field to make it possible for our work to reach them. 

Ms. Lozmn. Thank you, Senator Bayh. 
Mr. WOODEN. Thank YOU, Senator. 
Mr. CLAMPITr. Thanlr you, Senator Bayh. 
Ms. STRYCRER. Thank you, sir. . 
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Strycker and material for the 
record from Mr. Wooden follow:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BONNIE STRYOKER 

Members of the Committee, I am Bonnie C. Strycker, Executive Director of 
the South Bend Youth Ser.vice Bureau. Our offices ure located in South Bend, 
St. Joseph County, Indiana. St .• Toseph County is located in the northwestcr:n 
part of the State. The County's population is approximately 245,000. As of the 
1970 census, figures indicated an 88 percent white, 11 percent black, a11(1 1 per
cent Spanish population breakdown. Economically, SL Joseph County relies on 
a few large industries and several sman fUversifled industrial concerns. It is 
composed primarily of a working and middle class population. 

The Youth Service Bureau is a bureau within the Ci,il City of South Bend and 
has been in operation since 1972. Though a City bureau. it serves aU of St. Joseph 
County. The Bureau has four major components; south employment, recreation, 
informal counseling, and sh!:!lter care. 

The Runaway Shelter was opened in June of 1976. Funds were provicled by the 
Runaway Youth Act. The decision to open :t F'helter for runaways was based on 
our belief that the act of running away from home, rather than an act of defiance 
or delinquency, is a cry for help that signals a breakdown ill tllE' family system. 
The philosophy of the shelter, as well as the Youth Servicc Bureau ib;elf, is one 
of providing positive support in a caring environment allowing the individual the 
freedom to make his/her o\vn decisions. The goul of our shelter is to provide the 
necessary support system to enable a young person to return to the family unit 
and to provide thc family with the necessary tools to lessen the likelihood of 
other runaway episodes. 

To meet this goal, the Runaway Shelter provides a variety of sen·ices. Sery
iceH provided directly by she·Iter staff and volunteers include indiYiclual, group, 
and family therapy. 'These are provideu while the youth is in residence. Educa
tional programs are schecIulrd weekly using such community agencies as Planned 
Parenthood of North Central Imlialla, the Alcoholism Council of St. Joseph 
County, and seY('ral others. Group recreational outiugs are scheduled weekly . 
. Tob opportunities are provided by the youth Service Bureau's employment com
ponent. Service needs such as legal, welfare, and health are referred. Once a 
:routh leaves the Runaway Shelter, individual anu family counseling may be pro
yWed, either by staff or by referral. 

The RUllawa~~ Shelter is licensed by the State of Indiana as a group home. It 
has a licensed capaCity of nine and has an average of six residents daily. In 1976, 
209 .iuveniles were referred from polict' to the St. Joseph County .Tuvt'nile Court 
afl runaways. The number increased significantly in 1977 to 311, and deereased 
minimally in 1978 to 299. In 1979 reported runa wuys totaled 246. 

During the last six months of 1976, which was the first six months of the 
Shelter's operation. 70 youth were housed and receiYed services. In 1977, 1978, 
aIld 1979, a combined total of 538 youth were l)rovided sheltt'r and counseling 
services. In 1979 of the 216 youth who resicled at the Runaway Shelter 122 were 
female, 94 were male. Of that number 144 were 14, 15, and 16 years old. The vast 
majority or 191 were residents of St. Josenh County. Also in 1979, 46 families 
were seen for ongOing family therapy. This represented 196 individuals. 

During the grant period. the Runaway Shelter l'ereived $52,500.00 in federal 
funds. At illl average of six youth daily, the cost to the federal government is 
approximately $24.00 per youth daily. This cost proyides no adjustment to in
clude tIle hours of aftercare services provided once a youth leaves the 'shelter. 
This inclusion would reduce the federal cost. Given that the family is the basic 
unit of American society and that youth represent our greatest national re
source, this federal expenditure seems not excessive. 

There are no typical reasons why YOlmg people leave their homes. They run 
for a number of reasons. Some are victims of sexual Or phYSical abuse. Some 
suffer emotional neglect. '.rhey are discounted and minimized. They are treated as 
if they are worthless, anu soon believe themselves to be. Some teens are pushed 
out of their homes, told to leave andneyer return. Some run from single family 
homes. Others live in blended families wher(\ they resist the lluthority of a step
parent or are unable to cope with the pressures of sharing a house with step
brothers ancI sisters. Some flee from the chaos ('reated by the alroholism or 
drug abuse of a family member; others because of the pressures of poverty. Some 
young people run because their parents are too demanding, too restrictive, or 
because there is little or no communication among family members. 
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I am very encouraged by the content of the Runaway and Homeless Youth 
Act of 1980. It aclmowledges the vital role the Federal government must take 
in providing services to youth und families in crisis. The inclusion of "homeless 
youth" accurately reflects reality and the need for provision of services to 
youth who, while not technically runaways, are nonetheless in crisis. 

Increasing the funding allocation is essential. This increase will allow for the 
creation of shelter facilities where none currently exist. It is iml)erative that 
those shelters currently funded continue recei.,ing federal support. Speaking 
from my experience in South Bend, at this point in time the local community 
could not exclusively support the continuation of the Runaway Shelter. If no 
federal funds werp available our she1.ter would close. 

If our shelter was able to receive increased federal support, I feel confident 
wo could more successfully meet the goals of the Runaway youth Act. More 
staff is essential to adequately provide aftercare services. Currently only one 
halt-time family therapist POSitiOll is proyided fo'~ by Runaway youth Act 
funds. 

We must recognize and respond to the needs of the families of runaways. It 
has become apparent to us that a need exists for providing support services to 
parents of ruumvays. A parents group has been suggested, but is impractical due 
to staff time limitations. Educational and therapeutic groups could be offered 
to the younger siblings of runaways. Educational and group rap sessions open to 
any interested young person could provide skills needed to cope with stress in a 
family setting. 

We must addr€'ss ours€'lyes to community attitudes toward :voung people j atti
tudes that discount and devalue youth. Educating the community is essential. Too 
few poop'e have any real understanding of the dynamics that lead a young person 
to leave home. Too few people understand how they can serve an important role 
ail a significant person in a young person's life. Too many people think young peo
ple who leave their homes are delinquents and troublemakers. '.roo lllallY IJeople 
judge the parents of runaways and troubled lads as unfit and incapable of change. 
With adequate support and resources provided from the Federal level, communi
tie.; can lIe more enlightened in the area of family dynamics and better prepared 
to respond to the nee<ls of the family. These are only a few of the identified areas 
of need in our community, 

In conclusion, I'd like to compliment the Department of Health and Human 
Sen'ices and its Youth Deyelopment Bureau for its administration of the Run
away Youth Act. On behalf of the City of South Bend and the youth serving com
mnnity of Indiana, I'd Hke to thank Senator Bayh and this committee for your 
leadership and int€'l'€'st in young people. I appreciate this opportunity to share 
the youth Service Bureau Runaway Shelter Program and to comment on the pro
posed Runaway amI Homeless youth A{'t of 1980. Thank you. 

Subject: Your reply of January 11, 1977 to Draft Bulletin of December 22, 1976. 
To: :1\:[1'. Francis '.r. Hehman, Assistant Acting Regional Commissioner for l\lental 

Health. 
From: Robert 1\1. Daly, l\1.D., Deputy Secretary for :Mental Health. 

It is the belief of this office that the mentally ill adolescents ages 14 to 18 
may be hospitalized intermingled with the adult population at Clarks Summit, 
Wernersville, and Allentown State 1\Iental Hospitals ill the Northeast Region. 
This should in most cases preclude the necessity for transferring tllem out of the 
region and far from home and family who must also be included in the treatment 
process. 

If such hospitalizations present problems, this office should be informed of them 
so we may render assistance in their correction. 

POLICY REGARDING STATE MENTAT. HOSPI'rAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN AND 
ADOLESCENTS 

It is the goal of t,he Commonwealth of Penllsylvania that children and ado
lescents will be treated in or near their home communities, supported in the 
treatment effort by their families and responsible ag-cn(·ics. To this end it is im
portant that all of our State ME'ntal Hospitals be prepared to meet the needs of 
these patients as they aI'€' l'eferrE'd to thE'se facilities. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 10 
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Because of differences in maturity, developmell'tal level and therapeutic needs, 
we are proposing to divide childhood into three categories, birth through 2, 3 
through 13, alld14 to 18 years of age. Ages birth through 2 shall be designated as 
"infants" and will not be admitted to State l\Iental HospHals. The latter two 
groups shall be designated "children", and "adolescents" in that order. 

'Vith regard to "children" (3 through 13), it is hope(l that primarily comnlU
nity-based outpatient, partial, or residential programs would be meeting their 
needs and that the numbers requiring treatment at a distance from home would 
be minimal. 

It shall be the policy of the Department to designate certain State hospi!tals 
as providing regional programs speCific for "children" (3 through 13)alld they 
shall be as follows; Southeastern Region; Eastern State School and Hospital, 
Eastern Pennsylvania Psychiatric Institute, and Haverford State Hospital; 
Northeastern Region; Allentown State Hospital; 'Vestern Region: Mayview 
State Hospital; Central Region: Eastern Pennsylvania Psychiatric Instihlte and 
Haverford State Hospital. It is ou)" policy that any "children" (3 through 13) 
committed to a State Mental Hospital be committed to one of these psrchiatric 
hospitals if care is required beyond that which the community can provide. 

Adolescents 14 years and older admioted to State :l\Jental Hospitals under the 
various Act 143 commitment IJrocedures shall ue admitted to any and all of our 
State 1Iental Hospitals, whether or not special adolescent inpatient units exist 
ill the facility. In order to meet the needs of this category of patients, >all State 
:Mental Hospitals shall have, in addition to the individual patient treatment 
plan for each patient, programs appropriate to the: (1) developmental Jevel; 
(2) nature of mental disorder; and (3) educational status of the patients ad
mitted. To implement this policy each superintendent will appnint a director for 
adolescent programs. This director woulel in turn be provided with a special 
hospital area and sufficient full or part-time staff to supervise the development 
of peer group Ilctivities, monitor individual treatment plans, provide family ,and 
agency involvement, and insure right to education of each eligible patient by 
notifying and monitoring the involvement of the local Intermediate Unit of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. Where the condition of the patient 
warrants, he or she may be intermingled with the adult hospital population, re
ceiving such specialized services as are indicated above during program llOurs. 

It is not necessalily advisable nor is it required by JCAH or DP"W regulations 
that a separate adolescent living unit be maintained by every hospital i only that 
the individual treatment plan be appropriate to meet the patient's needs and 
that special peer activities be available. 

Prior or subsequent to admission should an adolescent (14 to 18) be determined 
by his treatment team to require a specitllized adolescent liYing and treatment 
unit, the County l\IH/l\ffi Administrator shall be notified. '.rhe latter shall arrange 
for alternative placement if this is a available within the Region. If not, the Re
gional ('omlllissioner of the Home Region shall negotiate with the Regional Com
missioner of the Region to which the patient is being sent for out-of-Region 
commitment to a designated udolesrent unit as listed above. 

With regard to adolescents 14 to 18, the following shall be designated special 
regional "adolescent" units. TIler are: Southeastern Region: Eastern State 
School and Hospital. Norristown State Hospital, ancl Haverford State Hospital: 
'Yestern Region: Woodville State Hospital and 'Warren State Hospital; Central 
Region: Norristown State Hospital amI Hayerford State Hospital; X,"rtheast
ern Region; Norristown State Hospital and EaRtern State School and Hospital. 

In order to facilitate the implementation of this poliry, we are requesting that 
the Superintendents of these hORpitals not currently haying designated adolescent 
and/or children's liYing units inform us as to the current statuI'! of their pro
graming for adolescent patients, including the name and classification of the 
person designated as Director of Adolescent Programs. 

COllIMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
November 29. 1.9'"17. 

Subject; Judge Wesner Letter re Adolescent Institutional Services. 
To: Wilbur :af. Lutz, M.D., Superintendent, WernersyilIl.' State Hospital. 
From: Allen Handford, :M.D., Director, Children and Youth Services, Office of 

Mental Realtll. 
Regarding my recommendations to Judge Wesner con('erning' hOflpitalization 

of adolescents, it is the expectation of this office that all of the State mental 
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hospitals offer appropriate individual treatment plans und programs as well as 
living quarters for patients 14 years and older sent to them under the various 
Act 143 commitment procedures. If such is not the case at ·Wernersville, you 
should begin to take such steps as "Ilre Ill': essary to Ile in compliance. This woule} 
include the appointment of a mentall1ealth professional aR director for adolescent 
programs, who would ill turn supervise the development of 11ee1' activities, moni
tOr individual treatment pialls and iusure right to education by notification of 
the local Intermediate Unit, of Pennsylvania Department of Education upon 
admission of the above. 

'Vllere the condition of the patient warrants, he or she may be intermingled 
with the general hospital I)Opnlation, receiving such of the above specir,)'zed 
sen'ices as are indicated by developmental level, nature of mental disorder, and 
educational status. 

For these purposes we consider general psychiatrists to be qualified by the 
naturB of their training to treat adolescents and to direct the treatment team 
ill all other aspects of their management. 

It is neither advisable nor required by JCAH or 1)1'W Regulations that a sep
arate adolescent housing unit be maintained i ouly that the indiyidual treatment 
plan be appropriate to meet the patient's needs, and that special peer activities 
be amilable where indicated. 

Should an adolescent be determined by the treatment team to require a .special
ized unit, you are quite right in indicating that upon notification by the superin
tendent the referring BSr as agent for the County :'\IH/:'\fR Administrator, 01' 
the latter himself should make the alte1'llatiYe referral either within or outside 
the home Region to a deSignated adolescent unit. In the latter cMe, the sending 
Regional Commissioner sllaH assist by securing agreement from the receiving 
Hegional Commissioner for hospitalization in his Region before the transfer of 
the patient. 

Should you require clarification, please feel at liberty to contact this office. 

COMMONWEAI,TH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
September 26, 1911. 

Subject: Adolescents Intermingled with Adult Patients in State Mental Hospitals. 
To: Superintendents State Mental Hospitals. Regional Commissioners for MH, 

County lVIH/MR Administrators. JuYenile Court Judges. 
From: H. Allen Handford, lVI.D., Director, Children and Youth Services, Office 

of Mental Health. 
Through: Hobert lVI. Daly, M.D., Deputy Secretary and Commissioner of Mental 

Health. 
This is to call your attention to a recent legal opinion from our General Coun

sel with regard to the intermingling of aduItt patients and adolescents in State 
mental hospital~. 'Ve are ac1yisec1 that nothing in Act 143 or the Mental Health 
Act of 1966 prohibits placing persons between 14 and 18 years of age with older 
patients where this is deemed lly us to be desirable. 

·We are therefore advising you that adolesrent pal-ients 14 years and older 
may be hospitalized and intermingled with adult patients in all of our State 
mental ho.spitals. They are to receive an appropriate individual treatment plan 
and ser"ices as indicated by the nature of their mental disability. 

The local educational agency (school distl,'ict or Intermediate Unit) is to be 
notified of the admission to the hospital so that an IndiYidual Educational Pro
gram under their Right to Education may be developed while they are in the 
hospital. 

The intent of this policy is to insure treatment clOS3 to home and family in 
the patient's Own county or region, if possible, in close cooperation with his 
parents 01' the agency of custody and the referl,'ing agency. This is to insure 
rapid return of the patient to his home community. 

Please also be advised that it is not the intent of this policy to discontinue 
currently established discrete adolescent units now present in State mental 
hospitals. The presence of such units continues to be an e::sential part of our 
mEmtal health institutional system. Adolescents may he referred to such discrete 
units if the .superintendent of the hospital to whiC'h the adolescent has heen ad
mitted determines that due to extreme immaturity, special needs, or other indi
vidual requirements he/she would best be treated in such a unit. The mecha
nism for such a referral would be back to the referring base service lmit through 
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the Regional Commissioner of Mental Health to the Regional Commissioner 
of Mental Health in the Region to which the patient is being referred. All must 
agree and the appropriate recommitment instituted before such transfer may 
occur. 

With regard to staff needs, professional campetence to treat adolescents as 
well as aduit patients must be assullled by the nature of the training of licensed 
psychiatrists. Other mental health professionals will be expected to cooperate 
in the development of the individual treatment plans for adolescents in their 
hospitals. During the non-sleeping 110m's programs for adolescents such as social
ization, recreation, as 'well as other treatment modaUties shall be under the 
direction of a Coordinator for Adolescent programs. 

With regard to the treatment of children 13 and younger it shall continue to 
be the policy of tilis office that such younger children shall be treated on dis
crete approved units as currently established in selected State mental hospitnls 
across the State. Where such children must be hospitalized outside of their 
county or region, the procedures established by Act 143 shall prevail. 

Questions with regard to this policy should be (lirected to Dr. Handford or 
his staff in the Office of Mental Health. 

Subject: Data Request. 
To: H. Allen Handford, M.D. 
From: Ronald B. Purtle, Ph. D. 
Through: Victor X. Fongemie, Ph. D. 

CO:MMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
July 22, 1917. 

Per your July 22nd request, attached you will find the number of children and 
youth in State Mental Hospitals. 5-19 years old (as of 1)/30/76). 

Please note that reports generated from the data used categorical age group
ings that combined 18 and 19 year olds. For future reports to be generated for 
fiscal year 1977/78, the age categories of institutionalized patients can be changed 
to more accurately reflect your data needs. I would appreciate your input as to 
which age categories would be most useful to yonr needs. 

Attachment. 

Number of children ,in State mental hospitals 5 to 19 years of alle as of J'nne 80, 
1916 

N'Umber"~ 
Facility: ohildrM Allentown _______________________________________________________ 81 

Clarks Summit___________________________________________________ 22 
Danville __________ , __ .. ___________________________________________ 21 
Dixmont ________________________________________________________ 7 
Embreeville _____________________________________________________ 25 
Fairview ________________________________________________________ 13 

ii~~~~~~~~g_====================================================== 1~~ Hollidaysburg ___________________________________________________ 36 
~Iayview ___________________ .. ____________________________________ 24 
~orrlstoWll ______________________________________________________ 55 

~~i;~~~lP~i~_=========================~=========================== i~ Somerset _________________________________________ .______________ 17 
Torrance ________________________________________________________ 17 
1Varren _________________________________________________________ 35 
Wernersville ____________________________________________________ 89 
1Voodville _______________________________________________________ 59 
EPPI ___________________________________________________________ 47 
ESSH __ .. ______________________________________ ------___________ 115 
1VSSII __________________________________________________________ 11 

~otal__________________________________________________________ 849 

Senator BAYH. Now if we could have our next panel, Mark A. 
Thennes, director, National Youth Work Alliance; Barbara Sylveste!", 
vice chairman, National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and 
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Delinquency Prevention, and Pearl West, director, Department of 
Youth Authority, Sacramento, Calif. 

PANEL OF: MARK A. THENNES, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL YOUTH 
WORK ALLIANCE; BARBARA SYLVESTER, VICE CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION; AND PEARL WEST, DIRECTOR, 
DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AUTHORITY, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 

Senator BAYII. Mr. Thennes, why don't you start off. 
Mr. THENNEs. Thank you Senator. 
I would like to thank you for the opportunity to testify this morn

ing for the National Y outh Work Alliance. 
In the interest of time, I would just like to highlight some of the 

issues in my written remarks. 
We had a meeting of 25 youth workers from around the country 

for the National Youth 'Work Alliance to set our youth policy posi
tions. I would like to report on some of those and give you some other 
comments on some of the proposed legislation. 

The alliance membership supports a higher appropriation for the 
.Tuvenile .Tustice Act of $140 million, and for the Rlmaway Youth 
Act of $25 million. 

I think, Senator, that in terms of--
Senator BAnI. If you will excuse me. I have to slip out. I will be 

rig-ht back. We will have Ms. Jolly continue to preside here. 
Mr. TIIENNEs. I think that if we look at some of the things that 

have worked, the deinsiitutionalization of the Juvenile Justice Act, 
the removal of kids from jails, and the honsing for rtmaways under 
the runaway youth program, we see that the costs for housing these 
kids have really soared over the last 3 years in terms of the fuel costs 
and other energy-related costs for housing. 

I think also, interms of the losses suffered from inflation, that with 
continuing the appropriation at the same level for the last 3 years, 
there is more than significant justification to increase a higher ap
propriationlevel, as we have seen fI, decrease in the availability of serv
ices and the purchasing power at least of the dollars now being pro
posed. 

I think the other issue that I would like to draw to your attention 
would be the position of the Office of Juvenile .Tustice. 

The alliance has been supporting autonomy for the administrator, 
and a stronger role for the Office of .TuvE'nile .Tustice. We believe the 
way to bpst. accomplish this is thl'ourrh a fourth organi7.ational struc
t.ure. If this could be accomplished thron~h the S'l'nate language and 
,ve obtain a separate line item in the Federal budget for .Tuvenile 
.Tustiee. we feel that this wonld addrf'sR some of our concerns. 

I think !mother concern that the alljance member:;hip has had is 
what has happened with delinquency prevention. The act, among 
vouth aclvocates. is known flS the .Tuvenile .Tustice Act. I think this 
if. no accident. T t.hink that. the delinquency prevention part of this 
act has been totally neglected. 
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Every 5 years or so the Office of Juvenile Justice will launch a 
juvenile delinquency prevention program, but basically that kind of 
programing around the country has come to a halt for it is very dif
ficult to measure. 

California, for example, has a small program, about $200,000 that 
they fund with State money. I believe that the Office should be directed 
to create a free-standing delinquency prevention program not lIDsim
ilar to the Runaway Youth Act, and perhaps some of the unobligated 
funds or the reverted funds that return to OJ J from nonparticipating 
States could be earmarked and put into that program. 

What we have heard from youth workers around the country is, with 
the current Federal approach of coming up with Federal guidelines, 
it is in addition, on creativity coming from communities where local 
communities know their needs best and are incapable of really re
sponding in a creative way to a set of rigid Federal guidelines. 

Any Federal delinquency prevention program should allow for the 
funding of unsolicited programs that come from indigenous commu
nity groups. 

The other position of the alliance that I would like to draw to your 
attention was eloquently stated yesterday by the Deputy Attorney 
General, Charles Renfrew, and that is the removal of children from 
jails. 

The N ational Youth ,Vork Alliance has gone on record as support
ing this position. Certainly the Justice Department is to be com
mended for their support of this position. It is probably one of the 
most progressive things that the Justice Department has ever come 
out for in terms of supporting kids. 

Ms. JOLLY. They should be commended. However, for 6 years, Sen
ator Bayh has had section 223 (13) , which relates to the separation of 
all ;uveniles from adults in any institution. 

We understand that the ,Justice Department at this point over 6 
years has said that only 10 States out of 50 have reported compliance 
with that section. 

We really hope that they monitor that a little stronger so we just 
don't have States that report compliance, but States who actually are 
in compliance. 

Mr. THEN:r-."Es. I think that in the long run, the other issue that is 
related to that, I think if we look down the road to what the .Tuvenile 
.TllSt;('f'. i\('t F'honlc1 be doin.O'. is trying to take a look at who is left jn 
the jails and the prisons in this country. 

I think the most successful thing and certainly one of the most 
visible thinp.:s about the ,Tuvenile Justice Act has been not only the de
institutionalization ancl some of those statistics that were reported to 
the committee yesterday, but also some of the. changes in State legisla
tion that have occurred in over 30 States. 

I think what we see is a trade-off that was being made between what 
kinds of services State Jecrislatures would allow to be nrovided for 
status offenders and nonoffenders ancl then tIl(' trade-off was that more 
serious treatment or punishment options were set up for the serious 
offenders. 

What we have seen is a growing number of State.s aHow an ever
increasing number of young people, at younger ages, al10wed into an 
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adult correctional system which is a proven failure for an ever-grow
ing number of crimes. 

I think that what we would urge the Congress to do in terms of 
looking at a 5-year extension of the Juvenile Justice Act, to look at the 
possibility of creating a program or at least looking at some amend
ments over the next few years that can look at what is happening in 
terms of the inequal treatment. for minority youth that was pointed 
out yesterday. . 
If you take into consideration the demographics, I think what we 

will find by the mid-1980's is a juvenile justice system in tIlls country 
that by far predominantly incarcerates minorit.y yOlmg people. 

Some of these differences in treatment I think are obscene. 
I think that the issue is not so much public safety as it is the human 

services providers' inability to cope with these kids. 
I think part of it, from my experience, begins looking at the role of 

human service providers, particularly employed by public government. 
I think that what we see in the major cities is well-intentioned 

youth workers, for example, caught up and dehumanized in a bureau
cratic system that they are trying to work in to serve kids. 

I think that any program that tries to look at wUlat to do to help 
kids that are remaining in prisons and in the jails really has to seek 
,yays to fund indigenous community groups in their commlmities to 
&'l've the kids in their own communities. 

I think that is probably one of the major shortcomings, so far, of 
t.ho ,Juyenile Justice Act. 

I think the other thing that I would urge the Congress to do is 
carefully review some of the language contained in the House bill, par
t;"lllarly the monitoring requirenlE:'flts and requirements around com
p1i.ance with deinstitutionalization. 

Rome of that language you could drive a 1fack truck through in 
termc: of the exceptions. Now whether the language in the bill itself 
should be changed or whether the language in the conference report, it 
is extremely unclear. I th ink it would tend to weaken some of the 
progress we have made with the .Tuvenile Justice Act over the last few 
years. 

Lastly, I would like to address the Runaway Youth Act. We have 
made a number of sugf1;estions in terms of different programing there 
to increase the size of the grants. 

I think I would like to draw a couple of things to your attention. 
Oll(~ of the concerns that we have--there is a meeting two doors down 
thA hall, of the Senate Budget Committee, and they are expected later 
this nfternoon or t{)morrow to come up with a proposal to either elimi
nato LEAA and possibly eliminate the Office of .Tuvenile Justice, not 
rlis.'>imiJar from what the House Budget Committee did Jast week. 
Th~ President has also announced a freeze on hiring. We have seen 

thf\ Office of Juvenile Justice say that it needs anotiher 50 slots. 
1 think that the Congress needs to begin t.o look at the two titles of 

.'-11;8 act, title II and title III, and look at some of the rationale of how 
thE'v are set up in the Federal Goyernment. 

I wou1d urge the Conp:re.ss to examine two options. The first option 
wonld be to transfer the Runaway Youth Act. to the Office of Juvenile 
.Justice. . . 
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The Runaway Youth Act is funded with $11 million and has ap
pro]..-imately 20 job or staff slots connected with it. 

The other Juvenile Justice Act is funded with $100 million. It has 
approximately 40 staff slots that are filled at this time. 

Ms. JOLLY. That mayor may not be a good idl~a. However, as you 
know, in the entire budget process there is usually much difficulty when 
you transfer one agency to another, to get the same appropriation that 
agency may have in HEW, and then, the slots. 

Of course, as you know, right now there are no additional slots for 
either the Juvenile Justice Office 01' HEW in the President's fiE'cal year 
1981 budget. 

Maybe somewhere down the line there should be all sorts of chil
dren's programs combined in an office, an advocacy office for youth, 
but right now, I think it would be very difficult to do. We can't even 
get any more slots for the Juvenile Justice Office. 

Mr. THENNEs. ,VeIl, I think you are addressing the concern here; 
that is, that there are additional possibilities of bringing personnel on 
to a comprehensive and combined juvenile. justice program. 

Ms. JOLLY. Not when the President has a freeze on. 
Mr. THENNEs. Well, if you combined the two, you need an amend

ment on the Appropriations Act, as I understand it, to combine two. 
I think that tlle other option to give serious consideration to is the 

possibility of transferring the Office of Juvenile Justice to HEW. 
The original rationale for putting the Juvenile Justice Act in the 

Department of .Tustice was that LEAA had a system in place, that they 
were already flmc1ing juvenile programs anQ it would be easy to con
tinue that kind of tlling. 

Should the Congress cut LEAA in half or cut it out completely in 
this year 01' next year, that rationale dimillishes. 

I think that in terms of the support services that are provided to the 
Office of ,Tuvenile ,TusticE" that would probably replace those both at 
the national and at the local level and would pl.'obably cost us another 
$10 million out of juvenile justice funds. 

Those support systems exist within HEW alrrac1y. In terms of an 
era of budget cutting and fiscal responsibility, this kind of an option 
I think should be taken :it look at over the next few years. 

Ms .• TOLLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Thennes. 
Mr. THENNES. Tluink you: 
Ms .• TOLLY. Barbara Sylvester, Vice Chair of tIle National Advisory 

Committee. 
TESTIMONY OF :BARBARA SYLVESTER 

Ms. SYLVESTER. Thank you Madame Chairperson. 
M8 . • T OI,TJY. Y 0111' statement wi.1l beincludec1 in the record in full, at 

the conclusion of vonI' omI te8timol1V. 
Ms. S~YL''F.STER: We would like to statp to Renator Bavh that we 

il1 the Carolinas would like him to know that it has been a long time 
since 11e has been clown to meet the youth workers. 

I most. esnecinl1v wonM want to thank mv own senior Senator, 
Strom Thn],lllonc1. 'fo]' lX'in,rr fl part of this committee. 

MR. ,Tou,y. He anoloP"ized enrlier this morninp' for not being ab1e 
to remain here. He. had to go to the Armed Services Committee 
meetina. . 

Ms. ·S":'L''F.STF.R. I think, too. that. at. this time I must point out and 
would likp. it to be in the record that Senator Th1.1lIDonrl established 
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a scholarship and a training schoo) in South Carolina for a youngster 
who would like to further his education. It is not named for Strom 
Thurmond. It was named for a young man that he has watched grow 
up. I would like for that to be a part of the record. 

Ms. JOLLY. Certainly. 
Ms. SYLVESTER. On behalf of the N ationa.l Advisory Committee, I 

most certainly am delighted to be here and submit a summary of our 
position on the reauthorization. 

I will confine my comments today to present the views of the N a
tional Advisory Committee which wo believe are the most significant 
to the youth of this country and the reauthorization of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

I will then try, to the best of my ability, to answer any questions, 
Madame Chairlady, that you may have. 

On behalf of the National Advisory Commit.tee, I wish to com
mend you on this excellent legislation that you have been a part of, and 
most certainly Senator Bayh helped initiate. 

I would like to reitemte here that the National Advisory Commit
tee has continually fought against any dilution of any part of the act, 
most certainly, the section dealing with children locked in jails, of 
which 'we Imow there are very, very many. Yet, as with any issue 
as complex as juvenile justice, I must point out to you that there 
are bound to be differences of opinion, and there most certainly are. 

Before I touch on tho~e, I would like to say that your amendment, 
which requires that an evaluation be conducted of programs such as 
"scared straight," is an excellent example of concurrence. 

The National Advisory Committee considered a recommendation to 
revise the JJDP Act to include an emphasis on violent, serious, or 
chronic juvenile offenders. . 

Although this is an important issue, the Committee opposes such 
a revision in support of the e:1l."isting legislation, which permits the 
use of its func1s for programs tar~eted on violent and serious crime. 

Recent research indicates that the percentage of the known juvenile
l'elnted offpnses involv"ing violent and serious crime is very small. 

The uniform crime reports state that approximately less than 1 
percent of juvenile arrests are for violent cT·ime. . 

The ,Tuvenile ,Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has made, 
and continues to make, impOl:tant strides towarc11'ePloving from tho 
.rustice svstem those youths who do not need its authority to habilitate 
themselves. 

We believe that the act should continue to focus on these young 
pennIe. 

FurtJ:.er~oI'e, il!- the findings !l'nd c1eclamtions of the purpose of tills 
act, whIch IS sectIon 101, we dId not find thaI; it mentions although 
IvteI' in the act it doeR mention, minority youth. ' 
. The Ach;isor:Y Committee is refluesting that yon also include in sec

bon 101 nllnorIty YOllths, the rnentnllv retarded, the physically handi
capped, and the developmentallv disabled. 

Research conducted by the National Center for ,Juvenile Justice 
states that minoritv youths are referred to the court more often 
detained more freqllently, and incarceratec1 at!1 higher rate than thei~ 
white counterparts. . 
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Most certainly, this is not news to us. vVe are very aware that these 
segments of our population have been pushed aside onto the back row 
for much too long. 

We strongly recommend that additional attention and resources be 
focused on the problems of those I have mentioned, the disadvantaged 
and minority youth, including greater emphasis on emotionally, phys
ically, and mentally disturbed juvenile offenders. 

With respect to the structural position of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Advisory Committee recom
mends that the fl;ct be revised to provide for the Office to be a separate 
organizational entity under the Office of Justice Assistance, Research 
and Statistics, OJ ARS; and thus, on a par with the National Institute 
of Justice, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and the 
Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

We would support your amendments to delegate final authority to 
the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice for carrying out 
the policy and provisions of the act. 

As I have already said, we believe that the Office should be tm -inde
pendent arm, or a separate box, under the OJ ARS structure with 
provisions for the administrative authority and the support servil!es 
necessary to properly carry out and manage the mandates of the act. 

We further support that the National Institute for Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention rpmain within the Office and maintain 
the integrity of its research functions by retaining its authority to con
duct basic research. 

Ms. JOLLY. Congressman Railsback sent us a letter yesterday. He 
was, of course, the first proponent of the National Institute of Juvenile 
Justice, along with Senator Percy and Senator Bayh. 

He sent Senator Bayh !I- very strong letter jn support of retaining 
that provision. We have that available. 

Ms. SYLVESTER. We believe that O.J.JDP's mandate to provide the 
necessary resources, leadership, and coordination in order to improve 
the quality of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts cer
tainly warrants organizational parity ,vith NT.J, LEAA, and B.rS. 

Given our present economio situation, inflation, and the limited re
sources available, it is crucial to demonstrate our commitment to youth 
at this time by giving the Office of .Tuvenile ,Tustice the priority it 
deserves, as an independent agency under OJARS, lest it be lost in 
the reorganizational shuffle or diminished in the budgetary process. 

Another issue of great concern to the NAC is the detention of 
juveniles in adult jails and lockups. The Attorney General has pro
posed that "* * * in reauthorizing the .Tuvenj]e ,Tustice and Delin
quency Prevention Act, Congress absolutely prohibit the detention 01' 

confinement of juveniles in any institution in which adults, whether 
convicted or awaiting trial, are confined." 

Before I continue with that, I would like to inject my own personal 
observation on this. I can heal' States screamin!! at the top of their 
lungs, "You are not thinking about the C'..Qst of this." 

I also can ,imagine myself asking them how many children they have 
in the juvenile justice System. They wou1d not be able to tell me, but 
I believe that if I went to an m'ea of the country where fish hatcheries 

r 
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are, I could ask them the number of fish. hatcheries they had, and they 
would shoot the munber off like this. 

I could ask them the amount of money they spend on children in 
trouble, or children with pr~blems,and they could not tell me, but 
they would be able to tell me the exact dollar and cents if I were asking 
them about the financial operation of fish hatcheries. 

So, th.at to me would be absolutely no excuse, not to remove children. 
Ms. JOLLY. I think it would be interesting to let the record show that 

last year citizens of the United States, adults, spent more money on 
toys for children and more money on pets. It is in the billions of dollars, 
billions, but not tQle same kind of emphasis is placed on the problem 
children we have. 

Ms. SYLVESTER. The N AC, rin its Standards for Juvenile Justice, 
supports the Attorney General's proposal. It is standard 4.26, and I 
read that to you now: 

Detention facilities should be located withili the community from which they 
draw their population. Such facilities should not be on the grounds of an insti· 
tution used to house adult" accused or convicted of committing a criminal 
offense. 

That is one of the NAC's standards. 
The harms and tragedies th.at result from the jailing of juveniles are 

well documented in the testimony of Dr. Rosemary Sal'l'i and other 
experts, who were before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate 
Juvenile Delinquency of the Committee on the J udidary, for the hear
ings on the detention and jailing of juveniles, in 19'79. 

Surely we all know that placement of juveniles in adult jails, under 
the condition that they are to remain separate and -apart from the 
adults, has repeatedly failed. over and over and over again. 

In the study entitled "Children in Adult Jails: 19'76," conducted by 
th,e Children's Defense Fund, 449 jails were visited in States with sepa
rate and apart provisions on the oooks, and only 35.9 percent could 
assure substantial separation, 42.3 percent of the jails provided partial 
separation, and 21.8 percent assured no separation. 

Mr. Chairman, we hope that your committee will consider the re
authol'izatuon proposal presented by the Attorney General for further 
strengt.hening the intent of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention .A ct by amending section 223 (a) (13) , to reqllire the removal 
of juveniles from inappropriate facilities, and thus help to insure that 
juvenriles will receive the services and treatment they may require and 
deserve, as well as the safety to which they are entitled while being 
detained. 

It is absolutely no secret that the National Advisory Committee has 
very emphatically stated that States not meeting that requirement of 
section 99.R (a) (13) should not be allowed to continue participation 
in the JJDP Act. 

The NAC supports the amendments rrn this bm which increase cit
zen narticipation and strengthen the role of the State advisory groups. 

We have also recommended an amendment that would provide for 
tl;e represent~tion of the State advisory groups on the National Ad
VISOry Oommittee. 

A~' a citi7.en trvin~ j-,() ;mpl'ove tJ1P ill1Ten;~e ;u!"tice system nationally, 
and m my very dear State of South Carolma, I know the importance 
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of increasing the opportunities for citizen advocate groups participat
ing at the local, State, and nationallevel~. 

In closing, I would say that we can SIt and we can talk and we can 
make recommendations, but Madam Ohairlady, until we educate 
society on what the problems are, I don't think that any of our rec
ommendations are going to save the hour. 

Thank you. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much, Barbara. 
Pearl West, director, Department of Youth Authority. 

TESTIMONY OF PEARL WEST 

Ms. WEST. Thank you Mary. 
I would like to ask you, as acting Ohair, to extend to Senator Bayh 

my appreciation for havIng the opportunity to appear here. 
Oertainly in Oalifornia, as much as throughout the rest of the N a

tion, his reputation as a defender and supporter of people who are 
trying to find solutions for the troubles of youth is very well known. 

Ms .• J OLLY. Thank you very much. We will make sure and let him 
know that. 

Ms. W"'~T. Thank you. 
He hu ,l>rtainly led the way toward delinquency prevention pro

graming, deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and the preven
tion of the locking up of children with hardened criminals. 

'1'he Onlifornia Youth Authority, as well as the State of Oalifornia 
certainly support all of these .g-oals. I am here today specifically to 
support reauthorization of the JJDP Act, and as a matter of fact, we 
would also support an independent Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention, and have offered, lmder separate cover, to the 
staff, as you know, an amendment. 

We support the reauthorization, the amendment, and have also 
submitted a written rationale as well as a written formal statement. 

I would like to make some informal comments at this time, if I may. 
Oalifornia as the lart.?:est State in the Union, of course, also has the 

largest youth population in the State. We therefore, with our concern 
for young people at least as great as anybody else'fl. are very uncom
fortable that despite the common goals of the .T.TDP Act. Oalifornia 
is facea with the choice of either acceptint.?: OJ.TDP's disapproval of 
the California Yonth Authority's practice in particular. for which 
they want to penalize local delinquency prevention program, in fact, 
put them out of business and deprive them of $6 mi1lion. or we have 
the choice of dismantling the cotmtry's most progressive youthful 
offender svstem. 

The California Youth Authority has itfl existence and its practices 
based upon a· blueprint. that came'from the American Law Institute. 
Starting- in 1941, we put into effect almost that entire blueprint in 
literal terms, 

The blueprint itself addres~ed vouthful offenders between the ages 
of 16 and 26. Onr literal ;urisdiction in California today actnal1v rnns 
betwe!:'n Rand 25" althou,u-h our actual Incarcerated pOPUlation' ;s be
tween 15 and 23, with 2 under the age of 15 and 2 over the age of 23 at 
last glance. 

Nonetheless. some of these people mav be under our parole iuris
rliction until they are 25 if they are felons. or 23 if thev are misde-
meanantfl.·· ,. 
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The average age of the Youth Authority population is over 18. 
It is this commingling which has brought us into conflict with the 
second primary goal of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention 
Act. 

This seems ironic to me especially, as I run the Youth Authority 
system, because California's youth offender system brings separa
tion to an even more careful delineation with classification and pro
gram assignments by separating the less experienced young person 
from the more experience'd young person, as well as offering an op
portunity to separate the more experienced and less experienced of 
the youngest of the adult offenders by California's definition. 

I would like to talk a little bit this morning about California's sys
tem, generally, and about the Youth Authority in particular. 

California has 2-3 million people. They live in 58 different counties. 
Delinquency prevention efforts occur through public and private or
ganizations, primarily at the local, that is, city and county levels. 

Yet, it is important for you to know that delinquency prevention 
has been a primary goal of the Youth Authority and was the first 
budget priority this year, even though the legislature did not respond 
in the sense that I would like to have them respond. 

Deinstitutionalization in California has long since been a fact. In 
the Youth Authority itself, deinstitutionalization of status offenders 
took place 2 years prior to the Federal requirement. 

Since that time, it has occurred in all 58 counties and is being 
done under the supervision of the Youth Authority. 

The connties, in addition, have juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention commissions made up primarily of private citizens who 
work in the area of prevention and diversion, as well as making sure 
tll.at appropriate justice is done in the local justice system, which I 
WIll talk about. 

Those local justice systems are run by probation departments and 
the sheriff. Probation actually has under supervision far more peo
ple, fortunately outside, than it has inside its institutions, and also 
runs invenile halls, schools, camps, and ranches. 

AU of these receive subsidies from the State of California througll 
the Youth Authority. 

The slwdifs are in charge of the iails. In. some iails there are some 
special sections which meet the requirements of the Youth Authority 
and which also meet the requirements of the Federal Government. 
These are places where juveniles may be detained for very short 
periods of time. . . 

The Yonth Authority offers tr!1ining to these county commissioners 
which gives lIS a very good cadre of well-educated citizens in the 
arp!1 of opli.nqnencv nrevention and diversion. 

We enforce standards for the operation of juvenile halls, the camps, 
ranches. and schools. Those standards were brou.o:ht about by hear
in2's held throug-hout the State with input made from all of the 
('ounties before the stanoaros were adopb~d. and again. hearings 
will bE' JlPld when S0111e kind of revision is necessary. 

In addition, at the State level. the Youth Allthority coordinates 
clelinqueney prevention prog-rams throug-hout the State of California. 
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We act as a clearinghouse of information. We have only $200,000 
out of the major general fund, but we have some other money I will 
talk about later. 

Our process, however, is not to run delinquency pre,-.;:ntion pro
grams, but to evaluate them, give them money, help them with moni
toring, and help them to help themselves, which is what we think has 
got to happen. 

How do young people then come to the Youth Authority, and let's 
talk about the commingling problem. People come from the Youth 
Authority from two courts, the juvenile court and the criminal court. 

The juvenile court may place juveniles in the Youth Authority onlv 
as a place of last resort. In fact, the judges in California are trained, 
and they must indicate on their cOl11mitmeI:..t order thp,t they have con
sidered every other placement for a young person before they send that 
young person to the Youth Authority. 

So, we get the kids who have had, on the average, five experiences 
of being locked up at the county level before they come to us. 

Thus, we separate the serious juvenile from the less serious juvenile, 
even among the offenders. 

Some 16- and 17.·year-olds can now in California be waived to the 
criminal court, and they may be and are almost uniformly sent to the 
Y outll Authority if they are found guilty of the most serious charges, 
serious enough to have remanded them to tue criminal court. 

In addition, the criminal court has an option with 18-, 19-, and 20-
year-oIds. That option is to send to the Youth Authority those people 
young enough in the ways of crime that they may benefit from a reha
bilitative mode of training and treatment, for the Youth Authority, as 
opposed to the prison system in Oalifornia, is entirely a rehabilitative 
system. 

vVe have in our system some other distinctions from a prison system 
that people concerned about young people in trouble need to look at. 
It is true, we have 10 institutions and 5 conservation firefighting 

camps. There are no great thick cement walls around our institutions. 
There are no gun turrets. There are indeed, no guns. 

There are 14- or 16-foot wire fences which occasionally get. climbed 
over, but that is what we have. There are no uniforms. There is no 
corporal punishment. 

I would not say this is the place of choice to send somebody for a 
Sunday school picnic. Do not mislmderstand me. I am trying to make 
the point that the Youth Authority inst.itution geared to rehabilitation 
is a~ entirely different place, an entirely different environment than is 
tL prIson system. 

To deny that rehabilitative possibility to 18-, 19-, and 20-year-olds, 
just by virtue of having passed a certain birthday, lllay indeed be visit
ing certain kinds of sins upon youn~e people by virtue (; ~ a birthday 
thni; thinkin~ people may not wish to do. 

We have 5,000 young people in the Youth Authority, of which 
2,600 currently are juveniles. Their avera~e length of stay, juveniles 
and adults alike, is 1 year, and may go to 12.3 months by the end of the 
year. 

Classification and prom-am assignment is based on age, size, matu
rity, physical and nlental competence, interest, educational and voca
tional needs, the presence or absence of family, as well-as the criminal 
history. 
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Neitller separation nor, indeed, any kind of program 'alone; can 
guarantee fairness. As, indeed, members of this committee should 
know, the Youth AutlJOI'ity has the LEAA exemplary ward griev
ance program within its inst.itutions so that people who me com
mitted to us may inde;ed fina another way to face their problems. 

Moreover, we have, in a.c1dition, an appeals AYRtpm so that any deci
sion made about time to be served which is established by the youth
ful offender parole board can also be appealed. Time is indeterminate 
in the Youth Authority as opposed to determinate time as in the 
prison system. 

'While no one apparently objects to California's treatment of juve
niles in the Youth Authority, the prohlem seems indeed to be around 
whether or not 17- and 19-year-olcls Rhould be able to sit in the same 
classroom if the origin of each of those youngsters happens to be 
from a different court. 

Judge Renfrew yesterday talked of some new stratefPes and the 
lleed for them. Perhaps for other States some of the California system 
might constitute a new strategy. 

Since juveniles are indeed defined differently in different States, 
perhaps it is also time to define separation in different ways in different 
States. 

The Youth Authority in California--
Ms. JOLLY. Of course, as you know, juveniles are defined differently 

in different States, because every State has its own law. 
We do not have something that is in our Juvenile Delinquency Act 

that would define what a juvenile delinquent is. 
Ms. "VEST. I understand that. 
Ms. JOLLY. We leave it up to the States because, as you know, with 

all the different Senators that serve on this panel and all the different 
Senators in the Senate and the House Members, it is very difficult to 
come up with a definition that would please aU of them. That is why 
we defer to State law on that so that we don't have any crossovers. 

Ms. WEST. I would ask that you defer to State law in some other 
areas. 

The Youth Authority in California is somewhat analogous in its 
relationship to counties to the Federal Government's relationship 
through OJJDP and LEAA to the States in the areas that we have 
discussed. 
~ "Ve subvene funds directly to c01Uhties. We give $60 million to the 

counties in tp,e State of California to provide local programs of pre
vention, diverSion, and correction, a part of which is a special $18 
million which is earmarked and may be spent only for progr~ for 
status offenders. 

We also have the aforementioned $200,000, which comes out of the 
general fund for delinquency prevention projects. TIns money is given 
directly to the local people. They put in requests for projects the same 
way States do to the Federal Government. 

These projects are evaluated by a State level delinquency preven
tion commission, an eight lay member commission which is reporting 
directly to me and is the nucleus of the Governor's State advisory 
group. 

Upon request, we do indeed help them write their projects, perform 
their evaluations, but we do not run their projects, and do not tJhink 
we should. 
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,Ve t.hink, in sum, that California has an unusual, an especially good 
::;ystf'm. ,Ve also think that the Juvenile .rustice and Delinquency Pre
vt'ntion Act is an unusually good law. 

With the intents so nearly identical between that law and the pur
pose of the Youth AuthorIty and the. yout.hfnl offender system in 
California, why should one indeed have to destroy the othed 

It is to avoid the necessitv of that, as wen as the. 'l)ossible alternative 
of withdrawal from the act, which California "ill have to consider, 
that California has submitt!'d its am!'ndment and ,\Yith that. amt'nd
ment urges reauthorization. 

Thank you. 
Ms .• r OLLY. Thank you verv much. 
The Senator had to go to tIlt' floor. There is a vote on right now. We 

tll'mk you all very much for coming. Yonl" entire statements will be 
l)lf1ced in1:he record. 

Any exhibits or appendixes that you want to supply, please feel free 
to do so. 

Thank you very much. 
rThe prepared statements of Mr. Thellnes. Ms. Sylvester, and Ms. 

IV est follow:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARK A. THENNES 

Good morning, Senator. I wish to express my appreciation to you and memberR 
of tIlE' Rubcommittee for inviting testimony today from thE' National Youth 
'York AlliancE' on the proposed reauthorization of the JuvenilE' Justice aurl 
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA), and Title III of that Act, the Runaway 
Youth Act. 

'I'hE' Xatiollal Youth Work Alliance is one of the largest mE'm\1ershin O1'gani
zations of youth services agencies in the country, representing over 1,100 com
munity based youth serving' agencies. Established as a nonprofit national arl
vocacy organization in lD7S, the Alliance serves member public and privatE' 
human servicE' providers working in nearly eYE'ry area affecting young people. 
including juvenilE' justice, employment, education, recreation, alcohol a1l(1 dru~ 
abuse. running away, adolE'scent pregnancy and residential care. 

T came to work for the Alliance in 1974 specifically to work on the implementa
tion of the Act. During this time, these efforts to assist youtll workers in hecoming 
inyolyec1 in jnYenile justice advocacy llUve been supported by such foundations 
as FiE'ld (New York). W. T. Grant, Ford, the Lilly Endowment and thE' Exxon 
Corporation. Prior to this work I was Director of the Youth Network Council 
in Chicago, a youth service coalition, and the director of a runaway center. 

The youth Policy Committee of the Alliance Board of Directnrs, cOlllpoSE'd 
of youth workers from around the country, met here three weel,s ago to Ret 
policy pOSitions for the Alliance in juvenile justice and youth employmE'nt. The 
followin,g Rix nositions were adopted. 

1. In an effort to obtain independence for the Office of JuYenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (OJ,TDP), the Alliance supports the concE'pt of the 
fom·tll orl!'flnizational component of the Office of JustiCE' Assistancf', RE'Re'lrrh 
and Statistics (OJARS). The proposed language of SB 2441 goes far in its 
effort to accomplish this. With thE' current Congressional and Administration's 
huc1gE't attacks on LEAA. it seems imperative to obtain a separate \mdget line 
item for juvenile justice and autonomy for the O,TJDP Administrator. If this 
can 11e accomplished through the Senate language, the Alliance would Runnort it. 

2. ThE' Alliance supports an appropriation of $140 million for OJJDP for 
fiscal year lDS!. Should the LEAA budgf>t be reduced, any loss of juvenile 
jURtice fnnds under the maintE'nance of effort categorY should be acldNl to thf' 
$140 million we seek for O.TJDP. Since 1978, the ability to serve juvenilE'S has 
heen drastically curtailed by a loss of LEAA funds amI a loss of pnrchasing 
power from inflation. These are the fundI" that have traditionally sE'rYl'c1 thE' 
more serious offenders. . 
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3. One of the most progressive requirements of the J.TDP A has been the man
dated separation of juveniles from adults in secure facilities. The Alliance 
strongly urges the Congress to retain the current language of this provision. 

4. The Alliance does not support the earmarking of the maintenance of efforts 
for specific purposes. Serious crime varies from rural to urban arens, and 
local conditions sMuld dictate how these funds are to be spent on delinquent. 
youth. This would become particularly important should the Oongress drasti
cally reudce LEANs budget. 

5. For a number of years now, this bill has been called the Juvenile Justice Act. 
This is no accident, as it reflects the neglect that Delinquency Preventiun has 
received at both the national and local levels over the last six years. The passage 
of this Act in 1974 virtually ldlled delinquency prevention programming. An oc
casional initiative every five years by OJJDP is superficial treatment of this 
need. The Alliance supports an increased emphasis on Delinquency Prevention, 
prferably with a free standing national discretionary program not unlike the 
Runaway Youth Act. This could be funded with reverted or unobligated funds. 
Such a program should be formulated with extensive input from indigenous 
community groups, including the funding of unsolicited proposals. Local com
munities hest know their problems, and shoulc1 be allowed the creativity to re
spond to those with this Act's framework As a side point to this, the title given 
to this bill should be changed, it conveys a mistaken notion that violent crime. is 
the predominant issue and carries a connotation this bill can respond to it. For 
most young people committing a crime of violence, it was an unpredictable, iso' 
lated event. Most people who are murdered are killed by people th~y know ih an 
act of rage that law enforcement can only become involved in after the ffi,ct. 

6. The Alliance supports the removal of all children from adult jails. The 
statement yesterday to this Subcommittee by Deputy Attomey General Oharles 
Renfrew represents one of the most progreSSive positions ever taken by the U.S. 
Department of Justice as it relates to juveniles, and they llre to be commended 
for it. Language should be included in the bill to encourage states to embarl( 
on this course. and financial incentives offered to assist them in this. 

Obviously, there remain other problems to be addressed in the near future 
Congress should consider now. The JJDlPA has been very successful over the last 
six years in removing young people from inappropriate secure placement to com
munity based settings. The Alliance looks forward to progress in this area under 
the leadership of the current O.T.TDP Administrator, Ira Schwartz. When one 
couples the current practices of the juvenile justice system's treatment of mi
nority youth, particularly the obscene differences in punishment for the same 
offenses as other youth, and the growth of the minority youth population over 
the next ten years, we are very close to having a juvenile just,ice system that 
predominantly imprisons minorities. Studies show that public safety is not the 
issue, it is the huruan service providers inability to cope with these kids and 
giving up on them. 

This is primarily an issue in our major cities. I don't believe local, public gov
ernment can create systems conducive to humanely serving youth. More often 
than not, the local public employee is himself dehumanized by the govemment 
bureaucracy he works in. We nmst recognize these human limits to governtnent 
and seek indigenous groups in communities to serve their own communities' youth. 

In another area, it appears three states have not complied 'with ,the 75 percent 
requirement for removing youth from secure facilities. Nearly aU states will 
have to meet the 100 percent requirement by Pecember 31, 1980. Congress must 
closely watch the impaf't of several more states failing to comply early next' year. 
and any exceptions OJJDP makes. 

I would like to offer some other comments on the proposed legislation. The 
cnrrent House version strikes out language calling for increased use of non
secure community-based facilities aHa the discouragement of the use of secure 
incarceration in SectIon 223 (a) (10) (H) (1, ii, iii), and speaks of replicating 
exemplary programs and standards. This language has long been cited as signal
ling to local policy makers the intent of the JJDPA. To omit this language. in 
the current public debate would, I bplieve, send out a false signal tllllt Congress 
was changing its committment to these policies. The old language should be 
retained, with the possible addition of the new. 

I urge the Senate to reject the current language in the House 13m dilutin~ 
the requirement to monitor jails and detention facilities. Many states .have 

70-796 0 - 81 - 11 
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had laws for years requiring separation which were never enforced. There is 
no reason to believe the current requirements should be changed. 

I urge the Senate to carefully scrutinize the House Bill's language related to 
compliance with deinstitutionalization and 100 percent removal of youth from 
correctional facilities. '1'he language is far to vague und could create enormous 
loopholes without corrective language in the bill or Conference Report. 

It is also proposed that the Coordinating Council review all OJJDP inter
agency agreements. The Alliance has had two of these in amounts of about 
$65,000 each, one to work with the Vice President's Task Force on Youth Em
ployment to examine the needs of youthful offenders and one for the National 
Youth Worlrers Conference ,June 18-21, 1980 at The American University. The 
agenda of a group called upon to coordinate federal youth policy should not 
be jammed with these small matters. Besides, there is enough delays inherent in 
the federal funding process already. The Council should limit its review to those 
agreements over $1 million, the bill or Conference Report should refiect this. 

I support the National Advisory Committee's position on Coordinating Council 
membership, particularly req1liring Ol\IB to sit on it. 

TI'£LE m: THE RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT 

The only official position taken by the Alliance on this Act is to support an ap
propriation level of $25 million for fiscal year 1981. Our previous experience 
leads me to offer the following comments on the proposed bill. 

1. The maximum limit on grants should be raised to $150,000. Infiation has 
been taking its toll on youth services, particularly those providing housing 
whose energy costs have soared. 

2. The language regarding the national telecommunications system should be 
supported. This has been one of the most successful effortf:1 funded under the 
Act, and provides invaluable service to runaway and homeless youth and their 
families. 

3. A higher ·authorization level, $35 million, for the five years should be sought. 
Congress rarely appropriates anything close to the authorized levels, and a higher 
level may be helpful in the future for obtaining more funds. 

4. The language in the House Bill rEllated to repeated runaways should be 
supported. youth advocates have long encountered arguments about "chronic 
status offenders." Several model programs exist and funding of these under this 
Act should be encouraged. 

5. Transfer of unobligated funds under Title I! to Title II! should be opposed. 
As noted, such funds could be used to fund a standing delinquency prevention 
program or provide alternatives to incarceration. The current OJJDP Admin
istrator appears to be making headway in eliminating this problem. He should 
be given an opportunity to obligate those funds. 

6. Should the AdminiRtration propose a three year phase out of programs, you 
should be aware that the youth service commu)lity is divided on this issue. If 
it is the intent of Congress to expand services to runaway aud homeless youth, 
some language that supports phasing out existing grantees is necessary. although 
exceptions should be allowed. Several of the current grantees have ·been receivIng 
federal funds since 1973. 

As you Imow, the President has 'placed a freeze on hiring new positions in the 
government. At the same time OJJDP maintains it needs an additional 50 staff 
slots to adequately run its program, which it will probably not receive. The 
current budget crisis leaves many services to young people on jeopardy. partic
ularly those funded with LEAA funds. Given these conditions, the Congress 
should consider the following options: 

1. Tram;fer the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act to O:rJDP. The $11 million 
Runllway youth Act has about 20 RIots and the $100 million JJDPA has allOut 
40. OJJDP is chronically understllffed, with no relief in sight. Tn the interest 
of economy ancI efficiency in national youth policY. the merger of these two nro
grams should be civen serious considera.tion. The runaway llrogrl1m wonld be 
transferre(l to OJ.JDP, the RIotl'l would be earml1r'ked and trlln'1ferred in the 
appropriations process, aud HEW would be reouired to mllintaln itl'l current 
level of youth services effort currentlv underway with non-Runaway Youth Act 
fJln.ds. A one year nlmse in should be set. 

2. OJJDP shoulcl he transrerred to HEW, merging the youth Development 
Bureau into its program. . 

The rational from Ren. Hruflk:J in 1974 WflS that LEAA alrpady hllo a system 
in place, and therefore OJJDP should be there. It appears Congress is intent 
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on dismantling that system, .and seriously cutting 'back juvenile justice funds 
under the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. If Congress is to phase out 
LEAA over the next few years, it would be more beneficial to have OJJP in HEW, 
which could provide the extensive support functions that would be no longer 
available to OJJDP. Evell if LEAA should be cut ill half, the support functions 
for OJJDP ill LEAA are seriously jeopardized. This option would also have the 
20 staff slots of HEW available to OJJDP progr!J.mming. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on this critically needed legislation. 
I would be happy to answer any questions. 

PREPARED STATE1o!ENT OF BARBARA T. SYLVESTER 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. As tbe Vice Chair of the National Advisory Com
mittee, I am pleased to have been asked to testify before you and this Committee 
today, and, the Senior Senptor from my own State of South Carolina, Mr. Strom 
Thurmond. 

Since the NAC has submitted a summary of all its positions concerning 
Reauthorization to you along with the statement which I will read and submit 
for the record, I will confine my comments today to present the views of the 
National Advisory Committee which we believe are the most significant to the 
youth of this country through Reauthorization of 1'11e Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. I will then be pleased to answer any questions that 
you may have. 

First, on behalf of 1\Ir. C. Joseph Anderson, Chair o.e the NAC, and the full 
Committee, I wish to commend you on this excellent legislation. It addresses 
issues which the Advisory Committee has discussed during the year and many of 
our recommendations concur with those proposed in S. 2441, the "Violent Juvenile 
Crime Control Act of 1980." Your amendment which requires that an evaluation 
be conducted of aversion-type programs (such as "Scared Straight") is an 
excellent example of such concurrence. 

Yet, as with any issue as comple.."'\: as those before us, there are bound to be 
differences of opinion. 

The NAC considered a recommendation to revise the JJDP Act to include an 
emphasis on the violent. serious, or chronic juvenile offender. Although this is 
an importll.nt issue, the Committee opposes snch a revision in support of the exist
ing legislation, which permits the llse of its funds for programs targeted on 
violent amI seriom; crime. Recent reseal'ch indicates that the percentage of the 
known juvenile-related offenses involving violent and serious crime is very 
small. The Juvenile .Justice nnel Delinqnency Prevention Act has. and contInues, 
to make important strides toward removing from the Justice System those youths 
who do not need its authority to habilitate themselves. We believe that the Act 
should continue to focus on these young people. . 

Furthermore. since the NAC has discussed the preliminary findings of the 
research conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice, which states: 
"that minority youth are referred to court more often. detained more frequently, 
and incarcerated at a hi~her rate than their white counterparts;" we stongly 
recommend that additional attention and resources be focused on the problem of 
disadvantaged ~md minority youth-including emphasis on the emotionally, phys
icallv and mentally disabled juvenile offender. 

With respect to the strn('tmal position of the Office of .Juvenile J"ustice and 
Delinquency Prevention (O.JJDP). the Advisory Committee recommendR that the 
Act be revised to provide that the Office be a separate organizational entity under 
the Office of JURti('p ARRiRtal1<'e. ReRear('h ana StatiRtics (OJ"ARS) : and thus, 
on a par with the National Institute of Justire (NIJ). the I,aw Enforcement 
ASRistanre AdminiRtration (I,EAA). and thE' Bnrean of Jm;tice Statistics (BJ"S). 

'Ve would support your amendments to delegate final anthority to the Adminis
trator of t.bp Office of Juvenile J\Istice for carrying out the policy and provisions 
of the Act. However. we believe roat the Office should hI" IUl independent arm Cor 
separate "hox") under the OJARS stnlcture wIth provisions for the administra
tivE' anthority and the suppo::.-t services necessary to properly carry out and man
age the mandates of the Act. 

We further snpport that the National Im;titnte for Juvenile Jmtice and Delin
qnency Prevention (NrJ"JDP) remain within the Office and maintnin the integ
rity of its research functions by retaining its authOrity to conduct basic research. 



One of the strengths of the Office, and in our opinion, a unique aspect of OJJDP 
compared to other federal agencies, is that prugrams are based on documented 
needs, and the reilults of these programs are evaluated to determine what has 
and what has not been effective. The mandated research, evaluation, training and 
information functions of the National Institute, within OJJDP, must not be lost. 

'Ve believe, :Mr. Ohairman, that OJJDP's mandate to provide the necessary 
resources, leadership, and coordination in order to improve the quality of juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention effoI'ts certainly warrants organizational 
parity with NIJ, LEU, and BJS. 

Given our present economic situation, inflation, and the limited resources 
available, it is crucial to demonstrate our commitment to youth at this time by 
giving ,the Office of Juvenile Justice the priority it deserves, as an independent 
agency under OJARS, lest it be lost in the reorganizational shuffle or diminished 
in the budgetary process. 

Another issue of great conceru to the National Advisory Committee is the 
detention of juveniles in adult jails or lockups. The Attorney General has pro
posed that " ... in Reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act Congress absolutely prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in 
any institution in which adults, whether convicted or awaiting trial are confined." 

The NAO, in its Standards for Juvenile Justice, supports 'the Attorney Gen
eral's proposal. Standard 4.26 states: 

"Detention facilities should l)e located within the community from which they 
draw their population. Such facilities should not be on t!le grounds of an insti
tution used to house adults accused or convicted of committing a c).'iminal 
offense." 

The harms and tragedies that result from the jailing of juveniles are well 
documented in the testimony of Dr. Rosemary Sarri and other experts, who were 
before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to InYestigate Juvenile Delinquency of the 
Committee on the Judiciary for Hearings on the Detention and Jailing of 
Juveniles (1973). 

Placement of juveniles in adult jails under the condition that they are to 
remain "separate and apart" from the adults, has repeatedly faile£1. 

In the study entitled "Ohildren ih Adult Jails: 1976", conducted by the Chil
dren's Defense Fund, 449 jails were visited in states with "separate and 'apart" 
provisions on the books, only 35.9 percent could assure SUbstantial separation; 
42.3 percen'j; of the jails provided partial separation; and, 21.8 percent assured 
no separatiorr whatsoever. 

Mr. Chairman. we hope that your Committee will consider the reauthorization 
proposal presented by the Attorney General for further strengthening the intent 
of the Juv'!nile ,Tllstire and Delinquenry Prevention Act by amending Section 223 
(a) (13) to require the removal of juveniles from inappropriate facilities, and 
thus help to ensure that juveniles will receive the services and treatment they 
may require. as well as the safety to which they are entitled, while being detained. 

Finally, the NAC supports the amendments in this bill whirh increase citizen 
varticipation and strengthen the role of the state Advisory Groups. We have also 
recommended an amendment which would provide for the representation of the 
RAG's on the National Advisory Committee. As a citizen trying to improve the 
juvenile justice system in my State of South Carolina, I know the importance of 
increasing the opportunities for Advisory Group participation at the local, state, 
and natioanllevels of goYernment. 

Thank you for the invitation to present the views of the National Advisory 
Committee today. 

PREPARED STA'I'EMENT OF PEARL S. WEST 

It is with pleasure that I offer to the Constitution Subcommittee this testi
mony regarding the particular issue that has most confounded the State of Cali
fornia in its efforts to meet the require~ents of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. The issue is thtLt of separation of juvenile and adult 
offenders. as embodied in Section 223 (a) (13) of the Act and as reflected in mate
rials suhsequently developed by OJJDP addressing the objective of the removal 
of juveniles from adult jails, loclt-ups, and prisons. 

The California Youth Authority has been in existence since 1941. Its enabling 
legislation was based on the Model youth Correction Authority Act drafted by 
the American Law Institute. For over 35 yea~s, the Youth Auhtority has operated 



as California's disposition of last resort for the juvenile courts and as an alter
native for the criminal courts providing a rehabilitative and less punitive option 
than state prison for adult offenders under the age of 21. Pursuant to the Cali
fornia Youth Authority Act, all persons under the jurisdiction of the 'Youth Au
thority are responded to on the basis of their personalized treatment needs. An 
indeterminate approach to confinement periods, and institutional program place
ment is based upon individualized assessment of behavior patterns, educational 
and social history, competence and ability, for example, rather than simply age 
or court of commitment. 

In 1974. of course, the Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act was 
enacted. The provision with which the youth Authority is most immediately 
concerned. the .o:eparation requirement, did not on its face recpgnize or other
wise speak to thf' youtbful offender system concept. To the extent that we .have 
been able to ascertain. the motivating force for the inclusion of the separation 
requirement was the well-founded concern that juvenile delinquents were subject 
to criminal contamination and/or physical brutalization as a result of being 
placed in jails and prisons in contact with hardened, mature, adult offenders. 
The existence of an alternative. such as a -youthful offender system, for saIe
guarding young people was apparently either not brought before the Congress 
or was not seriously considered. It is apparent that there was no intent on: the 
part of Congref's at that time to create a conflict with the California Youi:h 
Authority specifically or with youthful offendf'r systems generally. 

In that regard. I have. in recent' months, had occasion to review material that; 
I believe was prepared hy OJJDP concerning the rationale utilized in deter
mining Ij-he required level of separation necessary for compliance with Section' 
223(a) (13). Su<.'h material is replete with referE'nces to the negative aspects 
of placing juveniles in adult jails and prisons. It refers to the negative self-image 
that accrues to juvenile offenders being "aggravated by impersonal and destruc
tive nature of adult jails and lockups." H notes that "the occurrence of physical 
harm and sexual ahuse of juveniles by adults is well documented and greatly 
increased within the secure and obscure confines of an adult jail or lockup." In 
short, it quite clearly indicates that the traditional adult jail, lockup or prison 
was the focus of the implementation of Section 223(a) (13). A copy of this 
material is attached. 

The youthful offender system that we have in California simply is not an 
adult jail, loclmp, or prison. While most of the facilities are fenced, they are 
not highly secure. at least as that term is utilized to describe prisons. Lethal 
weapons are not available in these institutions. Staff do not wear uniforms. Staff 
of both sexes, performing all variety of supervising and counseling activities, 
work in and among the young people within our institutions. Notwithstanding 
the presence of a suhstantial number of young adults. who WOUld, but for the 
existence of the Youth Authority, have been sentenced to otate prison, Our facil
ities are characteristic of juvenile rehabilitative facilities, rather than state 
pri~ons. 

The record of our extended discussions with the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention and with LEAA clE'arly establiShes that the merit 
of the programs of the California youth Authority has not been at issue. What 
has been at issue is the discretion of the federal authorities to recognize and 
sanction a youthful offender system. While the OJJDP has, during the course 
of our discussions. amended its position as to the criteria for s~paration to a 
certain degree, they have not been able to see their way clear to fully recognize 
the youthful offender concept. It is for the purpose of extending to the OJJDP 
discretion to so act that I appear before you today to urge a speciflc amend
ment to the Act. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the quality of the youth Authority's programs 
has not been put at issue by OJJDP or LEAA, I am not unmindful of the fact 
that there are those who do questIon our programs and 'who have recently done so 
via nationalllUblications. I do not doubt that their beliefs are sincerely held. It 
is most unlikely that anything that I might say before this committee would dis
suade them from such beliefs. I can only extend to such individuals and organi
zations. as well as to this committee· and any others who lllay be interested,our 
standing invitations to visit our facilities as hundreds of national and interna
tional visitors do ever.y year, and to examine our programs so that such negativE' 
opinions as may still persist will at least be based on first-hll:nd observation. 
rather than on emotion and hearsay. 
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In that same regard, I do not wish to be viewed as being in favor of anything 
less than the best possible programs and facilities for aU young people, and I 
would be remiss if I did not bring to the subcommittee's attention tbe fact that 
there is nothing Whatsoever about the separation requirement per se that guaran
tees or even promotes better resources fo~' juveniles or young adult offenders. 
Separation in and of itself will not improve programs. If anything, it will, at least 
in the present fiscal climate in California, cause a reduction of the quulity of 
programs as desperately needed resources would have to be diverted from pl.'IZsent 
program uses to meet the considerable expense of the program duplication that 
would be necessitated by separation. 

I am also aware that there are those who are of the opinion that California 
locks up an inordinate number of young people and that. were Our confinement 
ratios more in line with tbe remainder of the nation, the difficulties presented by 
the separation requirement would not be as great. Again, I do not doubt that such 
beliefs are sincerely held. I, in fact. share the concerns over the numbers of young 
peopie, in California as well as elsewhere, who are in secure custody. I would 
point out, however, that just as we are currently in an era of anti-government 
fiscal revolt, we are also continuing to experience a seemingly ever increasing 
"get tough on crime" attitude on the part of the public. the :judicial·Y. and the 
Legislature. It is simply not currently realistic, at least in the State of ·California, 
to expect any dramatic reversal in the trends of incarceration of offenders of 
whatever age. 'l'hose of us who are concerned about snch matters are, at best, 
fighting a holding action. 

In that connection, you may wish to be aware of the fact that my depArtment 
presently administers a local justice system SUbvention program of approximately 
60 million dollars, under which we provide funds to the counties to defray local 
justice system costs, with the entitlement of each {'ounty to such funds being 
dependent on the county not exceeding a prescribed number of persons committed 
to either the state prison system or to the youth Authority. Via this program, 
we provide much needed dollars to the local governmental authorities, who then 
distribute them throughol1t the local criminal and juvenile jusice systems to sup
port local probation departments, development of community alternatives to 
incarceration. and a variety of other local efforts. III fiscal year 1978-79, for in
stance, over foul' million doUars went to private community-based agencies and 
over 34 million dollars went to local probation departments for such purposes. 

I would like to return, for a moment, to the issue of numbers of young peo
ple incarcerated within the state. There were, as of December 31, 1979. approxi
mately 4750 young people within the facilities of tbe youth Authority. Of that 
total, 2,663, or 56 percent, were committed to the department from the juvenile 
courts. Of the total of 4756, 1625 had not yet attained their 18tb birthday. Most 
of tbe 1625 were jU\euile court commitmenls, with a few being minors who had 
been waived to the adult conrts and thell, as an alternatiye to state prison, been 
committed to the Youth Authority. As of the same December 31. 1979 date, there 
were 6317 persons confined by the local authorities in juvenile halls or local 
jUYE.'nile homes. ranches and camps. 

The pOint of the above, and again notwithstanding the concern that I share 
regarding the numbers of young people under secure custody in the state, is that 
the Youth Authority accounts for a relatively small proportion (approximately 
1600 of a total of almost 8000, or less than 20 percent) of the minors who are 
bE.'ing detained or confined in the state. Those who come to us iaYe, for the most 
part, been given every opportunity to succeed at the local level prior to com
mitment to us. lYe are, in plain fact, the last resource available to the juvenile 
courts and, uncleI' California law, we may be so utilized by the juvenile courts 
only after all local alternatives haye been considered and rejected. 

I believe that it might be appropriate at this point to briefly comment on what 
I have perceived as an attitude on the part of those interested in this issue to 
hold the very highest degree of concern for juveniles while e:'{hibiting minimal, 
if any, concern for those same individuals once they are a year or two older. 
The age of majority differs, of course, from state to state. Some states, I under
stand, place it as low as 16. Others are higher. I must confess to some difficulty 
with the notion that a 17-year-old juvenile in one state is worthy of concern, 
while a . 17-year-old adult in another state is no longer a legitimate subject of 
interest. I haYe four sons. Xo doubt some of you are also parents of children 
who are over the age of 18, and I am sure that neither you nor I have lost in
terest in them as they have attained their majority. Young people are not pre-
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cipitously projected into mature adults at the magic tick or the cloclt that marks 
their 18th birthday. Maturing is a grudualprocess, stretclllllg over several years, 
varying from one individual to auother. The 17-year old of today will be the 
IS-year old of tomol'l'ow and it strike::; Ille as tragic and illogical that we, the 
cOllective bureaucracy, should focus so closely on the class of individuals de
fined by laws as juvelllles that we forget or ignore that the individual human 
beings who comprise that class will soon be adults, albeit young, immature, 
adults, and will for the most part, still haye the same hopes, needs, and prob
lems tomorrow that they do today. Moreover, with Americans increasing in 
longevity, a valid argument can be made for longer, earlier, investments in cor
rections as wen as education. 

Finally, I should also point out to the subcommittee, that there is nothing con
tained in tlle separation requirement that is directed toward the reduction of the 
numbers of young people confined at the state level. Separation will not reduce 
the need to remove certain individuals from society as decided by the public, 
the Legislature, or the courts. 

It is my belief that the interests of the public, from both a fiscal and social 
view, and the interests of those among the young of our citizenry who run afoul 
of the law, would be best sen'eel by an amendment to the Act that would sanc
tion, if not encourage, the youthful offender concept. These interests will be best 
served because the youthful offender concept accomplishes two primary and 
worthwhile objectives. First, it treatl:; young people as individuals, rather than 
as categories. yia thE' conf;iderahle flexibility it affords to respond to the needs 
of such individuals throughout their entire transition from childhood to mature 
adulthood. Second, it maximizes rr.sources by providing a means to separate the 
serious juYenile offender from the less selious juvenile offender, and the less seri
OU!l ~'oung adult offender from the more serious and mature a(lult offender, mak
ing it possible to respond logically to the needs of the individuals w:'~hin those 
groups without unnecessary and wasteful deference to arbitrary classification 
based just on chronological age. 

1 offer such an amendment with full awareness of the existence of the divergent 
points of view noted previously, as well as with awareness of the oilt-spoken con
cern that such an amendment will somehow open a "loophole," if you will, for 
states to circun1Yent the Act. The amendment which I am urging, a copy of which 
is attached to this statement, attempts to respond, in a reasonable fashion, to 
these concerns. 

BaSically, the amendment would leave in the law the separation requirement, 
with the furt.her proviso that such requirement would not be deemed to be vio
Intetl by a youthful nffentler sY!:ltem so long as certain conditions were met. The 
conditions are (1) that the Rtate have an extensive array of local seryices avail
ablo which would be required to be utilized for the particular juvenile offender 
unless such local services are, after individual consideration, deemecl unsuit
able for the juvenile by the court; (2) that the youthful offender system be a 
creature of state statute, not just administrative policy, and that it :have re
habilitation IU; its statutory purpose; (3) that its availability be limited to juve
niles who cannot be responded tv in a satisfactory manner at the local level, and 
to 18, 19 and 20 year olds as well, who arp. deemed inappropriate for state prison; 
(4) that such system have a sophisticate(l classification system that evaluates 
the educational, social, psychological and physical characteristics and needs as 
1\ part of an individualized program placement process; 'and (5) .t:hat the youth
ful offender system be operated by a state governmental entity that is separate 
and independent from the state prison system. 

The proposed amendment further requires that the Administrator of the OJJDP 
make an affirmative finding that all of the noted requirements haye been met. The 
specific requirements, coupled with the responsibility place(l on the Administra
tion will, in my judgment, provide those safeguards necessary to assure that the 
interests of the public, the juvenile, and the youthful offenders are all met. 
'Withdrawal from the Act lllar he the only reasonable altemative left to California 
ancl other states, should tllE' federal gOYerl1lnent wish to be totally inflexible in its 
disregard of states' rights to determine the nature of juvenile corrections systems 
at the state level. In California, for example, where our 1979 and 19S0 plans have 
been rejected and the state fOUlld out of compliance with the JJDP Act, funds to 
many local delinquency prevention programs may be embargoed because of the 
design of its historically effective state leyel juvenile and yOilthful offender 
corrections system. Faced with this situation, 0111' choices are few-they include: 
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1. California's withdrawal from participation in the Act. This would mean the 
death of hundreds of local delinquency prevention programs which depend on 
JJDP funds. l'he California Youth Authority uses no J.TDP funds for its institu
tional programs. 

2. Statutory action by the state to dismantle the state's youthful offender cor
rectional system. TIJis would result in 2,000 youthful offenders presently in the 
California youth Authority being removed from a rehabilitative System and added 
to the 23,000 adult prison population in California. 

3. Administrative action to separate segments of the youth Authority's popu
lation. This would result in a program duplication costing a minimum of $3 million 
and which may well lessen and certainly not improve the rehabilitative programs 
of the youth AutllOrity. 

Finally, in support of the fact that the Congress apparently did not intend to 
usurp states' rights by dictating the exact nature of state level juvenile and youth
ful offender correctional systems, the OJJDP has had great difficulty in applying 
the separation requirement as presently stated. In California, for example, in 
1978 it was mandated by OJJDP that California should separate its state level 
juvenile and youthful offender correctional population according to the court of 
commitment. In 1979, this decisioll was changed to mandate that we should 
separate those over 18 from those under 18. In conclusion, it seems to me that it 
is inappropriate to insist on the destruction of an effective youthful offender sys
tem at the state level in order to meet the separation requirement when it is very 
clear that even the definition of the age of jtlYenile varies among the states. 

It would be appropriate at this point for me to speak to the provisions of 
Senate Bill 2441, the Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980. I am advised 
that the bill amends the law by, among other provisions, requiring that 19.15 
percent of the total appropriation of Title I of the Justice Improvement Act be 
targeted for programs aimed to curb certain violent crimes committed by juve
niles and by adding to the purposes of the 1974 Act the giving of additional 
attention to the identification, apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, 
and rehabilitation of juveniles who commit violent crimes. I support such provi
sions. I believe that such recognition Illld effort directed toward that small 
percentage of minors who do commit crimes of violence is long overdue. 

I would suggest, however, that the particular list of the five offenses to be 
the subject of the effort should be somewhat more comprehensive and should 
perhaps he defined by the Administration via the rule-maldng process, rather 
than by specific statutory list. Kidnapping, for instance, or forcible sex offenses 
other than rape, should not be overlooked. I should also pOint out that Senate 
Bill 2441 does not speak to the issue that is of primary concern to the Cali
fornia Youth Authority, the separation r!.'quirement. The perpetuation, if not 
furtherance, of the youthful offender system concept is, in my judgment, most 
consistent with the provisions of the Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 
1980 and should be included in such legislation. 

I do appreciate this opportunity to present our concerns to the subcommit
tee. I stand ready to provide whatever additional information the subcom
mittee may deem n!!cessary to satisfy itself that our proposal is worthy of in
clusion in the reauthorization of the Act. Thank you. 

RATIONALE UTILIZED IN DETERlItIl'<""ING THE LEVEL OF SEPARATION FOR COllIPLIANC'I' 
WITH SECTION 223(a) (13) OF i'HE JJDP ACT 

Section 223(a) (13) of the JJDP Act states that juveniles alleged to be or 
found to be delinquent, status offenders and non-offendersllhall not be clptainPfl 
or confined in any institution in which they have ree:ular contact with adult 
persons incarcerated because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaitinp" 
trillion criminal charges. OJJDP's initial effort focused on drtermining and 
defining the level of separation necessary for cOL'lpliance with Section 22~ (a) (13) 
because of a lack of clarity in the statutory language. In this effort OJJDI' 
considered all possible levels of "contact." 

Working from the premise that regular contact between juveniles and adult 
offE'nders was detrimental and should he eliminated in secure COnfinE'lllont fll
cilitiE's, the effort was directE'el at what types of contact should be prohihited. 
The. levels of contact which were considered included physical, visual. aural, and 
envIronmental. These varions levels of contact were defined as follows: 
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No Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles can have physical, visual, and 
pural contact with each other. 

Physical Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles cannot have physical con-
tact with each other. 

Sight Separation: Conversation possible between adult inmates and juveniles 
although they cannot see each other. 

Sound Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles can see each other but no 
conversation is possible. 

Sight and Sound Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles cannot see each 
other and no conversation is possible. 

En,ironmental Separation: Adult inmates and juveniles are not placed in the 
same facility. Facility is defined as a place, an institution, a building or part 
thereof, a set of buildings or an area whether or not enclosing a building, which 
is used for the secure confinement of adult criminal offenders. 

A common thread which ran throughout this effort was an attitude which 
approached each of the issues from an advocacy posture on behalf of youth. 
Considerable attention focused on the traditional representation of police, 
jailers, the courts and correctional officials, as well as the taxpayers and the 
architects, in matters related to the elimination of regular contact (or estab
lishing it in the first place). It was clear that from an operational, financial. 
and design perspective that a limited interpretation of regular contact, such as 
physical only, would be the most expedient, most convenient, and least costly 
alternative. Obviously, this is not what the Act intended. Throughout, the 
Act mandates an advocacy posture on behalf of young people on all relevant 
issues and seeks to provide a voice, or representation, for their interests in the 
planning and operation of the juvenile justice system. It is from this perspective 
that OJJDP addressed the issue of "separation." 

A principle area of concern was the intent of Congress as developed in testi
mony before the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency. 
The hearings 011 the Detention and Jailing of Juveniles in 1973 provided the 
following observations from the Senate Subcommittee: 

Regardless of the reasons that might be brought forth to justify jailing 
juveniles, the practice is destructive for the child who is incarcerated and 
dangerous for the community that permits youth to be handled in harmful 
ways. 

Despite frequent and tragic stories of suicide, rape and abuses, the place
ment of juveniles in jailS has not abated in recent years. A significailt change 
in spite of these circumstances bas not occurred in the vast majority of 
states. An accurate estimate of the extent of juvenile jailing in the United 
States does not exist. ~'here is, however, ample evidence to show that the 
volume of juveniles detained has increased in recent years. The National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency in 19B5 reported an estimate of 87,591 
juveniles jailed in that year. Sarri found that some knowledgeable persons 
estimate that this has increased to today's high of 300.000 minors in one 
year. Approximately 66 percent of those juveniles detained in jail were await
ing trial. The lack of any alternatives bas been most frequently cited as a 
reason for detaini.ng more and more youngsters in adult jails. (Subcom
mittee to .Juvenile Delinquency. Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate 
Hearings on tbe Detention and .Tailing of Juveniles, 1973). 

In expanding on this observation by tbe Senate Suhcommittee, consideration 
was given to a variety of information '~onrces including research and surveys, 
informed opinion and standards, state legislation, court litigation, and common 
usage in the field. 

RESEARCH 

Recent research und surveys formed a frame of reference concerning the 
extent of the problem being addressed and estahlished a philosophical foun
dation for the consideration of "separation." It is important to note that the 
prin('iple source of information used below was formulated by the Children's 
Defense Fund in their pioneering study of Children in Adult .Jails (1976) and 
includes on-site survey of nearly 500 jails and lockups in 126 counties in nine 
staltes. This is an important consideration given the 11istorical controversy which 
exist"! of .Juvenile CorreC'tions' Under Lock and Key which did not include the 
magnitude of on-site evaluation, hut provides an exhaustive survey of the exist
ing literature on the subject of juveniles in adult jails and lockups. 



162 

The studies found that the placement of children in adult jails and lockups 
has long been a moral issue in this country which has been characterized by 
sporadic public concern and only minimal action towards resolution of the 
problem. 

It is suspected that the general lac}, of public awareness with respect to this 
problem and the low level of official action is exacerlmted by the absence of 
meaningful information as to the extent of the practice and the low visibility 
of ;!uYeniles placed in jails and lockups. This situation is perpetuated by official 
rhetoric which cloaks the practice of jailing juveniles in a variety of poorly 
conceived rationales. In fact, the time honored but uJl.,'1ubstantiated "rationales" 
of public safety, protection from themselves or their environments, and lacl;: 
of alternatives break down under close scnttiny. In reality, the aggressive, un
predictable threat to public safety perceived by the community is o:1lten small, 
shy, and frigMened. The Children's Defense Fund indicates that 18 percent of 
the juYeniles in jail, in a nine state area, have not even been charged with an 
act which would be a crime if committed by an adult; 4 percent have committed 
no offense at all. Of those jailed on criminal-type offenses, a full 88 percent are 
there on property and minor offenses. As is the case with all public 5.mltitutions, 
minorities and the poor are disproportionately represented. 

Not until 1971 did a clear and ccmprehensiYe picture of jails -surface with the 
completion of the National Jail Census. By its own admission, the Census showed 
only a snapshot of American jails and the pe(ll)le who live in them. Signifi('antly. 
the Census excluded those facilities holding "!,}ersons less than 48 hours. This is 
critical with resppct to juveniles in that is it ti.e police lockup and the drunk 
tank to which jnveniles are so often relega ted under the guise of "separation." 
The Census did, however, give us ,the first clear indiration of the number of 
juveniles held in jail. 011 March 15, 1970, 7.800 juveniles were living in 4,037 
jails. A comparable census in 1974 estimated that the number had grown to 
12,744. The inadequacy of the data is compounded when a determination of the 
number of juveniles admitted to adllit jails and lockups each year is sought. 
Surveys conducted by the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the 
National Assessment of Juv:mile Corrections indicate that this figure ranges 
from 50,000 to 500.000. The Children's Defense FlUld, in its study of children 
in adult jails, indicates that even the half million figure is "grossly understated" 
and that "there is an appalling yacuum of information ... when it comes to 
children in jail." Regarclless of the true figure, it is clear that the practice of 
jailing juveniles hits not diminished during the last decade. 

While the argum:mts for placing juveniles in jails are fragile and founded on 
incomplete and contradictory information, the arguments against holding juve
niles in jail are pervasive nlld along scientific lines. They are summarized below. 

· . . the "criminal" label creates a stigma which will exist far longer than 
the period of incarceration. This stigma increases as the size of the com
munity decreases and affects the availability of social, e(lucational. and em
ployment opportunities ayailable to youth. Further, it is doubtful if the 
community's perception of the juvenile quarters in the county jail is any 
different than that of the jail itself. 

· .. the negative self image which a youth often adopts when processed 
by the juvenile system is aggravated by the impersonal and destructive 
nature of adult jails and lockups. Research continues to document the 
deleterious effects of incarceration and the conclusion that this experience, 
in and of itself, may be a contributing factor to;;mtinued delinquent 
activity. 

· . . the practice of holding ;juveniles in adult jailS is contrary to the 
development of juvenile law and the juvenile justice system which, during 
the past 79 years has adamantly emphasized the separation of the juvenile 
and adult systems. 

· . . the occurrence of physical harm and sexual abuse of jn'veniles by 
adults is well document('d and greatly increased within the secm'e and ob
scure confines of an adult jail or lockup. 

In 1974, the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections assumed and defended 
the position that "placing juveniles in adult jails and lockups RhoJIld be entirely 
eliminated." Similarly, the Children's Defense Fund advocated, "to 11.chieye the 
goal of ending jail incarceration of children. states should review their laws to 
prohibit absolutely the holding of children of juvenilp ('ourt age In jails or lockups 

. used for adult offenders." 
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STANDABDS 

As early as 1961, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency stateci that: 
The answer to the problem is to be found neither in "writing off" the 

sophisticated youth by jailing him nor in lmilcling s.eparate and bettel' de
signed juvenile quarters in jails and police lockups. The treatment of youth
ful offenders must be divorced from the jail and other e).-pensive "money 
saving" methods of handling adults. 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement anci Administration of Jus
tice established that "adequate and appropriate separate detention facilities for 
juveniles should be provided." (The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, 1967, 
Page 87.) 

Snbsequent national standards in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention reaffirmed this position. 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
states that "jails should not be used for the detention of juveniles." (NAC Task 
Force Report on .Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Standard 22.3, 
1976, Page 667.) 

The American Bar Association and the Institute for Judicial Administration 
stated that "the interim detention of accuseci juveniles in any facility or part 
thereof also used to detain adults is prohibited." (IJA-ABA .Tuvenile Justice 
Standards Project, Interim Status, Standard 10.2, 1976, Page 97.) 

The National Sheriffs' Association stated that, "in the case of ;jtlveniles when 
jail detention cannot possibly be avoided, it is the responsibilit~T of the jail to 
provide full segregation from adult inmates, constant supervision, a well-bal
anced diet, and a constructiYe program of wholesome activities. The detention 
period should be kept to a minimum, and every effort made to expedite the dis
position of the juyenile's case." (National Sheriffs' Association of .Tail Security, 
Classification, and Discipline, 1974, Page 31.) 

The American Correctional Association had not yet promulgated standards 
for Adult Local Detention Facilities -but every indication pointed towards their 
adoption of a standard requiring at least sight and sound separation of juve
niles and aclult offenders. They were, in fact, later to state that "juveniles in 
custof1y are providec1 living quarters separate from adult inmates, although 
these may be in the same structure." (ACA Commission on Accreditation for 
Cnrrertions. :Uanual of Standards for Adult Local Detention Facilities, Stand
ard ii338,1977, Page 177.) 

While the statements by the XSA anti the ACA fall short of requiring the 
l·emoyal of juveniles from adult facilities it is clear that anything less than 
Right and Round separation would not meet their requirel1lentfl. 

STATE LEGISLATION 

Yirtually all of the states allow juYeniles to be detained in jail as long as 
they are separatecl from adult offenders. In addition. all states but Alabama, 
Caliiornia, Colorado, Georgia, Louisiana, i.\Iaryland, Massarlmsetts, Michigan, 
Xevada, New York, South Dakota, Tennessee. Texas, and 'Washington adhere 
to the Int-.>n.tate Compact on JuYeniles, Article IX of which deals with deten
tion practires . 

. . . to every extent pos::ible, it shall be the policy of the states party 
to this compact that no juveniles or delinquent juvenile shall be placed or 
detained in any prison, jail or lockup, nor be detained or transported in 
association with criminal, vicions or dissolute persons. 

The Children's Defense Fund in Children in Adult Jails (Page 40) circumscribe 
the placement of jllYeniles in jail. One standard approach is to require that 
children Ile separated from adult prisoners. "Separation, however, is not al
ways defined in precise terms-sometimes a statute may specify that a different 
room, dormitory or section is necessary; in other cases, statutes provide that 
no Yisual, amlitory or physical contact will be permitted. In still other states, 
the langua.!!'e is unexplained and vague. Although we have seen that one re
sponse to implementing" this separation requirement is to place children in soli
tary confinement, legislatures seem not to have realized this would result, and 
II separation requirement is not usually accompanied by a prohibition on plac
ing children in isolation. In fact, in none of the states fltudiec1 did the statutes 
prohibit isolating children in jail. 
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"It is important to note that a clear and strongly worded separation require
ment is no guarantee that children held in jails will receive services particn
larly geared to their special needs, i.e., etlucational programs, counseling, medi
cal examinations, and so on. While many separate juvenile detention facilities 
are required by state statute to have a full range of such services, including suf
ficient personnel trained in handling and worldng with children, children in 
these same states who find themselves in adult jailS are not required to be 
provided with a similar set of sprvices. 

"Some states, at least, appell.r to recognize that the longer a child is detaineel 
in jail the greater the possibility of harm. As a consequence, their statutes 
establish time limitations on the period that children ran be held in jail; if 
some exist, extensions of indefinite duration are often sanctioned upon court 
order." 

.An analysis of the national practices to detain juveniles in jails present some 
problems since many of the states' statutes are ambiguous. From the face of the 
statute, it was often difficult to determine whetl1er a juvenile was not allowed 
in a jail at all or if it was 11.11 acceptable practice as long as he/she was I.ept 
separated from adults. Ohio, for example, has a statute which says that in COUll
ties where no detention home is available, the board of county commissioners 
shall provide funds for the boarding of juveniles in private homes, but the statute 
also talks about the separation of juveniles and adults in jail. 

The following sample of statutory language does provide strong support, 
however, for the common usage by the states in defining separation of juveniles 
and adult offenders in terms of sight and sound. 

Juvenile offenders shall not be detained in an adult jail facility unless 
totally segregated from the adult population. Total segregation mandates 
separation from sight and sound. Under no circumstances shall adult inmates 
be used to provide food services or janitorial services in the youth detention 
section. (Proposed Minimum Standards, State of Washington, 1977, and 
RCW 13.4.115.) 
... juveniles may be placed in an adult facility but in a room or ward. 

(Section 208.120.) 
If a juvenile detention facility is located within and as a part of a jail 

or other facility used for the incarceration of adults, the juvenile detention 
area must be so located and arranged as to be completely separated from 
incarcerated adults by sight and sound barriers. Cont/let or communication 
of any ldnd between detained juveniles and incarcerated adults is prohibitprl. 
(New Mexico Standards, 1973.) 

No child shall be held in a police station, lockup, jail, or prison except 
that, by order of the Judge, setting forth the reasons therefor, a child over 
16 years of age whose behavior or condition is such as to endanger his safety 
or welfare or that of other inmates in the custody center for children, may 
be put in jailor other place of detention for adults, provided it is a room or 
apartment entirely separated from the adults confined therein. (Puerto Rico 
Statutes, 34 LPRA, Section 2007 c.) 

Provide for the separation of juveniles under age sixteen (16) from the 
sight and hearing of other inmates and the housing, outside of jails, of all 
juveniles age fourteen (14) or under. (Nebraska Revised Statutes, Section 
43-212, R.R.S. Neb. 1943.) 

Written policy and procedure shall prescribe that only if absolutely neces
sary, under applicable statutes of this state, shall a child under the age of 
sixteen (16) be detained in any police station, prison, jail or loclmp. However, 
if detentiOn is authorized, such juveniles shall be housed completely separate 
from adults. Separation must be substantial architectural arrangements 
which permit no visual contacts. (Oldahoma Minimum Standards,1977.) 

.1\. detention center assures complete separation of alleged delinquents 
from adjuclicatecl delinquents and adults charged with and/or convicted 
of a crime (Maryland State Statutes, Subtitle 8, Section 3-823.) 

Detention facilities shall be entirely separated and distinct from the 
ordinary jails, lockups or police cells. Cara;ryland Standards, 1976) 

Juveniles (14-18 years of age) should be segre!1;ated from the sight and 
sound of adult inmates. (Oregon Standards, 1973.) 

No minor under 16 years of age may be confined in a jail or place ordi
narily used for the confinement of prisoners in a police station. Minors under 
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17 years of nge must be kept separate from confined adults and may not at 
any time be kept in the same cell, room, or yard with adults confined pur
suant to the criminal law, (Illinoil:! ~tate Statut-es, Section 702-8 (1), 1971) 

Separate shall include lack of any auditory and/or visual contact or com
munication. (illinois Standards, 1975) 

· .. may on order of the court, be placed ill a jail or other plt1ce of deten
tion for adults, but in a room or ward sel1arate from adults. (Michigan 
Statutes 712 A.16) 

When juvenile detention homes are not available and it becomes unavoid
able to confine a juvenile in the county or city jail, it should be the jailer's 
responsibility to see that every protection is given the juvenile and that his 
experience in jail carries as little stigma and exposes him to as little harm 
as possible. This means that when detained in jail, juveniles should. be kept 
fully apart from adults. (South Dalwta Standards, 1970) 

· .. thf~ separation of juveniles (if detained in facility) from sight and 
sound of adult inmates .... (Texas State Statutes, 1976) 

.Juveniles shall be housed within the institution in a separate section from 
adults, to the extent that facilities w)ll permit. If that is not possible, such 
detainees shall be housed in separate cells from adults. (Virginia Rules and 
Regulations, 1975.) 

Separate confinE'ment, (South Carolina) 
Separate accommodations for juveniles and special staff to supervise 

j uyeniles at all times. (Ji'lorida) 
Absolute prohibition ·against placing 14-17 year oIds in auy jail 01' house 

of correction. However, juveniles can be detained in a police station or 
lockup with the written permission of the State Commission of youth Serv
ices. (l\Iassachusetts) 

"Then detention of j1llveniles cannot be avoided, the local detention facility 
shall provide segregation from adult inn::.lj.tes and adequate supervision. 
(Wyoming Proposed Standards, 1977) 

A child, pending a hearing, shall not be placed in an apartment, cell or 
place of confinement with adults charged with 01' convicted of a crime. 
(Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 8-226.) 

This law is interpretccl b~' most jurisdictions as prohibiting the detention of 
a jUvenile under any conditions in a city or county jail or any police operated 
holding facility· HO'sever, sOl11e juril"dktiollS interpret the law more literally 
and allow youth to be heid ill the facility but in a separate cell or section or 
wing of the facility. 

A jUYenile JUay only be held ill such a facility. if he/she is fifteen years 
of age or older, and then only in a 1'00111 or ward entirely separate from adults. 
(Louif;i!.'na Revised Statutes, Section 13-1577: 1975) 

· .. in no case shall a chilc1 be confined in a community correctional center, 
Or lockup, 01' ill auy place where adults are or may be confined (Connecticut 
S ta tu tes, Section 17-63.) 

A room separate and removed from adults so that the child cannot come 
into contact 01' conllnunication with any adult convicted of a crime. (Ohio) 

· .. to he held "apart" from adultt'!o (New.Tersey) 
1t shall be unlawful to hold a child in jail. (Pennsylvania Statutes, effective 

December 31, 1979.) 
youth under 18 years of age are prohibited from being detained in a jail 

01' other faciliQ' with the detention of adults. (D.C. Code-Civil Action No. 
1462-'12: 1971) 

JuYeniles shall he segregated from the rest of the jail population so that 
there shall be uo visual or audio contact. C:\Iaine Standards, 1977) 

While some states had enacted legislative restrictions prior to the passage of 
the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the majority of the 
legislativE' activity on this subject was in response to the mandates of the Act. 
~Iore significantly, the legislation enacted since 1974 has removed many of the 
ambiguities which have plagued the earlier legislation. In addition, states have 
moved increasingly to an outright prohibition on the jailing of juveniles rather 
than the traditional response of merely separating within the facility. These 
recent trends are particularly eyiclent in the states of ::\Iaryland, 'Vashington, 
and Pennsylvania, all of which have legislated an ontright prohIbition on the 
jailing of juveniles on January 1, 1978; .July 1, 1978; and December 31, 1&79, 
respectively. 
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COURT LITIGATION 

Court litigation in this area has been limited hut indications point to increased 
activity in statl's which are not moving towards corrective legislation. 

A recent Federal court ruling held that although the Constitution does not 
forbid all jailing of juveniles in adult facilities, a statute of Puerto Rico violates 
due process by permitting the indefinite jailing of juveniles in adult facilities 
without some form of notice and hearing prior to the confinement decision and 
violates equal protection by permitting a ,-;hild to be punished indistinguishably 
from an adult without the same procedural safeguard. The court refused to hold 
that custody of juveniles in adult jails is, in al1(l of itself, cntel and unusual 
punishment under the Eight Amendment. Signi.ficantly, however, it noted the 
"disturbing evidence that conditions in these adult institutions may not, in fact, 
be minimally human," and as such reiterated that 11ad the case before the court 
been directed toward the adequacy of the conditions in the particular institution, 
rather than the statute authorizing such incarceration, they may have found for 
the Plaintiff on the grounds of cruel and unusual punishment. (Osorio Y. RiDS, 429 
ll'. Supp. 570: DPR 1976) 

On the subject of separation of juveniles and adult offenders in correctional 
facilities, the court in O--H-- v. French (504 SW 2d 269: 1974) relying 
heavily on Edwariis v. McCa1tley, (784 NW 2d 908) 1971, stated that juvenile 
offenders who present serious disciplinary problems may be transferred and 
housed within the geographical confmes of an adult institution "provided they are 
sufficiently segregated from other inmates and are provided a specially prepared 
treatment program appropriate to their needs." Several other state level cases 
have stated this requirement and State v. Kemper, App., 535 SW 2d 241, em
phasizes that this separation must be sufficipnt to protect the minors from the 
adverse influence which adult prisoners might have upon them. 

COMMON USAGE 

This area of examination in seeldng a definition of "separation" concerns the 
criteria utilized by the U.S. Department of Justice in previous years with respect 
to the placement of juvenile offenders in adult facilities. This includes the criteria 
utilized by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in its review of 
applications seeking funding under the 1971 Part E Amendment to the Omnibus 
Crime and Safe Streets Act and the Public Worl{s Act of 1976. The criteria 
utilized with respect to the 1,000 plus applications is stated as follow: 

Part E review criteria defines regular contact to permit no more than 
haphazard or accidental between juveniles and incarcerated adults so as to 
effect as ahsolute a separation as pnssible. This includes separation at intake, 
separate living, dining, recreational, educational, visiting, and transporta
tion facilities, as well as separate staff operating under court approved 
guidelines on a 24,-hour basis. 

It should be emphasized, however, that these provisions constitute the 
minimally acceptable criteria for compliance with the Part E legislation 
and should be considered only as a last resort. The National Clearinghouse 
recommends that alternative strategies be developed to facilitate the com
pleto removal of juveniles from adult detention facilities. These strategies 
should include the consideration of emergency foster care, home detention, 
shelter care, and regional juvenile detention, as indicated by a comprehen
sive survey and analysis of the juvenile detention population and avail
able community resources. 

The importance and utility of the complete removal of juYeniles from 
adult detention facilities is attested to by the unequivocal support of the 
emerging national standards in juvenile justice and documented by the 
effectiveness and effiCiency of successful program examples in both rural 
and urban areas of the country. 

This criteria, as applied by the National Clearinghouse for Crimiual Justice 
Planning and Architecture, means sight and sound separation. 

Another example, as the Children's Defense Fund points out, in findings and 
policy of the DOJ's Bureau,f Prisons. 

Juveniles do not belong in a jail. However, whl'n detaining a juvenile in 
a jail is unavoidable, it becomes the jailor's responsibility to make certain 
that 'he is provided every possible protection, and that an effort is made 
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to help him avoid any ex:periences that might be harmful. This means that 
the juvenile must always be separated as completely as possible from adults 
so that there can be no communication by sight or sound. Exposure to jail
house chatter or eyen to the daily actiyities of adult prisoners may have 
a harmful effect on the juvenile. Under no circumstances should a juvenile 
be housed with adults. 1Yl1en this occurs, the jailor must check with the 
jail administrator to mal;:e certain that the administrator understands the 
Jands of problems that may arise. There is always a possibility of sexual 
assault by older and physically stronger prisoners, with great damage to 
tho juyenile. 

Keeping juYeniles in separate quarters is not an that is required. Juveniles 
present special superyisory problems because th~y are mOre impulsive and 
often more emotional than older prisoners. Theil' beha ylor may therefore 
be more difficult to control, and more patieuce olJ,cl understanding are re
quired in superyising them. Constant super\'isioll would be ideal for this 
group and would eliminate llumerous problems. 

Juveniles in close confinement are likely to become restless, mischieyous, 
and on occasion, destructive. Theil' tendency to act without thinking can 
turn a joke into a tragedy. Sometimes their attempts to manipulate jail 
staff cau have serious consequences . .A. fake suicide attempt, for example, 
may result in death because the juYenile goes too far; no one is around to 
interfere. (U.S. Bureau of Prisons, The Jail: Its Operation and Management, 
Nick Papas, Editor, WashingtC'n, D.C.: 1971) 

While the language of the Act appeared to restrict the use of "environmental" 
contact as the appropriate level of separation required for participation in the 
formula grants program, it was nonetheless the position of OJJDP that this was, 
in fact, legitimate and the most likely and eventual level of separation which 
would be required by the state legislature and the courts. Further, there ap
peared to be ample eyidence that "sight and sound" contact with adults produced 
many of the negative conditions which Congress sought to elimiante in Section 
223 (a) (13). These include the stigma produced by the negative perception of an 
adult jail or lockup regardless of deSignated areas for juveniles, the negative 
self-image adpoted by or reinforced within the juvenile pla('ed in a jail, the often 
over-zealous attitudes of staff in an adult facility, the high security orientation 
of operational procedures, the harshness of the architecture and hardware tradi
tionally directed towards the most serious adult offenders, and the potential for 
emotional and physical abuse by staff and trustees alike. In this same vein, it was 
felt that any acceptable level of separation within adult jails would not only be 
a costly architectural venture if adequate liying conditions were to be provided, 
but would be virtually impossible in the majority of the existing adult facilities. 
The specter of a Su:n'eme Court decision prohibiting the jailing of Juveniles woulcI 
llUve the cumulative dollar effect in the hundreds of milliol1S if a policy of sep
aration within the facility was vigorously pursued. 

Another area of considerable discussion and common concern where the dan
Il"ers inherent in any level of separation short of complete remova1. These dangers 
included the potential for isolation of juveniles in adult facilities under the guise 
that they were technically separated by sight and sound. While such l'llovements 
at the state and local level would constitute yiolations of constitutional protec
tions and be accomplished to the detriment of juveniles admittecl to the particu
lar facilities, past experiences with compliance matters made it clear that such 
technical deception would most likely occur in selected areas. This practice, how
ever, is clearly addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act (18 USC 
Section 5031 et seq. 7976 Supp.). While it applies only to juveniles being prose
cuted by the United States Attorneys in Federal district ('ourts, it nnnethell'ss 
underscores the intent that "every juvenile in custody shall be provided with 
adequate food, heat, light, sanitarv facilities, bedding. ('lothing, recrf'ntion, edu
cation, and medical care; including necessary psychiatric, psychological, and 
other care and treatment." Its conspicuous use of the terminology similar to the 
Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquency PreYention Act concerning "regular contact" 
gives credence to the notion that these minimum custodial provisions are under 
any scheme of separation. 

This is furthf'r supported by recent court litigation which has boon that isola
tion of rhildren in ony fa('ilit;v is not only lln('on<:titutional hut if; " .. ruel I1ml in
human (and) counterproductive to the development of the child." (LoZZis v. 
New York State Department at Soaial Ser'l}iCcs, 322 F. Supp. at 480). 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
, ACT 

§ 223(a) (13) provide that juveniles alleged to be or found to be delinquent and 
youths within the If\lrview of paragraph (12) shall not be detained or confined 
in any institution in which they have regular contact with adult persons incar
cerated because they have been convicted <of a crime or are awaiting trial on crim
inal charges except that this paragraph shall not be deemed, to be violaied by a 
state youthful offender 811 0 tem if the Administmtor of the OjJlee of J·/l.'I)enile 
Justice and DelinqUency Prevention determines that: 

(a) the youthfttl offendC1' 8ystem is establisherZ pursuant to state statute 
for the purpose of pr01naing rehabilitative treatment for persons committeit 
to itj and 

(b) the youthfttl off~nder st/stem accepts for rehabilitative treatment 
juveniles who have been found, to have commUter]' criminal offen.~es ((.s well as 
young adults who have been convicted of crime.s and who have been com
mitted by the criminal COUl~t to the youthful offender system as a rehabili
tative alternative to a sentence to state prisonj and 

(c) there is in the state syst('n~ of local anit community dispOSitional 
alternatives which must be considered. by the jut'enile court and deemed 
1tn8uitable jor the juven'ile offender bejore the jltvenile may be committed 
to the youthfUL offencZer sl/stemj anit 

(d) yottt7~ ad1tlts committed to the 1/outhful offender sJlstem shall have 
been mu'icw the age of 21 at the rime of apprehension for their commitment 
offense anit shall not be retainecZ in the you.thfttZ offender sl/8tem beyond the 
attainment oj 25 years of agej and 

(e) the yolttMuL offender sy.~tem provides for the 'Placement of incz.ividu
al,g committed to it within particular programs ba8ed on their ecl1lCationaL, 
social, psyc]wlogical anlZ phY8·ical neeits as determincit by di'1gnostfo st'ltdy 
anit (mall/sis of eduoutional, /looial, psyohological anlZ l)hysical factors j anlZ 

(f) t716 youf7lful offender sy,*'m is opera,trd b1l a dellariment of state 
government that is separa.te and independent from the depa,rtment of state 
government that ,is responsible for the operation of the state acluZt pI'ison 
system. 

Ms .• ToLLy.May we have the next pane] please~ 
Joseph Renton, director, South Carolina youth services program, 

with Ms. K('lly Hiott, youth member, Sister Barbara Scanlon, 
Ms, Donna Jones, from the Boston Network of Altemat.ive Runaway 
Services-she is the director-Mr. Doug McCoaru, who is the director 
of Huckleberry House, and if we could also please have Ms. J unc 
Rucy, the director of the Youth Shelter Service of Galveston. 

PANEL OF: JOSEPH BENTON, SUPERVISOR FOR RESIDENTIAL CARE, 
SOUTH CAROLINA YOUTH SERVICES; SISTER BARBARA SCAN
LON, DIRECTOR, BOSTON NETWORK OF ALTERNATIVE RUN
AWAY SERVICESj W. DOUGLAS McCOARD, DIRECTOR, HUCKLE
BERRY HOUSE, INC.; KE,LLY HIOTT, YOUTH MEMBER, COLUMBIA, 
S.C.; DONNA JONES, YOUTH MEMBER, BOSTON, MASS.; AND JUNE 
BUCY, DIRECTOR, YOUTH SHELTER OF GALVESTON 

~~l'. BENTON. I personally appreciate haviuf-; an opportunity to 
testIfy. 

Ms .• TOLLY. ,Ve apologize t.hat neither Renator Thurmond nor 
Senator Bayh are here right now. They were expecting to be. but with 
the votes on the floor it iE' impossible. 

Mr. BEXTON. I am here representing Crossroads, which is a runaway 
shelter which is a part of the Youth Bureau Division of the South 
Carolina Deparbn~nt' of Youth Services. 
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Crossroads was established in 1975 to provide shelter and social 
services to runaways, homeless youths, and pushouts. The program 
is located in Charleston and serves the surrounding counties in the 
southeastern cornel' of the State of South Carolina. 

The shelter:is open 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and the program 
serves over 360 residents per year. 

The facility has a capacity of 10 beds. However, phone contact with 
families in crisis, which is part of the prevention effort, swells the 
actual clients being served to close to 500 n. year. 

During our year"s of operation, much data has been generated which 
will lead to implications for further programs. A few of these facts 
include that 78 percent of the youth served are between the ages of 14 
and 16, in our program. 

Some 60 percent of our youth served have natural parents either 
divorced, separated, never married, or one or both of the parents are 
deceased. 

Fifty-two percent of the runaways we serve are first-born children, 
and 64 percent are either the first or second born. 

Sixty-two percent of the children served have run two or more times. 
The implications of this basic data is quite clear in terms or preven

tion efforts. We, as social service providers, have nearly 14 years to 
begin preventive efforts; however, if we wait until a child reaches the 
age of 14, there is L' high likelihood that he will run more than one time. 

In order to combat this, my staff, on their own time, have made a con
eerted effort to address school classes, school assemblies, and children
oriented groups. 

The earlier children understand and know about the program, and 
these chidlren know that there are children and adults who care for 
l"heir well-being, the quicker we can get services to them. 

Further, this year, we have established a youth advisory council. 
For too long children have had a token role and say in the programs 
that work fOl' them and affect their lives. They have been overshadawed 
by adults in making their needs known. The advisory council serves 
the need for youth input. 

There are numerous incidents that preventive efforts should be fo
cused on. One-parent families are families in trouble. 

The emphasis should be on providing supportive services to these 
parents and on the first-born children. So to address this need we have 
attacked on two fronts. 

First, we now provide family group therapy in the homes of many 
of our ex-clients in the hope that we will prevent future difficulties. 

Further, special emphasis is being placed on minority families. For 
the nE:xt 2 months, our staff will be receiving training in how to deal 
with the special problems of minority families. 

VVhile this training is happening, a minority program is being 
worked out with a cUlTently operating program as a subcontractor, to 
provide services to minority families. 

Because of the time limitations, I want to skip from programmatic 
10 legislative implications which will have impact upon our South 
Carolina programs. 

The recent move to deinstitutionalize, and hopefully, to eventually 
decriminalize, status offenders have other implications for the future. 

70-796 0 - s1 - 12 
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For a long time, Crossro;jl.ds wa,s, and still is, one of the few resources 
that serves as an alternative t.o detention. 

Sout.h Carolina, like-so many States, has done exceptionally well in 
keeping status offenders out of institutions, thanks to t.he efforts of the 
youth bureau division, but in order to keep status offenders out of de
tention, more community alternatives are needed. 

Wllat is happening is thr.t the legislative reforms in the areas of 
status offenders are far outpacing the ability of social service delivery 
systems to respond to the needs of children. 

Shelter programs have proven effectiveness. Expansion of these pro
grams 'will be needed as legal authorities are forced to use alternatives 
rather than detention. 

'Without alternatives, police: judges, and State legislators may be 
forced by public opinion to take steps backward in our care of status 
offenders. 

The final point I would like to make is that the burden of support 
of the shelter is falling more and more upon States and locaHties. 

Thanks to the funds provided by this conm1ittee, these increases 
have become possible because Federal funds have legitimized the local 
programs. 

However, States and localities, at the present time, cannot support 
these programs 100 percent. Inflation is eating into the ability to serve. 
For example, in order to meet the bills next year, I am even being 
forced to layoff a person for up to 6 months just to meet our budgetary 
needs. 

Some part of the program will have to go lacking and maybe the 
one child we could have served and saved from the agonies of a bad 
childhood might go lacking for services. 

Also, there is a psychological uncertainty of fllnding. The staff 
hangs on by faith. They do an excellent job out of love. 

For this reason I am emphatically in support of the 5-year reauthor
ization and provision of whatever ext.ra funds can be allocated. 

I want to thank you for a chance to speak and also t.hank you for 
past support and I urge it for the future. 

Thank you. 
Ms .• TOLLY. Thank you. Did you want to introduce Kelly or, Kelly, 

do you have a short statement you would like to make about your ex
perience in the runaway home. you were, in? 

Mr. BENTON. Yes, I would like to introduce Kelly, an ex-resident of 
the Crossroads program, who still receives assistanc!.' from the pro
gram. 

Ms. ,TOLLY. Would you like to tell us how you first came to some of 
the runaway centers and the foster homes that you have lived in, and 
your experience ~ 

TESTIMONY OF KELLY HIOTT 

Ms. HIOTT. Well, I was 14, 2 years ago. I am 16 now. Me anclmy mom 
had a fight, so my social worker took me to Crossroads. 

Ms .• TOLLY. Have you been in jail before ~ 
Ms. HIOTT. Yes, ma'am. 
Ms .• TOLLY. How many times? 
Ms. HIOTT. Rh:. • 
Ms .• TOLLY. Whatfod Can you tell us~ 
Ms. HIOTT. Running away. 
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Ms. JOLLY. Then were you taken out of your home and put in foster 
homes or did you get to a runaway shelter ~ 

Ms. HWI"l'. Except for the last four foster homes I have been in, they 
just took me out of my home and put me in the foster homes. 

Mr. BENTON. How many foster homes have you been in~ 
Ms. HIOT'l'. Eleven. 
Ms. JOLLY; You have been in 11 foster homes ~ 
Ms. HIOTT. Yes. 
Ms. JOLLY. Can you tell us why you ran away from home~ 
Ms. HIOTT. ,Ve had a lot of financial problems, not enough money 

and stuff. My mom and dad, stepdad, they took it out on us, the kids, 
because of the problems. I didn't have anybody to talk to, you know. 
I would just leave. My older brothel' and sister both ran away, too" So, 
I just followed after them. 

Ms. JOLLY. Have you fOlmd out that Mr. Benton and his people 
at the Youth Services help you and your family ~ 

Ms. HIOTT. WE.'ll, they counseled me and my sister, but my parents 
are divorced and my mom, she would not have nothing to do with us 
while we are in the foster home right now. We talk, but she doesn't 
like it or anything. They couldn't get my mom and dad to counseling. 
They won't agree to it. 

Ms. JOLLY. Do your foster parents palticipate in the counseling pro
gram with you ~ 

Ms. HIOTT. Yes. My foster dad is a volunteer at Crossroads, besides 
his other employment. My foster mom is a counselor at Crossroads. 

Ms .• TOLLY. Thank you very much. We reanv appreciate your coming. 
Sister Barbara Scanlon, "'ho is the director of the Boston Network 

of Alternative Runaway Services, and Donna Jones. I am sure that 
if Senator Bayh were here, he would give you a warm welcome on 
behalf of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

TESTIMONY OF SISTER BARBARA SCANLON 

Sister SCANLON. Thank you. We realize that the Senator from 
Massachusetts has other business at this time. [Laughter.] 

We would like to thank you for allowing us to share some concerns 
about runaways and homeless young people. We are grateful for your 
kind support. We solicit your continued help. 

In New England, and I am the only person from New Englnncl here, 
there are 11 centers at present, funded by the Runaway Act. 

In Boston, we have the Boston Network of Alternative Rlmaway 
Services which is made up of two separate runaway program~. I am 
a counselor at The Bridge, Inc., and I would like to speak WIth you 
about that program in particular. 

Because of your support, Bridge has received a great deal of credi
bilitv locally when we request arlditional funding: from such places 
as the Department of Mental Health, the United Fund, and local 
husinesses and foundations. 

Bridge itself is a multiservice, multicomponent, communitv-based 
program. ~T e will celebrate our first decade of existence in .Tune of 
this year. 

Bridge's target population is runaways and homeless youth. Our 
goal has always heen to act as a brid~e between the young people, 
their families, 'and the various segments of society. 
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The backbone of the program is the street-work component. Street 
workers frequent the various areas of greater Boston, hoping to inter
vene very early in young people's lives. They WDrk in the late after
noons. They work in the evenings. Each of their areas h!),s its distinctive 
attraction. 

The Bostom Common is a large grassy area which attracts young 
people. Harvard Square is exciting. ThE'. combat zone-young women 
are exploited there. In the bus station area, yOlmg men whose sexual 
identities are not defined, make their money by hustling. 

Last year, Bridge street workers made 16,426 contacts. To back up 
the street workers, we have a free mobile medical van which goes out 5 
nights a week, from 7 to 11 p.m. 

This i~ staffed nightly by a volunteer doctor, two volunteer nurses, 
and a BrIdge ,yorker. 

Last year they made 1,940 medical contacts, and over 5,043 nonmedi
cal visits to the van. 

The van is not designed to give comprehensive medical service, but 
is more designed-as it is very visible, very concrete-to bring the 
medical community in touch with the young people who are out there. 

"Ve deal with runaways. RlU1aways are only a part of the population 
that we see. We see different youngsters. Bridge workers define these 
youngsters in many ways. 

He or she is about 17 years of age or younger. He is habitually absent 
from school. In .Tanuary 27, 1979, there was a report presented by the 
group of parents, an advisory council. They are set up to monitor the 
desegregation in the. Boston schools. They determined that 22 percent 
of youngsters are absent each day. That meallS lout of 5. Where are 
they? 'What are they doing? ,Vhat are they into? 

So, back to the combat zone. I think it is pretty normal for young 
persons to be down there peeping, to see what they can see in that area, 
but when they are down there hour after hour, it begins to concern the 
commlU1ity. 

It; may be very normal to hang out, as they say, in the Common, but 
after a while there are other folks out there who are interested in 
meeting these youngsters and off<>ring them alternatives. . 

So the street workers are out there to offer them better alternatIves 
We have the young person who is at home for a while and is out for 

a while and home for a while. Very often this person results in a hard
core street youth. It is pretty hard to classify children in their teens 
as hardcore. street persons, but they are out there in great numbers in 
the cities and on the streets of Boston. 

,Vho are these. hardcore kids? They may be throwaways. The parents 
don't want them there. They may, for reasons known only to them
selves, refuse to go home. 

They may have eloped from one of the Commonwealth's protective 
or judicial systems, a foster horne, a group home, a mental health facil
ity. a detention facility. 

These are the youngsters that we see. 
Our job. as we see it, is to offer -alternatives so they aren't out on 

the street, so they aren't runawn,ys. We do it in various ways. We also 
have a home front project whi('h deals with YOlU1g women who are 
pregnant, young women who have a child, teaching them parental 
skills so the cycle in some way will be discontinued. 
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We run workshops and schools for clients, teaching them coping 
skills, stress skills, how to deal with their peers. We work with teach
ers and families on how to pick up the warning signs-that Senator 
Bayh mentioned earlier-so we can prevent the actualnmning away. 

Donna is a person who became involved in our program ·and now 
Donna is the coordinator of the youth participation program. I think 
she can tell you firsthand what runaway progmms do. 

Ms. JOLLY. Hi, Donna. 

TESTIMONY OF DONNA JONES 

Ms. J OI\"'ES. Hi. "Vhen I first came to Bridge, I was a homeless youth 
and was using drugs. I was referred to the drug counselor there. We 
worked out some of my survival needs. 

Ms. JOLLY. Were you using legal drugs or illegal drugs ~ 
Ms. JONES. I used all kinds of drugs, whatever I could get. 
Ms. JOLLY. AlcohoH . 
Ms. JOI\"'Es. Yes. Then I met with a Bridge counselor twice a week 

to deal with my drug problem. Later I got involved in the youth 
participation program at Bridge. There was one other youth that was 
involved in this program. We would volunteer for a month and after 
that we received a small stipend for a month and then we got on 
payroll. 
. This is the first job I ever had and I learned how to type. I learned 
general office procedures. Thl'n, dter a year, I joined the Bridge staff 
as administrative assistant. 

I assisted the business manager keeping books, collecting statistical 
data, and typing proposals. 

In May of that year, I left Bridge and I got a job as assistant book
keeper at a courier service in Boston. 

In August, I was asked to come back and run the youth participation 
program. 

Ms. JOLLY. Howald are you now ~ 
Ms. JONF-S. I am 20. This program hires 10 kids and they work part 

time in the agency. They are either encouraged to go back to high 
school or they study at Bridqe for their GED. They are involved in 
weekly meetings and counseling sessions. 

'What we a':e trying to do is give them good work habits and then 
set them up in jobs in the community. 

Ms .• TOLLY. Is that difficult now, finding jobs in the community~ 
Ms. JONES. Well, we have one in the process of getting a job in the 

police station. 
Ms. JOLLY. You are working from the inside this time. [Laug'hter.] 
Ms. JoNES. It is working. 
Personally, I strongly believe in this type of program. 
Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh does, too. 
Ms . .TONES. Yes. I think that. youth need support services outside 

of traditional agencies, because when you 'are out there and you are 
not hooked up in schools and you are not hooked up in child services 
or welfare services, these are the kinds of programs that are less 
threatening for your approach. 

I just think it has been a great exPt'!rience for me to get involved 
with Bridge. It has been very valuable hl my life. I would like to see 
a lot of other kids have this service available to them. 

Ms. JOLLY. We certainly would too. Thank you very much. 
Ms. JONES. Thank you. . 
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Sister SOANLON. I would just like to add that we are very much in 
favor of the S. 2441 and we do want to commend the Youth Develop
ment Bureau for their handling of the l'lmaway fund up to this point. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
We will turn to JlmeBucy. 

TESTIMONY OF JUNE BUCY 

Ms. Buoy. My name is June Bucy. I am the director of the Youth 
Shelter of Galveston. Kitty is with us. She 11as been in our program 
several times. 

I would like to respond to a statement that the Senator made in his 
introductory remarks when introducing the bill. He saw the problems 
of troublecl young people both in terms of human emotion and finance. 

I think as program people we see them in those same terms. Our 
answer is in human, caring attention to the pressing needs of youth 
and in carefully administered progrm;ns that are cost eff'ective. 

Part of our cost effectiveness may be that we don't have enough 
money to be very lax with it. but we have found and invented and 
shared ways that moneys can be used more effectively. 

We find that our program, and I think many others across the 
country, are tied in with the juvenile justice system so that this bill, 
that includes moneys to the justice system as wen as to runaways, is a 
coherent bill within itself. 

In Galveston. the year before our program opened: there were over 
800 young people in our county jail. 

The year the shelter had opened, that number was reduced to less 
than 200. There were some other factors involved, but they were fac
tors of commlmity working together and supportive relationships be
tween agencies and, we were a real part of that, along with keeping 
some 400 of these yOlmg people in our program. 

One of the thin,g;s that we do in our comnllmity coordination is pro
viele support to other agencies so that child protective people, law en
forcement people, health servic.6 people, and others can give the young 
person the services that they need and the young person is in a place 
that is safe and good for him to be while other agencies are doing 
their work. 

Without us, they cannot work as effectively. We have managed to 
find a lot of ways to share and snpport each other. 

Our pro,g;raming at the shelter is much like what I have heard from 
other 'people today. We have some thin,g;s pemaps that are more or 
less highly developed. For instance, we have a school. The kids in our 
program are in school 5 or 6 hours 'a day. The school is on our campus 
in a special room. The teacher is snpphled bv the State system, through 
a grant administered bv our local school district. 

We .find .that the youth learn. In this brief time they can get a lot 
of basIC skills and can often beg-in to see the value of school. 

We also know that the attendance they can establish there enables 
them to ,g;o back into their OWll schools without losing attendance time. 
This often means that a veal' is not lost, or a chilcl is not cliscouraged 
thfl t he drops out alto,g;ether. 

We do a lot of trllining in our prngrams for future profpssi<mals. 
People serve internships and get colle.ge or university credit. They 
also learn about the severe lack of Pl'opaminO" for young 'People as 
well as the kind of needs that youth and families have. 
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One of the things that ihas been most important to us in our program 
has been the technical assistance and training that has been provided 
through the contracts that are available to the runaway programs. 

'Ve have, through those trruining opportunities, developed and 
shared skills and almost invented 'a way of dealing with young people 
that we had not dealt with, in our social services system before. 

We have managed, not only in our own program, but within similar 
programs, to share those sl· .. ·ills. Our networking efforts across our 
State and region have been greatly assisted by the technical assistance 
program. I am very g1ad tillose programs are still in the bill. 

I would like to quickly share some things that some young people 
told to me one day when I was questioning them n,bout: What does it 
mean to yOl~ to be at the sh~lter ~ What have you learned ~ Does it add 
up to anythmg ~ 

There were several kids there that day, and they said some thi~gs 
thn,t really helped me to understand tihat Ollr programs 'are effectlve, 
and that the youth are getmng the things that they need. 

One young woman from a middle-class home said it was the first 
time she ever really had to share with other people. She came from a 
home wO.1ere she, thought she was n.ot getting a very good shake, where 
the rules were too strict, and so forth. 

For her to live with, people who had much grimmer experiences than 
hers, for her to have to stand in line to use the bathroom, to eat food 
that was not prepared by servants, was a really new experience and 
one that enab1ec1 her to appreciate her ihome better. 

Another young woman in this conversation had been through an 
experience in the shelter that we all have when the behavior of the kids 
is not so great, and people have to work with them on what had 
happened. 

She revealed that this was the first time she had ever seen ac1ults who 
were angry, who had something to be upset about, but who did not turn 
to violence and abuse. 

l\fost of our young people have come from homes where, when some
thing has happened, you either get drunk or you hit somebody or you 
get. very abusive in your language. 

For them to be able to live in a setting where adults can deal with 
their anger in more appropriate ways is a real revelation to them. Deal
ing with anger is a skill that can be learned, and one we work hard to 
teach. 

Another young man, who had been in our program and had run 
away from us and then had come back on his own, said that he had 
learned some things. On the streets when he was out of money and had 
no way to meet his needs, he would just sort of sit iln:w:n in an alley 
somewhere anc1 think about the time he had spent WIG!1 us and say, 
"Boy, what would Betty c10 now, or what would Larrv teU me to do~" 
He coulc1 recall the thino-n they hac1 said or he would think .of what 
theil' advice to him might be. 

He naid, "You know, I would think about it, and I would try it and 
it worked every time." He realized after a few month~.of living on the 
street that he couldn't make it and he came hack voluntarily so that he 
could get back into school and get on with living his life. 

He said, during those intervening months, the things he had learned 
in the s11elter really tidec1 him over. ' 
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Then at that time, we had a young woman who had been severely 
abused. She had been tied up and beaten with chains. She had been 
raped by several people who were members of her family. 

She said, when she came to us, she thought she deserved this treat
ment, that having suffered abuse aU her life, the only thing that she 
could understand was that in some way she was very bad, and that 
what had happened to her was what should have happened. 

That is really the only rational thing that yOlmg minds can come 
up with in abusive situations-that they are bad and, therefore, they 
deserve this treatment from the adults who are abusing them. 

She said that she learned from us that she was not bad, that she was 
a person who could care about herself, a person who could amolmt to 
something. She was in and out of our program several times and she 
was in a series of other placements. Through it all she learned the 
shelter would always be home. The relationships that she had there 
with caring people would be the one that would carry her through. 

I think those are the kinds of experiences that young people do have. 
They are the kinds of things that our programs are doing. 

In answer to the questions the Senators asked, yes, they can all be 
answered. We are doing those things. We are tied into the schools. We 
do work with preventive programs. 

Our family therapy program last year ·enabled us to cut our run
aways almost a fom:th in our county. We are doing those things the 
Senator wonderect about, and they are really working. We appreciate 
your help. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Kitty, would you like to make some comments ~ 
KI.Tl'Y. I was adopted at the age of 6. I was both sexually and 

phYSIcally abused by my parents. I was also very neglected. At the age 
of 13, I had had enough, so I left home and I went to child welfare. 
They put me in my first youth home. 

I have learned that youth homes are really very good because they 
have given me the love that I have never got at home. They gave me 
a happiness. They have given me food and clothes and shelter. For a 
while, I was living out on the streets. It was about 3 months. I really 
couldn't make it because when I didn't have any money, I couldn't 
eat. I was suffering from malnutri60n for a while. 

r went back to the Galveston Youth Shelter. I didn't know it, but I 
had hepatitis. They paid for my hospital bill and everything. If it 
wasn't for youth homes, I may not be around right now, you know. 
I probably wouldn't. I don't know. 

Ms. JOLLY. We are glad you are. 
KITl'Y. So am I. I have a lot of friends that did not receive help 

from these homes. They tried to make it on their own. Most of them 
I lm~w either turned out to be drug addicts, alcoholics, prostitutes, 
that IS femal~ a~d ~ale, and a few of them have ended up dead, too. 

I re~l1y tl~mk If It wasn't. for !hese youth homes, kids just couldn't 
make It. It IS really hard sometImes to get along with your family. 
Ilmow that from experience. 

My sister is still living wit.h my parents, but she is scared to tell 
anybody what is happening to her. It is still goinO' on. She is afraid of 
them. She won't say anything to anyone. I worry about her all the 
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time. I am not allowed to contact her. My adopted parents said I 
am not allowed to talk to her, to anybody in the family, for that mat
tel'. I don't know if she is alive right now or what. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. We appreciate that. . 
Ms. Buoy. I would like to emphasize one thing that KItty has 

brought out thaI; is all too true. Y Olmg people on the street a~e aIrr:ost r 
lmiversally denied medical services. The program of the Bl'ldge IS a 
marvelous program, but it is not available to young people across 
tho country. 

A runaway simply cannot get ~ealth care in this. day ~f malpr!1c
tice insurance and so forth. HospItals and doctors Just WIll not gIve 
those young people the care thaI; they desperately need. 

Ms. JOLLY. That is another reason why we would like to be able 
to provide more money for this program. As you know, the $11 million 
we have had every year for the past 4: years will probably only buy 
us about $7 million of services this year when you factor in inflation, 
and by next year it will be even less. 

So, we hope to have un increase in the budget, and Senator Bayh 
will support an amendment to that effect. 

Ms. Buoy. One correction. We did not pay for Kitty's hospitaliza
tion. We, in good youth work practice, scrolmged that one. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. 
Mr. McCoard, of Huckleberry House ~ 

TESTIMONY OF DOUGI,AS W. McCOARD 

MI'. MoCoARD. I thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to speak 
to the committee on the Runaway Youth Act reauthorization. My 
name is Doug McCoard. I am director of Huckleberry House. I have 
been director for about 10 years. 

I have presented some written testimony to you with some pro
gram documentation, which I am not going to repeat here. 

What I would like to do is just offer some perspectives as I look at 
the runaway situation, as I lool.: at young people in general. 

I guess the first thing that really comes to mind is that the major 
problem of juvenile justice, the major problem with runaway youth 
is that they grow up. They are the one group of second class citizens 
who have the option of growing out of it. 

Because they grow out of it, they don't want to mmember what it 
was like to be a second class oitizen. 

Ms. JOLLY. That really is not part of the problem. It is a part of the 
solution; isn't it~ 

Mr. MoCoARD. I think so. 
1\£s. ,TnTJT;Y. We f1rp fI T1art. of nul' own solution. 
Mr. MCCOARD. I think so. The problem happens that those of us 

who are over 18, as we get older and older) we forget what it was lilm 
~he!l w,e were younger ~nd younger. We as adults continually create 
mstItutIons that are unlnnd to young people. 

WEI look at ourselves and we say, "Gee, what solutions can we corne 
up with?" We fail to ask the people most important, and that is the 
YOllnq: people themselves. 

We heard from a number df young people this mornillO". I would 
like to suggest two things. One, that while these young peoPle are very 
articulate, they are not atypical. There are a lot of very capable young 
people. 
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I would like to talk about leadership for a second. I think leadership 
is avery, very important quality. To be tnlly a leader takes a lot 'Of 
risk and a lot of creativity. 

I weuld like to thank Senator Bayh fer leadership in that best sense 
of the werd, because one of the key elements of the.Runaway Youth 
Act has been youth participation, and insuring that yOlmg people 
have a right, an opportunity to make responsible decisions. 

I think the experience of the runaway projects arOlmd the country 
is that, given the opportunity, young people are capable 'Of making 
decisions. 

I think frequently what happens in government circles is that when 
we start talking about programs, we forget, "Oh, you are different." 

Now let me share a story to illustrate that. There were a number 
of young peeple in our program sitting around trying to develop a 
public service message to tell other young people about Huckleberry 
House. The one thing that they kept saying was, "Well, say, they don't 
lock you up here." 

I said, "Gee, we never have locked anybody up." They said, "Yes, 
but everyone else does." 

We really have to hear tihat message. "When a young person lea.ves 
home, that is a .very, very significant act. Young people know that 
they are not gomg to be well treated, yet the situation at home or 
wherever they may be is of such pr'Op'Oltion that it is better to leave 
than to stay. 

We need to provide services that are visible and accessible f'Or yOlmg 
people that empower them to make good decisions and bring resourc.e8 
tOQ"ether to resolve their problems. 

I think that the kind of leadership that the ,Tuvenile Justice and 
the Runaway Yout,h Act has provided has been that very thing. 

I commend your continuing to do tl'at and really urge your support. 
I guess I am concerned about the authorization levels. I do think that 
an ideal is fine, but an ideal without the money to put it into practice 
does not work. 

I would like to respond to two comments that the Senator made 
earlier. One was the question 'Of recitivism and the other was the ques
tion of the early warning signals. 

I think it is important to n'Ote that when we talk about recitivism 
and our programs that are different, we are talking about young people 
using resources. 

I think that we have found. that when resources are available, f'Olks 
will use them and they make good decisions. When a young person 
c'Omes back int'O our program, that is a sign 'Of health, not a sign 'Of 
weakness. 

The question about the schools is, I think, an extremely imp'Ortant 
questi'On. I want to share and caU t'O mind that many of the pr'Ograms 
funded under the Runaway Youth Act had histories in their communi
ties in which the so-called pr'Ofessi'Onal c'Ommunity was not meeting the 
needs 'Of young pe'Ople. 

I would suggest that. as we 10'Ok to making our services more visible, 
we really do that, but we make it visible to young people so they can 
accpss our services when they need them. 

We don't need any more. adult systems t'O funnel kids int'O labeling 
processes. My fear is that, as funding gets cut back, we will be using 
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more and more government services. Unfortunately, I think we will be 
caught up in tht} violent crime labeling syndrome which affects so few 
people, but yet harms so many more. 

If we can provide resourcE'S that young people can use and make them 
visible through the national runaway switchboard or other hotlines 
and provide programs with more abilities to reach out to youth, we 
would be far better off than labeling youth. 

The young people are there. They are willing to use services. If we 
can get the services to them, they can resolve those problems without 
getting entrenched in the juvenile justice systems that incarcerate 
adults and young people and do all manHer 'Of injustices we heard 
about. 

Again, I thank you for this opportmuty to speak with you. I thank 
you for your leadership in remembering that young people indeed are 
capable and that services do work for them. 

Ms. ,JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
I am sure the Senator is concerned that he was unable to hear 'Your 

testimony. I will make sure he receives all of your comments and let 
him know how you feel about the Juvenile Justice Act. 

Thank you very much. 
[Mr. McCoard's prepared statement with attachments and additional 

material submitted by Ms. Bucy follow:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF W. DOUGLAS MCCOARD 

I appreciate this opportunity to share my concerns about runaway youth and 
the pending federal legislation with the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 
:lVly name is Doug McCoard and I have been director of Huckleberry House, a 
comprehensive crisis intervention shelter and resource center for runaway 
youth for nearly ten years. In that time, I have met. many youth and their 
families and I have seen service programs for youth come and go; I have 
also seen well planned programs and thoRe not so well planned. 

I want to express my appreciation for the leadership Congress has taken in the 
area of juvenile jnstice generally and the Runaway youth Act specifically. The 
formulation of the Runaway youth Act, with its family-forused ,goals and values, 
new concepts of youth participation and volunteerism. The importance of con
fidentiality, and the need for young people to make responsible decisions took 
courageous leadership. These values and npproaches have proven to be impor
tant, valued. useful and nsed concepts. Your leadership has provided visible 
and accessible plaees where many ~'ouths and their families have been alble to 
re!!=ain control over their lives without getting deeply entrenched in the child 
welfare, juvenile justice or mental health system or simply giving up. 

As we move into the 1980's, many young people are still leaving home in llearch 
of alternntives from a real or perceived family conflict. Research suggests over 
E% of all families with youth will experience a runaway crisis but that there 
are few resources to help. >I< I see no evidence that this will change. These youth 
who will not or cannot return home. however, do not have access to the means 
to meet their needs. They become isolated and cut off from helping resources 
and fear eoercion or cont~'ol over tlleir lives by others. As a result, they may 
make a decision based on mis-information. Parents, on the other hand, experience 
the trauma, anxiety and fear over the youth who has left, perhaps mixed with 
temporary relief. helplessness, shame and isol<Jtion. 

In these situations of st.ress and crisis, immediate help is nee ned. Family 
focused help for the young person and parental reassurance of the young 
person's safE'tv are neressary for family l"eronl'ili'ltion. New techniques fl)r 
meeting family needs can now be learned. This kind of learning facilitates family 
living and recognizes the unique rights and respo,lsibilities of all fr.l1lily members. 

·National Statistical Stunl" on Runaway Youth." HEW. ODY. OHD, O"lnion Rpsearch 
Corporation. New Jersev, November 1!176. "Open Doors," League of Women votere/ 
Academy of Contemporary Problems, 1975. . 
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However, many agencies do not provide these services to runaways. Youth 
cannot get their crisis needs for shelter, support and encouragement met by 
those services which often rely on adult-focused counseling. They are unable 
to make youth feel comfortable (through hours, waiting lists, location, appear
ance, attitude, etc., and thus fail to involve all family members. This deprives par
ents of equal responsibility for causing the problem and deprlves tlle youth from 
equal opportunity for resolution. 

Yet, our experience shows youth are experiencing serious problems such as 
repeated intra-family emotional trauma associated with alcoholism, underem
ployment, divorce; rejection and isolation; severe conflict with adult~ in t)le 
home and out; sexual and physical abuses or the threat of abuse; personal con
fusion; and family discontent. 

Huckleberry Bouse and the many other runaway centers created by your 
leadership addresses these critical unmet needs of youth through techniques 
which lessen the distance between the providers of service and their youthful 
consumers. The recognition of a need for a common bond of caring and the 
immediate provision of service to resolve the conflict and situational stress that 
helps youth and their families re-gain control over their lives are the key values 
throughout all services offered by centers. 

Huckleberry House it'3elf employs fifteen adults and five youth, augmented 
by 20-30 volullteers. In ju79, immediate counseling, food and shelter, and follow
up was provided to oVe!' 600 youth. especially runaways. 

Major functions of Hu\~kleberry House include: advocating for young people's 
needs without becoming .mti-parent or anti-establishment j service focusing on 
the comprehensive capabilities of young people and their families; developing 
confidential, honest communications with youth through open and visible staff 
activities; placing high-school-aged ~outh in significant paid staff positions j and 
accountability through sound fiscal and program management. 

I have included with my comments our 1979 program report and lntern.al 
evaluation as well as a fiscal review showing our resources over the last few 
years. 

As I contemplate what conld happen in the next few years for runaways and 
their families and !'ervices to help them, I would like to highlight some concerns: 

(1) Young people in crisis who are separated from their families easily be
come abandoned. No funding source wants to assume primary responsibility for 
the youth who has 'turned aside from traditional institutions j yet youth, and 
their estranged families usually are unable or unwilling in the crisis to pay for 
service. Local public and private sources may provide "seed" money, but com
munities have been unable to support runaway centers on their own. Currently, 
funding agencies will drop open community-based youth programs where possible. 

(2) The resolution of problems for youth and families may mean more involve
ment in government-run agencies and programs because there will be fewer other 
resources. Our citizens will lose freedom of choice and control. over their lives 
and methods that don't work snch as excess institutionalization will once again 
be used to "control" our "vi0Ient" youth and their families. The current sug
gestion to earmark maintenance of effort LEAA money for violent offenders is 
an over-reaction to a very visible, seriOUS, but exaggerated problem. This violent 
offender only comprises a few of our youth. I cannot support so much money 
for that kind of approach when visible accessible services that youth and their 
families will use could prevent problems from escalating to the "violent" level. 
Our state currently has ten secure government-run youth institutions for the 
"violent offender." The Ohio Youth Commission feels about 82 percent of these 
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youth are inappropriately placed. I suggest that the LElAA money be used to 
further deinstitutionalization efforts. 

(3) Accountability, documentation, and regulation will focus precious time 
away from program quality and innovation. I feel the current Runaway Youth 
Act regulations are more than adequate to maintain fiscal and program controls. 
I would not be supportive of implementation authority that called for more time 
spent on accountability, documentation, and program administering or adminis
trative layering and thus fewer dollars for service (such as may happen if the 
Runaway Youth Act were rolled into Title XX). 

Current grants are so small that the existing administrative cost per grant 
for small agencies is high. I would support raising the maximum amount per 
grant to $150,000 and an allocation of $17,000,000 in actual dollars for grants. 
This IS such a small investment compared to the person resources being served. 

I would also caution changing the basis of the grant awards to a youth popu
lation bases without taking account of the urban clustering of youth. On a popula
tion base, Ohio runaway centers could lose $120,000 Or two centers because Ohio's 
.vouth are proportio.nally more clustered in urban centers. 

(4) More and more youth and families need crisis service. I support the efforts 
of the National ltunaway Switchboard to make service ~isible. I also support 
more public relations efforts. Problems seen by runaway centers are getting more 
serious and re,,~l.'ltions more difficult. Strains on families both economic and 
social are inciieasing :lnd techniques to resolve this strain for young people and 
their families are simply not adequately developed. 

With these suggestions, I support and urge your passage of the Runaway Youth 
Act. It would help alleviate some of my concerns by maintaining quality runaway 
programs as visible, accessible places where youth in crisis w01!ld tind help to 
regain control oyer their lives and families would find help in developing solu
tions to prob!clms together. 

Huckleberry House, Inc., 19"19 Service Uoa~ attainm.ent 
Total cases ___________________________________________ .________________ 610 
Number run and prevent youth__________________________________________ 456 
Percent run and prevent youth _____________________________________ .___ 75 
Goal ________________________________________________________ . ________ _ 
Number run and prevent completing phone call home_____________________ 213 
Percent run and prevent completing phone call home_____________________ 47 Goal (percent) _______________________________________________________ 50 

Number who re<>eiwd individual counseling nfter phone call home_________ 216 
Percent who received individual counseling after phone call home_________ 101 

Some youth received individual counseling beyond intal,e. but did not 
call home, so percent is skewed. . Goal (percent) _______________________________________________________ 60 

Number received family counseling after phone call home_________________ 152 
Percent received family counseling after phone call home_________________ 71 Goal (percent) ________________________________________________________ 30 

Number of all youth, I.'xcept service to other agency, who received either 
individual or family counseUng_______________________________________ 216 

Percent of all youth, except service to other agency, who received either 
individual 1)1' family counseling_______________________________________ 46 Goal (percent) -______________________________________________________ 33 
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HUCKLEBERRY 1I0USE OBJECTIVES ASSESSHENT 

summary and Analsis 

Evalua tor W. Douglas McCoard 

Date March 14, 1980 

I. Objective· Rating: 

A. Alleviate the Immediate Problem c. Strengthening family relationships 
Stable living following termination 

I : 1 'I · I : I 
B. Reuniting Youth with their 

Families 

L 

1 

E. provide Training and support to 
increase efficiency and effective
ness of services provided 

L B II 

1 X 

2 X 

X 
3 

4 X 

5 X 

6 X 

SUB OF RATINGS 
L M II 

GOAL A 10 1 01 2 I 
GOAL B 1Il~ 
GOAL C rr::rn=d 
GOAL D lor 0 1 2 1 

GOAL E 10 11 5 I 
GOAL F 10 01 2 1 
GOAL G 11 01 01 
TOTAL OBJECTIVE 
RIITING 11 2 1121 

L M II 

1 1 X I 

D. Helping Youth Decide on Future 
Course of Action 

F.. Educate Community 
Prevent Families from breaking apart. 

G. Oevelop und Implement Aftercare Proqram. 

L M H 

1 X l 
X RIITING 

CITl I hig.!!.J. 

c:::LB hiqh I 
CLTI medium I 

~ high 

~ high 

o:;TI high 

C3J low 

~ high 

IT. AREAS OF STRENGTH (NOTE HIGH EXTREMES) 

Service provision objectives.-Alleviating immediate problems of youth; help· 
ing youth decide on future course of action; reuniting youth with families; 
strengthening family relationships. 

Open all the time. 
Acceptable rate: of intake. 
Self-referral-youth resource. 
Youth developing legal alternatives to running. 
Hours of Service. 
Volunteer training. 
Administrative/Accounting System. 
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m. AREAS OF WEAKNESS: (NOTE LOW EXTnEMES) 

Number of Youth returning dropped; number +% calling home dropped an
other 3 percent (5 percent dropped last year). 

iReferrals indicate only 32 percent success rate based on counselor need 
assessment. 

Systematic Public Relations. 
Number of Youth returned to Street is 25 percent. 
Aftercare program had very limited success. 

IV. sm.fE ALTERNATIVE SETS OF CORRECTIVE OR SUPPORTIVE ACTIONS: 

(1) Refine Aftercare and Data System to get Effective Aftercare System 
Developed. 

(2) Develop Board Policy Manual and Training Program. 
(3) Review Program Trends. 

V. SHORT-TERM ACTIONS TO INITIATE NOW: 

(1) Aftercare Position Open: Fill with Qualified Person and Monitor Closely. 

VI. LONG-TERM FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS: 

(1) Clearer delineation of Board functions through Board policy and orienta
tion program; develop Board Goals and Objectives-Plan. 

(2) Review Program Trends: Effect of Accountability and Excessive Docu
mentation on Service. 

VII 

This eValuation brings Huckleberry House into its 10th year of operation. 
The service model Huckleberry House uses has been repeated in over 10 more 
locations in Ohio and many more nationally. A visible and acc;essible service 
which helps young people and their families regain control over their lives is a 
valid, useful, used and needed service. 

Our evaluation this year, not withstanding the need for improvements, speaks 
highly of the staff-youth and adult, paid and volunteers-who have committed 
themselves to a high quality of services. 

The past few years have seen significant changes, however. Far too many 
discussions that focus on accountability and documentation have taken valuable 
time away from discussions on improving the quality of service. One wonders 
if some of the program shifts are partly the result of the stress staff feel when 
trying to fulfill the expectation of a quality crisis center for youth where youth 
themselves seek help while trying to meet the increasing demands for documen
tation and accountability to funding sources. Inflation, governmental priority, and 
cuts for youth services add to this pressure. Role diffusion in a medium sized 
multi-funded agency is a significant problem as demands increase. Planning time 
is increasingly spent in reporting. Financial stability for a youth L • .titiated crisis 
service is something many would like to ignore in these troubled times. However, 
resource development for Huckleberry House in the 1980's must be a priority if 
the alternatives Huckleberry House offers to youth and their families are to 
continue to be a viable resource. 

Huckleberry House, Inc. began seeking feedback and evaluative data on how 
it was doing since its inception. Various reviews by funding sources have docu
mented this in the past. In 1974-75 Huckleberry House instituted the systematic 
objective evaluation. The numerical results of this are given below. (The data is 
available for review at Huck House.) 

[Low 0 to 0.5; medium 1 to 1.5; high 2 to 2.5J 

Program year: 

m~===::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

lm~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
1 High. 

Objective 
Assessment 

rating 
12.10 
12.15 
12.19 
12.04 
12.32 
12.23 

These ratings have been confirmed by outside evaluators. Huckleberry House 
continues to strive to provide the highest quality of service. 
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HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE-A MULTIFUNDED PROGRAM 

[Percent of program support from major sources by yearl 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Federal Government support: Runnway Youth Act funds.. ___________________________ 0 0 0 0 0 22 27 26 24 National Institute of Mental Health.. ___________________ 0 0 0 0 34 4 0 0 0 
Law Enforcement Assistance AdministratioIL ___________ 0 0 0 57 40 0 0 ii 0 

Su btotaL _______________________________________ 0 0 0 57 74 26 27 26 24 

State and local government support: . 
franklin County Children Services (purchase of service, ...... 

partial reimbursement of referrals only) _______________ 0 0 0 0 0 9 12 10 9 ~ City revenue sharing __ ----________________________________ 0 0 0 0 0 20 13 18 23 
Mental health construction assistance ___________________ 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 Mental health.. _____________________________________ 33 34 33 30 22 25 28 33 29 

SubtotaL _______ • __ •• _ ••..• ___ .••••• _ ..••. __ •..• 33 34 33 30 22 54 70 61 61 

Private Support: 
Private foundations_ .• _ .•••. ___ .• _ ••. _ ••. __ ._ •••.••• 14 12 44 0 0 18 0 0 0 
United Way of Franklin County __ • ___ .•• ___ . ___ ••.•• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 13 
Church donations __ •. _ •. _. __ ._._ ••••• _. ____ .•• _ .•• _. 51 52 23 12 4 1 1 1 1 

SubtotaL •••.. _ •..••..••. _._ ••. _._ .•• _ •••..•••. _ 65 64 67 12 4 19 11 14 

Total dollars for support per yeaL ____ ._ .• _ ••• _ ••.••..•• __ $35,287 $41,694 1$26,403 $96,237 $135,299 2 $258, 867 2214,172 $210,192 $265,750 

I Changed fiscal year, re~resents only 6-mo budget. 2 This amount includes operating and capital expenditure for moving progiam to a more adequate bU:lding (renovation, etc.). 
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HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE, INC., 1979 PROFILE DATA 

(I n percent) 

Number Percent Sex and race Run Total 

Type of youth served: 

~~~;~~r;ri::::==========:=::=::=: 3~~ 5~ ~e~ale::=:::= ~~ :::::::::::::: 
Service to other agencies___________ 140 23 Black________ 17 18 
Othor situatlons___________________ 50 8 White________ 82 82 Not enough engagemenL_________ 3 1 _________________________________________ _ 

-------Total ________________________ _ 610 _______________________________________________________ _ 

Runaways' 

Youth left: 

Place of 
Total origin 

Primary family home _____________ _ 81 
10 

76 Columbus ___ _ 
Other family home _______________ _ 9 Franklin 

County. I nstitution _______________________ _ 4 
6 

4 Ohlo ________ _ 
other ___________________________ _ 8 Other States __ 

Type home: Mother and father ___________________________________________ _ 
Mother only _________________________________________________ _ 
Mother and stepfather _______________________________________ _ 
Father and stepmotheL ______________________________________ _ 
Relatives ____________________________________________________ _ 
Foster home __________________________________________________ _ 

Siblir~ rank: 

~~~ngest.::=:=:::=:::::=::::::=:::::::::::::=:::::::::::::: OldesL _____________________________________________________ _ 
Not in home ________________________________________________ _ 

Youth ran to: 

Runaways 

33 
23 
14 
6 
5 
3 

7 
20 
25 
12 

Run 

64 
12 

11 
8 

Service to 
oihers 

18 
28 
18 
6 
8 
5 

5 
19 
32 
11 

Huckleberry House _______________________________________________________________________ _ 
Street __________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Friend or relative ______________________________________________________________________ _ 

Duration of run: Less than 24 hr _________________________________________________________________________ _ 
2 days __________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
3 days __________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
4 to 7 days ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 
1 to 4 weeks _____________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Youth returned to: Pri mary family home _________________________________________ _ 
Other home ________________________________________________ _ 
Institution ____________________ .• _____________________________ _ 
Street ______________________________________________________ _ 

Many youth had: 

Runaways 

42 
13 

5 
25 

Service to 
others 

29 
14 
12 
24 

Less than $1 ____________________________________________________________________________ _ 
$1 to $5 ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Over $5_. ____________ • _______________________________________________ .. _________________ _ 

70-796 0 - 81 - 13 

Total 

65 
15 

10 
6 

Total 

29 
25 
14 
6 
5 
3 

6 
20 
26 
13 

Runaways only 

35 
19 
37 

58 
14 
6 

12 
6 

Total 

41 
13 
6 

23 

25 
14 
9 
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Serylce to 
Runaway other agency 

School: In schooL _________________________________________________ _ 
Ou!.. .. __________ • __ • _______________________________________ _ 
Push/ou!. ___________________________________________________ _ 

Completed: 6th______________ _ _________________________________ • ______ _ 
7th ______________ .. _ . _______________________________________ _ 
Sth _________________ ,, _______________________________________ _ 
9th _______________________________________________________ _ 
lOth _______________________________________________________ _ 
II th ______________________________ • ________________________ _ 
12th ___________________________________ . ___________________ _ 

68 
9 
8 

5 
9 

17 
20 
16 
9 
2 

73 
S 

14 

2 
17 
20 
19 
21 
6 
2 

Most critical need (sought by runaway youth): Shelter ________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Emotional rest. __________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Personal cou nseling ______________________________________________________________________ _ 

~~~~~~~~n~~\'i~~~:~~~~c-:--..--..~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Protection ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Most critical reason for leaving (runaways only): Undefined personal confusion __________________________________ • _____________ _ 

g:~~~~i~~:lf~~~~~~diince:~~=~======:===:=:=:=:::=::::::::::::::===::::::::::: Conflict with adult (nonparent) ______________________________________________ _ 
General family confuslon ____________ .. ____________________________________ _ 
Abuse/threat of abuse _____________________________________________________ _ 

~~~[~r~;~~~o~iit:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Estimated family Income: Under $3 000 ________________________________________________ _ 
$3,000 to $7,000 ______________________________________________ _ 
$7,000 to $15,000 ___________________________________________ _ 
$15,000 to $25,000 ____________________________________________ _ 

[I n percent) 

Runaways 

2 
5 

14 
11 

Youth 

5 
9 
4 
5 

18 
13 
7 
4 

Service 
to others 

2 
11 
8 
5 

Service to 
Runaway other agency 

Referral source: Self _______________________________________________________ _ 
Friend ______________________________________________________ _ 
Fam ily/relative _______________________________________________ _ 

~1!~~~r~1il~~~~~:==::::::=::::=:===::==:::::::::::=====::= Police, legal _______________________________________________ _ 
Age: Under 12 ___________________________________________________ _ 

13 __________________________________________________________ _ 
14 ________________________________________________________ _ 
15 __________________________________________________________ _ 
16 __________________________________________________________ _ 
17 _______________________________________________________ _ 
IS __________________________________________________________ _ 

50 
28 

5 
6 
2 
2 
1 

4 
8 

19 
23 
22 
IS 

6 

4 
o 
2 

89 
o 
1 
4 

4 
10 
22 
22 
22 
17 

3 

Total 

6S 
S 

10 

3 
10 
17 
19 
17 
9 
2 

13 
10 
14 
21 
23 
7 

Counselor 

13 
9 
3 
3 

16 
9 
7 
4 

Tota 

2 
6 

11 
9 

Total 

38 
IS 
7 

25 
2 
2 
2 

5 
8 

19 
23 
22 
18 
6 
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Huckleberry HOllse, Inc., stfttistical summary 19"19-caZendar year 19"19 

New cases opened: Itunaway __________________________________________________ _ 
Preventive _________________________________________________ _ 
No relationship developed ____________________________________ _ 
Other ______________________________________________________ _ 

Service to other agencies: 
FCCS unruly __________________________ . __________________ _ 
Other agency ____________________________________________ _ 

Total ________________________________________________ _ 

Direct services-Case related: Individual units _____________________________________________ _ 
Family units ________________________________________________ _ 
Phone interviews _____ . _______________________________________ _ 
Other phone contacts ________________________________________ _ 

Amollnt 

363 
54 
3 

50 

124 
16 

610 

3,035 
306 
986 
540 

==== 
Shelter: 

. FCCS (total/individual) ______________________________________ 836/136 
.All other bed nights (total/individual) _________________________ 1,600/370 

Total bed nights (total/individual) _____________ .. ____________ 2, 436/506 
Noncase related: 

.Advice and and infonnation sessions__________________________ 1, 280 
Inquiries for runaway youth sessions _____________________ .. _____ 411 

INDIRECT SERVICES COMMUNITY EDUCATION PRESENTATION 

Number of presentations: Current.. _____________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
YTD_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 96 

Number of persons attending; 
Current: Youth _______________________________ • ________________________________________________________ 723 

AduIL _____________________________________________________________________________________ 1,211 

YTD: youth______ ____ __ __________ __ ____________ __ ______ ___________ _________ _ ____ __________________ _ ___ _ 
AduIL ___________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

HUOKLEBERRY HOUSE, INO. 

1979-1980 UPDATED NEEDS/SERVIOE ASSESSMENT 

While we have not done a comprehensive needs assessment, we are familiar 
with others done in our community by the )ret~opolitan Human Services Com
mission and others. Our service fits into these needs profile. In addition to this, 
in 1978, the Columbus Police received 3,361 missing juvenile reports. In 1979, 
the number is 3,178. This represents only about 40 percent* of the need because 
many parents do not actually call the police when a youth leaves. The actual 
missing reports for the past five years have varied between 3,800 and 3,361, the 
need level thus varied between 9,500 -and 8,400 . 

.An alternative approach suggests that 5.7 percent* of all youth households 
experience a runaway incident each year. For Columbus, tilis would mean over 
7,000 annually. . 

Over the last five years, Huckleberry House's data 11as consistently shown 
that the most critical reasons for leaving home were: General family conflict 
(26 percent), Family overprotection/Disagreement over a rule/too hi~h expecta
tions (13 percent), Personal confusion/Isolation (8 percent), Youth thrown out/ 
Parental emotional problem/Abuse/Threat of abuse (18 percent). The most 
critical needs sought by youth over this time period were Personal counseling 
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(18 percent), Counseling about resources (16 percent), Family counseling (23 
percent), Protection (9 percent), and Shelter (16 percent). 

In terms of services, there are few resources to whom young people themselves 
may turn. A study** done a few years 'ago sited among the still unmet needs of 
juveniles . . . are 24-hour crisis intervention programs operated by youth for 
youth; adult-youth dialogues ... where troubled youth may receive counseling 
or other assistance without the direct permission of their parents ... at present 
few agencies provide services to youth under 18 without parental permission for 
fear of a civil suit. Although the reluctance is understandable, the frequent con
sultation between agency and parents merely exacerbates an already critical 
home situation. 

$"Na;ional Statistical Study on Runaway Youth/' HEW, OYD, OHD, Opinion Research 
Corporation. New Jersey, November 1976 . 

•• "Open Doors" League of Women Voters/Academy of Contemporary Problems. 1975. 

RESOLUTION FROU THE GALVESTON COUNTY COMUISSIONERS COURT SUB1>IITTED BY 
JUNE BUOY 

RESOLUTION 

Re Runaway youth Act and other titles of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

WHEREAS there are over one million American teenagers who run away from 
home each year and another one million youth, wh!} because of temporary crisis 
situations, are in need of emergency shelter care, and 

WHEREAS the needs of these youth in crisis and their families are well 
served by community based programs, and -

WHEREAS this court is proud of the achievements of the youth Shelter of 
Galveston, Inc. and has contracted with that agency for services to Galveston 
County runaways and other youth in need for the past eight years, and 

WHEREAS the basic funding for the youth Shelter of Galveston, Inc. comes 
from the Runaway Youth Act; therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED that the Galveston County Commissioners Court supports 
the reauthorization by the Congress of the United States of America of the Run
away youth Act ·and other titles of the .Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act; and hereby requests that June Bucy, Executive Director of the 
youth Shelter of Galveston, Inc., deliver this evidence of our support to the 
appropriate Congressional hearings. 

JUDGE RAY HOLBROOK, 
Oounty Judge, Galve8ton C01tnty, Te(/}. 

PANEL OF: FATHER BRUCE RITTER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COV
ENANT HOUSE, NEW YORK CITY; BARBARA FRUCHTER, DIREC
TOR, JUVENILE JUSTICE CENTER, PHILADELPHIA, PA.; CARQL 
BRILL, DIRECTOR, LEGAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN, SAN FRAN
CISCO, CALIF.; JUDY K. WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, OPEN-INN, INC., 
TUCSON, ARIZ. i STE.pHEN R. BING, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MAS
SACHUSETTS ADVOCACY CENTER, BOSTON, IIfASS. i AND MIRIAM 
THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NEW YORK CITY ADVO
CATES FOR CHILDREN, NEW YORK CITY 

Fath.er RrfTER: Thank yon. I am really delighted to have the op
portUnIty to tesbfy before this committee. I would like to commend 
Senator Ba.yh and the other members of the subcommittee for their 
demonstrated interest in the nroblems of homeless children. 

I ha.ve a written statement that I will submit for the record. I will 
simply summarize the main points that I would like to ma.ke. 
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Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. Your entire statement will ·appear in the 
record at. the conclusion of your oral presentation. 

Father RITl'ER. Thank you. 
I would like to spend just a moment mentioning the early history 

of Covenant House, because it says quite a bit about the problem that 
we are dealing with today, and also because we still meet the problem 
every day. 

I used to be a teacher until my students got tired of my se1£
righteous sermons and drove me off campus into a. new ministry deal
in~ with young people. 

One nifrht, in the middle of winter, six runaway kids lmocked on 
my door about 2 o'clock in the morning, asking for shelter. Four more 
kids joined them the next day. These 10 children had been living on 
the streets, in abandoned buildinf!s, ·and had been pimped by a number 
of ;unkies who were supportinR; their habit through them. 

I could not find any place for them in the existing system, a prob
lem that we have aU faced so many times. As a result, Covenant House, 
an effort of my friends and me, began. 

We are now a licensec1 child care agency. We operate programs 
especially desi,Q,11ed to aid runaway children. Two of our residences, 
one for boys, one for girls, are funded by the Runaway Youth Act. 

,Va moved our program to the Times Square neighborhood in New 
York Cityabollt 3 veal'S af!o, because of the obvious problem of thou
sands of runaway kids who situate themselves there in order to survive. 

I'd like to .<rive you an idea of the nature of the problem that the 
runaway child fac'E's when he comes to New York. Most kids, when 
they run away. do not take planes or trains; they come by bus. When 
you arrive in New York, at the bus terminal, you are immediately 
~lisgor~ed into an enormous sex industry, about $1.5 billion, in that 
Immechate area. 

There are OVE'r 150 sex-related businesses in the Times Square 
neighborhood. The police have identified over 1,000 pimps that work 
that neighborhood, controlli.ng thousands of young girls and also 
young boys. 

We be~'an 01.1' program there in an effort to help these exploited 
('hildren :3 years ago. It is called "Under 21." It is a 24-hour-a-day 
crisis CE'nj'er with residences, Kids can come in there any time at all, 
~ay or night, and get help on a llo-questions-asked basis: food, cloth
mg, shelter, pro~ection from their pimps, a chance to go home again. 

For example, III the last 2 years, we sent home over 1,200 children, 
nlthollgh that was only 15 percent of the kids that came to us. 

In the first 3 years, more than 14,000 yOUlln: people came to Under 
21 for help. Most of these k-i.ds have been inv01ved in prostitution. Of
TI('iallv, I use the figure of 60 to 70 percent. The percentage is actually 
mnch higher; it is much closer to 80 to 1)0 percent. . 

In regard to the demographics of those children, most of them 
"ome from New York City-55 percent. The rest, 45 percent, come 
from all over the country. 

The median age is iust slightly over 18. About '75 percent are boys 
because the pimps wiJl not permit their girls to come in, and most 
of thE' boys are freelance: 
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Some 75 percent of the kids are black and Spanish. Only 25 percent 
a,rewhite. 

The New York City police department estimates that of the run
away children they pick up and try to return home, over 70 percent 
of these l-ids have been involved in prostitution. 

The children do not speak of themselves as prostitutes. They call 
it "making a few bucks." Very few of them would like to consider 
themselves prostitutes, and we in Covenant Honse do not do so either. 
We consider them as what they really are, homeless children who turn 
to prostitution simply in order to survive. 

They have very few options. One of my boys put it for me very 
directly a short time ago. He said "Bruce, I have two choices. I can 
either go wit.h the jolm and do what he wants,"-his actual phrase 
was, "and suck my tuil,"-"or," he said, "I can rip somebody off and 
go to jail." But, he said, "I am afraid to go to jail. I would not make 
it through my first shower. So I can't get a job. I have no skills. I have 
no place to live." The boy is 16 years old. 

I do not know what I would have done if I were 16 and faced with 
that impossible choice. 

That essentiully is the reason why Under 21, as a crisis center and 
a resirlence for children, exists. 

This year we expect minimally at least another 10,000 homeless 
young people to come to us for help. Most of these kids, again, will 
have been involved in prostitution. 

Some of them will be deeply involved in it as a lifestyle. Most of 
them will be simply trying to survive. 

Literally hundreds of these children-as happened last year, and 
the year before-will have been beaten and raped and tortured, and 
manv will be killed. 

In the last 9 months, for example, nine of my children have been 
ki11ed, murdered, shot, stabbed, thrown out of windows, cut up in 
pieces. 

We expect at least that same number of children to be vi_ctimized 
by this so-called "victimless ('Time" this year . 

. I repeat, we at Covenant House do not see the problem as being that 
of juvenile prostitution. We see it as merely an inoril.inate, !l'n extraor
dinary number of homeless young people, many of them qmte voung
runaways-who turn to prostitution and street life simply in order 
to survive. 

It is one of the great virtues of this 'hill and the accomplishment 
of this subcommittee that the residences and shelters provided all 
over the country for the care of these runawa,i k-ids have, I rum abso
lutely certain, saved hlmdreds, perhaps thousands of children from 
turning to a life of prostitution in order to survive. 

I would like to make two comments on the hill itself. We see the 
Runaway Youth Act, as it is presently written, favorin.g the tradi
tional young nmaway. It really dol'S not take into account the needs of 
the older homeless young person, the person between 16 and 20. 

For example, we think the 2-week residency requirement is lllu'ealis
t.ic. We frequently find it necessary to keep 'young persons with us 1 
mont.h, 2 months, even 3 months before we can hel'P them solve their 
problem. 
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I would also like to emJ?hasize again something that the director of 
Huckleberry House mentIOned in his testimony previously. We find it 
almost impossible to get realistic, necessary medical help for these 
kids because most of them do not quality for medical help or medicaid. 
If it were possible for this subcommittee to do something to address 
that problem, it would be a great service to the yOlUlg people, espe-
cially in our urban areas. .. 

I am convinced, from my eXall1lllatlon of the problem of homeless 
young people as it exists in other major metropolitan areas, that it is 
not specific to New York. It is certainly a problem, for example, in 
Miami and Fort Lauderdale, in Los Angeles and San Francisco and 
Chicago and Boston and Atlanta and here in Washington. 

Certainly the resources Should not be cut. If anything, as we all 
Imow, the resources available to help these kids should be, if possible, 
increased, even in this time of fiscal belt tightening. 

Again, I would like to commend tJhe members of this committee, and 
especially Senator Bayh, for his leadership in providing help for these 
runaway kids. 

Thank you. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much, Father. 
Judy K. Williams, director, Open-Inn, Inc., Tucson, Ariz. Welcome. 

TESTIMONY OF JUDY K. WILLIAMS 

Ms. WILLIAMS. Thank you. I welcome the opportunity to come and 
share with you brie~y today a little bit about our program in Arizona 
and how we are usmg the Runaway Youth moneys whioh have boon 
given to us. 

I am Judy Williams. I am the executive director of Open-Inn. We 
started our program in late 1974, at that t~me to provide an alternative 
to the juvenile justice system. Many youths we were seeing in our 
commtUlity were either remaining' on the streets or, beCause we are a 
very warm climate, particularly during the summer, spring, and fall, 
were sleeping under bridges, were going to the mountain areas and 
trying to maintain themselves there. 

The problems grew. Many of these youths were picked up and at that 
time were naturally staying' in the detention centers. 

Once we began our services, we have watched ourselves g'row, 
watched. the kind of problems y~uth have change, and have seen prob
lems. grow that we never antImpated when we originally began 
servICes. 

The problems of vouth that have beHn kicked out of their home. the 
problpm of vouth that are being' se'Cually abuspd in thpir homes, these 
kinds of thing'S are problems we did not anticipate. So I am very, very 
pleased to sps that we are not only dealin~ with runaway vouth, but 
are also expanding services to those youths that would otherwise be 
homelpss. 

Some or the things in Senator Bayh's bill that t would like to speak 
to and sompthinl! which, again, we 'originally did not even anticipate 
are the phone calls. 

Senator Bavh is advocating the national hotline which I also highly 
recommend, advocate. It is of great service to all or us. 

There is also, thoug'h, the whole issue and concern locally. Many 
youth don't know Quite how to go about dialing an 800 number. They 
are not really sure it is free. 
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At Open-Inn, we are dealing with something in the neighborhc> 'x!'l of 
7,500 phone calls 11 year. That means youth that are calling us, fff, ~)jies 
t.hat are calling us. 

I would like to see the part. about the hotlines expanded not 'Oh~y to 
nat.ional hotlines, but to encourage those of us locally to have some sort 
of a system whereby people can call and receive some advice and some 
help on the local level. 

Ms. JOLLY. I think that is p. good idea; it is just that we need some 
nmds to go along with it. 

Ms. WILTJIA:lIS. I know. This is always the problem. It costs more, 
and yet, many are doing this with the funds we already receive .. 

Ms. JOLLY. I would encourage the States and local people to pICk up 
that kind of an aspect. If we don't have the people back home co
operating with us, it is difficult to succeed. 

~fs. WILLIA:\IS. That is very true. 
That is something else that I would like to share with you, that 

originaUy we started on 100 percent of Federal money, with a match. 
Now we, are, because of the Federal money we originally were able 

to get, only operating on 45 percent Federal money, and State and 
local agencies haye picked up and are helping us because of the Federal 
support. ' 

If we don't continue that kind of Federal support, though, our 
pl'ograms can't begin to operate at their CUlTent level. 

I encourage you to continue advocating for the Federal money. I 
would also like to respond to the Senator's question on repeaters or 
recidivists. 

We see something under 20 percent of our youth that are repeaters in 
our program, but. w'e look at these youths as being very wise. They are 
coming back to programs. They are seeking our help again. 

We. see tbis percentage of youth as being a very positive group. They 
are not remaining on thl:' streets. They do not have to go to othpl' places. 
They 1mow where they can receive help and they are coming back. 

I feel that thl:' rmmers that have traditionally split when the prob
lems got bad now have found a place. 'where they can come back, and 
they are doing that. 

I would suggest to the Senator that most of the youths either will 
remain at home or will be coming back to seek nlrther services and 
nlrther help from us. 

Thank you very much. 
Ms .• T OLLY. Thank you very much. 
Ms. FRUCHTER. Thank you. 
Ms .• T OLLY. As Senator Bayh would say, you are no stranger to our 

committl:'e and are to be appiauc1ed for your effort on behalf of young 
people. Welcome back. 

TESTIMONY OF BARBARA FRUCHTER 
Ms. FRucrrrnR. Yes. Thank you. I am pleased to be back. I am not 

sure that I am happy about the entire circumstances of being here, but 
I think wha t I have to say might be, helpful. 

I would like to explain what Congress has done for the American 
public and the American nlture through this legislation. 

Those accomplishments fall into three categories. The first is that 
.under the Bayh legislation, the vision and the value system of Amer
Ica has been changed. 
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Second, t.his legislat.ion has helped to ret.urn to t.he American public 
a sense of democracy and a feeling of power and. infl.uence over t.heir 
own lives. 

Last, the legislation has enabled organizations such as the Juvenile 
.Tustice Center and the Juvenile J·ust.ice Center's Cit.izens' Coalition 
t.o demonstrate to St.ate legislators and to t.he public at large that 
decent care for children is cost-effective care. 

A concrete example of what changing t.he vision and the value sys
tem means is Pennsylvania, where we have been able to build a juvenile 
justice center citizens' coalition of 120 church, civic, and service orga
nizations of nearly 3 million citizens who formerly knew nothing-and 
therefore cared nothing-about the thousands of children locked in 
prisons and jails in our State. 

Through JJDP funding, these people were made aware, for the 
first time, of the ineffectiveness, the nightmare, and horrors of the 
juvenile justice system. People who hadn't the slightest inkling that 
children were kept in solitary confinement for 54 days, that the use of 
the "hole," was for children who were thrown into it without any 
clot.hes, to lay on cement f1.oors for weeks, that the routine use of Thora
zine or meclianlcal restraints were used without restraint. 

These 3 million citizens had no idea that the children were removed 
from theil' homes and placed in institutions at $136 a day, when serv
ices to children and their families in their own homes could be deliv
ered for a fraction of that cost. 

Our citizens didn't know anything about the suicide ra:e of children 
in jail. lJley didn't know about the self-hangings, about the slashed 
wrists, about the open safety pins or the bits of razor blades that were 
swalJowed out of despair, about kids locked up day after day. They 
didn't understand the daily horror that children experience from re
peatee} homosexual attacks. 

They didn't know anything in our State about the 14-year-old girl 
who was a l'lllUHyay. who was picked up in an upstate rural county 
and taken to the county jail where she was raped first by the county 
sheriff and then by the inmates in the jail. 

But, under this act onr agency was able through visit after visit 
to institutions and jail!;, throngll speech after speech, through exten
sive citizen traininp-, through media education and the education of 
legislators, to pass legislation which prohibited holding children in 
jails. 

In 1975. there were over 3,000 children in j-ails 'and prisons in Penn
sylvania. Last yenr there ,,"'ere 38. This year, if we can continue our 
work, there will be none. . 

Under the .TtTDP Act and the work of the Juvenile Justice Center's 
Coalition, we were able to l)aSS Public Law 41 in Pennsylvania, which 
prohibits pla.cement of children in jail. 

We WE're able to pass legislntion thnt removed status offenders from 
the rlelinquent category and prohibits placing them in secure deten
tion 01' in facilities with alle1!ed delinquents or delinquents. 

We were able to pass incentive funding legislation that rewards the 
counties for givinft services to children in their own homes rather 
than tearing families apart. 



194 

Ms. JOLLY. That is one area I lmow that Sellator Bayh talks about 
all the time to us, how we can maJre sure that moneys are. given t.o 
natural parents as opposed to fostel' parents or adopted parents, even 
though those things have to be done too. But why can't we put more 
of our title 20 funds and other nmds into the natural home to get the 
job done~ 

Ms. FRUOHTER. In Pennsylvania we cut the reimbursement rate 
from the State to the counties for placing children in institutions 
from 100 to 50 percent. We reward the counties with 75 percent of 
the cost of giving services to children in their own homes, for sub
sidized adoption, for group homes, for commtmity-based residential 
care and other alternatives to institutions. 

In New York, through the impetus of JJDP and with the juvenile 
justice center's help, the Child vYeHare Reform Act was passed in 
1979. This act cuts into the practice of warehousing dependent children 
for 4, 5 ·and 6 years. It mandates that children removed from their 
homes receive permanency planning immediately. Thp, act fiscally 
rewards cOtmties for keeping children in their own homes and thus dis
courages this removal in the first place. 

In Colorado, the juvenile justice center, through·a coalition of citi
zens' groups-not agency people-was able to prevent the construc
tion of a detention facility at $100,000 a bed and helped get legislation 
passed that mandated, in Colorado, that altematives be developed 
rather than more detention and more institutions. 

Under JJDP we at the juvenile justice center were able to demon
strate to the public, as I said, that decent care is cost-effective care. 
This is important at a time when we are facing budget restraints. 

Without this legislation, people will not understand that it costs 
four and five times as much to institutionalize children than it does 
to develop alternatives for them. 

If we are not to regress, the message that must be taken to the 
public is that we can be both cost effective and humane in our treatment 
of children in trouble. 

At this time I would like to address the legislation which mandates 
a port.ion of the LEAA funds to be used for the juvenile effort. 

We are pleased that this money be directed to address the problem of 
serious offenders. But as written, I am a.£raid that the guidelines are 
not as specific hS they must be. 

For instance, in our State, it is currently being proposed that this 
portion of the LEAA money, $500,000, be put into starting intensive 
security programs, maximum security, in the private sector, for seriolls 
offenders. 

I don:t believe that. maximum security in the private sector consti
tutes the new techniques that the Bayh legislation addresses. 

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh would certainly say it doesn't. So would I. 
Ms. FRUOHER. ,Ve would ask that serious considerarioll be given to 

defining carefully the intent of Congress in regard to the use of the 
LEAA funds, and toward a consistent philosophy between the direc
tive of the JJDP Act and the use of the LEAA funds so that this 
money can be used to expand institutions. 

I would also like to say something in regard to additional 80ts for 
Q,TJDP and to address what I see here also as a problem o£ cost 
effectiveness. It appears that the shortage of OJJDP staff gets com
pensated £01' by extensive technical assistance contracts to profit-



195 

making agencies, with all the attending redtape, political jockeying, 
and excessive administrative costs. 

These technical assistance contracts drain off millions that could be 
spent to bring real onsite change in the State. 

Rathel' than having legions of high-salaried consultants running in 
and out of States leaving nothing significant behind them, adequate 
staff at OJ JDP could assist grantees, monitor grantees and process 
grantees to get the job done. 

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh yesterday referred to the study that was 
conducted by the Department of JustIce, by the Office of Juvenile Jus
tice and LEAA on the amount of staff they had in relation to the 
amount of money they had to process. 

Ms. FRUCHTER. Yes. 
Ms. JOLLY. By the Department's own standards they say that of

fice should have 150 staff people. And, of course, as we know, they only 
have 41 at this time, even though they are allotted 51 positions. 

Ms. FRUCHTER. Too many of us are left hanging, not knowing if 
we are going to have to close our doors today or tomorrow because 
grants fail to be processed on time. 

Ms. JeLLY. I know that none 'Of you were here yesterday. SenateI' 
Bayh did say to the Department of .Justice that he wanted to know 
why 86 percent of their discretionary money was unobligated at 
this time, and to see what they can do about it since we only have 
6 months left in the budget year. vVe do have an appropriations process 
we al'~ going through now for fiscal year 1981. 

It IS very important, as Senator Bayh said, yesterday, that the 
intent of Congress in providing to the Office of Juvenile Justice funds 
is so that they would be spent more on programs like yours and 
others throughout the country for children, for young people. 

As he said so often in the past, "I don't want the money sitting in 
some bureaucrat's desk in Washingt1:m. I want it out to the people, 
returned to them." 

After all, it is all of our joint money, our tax dollars. That is all 
we are asking is that the funds that Con'gress provides to the various 
agencies 3,re spent in a timely fashion for meritorious programs. 

Ms. FRUCHTER. I agree with~ you, Mary. But it takes staff. 
Ms. JeLLY. Thank you very much. 
Ms. FRUCHTER. Thank you. 
Ms. JeLLY. Miriam Thompson, executive dirf~ctor, New Yerk City 

Advocates for Children. 

TESTIMONY OF MIRIAM THOMPSON 

Ms. THeMPSeN. I am happy te be here today. I must say it is 
heartening te hear Senator Bayh and other committee members sup
port vital youth service programs and delinquency preventien pro
grams, especially in light of what we consider to be very dangerous 
social retrenchment in the Federal Gevernment; especially again, 
when many of the programs we a,re talking about today really are 
interdependent with ether systems. ' 

We can talk about our young people and we can talk about their 
families, but we also have to talk about the conditions under which 
they live, under which many young people run away, under which 
many parents and families fall apart. 
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We really have hope that the Senator will use the same kind of 
leadership that he has expressed in the area of delinquency prevention 
in persuading some of his colleagues to understand the importance of 
other social programs if we are to maintain a healthy political, social) 
and economic system in this country. 

Let me just tell you a little bit about Advocates for Children of 
New York. It is a 10-year-old child advocacy, children's rights orga
nization, working primarily in the education system, but impacting 
on other systems that affect families; namely, health, mental health, 
and employment. We certainly have seen the ravages of families 
falling apart and children falling into the foster care system, juve
nile justice system, often to languish there for years without proper 
support or adequate services to reunite families. 

Through our doors in the last 10 years have come thousands of 
children and families, many children having been excluded from what 
we call the major child care institution which is the education system, 
and particularly that one in New York City which houses 1 million 
children. 

These are children who have been excluded from schools for a 
variety of reasons having to do with sex, race, handicap, and we eon
sider those children who fall away from the education system to be 
those childr~n who will have very little opportunity to really lead 
meaningful adult lives. 

It is within that context I nan give you some startling facts we have 
collected over the last 10 years, both from our individual case ad
vocacy, litigation, policy, research, and a lot oT organizing and train
ing in New York City and elsewhere in the State. 

In the city we have on any given day, and the figures aren't entirely 
accurate, over 100,000 children truant and roaming the streets. 

Fifty percent of our children do not graduate high school. We have 
over 30,000, and peonle aren't even clear on thi" figure, pregnant teen-

• ;., agel'S, more than half of whom have children every year and are ex-
~ .' f cluded from school. 

We have thousands of handicapped children who the board of edu
cation and other social agencies are be,g1nning to recognize in terms 
of their entitlement to schooling and other support services. 

1Ve hnve also seen the tremE'ndons v!llne anCl. cont.ribution of com
munity-baRed organizations in meeting the needR of these children and 
families and who can really do an aggressive and dedicated advocacy 
job in helping constituents receive the services to which they are 
entitled. 

It is here that I wonld really like to talk a.bout the Office of Juvenile 
Justice, both its promise and hopefully, its future. 

The initiativE's that we find particularly important in supporting 
those efforts that we have just briefly described are oT course, thl' 
Office's recent youth advocacy initiative whic-h we think is a most 
promising venture and. should not only be supported but expanded. 

Ms. ,T OLI,Y. When was that initiativE' first brnu.qht to vour attention ~ 
Ms. THOl\il:PSON. We learned about it-actually. we JOlew that it was 

in the works in the previous administration. In'fact, AFC, the Masr-a
chusetts Advoracv Center and others were asked. to comment on the 
idea by John Rector, the previous admi.nistrator. 
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We are really excited about it because-
Ms. JOLLY. We are too. 
1'ls. THoM.PsoN. I think it is really one of the most fundamental 

youth-enriching programs that are coming out now. 
We have no idea, of course, when the·!,rrants are going to be let. Part 

of the problem, I suspect, arc the points that you raised earlier about 
administrative problems in the office and as it relates to LE.ti. 

Ms. JOLLY. They are working very hard to process those grants as 
quickly as possible. We do have a number of the grants that could be 
funded. 

Apparently, there were over 180 applications that came in for this 
proposal, I believe it was last October 1979. 

We hope anywhere from 20 to 40 of the proposals could be funded. 
Ms. THoJ.IPsoN. Let me talk to the substance of it, and then discuss 

another initiative coming out of OJJDP-the alternl1tive schools 
initiative. 

Back to the youth advocacy: In much of our 10-year experience, as 
I indicated, we have seen how commtmity-based youth organizations, 
a key feature of the initiative designed to empo'wer young people in 
those decisions that affect their lives, not only trains and assists fami
lies, but works very closely with young people to help them gain 
confidence in what they can do to make those decisions and to over
come obstacles that really affect them in reaching meaningful and 
productive adulthood. 

Many of the youth groups have worked, I think long and strenu
ously, to capture young people who were in the streets. We think that 
this program, again, I said I hope it expands, can really foster the 
opportunity to do that. 

Another initiative the Office is sponsoring is research and dissemi
nation of alternatives to disciplinary practices. 

I really would like to concentrate on that. Many yOilllg people aTe 
excluded from schools for often arbitrary and discriminatory reasons. 
Once having been removed from this basic child care institution, there 
is often less and less opportunity for them to arrive at any kind of 
meaningful lives. 

We think that the schools' disciplinary practices and often discrimi
natory disciplinary practices ought to be examined and there cer
tainly ought to be alternatives that are encouraged. 

The alternative schools is a similar initiative ~ fostering the develop
ment of programs that would encourage youth leadership and involve
ment, that would foster programs and practices that are different 
from the kind of traditional policies and pmctices that we have seen, 
which as we said earlier, have excluded almost or more than 50 
percent of the population. 

In summary, we urge the committee to continue to advocate these 
kinds of programs. 

Two, to try to help the Office promote wide~' and wi~er outreach to 
the l..-inds of advocacy programs that work directly wIth vouth, that 
believe in empowering youth, that work closely with families, main
taining the strenrrth of natural families. And then, of course, to try 
to look at those l..-inds of administrative obstacles that would facili·· 
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tate and expedite appropriation of funds to the agencies and organi
zations capable of reaching people we know the funds can help. 

Thank you. . 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Stephen R. Bing, executive director, Massachusetts Advocacy Cen

ter. "Welcome, Steve. 

TES'"i'IMONY OF STEPHEN R. BING 

Mr. BnQ"G. Thank you. 
Let me first describe what my organization does, because that will 

set the context for the relevance of my remarks to the reauthorization 
ofOJJDP. 

We are flffidamentally a statewide youth advocacy organization, in 
Massachusetts, concerned with three substantive areas affecting chil
dren and youth which are education, health, and the juvenile justice 
system. . 

As you may Imow, Massachul>etts enjoys a reputation or at least 
has one, I don't know whether it enjoys it, of being quite a progressive 
State in dealing with social problems and most especially in dealing 
with the problems affecting young people. 

However progressive it may be in comparison to other States in the 
Nation, it is possessed of enormous problems. It is our contention, 
and I listened to the testimony this morning, that the princinal source 
of child abuse, child neglect, and children not having the proper 
opportunities are not parents, but rather the social institutions which 
we have created to protect them. 

Simply put, the agencies do not do their jobs. They do not follow 
the laws which created them. 

I will give some specific examples from our State. 
Ms. JOLLY. Are you talking about State agencies or Federal 

agencies~ 
Mr. BING. We are concerned about State agencies. We are certainly 

not prepared at this point to take on Federal questions. 
Massachusetts virtually has no EPSDT program, although that is 

the one thing held out as 'hope to poor people that some kind of medi
cal care could be made available to their children. 

Massachusetts has the first special education law which called for 
maximum mainstreaming of special needs children. 

It also called for the State agency to insure that the utilization of 
special education as a means to promote racial segregation be ended. 
That has not happened. It will not happen without the pressure, not 
from the institution which we created to serve kids which one might 
expect, that would be the department of education, but rather that 
pressure has to come from outside. 

Other examples that I can give you Telate to the children being 
excluded from schools, allegedly for discipline problems, but when 
one looks at. it we see race nlays a major factor. 

We see the particular lifestyle of the familv or childr(>n playing a 
fact,or in the Wfl,V the educational institUl'i(lll (l(>."ls with kids. 

The result is that the youngsters are expelled from the education svs
tem either consciously or unconsciously and they end up in our other 
child care institutions, be it the welfare department or the juvenile 
justice system. 

We boast in our State of our so-called deinHtitutionalized commu
nity-based care, juvenile justice system. 



-----------

199 

I believe we are probably one of the 10 States which someone men
tioned this morning that says that we are in compliance with the de
institutionalization of status offenders. 

I want you to lrnow--
Ms. JOLLY. Let me just point out, we have approximately 34 States, 

at least, that report that they are in compliance with the deinstitu
tionalization provision, but only 10 who ha:ve reported compliance with 
the sepfLration of juveniles anrl adults in institutions. 

Mr. BING. If we look at our so-called dei.nstitutionalized system, I 
think it is impOl'tant to know that although 1,500 YOlmgsters com
mitted to our department of youth services on an annual basis, at least 
2,300 YOllngsters will serve some t~me in .on~ of our secure detention 
lmits. We have seven secure detentIon uruts ill the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. Most of them are located on the grounds of an aban
doned State mental hospital, buildings that were condemned for use 
by adult mental patients. 

Yet, in our deinstitutionalized system, that is where these young
sters go. Surprisingly, they are not there awaiting trial. They are 
awaiting placement in some program. Some of them return to these 
centers as frequently as 15 times before some program will take them 
or some State, agency will deal with the problems that they present. 

These yOlUl.Q;sters; are permitted to stay in these centers for as long 
as 120 days. There is no, absolutely no service provided them. 

Neither educatioli nor health services are -provided in these settings. 
Nor is what one might expect from a vouth services agency, at least 
some kind of therapy or counseling. None of tha:t is available to the 
children in these centers. 

So, what I think I have described f.or you is at least three systems 
which don't do what thev are statu tori ally authorized and required to 
do in terms of serving kids. 

That is why we· supported and worked on th<', development of the 
vouth advocacy initiatire. It happens to be, I think, the single most 
important thing that I have seen come out of that office in terms of 
trying to make. these systems which we· spend an enormous amount of 
money on, work. 

It is clear to me that advocacy as a technique to serve lcids is quite 
important becfluse of its major leveraging effect. 

Ms .• TOLLY. What. would bE' your definition and difference of youth 
ac1vocaev and1eg-al advoeacy ~ 

Mr. Bnw. I don't draw' those. distinctions. Perhaps the initiative 
diel. What-we are engaged in a particular kind of advocacy which 
we call entitlement based advoeacy. We look at what youth are en
titled to and measure the difference between what they are entitled to 
anit what tlwv are getting and then move to close the gap. 

It is in configuration of quite a conservative notion-we 'are asldng 
the Atat.e of Massaehnsetts to obey the law. 

The fact of the matter is. if the State of Massachusetts obeyed the 
law and sel'ven t.he kids the way the law is set out, it would be a revo
lution. It would be the most radical transformation of social welfare 
thnt the Commonwealth has ever seen. 

So,lE'gal advocn.cy, I think Carol Brin probably can speak to that, 
is usually thought of in terms of individual ease' representation. We 
happen to do both. We do hoth case representation and what is called 
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also in the trade, class advocacy. We feel the combination is im
portant. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Carol Brill, director, Legal Services for Children, San Francisco. 

TESTIMONY OF CAROL E. BRILL 
Ms. BRILL. Good afternoon. I am a legal advocate. I run an office in 

San Francisco called Legal Services for Children. I am grateful to 
the committee for this opportunity to add any comments I have on the 
committee's consideration of reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act, and also, the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act. 

I support both continuation, and I specifically support some inde
pendence, preferably total independence for the Office of Juvenile J us
tice and Delinquency Prevention so that all of the complaints we have 
all voiced today about getting grants processed or even a no answer, 
within a year, will come to pass. 

Ms. JOLLY. Let me put this in an historical perspective. Senator 
Bayh's original bill that he introduced in 1972 mandated a separate 
individual agency much like the Civil Rights Commission or the FTC 
or the FCC, however we evolved into legislation that housed the Office 
in the Department of Justice. 

Ms. BIULL. I feel very fairly treated by OJ JDP, but as one of the 
people who experienced at least a year's wait to get a yes or no re
sponse, I would hope for any form of independence where they could 
at least send out their own mail. 

I don't mean to be in any way disrespectful to the committee or to 
any persons here, my colleagues here. 

I would like to add also, some special thanks to Senator Bayh for 
continuing to be the country's youth advocate in the Senate, in spite of 
the fact the Year of the Child is over and it is no longer popular to be 
involved with children, perhaps. . 

Certainly, in California, where we seem to do everything whether 
it is right or wrong first, funding is not popular for children. I am 
sure everybody is aware of our horrible budget slashes ·in people's 
services, and certainly children are always the first and the easiest to 
~ut since they have no voice of their own, nor any vote. 

The office I started in 1975, is called Legal Services for Children. 
I think we did not know at the time, Peter Ball, John Bush, and 
myself, the kind of monster we were cr~ating. 

It was, we found out after the fact, the very first free and compre
hensive law office for children in the country. We did not set out to do 
test cases, per se, although some-or class cases, as you sald, described 
them Steve, although some of our cases have turned into the raw mate
rial of test cases or class actions. 

On the other hand, we set out to fill this enormous g-ap of providing 
every day legal services to children where no lawyers, no lawyers 
literally, otherwise existed. 

We p:ot orig-inallv not onlv the support. hut the llnb~ lievable backing 
of all the community ag-encies. some of which are the tynes vou repre
sent, runaway homes, ('onnse1in~ centers. alternative Rchoolfl. because 
none of them harl a 1e.O'al referral reflource for anv of their c]ipnt.s. 

So, we worked with them on an everv dav baRis. They refer chilC!ren 
to us, and we. of cours~. are constantly referring OUr young clients 
back to them for the serVIces they need, . 
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Since 1975, I have also received over-and I want to mention it at 
these committee meetings, over 1,000 inquiries and contacts from my 
colleagues here and from other community based agencies nationally, 
from judges, from lawyers, even from doctors and teachers asking me 
for help on how to start a similar office in their own area. 

I have also received some grant requests and have no money to re
spond with. One of the very exciting things I saw coming out of 
LEAA in the last few years was this advocacy initiative. 

I am sorry that it in fact specifically excludes direct legal services. 
Our 1-year discretionary grant which we are midway through, ends in 
July. It will not continue. We have all been told there would be no 
more discretionary grants. We got the grant as a national replication 
project. Watch us and then we will give money to others perhaps if 
they can do the same kind of thing. 

We now understand that there will be no discretionary grants for 
us or for anyone next year. And then, of course, unfortunately, the 
youth advocacy initiative specifically excluded direct legal services. 
But it is the year of the advocate. 

Ms. JOLLY. ·Why is it your impression that there would not be any 
discretionary moneys available next year? 

Ms. BRlLL. I was told by the Office that there would be no more dis-
cretionary grants after this fiscal year. 

Ms. JOLLY. That is what you were told ~ 
Ms. BRILL. I can't send paper to people who don't want it. 
Ms. JOLLY. ViTell, maybe we should address a question to the Juve

nile Justice Office. Senator Bayh has given them some questions, but 
I think that he surely would like to follow up by asking if the Juvenile 
Justice Office has been given a fiscal year 1981 budget, in that budget 
they do have so much percentage of the moneys that are used for dIS
cretionary funds. We would like to know why that statement would 
be made. 

Ms. BRILL. I am sure we and many others would certainly be happy 
to hear that. 

Our office only represents children. I represent literally persons who 
are 2 days old to those who are almost 18. 

We have a caseload that includes every kind of case in the juvenile 
court which would be children who would be subject to neglect or 
abuse petitions, status offense petitions, and also, young people who 
are charged with crime. 

But beyond the scope of the juvenile court which is, of course, when 
children have been caught, that hopefully should be the last step in 
situations. 

We also represent children before they get in official trouble, in a 
wide variety of civil or administrative kinds of legal proceedings 
where they' don't have to get something fall on them in a juvenile 
court to get our help. 

We represent them in school discipline proceedings, special educa
tion proceedings. benefit eligibility proceedings, guardianships, eman
cipations, termination proceedings. about anything tl1at you might 
call a legal problem. we are available for a young person in San Fran
cis('o. as long a.s there is no money to be made. 
If a young persons wants to sue somebody for car accident, there 

are plenty of lawyers all arollnd the city who' don't have enough to do. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 14 
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I want to add a comment, because Steve mentioned a kind of offi
cial neglect or abuse. I think that finally, it is acceptable to talk about 
child abuse and neglect, but we don't think of it in terms of children 
who are neglected or abused by systems. 

Ken's book is the kind of list of horror stories that makes us open 
our eyes, but the situation is much more pervasive than 10 or 12 horror 
stories. 

There are children,my clients, who are deinstitutionalized, but who 
sit awaiting placement for over a year. 

There are children, and I think of that as a form of official neglect
the State, in the name of being the better parent, takes the child away 
from a neglectful home perhaps, but then does nothing better and 
perhaps does much worse. 

You don't have to even get to the extreme of some of my clients who 
have literally been beaten in placements, kickbacks to social workers, 
a whole variety of things that are very specifically more like the 
horror stories that Ken talks about. 

One thing that is distinctive about legal services for children and 
which LEAA was interested in pursuing and almost no other source 
of legal funding was, was the fact that we are multiprofessionally 
staffed. 

Most people look at lawyers and say, "If you try to be a social 
worker, you are not being a lawyer. If you are being a social worker 
you ought to stay at an agency and not hang around with lawyers. 
They are not good people to be with." 

We h3,ve a dual staffing of a lawyer and what. we call a legal.case 
worker. We used to call them community street workers, or MSW's. 
They are basically paralegal trained professionals in child care. 

We have no aversion to social worfrers, our legal staff, nor do they 
have it to us. The ability to have an in-office casework capability, 
enables us to find solutions. 

We don't merely then just go into court nnd talk about legaJ mumho 
jumbo or what a lot of people arcuse lawyers of doing all the time. We 
talk about specifics, jobs, child care, alternative schoo]s~ .anything that 
is necessary for that child's articulated desires, because our clients are 
or boss, and also, for what we all would call rehabilitation, is what we 
go for in court. 

To answer the Senator's inquiry about trving to coordinate services, 
itis unfortunate that we have to get to a court hearing to do it, but 
indeed, because of our casework capability, Wl' are able to bring a 
sentencing or disposition plan into the juvenile court, which combines 
school' services, social services, counseling, and child care, perhaps 
alternative work as punishml'nt. whatever is necessary to that own 
individual youngster's needs and desires. 

We can get a court order that. orders the school di!"trict to do some
thing or orders the probation officer to do something or orders a 
teacher to do something, or get housing for a family. 

Once again, I think it is unfortunate that We have to get to the state 
where we get into the courtroom to Rolve problems. But when a judge. 
orders it, sometimes people listen. When I ask for it, people sometimes 
don't, unless I bring them to court. 
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I would also perhaps just like to mention that I feel that an office 
such as ours, in whatever city it exists and in whatever form that it 
exists, act as a watchdog on the public and private serving agencies 
that are there to serve children. 

Our only boss are the 5- and 10- and 15-year-old clients: nobody 
else. 

Once again, I have perhaps in my outlook for you because of Cali
fornia, but budget cuts, post-Proposition 13, are seeing children 
through agencv directive, shufiied from place to place to cheaper place
ments, perhaps not placed at all so that money could be saved in foster 
care. 

I don't think that any of the agencies perhaps are particularly or 
intentionally malicious, but I think that they run to a different drum
mer. Those of us who consider ourselves as child advocates have to 
know that the children should be our boss and our only concern, our 
ultimate concern and not an agency directive or a budget cut. 

Just really briefly, you probably know my clients without knowing 
their names, 2-year-olds who get lit on fire, 7-year-oIds who have al
ready lived in a dozen places, one 13-year-old boy mislabeled retarded, 
relin<I.uished at birth, never adopted, left in a place that Ken will have 
to wr:rte up, unfortunately,and still not placed. He still has no place 
to live. He has now been to 17, I think, places, altogether. 

Children who are 14 who commit pet.ty thefts are either sent home 
with absolutely nothing at all or locked up because there aren't sub
stantive alternatives. 

Children, who but for the fact that we can get a guardianship 
through a relative might wind up in the foster care system in a dozen 
different places. 

Those are my clients. My clients need this committee's help and 
definitely the Office of Juvenile Justice 'and Delinquency Prevention's 
help. 

Certainly, there are no other l'awyers, unless we get the Govern
ment's help, because 5-year-olds just frankly don't pay $50 :an hour 
fees or even $5 an hour fees. 

So, we support, certainly, the reauthorization of the bill. We cer
tainly support an independence for this Office so that things may flow 
more quickly whether they ·a.re positive or negative. 'Ve do support 
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act so that our clients will have 
some place to stay when they are out on the street. 

Thank you. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Would 'anyone like to make a final comment ~ 
Ms. THOMPSON. I would. 
Ms. JOLLY. Yes. 
Ms. THOl\IPSON. Just kind of a one last summary line in listening to 

l1.H the speakers today, whether you define it vouth advocacy, legal 
advocacy, lay advocacy, because I think it is' important to 'both to 
reaJIv have those combinations. 

I think the emphasis is to look at outcom~, No.1, what kind of cre
ative leverage that you can bring to bear-what l..-i.nd of tremendous, 
I thinJr, resources in the community that you can really combine and 
orgamze and pressure to make change. 
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I think what we are really talking about is a checks-and-balance 
system. '1'here is a lot of exciting talent out there that you need for 
that kind of leverage, watchdoggrng, case advocacy, dass advocacy in 
whatever form. 

I think the other important point I would like to stress, Mary, is 
that, yes, it is important to see the break families interpersonal abuses 
take place. But as Bteve has said, and others, we really have to look 
at system abuse. 

I think it is to the credit of this committee and to some of the Office 
initiatives. The major thrust and hurt and harm against children are 
very oTten the instit,utions which we give millions and billions of dol
lars to in fact SUppOl~t 'and service them. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. I appreciate your coming. 
[The prepared statements of Father Hitter 'and Ms. 'Williams 

follow:] 
PREPARED STATEMENT OF FATHER BRUCE RITTER 

I am Father Bruce Ritter, Executive Director of Covenant House, a child care 
agency in New York City that has specialized in caring for runaway and home
less youth for more than twelve years. Covenant House has been a recipient of 
Runaway Youth Act funds since the Act's first funding cycle. I am grateful for 
the opportunity to testify before this Committee about the acute problems that 
affect many thousands of children in New York City and throughout the nation. 

Twclve years ago I became involved with the problems 1)£ these young poople, 
almost against my will, when ten runaway children sough'_ help from me, asking 
to sleep on the floor of my apartment in the East Village of New York, where I 
was exercising what was called a ministry of service to the poor. These particu
lar ten kids had been savagely abused by some junkies in the neighborhood who 
were pimping these children in order to support their habit, had been burned 
out of the abandoned building they were living in, and had, before that, been 
forced to make a pornographic movie in order to pay for their "room and board." 
These youngsters ranged:in age from 14 to 17. Because I could not find any place 
or help for them in the child welfare system, I kept them. They moved into my 
apartment. So many hundreds of children began knocking on my door that my 
friends and I were forced to begin a new child care agency. Since that date we 
have sheltered many thousands of runaway and homeless children, returning 
thousands to their homes, helping others to prepare for independent living, and, 
when necessary, finding longer term placement for them. 

Following its beginning as an informal runu.way house in 1968, Covenant House 
became incorporated and licensed in 1972. By 1976, the agency operated eight 
group homes funded by New York City's child welfare system (and therefore 
available only to New York City youngsters) and two runaway houses for boys 
and girls from all over the country. The runaway houses are funded through the 
federal Runaway Youth Act and, since 1978, also through similar legislation 
passed in New York State. These residences provide shelter, counseling, and other 
crisis intervention services up to a maximum of sixty days, as well as aftercare 
services. Together the houses accommodate a static population of twenty-four 
and an annual dynamic population of seven to eight hundred. 

Covenant House relocated its runaway programs to the Times Square area of 
New York City in 197' Once in Times Square, we were practically forced-by 
the sheer numbers r~ .maway and homeless children we found there-to open 
an additional progLI't. "Under 21," our crisis intervention and multi-service cen
ter, opened in the hl·'l1.'t of Times Square in April, 1977. For the last three years 
we have operated , '1" program there, on the so-called "Minnesota Strip," a 
seamy fifteen-block stretch of Eighth Avenue containing over one hundred strip 
joints, porno bookstores and movies, transvestite places, gay bars, male and fe
male burlesque houses, peep shows, topless bars, and lleabag hotels. Tens of thou
sands of runaway and homeless youth flock to the area, attracted by the glitter 
and their own survival need:!1. They live by panhandling and stealing, by exploit
ing and being exploited. Most are touched by the life of prostitution. Many thou
sands, because they have no other solution, are forced to adopt prostitution as 
a lifestyle. 
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Although it is difficult to estimate the number of young people under the age of 
21 who inhabit, or more properly subsist, in the area, one police report stated tLat 
there are at least 10,000 runaways and homeless youth in the Times Square area 
at anyone time. 1Vithin only a ten square block of our program on Eighth Ave
nue, a one and one-half billion dollar sex industry flourishes. The police have 
identifiecl over one thousancl pimps that work this area. It has the highest crime 
rate of any section in New York G'lty. It is no place for a child, yet it is the point 
of entry for runaway children traveling to the City by bus from all parts of the 
country. They are disgorged into a mammoth bus terminal surrounded by a huge 
sex for sale, sex as entertainment industry. 

Our Under 21 program is open around the clock, seven days a week, and offers 
a full range of short-term services to youth aged 10 to 21. These services include 
shelter, meals, individual and family counseling, social worker services, medical 
care, auvoc;nc3, euuc;ationill and vocational counseling and training, and employ
ment referral. More than 14,000 youth have sought and received help from Under 
21 since it opened three years ago. The numOOr of children are still increasing 
dramatically: the average monthly figure for youth served has risen from 330 
during 1977, to 619 in 1978, to 836 kids per month last year. And now, since the 
first of this year, more than 100 youngsters a night have slept at Under 21. Their 
average length of stay is about two weeks. Because little funcling exists for 
youngsters without resiclence, i.e., runaway and homeless youth, eighty percent 
of the costs of our Center must be coverecl by private donations. We are always 
ullClerstaffed, unClerfinancecl, and overwhelmed by the numbers of children com
ing to us at all hours of the day ancl night. 

Just as large numuers of runaway and homeless kicls forced us to open Under 
21, even greater numbers drove us to search for a larger facility. Thanks to the 
inten'ention of Governor Hugh Carey, last year we founcl Ii new facility that 
enables us to provide 111 beds, in addition to all of the other program and sup
porc.ve services needed by our youngsters. 

Many people are unaware of the enormous dimensions of the problem of run
aways ancl homeless chilclren in our society-or what can happen to them. As 
members of this Committee know well, hunclreds of thousands of kicls run e.way 
every year in this country. According to a New York City Police estimate, there 
are at least 20,000 runaways (strictly defined in our state as kids under 16) in 
Xew York City at anyone time. If you add to that number the many thousands 
of seif-eman<'illatecl and disenfranchised youngsters between the ages of 16 and 
18 and the even greater numlJer between 18 and 21, the numbE'rs of children on the 
streets are staggering. These numbers are not just pulled out of a rhetorical hat. 
Of the 14,000 youngsters who have sought help at our Under 21 Center since 
April, 11:1 iI, apllrUXllllately 1,700 have !Jeen 15 anti under; another 3,200 have been 
between 16 and 17; and 9,100 between 18 and 21. 

Thera was a time when we turned away young people for whom we had no 
room. Now, knowing what I know about 1he dangers of street life, I can no longer 
turn a youngster away. The "environmental" hazards of the Times Square area
pimps and other exploiters of youth-are far too serious. A New York City police 
captain recently estimated that 70 percent of the youngsters picked up by New 
York City's police runaway squad are engaged in prostitution. Approximately 
two-thirds of the 14,000 yonngsters who have come to Under 21 have been in
volved in prostitution, and it is difficult to describe ho\ .... grim and ugly and tragic 
their lives are. Consequently, when the twenty-four beds in oUr runaway group 
homes and the 111 beds at Under 21 are full, we !led youngsters down on the 
floor. We cannot turn them back to the street. I did it once, and I can't do it 
again. As long as I live I can never forget the faces of two kids that knocked 
on my door very late one night. Oue of them said, "Are you Bruce?" and I said 
I was, and he said, "Do you take ldds in?" and I said, "Yes" and he said, "Can 
we stay with you?" I said "No, because we haye no room" and he began to cry 
and he said, "Where can I go and what can I <10?" I said, "You can go back into 
tho street and look sad." Aud he stopped crying and looked at me and said, "I 
can do that." He did. They lJoth went back into the street. One boy was 15, the 
other was 14. 

We now know too well what happens when runaway and homeless youth are 
forced to live on the streets because there are no residences or other facilities 
to providE' care and protection for them. The sex industry aggressively recruits 
them for the life of prostitution. A pimp actml,lly came into our Center one 
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morning and offered us $500 for a 13 year old girl from 1\:[aine. A 14 year old boy 
was chased into our Center one day by his pimp (who was about 40). The boy 
had been held prisoner in a motel right down the street, for about six weeks, 
and he had escaped. And the pimp had a broken bottle. He was trying to kill the 
boy. A 17 year old girl from Staten Island had a tough time malting ~he $200 a 
night her pimp required. And so she would come into our Center for Just a few 
minutes at II. time, to get a bite to eat or a shower, before she went back on the 
street. I met her a few weeks before Christmas, and she was Idlled just shortly 
before New Year's. Her body was chopped in a dozen pieces, and distributed in 
various parts of New York and New Jersey, wrapped in Christmas packages. In 
the last twelve mouths, nine of my childrell have died-shot, stabbed, thrown 
out of windows, suicides. 'We feel that our program has saved dozens of others 
from this fate. 

Thanks to the Runaway Youth Act, services that reach out to such youngsters 
are available throughout the country. This legislation has legitimized an effective 
model of nonpunitive shelter, crisis intervention, and conflict resolution for 
runaway youth. The legislation has helped thousands of runaways and their 
families, through programs tllllt interpret runaway episodes as symptoms of 
family disturbance, rather than aberrations in the youth themselves. 

I am pleased to note that a recently introduced bill reauthorizing this legisla
tion, S. 2441, calls for renaming the Runaway youth Act and Homeless Youth Act. 
T would like to comment with some greater emphasis on the problems confronting 
homeless youth from 16 to 18, wnich are somewhat different from those experi
enced by runaway youth. These homeless youngsters are appearing in increasing 
numbers at runaway shelters in all of our large urban areas. They differ from 
runaways in that their families llllve long since abandoned them to the streets 
and in that public jurisclictions frequently deny responsibility for them. When 
youngsters have no permanent residence and are over 16, they are generally not 
eligible for services from the child welfare system. And even though they are 
often victims of abuse and neglect, homeless youngsters are rarely known to the 
Family Court System unless they have been picked up for delinquent behavior. 

For the most part, these adolescents cannot get tbe medical help they need, 
cannot easily qualify for public assistance, cannot enter into contracts, cannot 
find a decent job. They are free, however, to wander the streets, panhandling, 
exploiting, being exploited. Many tbousands of them become willing or unwilling 
victims of tbe sex industry that feeds on children. They have few options: cold, 
hungry, homeless. desperate for affection. they fall easy prey to those who 1mow 
all too well how to exploit them. These children ~;:;.u it almost impossible to get 
help. Until Covel'ant House op~ned Under 21, with the help of the Roman Catboli(' 
Archdiocese, there were absolutely no services for these thousands of 16 to 18 
year old children in the Times Square area. 

While the present Runaway youth Act stipulates that homeless youth shall be 
served, it is geared to tbe needs of the t:a(litional runaway of the 1960's, the 
youngster who, with counseling and supportive family services, can return bome 
within a two-week period. While massive numbers of younl!sters still rnn from 
families that can be reunited, in our experience at least an equal number caD 
truly be callf>d homelesS'. Jvst loraHng the pArents of these youth may require 
more than tbe two week sbelter period mandated by the Runaway youth Act. 
And if ultimately families cannot be located or reconciled, preparing these youth 
for independent living or findings appropriate placement for them usually re
quires considerably longer than two weeks. A two month shelter limit would be 
far more realistic. '.rhis problem is not unique to Times Square, for the other 
members of tIll" FJ'TInirn !':tflte n,,"1ition (An or~llnizatioll of rnnaway programs 
throughout New York State and New .Jersey) estimate that they serve 50 percent 
homeless youth lind 50 pf>"cent runaw"y!'. Of colurse, at Covennnt Hom:e the per
centage of homeless youth is even higher than 50 percent. I wonld like to see 
the new legislation more effectively address the needs of these youth. 

At the very least. monies r;l1011ld be authorized for demonstrAtion e:rnntil to 
dpVE'lon f>ffprtive mOilpls of nrpn<1l'illl! homf>'f>fu:; yOUll/7Qters fol' inOf>T1f>ndent liv
ing. Centers for independent living preparation for the handicapped are now 
being funded. through the Office of Human Developmel'lt Services of HEW. If 
yoy. could spend an afternoon at Undtir 2·1~ I'believe you would leave in the cer
tam knowledge that these slightly older homeless adolescents are under a severe 
handicap in their search for survival. 
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Tlwre is a third categ-ory of homeless adol!'scents who are not now eligible for 

funds through the Runaway Youth Act, the 18- to 21-year-old age group. Youth 
18 and over are widely believed to be potentially self-suffici.ent. Our experi
ence demonstrates. llOwever, that often their potential cannot be realized with
out considerable support services. A major cause of delinquent activity in the 
Times Square area is the lack of shelter and other services for these thousands 
of older adolescents. forced from their homes by families who cannot afford 
them. Severely deficient in skills and education, these young people adopt the 
life of the streets simply because no other alternatives exist. 

The perce'ntage of 18 to 21 year olds served at Under 21 has increased from 
60 percent of our total client population in 1977, to 63 percent in 1968, to 68 
percent, or 3,500, last year. Because of their age--they are too young-these 
youth are turned away by the City's Men's and 'Vomen's Shelters, which serve 
the homeless adult population of New York City. Covenant House is just one 
of the agencies in urban areas faced by the massive needs of older homeless 
adolescents. I advocate strongly that eligibility under the Runaway and Home
less Youth Act be expanded to include homeless youth up to the age of 21. 

I am strongly opposed to the possi.ble placement of the runaway and homeless 
youth pro "'ram in tIl!' Office of Juvenile .InsUre and Delinquency Prevention~ 
Placement in OJJDP would in itself imply that youth who run away or are home
less are blameworthy. It is completely inappropriate to involve youth in the juve
nile Justice Hystern lJas(d simllly on their runaway 01' homeless status. I support 
that continued placement of the Act in HEW (01' the new Department of Health 
and Human Seryices). 

Finally, the funding of this program should be increased to at least $25 mil
lion, with increases to account for infiation, in orAer to keep pace with the 
runaway population and hay,e some impact on the needS of homeless youth. 
While I am aware of the current push to reduce fiscal year 1980 spending by 
more than $2 billion and to balance the budget in fiscal year 1981, I hold out 
hope this will not be done at the expense of the nation's children. 

The murder of twenty-six adolescent boys, most of them runaways, their 
bodies discovered in Houston in 1973, was the impetus for initial passage of the 
Runaway youth Act in 1974. A similar price must not be exacted for the re
authorization of this legislation. 

RECENT ('ASE HISTORIES. RESIDENTS OF COVENANT HOUSE RUNAWAY PROGRAM 
FOR GIRLS, MAROH 25, 1980 

(1) Linda, aged 16, ran dozens of times from a mother prone to breakdowns 
and an alcoholic and seductive father who physically abused her. Each time 
she received a beating from her father, Linda left home in New Jersey for Times 
Square. ~'here she ellg-al!ed in prostitution and drug use. Linda came to Covenant 
House and received shelter and counseling ill the girls runaway program. Early 
one morning she was pursufd by a street gang and ran into a building and up to 
the roof. Either falling or jumping in her panic, Linda was impaled on an irOIl
fence, whieh had to be severed with a blow torch in order for her to be taken 
to a hospital. Linda is now living at home and receiving physical therapy. Her 
father is attending AA meetings. Linda and her parents are now engaged in fam
ily therapy with her Covenant House social worker. 

(2) Nancy was a 16 year old runaway from a wealthy New Jersey frunily. At 
the time she came to Covenant House, she had recently left the hospital where 
~he was taken following a suicide attempt. A.rriving in New York City to "start 
a new life," Nancy narrowly escaped being raped by a man who offered to take 
her home with him. Nancy became aware of the dangers of street life, and with 
counseling support returned home to concerned parents. 

(3) Diane, 16 years old, left her grandmother's home in North Carolina when 
her grandmother could no longer care for her. Diane arrived at Covenant House 
scar('d, hurt, and hoping to find a home where she would be cared for and an op
portunity to attend school. She now resides ill a long-term Covenant House group 
hoihe, attends high school, and hopes to attend college. 

(4.) Rel1pe ran from parents whose own severe emotional difficulties prevented 
them from proyiding' her with the care. support, and structure she needed. At age 
n, Renee stopped attending school and started spending most of her time away 
from home. Our work with Renee and her family focused on helping them to ac'-
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knowledge family difficulties and accept help from a family service organization 
in their community. Renee is now living at home, and she and her family are 
receiving follow-up services. 

(5) Carmen, a 13 year old who ran from a series of foster home parents, was 
described as a "chronic runaway." This withdrawn, soft-spoken youngster hardly 
said a word during the first week of her stay at Covenant House. Gradually she 
revealed that her motivation in running was to reunite with her biological family, 
with w110m slle had strong emotional ties. Arrangements were made for her to 
live wtth her aunt, who was already caring for Carmen's brotllers. Aftercare was 
provided for both Carmen and her aunt. 

(6) Ellen came to Covenant House at age 16, described herself as a "drifter." 
She and her alcoholic mother had lived in a series of welfare hotels. Ellen was 
exceptionally bright aud had been accepted ill a city high school for gifted young
sters, but never had the opportunity to attend school regularly. Ellen's mother 
could not be located, but her father became inVOlved in planning with Ellen and 
Covenant House staff. Ellen accepted placement in a diagnostic center where an 
in-depth assessment of her needs and long-term planning could be done. 

'(7) Anne, 16, came to Covenant House on the run from a home where she had 
suffered physical and emotional abuse for many years. During 11er stay she grad
ually responded to the support of staff and began understanding her feelings to
wards her family and her self-destructive actions. Anne now resides in a Covenant 
Rouse long-term group home. 

(8) Rita, a 14 year old runaway, left foster care placement at age 12 and lived 
in the New York City streets for almost two years. She came to Covenant House 
determined to return to her home state and "make a new start." Covenant House 
staff provided in-depth counseling and worl,ed closely with Rita's out-of-state 
caseworker, enabling her to return to placement in her home state. 

(9) At 17, Eve came to Covenant, leaving a mother who could no longer care 
for her, She planned to live independently, but was a high school dropout with
out job skills or experience. During here stay, staff helped EYe prepare for in
dependent living, arranged for her to enter an educational training program, and 
continue to work with her on an aftercare basis. 

(10) Juanita, 17, left a home where her mother restricted her to the house and 
did not allow her to attend school. Juanita had been living on the streets witll 
a half-brother for months when she I3.rriYed at Covenant House. She has since 
enrolled in an educational/vocational training program, made plans to live in
dependently, and improved her relationship with her family. 

(11) Jane, a 16 year old runaway from Connecticut, had left home I3.t age 14 
following her parents' threat to commit her to a psychiatric hospital. She left 
Covenant House lafter a few days to live with a friend in Connecticut, explain
ing that it was difficult for her to stay in one place for any lengtll of time. 

(12) Susanna, almost 18, ran from a home where she was locked into battle 
with her mother, who attempted to control every area of her life. She arrived 
at Covenant House unable to control frequent outbursts of l'age. Susanna's plan 
was to live independently, but she soon faced the reality that her emotional 
suate needed immediate attention. Counseling and casework witll Susanna, her 
family, and a community health center resulted in her entrance in a therapeutic 
day treatment program. 

(13) Terri, 14, ran three times from 13. mother who continually abused her, 
bOtll physically and emotionally. Each time Terri was returned home by police. 
She subsequently ran to Covenl3.llt House, where staff took her allegations seri
ously and contacted Child Protective Services in her home state. A New Jersey 
caseworl;:er found temporary placement for Terri and initiated work witll her 
family. 

(14) Tina, age 16, ran from her home in Westchester, alleging Ii'.bllse by her 
mother. She remained at Covenant House until the Westchester Department of 
Social Services larranged temporary placement 'and began investigating her 
family situatIon. 

(15) Monica, age 12, repeatedly ran from a,n ambiy.ulent, neglectful mother. 
Family :;:ervices were arranged for Monica and her mother through Special Sery
ices for Children. Because of difficulty in locating an appropriate placement, 
l\fonica has been temporarily placed in a transitional f,illeIter, where she is doing 
well. 



(16) Debby, age 17, ran away from Georgia. She wanted to "get on h~r own 
two feet" and to become independent of her family. Covenant House VO(l3.tional 
staff arranged for Debby to enter a training program. 

(17) Esther, age 18, came to Covenant House four months pregnant and in 
need of shelter. While at Covenant House she exhibited signs of psychiatric dis
turbance, and social work shaff have worked closely with Esther toward long
term planning for herself and her baby. 

(18) Ann, age 17, came to Covenant House after living on the streets for six 
months. She was motivated to work with staff around her difficulties, and ex
pressed a desire to return to her mother in Puerto Rico. After the mother was 
contacted and agreed to this plan, arrangements were made and Anna returned 
home. 

(19) Dee, age 17, came to Covenant House with a history of drug and alcohol 
involvement, after living on the streets for quite some time. Covenant House staff 
worked to prepare Dee to enter a therapt'utic community where she could get 
llelp for her drug problem. Dee accepted the referral and is presently partich 
patingfully in a therapeutic community program. 

(20) Carol, age 18, has a 6 month old baby in foster care. When she came to 
Covenant House, she resented being separated from her child, but eventually 
recognized she was in no p01'ition to cnre fol' it. Staff worked with ('arol to help 
her find a joh and a temporary living arrangement with a relative. She is receiv
ing aftercare services and maintaining contact with the foster care agency re
sponsible for her child. 

(21) :Maria, age 14, ran away from her home in Florida, and came to Covenant 
House after spending some time on the New York City streets. She was very 
frightened by Times Sqnare and responded easily to staff warmth and support. 
Arrangements were made for Maria to return home to a very concerned mother. 

(22) Kim, age 14, ran from her 110me in New Jersey at a time that her 
mother was emotionally unable to care for her. Covenant Honse staff notified 
New :rl"rsey authnritiel';, who were unable to immediately provide placement for 
her. Kim responded well to Covenant House staff and other residents. She 
e\'entnally decided to return home to her mother, and arrangements were made 
for a family agency in New Jersey to provide aftercare services. 

(23) Sally is the mother of a 2 year old child. She came to Covenant House 
requesting help in living independently with her child. Covenant House provided 
transitional shelter and assisted her in preparing for independent living. Sally 
now lives on her own and continues to see her social worker for aftercare 
services. 

(24) After running away from home three times in one month, Jessica, age 
16, came to Covenant House. Staff worl,ed with Jessica, and her mother arollnd 
the difficulties they experienced at home. The local child welfare agency was 
consulted and arranged for Jessica's placement in a group home facility. Mother 
and daughter consented to this arrangement and have been receptive to family 
counseling aftercare from Covenant House staff. 

RECENT CASE HISTORIES, RESIDENTS OF COVENANT HOUSE RUNAWAY PROGRA]'{ 
FOR BoYS, MARCH 25, 1980 

(1) Joe, aged 15. ran away from home because his father physically abused 
him. Joe's mother died two years ago and he is still mourning that death. J{Je's 
father is very angry over his wife's death and takes it out on Joe by beating 
him and blaming him. Joe could no longer t{Jlerate the beatin/1:s at home so he 
left. Upon arrival to the program, the abuse was reported to Central Registry, 
and Joe has since been placed in a group home where he is continuing school 
and g-rowing in a healthy atmosphere. 

(2) Andre, age 11, ran away from home where he lived with his mother and 
younger sister. In talking with Andre, we discovered he has been running away 
since his father abandoned the family. Andre doesn't understand why his father 
lE'ft. anc1 fl"ell'; hI' if< to hlllmE'. WhilE' lit thp program WI' l'ontaf'tpc1 Anc1rp'fI mother 
and met with her to discuss the situation. Andre has since returned home and 
the family is involved in counseling w~th our Family Services Unit. 
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(3) Tim, age 9, came to the program with two other youngsters whom he 
said were his brother and sister. In speaking with Tim and the other youngsters, 
we discovered that Tim was not related to them. The two youngsters (who were 
siblings) found ~'im on the street crying. He told them is father was beating 
him up and that he l}ad no family. These two youngsters were also being beaten 
at home so they kept Tim with them. While at the program we contacted pro
tl'Ctive services for aU three youngsters and they were placed in appropriate 
foster homes. 

(4) James, age 15. ran away from home where he lived with his grandmother. 
James has been shifted from one family member to another since age five. He 
told us his mother had a "nervous breakdown" so she couldn't take care of him. 
He had never seen his father. James' grandmother is an elderly woman who 
has various medical problems and is unable to keep up with James. Our staff 
contacted the grandmother Ilnd she said she was no longer able to care for this 
youngster. We were able to refer James to an appropriate group home residence 
where he now lives. 

(5) Louis, age 15. ran from an abusive and akollOlic father. His mother died 
three years ago and after his father remarried, the stepmother, wanted nothing 
to do with Louis. Our staff worked with protective services in finding an alter
nate living situation for Louis and he is now living with an aunt. His father, 
who has a severe drinking problem, is involved in ongoing counseling in another 
agency to which we had referred him. 

(6) Doug, age 17, came to the program after leaving a drug treatment pro
gram where he had been inappropriately placed. Doug told us he was involved 
in minor street crimes. had been in Rikers I~Jand a llllmher of times amI is 
presently on probation. While Doug was here, we contacted his parents and they 
were unwilling to have lJim return home bf'f'ause of his past hehavior. Doug 
was upset about this, yet stated that he felt it would be better for him to 
be in a group home outside the city so he could be off the streets. Our staff !l:tso 
felt this was an appropriate plan and positive step for Doug so we proceeded 
with it. Doug is now takingGED classes and keeping a part-time job whUe in 
placement. 

(7) Tom, age 14, left home because his father was severely neglecting and 
abusing him. Tom was brought to us by an older sister who stateil that the 
father was a chronic alcoholic and never bougbt food for the children. She 
also told us that for the past month Tom had been k('!pt locked up in an empty 
room in the apartment without food, water or clothing. The father was "pun
ishing" Tom for a grade of 80 on a math test ill school. We got protective 
services involved in the case nnd TOm was placed jn a residential setting where 
he receives appropriate {!ounseling and is doing very well. 

(8) Raymond, age 16, came to New York from North Carolina where he 
lived with his mother and eleven siblin~s. Raymond's family was very poor 
and his mother felt that if he came to New York he could get a job and send 
money to tbe family. Because of his age, Raymond was unable to find a job 
so be began stealing. By the time Raymond came to the prO/ITam he had been 
arrested several times and had several court appointments. We worked with 
the court system and also with North Carolina to get the family finanrial as
sistance. Once all plans were arranged, Raymond returned bome to his familv. 

(9) Tony, age 12, had been a chronic runaway since age 9. His mother. who 
was very limited emotionally, did not know what to do with him. In talking 
with Tony, we discovered that he blamed his motIler for his father's desertion. 
We and the family both felt that it would be best if Tony were to live with 
another family member, while being involved in counseling. We rontnrted a 
grandfather in Boston who was very willing to care for the youngster and 
presently Tony is living with him. We have been in contact with them and Tony 
seems to be doing very well. 

(10) Sam, age 17, was thrown out of the house by his mother as she ff'lt 
he was interfering with her life. Sam spent several weeks hustling on the 
streets before coming to the program. He desperately wanted to return home 
but his mother would not have him. Sam tinally resigned himself to the situa
tion and has been placed in a group home where be has gone back to school 
and is working part-time. Sam is followed in an aftercare program. 
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(11) Louis, age 16, was thrown out of the home by his mother who accused 
him of a variety of acting out behaviors. Louis denied these allegations and was 
very angry at his mother. When he came to the program, we had several family 
meetings to determine what the home situation was like. At first Louis' mother 
refused to take him back and also rp.fuded to sign him into placement. The 
staff worked very closely with Louis und his mother eventually agreed to sign 
him into placement. We were also aule to refer Louis' mother to an agency 
where she is being counseled and given the support systems she needs to sus
tain herself and her family. 

(12) Don, age 14, came to New York from Maryland where he lived with his 
mother. Don stated that every time his mother would get angry with him, she 
threatened to have him hospitalized. According to Don, the mother had had 
him institutionalized twice because he wasn't doing well in school. Don was 
afraid this would happen again so he left llOme and hitchhiked to New York. 
Don did not want to return home, but was willing to go to a runaway shelter in 
Maryland where there were support networks for him and his family, as he 
realized that New York was "too fast" for him. 

(13) Claude, age 16, was rai:::ed by a woman who found him on her doorstep 
when he was seven years old. According to Claude, this woman attempted to 
find Claude's parents, but was unable to do so. One day he came home from 
school and found this woman gone and the apartment was empty. Claude had 
no where to go so the police referred him to Covenant House. Claude was born 
in the Bahamas. Our staff called several agencies there to determine whether 
anyone was resprmsible for the boy. We were unable to locate his parents or 
any relatives and Claude. in effect, was an abandoned child. We called Special 
Services for Children and they successfully placed Claude in an appropriate 
long-term residence. . 

(14) Paul, age 13, ran away from home due to an abusive father. When 
Paul arrived at the program he had several bruises and open wounds on his 
body which were infiicted by his father. Paul left home several times before 
but was told to return by family members as they felt the father was justified 
in beating him. Our staff contacted protective services and Paul was placed in 
a group home. Paul stilI keeps in contact with the staff. 

(15) Joe, age 17, had been in many placements throughout his life. His 
mother was a drug addict and his father committed suicide when this young
ster was 14 years old .. Toe has been unable to come to terms with his father's 
death. He spoke about having many nightmares and not being able to concen
trate. Joe also had problems finding a job which made him very depressed. Our 
staff counseled .Toe about his fears and frustrations and they were able to assist 
him in finding a job. In working towards discharge, Joe found an apartment 
and still continues to use our aftercare services. 

(16) Jose, age 16, came to our program because his mother went to Puerto 
Rico and said she couldn't afford to take him. Jose's mother told him to stay 
with his alcoholic father who was unable to support him and was hardly ever 
home. Jose was unable to remain in this situation, so he lejjt his father's house 
and arrived at Covenant House. In contacting the mother, she stated her con
cerns for Jose and told us that she had wanted to take him with her but had 
been financially unable to do so. As .Tose wanted to be with his mother. we made 
arrangements to have him go to Puerto Rico. The Department of Social Services 
in Puerto Rico was also enlisted by staff in order to assist this family. 

(17) Tim, age 13, had heen badly beaten by his alcoholic fathpr prior to com
ing to the program. He had several lumps and bruises on his head and upper 
torso. Tim was found on the streets by another youngster who was involved 
in a local gang and this boy brought Tim to Covenant House. Tim arrived very 
concerned and frightened that his father would find him and beat him again. 
Our staff was able to contact protective services and have Tim moved to a more 
appropriate and healthy setting. 

(18} Steve, age 17, was living in Florida with his grandparents before he 
came to the program. Steve said he had been in continual contact with his 
mother (who lived in New York) but became worried when he didn't hear from 
her for two months. Steve came to New York to see if his mother was alright, 
but found the apartment empty. He went to the police and they referred him to 
our program. Steve and the staff made several attempts at locating his mother 
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but she could not be found. After several days a staff member was able to locate 
a WOlllllfi who knew where Steve's mother was located. We were able to reach 
the mother and arranged Steve's reunion with hel". 

(10) George age 13, started running away from home at age 10. When George 
caml' to the pr~gram he told us that he and his family would always argue. Our 
staff llIade contact with George's family and set up several family meetings to 
asse:;s the home situation. After in-depth discussions with George and his lJarents, 
George decided to return home. The family is presently involved in ongoing 
coumll'llng with our Family Services Unit. 

(20) Jack, age 17, came to our program after being discharged to hiniself 
from II. state psychiatric facility. He wus initially committed by his parents at 
age 15 when he told them he thought he was a homosexual. By the time Juck 
arrived at Covenant House, he had already acquired vurious institutional be
haviors such as rocking back and forth in his chair and staring blunkly into 
spaee. In talking with Jack we discovered that he was terrified of being in the 
community. He became so dependent on the hospital that he felt helpless. We 
attelU{lfed contact with Jack's parents but they wanted no further involvement 
with him. We were finally able to refer Jack to a group home with you;ugsters his 
own age and where he has been able to return to school. Om' staff kept in contact 
witll this group home and was told that Jack wal'j steadily progressing. 

(21) Carl, age 17, left an akoholic father and drug addicted mother in Chicago. 
He hitehhiked his way to New York because he had been told he could make "easy 
money." Carl had been hustling nine months in Times Square before he came to 
the program. It took many hours of intense counseling and discussion to help 
Carl begin to realize the price he was paying for the so called "easy money." 
After much perseveranee. thp :;It/Iff was able to gf't Carl to agree to go into group 
home placement. Carl was willing to try it, on II. "temporary basis." Upon Carl's 
dischnrge from the program, the staff followed up with the group home and found 
that Cnrl is still in placement. It has been nine months sin~e he left Covenant 
Homle. 

(22) Chris, age 17, has been in placement most of his life. He stated that his 
mother didn't want him so he was put away. Our staff made several attempts 
at contacting Chris' mother but to no avail. While Chris was at the program, 
we helped him to get a job and enroll in a GED program. Chris went to live with a 
frielu1 and periodically keeps in contact with the program. 

(23) Steve, age 16, has been in placement most of his life. Steve was tired of 
being moved from placement to placement and wanted desperately to retllrnhome 
"like other kids." Our staff tried to contact Steve's mother but she wanted no part 
of 11im. We were finally able to contact a grandparent in Boston with whom 
Steye is now living. 

(24) Tony, age 17, was thrown out of his ]lOuse by his mother because she felt 
he was not motivated enough to obtuin a job. Tony and his mother argued fre
quently because he wanted to attend GED classes and she feIt that wasn't im
portllllt. Our staff helped Tony get into a GED program as well as obtaining a job. 
Tony is now living on his own and utilizes our aftercare servicetS. 

(25) Pete, age 17, arrived at Covenant House after his home situation became 
chaotie due to his father's drinking problem. Pete felt himself under a great deal 
of preflsure at home and could no longer concentrute on school. Pete views his 
education very seriously and has hopes of attending college. Our staff spoke 
with the father who appeared unconcerned about the boy's welfare. We were 
able to contact an aunt, with whom Pete lived previously, who said Pete could 
live with her. Pete will be graduating from high schOOl in June and going on to 
college in the Fall. 



COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE STATISTICS-UNDER 21 CRISIS INTERVENTION CENTER (EXCLUSIVE OF RUNAWAY 
GROUP HOMES) 

January 
1979 to 

December 

Total 
April 1977 

to 
December 

April 1977 
to 

December 
1978 Percent 1979 Percent 1979 Percent 

Total number served _______________ _ 
Total number visits _________________ _ 
Sex: Male _________________________ _ 

Female _______________________ _ 
Ethnlcity: Black _________________________ _ 

Caucasian ____________________ _ 
H ispan Ic ______________________ _ 
Other and unknown ____________ _ 

Age: Under 12 ______ • _______________ _ 
12 to 15________________ _ _ __ _ 
16. to 17 _______________________ _ 
18 to 20 _______________________ _ 

ij~C~~~ri::::::::::::::=:::::: 
Presenting request: Shelter ______________________ _ 

Food _________________________ _ 
Job ___________________________ _ 
Counseiing ___________________ _ 
School ________________________ _ 
Other _________________________ _ 
Unknown ____________________ _ 

Revisits: 
Number of repeat visllors. ______ _ 
Number of average vislts ________ _ 
Reception/intake _______________ _ 
Counselin g ___________________ _ 
Meal service ________________ _ 

Average per day ___________ _ 
Shelter ________________________ _ 

Average per day_. __________ _ 
Job counseling _________________ _ 
Groups ________________________ _ 
Family sessions ________________ _ 
Returned home ________________ _ 

Referrals: 
Referrals elsewhere ___________ _ 
Shelter ________________________ _ 
Job ____________ . ______________ _ 
Other _______________________ _ 

Social work: 
Individual casework ____________ _ 
Family casework _______________ _ 
Grou pwork ____________________ _ 
Referrals: 

Communityagencles _______ _ 
PlacemenL _______________ _ 

Advocacy on behalf of youth and families ____________________ _ 
Medical: 

Individual counseling ________ . __ _ 
Group counseling__________ • __ _ 
Medical examination ____________ _ 
Medical referral ________________ _ 

Walk-in team: 

10,395 ___________ _ 
31,640 ___________ _ 

8,353 
2,042 

5,755 
1,726 
2,009 

905 

80 
20 

55 
17 
19 
9 

49 1 
1,083 10 
2,471 24 
5,956 57 

411 4 
425 4 

2,251 22 
5,946 57 

116 1 
1,270 12 2 ___________ _ 

317 3 
493 5 

4,119 40 6 ___________ _ 
34,174 ___________ _ 
14,969 ___________ _ 
70,876 ___________ _ 

111 ___________ _ 
17,103 ___________ _ 

27 ___________ _ 
990 ___________ _ 

1,075 ___________ _ 
122 __________ _ 
481 ___________ _ 

10,742 ___________ _ 
39,246 ___________ _ 

8,866 
1,876 

6,821 
931 

2,586 
404 

83 
17 

63 
9 

24 
4 

27 __________ _ 
955 9 

2,408 22 
6,874 64 

387 4 
91 1 

2,135 20 
8,521 80 4 _________ _ 

3~ __________ ,-
13 __________ _ 
21 ___________ _ 
13 ___________ _ 

5,512 51 6 ___________ _ 
41,086 ___________ _ 
15,631 ___________ _ 
81, 075 __________ _ 

222 ___________ _ 
19, 538 ___________ _ 54 ___________ _ 

84 ___________ _ 
18, 051 ___________ _ 

65 __________ _ 
910 ___________ _ 

1, ~~i ===:====:=~~~~~~~~~~~~====::::::=: 838 ____________ 1,096 ___________ _ 

2,977 ____________ 4,554 ___________ _ 
897 ____________ 1,216 ___________ _ 
269 ___________ 1,161 ___________ _ 

282 ____________ 272 ___________ _ 
234 ____________ 146 __________ _ 

3,871 ___________ _ 6,712 ___________ _ 

655 ___________ _ 
31 __________ _ 

2,196 ___________ _ 
27 ___________ _ 

135 ___________ _ 570 ___________ _ 
195 ___________ _ 617 ___________ _ 

Individual counseling ___________________________________ _ 
Family counseling _____________________________________ _ 

2,117 ___________ _ 
111 __________ _ 

~~le~~:fL ___ =::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::: 
Family service unit: Individual counseling ___________________________________ _ 

Family oounseling _____________________________________ _ 

~~le~~fl _____ ::::::::::::::=::=:::::::::::::::::=:: 

409 ___________ _ 
319 ___________ _ 

19 ___________ _ 
396 ___________ _ 
139 ___________ _ 

5 ___________ _ 

121,137 ___________ _ 
70,886 __________ _ 

17,219 
3,918 

12,576 
2,657 
4,595 
1,309 

o 

81 
19 

59 
13 
22 
6 

76 ___________ _ 
2,038 10 
4,897 23 

12,830 61 
798 2 
516 2 

4,386 21 
14,467 69 120 ___________ _ 
1,305 6 15 ___________ _ 

338 2 
506 2 

9,631 46 6 ___________ _ 
75,260 ___________ _ 
30,600 ___________ _ 

151,951 ___________ _ 
151 ____________ . 

36,641 ___________ _ 
36 __________ _ 

1,074 ___________ _ 
19,126 ___________ _ 

187 ___________ _ 
1,391 ___________ _ 

1,102 ___________ _ 
2,310 ___________ _ 

15 ___________ _ 
1,934 ___________ _ 

7,531 ___________ _ 
2,113 ___________ _ 
1,430 ___________ _ 

554 __________ _ 
380 ___________ _ 

10,582 ___________ _ 

2,851 __________ _ 
58 ___________ _ 

705 ___________ _ 
812 ___________ _ 

2,117 _______ -----111 ___________ _ 
409 ___________ _ 
319 ___________ _ 

19 ___________ _ 
396 ___________ _ 
139 ___________ _ 

5 ___________ _ 

Educational/vocational counseling: Individual counseling____________ 891 ____________ 653 ____________ 1,544 ___________ _ 
Group counseling________________ 715 __________ 820 ____________ 1,535 ___________ _ 
Job referral ________________ 653 ____________ 276 ____________ 929 ___________ _ 
Educational/vOi!ational referraL__ 127 ____________ 207 ____________ 334 ___________ _ 

+~!~{~~g _:::::::::::=:::=::===:=:::=:::=:===::===:= 3~i ========:=: 3~i :::=::=::::= Days of school attendance________________________________ 199 ___________ 199 ___________ _ 
Days of Dn-the-job training _____________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Obtained jobs while at U-2L____________________________ 46 ____________ 46 ___________ _ 

t Total number served In calculated on a monthly basis. Therefore, the total number of new children served during this 
time Is 11,506. 
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PBEPABED STATEMENT OF JUDITH K. WILLIAMS 

Senator Bayh, Honorable Gentlemen of the Committee: My name is Judy 
Williams and I am the Director of Open-Jnn, a shelter care agency in Tucson, 
Arizona. 

I would like to take my time to give you an idea of what Open-Inn is and 
what we do for our community; how we utilize the funclings we receive under 
the Runaway Youth Act. . 

,Open-Inn began in December of 1974 and we were the first agency in the 
State of Arizona to provide short term residential care and counseling for run
away youth. In our first year of operation we served about 300 youth, that 
number has now grown to over 500 in 1979. We operate two homes, and now 
have 3 full-time counselors, 2 Program Coordinators, and 6 houseparents, with 
an annual operating budget of $190,000. 45 percent of that budget comes from 
Federal monies. 

We provide short term housing, up to 15 days, on a crisis basis and our clients 
are seen daily by one of our counselors. We encourage their families to partici
pate and we now provide an aftercare program for up to 90 days to insure 
family stabill ty. 

The majority of our clients have returned to their homes or a member of 
their extended family; are now in school or preparing to return to school, and 
most have not run away again. 

At Open-Inn we try to help our youth decide on their future plans and goals, 
and we provide counseling for the entire family. While they stay at one of our 
homes the youth are provided with groups and recreational activities, and our 
counselors will act as their advocates with the Juvenile Court system, the 
School system, and, when necessary, the Welfare system. 

In addition to our residential and aftercare services we handled over 7,500 
phone calls last year, ranging from information and referral issues to crisis 
intervention and telephone counseling. We maintain a 24 hour Crisis Hot Line 
which is well publicized ,vithin our community. 

Our service area, the City of Tucson, now has a population of about 500,000, 
of which about 1h are under the age of 18. According to Juvenile Court statistics, 
Tucson had about 1600 runaways picked up last year. The F.B.I. feels that this 
is perhaps lh of the total number of youth who actually leave home. 

cAbout 47 percent of the youth in our area who enter the juvenile court system 
have "running" listed as one of their offenses. About 22 percent are there for 
that problem alone. Another statistic that we have seen is that about 70 percent 
of our clients are females, with an average age of 15 years old. With Tucson's 
population expected to double by the year 2000 I think we can expecte a con
tinued incr~ase in our client population, and an increased need for neighbor
hood shelter care programs to proviile the service and counseling necessary to 
guide our youth. 

I have come here today to show my support for the reauthorization of the 
Runaway Youth Act. I would also like to voice my preference for Senator Bayh's 
bill which would increase the allocation and provide an adequate funding level 
for the next 5 years. 

Without the support of this act, agencies like Open-Inn will more than likely 
be forced to close their doors. The youth that we now counsel and serve will 
be forced back on the streets, and without trying to sound too melodramatic, 
all indications are that we would see an increase in drug use, prostitution, and 
petty crimes. 

I said eadieI', Open-Inn's annual budget now consists of about 45 percent 
Federal monies. However, we have been active in Our pursuit of local and state 
grants and have been very successful in moving away from a total dependenc.e 
on federal money, which I feel is the correct way to run a community based 
service agency. We use our federal money to match local grants and it also 
enables us to go after private funds from individuals, religious groups, and pri
vate foundations. But the plain fact .of the matter is that without this money 
we would not be able to exist in the form that we do today. 

In closing I would like to say that Open-Inn has been fortunate in that we 
have received the enthusiastic support of our community. Our Board of Direc
tors reflects this support in their broad based membership, and in their will
ingness to give many hours of their time volunteering for various duties on be
half of Open-Inn. We have taken our responsibilities seriously and have strived 
to go above and beyond the national goals that were set by this act. We have 
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successfully linked with other y{)uth serving agencies both locaUy and nation
ally, and I was recently elected to be the regional representative to the National 
Network of Runaway Youth Services. To continue with our work, Gentlemen, 
we net.'<l your help. I hate to hear people saying, "he is young, he must wait; he 
will have plenty of chances". Without the re-authorizati{)n of the Runaway 
youth Act there may just be fewer chances this time. 

Thank you. 

Ms. JOLLY. The last panel this afternoon will be Sue Matheson, 
executive director, Xanthos, in Alrumed!a, Calif.; Ronald W. Clement, 
executive director, Diogenes Youth Services, Davis, Calif.; Cynthia 
Myers, Metro-Help, Inc., Chicago, Ill., Robbie Calilaway, meonber, 
Maryland State Advisory Group and also, a member of the National 
Youth Work Alliance, and Becky Davis, director, Southern Area 
Youth Services or SAYS. " 

First, I would like to say that Senator Mathias does send his apol
ogies. He was unavoidably called away right now. He was planning 
to be here for a part of the hearing today. And, as you all know, 
Senator Mathias was an original sponsor of the Juvenile Justice Act, 
in 1972. He was the ranking aninority member of the Subcommittee to 
Investigate J uveni~e Delinquency when Senator Bayh was the chair
man. 

They worked very closely together over the years. I know that Sen
ator Mathias feels as strongly about the J"uvenile and R.una way Youth 
Act as Senator Bayh and many of the other Members of the Senate 
and the House. 

When the hill originally passed in 1974, it Wi3.S by an overwhe.1ming 
b1partisan vote of 88 to 1. 

In 1977, when it was reauthorized, it was passed by unanllnous con
sent. 

We hope that this bodes well for 1980, since we have gone uphill 
and we are going to keep going uphill. 

The House has been just as generous with their votes, also. In 1974, 
the House passed the J llvenile Justice Act by a vote of 329 to 5. 

Then, in 1977, the vote was 389 to 5. 
So, we have made a lot of headway on both sides. 
Welcome this morning. Let us start out with Sue :Matheson, the 

executive director of Xanthos. 
Sue~ 

PANEL OF: ROBBm CALLAWAY, MEMBER, MARYLAND STATE 
ADVISORY GROUP; SUE MATHESON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
XANTHOS, ALAMEDA, CALIF.; CYNTHIA MYERS, METRO·HELP, 
INC., CHICAGO, ILL.; :BECKY DAVIS, DIRECTOR, SOUTHERN AREA 
YOUTH SERVICES; AND RONALD W. CLEMENT, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, DIOGENES YOUTH SERVICES, DAVIS, CALIF. 

Ms. MATHESON. Thank you. 
I am here as chairperson of the board of directors of the National 

Network of R.unaway and Youth Services, speaking on behalf of our 
membership. 

You have heard today 12 individuals who are members of the na
tional network. Our membership which founded the first runaway 
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services nationwide has increased their service delivery system over 
the past 13 years so that currently our members are largely multi
service delivery centers in community-based settings. 

As an example, I am director of a community-based agency in 
California which is impacted by the total Juvenile Justice and De
Hnquency Prevention Aet. 

We have a status offender program that was started under the dein
stitutionalization of status offender initiative out of the Office. 

Locally, I have seen programs such as the children in custody initia
tive make tremendous changes for the children that we serve. 

Additionally, the work done by the assessment centl'rs program 
currently funded under the institute, will have an impact on the types 
of programs we will be designing for the future. 

The importance of the Juvenile Justice Act and Senator Ba.yh's 
role is not. to be disputed. I am here with a clear mandate from our 
membfJrship to let you know that we collectively support the passage 
of S. 2441, and commend Senator Bayh for his continued efforts. 

We have submitted a written statement for the record. J will, there
fore, briefly highlight some of the key areas we wish to comment on. 

First, we are gravely concerned over the renaming of the act as the 
Violent Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980. 

Ms. JOLLY. Let me just correct that. The sam2 point came up yes
terday. We did not rename the act. The a.ct will still be entitled the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended, 
by this legislation. 

Ms. j\fATHESON. It is a very important issue because the whole spirit 
of the act is based on the prevention of juvenile delinquency. 

:Ms. J OLLY. You are COl'Tect. 
Ms. MATHESON. It is important for us at a local program level and 

for the nmding flow for that spirit and emphasis to remain .. 
Ms. JOLLY. The bill S. 2441, is just a miuor amendment to the over

all law. We will still have the major portion of the Juvenile Justice 
Act retained. 

We appreciate that comment. I know the Senator was interested 
about that yesterday, too. 

Ms. MATHESON. One of the suggestions that we have offered regard
ing the whole issue of the violent juvenile offender is that you con
sider establishing a new title. As title III, the Runa way Youth Act, 
provides for specific services, there could additionally be a special title 
for the violent juvenile offender. 

We are aware that it is a very small number of offenders we are 
talking about, and still, there seems to be a clamor from the public 
to do something about it. f 

Unfortunately, this tends to mean "lock kids up." There are other 
more creative ways of 100Jdng at treatment of the violent juvenile 
offender. If it were under a separate title, that might be conducive to 
some program planning, other than just institutionalization. 

Ms. JOLLY. Senator Bayh is opposed to institutionalization of any
one who hasn't committed a crime. 

Ms. MATHESON. Right. We are talkiug about institutionalization as 
being the only treatment modality for violent offenders. There are 
other ways to work with kids who have committed violent crimes. 
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Ms. JOLLY. Right. Senator Bayh has never proposed that institu
tionalization is the only answer at all. 

A.s a matter of fact, I think one of the reasons that he wants to bring 
this topic to the forefront is because it appears as though the media 
and some social welfare people and people in the psychology field and 
education field, do focus on tlus issue of violent offenders. 

I lmow Senator Bayh ~tnd I realize that violent offenders are a very 
small percentage of our entire population of youngsters in the juvenile 
justice system. 

Ms. J\lllTHESON. Yes, I agree. 
Ms. JOLLY. But I believe what the Senator expected in doing that was 

to receive adequate information on how ma.ny people there were who 
were violent offenders and how much money do we have to use in our 
system for them so we could for once put a lid on the myth that the 
majority of our young people are violent offenders. Our young people 
are making accomplishments like being "Children's Express Report
ers" like Mara Lozier that you heard testify this morning. 

It is a problem that I hope we all get to work with. 
Ms. l\1:ATHESON. Yes; we would be very supportive of that clarifi

cation. 
I would like to bring up a couple of other issues that we are con

cerned about. One of the areas is around the Office itself and the testi
mony you heard this morning regarding funding flow problems and 
slowdowns. The staffing pattern has always been a critical issue for the 
Office. 

We would hope that in light of the recommendation to increase 
funds, there would be an appropriate increase in the staff of the Office 
in order to move the funds in a more timely manner. 

I know you have mentioned this concern also. In another matter we 
are aware that the House Budget Committee has eliminated funding at 
this point for LEU and we believe that this warrants attention. 

In light of any concurrence by the Senate, we suggest that the auton
omy of OJ JDP is absolutely critical at this time. 

We recommend that Congress consider the maintenance of effort 
moneys be salvaged since they are critical at this point to the entire 
amount of funds that juvenile justice programs have to work with. 

Something of special interest that Senator Bayh has introdueed in 
S. 2441 we heartily support. Too often we in the field have found that 
pat solutions to complicated juvenile delinquency prevention problems 
are adopted due to mass media exposure, when something becomes 
"popular" because it has received television coverage. 

~ These kinds of programs tend to be replicated all over the country, 
'~ based on the publicity they receive. Therefore, we are very supportive 

of the provision for a d~tailed evaluation of the Rahway juvenile 
awareness project. 

Ms. JOLLY. Thank you. I lmow that Senator Bayh was interested in 
that too, because this program has been controversial. 

It would be very beneficial to have at least that Federal Juvenile 
Justice Office do a detailed evaluation and see where we go from there. 

A.ccording to Senator Bayh's proposal at least, we would require 
that investigation be completed within 6 months of the act's passage. 

Ms. MATHESON. We can probably defer our local police and proba-

70-796 0 - 81 - 15 
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tion departments from adapting this program until a full evaluation 
is completed. . 

Ms. JOLLY. Yes. 
Ms. MATHESON. As Senator Bayh has acknowledged and we in tht, 

field lmow, community-based organizations have continually demon
strated the ability t9 assist in the Federal Government's juvenile de-
linquency prevention efforts. . 

We suggest that this be highlighted to a greater degree and spe
cifically, that a set-aside of 15 percent of funds be mandateu in the act 
to be distributed by the States to local, nonprofit community-based 
organziations. 

You have heard about the increased competition in California for 
funds, due to impending cutbacks. Many other States and local juris
dictions are in the same situation. The truth is that at the local level 
and the State level, we are increasingly going to be i.n competition 
with police deparments and probation "departments and their tradi.
tional services. 

For prevention efforts, we need to have community-based programs 
strengthened. through the J JDP A. 

Ms. JOLI,Y. Yes. 
Ms. M.A.THESON. In closing, I would like to restate that we are in full 

concurrence with the 5·,year authorization and the funding level sub
mitted by Senator Bayh. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to present the comments of 
the national network. I also wish to emphasize that our members can 
attest to the. impact that the JJDP has had on the young people we 
work with on a daily basis. 

We urge you to continue these efforts and we support the extension 
of tIllS unique and vital youth legislation. 

Thank you . 
. Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. . 

Ron Clement, executive director, Diog~nes Youth Services, and also 
a member of the national network. 

TESTIMONY OF RONALD W. CLEMENT 

Mr. CLEMENT. Thank you. 
I would like to mention, I am spealdng from over 8 years experience 

in providing services to runaways and otherwise homeless youth. My 
experience is both as an agency' director and as a counselor working 
directly with troubled youth and families. 

I am here today in my capacity as chairperson of the network's pub
lic policy committee. I would like to concur with some amendments 
and propose others, specifically regarding the Runaway and Home
less Youth Act. 

The position of the national network is that the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act should be reauthorized without major modi
fication. 

I think there has been adequate testimony, both yesterday and 
today, attesting to the fact that this legislation is working. 'Ve believe 
it should be allowed to continue to do so much as is. 

There have been some changes in the field, even in the last 3 years. 
We believe the act should reflect these. 

The most strildng changes have to do with the increasingly serious 
nature of the problems that young people are bringing to us, and the 



219 

changing nature of our services that we must deliver in order to 
effectively respond to their needs. 

I need not go into detail as to the degree of these problems. Many 
speakers today have effectively outlined how troubled these young 
people are. 

One of the most striking· aspects of the dramatic increase in the 
number of homeless youth. Nationally, as many as 40 percent of the 
youn~ people now being served by runaway centers can only be 
deSCrIbed as homeless. 

These youth need longer term .assistance. They need more special
ized services. They need employment. They need longer term housing. 
They need transition to independent living. 

At this time, in this country, runaway centers are the only service 
system moving to respond to the need of homeless youth. 

\Ve wholeheartedly applaud the change in the title of the act to 
recognize homeless youth as well. 

I would like to point out that althou~h runaway centers have be
come much more involved in serving these troubled young people, 
our primary mission remains to reconcile family differences and to 
return young people to their family homes. 

Within my own agency in California, nearly 80 percent of the 
young people we serve return to their family homes. 

In over 50 percent of all instances, the .parents ·are actively par
ticipating in family counseling. 

On a national basis, at least 40 percent of the young people served 
by runaway centers do not need to be sheltered but can receive counsel
ing and other services on a drop in basis. 

I think in this year when there is so much concern about the family 
and supporting the family, it is important to point out that runaway 
centers are doing an excellent job of supporting the family structure. 

We would propose an amendment to the legislation which would 
change ·all references to runaway houses to runaway centers. 

There have been many comments today pointing out how runaway 
centers have diversified services, how we are linking with social wel
fare, juvenile justice, and mental health systems. 

As the problems of our young peoJ?le become more diverse to our 
responses to th~se needs, we think it IS only appropriate that the act 
state that we are runaway centers in fact. 

I would like to briefly touch on some funding issues. We would sup
port increasing the grant size to $150,000. It has been pointed out that 
runaway centers are very good at developing other sources of funding 
and scrounging to make sure that services are provided. But there are 
limits to even what we can do. If we want to provide effective services, 
a p:rant limit of $150,000 is certainly appropriate. 

In keeping with that, we would also propose that the upper limit 
in the program budp:et be increased to $300,000. We think it is im
pOl-tant to keep a limit, because that supports community based 
pro~raming. 

The very essence of the runaway center is that we are linked with 
and respond to the needs of our communities. An upper limit helps 
promote that. 

The increase in the limit from $150,000 to $300,000 js in keepin~ wit.h 
the nature of the programs as they exist in the field at this time. 
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We would also think that it is very important to immediately in
crease the authorization to $35 million. Although authorizations are 
not always directly linked to appropriations, we would hope that the 
committee would be receptive and by increasing the a"!lthorization 
demonstrate a genuine commitment to serving runaway and homeless 
youth on a national basis. 

We are very supportive of moving toward the establishment of rtm
away centers throughout the Nation. We recognize that this can only 
be done with an increase in funding. 

We are very wary of any major increases in the funding formula or 
fI.pproach at this time, without a major increase in the appropriations. 

'fhis is a delicately balanced system. Any major changes could simply 
create chaos and result in poor services for children. 

We would like to recommend that part C of the act which authorizes 
the President to develop plans for transfer of the act either to the 
A.CTION Agency or to OJJDP be deleted. 

~ve believe that the Youth Development Bureau has done an ex
ceHcant job of administering the act, and although somewhat belatedly, 
it appears that HEW and the administration are now supporting this 
legislation. 

The :fact is, the program works and we think we can keep it in HEW, 
at least for the next period of reauthorization. 

Over the last 2 days there have been many ~omments about what 
good work we are doing in reducing the numbers of juvenile defend
ers. In particular, we have seen dramatic decreases in the numbers 
of stat'ls offenders. 

Unicriulll1tely, too often, when we remove status offenders from the 
juvenile justice system, we fail to develop the alternative programs, as 
Mr. Bayh pointed out, to address these young people's needs. 

In the parts of the country where ru.naway centers exist, they are 
in :fact the alternative. Runaway center~ have proven that status of
fenders and other youth in crisis can be effectively helped in nonsecure 
settings. . 

In terms of deinstitutionalization of status offenders, we are the 
n1.odel. "Va stand ready to work with Senator Bayh and the committee 
in any way to move forward on the speedy and invigorating reauthor
ization for the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear today. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Mr. CLEMENT, Thank y<,u. 
Ms. JOLLY. Cynthia Myers. 

TESTIMONY OF CYNTHIA MYERS 

:Ms. :MYERS. I am Cynthia Myers, executive director of the Metro
Help, Inc. National Runaway Switchboard, which is located in Chi
cago, TIL 

I want to thank the commit.tee for the opportunity to be here today. 
Recognizing that. this is the end of 2 days worth of hearings, I 

would like you to know that I am going to provide you with some 
information that you haven't heard before. 

The National Runaway Switchboard is the nationwide telecommu
nications program for runaways and their families. I would like to 
begin by sharm~ with you a few of the calls received by the National 
Runaway Switcnboard in the past couple of months. 
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_'-\.my, ag-e 15, and I want you to note here that the names and loca
tions have been altered to protect the confidentiality of the callers. 

Amy, age 15, came to Phoenix to get away from an abusive ho~e 
situation. Now, 6 months later, she was working the streets of Phoemx 
as a prostitute and regularly beaten by her pimp. 

She wanted to leave her pimp, but she did not know what to do or 
where to go. 

She called the National Runawav Switchboard which we refer to as 
NRS. and the NRS volunteer con~erenced her with a local runaway 
center that had a special project to help young prostitutes. 

The center was able to give her housing, counseling and other long
term services. 

Fourteen-year-old Sharon had been repeatedly abused sexually by 
her father since she was 5. The local child welfare agency finally 
int.ervened and took Sharon out of the family home. 

However, Sharon was placed in a locked detention facility that 
made her feel like a criminal rather than the victim that she was, 
and it was not appropriate to her needs. 

When Sharon called the NRS, she was very depressed and con
templating suicide. Through the NRS, Sharon contacted a local runa
way shelter with the youth advocacy component. One of the advocates 
was able to arrange Sharon's transfer from the detention facility to a 
more appropriate seWng. 

Dominic, age 14, left his upstate New York home, after his step
father beat him continually and permanently damaged his hand. 

After arriving in Philadelphia, he went to live with a man who 
had befriended him in a park near the bus station. Although the man 
was initially kind to him, he soon forced Dominic to prostitute himself 
with friends the man brought hom£', threatening to turn Dominic over 
to the police as a runaway if he refused to cooperate. 

A.fraid of returning home and having no marketable job skills, 
Dominic felt trapped in this life of degredation. The NRS was able to 
place a conference call to a local runaway center which agreed to help 
Dominic leave the apartment where he was staying and arrange per
manent foster placement for him. 

The National Runaway Switchboard acts as a confidential toll free, 
24-hour, 7-day-a-week, information referral and crisis intervention 
telephone service for young people who have run away from home, 
been thrown out or are considering leaving home. 

The National Runaway Switchboard's role is to link young people 
with the resources that provide service needed by the caller. 

Since its inception, in 1974, the NRS has served over 486,000 teens 
and their families. 

I want you to stop for a. moment and think about this number-
486.000 teens. 

:i\1:ore recently in calendar year 1979, the NRS served 143,796 people. 
Of this number, 77.3 percent were from runaways. 
And 18.8 percent were from young people who had not left home; 

3:9 percent were from throwaways. Throwaways, as has been men
tIoned before, are young people who have been forced out of their 
homes or who are otherwise homeless youth. 
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The National Runaway Switchboard maintains an up-to-date list 
of over 7,000 agencies throughout the country who serve young people. 
This listing includes many shelters, group homes, -community mental 
health c\'mtcrs, counseling agencies, medical clinics, and any other 
agency that mee'ts the needs of runaways on the road 01' in the home 
community. ' 

More than a third of the callers to the National Runaway Switch
board makes some contact with their families. 

In this type of call, a young person on the road, calls the NRS 
with a message that they want to be delivered to either their parent 
or guardian. Most messages take the form of something positive or 
neutral such as, "I'm OK. Don't worry. I'll be home soon." 

Some families and runaways have delivered up to five messages 
back and forth to each other before they have agreed to meet. 

The National Runaway Switchboard also maintains' statistics on 
the calls received and the tvpps of referrals made. 

Our 1979 statistics released just this week, show some disturbing 
changes. The number of calls from yOilllg people who have been 
thrown out of their homes has increased tremendously. 

During 1976, 1.8 percent of the total calls received were from 
throwaways. 

By 1979, that percentaO'e has jumped to 3.9 p!Jrcent. 
In child abuse, both physical and sexual, the increase is even more 

devastating. The National Runaway Swit.chbr.lard is receiv-ing nearly 
four times as many calls concerning child abUSE> as were received 3 
years ago. . 

In 1976, one percent of the total calls taken by. NRS were child 
abuse related. ". 

While, in 1979, that figure jumped to 3.5 percent.: While 3.5 per
cen.t may seem like a small percentage at first glance, it translates into 
approximately 5,033 teenagers just last year. 

We know that certainly not all of the child abuse victims call. In 
fact, a small percentage of child abuse victims recognize the problem 
and ask for help. 

On the brighter side, the NRS finds that young people spend less 
time away from home before they call for help. Three years ago, the 
average runaway spent a week on the road before making contact 
with the NRS. 

Indications from 1979 data are that runaways call the NRS within 
3 to 4: days after leaving. This clearly indicates that if runaways and 
young people who think they have to run away have another option, 
they will use it. 

I mention,ed earlier that the NRS keep a listing of agencies who 
serve runaways across the cguntry. I wisli I could tell you that there 
are enough programs available to serve all runaways who need and 
want assistance. 

I wish I could even tell you there are programs enough to serve a 
majority of those teenagers. Unfortunately, there are many, many 
times the NRS calls a runaway program and they are full. 

There have been tremendous strides made since. 1974:. There are 
communities who never thought of offering services for runaways 
who now have some of the best programs in the country. 
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However, there is much more to he done. 'fhere are major metropol
itan areas in this country who have almost no available housing for 
runaways. 

There are other areas where the nearest runaway program is 300 
miles away. ' 

It is for these reasons that the National Runaway Switchboard 
strongly encourages a higher ceiling for funding of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act. 

I recognize that these lare not the most lucrative of economic times. 
However, historical and sociological research have indicated that dur
ing times of economic stress the incidence of family problems 
increases. 

It is extrmnely important tha.t the services available to youth and 
their :lia.milies be increased. 

The National Runaway Switchboard and the other youth develop
ment bureau funded runaway programs act most often as entry points 
of service for a family in trouble. 

The l'lmaway, as we how, is often the red fl1ag on the family. By 
calling the NRS or contacting the runaway center, the runaway is 
ruble to obtain help for themselves, and in most cases, for the family 
before something more serious happens. 

I recognize that there are a lot of problems facing the country today, 
and many social problems that need attention. However, runaway and 
family problems are univemal. We know that running away knows no 
boundaries, no l,acial boundaries, no economic boundaries nor geo
graphic boundaries. 

Runaways and family problems are serious issues that need con
tinued attention. 

In conclusion, the National Runaway Switchboard strongly sup
ports the reauthorization of the J uV811ile Justice ,and Delinquency 
Prevention Act and the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act. 

The National Runaway Switchboard further urges the support of 
an increase in the funding ceiling for the Runaway Youth Act. 

"Ve also clearly support the telecommunications system. 
I would like, in closing, to share with you just one more call from 

a young person who has called us. 
Chris, a 151h-year-old high school sophomore was abandoned by 

her mother. She came home from school one day and found that her 
mother and her mother's boy friend had emptied the trailer they had 
all lived in and left town without a trace. 

When Chris called the l\TRS, she had been wandering around town in 
shock for 3 or 4 days, with no place to go and a bad sore throat. 

The Iowa town she was calling from did not have a runaway shelter. 
But the NRS was able to find a local chapter of the Salvation Army 
that agreed to find Chris lodging, medical care, to help her find rela
tives that could take her in. 

The National Runaway Switchboard receives calls from people like 
Chris and Amy and Sharon and Dominic all day long, every day of the 
year. On their behalf, and more importantly, on behalf of the young 
people calling as we sit here, I thank you for your time and attention. 

Ms. JOLLY. Did you have another example ~ You said you had two. 
Ms. MYERS. I am finished. 



Ms. JOLLY. Thanks very much. 
Robbie Callaway. 
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TESTIMONY OF ROBBIE CALLAWAY 

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mary. Liz. Thank you for having me here today. 
Thanks to those people in the audience for sticking It out to the end. 
Somebody please check and see if my mother is still here. 

Ms. JOLLY. J think it is important to know that this is a reauthoriza
tion hearing on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 
There are probably more people here at this time after being here since 
9 :30 in the morning than there were on hearings on the balanced budget 
and hearings on a Constitutional Convention Procedures Act. Juvenile 
Justice has a strong advocacy coalition. I really think you ought to give 
yourselves some pats on the back. It is grassroots organization like 
those represented here today who have made all the difference in our 
strength for the rights of juveniles. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I agree. [Applause.] 
Mary, three-fourths of them are my cousins. [Laughter.] 
I am going to be brief. I will give a little background as to why I am 

here. 
I started out working in prevention when I coached some delinquents 

in softball and turned them into softball champions. 
I worked with serious offenders in the bowels of society at the Dis

trict of Columbia Children's Center, in Forest Haven where they house 
mentally illi serious offenders in a secure, locked facility. 

I have also worked at Boys and Girls Homes of Montgomery 
County, with serious offenders and delinquents. The Boys and Girls 
Homes ,are one of the nationally recognized organizations in the coun
try. vVe have served kids from Senator Mathias' hometown. So, please 
make sure you take that back to him. 

I also have been a member of the Maryland Juvenile Justice Ad
visory Group since 1975 when it first started. We were very rocky at 
that time. \V" e have done a lot since then. It is 'a little rocky right now 
as we wait for tile Governor to make new appointments, but we are 
doing all right for youth in Maryland. 

I am also 8, staff member of the National Youth Work Alliance. 
In this capacity I have been able to travel across the country and 
hear from youth workers across the country as to what they felt the 
needs are in the field of youth work. 

I thinkwhat I want to do is be brief. I have .a lot more I could say 
but I want to keep it short. 

The first thing I would like to do is talk about this bill, S. 2441. 
I think the best thing about this bill, Mary, and I know you have done 
a lot of work on it; is that you didn't attempt to weaken this bill, the 
Juvenile Justice Act of 1974. 

I think you should be complimented and the rest of the people who 
worked with you on it should also be complimented. 

I think you should be complimented for maintaining the current 
separat~on language. I don't think any State should be granted an 
exemptIOn. 

I think you should be complimented for maintaining the curr.ent 
monitoring language. I think you should also be complimented for 
maintaining the current respectable national and State advisory 
groups. 



I don't think you, I don't think the Semite,! I don't think anyone 
on this committee should back off from any of these issues. 

Ms. JOLLY. I will make sure the "you," is Senator Bayh he is rs
ferring to 'as opposed to me. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. You still have the name plate up there and it says, 
"Senator Bayh." . 

The original Juvenile Justice Act had a lot of impact at the grass
roots level. I think your bill-the Senator's bill has maintained it. 

There are, however, a couple of issues in your bill that I must ad
dress, because I disagree with them wholeheartedly. One is the ear
marking of the maintenance of effort money for the seriQus offender 
01' the violent offender. 

I think it is a serious mistake. All the studies that I have seen and 
all the work that I have done in the field tell me that there are just 
not that many violent juvenile offenders. 

Ms. JOLLY. What percentage do you think there is~ If we were to 
choose wanting to link up some of the maintenance of effort, crime 
control moneys for violent offenders and/or serious offenders, what 
figure would you say would be more reasonable ~ 

Mr. CALLAWAY. As a matter of fact, one of the things I am going 
to talk about in my testimony is a possible compromise w that pro
vision. I would say that the actual violent offender population is less 
than 1 percent of the delinquent population in this country. 

Let me go on. 
Ms. JOLLY. Of course. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. I have a compromise I would like to add to that 

provision. There is another problem with earmarking it for the violent 
offender. I have operated a lot of community-based programs and I 
have had a lot of community-based programs establIshed, both with 
OJJ funds, LEAA funds and Runaway Youth Act funds. 

There is a difficulty when you go into a community and tell them 
that you would like to establish a program, because, naturally, they 
are leery. On'" of the major questions they ask: "Who are you going 
to serve in this program~" .. 

If I, as a program operator, were to have to tell them that my 
funding sourc;~ will only allow me to serve violent offenders, these 
five classmc'ation of offenders, I doubt very seriously that I could 
open a community-based program that can serve these kids. 

It is my firm belief that the only way we are going to serve these 
kids and keep them out of prisons and keep them ~)Ut of institutions 
and keep them out of locked, inhumane facilities, is if we serve them 
in the community in small community-based facilities. 

So, I think, programmatically, beyond just the community ac
ceptance, it is better to serve these offenders, these type offenders or 
whatever type in a mixed population, in the community. 

I think the definition of this offender needs to be broadened so 
that the money can bl.'. better spent. 

As written in S. 2~t41, the earmarking of these :funds is to establish 
programs aimed to curb violent crimes .committed by juveniles, par
ticularly in areas of: One, identification; two, apprehension; three, 
speedy adjudication; four, sentencing; and five, rehabilitation. 
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Given my experience, the message that will be given to the State 
funding conduits, the State planning agencies, is that these funds are 
to be used for: One, identification-more detectives; two, apprehen
sion-more police; three, speedy adjudication-more prosecutors; 
four, sentencing-more judicial support. 

When they get around to rehabilitation, No. 5 on that list, they are 
going to say, "Well, we can't establish community programs, so I guess 
we will have to put these offenders into the more traditional prison 
system." 

Mary, Liz, Senators who aren't here, you know that doesn't work. 
It does not work. It will never woik 

I can offer a compromise so as to not just come in and attack your 
p~ovision. I can offer something that could possibly work. 

Ms. JOLLY. What do you think of the present law or the present 
provision that we are amending that says that in the Justice System 
Improvement Act, which was changed on December 27, when the 
President signed it last year, that 19.5 percent of the overall total of 
OJARS appropriation would go to pro~rams focusing on juvenile 
delinquents as opposed to status and nonoffenders ~ 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I myself would have no problems with that. 
This is the compromise I can o:ffer~ If, for some reason this provision 

is ~o be accepted or if it is to come close to acceptance, that we: one, 
broaden the definition of offender, not strictly limiting the programs 
t,;r the violent offender; and two, earmark maybe up to half of the 
maintenance of effort money, for the serious offender. 

I am opposed to earmarking the money. Let me put that up front. 
But if we are going to earmark half of it to be used for programs 
with this broader definition of offender, and then, three, phase in this 
program ov:er 2 years so that no program currently receiving mainte
nance-of-effort money will have to suffer an early extinction. 

I have two additional areas of disagreement with this bill. I think 
that it is moving in the right direction when it talks about giving sep
arate and new authority to the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile 
Justice. I fear,though, that this does not go far enough. 

I would like to see the fourth box that we have all talked about. I 
realize, however, that there 'are sound arguments for not going the 
fourth box route, hlt on a scale, the arguments for it far outweigh the 
ar~u.ments against it. 

I tllink both the Senate and the House basically have good ideas on 
authority for OJJDP. The House does establish a fourth box. 

I feel tlie way we can accomplish the best desired result is to combil}.e 
the two bills and give the Administrator all of the authority that you 
vve in the Senate bill and also establish a fourth box. So that if 
LEAA, for some reason, dies, OJJ call live and OJJ can stand and be 
evaluated on its own. 

Ms. JOLLY. The Juvenile Justice Act will continue since it is a. sepa
rate statute and has a separate authorization as opposed to the O.JARS, 
LEAA, NIJ, and BJS. We are a free standing statutE}, so if, by chance, 
the President recommends on March 31 nq funding for O.TARS and 
LEU and if, by chance, the Congress approves it. I would estimate 
that is a far-off chance, but if they woulcl, the .Tuvenile Justice Office 
would still be reauthorized and the 'Juvenile Justice Act would continue 
to exist. 
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Mr. CALLAWAY. But Mary, if we are cut back and we lose all the 
maintenance-of-effort money and we lose all the additional money, we 
may--

Ms. JOLLY. What money are you referring to ~ 
Mr. CALLAWAY. In the budget cuts, if we have to suffer because of 

LEAA's past problem. 
Ms. JOLLY. What is the other area ~ 
Mr. CALLAWAY. The maintenance money and the money we may 

lose in cuts to the Juvenile Justice Act. If we, for some reason, have 
to be evaluated with LEAA as the House Budget Committee recently 
did, we are going to lose. If we not standing alone in the fourth box, 
we will lose funds. 

We may be still alive as the Juvenile Justice and the Juvenile Jus
tice Delinquency Prevention Act, but without the proper funds, we 
will be a hopeless cripple. 

Ms. JOLLY. I am sure that Senator Bayh, who as you know, also sits 
on the Appropriations Committee; is going to see that he does every
thing that'he can to make sure that we have an adequate amount of 
funding for the Juvenile Justice and Runaway Youth Act in fiscal 
year 1981. And if something happens to LEAA, I am sure that the 
Senator will have some alternative proposals iu mind to provide funds. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I am also sure the Senator has alternate proposals. 
I want to make sure that Senator Mathias does also. 

Ms. JOLLY. Right. We want to make sure that all Senators on the 
JUdiciary Committee at least are aware of that. 

Mr. CALLAWAY. I figure that between Senator Mathias on the Re
publican side and Senator Bayh. on the Democratic side, we can-we 
have sufficient force behind us. ' 

We just touched on the last thing I wanted to address, the authoriza
tion and appropriation. I think the authorization levels in' this bill 
need to be raised. As Ron mentioned, we never received the funds that 
are authorized. We receive the funds that are appropriated. If LEAA 
was to die or is continued to be cut back, we need the maintenance-of
effort money to be transferred to the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

I think the cleanest way to do that is to raise the authorization levels 
here and then when it comes time approve an appropriation of $200 
million for the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

I will not continue to go on. 
Ms. JOLLY. Your entire statement will be put in the record. 
Mr. CALLAWAY. Thanks a lot. I appreciate it. 
Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
We now have Becky Davis, director, Southern Area Youth Services. 

When Becky completes her testimony we will turn to Valerie who is 
accompanyin;z her. 

TESTIMONY OF BECKY DAVIS 

l\fs. DAVIS. I am grateful to Senator Mathias for the opportunity 
to address the committee. 

My name is Becky Davis. I am director of SAYS, Southern Area 
Youth Services, located in Prince Georges County, Md. 

I brought with me today three youth clients from my program. Val
erie is one of those three clients. She does not have a prepared state
ment. She would like to make a brief statement and to answer any 
questions you might have. 
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As a representative of one of the Runaway Youth Act funded pro
grams, I welcome this chance to tell you something about our program 
and to speak in support of reauthorizat.ion. 

I particularly am supportive of the provision of reauthorizing thp 
act for 5 years. Programs within the Runaway Youth Act system have 
been established as vital service providers within their communities. 
The length of this reauthorization gives us a solid base from which to 
continue to deliver services and from which to further develop local 
funding sources. 

I am also strongly supportive of the provision, section 211, provid. 
ing possible additional funds for title III programs from unobligated 
title II funds. 

The change in the title of the act from the Runaway Youth Act to 
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act is a welcome one. It recognizes 
the changes in fact and iinage of the population of youth that we serve. 

We no longer see young people who have run great distances in 
search of adventure or freedom. These young people who enter our 
program have often left homes which are very near to SAYS, some
times less than a mile away. While some are still runaways, we see a 
lot of young people who are thrown out by their parents. Sometimes 
they are thrown out in the middle of the night. 

These are youth in crisis. Youth who are reacting to severe problems 
in their families, to alcoholism, physical and sexual abuse and divided 
families torn by marital stress and by economic pressures. 

With problems like these we can no longer just be a shelter for run
aways. We have had to grow to meet the changing need. We have be
come a comprehensive service center for youth and families in crisis, a 
link ~tween the disaster and the cure. 

We are often the only open door in the middle of the night, the only 
place to turn where the service is provided before the forms are filled 
out. 

The youth and families in the communities know us and trust us to 
be accessible and to be flexible to meet their emergency needs right 
now, not in 2 weeks when there isa court date free or an appointment 
available. 

This is prevention. Being there with an immediate alternative to the 
str~. I think that the most important thing I can get across today, is 
the reality of the people that we deal with. 

The 14-year-old girl who mn from her abusive father in the middle 
of the night, the 15-year-old b")y who was picked up by the police for 
hitchhiking, a girl who arrived at our doorstep 9 months pregnant 
with no place to go and no medical services. 

The neighbor who knows that the kids next door are being beaten, 
the school counselor who notices the child who has not been attending 
school and can't find out Why, and the brother and sister who have 
been thrown out of their home and don't know where to go. 

There are many other cases that come to mind. The. important thing 
to Imow is that a laTge. percEmtage of these cases are successfully re
solved by our program and that we are meeting the needs of youth 
away from home. 

We are a vital and successful program and we need and urge your 
continuing support. 
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Ms. JOLLY. Thank you very much. 
Ms. DAVIS. This is Valerie. 
Ms. JOLLY. Valerie', how old are you ~ 
VALERIE. I am 16. 
Ms. JOLLY. Do you attend school ~ 
V AI.ERIE. Yes. I go to Parkdale Junior High. 
Ms. JOLLY. 'Yhat grade lliTe you in ~ 
VALERIE. Eleventh. 
Ms. JOLLY. How did you get to work with Becky Davis ~ 
VALERIE. I had ran away from home. I got tired of being on the 

streets, so I turned myself in to the police. 
Ms. JOLLY. How old were you when you first ran away~ 
VALERIE. Fourteen. 
Ms. JOLLY. Go ahead. 
VALERIE. The police called another service but they couldn't take me 

right then. 
Ms. JOLLY. You didn't want to go back home at the time when the 

police picked you u p ~ 
VALERIE. No. They took me to SAYS and I stayed there. And from 

there I went to a, foster home rund now I am ba,ck home. 
Ms. JOLLY. Now you are ha,ck home ~ 
VALERIE. Yes. 
Ms. JOLLY. How is it working out now ~ Is it a little better ~ 
VALERIE . .A little better, but things are not working right. 
Ms. JOLLY. I hope you will be able toO work out some of your frus

trations with Becky's help. 
Thank you very much. We really appreciate your participation. I 

believe if just one person is helped by everything we have said here 
today, that one is well worth all of our joint efforts. 

Thank you very much. 
The record will remain open for 2 weeks. If you have any other ma

terials that you want to have placed in the record, send a copy to 
Senator Bayh's office. . 

The American Legion has sent Senator Bayh a letter this morning, 
noting their longstanding concern over juvenile crime across tlie 
country. That was the basis of their support in 1974, for the act. The 
letter will be placed in the record. It is from the director of the N a
tional Legislative Commission, Mylio Kraja. 

Ailso Congressman ~fitchell, a Democrat from the Seventh District 
of Maryland, has submitted a statement for the record which will be 
jncluded.. 

Ms. JOLLY. Gov. James Hunt, representing the National Governors' 
Association, has provided a statement for inclusion in the record. 

We will put in the record also, a copy of Gov. Jim Hunt's news 
conference release. I think it might be particularly appropriate to 
read a portion of it at this time. 

It is dated Wednesday, March 26. 
I want to announce today my opposition to the House Budget Committee's 

proposal to totally eliminate funding for LEAA. 
r have said repeatedly in recent weeks that r support President Carter's call 

for a balanced Federal budget for fiscal 1981, and r continue to support that goal. 
I don't believe that there is a single Federal program, including LEAA, that 

should be immune to reduction as we try to balance the budget. But the Budget 
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Committee's recommendation would totally eliminate the only Federal money 
that North Carolina and other States receive for fighting crime. . 

In recent years, we have seen LEAA's emphasiS shift toward programs that 
prevent and reduce crime. I am talking about law enforcement training and 
education, speedy trials, improved court auministration, community programs 
for juveniles, alternative schools, restitution, and career criminal prosecutions. 

'l.'hese are the kinds of investments that can keep us from having to spend far 
more money in the future on such things as prison construction, the hiring of 
more LEAA. officers and purchase of equipment. 

Another important point to consider is that Congress has already made drasti~ 
reductions in the LEAA. budget from $900 million in fiscal 1975 to something 
like $400 million in fiscal year 1980. 

I have already talked by telephone with James McIntyre, Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget about this matter. I told him yesterday that I under
stood that some cuts in LEAA. may be required if a balanced budget is to be 
achieved. 

I also expressed to him my hope that the administration would support some 
continued funding for LEAA., particularly in such areas as juvenile crime and 
crime prevention. 

During the next few days, the Governor will contact othel.' administration 
officials and leaders of Congress and make his views known to them. I believe 
we can have a balanced budget next year without completely dismantling worth
while programs such as those for juveniles. 

As you know, the Governor is the Chair of the Committee of Gov
ernors that jmpacts a lot on what we are working for. It is very impor
tant to have someone who was willing to call up the Director of OMB 
on our behalf, on children's behalf and on young people's behalf for 
our juvenile justice program. 

So, there is hope. Thank you. We are going to adjourn the hearing 
today, subject to the call of the Chair. 

Since this isa full committee hearing, the next process will then 
be convening a judiciary committee markup on the bill which should 
take place the latter part of April. 

Thank you very much. 
[Whereupon, at 1 ;50 p.m., the hearing was adjourned, subject to 

the call of the Chair.] 
[The prepared statements of Ms. Callaway, Ms. Matheson, with 

attachments, Ms. Myers, and Mr. Clement follows:] 

PP.EPABED STATEMENT o},' ROnBIE CALLAWAY 

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of this commirttee, my name is 
Robbie Callaway and I have been asked to testify before you on a subject that 
is very dear to my heart-Juvenile Justice. and the Prevention of Delinquency. 

My experience in this area dates back to 1969 when. nothing more than a kid 
myself, I took a group of neighborhood delinquents and turned them into the 
Prince George's County Softball champions three years straight. Early on I 
learned about delinque-:.-;y prevention and how not giving up on a kid can help 
turn him around. 

My experience then turned to work in an institution as I coordinated the 
University of Maryland's volunteer/intern program for Forest Baven of the 
D.C. Children's Center. This work in a partially secure institution took me into 
the extreme bowels of society as I observed daily what life in an institution 
can do to hopeless souls. Many of these youngsters had the misfortune of being 
both ment.ally ill and caught up in the justice system. 

Upon graduation from college I began work as a live in counselor in a LEAA. 
funded shelter home in Montgomery County. Eventually I became Director of 
Shelter Care for Boys' and Girls' Bomes of Montgomery County, Inc. which is 
a nationally recognized organization with a number of programs that began 
with LEAA., OJJDP and Runaway Youth Act funds. 

In my many youth worker roles I have worked directly with a great number 
of youngsters and their families. 
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I have also had the pleasure of serving on the Maryland Juvenile Justice Ad
visory Group from it's rocky inception in 1975 to its position of respectability 
today. I am currently the Chairperson of the SAG Grant Review Sub-Committee 
and have served as the Chairperson of the Bylaws Sub-Committee. Further Sub
Committee work includes the Standards and Law Legislation Sub-Committlles. 

I am currently employed as the Director of. the Advocacy Unit of the National. 
Youth Work .A.lliance, one of the nation's largest membership organizations for 
youth serving agencies. 

My testimony today reflects this varied youth service background as I attempt 
to audress key issues in the Federal Juvenile Justice Act that will ultimately have 
the most impact on youth and tlleir families on the local level. 

Congress and particularly many of the members of this Committee deserve a 
special thanks for past efforts which created the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. Thanks to you many youngsters have not had to experience the 
loneliness and deprivation associated with becure confinement and instead have 
experienced community based programs which have worked to re-unite these 
youngsters with their families. 

In this vein of strong support for the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act I would like to address three areas: 

I. Issues I support in S. 2441 
II. Issues I do not support in S. 244..1 
III. Issues not addressed in S. 2441 

I. ISSUES SUPPORTED IN S. 2441 

The main strength of S. 2441 is that it does not attempt any dramatic overhaul of 
the extremely successful Juvenile Justice and Delinquency l'revention Act. Con
spicuously absent from this bill are such regressive moves as: 

A. Any attempts to weaken the compliance mandates of the act. 
B. Any attempt to weaken the mandate (If separation of juveniles from adults. 

No exemptions should be granted for any state. 
C. Any attempt to lessen the need for on-going monitoring of institutions and 

compliance. 
D. Any attempt to limit the State Advisory Group and National Advisory 

Committee. In Secs. 207 and 208, S. 241 also admirably transfers review power for 
Special Emphasis programs from the State Planning Agencies to the State Advi
sory Groups. From my service as grant review chairperson for the Mat'yland State 
Advisory Group I can unequivocably state that the State Advisory Groups are 
much more attuned to the programmatic needs of juveniles than are the State 
Planning Agencies. 

To further strengthen the State Advisory Groups it is my feeling that the 
Senate should oppose both the House language decreasing the number of SAG 
members to 15, and the other changes in SAG composition. The Senate should, 
however, support the House language which substitutes shall for may. 

II. ISSUES NOT SUPPORTED IN S. 2441 

.As I have the utmost respect for the staff involved in the drafting of this bill 
it is somewhat difficult to criticize it, but there are three areas, besides the 
name change, that deserve close scrutiny . 

.A.. Sec. 211 (b) of S. 2441 may be a serious mistake. Earmarking the entire 
maintenance of effort funding "for programs aimed to curb violent crimes com
mitted by juveniles, namely, murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
and arson involving bodily harm, particularly to the areas of identification, 
apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation!' 

First, all major studies and my direct work in the field tell me that the 
number of violent juvenile offenders is simply not that large a number. I agree 
with Senator Bayh's statement in the March 19, Congressional Record that 
"the problem of the violent offender should be given an increased focus" and I 
also agree when he goes on to say that "these relatively few individuals cause 
a disproportionate amount of suffering and fear among the adult population." 

An increased focus on these relatively few individuals is one thing but ear
marking the entire maintenance of effort is Simply too drastic a step which most 
likely would not even produce the desired result. 

Having operated community based programs that served a wide range of 
juveniles, I can attest to the difficulty in establishing programs in the com
munity. I have observed on numerous occasions in Maryland and across the 
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co~ntry the return of OJJDP funds siinply because the local community would 
not ullow the program. 

Why do communities refuse these programs? The main question I always 
heard when trying to open a new community-based program was, "what type 
of youngster will you be serving~" Had I been forced to say that my funding 
source will only allow me to serve the violent juvenile offender I dare say that 
I would have never started a new program. My response was much more palat
able to the community when I discussed the varied population that would be 
served in the program. 

Beyond simple community acceptance I strongly feel that from a program
matic standpoint that the community and most of these violent juvenile offenders 
will be better served if the programs have flexibility in their intake. The defini
tion of the offender eligible for these maintenance of effort programs must be 
broadened so that not only will the funds be better spent, the community will 
he better served . 

.As written this earmarking of funds is to establish programs aimed to curb 
violent crimes committed by juveniles particularly in the areas of identification, 
apprehension, speedy adjudication, sentencing, and rehabilitation. 

Given my experience, the message that will be given to the state funding ('on-
duits, the State Planning Agencies, is that these funds are to be used for: 

HlentiticatlOll-lllore detectives; 
Apprehension-more police; 
Speedy adjudication-more prosecutors; 
Sentencing-more judicial support; and 
When they get around to rehabilitation-more traditional prison rehabili

tation because nothing else is available for these offenders. 
I need not expound on the dismal failure of our prison system in the rehabili

tation of offenders. This committee is well aware of the problems of placing juve
niles and adults in the prison system and watching them utilize the revolving 
door. 

So, if we ~eally want to address the needs of the offenders and the community 
we must look at the practical application of earmarking these funds. While I am 
primarily opposed to any earmarking I tbillk that the following compromise can 
best address the needs of the violent offender, the serious offender, the commu
nity, and those programs currently receiving maintenance of effort funds. 

The compromise contains three parts: 
1. Broaden the definition of offender, not strictly limiting the programs to the 

limited category of the violent offender. Possibly a compromise between the House 
!lnd Senate language. 

2. Earmark one-half of the maintenance of effort funds to be utilized for pro
grams for this broader definition of offender. 

3. Phase in this program oVer the next two years so that programs currently 
receiving maintenance of effort funds will not be forced into an early extinction. 

The two additional areas of disagreement with S. 2441 are: 
B. S. 2441 definitely is moving in tlle right direction when it delegates all final 

authority to the administrator of OJJDP. The problem is that it does not go far 
enough and create OJJDP as an autonomous 4th box under the Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research and StatIstics (OJARS). 

I realize that there are sound strategical and practical reasons for maintaining 
OJJDP under the Law Enforcemnt Assistance Administration (LEAA). My con
cern though is that given the shaky political future of LEAA, OJJDP needs to 
stand alone and be evaluated on it's own merits. Since both the House and the 
Senate have made good strong proposals to strengthen OJJDP why don't we com
bine both ideas. 

The best possible situation for OJJDP would be to grant all of the proposed 
authority of S. 2441 to the administrator and also create a separate autonomous 
fourth box. This proposal would receive broad based support from youth 
advocates. 

C. S. 2241 also moves in the right direction in increasing the authorization level 
to $200 million for fiscal year's 1981-83 and to $225 million for fiscal year's 1984 
and 1985. My conl'ern hl'1"e also centers around a budget consl'ious congress. As 
LEAA continues to receive funding cuts from Congress, Juvenile Justice suffers 
from a loss of maiutenance of effort funds. 

In 1978 approximately $218 million were spent on Juvenile Justice through 
OJJDP ($100 million) and the LEAA maintenance of effort funds ($118 million). 
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If, as proposed by the President, LEAA's budget for fiscal year 1981 is cut in 
half the fiscal year 1981 maintenance of effort funds will also be cut in half to 
approximately $47 million. If, OJJul' were to then receive the $100 million pro
posed by the President in ll..."Cal year 1981, Federal Juvenile Justice efforts will 
spend $147 million. This represent!:! an approximate :;;71 million decline from 
~scal year 1978 in actual dollars spent from the federal level in juvenile justice. 
If you add inflation on to this figure the purchasing power of Juvenile Justice 
funds will have approximately been cut in half since liscal year IOn;. 

My recommendation is that this committeE) raise the authorization level for the 
JJDP A to $275 million for flscal year's 1981 and 19H2 and to lf325 million for 
fiscal year's 19!:!3-S5. Given that Congress WillllOt appropriate to the full authori
zation level I urge this committee to then seek an appropriation of $200 million 
for the JJDPA. This increase in authorization and appropril1,tion would also re
flect a transfer of the maintenance 01 effort funds from the LEAA to the OJJDP. 

If LEAA is abolished this year it is imperative that this committee save 
OJJDP and un adequate appropriation that reflects the transfer of the main
tenance of effort funds. 

III. ISSUE NO'l' ADDRESSED IN S. 2441 

Finally there is one ar~a not addressed in S2441 that deserves consideration by 
this COlllmJ.ttee. '.the l!:!sue 1!:! we rellluval of chllllren trom adult jails. 

An alarming number of children under 18 are being held today, right now, in 
adult jails. Many have committed no crime and the majority of those that have 
are there tor pruperty otremle::!. 

Oharles Renfrew. Deputy Attorney General, in testimony before the House 
Subcommittee on Human Resources and before this Oommittee stated that con
servative estimates are that uuu,uuu Juveniles are aWllltted to adult jails and 
IUCK-ullS each year. 

I wholeheartedly agree with J'udge Renfrew when he asks Oongress to "ab
solutely prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in any institution in 
WhICh aoults, whewer COllvlcted or a waiting trail are confined." 

I concur with his recommendation that states be granted five years to remo\'e 
all juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups. '1'his recommendation, coupled with 
incentives to the states could signific!lD.tly alter the miscarriage of justice that 
happen!:! every tIme a young!:!ter IS iuapprupriately placed in an adult jail. 

I thank you Mr. Ohairman and distinguished members of this committee for 
hearing my testimony and considering my suggestions. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SUE MATHESON 

Mr. Ohairman, on behalf of the National Network of Runaway and Youth 
Services, I want to thank you for the opportunity to provWe you with oral and 
written testUnony on the matter of the reauthorization of tile Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19'14. As Ohairperson of the National Network, 
I am representi.ng our member organizations of youth service agencies and coali
tions which are providing services to youths under this Act in 40 states. Our 
membership, which founded the first runaway programs nationally, have in
creased their service delivery capability during the past 13 years and currently 
provide It broad range of delinquency prevention and treatment programs. 

Additionally, I speak from my personal experience of 12 years in developing 
multi-service delivery systems for youth and their families and as Executive Di
rector for the past nine years of Xanthos, a community-based agency providing 
services to children, youth and families, ranging from early childhood develop
ment, youth and family counseling to youth and adult employment programs. I 
cannot stress enough the importanl f! of the role that the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act-has had ,,:' the establishment of delinquency preven
tion programs at a local, state and natioL:allevel. 

I have personally witnessed the impact of several Special Emphasis Initia
tives, such as the Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders and the Ohildren in 
Oustody Initiatives. The current work being done by the Assessment Oenter Pro
grams of the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
can provide those of us worldng daily in the. field with the basic ,knowledge we 
need to design and implement new programs which build on our current level of 

70-796 0 - 81 - 16 
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prevention and treatment services. The National Network has actively sup
ported Senator Birch Bayh in his efforts to establish this national priority and, 
as Chair of the Board, I have a clear mandate from our members to continue 
these efforts. We collectively support the passage of S. 2441 and offer these 
specific comments, which we Ibelieve will lead to the strengthening of the bill, for 
your consideration. 

TITLE I-VIOLENT JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AUr OF 1980 

The .Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has been ,the major 
federal initiative fostering the development of "prevention programs" to curb 
the rate of juvenile delinquency in the country. The National Network is gravely 
concerned about the r2naming of the Act to the Violent Juvenile Crime Control 
Act of 1980. This change in name dilutes the fine work accomplished by the 
juvenile justice community in their efforts to grasp the complicated issue of 
juvenile delinquency prevention. Law enforcement agencies, the courts, public 
institutions, 'and private non-profit youth services have developed strong bonds 
which have served to enhance local community efforts to address the issue of 
juvenile delinquency prevention. 

Since 1974, the spirit of this Act, as refiected by Congress, seemed to espouse 
principles of prevention. A primary principle has been to decrease the amount 
of negative labeling in providing services to youth. The renaming of the Act 
specifying v1.:>lent juveni:es reflects a change in attitude which negates much of 
the intent of the Act since its conception. The change in nume would obriously 
affect the types of projects funded at the state level. To rename the Act will also 
prompt a different direction for spending at the local level. We agree there 
must be specific attention given to the violent juvenile offender; however, re
naming the major piece of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention legis
lation, which provides direction to the local communities and states, seems to 
be a total change in emphasis. If the intent of S. 2'.141 is to initiate services for 
the violent offender, while maintaining the initial commitment to juvenile de
linquency prevention, then we suggest you do so by creating a specific new title 
within the Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The current efforts 
developed over the past six years must be preserved. We believe that the title 
of S. 2441 would contradict the intent of Congress and the intent of some states 
already participating in the Act. We strongly suggest that a new title be de
veloped and the necessary resources allocated to deal ,vith the violent offender 
issue rather than dilute the J'uvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
and impair the current development of strong juvenile delinquency prevention 
programming at local and state levels. 

TrrLE II-JUVENILE JUSTIOE AND DELINQUENOY PREVENTION 

PART.A. SEOTION 2Q1. ESTARLISHMENT OF OF.l!'IOE 

We believe that the recent action by the House Budget Committee eliminating 
funding for LEAA warrants attention. In light of any concurrence by the Senate, 
we suggest that the autonomy of the Office ot Juvenile Justice and Delinouency 
Prevention is crucial. We are also deeply concerned about those monies directly 
related to the maintenance of effort provision that might be affected. 

For exnmple, maintenance of effort funds have been used by states largely to 
support the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and adult/youth offender 
separation requirements of the Juvenile .Tustice Act. A substantial reduction 01' 
elimination of these funds would represent a lethal blow to the implementation 
progress of the Act that so far has been made. If Federal funding to the states 
for juvenile justice is reduced to just the formula grant allocations from the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, it is doubtful that very 
many states will continue to participate. 

Additionally. if Law Enforcement ASSistance Administration (LEAA) is elim
inated during this Congressional session, we recommend that Congress salvage 
the $80 million maintenance of effort monies and provide these funds to the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This action would be in line 
with the strengthening of the Act that both the House and Senate seem to feel 
is necessary. 'Ve believe that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention will be enhanced if given the signatory autl10rity needed by the ad-
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ministrutor, and that it should be treated as a line item in the federal budget, 
as opposed to becoming engulfed within LEAA.. 

It is most important that juvenile justice and delinquency prevention efforts 
not get l{lst in tile shufile to save a federnt agency already wavl:!ring within the 
federal structure. The concept to create a fourth bOX, or established the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as an independent agency, has 
much merit. Such specialization in the area of the juvenile justice is sorely 
needed within the administration, and within Congress. Your serious considera
tion of our position on these issues would greatly enhance services to youth and 
bolster the further development of vIable programs in the area of juvenile de
linquency prevention. 
Section 201 (0) 

It is our experience that too often pat solutions to complicated juvenile de
linquency prevention eftorts are adopted due to mass media exposure. In the 
past, we have seen programs developed based solely on the impact of current 
popularity and publiCity, which later have been proven to have little value to the 
youths we are serving. In this respect, we fully support the provision for a de
tailed evaluation of the Rahway Juvenile Awareness Project. It may well be 
that this so-caUeu scared-straight approach has value beyond its immediate ef
fect, but we believe that any efforts of replication must be based upon a 
thorough evaluation. 

PAR'!' B-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS 

The non-profit voluntary sector of youth services have been playing a major 
role in the provision of prevention services to juveniles. These agencies are 
community-based organizations in their purest sense. We know that commu
nity-based organizations have continually demonstrated the ability to assist in 
tue te(lel"a:i go\'t~l"nlllent's juvenile delinquency prevention ehorts. It is now time 
for Congress to recognize the services provided by community-based organiza
tions through the strengthening of current language within the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act in order to refiect these agencies' valuable con
tribution to the prevention of juvenile delinquency. 

We suggest this be accomplished by setting aside a speci·fic 75 per centum of 
funds to be distributed by states to local non-profit community-based organiza
tions. It is speCifically these programs at the state and local level that bave con
sistently strived for juvenile delinquency prevention services in the most cost 
effective manner. An emphasis on the continuation of the vital services provided 
by community-based organizations is imperative for the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act to meet its stated goals and objectives. 

PART B-SUB-PART n 

Section 225-0onsideration tor A.pprova~ A.pplication 
We totally support the move to further identify the role of the State Advisory 

Groups by clearly delineating their position in relation to the review of applica
tions, receipt of regular reports, and request for their review and comment. 
Several of our members 11ave been appointed to State Advisory Groups and have 
articulated their frustration with the unclarity of their position in relation to 
their State Planning Agencies. We believe that these specific amendments will 
contribute to the establishment of the State Advisory Groups within the original 
intent of this legislation. . 

PART D--ADMINISTBATIVE PROVISIONS 
Section 261 (a) 

We are in fuU concurrance with the extension of the authorization for the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for five years until 1985. The 
five year authorization of $200,000,000 for the first three years and $223,000,000 
annually for the last two years we believe to be minimal levels for juvenile de
linquency prevention services, considering the proposed shift of all Maintenance 
of Effort funds to curb violent crimes committed by juvenile",. 

We again must stress the importance of "prevention services," and the need 
for additional resources. The proposed autborization demonstrates the commit
ment of Congress to continue juvenile delinquency prevention services and to 
cany out the .initialpufPoses of the Act. 
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TITLE III-RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

PART o--BEOBGANIZATION, SECTION 331 

We are disturbed that this Section has not been deleted in S2441. In 1977, there 
was some question of the ability of the Office of youth Development to continue 
the administration of the Runway Youth Act. The National Network took a 
strong position that the Department of Health, Education and Welfare should 
continue to administer Title III. In 1980, we Ilre unaware of any questioning 
of the propriety of Title III remaining within Health and Hum:m SerVices, and 
therefore, reiterate OlIr position and request that Part C-Reorg:anization, Sec
tion 331 be deleted from your bill. Our additional comments on Title III are being 
submitted under a separate statement . 

. In closing, I again want to thank you for the opportunity to present the com
ments of the National Network of Runaway and youth Services. We are deeply 
appreciative of the commitment of Senator Birch Bayh and his continual efforts 
to improve the quality of juvenile justice. Our members can attest to the impact 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had on t.he young 
people we work with on a daily basiS. We urge you to continue these efforts and 
support the extension of this unique and vital youth legislation. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA MYERS 

I am Cynthia Myers, Executive Director of the Metro-Help/National Runaway 
SwItchboard. I am also associated with the Chicago Alliance for Collaborative 
Effort Juvenile Justice Task Force, Chicago Youth Network Council, and the 
National Youth Work AllinnrE'. Mnre impnrtAntly, I rE'present the 400,000 young 
peo"le serviced by the National Runaway Switchboard since it started. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear here 
today. 

Although the National Runaway Switchboard's activities involve various por
tions of the Juvenile Justice Act, for the purpose of this hearing I'd like to focus 
my remarks to Title III, The Runaway Youth Act. 

The National Runaway Switchboard is the nationwide telecommunications 
program for runaways and their families. I'd like to begin by sharing with you 
a few of the calls received by the National Runaway Switchboard in the past 
co~ple of months: 

*Chris, a 15%-year-old high school sophmore, was abandoned by her mother. 
She came borne from school one day and found that her mother and her mother's 
boyfriend had emptied out the trailer they had all lived in and left·town with
out a trace. When Chris called the NRS she had been wandering around town 
in shock for three or four days with no place to go and a bad sore throat. The 
Iowa town she was calling from did not have a runaway shelter, but the NRS 
was able to fi1,ld a local chanh~r of the SAlvAtion Army that agreed to find Chris 
lodging, medical care,and help her find relatives that could take her in. 

*Amy, age 15, came to Phoenix to get away from an abusive home situation. 
Now, six months later, she was working the streets of Phoenix as a prostitute 
and regularly beaten by her pimp. She wanted to leave her pimp, but she did not 
know what to do or where to go. She called the NRS and the NRS volunteer 
conferenced her with a local runaway center that had a special project to help 
young prostitutes. The center was able to give her hOUSing, counseling and other 
long-term services. 

*Fourteen years old Sharon had been repeatedly abused sexually by her father 
since she was five. The local child welfare agency finally intervened and took 
Sharon out of the family home. However, Sharon was placed in a locked deten
tion facility that made her feel like a criminal, rather than a victim and was not 
appropriate to her needs. When Sharon called the NRS she was very depressed 
and contemplating suicide. Through .the NRS, Sharon contacted a local runaway 
shelter with a youth advocacy component. One of the advocates was able to 
arrange Sharon's transfer from the detention facility to a more appropriate 
setting. 

*Martha'B. was the mother of'a 15 .. year-old female runaway. Arriving home 
from.w.ork, Marthateceived a mesB8,ge from.a.neighbor that a youth officer from 
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Nebraska had phoned to Ray that Martha's daughter had been picked up as a 
runaway and was biling held. The officer was willing to arrange transportation 
home but needed to hear from the mother. Martha B. called the NRS because 
she had no home phone and could not afford to make the necessary calls to 
Nebraska (another state) to arrange the transfer of her daughter. The NRS put 
through several calls tor Martha. Her daughter was able to return home the 
next day. 

"'Ray was a fifteen-year-old heroin addict when he ran away from home. He 
left because he needed to make money to support his habit and he didn't want 
his parents to know of his addiction. He was presently living with six other 
youthful addicts in an apartment near a large airport. He and his roommates 
(both male and female) supported themselves through prostitution and dealing 
drugs. Ray did not want to be an addict, and he called the NRS to talk about it. 
He said he most feared the violence in his present environment and that he 
might die of an overdose or be killed by an angry customer. Through the NRS, 
Ray was able to contact his parents (who were willing to help him) and make 
arrangement to participate in a drug abuse program in his home city. 

"'Dominick, age 14, left his upstate N.Y. home after his stepfather beat him 
continually and permanently damaged his hand. After arriving in Philadelphia, 
he went to live with a man who had befriended him in a park near the bus sta
tion. Although the man was initially kind to him, he soon forCed Dominick to 
prostitute himself with "friends" the man brought home, threatening to turn 
Dominick over to the police as a runaway if he refused to cooperate. Afraid of 
returning home and having no marketable job skills, Dominick felt trapped in 
this life of degradation. The NRS was able to place a conference call to a local 
runaway center which agreed to help Dominick leave the apartment where he 
was staying and arrange permanent foster placement for him. 

The National Runaway Switchboard acts as a confidential, toll-free, twenty
four hour, seven days a week information, referral and crisis intervention tele
phone service for young people who have run away from home, been thrown out 
or are considering leaving home. Metro-Help, Inc., a Ohicago metropolitan tele
phone program since 1971 started the NRS in August of 1974 through the assist
ance of an Office of youth Development Research and Demonstration grant. 
Since that time the NRS has been funded through the Runaway youth Act. 
More recently, in .Tanuary 1979, funding for the TIlinois portion of the NRS was 
assumed by State of TItinols Commission on Delinquency Prevention Title XX 
funds. 

The National Runaway Switchboard's role is to link young people with a 
resource that provides the service needed by the caller. These linkages are pro
vided primarily in three ways: 

A. Through the provision of a neutral channel for "runaways to re-establish 
contact with a parent or guardian. 

B. Through the identification of agency resources to runaways in the com
munity where the runaway is located. 

C. Through the identification of home-community resources· to those young 
people who contact us before they run away. 

Since its inception in 1974, the National Runaway Switchboard has served 
over 486,000 teens and their families. More recently, in calendar year 1979, the 
NRS served 143,797 people (thiE! figure does not include prank calls, phantoms, 
wrong numbers or any other insignificant calls). Of these signIficant calls, 77.3 
percent were from runaways, 18.8 percent were from young people who had not 
left home and 3.9 percent were from throwaways. Throwaways are young people 
who have been forced out of their homes or are otherwise homeless youth. 

In addition to receiving calls directly from runaways, the NRS receives calls 
from agencies working with runaways. Non-home community agencies call the 
NRS for assistance in identifying resources in the runaway's home community 
in order to facilitate better serving those young people upon their return home. 
The NRS maintains an up-to-date listing of over 7,000 agencies throughout the 
country who serve young people. This listing includes many shelters, group 
homes, community mental health centers, counseling agencies,medical clinics, 
and any other agency that meElts the needs of runaways "on the road" or in the 
home community. 

·Names and locations bao:e·been altered to protect confidentiality. 
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PROFILE OF AN NRS CALLER 

He or she is between 13 and 17 and most probably 16 years old. Over half the 
time the runaway caller is f~male (62 percent), although there is an increase 
in the number of calls from young males. According to our data, this runaway 

. has an even chance of being from any community in the contiguous U.S.-sub
urban, urban or rural. Chances are this is his or her first (54.2 percent or sec
ond (16.3 percent) time away from home as a runaway. The runaway I'm 
describing is probably calling to tallr with someOne and obtain help working 
on his or her problem. Tllis runaway has been gone from homeless than a week 
and is probably staying with friends or a relative. 

When calling the NRS, runaways talk with one of more than 11.0 volunteers 
who help the caller determine what course of action is most appropriate. In two
thirds of the calls, the runaway needs help with a specific problem situation. 
Upon learning the nature of the young person's need the volunteer identifies 
from the NRS extensive resource bank the appropriate ser,ice agency that can 
meet the caller's need. Although the referral had been identified, the NRS referral 
process is not yet complete. The NRS yolunteer calls the service agency of the 
callers' choice to double check the appropriateness of the referral and to allow 
the runaway caller to make some yerbal contact with the referral agency prior 
to hanging up the phone. NRS telephone patch equipment allows more than two 
people to converse on the same line, consequently, the NRS volunteer, runaway 
and referral agency are able to conyerse at the same time. Direct contact with 
the referral agency is not made if it's 2 a.m. and the agency closed at 6 p.m. 
However, in all cases where possible the referral agency and the caller make 
telephone contact through NRS lines. The NRS believes that this direct contact 
approach substantially increases the chances of the caller actually following 
through with the referral. 

More than a third of the callers wish to make some contact with their families. 
In this type of call, a young person "on the road" calls the NRS with a message 
that they want delivered to either their parent or guardian. A NRS volunteer 
requests identifying information of both the caller and the family, the message 
is written down verbatim and transmitted to the family by some other volun
teer. All callers requesting the message service are offered the opportunity to 
speak with their families directly through our telephones lines. An increasing 
number of callers take advantage of this while others still would rather have 
a message delivered. Most messages take the form of something positive or neu
tral. Sample messages include: "I'm okay, don't worry." "I'll be hOIne soon." "tf 
yoU'll listen to me, I'll come home" and "I just need to get my head straight." 
The NRS also asks each message service caller if they will call back for 8. re
turn message froIn their family. If the answer is "yes," the parent is told and 
encouraged to leave a reply message for their child. Some families have delivered 
up to five messages back and forth to each other before they've agreed to meet. 

The National Runaway Switchboard maintains statistics on the calls received 
and the types of referrals made. Our 1979 statistics, released just this week, show 
some disturbing changes. The number of calls from young people who have been 
thrown out of their home has increlJ,sed tremendously. During 1976, 1.8 percent 
of total calls were from throwaways. By 1979 that percentage has jumped to 
3.9 percent. In child abuse (both physical and sexual) the increase is even more 
devastating. The ~"RS is receiving nearly four times as many calls concerning 
chnd abuse as were received three years ago. In 1976, 1 percent of the total calls 
taken by the NRS were child abuse related while in 1979 that figure jumped to 
3.5 percent. While 3.5 percent may seem like a small percentage at first glance, 
it translates into approximately 5,033 teenagers just last year. And we know 
that certainly not all of the child abuse victims call. In fact, a small percentage 
recognize the problem and ask for help. 

On the brighter side the NRS finds that young people spend less time away 
from home before they call for help. Three years ago the average runaway 
spent a week "on the road" before making contact with the NRS. Indications 
from 1979 data are that runaways call the NRS within three to four days after 
leaving. This clearly indicates that if runaways and young people who think 
they have to run away, have another option they will use it. 

I mentioned earlier that the NRS keeps a listing of agencies who serve run
aways across the country. I wish I could tell you that there are enough programs 
available to serve all tl;1e runaways who need and want assistance. I wish I 
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could even tell you there are programs enough to serve a majority of those in 
need. Unfortunately, there are many, many times the NRS calls a program and 
they are full. There have been tremendous strides made since 1974. There are 
communities who never thought of offering services for runaways who now have 
some of the best programs in the country. However, there is much more to be 
done; there are major metropolitan areas in this country who have almost no 
available hOllsing for runaways. There are other areas where the nearest run
away program is three hundred miles awa.y. It is for these reasons that the 
National Runaw:;.y Switchboard strongly encourages a higher ceiling for fund
ing of the Runaway Youth Act. I recognize that these are not the most lucrative 
of economic times. However, historical research has indicated that during times 
of economic stress the incidence of family problems increases. It is extremely 
important that the ser~ices available to youth and their families be increased. 

The National Runaway Switchboard and the other Youth Development Bureau 
funded runaway programs act most often as the entry point to service for a 
family in trouble. The runaway, as we know, is the "red flag" on the family. By 
calling the NRS or contacting a runaway center the runaway is able to obtain 
help for themselves and in most cases for the family before something more 
serious happens. 

In conclusion the National Runaway Switchboard strongly urges your support 
of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
and its Title III, the Runaway Youth Act. The NRS further urges your support 
of an increase in the funding ceiling for the Runaway youth Act. Additionally, 
the NRS urges careful assessment of a formula distribution of funds based on 
state population. Although in most cases the calls received by the NRS from a 
specific state are about equal to that state's percentage of the total u.S. popu
lation, there are some notable exceptions. And the exceptions are not always 
predictable. . 

On behalf of the more than 400,000 young people served by the National Run
away Switchboard I would like to thank you for your time and attention. 
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AWAY FROM HOME? NEED HELP? 

rtJ!krll!I§)(ftJ/§!/1dt.fY!JifJ.@~~~rl@!h.~@fJt.r/1 
800·621·4000 

(IN ILI.INOIS: 800·972a6004J 
TOLL FREE, AROUND THE CLOCK 

Being young and away from home isn't easy-there are all kinds of problems one can encounter. Housing, family problems, 
legal concerns, emotional diffiulties, druQ, medical !lr pregnancy problems-there are thousands of places all across the 
continental United States that help young people away from home in these and other areas. 

No matter if the young person ran away from home, was thrown out or left with the parents' consent-or even is considering 
leaving hamEl-the NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARO provides a toll-free telephone service that will help young people 
define their problems, determine If an emergency exists, and offer referral to a nearby program that provides first-rate free or 
low-cost help. In emergency situations, the NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARO will connect the young person directly to the 
source of help. • 

The NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD guarantees complete confidentiality. When young people call they have total 
access to all the resources at the program's disposal. If they are interested in reestablishing communications with their family a 
message can be taken for delivery within 24 hours. . 

The NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD. 800-621-4000 (in illinois 800-972-6004). Toll-free, around the clock, around 
~~ . 
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NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD-1978 STATE BREAKDOWNS 

This report is based upon 18,785 of the nearly 125,000 calls received on the 
National Runaway Switchboard lines during 1978 and is supplemental to the 
:information contained in the "Data Report 1978" published by Metro-Help, IDC., 
operators of the National Runaway Switchboard service. Copies of this study 
are available from Metro-Help, Inc., 2210 N. Halsted St., Chicago, IL 60614. 

Column HAJJ lists the percentage of c!llls that originated in the state noted; 
column "B" lists the percentage of calls tallied by the home state of the youth 
(runaway, potential runaway, throwaway) in question. 

Slate A B Slate A B 

Alabama _______________________ 1.6 1.8 Nebraska ________________________ .9 .5 Alaska.. _________________________ 
(I) .1 Nevada _________________________ 

.7 .5 Arizona _________________________ 1.3 1.1 New Hampshire.. _________________ .3 .7 Arkansas.. _______________________ .8 .9 New Jersey ______________________ 3.5 4.2 Californla _______________________ 10.5 :(1.1 New Mexlco ____________ • _______ .5 .4 Colorado ________________________ 1.1 1.3 New York _______________________ 7.3 7.4 ConnecticuL _____________________ 1.3 1.6 NQrth Carolina.. _________________ 2.6 2.2 Delaware _______________________ .3 .5 Norlh Dakota.. ___________________ .1 .2 District of Columbla _______________ .6 .4 Ohio.. ___________________________ 
4.7 4.6 Florlda.. _________________________ 7.4 6.9 Oklahoma.. _____________________ 1.0 .8 

~:~~!t·_======================= 2.4 1.5 OregQIL _________________________ 
1.7 1.8 

(t) .1 Pennsylvanla. ____________________ 6.1 5.8 Idaho.. _________________________ .2 .3 Rhode Island _____________________ .2 .3 1IIInols.. ________________________ 5.0 4.9 South Carolina.. __________________ .7 .5 I ndiana ________________________ 3.8 4.1 South Dakota.. ___________________ .4 .4 Iowa.. __________________________ 
1.2 1.1 Tennessee _______________________ 1.5 1.4 Kansas.. _________________________ .7 .7 

Texas.. _________________________ 
6.5 6.1 

~~~i~i~~:==::=::::::=:=:::===::= .9 .8 
Ulah.. ________________________ 

.3 .3 
1.3 1.0 Vermon!. ________________________ .3 .2 Maine ___________ · ________________ .6 .7 Virginia.. ________________________ 1.8 1.8 Maryland _______ ~ ________________ 1.6 2.0 Washi ngtolL _____________________ 1.7 2.7 Massachusetts ___________________ 2.3 2.6 Wesl Virginis ____________________ .8 .7 

~i~~I::~tB:= :==::============= 
3.9 4.9 Wisconsln _______________________ 2.3 2.5 
1.2 1.4 ~lg.::l~~=:::::=::::::=:::=====: .2 .2 

Mississir.Pi_ - -------------------- .8 .9 m .2 Mlssour _____________________ • ___ 2.7 2.5 Mexico.. ________________________ (t) Montana _________________________ .3 .3 

The National Runaway Switchboard is available to young people 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week, toll-free, at 800-621-4000 (in IllinOis: 800-972-6004). 
All business calls are received on 312-929-5854. 
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During 1978,Metro·Help, Ihc. corttinued 
operations on two twenty-four hour a day, 
seVen day a week telephone youth service 
programs-the Metro-Help Chicago-area 
switchboard, in service since 1971, and the 
National Runaway Switchboard, in service 
since 1974. Each year, Metro-Help, Inc. fR
leases a study on a representative portion of 
the telephone calls received on each qf these 
lines during the previous year. 

This study is based upon 31,481 of the 
logged "significant" calls received during 
1978. Not all significant calls can be logged
during the bu::ler half of the day (1:00 PM to 
1 :00 AM Chicago time) calls are coming in on 
a consistent basis and the volunteers staffing 
the lines often do not have the time to ask all 
the' questions needed to fill out the 
appropriate log sheets used for this study. 
Metro-Help, Inc. estimates it received 70,000 
calls on its regional service lines and upwards 
of 135,000 calls on its National Runaway 
Switchboard lines in 1978. 

"Non-significant" calls are those in which 
no services were rendered. Prank and 
"phantom" calls (where the individual says 
nothing) are also deemed "non-significan!." 
METRO-HELP REGIONAL SERVICE 

Comparing the 1978 statistics to those 
compiled in 1976, the Metro-Help regional 
service noted a 70% increase in significant 
calls. Furthermore, the average length of 
these calls increased by 19% to nearly 17 
minutes each. 

The types of problems discussed on the 
regional lines showed marked changes when 
compared to 1976 statistics. Child abuse calls 
increased by 23;3%, an overwhelming growth. 
Rape related calls increased by 167%, and 
calls involving sexual concems and emotional 
concerns increased by 20% and 15% 
respectively. 



On the down side, pregnancy related calls 
decreased by 40%, medical situation calls de
creased by 28% and drug related calls de
creased by 15%. 

Whereas the drug related calls did go 
down, there were marked changes In the 
types of drugs discussed on the Metro-Help 
regional lines. Inquiries concerning marijuana 
and related substances increased by 127%, 
in large part due to the paraquat poisoning 
scare. Calls concerning the alcohol and 
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psychedelics families of drugs increa'sed 32% 
and 22% respectively; the service received 
41% fewer calls concerning analgesics and 
23% fewer calls concerning depressants. The 
percentage of calls concerning stimulants 
and various drug combinations held steady. 

When looking at certain specific drugs, the 
service noted a. 41% increase in calls con
cerning PCP and a 54% decrease in calls 
concerning heroin. 

METRO-HELP REGIONAL SERVICE- 1978 
NUMBER OF CAllS IN STUDY: 12,696 LENG1H OF CAll (Minute,):. Hean: 16.8 Hode: 5.0 

AGE! CAllER CAllED ABOUT ASE OF CAllER (Hode): 17 AGE OF CALLED ABOUT· (Hode): 17 
5 yurs 0 .21 
6 t t SEX OF CAllER: Female 58.aS SEX OF CALLED ABOUT: Female 56,61 
7 t .n l'Ia1e 41.21 Hale 43.4% 
8 t .n 
9 t .Il 

10 .2% .2% 
11 .n .3% 
12 .6% .7% 
13 1.6~ 1.8% 
14 2.5% 3.n 
15 3.9% 4.8S 
16 4.n 5.6S 
17 6.0S 6.9% 
10 5.U 5.U 
19 4.2% 4.6% 
20 4.8% 5.0% 
21 4.3% 4.5% 
22 5.2% 5.n 
23 5.0% 4.9% 
24 5.H 5.U 
25 5.0% 4.6% 
26 4.0~ 3.9S 
27 3.6S 3.21 
28 4.5S 4.U 
29 2.8S 2.7& 
30 3.3' 3. IS 
31 - 40 13.8% 12.n 
41 - 50 5.5% 4.21 
51 - 60 2.6% 2.0S 
61+ 1.2% 1.2;; 

PROBLEMS EXPRESSED 
Emotiona I concuns 
Drug ~e1ated 
Faml1y- Problems 
Housing 
SexUll 11 ty 
Medical 
Pr~gnancy Related 
Rape 
Child Abuse 
Other 

CALLERS LOCATION 
Cook cuunty 
DuPag& county 
Lake Co. Ill. 
Will County 
Kane Co. 
DOWnstate Illinois 
HcHenry Co. 
kankakee Co. 
Indiana 

'PERSON WHO CALLED 
Own proble .. 
Friend wI problem 
Pa rent 
Agency 

NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD 
Some interesting information comes out of 

a comparisol1 of 1976 and 1978 National 
Runaway SWitchboard statistics. As with the 
regional service, the average length of call 
increased, in this case by 13% to a fraction 
more than 14 minutes each. Calls from youth 
service agencies across the nation increased 

33.61 
19. IS 
12.8~ 
8.7~ 
LIS 
5.n 
3.21 
1.6S 
LOS 
6.61 

94.41 
2.9S 
1.5S 

.6S 

.3% 

.n 

.IS 
t 
t 

82.91 
10.8S 

3.2S 
3.01 

TYPES OF DRUGS OISCUSSED (Grau~$) 
A Icoho I 15.81 
Analgesics 13.91 
Drugs in comb~n!t1on 13.71 
Marijuana 13.21 
Depressants 12.11. 
Psychede lies 11. 51 
Stimulants 6.51 
Jnhalents .91 
Other 12.a 
SPECIFIC DRUGS DISCUSSED 
Alcohol 15.01 
Marijuana 12.91 
PCP 7.6S 
Heroin 7. 3S 
Llbrle 3.31 
Hetha:: 2.4% 
LSD 2.1S 
A lcohol wI 

non-barbiturl tes 
Alcohol wI 

ba rbi turahs 
Cocaine 

1.61 

1.5S 
1.5S 

by 159%, cails from parents of runaways in
creased by 77% and calls from friends of 
runaways (and throwaways) increased by 
65%. These various categories still account 
for a fraction of NRS calls, however, as nearly 
77% of all significant calls received on the~e 
lines in 1978 were from people calling on 
behalf of· their own problems. 

r, 
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The NRS heard from more young people 
who were thrown out of their homes by their 
parents or guardians. Calls from these 
"throwaways" increased by 33% during the 

calls on the NRS, as seen also or. the regional 
lines. Here child abuse calls Increased by 
160%. The only other category showing a 
significant increase was sexual concerns (ex
cluding rape and pregnancy); this category 
registered a 90% increase. 

past two years. 
The increase in calls from agencies was 

mirrored by an increase in calls from young 
people who were staying with agencies at the 
time of contact-these calls increased by 
59%. More significantly, the National Runa
way Switchboard heard from 12% fewer 
young people who were "on the road" at time 

The percentage of calls concerning hous
ing problems decreased by 32%; it Is clear 
runaways contacting the NRS have become 
more efficient in finding acceptable places to 
stay. Calls concerning rape held steady dur
ing this two year period, medical problems 
showed a slight decrease as emotional con
cerns, family difficulties and drug related calls 
all showed slight increases. 

of contact. 
When breaking· down the differences in 

problems discussed between 1976 and 1978, 
one notes a marked increase in child abuse 

NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD- 1978 

NUMBER OF CALLS IN STUDY, IB,7B5 

AGE: CAllER 
5 years t 
6 t 
7 t 
B t 
9 t 

10 .n 
II .31 
12 I.n 
13 3.91 
14 9.7S 
15 IB.71 
16 22.BI 
17 2o.BI 
18 l.BI 
19 2.11 
20 1.51 
21 1.0; 
22 .91 
23 .BI 
24 .61 
25 .9% 
26 .61 
27 .61 
2B .71 
29 .4% 
3D .61 
31 - 40 4.31 
41 - 50 2.31 
51 - eo .91 
61+ .n 

CALLED ABOUT 
t 
t 
.n 

t 
.n 
.2% 
.4% 

1.31 
4.51 

11.41 
21.2% 
25.91 
21.91 

3.7% 
1.7S 
I.n 

.71 

.61 

.4% 

.51 

.61 

.4: 

.51 

.41 
~21 
.31 

1.21 
.U 
.21 
.n 

LENGTH OF CALL (H1nt!.ll!l: Herin: 14.1 Hode: 5.0 

PERSON WHO CALLED 
Own proD lem 
Friend wI problem 
Parent IRelative 
Agency 

STATUS OF YOUTH 
Runaway 
Pre-runaway 
Throwawal 

HUMBER OF DAYS AWAY 

76.91 
11. 7S 

7.1S 
4.4% 

B3_IS 
13.31 
3.61 

1 .. j days 32.61 
4 .. 7 days 19.61 
8 .. 14 day, 14.8S 
15 .. 21 days 5.91 
22 days .. 1 month 6.7% 
1 .. 2 months 1.41 
2 ... 3 months 4.21 
J .. 6 months 5,61 
6 months .. 1 year 3,9'; 
1 .. 2 year$: 1.U 
2 .. 3 years .41 

Hean -- 43.1 days 
Median -- 7.2 days 
Hode - .. 1 day 

PROBLEMS EXPRESSED 
RouHng 
Family Concerns 
Emotional Concerns 
Drug Rel ahd 
SlI!Xual1ty 
Pregnancy Rllated 
Child Abuse 
Hed1 cal 
Rape 
Other 

NUMBER OF TIMES 

26.n 
23.91 
23.4% 
~.21 
3.BI 
2.91 
2.6% 
2.n 

.BI 
10.21 

PREY toOSty RAN AWAY 
0-5J.3% 7-1.1'.1: 
1 .. 15.6t S.. .8% 
2 - 9.31 9 - .61 
3 - 6.2% 10 - 1.4% 
4 - 4.21 11 to 20 - 2.4% 
5 - Z.4S 21 to 3D - .61 
6 - 1.41 31> - .6% 

LOCATION AT TIME OF CALL 
with Friends 41.9% 
On the Road 36.8% 
WIt~ Agency 10.51 
wtth Relative 4.1% 
Living Alone 3.9% 
Other Z. n: 

For more information concerning Metro-Help, Inc., the Metro-m g~ mm i;O~T)! M~~.) , 16 Help regional service or the National Runaway Switchboard, 
SEX OF CALLER, F •• lle 63.BI write to the Executive DirectOr, Metro-Help, Inc., 2210 N. 
SEX OF CALLEO A:~M: F:!~~: 64.01 Halsted St., Chicago, Illinois 60614, oreall the business line, 

Mole 36.0% (312) 929-5854. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RONALD W. OLEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL NETWORK OF RUNAWAY AND YOUTH SERVICES, INO. 

I am here today to speak in support of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act, 
Title III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. My 
testimony is on behalf of the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, 
Inc. The National Network is a national membership organization of youth serv
ice agencies and coalitions which includes 125 runaway centers. Network mem
bers began the first runaway houses in 1967. Network members were very active 
in shaping and supporting the Act in both 1974 and 1977. The National Network 
represents more runaway service agencies and embodies more expertise in serv
ing runaways and homeless youth than any other association. Our efforts -are 
augmented through coordinated efforts at the local and national levels with mem
ber agenCies of the National Collaboration for youth. This group, serving over 
30,000,000 youth annually, supports the National Network's positions as stated 
herein. 

I have been active within the Network since 1975. For the past two years, I 
have served as Ohairperson of the Network Board of Directors Policy, Advocacy, 
and Linkages Committee. In this capaCity, I have visited programs and met with 
runaway center staff and youth throughout the country. I have become aware 
of the changing needs of runaway and homeless youth, the efforts by runaway 
centers to remain responsive, and changes in public pOlicies affecting youth 
nationwide. 

I am also speaking from substantial personal experience in the operation of 
runaway centers. For over eight years, I have been Director of Diogenes Youth 
Services in Sacramento and Davis, Califol'llia. My agency operates two runaway 
centers serving urban. and rural areas respectively. We provide temporary crisis 
housing for needy youth in both traditional shelter settings and family foster 
homes. We provide youth and family counseling. We work closely with Juvenile 
Justice and social welfare agencies to provide services for status offender youth. 
I have experience as both an administrator and counselor working directly with 
runa way youth and their families. 

Based on direct experience with federal implementation of the Runaway Youth 
Act and through substantial consultation with the National Network member
ship, we take a position that the Runaway youth Act should not be modified 
significantly. Any major programmatic or funding changes would cause havoc. 
This federal legislation has been extremely effective in meeting a goal of serving 
large numbers of troubled youth at reasonable cost. The Runaway youth Act 
has been an incentive for local communities and states to become responsive to 
the needs of the underserved population of runaway and otherwise homeless 
youth. . _ 

However, since 1977's reauthorization, there have been some changes in the 
runaway youth population and needed services. These changes prompt minor 
modifications, and should be reflected in the Act. 

We support changing the language in the Act which will identify runaway 
houses as "Runaway Centers." Runaway services have responded to changing 
community needs and now serve youth and families experiencing a myriad of 
problems. They are diversifying their services in response. "Runaway centers" 
throughout the country have become community coordinating centers providing 
referral for medical, legal, and other social service needs. The "centers" have 
become a valuable asset in a community effort to serve trOUbled, homeless youth. 
Yet, "runaway centers" continue to provide twenty-four hour services which 
are easily accessible to youth and families. Frequently, they represent a com
munity'!:! single crisis service. 

Services enabled through this legislation have contributed significantly to 
meeting the needs of status offenders. Runaways centers have played a key role 
in deinstitutionalization of status offenders over the past six years by demon
strating that non-secure shelter care and counseling services can be effective 
in meeting the needs of troubled youth and families. These programs have also 
been very active in advocating deinstitutionalization of status offenders within 
local and state systems. 

Although we fully support deinstitutionalization of status offenders, we are 
concerned that this population continue to receive special attention by the 
Juvenile Justice system through coordinated efforts with runaway centers. The 
ability of runaway centers to fosters such links with law enforcement and the 
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juvenile courts greatly enhances the ability of these groups to address problems 
inherent in the more serious juvenile offender. . 

As we begin to realize that running away or being pushed out of one's home 
should not be the responsibility of law enforcement and the juvenile courts, we 
discover that the social ,velfare and child protective services system is not pre
pared to address the needs of these young people or their families. For example, 
the American Humane Association found in 1977 that youth 10 to 17 years of 
age represented 30 percent of all child abuses and neglect reports nationally. 
Yet this same age group represents only 15 percent of those child abuse and 
neglect cases formally responded to by local child protective .service agencies. 
In my own agency, for example, over 50 percent of the runaway and homeless 
youth we serve are alleged victims of abuse or neglect. Two runaway centers
my own agency and Youth in Need in St.. Charles, Missouri-are serving as na
tional research and demonstration projects in the area of adolescent maltreat
ment. Runaway centers at this time represent one of the few services respond
ing to maltreated youth. Hence, we strongly support inclusion in the Act of 
language requiring projects to develop w.orking relationships with social service 
and welfare personnel. 

Today, many more of the youth we serve either do not have a family home, 
or, sadly enough, their home is not fit to return to. In my agency, for example, 
40 percent of the youth we serve can only be described as homeless. Resources 
within either the traditional Juvenile Justice or social welfare systems are 
already at their limits. Since homeless youth are only now becoming recognized, 
little expertise or understanding of their needs exists. These youth frequently 
require longer term assistance and specialized services designed to promote a 
smooth transition to independent living or It return home. Many of us are now 
developing new services and funding for this population such as jobs programs, 
longer term shelter care, and independent living skills education. Runaway cen
ters again are the single service system in this country actively moving to serve 
homeless youth. Hence, we are pleased to support changing the Acts' title to 
"Runaway and Homeless Youth Act." 

Despite the fact that we are now working with many "homeless youth," our 
primary goal continues to be to reunite youth with their families. We are now 
acquiring the capacity to assist families in resolVing their problems so that 
further difficulties can be averted. In my agency, for example, over 50 percent 
of the youth we shelter return directly to their families. At least another 25 per
cent eventually return home; 40 percent of the youth do not need any shelter 
but can remain in their homes and receive counseling on a drop-in basis. Fully 
50 percent of those we serve participate in formal family counseling. Runaway 
centers are doing a good job of supporting families. 

We support language ,,,ithin the Act which will make grants available to 
link runaway and homeless youth with their families, as well as service pro
viders, through the use of a national hotline telephone network. Such a network 
will assist runaway centers in supporting families providing resources to initiate 
direct contact between youth and families over long distances. Also, such a net
work will enable runaway centers to setup places for youth to return to if they 
have run away to cities beyond their own communities. 

Because runaway centers serve large numbers of youth for short periods of 
time, we are at a pivotal point in our commuuities' human service systems. We 
must rely heavily on other agencies to serve youth after they leave our centers. 
We quickly become aware of the service gaps and strengths in our communities. 
We actively work to mobilize resources to plug these gaps. National demon
stration projects are underway which document our efforts. These demonstra
tions are in such areas as abuse and neglect, prostitution, and unemployment. 
These efforts validate runaway centers' working l'elationships with juvenile 
courts, child protection services, and traditional youth-serving programs. It is 
these efforts, enabled by the Runaway Youth Act, that reinforce the ;rule run
away centers playas essential services in their communities. 

Volunteer contributions playa critical role in the operation of runaway cen
ters. Volunteers reduce operating costs and increase community involvement. 
Adult and youth volunteers provide direct services and outreach, and serve on 
Boards of Directors. Youth volunteers serve as healthy role models for runaway 
and homeless youth. Youth participation provides opportunities to learn, grow, 
and contribute. Runaway centers represent some of the best examples of effective 
volunteer involvement. 
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The National Network supports raising the maximum grant to individual cen
ters from $100,000 to $150,000. This increase, justified by inflation alone, is neces
sary to maintain quality services. The Network also supports priority funding 
to programs with maximum budgets of $300,000. This ceiling will encourage and 
favor community·based. organizations. The community-based nature of runaway 
services is a crucia:l ingredient in keeping the programs effective and responsive. 

The National Network supports increasing the authorization level for the Act 
to $35 million per year. In order to fulfill the goals of the Act throughout the 
nation, this amount is required. 

The National Network recognizes the need to develop runaway centers in 
communities which do not have such services. However, any attempt to develop 
additional centers can be accomplished only through increasing appropriations 
for the Act. 'We therefore support language in the Act which will bring addi
tional funding through the transfer of unobligated funds from the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Runaway centers have been very successful in attracting other resources. We 
estimate the average runaway center with a Runaway Youth Act grant of $67,000 
also L'eceives at least $100,000 in other local, state, and federal grants and con
tracts. My agency, for example, has grown from le~s than $100,000 in 1974 to 
$400,000 today. Yet Runaway Youth Act funding remains essential and virtu
ally irreplaceable. My agency has $100,000 in local contracts that are specifically 
contingent upon continued RYA funding. There simply are not other sources of 
money available that can or will support 24 hour crisis-oriented. services for any 
runaway or homeless youth. Some of the more unique aspects of runaway cen
ters are that we respond to any youth in need at any time, and that we assure 
confidentiality. 

Runaway inflation, the drive to balance the federal budget, and local tax cut
ting efforts such as California's Proposition 13 do have an adverse effect on hu
mUn services. Sadly enough, services for youth too often are the last funded and 
the first cut. There simply is no national program more important than the 
Runaway and Homeless youth Act to help assure that the needs of runaway 
and homeless youth are addressed. At a time when we are searching for alter
nativE)s to institutionalization of status offenders, we need look not fUrther 
than runaway centers. Runaway centers are the model. These programs have 
proven their effectiveness in all types of communities in every part of the na
tion. This model should be further replicated. We wish to thank the subcom
mittee members for their support of this important piece of youth legislation. 
Senator Bayh's concern for r,una'Yl).y youth which led to the passage of this 
legislation in 1974 has enabled 165 communities to assist their tuoubled youth 
and build stronger families. We urge you. to continue your support for this 
vital legislation and offer ourselves as a resource in this effort. Thank you. 
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APPENDIX 
PART I.-CONGR,ESSIONAL RECORD STATEMENTS 

€!ongrezzloua.t1Record 
PROCEEOI:01GS AND DEBATES OF THE 961h CONGRESS. SECO;O;O SESSION 

Va). 126 WASHINGTON. Tl':'~ .. MAFCH 18, 1980 1'10.44 -------
SC>11 ;'Ife ,. U /,( • 

By :,{r. DOLE: - - -lP]=t. ct.::: R\"eroge percentage o( the 3 
S. 2434. A bill to amend the Ju\'enUe ~.~:;~ n:.=,,:.~ I'...scal years for which fig

JusLice and Delinquency Prevention Act u:es s.re anJ..lable of Lhe total expendl
of 1974. ar.d for eLher purposes; to the tures, made tor criminal JusLlce pro
Committee on th1! Judiciary. gram.s by S~at.e and local governments 
Jo\,.,nu: J"STICE ANO Oa.:S,,=C:Y n.z:=f. which is ex~nded f~r juvenile delin-

.,,'01'1 ACT A:'!'ENOV.£h-r. ov ... 0 quency .,rc~s by such state and Icc,,1 
~. DOLE. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a statement and a bill which 
I am introducing' toeay with reference 
to the JuvcnUe Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

governmellts. 
LLA1li"7'l:'NA:4et: or riTORT 

Ion Important aspect ol the 1974 JU'le
nUe Justice Act was the "maintenance 
of etroct" provision. TIlat law called for 
a set aside of 19.15 percent of all Law 
Enlorcement Assistance AdminlsLr~tlon 

The F~der:ll Government ha.s a. re
:iponslbllity to continue its elIorts to im
prove the qualit,' of Justice that ls a\'aU- (~ .. ) funding to be reserved for juve
able to juve:ules in thls cou.'ltry. The nile justice progran:s. ThIs percentage 

bl m of Iuvenlle dellnqunecy 'mmt Ylas based on the ratlo of LEAA expendl
~~~tl.!~ue to be de':tlt with in an etrect!ve tt':es for 1uvenile ju/tlce to tr.e !lgency's 

d eo..n!ngful anner it tbe levels ot to,a] exp.ndlrures .or fiscal 1971. It Is 
an m ; m t!.me to ClU'efully reexamine this ratio In 
Juvenile crUDe are to continue their de- the light oC experience In Its admlnls. 
cline. tration 

Federal !l.!:Slstance programs that The Senate version of the Justice Sys-
were designed to preven: and con!rOl tern Impro\'c:nent Act oC 1979 provided 
juvenlle delln~uer.cy ha~e. IlP1::rcutly Ior the complete elimination o! the 
met v.1th So ~_ll ,degree o! rucc;.~. Ac- mainte:l2!lce of etl'o;t 'PrOVision. The 
cord In!: to tho o..;st re,ent stat..,tlcs !? Senator from Kansas' bill does not go 
1976, persons under 18 accounted lor .5 th3t far. Instead It attempts to develop 
percent of the total arrests recorded by a new !ennula b!:seQ on the Rverage per
pollee natlcllally a.nd lor 42 pe:-cent of centage of the three most recent fiscal 
the arr;:sts lor seI10us crune. In 1978, 'years al the total expendl\ures made lor 
persons under 18 accounted lor 23.3 per· cri=n!.!lnl justice programs by State and 
cent of the total arrests recorded by local governments. 
police natlonally and Cor 40.5 percent of 
the arrests for serious crime. Atn'HOB.ITT or TH..E. ASSIS':'Ah: ADMINlSTRATOR 

This Is not of great sibDiticnnce, but The Office oC Juvenlle Justice and De· 
It is some decline., And there Is Interest linquency Prevention will remain within 
in this legIslation' and I hope that it can the LE!u\ ot the U.S. Department ot 
be considered quickly by the Conoress. Justice to administer the provisions of 
THE: JtTVL~a..z:: JusnCI: AND ~r:uN«ur:NCT this :let. . 

Pf"""'NnOI< ACT The Assistant Adll'inlstrator of LEAA 
The F\,deral Government must con· will continue to head the omce although 

t1nue Its leadership role in the coor- he will be under the poUcy direction and 
dination vi rc:;ources to de\'El.lp S~ilLe control of tile Ac!n:J.nlstrator of LEA. .... 
and local prcGrarr.s for the prEVention Under the Just!ce System ImprovE.~ 
and treatment at juvEnile delinQullf:CY, mellt Act. a new Office of Justice Assist. 
Tow!.rd thls ~nd. I am ir.trodudoir to- ance. Re:;earch and Statistics (OJARS) 
day legislation that will extend the has been es.t.ablIshed. This new agency 
Juvenile Justice and DeIL'Quency Pre- plays a coordinative role In Federal 
venlion Act of 1974 through fiscal year etrorts to provide assistance to State and 
1984. TIle bIll authorizes $125 million local crim.i.'lal justice agencies, but Is 
in fiscal year 1981 and $125 nulllon not an operational nor polley determln
in ez;ch succeEding year Cor the pro- in!: or.anlz:;tlon. IJthough these new 
gra= th.'ot :..c created b,- this act.!.. re::?t!cl".shlps should be extlrr'.ined in the 
addltlcn. L~.e bill requires that thEr" c[ntext of the jU\'enile Justice probram, 
shall b~ n-,::.b1t:-irit:d from appropr!:-.• tui!. Sc.:;:!or c:.n see no reason to change 
lions (0. es.ch ftsc,,1 year allotted to each the organi.z!ltlonal location or the juve
State \lnde. tiLie I of the Omnibus Clime rule j1.!.3L1ce prObr.lrn. S. 2434 seeks only 
Control and SMe Streets Act of 1968. 
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to clari!y the relationshJp bel\\'~ell LE.,\A 
and OJJDP. 

" n..\CTlCAL APpaOACH 

U Is my hope that by extending the 
authorization tor the Juvenue Justice 
and Delinquency Pre"entlon Act at 1974, 
States and local governments, pJivate 
and public organizations will have the 
assistance that Is necessary to continue 
the development ot practical approaches 
to the problems at youths that have be
come Involved in the juvenile justice 
system. Juvenile crtme and delinquency 
prevention must continue to be a top 
Federal, State, and local priority. It Is 
clear to me that a major cause ot this 
Nation's staggering crime rate Is juve
nile crtme and violence. This legislation 
Is designed to deal with that cause. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous cot:
sent that the text ot S. 24U be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be pr!nted in the RI:CORD, as 
tollows: 

S.2434 
Be It enacted by the Senate and Hous. 01 

ReprescntaUuCJ Of tit. United Stat.. Of 
AmmCQ in Congre33 assembled, I 

SHORT TTTt..J: 

SEen"K 1. Tbl. Act may be Cited ... the 
uJuvenUo Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act Amendmenu ot 1980" • 

• UU:NDUENT TO AUTHOI\!ZATlONS 

SEC. 2. (al Section 261 (~) at the Junnlle 
Justice t.od DeUnqueocy Prel"entioJl Act or 
1974 (42 U.s.C. ~671 (al) 1$ amended by 
.trtklns OUt tbe porlod at tbe end o( tbe 
fiut sentence and In.senlD& a. comma. e.nd tho 
tollowlns: "SI00.000.000 tor eacb at the tlsc,", 
years ending September 30. 1981, 1982, 1963, 
aDd 1984.''' 

(b) Section 3H (a) at t.'1at Aet (42 U.S.C. 
6751 (a» Is amended by striking OUt tho 
period at the end tbereot and IDsertl:lg a 
comma aod the tollo';\'IUS! "the sum of !oZ5.-
000.000 tor each oC tbe Oscal rears ending 
September 30. 1981. 198~, 19113. "nd 1964 .... 
At7THOR.rry 0,. THe ASSISTANT AO!.s:IN1STl1A.TOR 

opo THE OTnCI: OT JOVX:-'4LJ:, JtJS-:'ICE ANtl DE" 
UNQt7I:NCT PRI.\'I:!o.'"'TION 

Src. 3. (a) Section 2QI(a) at the JuvenUe 
Just.lce and Delinquency Preventlon Act or 

'1974 (42 U.S.C. 561l(a» I.s amended by 
Inserting Immediately betore the perlotl at 
the end OC the second sentence the folJow .. 
Ing: ". under the policy directloc. and centrol 
or the .... dmlnI5trlllor'\ 

(b) Section 201 (d) at that Act 142 USC. 
~611(dl I Is amended by striking out "sub
Ject to the dLrectlon ot tbe .. ~dmlnl.;,t:-a.tor·· 
and lnsertl.JJg In lleu thc:eot "und,,: !be 

pol1cy dlrectton and control ot the AdmJnb .. 
trator". 
pULcr.-lTACE or TOTAL ArrROPRIAnON' Z:XPr!'<lDI:D 

rc .. JUVENILE DI:LL"IQOD-lCY PBOCUNS 

SEC. 4. ,a) Section 261 (b) at the Juvenile 
JuaUeo BJ1d Del1nquencr PrevenUon Act or 
191" (42. U.5.C. 5671) I.s amended to rooul "" 
tollo ..... : 

"(b)(l) In wdltlon to tho rur.d, ""pro
prlatcd under SUbM"C;!Otl (5.) or thl"\ :.~\.~t1,,:'IIl. 
there shall be mnJntn.!nt'"(j !~'1:'11 l\rrh\i'.II1. 
tlons tor en.ch tlscal ) el\T a.UOh~ t,,""1 c""coh 
State under tJtlc I ot ~he Ofnnlb\1~ ("rime
Control and Snt~ Stre-eu. .\,·t o( 1968. 1\t.·'Ml.. .. t 
th~t p~rcenla.:e or t."C' tof.:tl r'\i""1 d.f\11C" 
made rOT cr'mn:.1 J\:'~!,.t" ph~:nuw; :'" !l.~_\\l" 

70-796 0 - 81 - 17 

and local gove=ent8 wblch I.s expended (or 
JuvenU. delinquency prosr= by 6uch State 
a.nd local SD"eromenta, determlned In ac
cordance wltb parasraph (2). 

"(2) Tbo percent8ge under parasraph (I) 
.hall be tbe .. vemge percentase o( tbe three 
moot recent !local y....-s tor wblcb tlgure. 
are avaUable .... 

(b) Section 1002 ot the Omnlbua Crime 
Control and Sate Streets Act o( 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 3793a) Is amended to read as (ollows: 

'f~lAINTJ:NAHCt: or DTORT 

.. s..,. 1002. (al In addition to tho (unda 
appropriated under uctlon 261 (a.) o( tbe 
Juve.nlle Justlco and Delinquency Preven
tion Act or 19'7(, lbere .ball be tnAlntalncd 
trom appropriations under thl. tltle (or eacb· 
!lscal y01U'. at least tbat percentage o( the 
total expenditure> made ror crlmltlal Justlce 
prol>"a.tn5 by Stat. and local SDverrunents 
wblch I. expended (or Juvenile delinquency 
prOSTa.m.5 by .uch Stale ILDd local govern_ 
menu. determined in accordance wlth sub. 
seetlon (b). 

"(b) Tbe percenlAte under P"l14!1'apb III 
.bAll be tho .. verage percentage at the three 
most recent !lscal years (or whIch !lgm •• are 
~VlLI\Bble.". . 
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Q:ongrrsstonallttcord 
PR,OCJlliDINGS AND DEBATES OP THII 96IbCONGlI.~S. SIICOND Sl!SSIoON 

WASHINGTON, 'WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19,1980 

Senate 

ACCOUNTABILI1Y, EFFICIE~~, AND VIOLENT JUVENILE CRI~ffi CONTROL 
FOCUS OF BAYH JUVENILE JUSTICE 

REAUTIIDRlZATION BILL 

S.2441_ 

By Mr.BAYH: 
B. ~441. A blll tc ~mend the Juvenile 

JusUee e.nd Delinquency Prevention Act 
of 1974. and lor other purpllsesj to the 
CommIttee on the JuQicls.ry. 

By Mr. BAYH (by request) : • 

J.:u;:'!:ri':ln~~en:...~:.,~~t~~ 
of 1074. and for other purposes: to the 
Commtttee on the JudJclary. 
IoocomnUn..ttT, X7rlCIENCY,.aND VlOLJ:!CT ru. 

nNJLJ: can.rll: CON'TIot. J'OCtI'St/J-.4TK Jon: ... 
IflU:: ,JUITta: U4l7l'HOkI2.&nON 8IU. . 

• Mr. BAYH. Mr. Presldent,today I am 
tntroduclng the Violent JuvenUe Crime 
COOtrol Act of 1900. which Is designed to 
strengthen and stab1lli;e our e .. yes.r can .. 
gressional commJtment- to the JuvenUe 
JustIce and Delinquency Prevention Act 
of 1974. (JJDPA) whUe at the same time 
mandating that the Ad.m1nlstre.tor of the 
omce ot JuvenUe Jwtlce B.Ii.d DelinQuen
cy PrevenUon (OJJDP) ha.s final e.c .. 
countabUlty and \~ru..\lonslbIl1ty tor 1m .. 
pJementlng the JUw.n1Je JustIce provl ... 
a10rus of this act. The RWi&Way and 
Homeless Youth Act.1s retained and ad
mlnlst.rcd by HEW'. Youth Develop
ment Bureau, Runaway and HomeIeas 
Youth Dlv1a1on. 

~D.Z.nt1rnCl: ACT HlSTOa'J' 

In 1974, the Coogresa es1abllshcd 
Juvenlle crlme prevenUon as the Federal 
crime priority. The 1974 act was the 
product of a 4-year bIpartisan eiron, 

No. 45 



.bleb I , .... priTlleg-ed \0 lead. \0 \nulrO .. 
tbo QuolltJ 01 ItmnUe 1""- t.hr~
out tho Un!t<d et4t .. and \0 o_au! 
the Feder$1 response to Jun:n1lc MUn .. 
Quency. The li74 act WILl puaro by • 
vote olll \0 1 In \hla bocI7. 

In 19'11. the Cotler.-. b7 a unanlmoua 
\'ote. reswthorled Ule JUTcnUe JuaUc.e 
Act for:S addlUonal ,.ean to stab1llte and 
revltallze our Juvenile crime procram.. 
Tbe blpartJ.san nature or tblt ad') sup-. 
pori. from 1D10 to Ute present 1a reflected 
1n the act's COSpQMDrS in this body ove:' 
the yenra-Mr. Hruska, Mr~M&mv.s. Mr. 
Cook. Mr. McClellan. lair. Pone. Mr. 
Pbllllp Hart. Mr. HlIIlb Scott. Mr. K<>l
NEDY. Mr. THtraJ.lOND. Mr. BUIJ)ICK. Mr. 
GurneY. htr. Aboure.zk, Mr. Bible. !.rr. 
Brock, Mr. ease, 'Mr. CHuaCH, ur, Clark. 
Mr .. CRANSTON, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. Hubert 
Humphrey. Mr. McGee. Mr. Montoya, 
Mr. MOSS, Mr. Pa..'l.tore. Mr. RARooLl'u. 
:Mr. Rmlcon. Mr. M:ONDALE. Mr. CANNON, 
Mr. Eastland, Mr. CUtNER, Mr. DECoN
CINI. Mr. HJ.nULD. Mr. LJ:AIlY'. Mr. 
MACHUSON. Mr. MATSUNAG.l, Mr. MnuN
lIAtf){, Mr. PELt, Mr. SnVEK!, and Mr. 
HEINz.. 

I ar1e1na.Uy 1ntroduced th1s measure u 
S. 3148 during the 92d Congress when Jt. 
received strong support lrom youth
serving organlzatloM and juvenlle dfilln ... 
quency exPerts around the country. t re .. 
lntroduced. S. 821 on February 8. 19'~. 
nnd a.l021,on Murch 17. 1271. 

The Senate subcommittee to Investl .. 
gate Juvenile Dellnquency of whIch t 
';\'as chnlrman, held extens1ve hea.rings 
that demoDStrnted the desperate need 
tor thfslegislation. E.'xpert witnesses, in ... 
eluding State ond local omclals, repre· 
lSentatlves of prIvate agencies. socln! 
w'orkers. socloIog1:sts, crim1nologists. 
judges, and crimlnal justl1:e planners 
testt11ed on the terrible problems or the 
juvenile justJce system which did not 
provide lndlvidual Jw.Uce, etrecUye help 
to Juveniles. or protecUon for our com .. 
munJUes. In llarUcular. Uley repeatedly 
emphasIzed that large custodirJ lnsUtu ... 
Uons such &s reformatories :and tra1nJ.ng 
,c;chools \\·ere nothing more than schools 
of crime, where Juvenlle3 learned the 
6kllls of the experienced crlmlnal~ 

A clear consensus emerged aupporung 
stronll !ncenUves ror Slate and loeal gov .. 
ernments to develop community·based 
progrnms 8lld services as alternatives to 
training .scl1ools for ms.ny youngsters. 
ThIs consensus was further expressed. by 
the National Advisory CommIssion OD 
Crlm.l.~al JusUce Standards and Goals 
which recommended that no new mtljor 
Institutions fer Juvenlles should be buUt 
under any circumstances. I'he Commis
sion provtded additionAl support. for the 
philosophy or the legislat!on thnt many 
delinquents. but especiallY noncrimlnal 
status otrenders and neglooted or depen
dent children. wh-o bad previously been 
Instltuttonallzed, could be hel~ success .. 
fully In community .settings. 

State omc1al.s .tesUfylng before the sub .. 
commIttee stte.'i.Scd the need for eace .. 
tive-, coordinated Federal funding to as
sist the States tn enrrylng out their er
forts to treat JuvenUes in the coromu .. 
nlt,.. The t011I1Cr Oovernor of Massa .. 
cheetbs, the Honorable Francis SargEilt 
nnd the former Governor ot Ohio, the 
Honorab!e John OUllgan, ~ere eloquent 
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In deocriblDc tho ..... n. need for IbIo 
le.1s1atlnn. TIl. deputy d_ of \be 
XmWcb' ~t of ChUd WeU"" •• 
coallnnod ~ led1nc ol ......, Stale 04-mInIs-' In tuBIng _ 01 IhII 
bW; 

Quite fra.nkJy. WMD. J tlnt I1*d the bUJ and 
Senator BaJb" commentl tn the Congrel. 
alonal Record, I wanted to Ihout "Allelui .. ,'· 
aomebody baa ft1lAI1T dlll"Veloped • comporv_ 
hemin p1ece ot lqlalaUon that makll. aell5tl. 
It aho\lld provide .. ruJ. opportunlt.y tor aU 
of tu It we W'Ont to be: auloUll about ~v
Inc problel'M faclDg :routhtul offender... r 
wu ehocked by tlt.~ na~n1 maltnlatmen1 ot 
offe.ndera. b1 Un brut&llncarctra1lon of non
crlmlnal fUll&W1l.p and by th. bureaucrattc 
Inelfoctlnne. wbk:h had mr.rked ~e Iff"OMly 
Inadequate .Ped&r&l .pproseh ~ the pro'l«ln-
tion of deoll!lquency. . 

DUrlng Ole earl, 1970'8 the hea.r1ngs 
and InvesUgnUons In Washlngton and 
throughout. Ule country by the SUbcam .. 
mittee to tnVe:5t1gate Juvenlle DelJn
quency (aboJlshed in 1979 with the Juve
hUe JurisdtcUon transferred to the Sub· 
committee on the ConsutuUon) led me 
to two Important conclw;lons. 

The firsL i.e that our past system of 
Juvenile Ju:sUce was geared primarUy to 
react. to youthful ol'ienders rsther than 
to prevent. the youthful offense. 

sec:ond, the evidence was overwhelm
ing that the system failed at the crucial 
point when a youngster ftrst got into 
trouble. The JuvenUe who took a car for 
a Joy ride, or vandalized school property. 
or viewed 8hopUIUng as 11 lark, was con
fronted by a syatem of Justice aften com
pleUey incapable of responding ln a con
strucUve monner. 

However. during the late JtIOI8 n.nll 
th1s new decade, ~'e have begun to buDd 
on our past experiences with the act 
making substantial prog~ not only at 
the Federal leVel, but especlally at the 
stato and local level. \V. Intend that t.'le 
JuvenUe Justice Omce be an advocate for 
the famllJes and youth of our St.at~, 
wblle at the sam~ time protecUng their 
ht!man. consUtut.1onal and leial rights. 

TUE- U80 .I.IUHDH1HT8; Tnl VtOLZrn' 
J~Nn..a: cauo: COtn'AOlt .lCT 

Mr, President. the but I am introduc
ing today extends the JuvenIle Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 
lor 5 years. It also specifically delegates 
aU final authority for juvenJle justice 
programs to the Administrator of the 
Omce of JuvenlJe JustIce and ~Un ... 
qumcy Pre\'entlon (OJJDP). I have long 
bpJleved that this delegation of authority 
is a necessary factor in any emcJent and 
coordinated effort to adequntely cen .. 
front the problems of the Juvenile justice 
system. The lndJv1dual who bears the 
responslblllty lor managing thls Ornce 
and coordinaUng all Federal juvenne 
justice programs should also ha.ve the 
authority to carry out that resporudbJltty. 
Since 19'J.«, the Congre.sa has st,re;,.sed thls 
tact in conference reporle; and debate on 
the tioor or both Houses of Congt'efS. In 
this reauthorization. we wUl speciftc&ll,y 
mandate. this proper delega.Uon of au
thority for Ule AdminIstrator of OJJDP. 
The bill also It'lulres the BPpolntment 
of two deP\lt.l~ and. one legal adv1sor to 
insure that the ·Admt.nmtrator of OJJDP 
w1ll be able to carry out th1J!; e.uthority. 

Mr. President, one of the primAry rea .. 

aona lor ID7 bJt;roI!Iuct1on of the orl&lnlLl 
JUYenlle J'UstJoe Act tn 1071 Wall my 
conce.."'D with Ute 1ncreaalna' problem of 
Juvtn11e CrimI. lluLve lona 1;lelleved t.h.a.t 
the beA IWILbod of controlllng violent 
crtme 1a to prevent it 1n the ftht. Place. 
U we can tab the Int .. tIme mlnOl' of· 
fender and prevent hlm orher from com
mitting eTeU more serIous oaen.'lcs we 
wJll have gone a long way toward COD
trol.llna-our problem with vlol~t oft'end
ers. In Ute sam"'! vein. however. I firmly 
believe that MIme 7OUt.hM oft'mden 
mwt be removed from U1elr communities 
lor sodet.;r'a aate a5 well IL!I their own. 
The secure lncarceraUon or youthful 
offenders should be reserved for those 
youths who commit seliou.,. vIolent of ... 
fenses and cannot be handled by other 
alternaUves. 

It was sh~Jdni' lor me to 'learn 
through OUr hearings over the past 10 
years, that often the Juvenile JusUce sys ... 
tem actually Incarcerates the nonviolent, 
noncriminal statU! offender as well as 
the neglected and abused chJld more 
often than tho&e who are charged with 
or convicted of criminal oacoses. Statws 
and nonoffenders are actually more 
likely to be detained, more llkelY to be 
InstitutionalIzed, and once incarcerated. 
more likely to be held in confinement 
tor longer periods or \.tme than those who 
arc c,harged with or convir,:ted of crlmJnal 
offenses. 

One of the underlytng precepts of the 
JuvenUe Jwtice Act 1s to reorder these 
misplaced policIes and prJoriUes. I do 
beUeve, however. \hat the problem of 
the violent. .o.ltender IIhouk1 be given an 
Incrensed locus. These rdatively tew m,
cUvlduals cause a disproportionate 
amount of sur-ering and fear among the 
adult population. 

A maJor new study by Pennsylvania 
state Unive%'8ity, where 88 percen~ of 
2,000 elderly citizens were surveyed. 
found that they actually cross the street 
or change theIr direction of travel Just to 
avoid teenagers. ElderJy persons Uving 
tn cltles are so afrrud of teenagers that. 
many remain indoors after 3 pm. and do 
not go to senior citizen centers, parks and 
other places they would normally go. 

The study fQUDQ that 66 percent of the 
persons surveyed &aid fear of crime has 
greaUy aft'ected their use of fa.cUiUes de .. 
signed tor the elderly. 

Pn.st surveys have shown Ulat many 
older people are alIUld to lea\~ home 
after dark, but. I wo.s surprl.ied to f1nd 
that 3 p.m. is now the cut-of!' time. 

About one·ruLh of the elderly in the 
study wanted to be home, lndoom. by the 
time 6Choollet out. Nlne percent of the 
elderly in the study luld been crime vic
Ums w~thIn the 12 months be!ore the 
survey. Most had been robbed Of' had 
their howes burgla.r1zed. A total of 33 
robberies. 22 nssauIts. and. 5, other crimes 
had been commltted ag.m.t tho elderlY 
in ~c study while they were en route to 
senior citizen center&. 

The amendmen~ I am lntroductng to
dU are designed to bring increased at .. 
tenUon to the rla1ent oft'cnder. These 
amendments. entitled. tho "Violent 
Juvenlh Cr.kn~ Control Act at 1980," 
would l'Ctaln the 19.15-percent mainte .. 
nance tit elTon provision and at the same 
time mandata that these funds be 
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taq_ fQr _lImB alm<d to clUi> Yi<>- .... <>f U-~ hoIns U. III &d- haari/7 ... the __ 0( Im<r<oted 

='T~~~~ =n~~:;==.h~: f~~~'::='~ 
=::.:~U!l0~!:=; ~~~ =~=.!r:"'~ f~.:t ='~~ 
volYlD& bodily harm t.ha JeaWaUan ea- from U>dr Iu>mooI ~ phylllcall7 abu.ol"" famlb'. 
~ proerama to IdecWy, awre- and neglect.ful parenIB. It Is 1mpetaII •• to keep tbc 1ecIsIaIl .. 
hend, ,peedUy adjudIcate. sentence, and The runaway and ham.elea! roath pro- Pn>eeoo aDd _ In I!IlI _ve. 
rehabwtate tbeIe Jndirldualr in a hu- IffUl1 1a deaIgncd. to otrer ~ ~CIl 1& Deftii"' • aolnUoD. or CCII'e 
mane tuhlon. In IddtUon. thll bfJl would emergencY med!eal care I:l.Ud COOll5ellnl m ItJseUj 1t 1a eo tn.mewort: witbia1 wtdch 
require the Adm1nJ.strator to provide & for both the yOUDg peop1~ and: t.".ttlr lam- a lX'Oblem CUl be at\aet«l. 'rhe better 
de,alled evaluation of "Sca.red-BtraIa:h'" lU .. ,IO th ... YOUllj[ peoplc can be helped the 1eI:l&latIcm. \he betlu the chaneo 
'ypeprogramsandtheIrpotenUaifarre- before they end up IncarCer&l<od In)1l- the.,.temwlllD>Oetand __ __ 
hablUtatlnS' JuvenDe olfendera. venlIe b.sUtuttOIll or neD. untort.u.n&telY .prlatel7. 'l"'heR ameod!nenta IU'e ClIO step 

VIQl.Df'I'.nrl'aftU; onsJfDaA: Mn'H oa In many cases. adult Jalls. In ~ &he problem of jUVenD.e 
tt.I.LttT, 'l11e cornerstone of the Juven1Je JU8- crime In • prsdent manner. J!);rQitable 

Mr. President, we are all too famll.1a.r tlce/Rmun,QY and Homeless Youth Act resourcel, in relAUac to our current Ju
with the litany of vtolence reported daJly is prevention. The Buna.way snd Home- ven1Ie lX'IJUlatJoo. PQtsltial, aDd uper. 
br tho press and tho lMdla. We have all I".. Youth Act prov15Iona are clliectod tlae mlllt be commltted to oor JuYOlllle 
heard wtt.n.esses tesuty of their horrlble, ~OWBrd the )::reventlon of Juven1.le crime, otrendel'l and. nonolrtndera, if we are to 
brut&! _ ~ yOW1£ peopl •• lnelud- a reduct.!on 10 tho .ubatanUai law en- make any ..m. In addre80lng tbe.. 
tnr our dderb' victims. Noteworthy, hOW'- forcement problem of c:ommunltIeI tnun- problems in tbe 1980's. 
ever'. Is the fact that the vLcUms of no. dated with nmawaya. and ahort-te:m COI'fCSoVBIOK 

lent JUY'eDlle crime ft.fe more lJkely to be placement tos homeles.s youth. Mr. Pre:51dent. in summary, thls bUl 
Juventle9 tbem.selves. 'I11e Na.tJonaJ. Ad- YlOUHT Jtm:lt1LE ana COHTaDL ACT:-:uT extends the act for 5 years at $200 mll .. 
mOl']" Cornmiss1on on Cr1mJnaJ. JuMice "DVWON TO .wlIn ova JlOJ.W.aa, ft· lion for each.of t1sca] yeartllP81 through 
Standards and Ooala reported that: C:LKC11'J), UVUD ,un) .VH ....... U TOC1JrfO 1983 and $225 mlWon tor each of tbcal 

VlcUm. ot usaulthe vlolenco In th. clU. noPL:I: yean 198" and 1985: deIeKa.tes ol11lnal 
gonet'allJ' UTe the same d:l.ar9cterl.ue. .. the Mr. president. a key provi!Jon of the authority to the OJJDP Admlnlstra.tor: 
oft'enden!:- ,Ic:tlmlutloa. rate. are leuanUy amendmentalamlntroducJngtoday,re- requires the Adm1n1sb'ator to appoint 
hJg:h6a~ tor malu, JOU~ poor penonJl and quires Ulat approprIated tunda under two deputles, and one Hila} n.dvl&or: re .. 
blacks. the JU1'en11e JWt!u Act, not obll&sted, Quirea tho· Adm.ln1strator to prov1de &. 

Of c:oun<!. tb ... reporta ..... of Utllo by Ibe end of eadl Il!eaI year IhaIl be detaUed ev&luatIon of "Bcared-Btral&ht" 
cOlllfort to !.be f~t.enlng llI1lIll><n <>f transferred to progroms fWlded Wlder progroms: Inc...,.. .. cltUe" partI_UOIl 
Amerlca.ns who ha.va personall,y been HUe m-the RunawQ' and Bomal.ee;s in the operation of the P1'Oil'8Dl: ntams 
vlcllrru of vlolen, crimes. An ever-In- Youth Ac'. Hl!torlcally the JIIWOlIe)llB- the 19.16 percen, matnt..u.n .. 01 effort 
cres.s1.a~ ~ of our rJ~ Uee prosnun hacS • ~ bednn!nc prov1s.lcm, but mandates that it be sJ)tDt 
yOUllg and old-lind thcir dally 1Ivea whIch resulted In lIB failure to properly for proeram. aImed at eurbInr violent 
dlnlctlJ allected by t.he fear of VIolence obligate lIB funds, even though !.IuI 000- crlm .. comml,ted by Juveniles: requtre. 
In their c:ommunJUe3. Recent poUa re-- es&ary proaram appllcations were aYAU- ,the AdmJn1strator to Implement the 
veo! tha.t hal! of our clttmla are a::r8.td able to OJJDP. Fortunately, in 197& the ma.1ntenance of eaort. fo.rm.ula Bl'ant, 
to _to alono aI night In their nel&h- 3-1CBr bacl<loc of tl1DdA " .. oiIIlaal<d dlacreUonary gran, and othor lnlUatlves 
borheoda. nearly 20 percent do not teel and oll the WMblogWo desk at \be Of- In OJJDP: provld .. adequate adInlnl ... 
we In their ."" hom .. and nes:Iy J3 flee of JUTe11JIe JUItlce. H_, wltbln tratIv. support foe the Oll1ce: extends 
percent of Out young people are &trald the past year the obllgatton rate hu d.1- the Runaway and Homeleaa Youth Act 
In Lbetr own &ehools. mlntshed su.b.1tant1ally, with the proapect for 5 yean at $25 mUllan for each of 

at1)[AWAT AHD HOvnms TOOTH ACT of a &lgnlJ1cant ea.rryover. In order to aa.. l1scal years 1981 through 1983 and $30 
Mr. President, one of the key featuree sure thnt appropriated tunda obUJneclln mUUOll for eacb of tlsc.oJ ),eara U84 o.nd 

~~O~einR~~~~!~~US:':::= ~e:eJ::;~~g::u-:u~~ }:~ ~~:~~=; =u~~~ve~ 
Youth Act. ~ any such c&rTyoyer to the title m pro- tmnsferred to the Runaway and Home-

7b.e Runaway and Homeless Youth gram whIch, to date, haa not ~enced leu YouUl Act by Jantw'7 1 of each 
Act is df's1Jm~ to provide asslstanu to lIuch problems. subsequent fiscal year. 
States, locahtIes. and nonprofit private Mr. president. Jt ta bu!l thAt the omce The Juvenlle Just1ce and Dellnquency 
agencies to opo'-late temporary ahe1ter 01 Juvenile JustIce Is tragically UDr!er- Prevention Act and these 1980 amend .. 
care facUlties In arewJ where nmawaya staffed. By the Dep&rtment', own'flU'\'e)", n~..1lts wU1 provide the at.abqIty 10 'Vital 
tend to cot'.lg1'egate. These programa. over the omee sbould have lit lead 150 atafr to the continuation at thJ.6: congresskmal 
167 funded by HEW last year, dt:al prt_ in order to C8l'1'J' out th1a p.rog;am ef.. lntttatlve. The 6·ye.ar extension. with 
marIJy with the immedIate needa of run- Iectlve1y. e1IlclenUy. and with reopoD.<!- ,he adequate fundIng provided. wben 
away youth or otherwise homeless 70WlR blllty. But. the D~U7 stlJr hal not coupled. with tun implementatIon o! the 
people in a manner which 1s outsIde the been prov1ded to get the Job done. Hope.. provtsJom of the 19'14. Dlld IB77 acts wJll 
tradltlonal law' enforcement structure fully. we in Congreu will be WJe to over- help address crime's cornerstone in thJa 
and juvenJle JusUce system. come this pitfall. country-JuvenUe crime and vIolence. 

When Ute Runaway YouLlt Aet waa VJolent JUwnlJe crime must be PUt into Although the amounts llUthOrh:ed. to date 
first: passed in 1974. it did not 1nelude perspective. y~t In no way do I w1&h to have been very frugal relative to the task 
asw.tance tor homcleoa youth, or those min1mlze the trSKed¥ and hOlTOr u;perl_ ot each of the PtUticlpatlDg states, such 
who nre dependent, neglected.· and enced by the victims of vtoles:J.t otrenaes. resources prov16ed In a stable, con .. 
abuaed.. However, the 1977 amendments 'Mr. President. t.h,t, Peden! 00nrn.. tJnuour fasbJon will do wonr1ers to 
to the act Incorporated homelcs.. taedect- ment can play an Jmports.nt role in de.. achieve the mandD.te of the 197' act. As 
ed and abused youth In the catc!aOl'J' of llnquency prevention. but not tn bote.- we aU know, $100 today is OIlty worth 
th"'" to be IWlsted under 'be ae<. It Is Uon. SoIQUon. to yocth crime __ be ,70 of t years ..... 
myth pplnton. and those ot us in Caocrees. Pl'Ov.lded exclus1vely by t.¥ P'Gderal Gov.. M.r. President, 1 could not conclude 

h 
a" there Ilre many young ~ who ernmen~. These probleDll will not be without ex~g a debt of graUtude 
avenohometrom"h1chto~ m,m-who solved. by simply pa.sslng a. blll.1ssu1n8' to the numerou.s pr1va~ agenc!ea and 

~~ :~~~:J:~e:a1t~~~ fa::~rtw~~~:t:l: ~~:c ~~ wt!0=~~ :~t::~ 
~:':Toa~!c~~~:~:;.. ~ t:O!f- =~ :"'il'..~~ ::v~-= ~ '::nl~ =,::~~ ~~ 

There are approxlmatelJ 1 mLlUon our IChoala:. ArJ¥ .eac:cesa:tul PnTeotive one. More than 75 organtzatJons
runaw.,.1 eadl r_. with tho.....-..a PedenJ l'<rtenlIo Juallce elfort III1lAt reI7 across-Ibe-lloord phDosOPhlcally. 1Uld 
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acrosa-the-country knewina' no po- ChUd DeTelopment. Au~ ~ 001cm" 
Kl'8Ph1ca1 bounds have pa.rtJc1pated. in !lhalrJ)enlOD. Ooaunlttee Jill BucPlIbaUl, 
t.b_ etI0rt.0. Wlt.bou\ t.belr helP we could ...... ""'" 00Ic0r ot Ccmmlulon. . 
not have Rotten the act pas.sed in ID7" Pl:::m~ ~~f Cr1m1n&1 .Justice 
drafted. the IDn prov1B.1ons. tested the Nat1onaJ. Oontennoe ot State l.qWAtUI'IIL 

~~~~~on;~ ll1~e d~~oor~~:~ e./!CUoDAl Cou.nc11 on cnm. Uld DdWlwD-
unanimous consent that the llat of or· ~:, 'rl.m.ubl of Amadea. 
ga.n1zaUona endOC'l1n& the JJDPA of lin' Bar Bcoutl of the USA. 
be prlnted In the Bl;:caaD. ChlJd WIill&l'1t Le'C\lO at Amerlca. 

I urge my colleaaues to sUPPOrt thlB PamUrIxnpa.et; 8ftn1.nar. 
extension and I look torwa.rd to.warldna' Pamlly Ben"leo AMoc1at1on or America. 
w1th you and thooe in the House of &lp.. ~~-~~~:seol1"i~6':t1' 
resentaUves toward oUl'mutualloalac Home and Bcbool lnJUtuto. 

Mr. Prealdeut. I o.sk unanimous COD- Lutheran COUnc:1l1h tb~ U.s..\. 
sent that ~be bW. aecUon-by-secUon MAtyland Oommltt.eo tor DGr o..rc. 
analym, along wtU1. a. parUalllst of thoo(t YO~hUIJotta Oommtttoo tot' Ch11&-en a.nd 
who aupport thIa act, and a ponlon of Mental Re&1t.b. Pllm Board. 
u,-A annual repOrt; of the Runaway and National AlUance Concerned With 8choo1-
Homeless Youth Dlv1s1on at HEW be Ago Parenta. 
printed at th1s point in the Rl:COJlD. NaUonal .Auoclat1on of 8ocJa,1 Worken. 

Mr. PresJdent. today I am al!O tn.. National ChIld Day C&ro AasoclaUoa. 
t..'"Oduc1nR', by request, the o.dm1.n1stmtlon National Oonterenctl Of Cbrbuan. ana 
bill to amend the Juven1!e JuaUce and Jews. 
Delinquency PrcvenUon Act of 197'" I National Cou.nell for Dlack ChUd DeveloP" 

~:~~~~rub~l~ ~~ ~:CtYc!:i ~:itonal Counell of Churches. 
analysis be printed following my ma~ ~:~= ~~~~ ~i ~~ ~men.~ tor 
rials in the RsCOllD. ' Ohildran &nil You.th. 
Oao.unZAnoHs ENDO"-Uta THZ o1'onmu NatlonaJ. JewlAh Welfare Doard. 

Juana AND Da..lNQUCNCT PUVmn:Olf NaUonal Urban League. 
Ar:r or 19n (PUlILlC LAw g3-41&, AS New York State Dlvtalon for Youth. 
AIUlfDZD IN' 1917. PtmLlC LAw 95-113) Palo Alto Oommunltl Child Ca.ro. 
AmeriCftn l"edcn.t.ton of State. County, and Ph11adelpht. Oowmualty ClOO1't:1nated 

Munldp&l Employees. ChUd care Councu. 
American Institute at Pamlly B,ehl.tlona. 'l'bll Balvation Annf. 

m=~cr.D. Legion, National Executive Com- =~t, ~~t ~cen\ ! ..... ",--.:1. 
Amerlam Parent. COmmIttee. untt«1 Auto Worken. 

=r:'::t~tv~~l~cal AAoclation. ~~= ~=t~.~~~~~ Home-
Cbl!dren'. Detenle J'und. land Mlwatr!es. Dht&lon of Het;lth and Wel-

~~d~:~=~~~!~o~ertca. f~~ted Methodiat Church-Baud otCJlobal 
Cllrtltlan Prlaon Wciatrleo. Mln1ltrtu. 

lCH~O Department 01' Corn.munlty &on. ln~nlted. NeI.ghborhood. HOUKS of New YOI1r~ 

AFL-CtO, Department ot Socl~ Seocurlty. United. Pr'!.8bytertan Church. USA. 

jC~:~~I&tlon or Psyc:hl&tric BerV· ::~~~~~~~B~::~8emCO 
IIn.Amcrlcan AaaodaUon 01' UnI'erslty Worn- . B~~=~~ Conference. 

American Camping AMoeIatlon. Nat!ona1 ID!ormation center on Volunteers 

~::f:: ~::!1~:~ ~r!~ Aa&oc1f.. In N~r~l League of Cit!ea. 
tlon. No.t!on&1 Legal Ald antt De1'entter A.seoc1a .. 

!::~:: ~~:t:~!:~IOn. t1~~uonal Network of Runaway and Youtll 

!::~::~ ~~~~orr;::e~!t~~;" 8em~:~l Urban CoallUon. 
American SC:bool Cou.n.selor Aaaoclat.1on. PUbllo M&1nI Committee. National Aaao-

tryAmerl.e&n Soe1ety tor Adolescence PlY,chia. c1~~~.;'~.~~~~~!:~n~;.pIl. 
Asaoctatlon lor Chlltlhood Edu:ation In- UB. Conference 01' Mayorl. 

tematlonal. Big Brothera/Bj;r Silters of America. 
A.&aocIation of JunIor Lei).guea. N$tlotlAl Youth Workers AlUance. 
Emergency Taalt Force on Juvenile Delln.. NationAl CouncU 01' Juvenlle and Pam11y 

q~e:~::=~atlon. Oo~I~~:rSOounell of Crlm1nat JUJtlce 

~~!~~~~;:~::~:fa:~er C1dea. P~~'Network CounelL 
National AssocIation of Counties. American Bar Aa8oe1&tlon. 
National Association of Social Workers. American CIvil IJbetttM Union. 
NatIon~ As.I!oclat:on of SbWI Juvenile De- National Juvenile Law Center •• 

llnquency Program AdmlnWratora. National OOGUUon for ObUdrcn'. JuaUoe. 
'National Collaboration tor Youth: Be,...· Chllc1ren'. Eq)reu. 

Clubs ot America. Boy Scout.. 01' Alnertca, OhUt1rcn's Detelllle Pund. 
Camp Ftre Olrl., Inc., Future Rcmemakera Coalition for Cb1ldren and Youth. 

t:.s~e~!~ton~~~~~~n ~~l8e~~en~ 8lrornlH-IIT-sccnoK ANUTaIII 
and NelghborhOOC1 Centers. Red Croas Youth Section 1 provides ·t.lat the Act shall be 
Service Progra.ma, '.oR Club •• Federal EEecu- clted ... tbe "VloIent JUvenUlI CrtJn$ 00:1-
Uve Service, Nat1on&l ~w1ah Welfare Doazd. trol.Act ot 1980." 
National Boo.rd of YWCAI. and National Section 101 am.eni1a 'I1t1e I of the .Juvenile 
CouncU of YMCAa. Justice a.n4 Del1nquaIlCJ Prevention Act. of 

National Cotnm.laaIon on the Ob&ervance ot 197" to adtt an addl1JOlW. declan.Uon of pur
Iptematlonal Women's Year Committee on. pose. Tb" new eocUon 101 (a) (8) a44s a con-

.,... ..... - ... _.tIiAt'JIIo l __ "OUI<I'_ oddI_ ._. 
tlae1 to the problmt. of nOlant CIItmet 0Ilm,jf 
mUted bt luventl •• part1.eu1sl1,.to Ut.,..u 
ot lc1mtLftcaUOD. apPrllb:CI*'Oll. ~ ad .. 
Ju4Icatton. MnuncI.lJ& and robabWtAtlOll, 

{&rcoit:J:~~oar:~ ::-
Unent:. . 

Beetlon l02(b) a.mmdIt uct\on 103('1) to 
11at adttlt10nal ten1ton. til .. ~ ... 
..atatea .. eDilble frtr tun~ un4W tbe Act. 

6ecilon 1QJ(o) amand.! MCUoa l~(g), a 
technical amen~Dt. 

SdCUI)Zl :101 amend.l T1Ue lIt Part A D(. the 
.Act In three Y6)'5: • 

(1) It del.ptea a111lnsl authorStr to thl 
MmlnIi:trator 01' tho Oft!co of Juvenil, J~. 
tlce antt DelJnq~ncr l'NvenUon (OJJDP). 

(2) It requlru the MIn1nWntor of 
OJJDp to appoint tn. t.wo ututory Dep", 
utlel, ... wen ... thll nnJ1 crcatod Lesa1 
AdvlllOt. ... 

(3) It. require. tbelu1m1n1.ltn.tor of OJJD1I 
to provttte .. datalled. nlOluation Of "Scand. 
8tnJght"·tJPe Pro.JT&UlS to tho tTnlted state. 
Senate Committee on the Jud.1c1.Ir.ly and Ute 
United States B01l3O 0% RepreMntativae com
mittee on Education and. Labor, by Decem .. 
ber 31. 1980. 

BectJona :102 and ::103 amend 'l'1Ue II, tech. 
nlcal am.endm.enU:. 

8octlo.a.s :aM and :KI& amend TltI. II. Part 
B. BubplUt I \"eLated. to block pant Pederal 
Aaabtance for State and. Local Prognnns. 
technlca.1 a.mentimente. 

8e<::tlon :106 Amec.cte Title n. Part B. Bub
.part n l'I!IlAteti to ttlKi'otlona:y BJ'lLDt. J'ederaJ. 
Aaat.tanca for PrIority JU"VenUo Prevention 
antt Treatment.~. tac.hn.lcal amend .. 
menta. 

SectiOn. 207 antt :108 ~nd ~ettons ~ 
(b)(&), (a). antt (8) to lncreue clUzen 
partldpQt.lon In the operation ot the pro...... 

SecUCD.s 209 and 210 am!!nd aectlon 2::18 
(g) and 2fl(c). technical amanc1n1ant... 

SeCtion 211 amcn~ Title II, Part. D, Ad. 
~tre.tlve i'roTlalollJl. in four wars: 

(1) It provlC:ea • a.-n-yeu autholiu.tlon 
with an appropriation level of UOO mUlIon 
tor each ot &eal years 1981, 1982 antt 1083 
and. 12:15 million tdr N.eh of .ftscall'IlUli 1984. 
antt1985, aectlon 281(e.). 

(:I) It requires th"t approprlated tund.! 
not obDgat«l by tbe end of each ft.Ical }liar 
Ihall revert to prognun.a funded under the 
Runaway and Homele811 Youth Act. by Jan· 
uazy 1 ot tbe next.tile&! yt"Ar, DCCtlon 281(10). 

ta) It requires tb~t DULlnteIWlCD o.t er
fort ronde.. 19.16'lt of the total appropriatlou 
ot TILle I of the Justice S,..!em Improve .. 
ment Act. shall b& targetett tor- progratns 
&l.med to curb violent crimea commtttod ·by 
Juvenllee, namely: murdlr, forc1bll'l rape. 
robbery, aggr&vated. 1UllJau1t, and araon In· 
To1vlng bodUy harm. particularly to tho 
art:aa 01' Identlt1catlon. ipprehelWon. .~Cll 
at1Jud1eatlon. aentenctnl and reh&bllltatlon, 
aeetlon :leItb). 

(") It requlrea ~be At1m1nlatrator Of 
OJJDP to Implement antt be retlponalble tor 
aeetlon :a61(b). 

Section :112 amends section 26:1, to pro
Vide at1equate admlnlltratlve .upport tor the 
Ome.. 

Beetlon :lt3 amencla aec:tlon :1M to nquIre 
that amendment. made by the Violent. 
JU1'lluUO Crime Contml Act. ot 1980 mill take 
etreet on tbe date of enactment. 

Sections 301, 30:1 antt 303 amend. Titlo m 
01' the Act to reftcct tbe 19TI Act .. homelesa 
:youth program authority. 

SactJon 5M amel:]~ section 811 to author
I.r.e thll Secretary to make grant.. to Unt 
runawa1 antt homeleea youth wUh their lam· 
111ea and IOnice provldt.ra through t.htI UI4I 
DC .. National bot-Uno telephone n.twort. 

8ecUon. 303 &l1c1 806 amend MCtlona 51.2 
(6). (b) (&) and e«;Uon 81&(1) to ref1ec:t thll 
19'17 Act" homeleM youth program authQrttr, 
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ee.u to 110 network: of communlty.bued Nn~ 
h:e ptOirattla dealgnfld. to addresa youUl n.edI 
whUe they artI .. w~y from ho'llW and. to pJOoo 
vide a.II"lca for )'Outb and their t&mllJ.el 
on an aftercare bues .. requ1.ted. P\U"Uler'. 
tte National ToU-Pree communlca.tlon IY." 
tem 'Which it. deelgned to provide .. ueutnJ. 
c.hlUlUel of eommun!eaUona between. an4 • 
vehicle for rcunlUllg runaway 10Uth With 
their tatn1l1u, ae"od lsa.800 youth. 

Tlul YoUth Development Dureau al.ao baa 
a 1~.ponu!b~Ut1 to lmprove the &.dm1nlnra .. 
"ve and organizational c:apllbU1UH ot run .. 
Iowa, youth progrt.1Jl.I to. plan and deUul' 
.enlcn to runawAy and othsrwtae homclcsa 
youth. To tha end. yon hat developed a 
uchnlca1 opett.t1ena manual wblch preeentl 
19 program, performance 8tandN'M Integral 
to a progrt.m of &ervtcee to ed'ectlvely deal 
with the m .• ia nefld.l of runAway and other
wlae llomelru loath. 

YDB aleo provide.. through a ccmtn.ct, 
wchnlca1 usls:.mce to local prosrama in the 
are. ot ofS'Ull.u.tlonal denlopment u well &Ii 
ahort.-term \....tn1ng to 1nCl"aaM tho lntorma
tlen and ,kUla of youth worklra to dell1'lll' 
&ervlces 'WIthin thell' programa. Adc1!tlon.&Ur. 
YOB ha& reaponalbUUy to develop modda for 
dls.tlev)lnaUou on the prov1&l0n or ~fl.C 
eervtcas auch .. prevention. aftercare, an4 
bealth aetvteet. 

There being no obJection. the buts and 
mater1a1 were ordered to be printed In 
the RECORD. as follows: 

S. :1"'1 
Ba it encct"' by tlu 9enllttl end Howc 

01 Rqreunt4Uue.t 01 thc United statu 01 
AmerIcC in Congre,3 Clsemble4. 

aHORT T1"l'U 

SECTION 1. ThIll Act !hall be cited. ... the 
"VIolent JuvenUe Crtme Control A~ of 
1080". 
TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I OP 

THE .TUVENlLE JUSTICE AND DEL.m
QUENCY Pru:v£NTION Acr 01" 1074 
BK. J01. SccUDn 10l(a) oJ: the JuvenUe 

Judice -and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 11 amended.-

(1) by atr1k1ng out "md" immediately 
alter tbe aemlco1on in paragrap!1 (0); • 

(2) by lulklng aut the period at the end 
of PIU"88l'Pb ('l) t.nd. 1naertlng a aem.Jcolon 
and "and": and 

(3) by &(feUng at the e:nd thereof the tol
lowing; 

"'(C) the JUfltlCO system ahould give eddt
tIoDAl attentIon to violent erlmea comm1tt.Dcl 
by Juveniles, pN11cu!arly to the I"nU of 
Identlfl.ca.Uon. apprehenalon, epeedy adjudi
cation. aentl!nCltlg, and rehabUltatlon.". 

See-. un. (a) Paragraphs (4) and (IS) of 
&ecUon 102 at thAt Act are "pealed. 

Cb) 8«t1C1n 103(7) of tb.t.t Act 1a amended 
by lnsertlng alter "PAcUlc Ialanda" the fol
lowIng: "tho Vt.rg1n bJan4e. Quam. Ameri
can Samo&. the Commonwealth of tbo 
Nortbern Mariana hlanda, ... 

(e) Section 103(9) of that. Act la anlende4 
by atr1k1ng out ''Jaw en1'orcement" and In. 
serting "'Juvenile JU$tlce"" 
"I'ITLE U-Al:{ESJ)MEl'lTS TO TlTLE n OP 

THE .TOVENII..E .ruG'l'ICB AND DELIN. 
Qtn:NOY FRI.'VENTION ACT OP 191"
SEC. :lOI. (a) Beetlon. 201 ot tbo Juventle 

JustJea and. DellnQ.uency Preventton Act of 
1974 ta amended to read. &lI followa; 

"SEa. 201. (a) Thl!re Is hereby establl4b.ed. 
wJtbln tho Depart.rnent of Juatio& under th& 
general authority of tho Adm1D.1atrator of the 
L&w En1'orc~ent Aaatat&:lce Admlniatr&tton 
the omco Of Juvenlle JUstice and DeUn~ 
quenc:y Prevention (refatred to in th1a Act; 
as the 'omce'). The omce ehall be 'ttnc1er the 
direction ot an Ad.m1n1atra.tor. who ahtil be 
nominated by tbe Prealdent br and With the 
advice &nd 'COnsent of the Senate. The Ad ... 
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mtnIatntor lhIJl h~'" fl.n.a1 authorltj to (f) Socdon 213(d) o"t that Act 1a a.manded 
.. ward. admtnJftel'.!DOd1ty.~. ttrmln- br.trlkln& o~ ",'~~C4I "till ... • 
ate. monitor. enJu.w. reject, t6 den, 111 tWD8 &QU, 610, e.a 111.« iltle I Of Uw 0Qn1.. 
gra,ntl, oooperoUn ~nw and. cont:racta bua CrIme CClltrol ... &t. s~ AGt Dt 
trom. and. appUcat1on.a fot. ~ n:I.IIde liM .. •• 
.vaUable under U1la UtI.. BEC, 205. The Juye,ntl. J'uat1Oe and IWlD-

"(b) The .Adm.lnU:e:&t.or mar prtllC'ribe. tn quuC)' PreTention Act or 1V"" 11 a.me~dsd. 111 
~oorda.nco wtt.b. MOUon 863 Of Utl. I. tubiUtutblg ''Priorlt1 JuyenUe" for "Upe
UnlLod, StAte. COde, IUcl:l JUlea a:xl rwuta- dal Zmph&&1." etu:h time It appears. 
tiona ... .are ~ cr·approprtat.. to 8JIc.201,&ctkm2!l6(b) (6) &nc1(6) ctibai 
carry ou~ tho purpoaeo of th1a tltl .... - A~ 1& ILtI)ended by atrlklng out "'p~Aln& 

(b) 8ec\lon ''201(e)'' ot that·~ .. ra- agencY"an~1nurtlng"&4Vlsorysroup". 
uumbertld "201 (CI) .. and. amended. bJatt1k!na BEe. 208. &letleD. ~15{b) (8) of tb.at Act 11 
out "of the lAw !:n1'Ol'Q}muU; Aaa1ItaDce Ad- amendlMl .by .ttlklng out "agtm.cy" lbe Am 
m1n11~". time It appeara and lnaoenlnl Nad'fborJ 

(e) Boet1on ''::J01(f)'' ot that Act 11 n- sraup". 
numbered "201 (d)", &C. 200. ta) Section 228{b) ot. 'lhat Act 11 

(d) A neW' t.ubaeetlon N{O)" t. added to amended by.atrJk1ng out. ''oat !Undid br tJle 
read ... tollowa: Law Enforceml!nt .u,latlmeG AdmIn1It.r& .. 

N(O) There Ihall be cctallilahod. in the tlon,". 
omce a Legal Ad"ltor wboahaU bo appointeeS (b) Boctlon 228(8) 'of that Act 1& 
by the Admlnlatrl.tor whose tuncUon ah&ll NDOnded.- • 
be to rrup41rTbl!i and dlrcx:t the Lepl Ad .. ' (1) b7 atrlklng out ''part.'' IlDd inMl"UnI 
Tlaor Unit whoao reaponalbUltlCl ~ "UUe"; and. 
Include legal pollcy c1aVlllcpment,lmplealan- (3) by atrlktng out "or will become antl .. 
u!lon, and. t!laaewm.tlon and tho coordina· able by virtue of the Application of tJ» PI'O"' 
tlon at at.c:h mattei'll with all relevant d.op&rt- TlaIona ot ~Ion 609. of the Omnlbua 0rtrz:D,e 
mmtalun1ts.'lbeLegalAdvlaor,whel:lappro- Control and Bale Btr&et.a Act ot IV68 ... 
prtate • .ru.U conmlt with t.he Low En!~ amended."~ 
ment Aatlatance Admlnlltratlon and the B~ :ltO. Bec:Uon 241(c) ot that Act t. 
omee of OJuatice Afla1atance. Research, a.I:l4 amendecl b7 atrlking out fOLaw Entof'Cltlmcnt 
Statl.!ltlca on leBal nonpo1lcr tnAttera .ff,lat.. and Cr1mlnal", 
ing to the proV1dons of this Act.... BEe. 211. (a):Bl!'ctlon 261(a) of thAt A~ 

(0) section "201(B)" of that Act Sa n- lIamendec1toreGd.aafoUows: . 
numbered. ":lOI(f)" and amendcc1 b1 atrWna "(a) To c.any out the purpoeee ot tbt. 
out N.t11'6N and 1naerUng "-aU'". title there ts authorized to be appropriated 

(t) Anewaubseetion "(I'" 1a adde4 torea4 a:lOO.ooo,OOO tor e&Cb.ot We fI.acel yean end-
aa tollows; 1ng Coeptomb'fl' SO. 198t, IV62. &n4 1983. and 

"(g) The Adminlstrator ahall pl'OYlde the '225,000.000 for each or tbe f1aealye,", end
Unlt.ed State. senate COmmIttee on the Ju.. lng SCptember 30, lD84, and 19M. Appro. 
dietary aM the United States 110\110 of Bep- pnat.ed. funds not obligated by tho ilnd at 
t'e6Ontatlna Oomm1t\e9 OIl Educat10n an4 each fl.ac"oll year. ahall nvert to the Bec.~t.arr 
Laborw1tha(1etaUed.01'alua.tlo.n.otUleRah. for the purpoau of TlUe m, no later than 

~redJ~=~:~ p~,:!' o~:r J(~it:! ~~«~)~:~~~ =.;aed. 
51mUar pTCJgl"am4. no It.ter tb&n. DeocInbet by aectlon 1002 of tbe Juatlce System 1m .. 
31. 19M.". provement Act of 1979 1a IUDCnded. by .trIk .. 

&C. 202. fa) Section. 204(b) of that Act ~g &11 alter the la.at "approprlatlona" and 
Sa amended by atrl1dng out ". with the u- lnaertlng. "under the JuatiOD SlItom 1m .. 
elatance of Assoc:tate Aclm1J::iliI;trator.". provement Act at ID,g. for programa a1med 

(b) Section 2M(g) of that Act fa amend~ to curb violent crimes comm1tt.e4 by Jun. 
by atrtklng out ··.o\dmlnlltratlon- an4 tn- D1Iee. na.mely. murder, forclblo rape. robber7. 
.aerUng "Ot!k.e". • • aggravated U8&u1t. and anon involving 
S~. 203. 8ectlon 208(d) of that ACii Ia bo<Wr harm, part.lcuJa.rly to th& ueaa at 

~n;:~~= ~lu:u~g out "CoITfICtIODl" &nd :~n!t~~~~~:~8~:I:e~Jru'1:~0-:J~: 
amS:~d:a04b:~lJ:~~O~~~ .. :;~!:tct1n~ ~=~~l~~~~~u::Sre;:I':~iy 0!r ~~ 
III!rting tmz:n.l(UatC'1y attcn- ''Pac1fI.c Ialanda" AdmIntatrator ot the OMce •• 
tho following: ". the Commonwealth at the ~e:~' re'!:~o~u::: of that Act La 

::=~~eX::=~~ unitory o~:·u~!~ ~~a ~~. ~:!~~~i': J~= 
(b) Bectlon 222(b) of that Act Ia amended. an adequate ablount. tor adm1D1atra~ive ex. 

~!'n5=:. ~~::~~~~ =:-rh~U:; f~= o::re~~~m~~ '~!~r:r:~~:~ 
of the Paclfl.c hlanda" and 1naert1na "&I Aaalatance ReSMreh and 9tattatlc:a." 

de~:,d2~~~~~o:e!t~~):J·;;(a) of that.lei 11 tt!~~3~ Sec:~~~d::3 J.a~~)~ a::~:ot 
a~(:i~toor::e!. ... ~o~~~ formUlA arana VI;~:t. ~:;.~: =~d~::alm;!° O~Yl= 
under thl!. plU't,. k State sban submit a piau aball tAke elfect upon enactment .... 
for carrying out Ita purposes 1n ILCOO~ TITLE III-AME'NDMEN'I'B TO 'l1:D!! 
:~: ~i::~~~;.:tabl1ahed under th1a utLt, RUNAWAY YOtJTH ACr 

(b) Section 223 (a) (3) (111) of that Aet t. sse. 301. Al:nend the c:aptlOI:l'''X1TL!! llI-
amended by .trtltlng O\lt "estClbllahed pur_ nUNAWAY YOUTH" by tnacrUng "AND 
aUMt to section 203{e) ot tho Omnlbu. BOMXLEBS"lmmedlat.elyaftff"RUNAWAY". 
Crime Control and Sate stroeta Ac\ of ID88. BEe. 302. (a) Section. 301 ot the OJuvelUle 
.J,.amended"~ OJustlco and DtUnquencr Prevention Act of 

(0) Beetlon :l23(a) (3) (Iv) at that Act 1J IGn ta amended. by tnsortlng "Ilnd Home· 
amended by atrlking out Hae!:Uon 620(b) of leaa" Immediately atkr .. Runaway .... 
the Omn1bua CrIme COntrol and Sate Street. Su:. 300. (a) Beetlon 30211) .,t that Act la 
Act ot IDea. as amCllded." and tnaenmg"DOC-> ~':!~f:;!"b:tte-:~~~~~~~ aro otherwise 

:!:t~0~~9~: .. Juatice Sratom Improve-- by(~d~t~?:n:~~e~!~a~:!~e.::;.~ 
(d) Section 223(10) at that Act ls am'lll4td. BJ:C'. 304. Ca) Section 311 of tllat Act la 

byatrlkJngoutthetaataontenco. amended by lnaen1na "(a)" lmmedlatel1 
(e) Beetlon m(c) ot that Act 1a amendtd alter "Sm. 311.", 

by ab1klng out ", with the COllC1ll1'lUlCl at (b) &etlon 311 at t.bat Act 111 amonded. by 
tho &soe1ate Adm1D.btn.tor.... addJna at the end thef'lOf the follCJ'll'ing; 
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"(b) The 8ec'at&:7 1.1 auUloeUed. to mab 
cranta tor t.he pUJ"POfIN ot PfO't1d1nC is U· 
tiona! 'telepbone comm.un1eaUona qatam to 
llnt nmawaJ' and homelea loutba W1Ut. Ultlt 
f&m1llell and with Mt'flce prorl4at5. ... 

&co 3OlIi. ta) section 312(&) at thaI; Ac\ 11 
amend.~ bl 1U1kiD& the pert04 an41n1erL1nJ 
"or who are othtnrlaO bome1eu. ... 

~b) Bect1o.D. 112(b)(O) of thal Act la 
amended b7 ID.Jllrtlng "and !:wmW ..... alur 
-run.wr.J'" thl1lnt Umo II; appean.. 

a.c. 300. Boctlon 316(1) of that: Act 1a 
amenclod. b1 &dd1n&' "and. hamel .. " &ttet 
MrtJ.Daway", 

SIC. 80'1. (ao) 8octlon 841(10) ol thai,&.cl II 
..mcncMc:l tonaci ""folloWlz 

"(a) 'To e&n'7 out the PW'p'J30:S of part A 
Of thla tiU. thero 1a ~uthol"iAd to be appro
pr1&~ ,2&,000,000 tor uch of the ~ JOIn 
encUnB September 30, 1981. ID8:a, and lOP. 
1004 ,30,000,000 tor each at tho 11IcIJ ,.,ara 
4tldt.ns September 30, lQ6' n.d. 1086 .... 

(b) Section. 3fl(b) 1.1 amended by.trlk1na 
"'Omn1bWl Crtme COntrol and S&1'eSt.reett. Act 
or 19q8, U &mondoci:." and 1naertlng "o1U1tlctl 
5f11tcm l:rnproYemmt Act at !SIN.". 
'1Tl'LB IV-JdIBCJ!:LLANEOU8 CONPOlUUNQ 

.A>IJ!l!iD>DI:N'XS 
BEC. tot. Section 6315 at Uti, 6, O'nlted 

8ta~ Code, ta amended. b,atr1tJng out "AI
soclate Adm1nlstrator, omeo of J'UUnllll .lUII
UCO and Dellnquant7 PrennUoo"and, Innrt
Ing ·'Admln1etn.tor. OMee at o1'unnUe JuattCft 
and Dellnquoncy Pnlnntlon."o 

BECofO'l. BetUon'361(b) ottlUe 18, Unlte4 
Btstu COda" 11 amended b,. atr1k.1nc out 
"Auoclate". 

BJ:C."03.BtctJon 10020t theJ\~tJceBJ'ltem 
Improvement Act or UI7V U amended b1 
atrtklbg out all that appean alter "t1U." 
.. net 1n.serUns the rollDWiq' "lor pro.--nun. 
atmed to curb .tolent. CrltnOli commJtte4 b1 
juvenUfII. n&me.l1. murder, forcible rape. rob
b6ry. aggr&va.ted asaault. and anon in'l'olvtng 
bodU~ hann. partIcularly to the ueaa of 
Ident~catJon. apprebenalon. ape«ty adJudJ .. 
cation, sentencing and reb .. blntaUon. ... 

Bw. 4M. (a, The Juvenlle JUlUce and 

=:3::n~ .~~tJ~~ ~~.t!!7!': 
Ume It appean., 
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BAYH JUVENILE JUSTICI: llEfItrllK1IUZATION RILl. 

PASSES SENATH 

C!ongrcssional Re(ord 
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 96tbcONGRESS. SECOND SESSION 

Yol.126 WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, MAY 20, 1980 No. 82 

S.2441 

JUVENILE JUSTICE !illD DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTIOI~ Am: 
AMENDMENTS OF 1980 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent.. J ask unanlmow consent. that the 
pending mt.asure be temporarUy laid 
aside and that the senate proceed wtUl 
the other musure, B. :;ItU. 

Tho PRESIDING OFnCER. The blU 
wtIl bo stated by IIUo. 

The legtsJaUve clerk read as follIlW,,: 
A bill (8. 2441) to amend tho Juvenllo 

JUl1.tc:e and Dtllnquencf Prevention Act or 
187t, and for otht!r purpose.. 

Tho PRESIDING OFnCER. Ia therG. 
obJecUon 10 the requell ct tho aenalor 
from Wesl V!ratnl •. 

Thefe being no obJection. the Sena.te 
proceeded. to consider the bUl whIch had. 
been reported. trom the Committee on 
the Judiciary "lith an amendment to 
.trlke aU arter the enaetine clause ilnd 
Insert the lollowlng: 

I5HO"T'l:lTl.E 

SrcnON 1. "l'ha Act. ahal1 be dtad .. !htl 
"JuveuU. Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act AmendmenLl of 1geO". 
TlTLE I-AMENDMENTS 'I'O TITLE I or 

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN .. 
QUENCY PREVENTION ACT or 1914 
SEC. 101. Bectlon 101(a, of tht'l JunnUe 

Juilice and Delinquency Prevention Act. of 
lln4 Sa amended-

(1) by atr11dng out. "and" Immediately 
a.tt.er the Hmlcolon In par,t.gt\\ph (6): 

(2) bl It.rU:.Jne OUt tbe period at. the end 
or pararr&ph (7) and huertlng a lemJcoloD 
and "and"; &nd 

(3) by Add!ns at the ond t.bereor thlt 
fotJowtng: 

"(8) the juaUce ayatern abould Sl'''' addi· 
t10nal attention to .,Iolent crimea committed 
by JuvenUes, pullcul.rly to the are ... or 
!denUCcatlon. apprt.henslon, 'P~J" adJudl .. 
cation. senunelnlr. and reb:abllltatlon .... 

Sac. 102. (a) Paraf[npha 6 of Metlon 103 
of that Act u amended to read as foUows: 

"(5, tbe term 'Ac1mlniatrator" meena the 
agency beacl dWRnated bJ' aectlon 201(al ot 
the JunnUe Juatlee And DelinQuency hl''' 
nntion Ac\ ot 107'. &oS amended;'" \ 

(b) Beetlon lOiS(7) of that Act la amendl"d 
by InserUni after "Paclne I618uda" the fol .. 

---------------------
Senate 

lowing; .. the VIrgin It;.1~ldf. 0t,; .... 1 •• llItrlCllon 
SAmoa, the OOmm:lnwealth of the Nllrt.hern 
).'l.a.rlan. III&nds.... • 

(e) SeeUCJD 10310) of t.bat. Act Ja ameuded. 
by lSt.tUtlng out. "law enforcement." and In
aerUne "Juvenile Ju,tlce". 

(d) Beetlon 11ll! 1) or tonat. Act. la amended 
br inaetUng "epeelal ~dueat1ona.1," Immedl_ 
atel)' before "\'ocatlonal". 

(e) &ct.lon 103(12) of t.hat Act.la amended 
by strUtJng out "and" Jmmed..lat.e1r arloer the 
eem!ooIon. 

(fl S~tlon 103(13) ot that. Act I, amelldt't1 
(1) by lnaertlng .... ~Ial educa,Uonal," lm

medla.t.ely botore "8OClaIH
: and 

(2) by strlldnll' aut the perIod at t.ho end 
thereot and lnaarung In lieu thereof .. .coo .. 
colon &nd .... nd ... 

(S) Stttlon 103 or t.hat. Act 1a amended 
b)' adding at. the- end t.hereoC Ule roUowlng: 

"(14) 'IlIe term 'hllndlcapplng condIUon.· 
meAn. t.he candlUona d(6Crlbed. In t.he den
nltlon of t.he tum 'bandJcapped children' In 
aecllon enCl} ot t.be !:dueatlon .or Ulo 
Hand!eapped Act. (20 U,S.C. 1401) .... 
TITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE n OP 

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE: ANi) DELIN
QUENOY PREVENTION ACT OP lU7f. 
&e. 201. (a) Beetlon 201 o! the JuftnUe 

Juatlce and Dellnqueney Preventton Act or 
191' ,s amended to read .. tollOW'l: 

"&te. 201. Ca) There Is hereby established 
Wlt.hln the Department of Justice under the 
~nerr.l aut.horlty ot t.be AdmlnLstrator of the 
Law Enforce-menlo A&!I&tanee Admlnlst.n.tlon. 
&.be Oaleo of .Tunone JuaUc(' and Dellnquen .. 
OJ Prevention {referred to In t.hls Act as t.he 
'Ot!k:e'). Tbe Otftce shan be under t.he dlrec
,,100 of an Administrator. who WIn be nom! .. 
nat.ed by the President br and 'With the ad .. 
ylec and consent of the Benate. The Admin
lItlator thall admlnillter t.be provisions or 
thLa Act thtO".Jgb the omee. The Admlnlatra .. 
tQZ' &hall bave ftnal au\horltr to award. ad .. 
C'lJwlter, =odlfr. edend. terminate, monitor. 
aTaluat.e, HJect, or denJ' all gt'&ota. coopera .. 
Un &.greement& and eont.ra.et.e from, and ap- j 

plleatlona for, lunds made ava.Hable under 
thttUUe. 

page: S 5603 

"(b) The Admlnla.tl'ator mar Prucrlbe. In 
accordance with. IOCtton 563 ot l~t1e b, United 
Staters Coele. such ruiN and regulation. ILl 
aro necessary or approprlate to carry out. t.he 
purpose .. ot thl" title.". 

(b) Section "201 (e)" of that Act Ie rinum .. 
bared '"~Ol(c)" and "mended by ,ulklng 
ou~ "or the lAw JCnto:cement. A!.8latanell 
Adm1nlat.n:.Uon.". 

(e) SeetJon "':IOIff)" of tbQlo Act I, 
ronumbered "'201(d,". 

(d, A new lubeec:tlon "(e," 1a added to 
ft&c1 .. rouow.: 

"(e) Tber6 ebaU be established In Uus 
omoo &. Legal AdvlSor .. ~o man ~ "!"polnted 
br tbe a4mJniakator WhOM function Ihall 
be to lupenla.e and direct the ~-ed.i Advisor 
Unit whoae re..~fl!!!::mlet allalJ Include 
legal polley develOpment. Implementat.lon. 
and dilllotmlnaUOD and the coordination or 
eucb matters wlt.h an relevant. departmental 
unlta. The Legal AdvllO'l". -when appropriate. 
.ban consult with the Law Enforcement 
Aaalatancp Mmlnlatrat10n and the Omce or 
JuaUce AII1It.a.nce. RI!IanJ"ch, lind 6taUsttea 
011 legal nonpollcJ' matte,. Rlattng to the 
provlalona '!If Ul1a Act .. '. 

(e) Section ''201(g,'' of t.ha.t Act l.l1I.Dum. 
bered ~OI (r," and alDl!nded. by stdlr.JnS out 
'"·6ve" and Inlertlng "-aiJ:n

• 

(f) New aubsectlone "(g)" and. "(b)" are 
added to read as tonowa: 

'"Ci) Tbe Admlnlatrat.or shan pl'(lvlde the 
Unlted Statee Scnau, OOmmltfMr on the 
.Tudlciary and the UcttU Statee HO\l6e or 
nepr~nt.&tl'lea CornzuJt.f.t.c on EdUc:atlIlD 
and Labor with .. dctlllled evalu .. Uon of the 
Rahway Juvenile Awareneaa Project, t.he 
eo..ealled '8carecl.SU,UiM· program or other 
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atml1Rr prognnu', nu In''', til,," JUlit ~O. 
1~81. 

"Ih) Th~ admlnlr.trstor-. tn \.'l.operathlJ\ 
with the Dtr«t(lf of \ht" ,l.Ut"" of IndlRn 
Annlt., man cunduct & r.tUdi of jUYI'ulia 
JusHee and dl'Ur.qut'ncy p"e\,tu'!on pClll{'tf'~. 
prt'gT1ltr... Rnd pra<'Uc\'S ~1l('('lIn~ lIflUl"C 
AmetlCAIU and ,haH rcp¢\rt 0 .. \ t.he ret-ulloa 
of that nud, to tbe United. Stutea Sl!llste 
C<lmmltu-e on the Judlctlr)' und Ih~ UI,tr",j 
Btlltu lIoulO ot RepreHnt .. thr-s COmnllttee 
on Education &Ud Labor no I.ttr thAn 
Otcemtm- 31. J081. Surh rtport. _hDJJ COh
tllin recommendations "-"Ilarding utlt)n_ 
""blc:h ahauld 'b«! taken. indudlnc IUjU:"lt.f'11 
ler,lllatlon. ant! IIlhllollll.ddn.'u, at • mlnID·um. 
tho natute In:1 quality "f Juverdht p~llUn. 
on Indlnn f'eltt\"Iit\()UII. tbe Jmp&(:t ot 1o"N1-
.r&1 ("'.oycrnmt'Jlt ILctlvlllel un such prO)!r~n~. 
the- cona'atencr ot ongoing ~tforu with the 
obJeetlt'H ot the JunnJlfl Judlre and o--11n
qUtmty Prevention Act, and tbfl JUvl,.'l1Jle 
JuaU~ ulaUo/Uhlpe belWt'eD rudl"U t.rtbea 
and contlguoul "nita ot local go\,etnlUl'nV', 

Slt~ 2fJ1. ,., Sllt'Uon 21H(bJ (If that Act 
1. amended bJ drlklll~ out" With tile 
uslstance or .v..soelate Admlnlslrator" 

(b) &.:.Uon :lO4 u;) of that ACt u almlldl'd 
b}' Itrlklng out. "AdnlJuhltnr.Uun'· aDd lllMrt-
10", "Omtl:l'"', 

bar..,: 20:.1 t:<c:tlun lO'hc) of thu Act. Le 
tunt:Jld~'d by huertlDK "and oth~r haodlrap
ping- condltlona" 1mmrdl.tcly alter "1r.1U't\ .. 
!nit dlaablUUes". 

SEc 204. St'cUlln ~B(d) or \JUll. Art tl 
amttlth!d by litlIklng OUt "Correet.lon." and 
In'erlh4: '·Justlce'. 

s,,'C 205, ,.) Sectlon :.123(8) or tha\. Ac't 
h I.In~nded ~y btrl1clng the last "r.ud" and 
InacrUnK Immediately atter "r~tQc 7iJ."nda" 
the (uUOII."ltJS; t'. the COmmonwealth a! Lbo 
Northern Mart .. na 1Iiandl, and &11, un-1tor, 
or pO!>¥L'S .. lon ot tbo Unltc!<f States,". 

(b) Becllon :l22(b) of that A~ I. anUITldod 
by atrlklns out .. the Vlrsln bl.nd., An!erl· 
can SlImo ... , Guam .. and the "ll"t1at T8'n1LolT 
ot the Pa.c1.0c blanda" and ~ .... " de
Oned In Hetlon 103('1) .... 

SEC 2M. (al Section 223(a) or the h,'t 1a 
&mended to rud LS 1011090'1: 

",a} In order to nc:ehe formula BTantl 
Uudllr thl11 pau. a State abalJ aubmlt .. pl"h 
for clOorrylnK out. III putpOl~ In aceotdftnca 
with reKuln.llrma r.lllablll;ht'd under' thl .. ,Itle, 
such pliO mlU~-". . 

Ib, Bectlon 2:13( .. ) (3) 1!l1) of that A t 1s 
a.nu~nded by Iblkln .. out "ntAbllabtd pursu
ant to seC1.lon 203(O} of the OtnntbU5 Crime 
Control and Sat. Stroe" Act of 1"1$8, all 
amended". 

(0) fklctlon ~23(a} (3) (Iv) or that Act b 
arnelldtd by strlklcg out. "aecUon G20Cb) of 
the Omnibul Crtm. Control an4 8&te Streeu 
Ac1. of lfil68 .... I.tnended:· and lnMrtlng "aec
liOn 1002 ot tbo OmDlbua Crlnle Control and 
Bal. StrMta Act of 19M, .. amended .... 

Cd} SeetloD 223(.)(3)(8) of that Mt III 
atnended by Inscrt.ID8' "cpedal educaUon,H 
::::'!~teIY betare "or-70uth IUVlces Mroarc.-

(e) SecUon 223(1.) (S) (C) of that Art is 
amended_ 

(I) by Inserting ".pec,a1 oducaUou" 1m
nttdt.tely botoro "or &OC11il ",men tor d' tid .. 
rrn"; and 

(21 by loserttn~ "and ather bllndleappln, 
~~W~~~ .. 1mme4~td, alter "'learnIng db .. 

(f) BtctlOll 223(.) (15, of tbat Mt la 
a.mend~ by atrUdng out "mentall,. retatde4 
&Dd emotlon.Ur or pbyalcall;", 

(a) &cUon. #23(.) ot tbal,. I:,":t la smmdltd. 
b,. atrtkins L', ,). the Jut scDkne.. 

Ih, &ctlon 223(c) of "hAt Act. 1& atMr.ded 
by .trlklng OUt ". with the coneurre.ooe 0:. the 
AMoc:lat.o Admlnl'uator .... 

tt) Section 223(d) of that. 1# b a.met.lifed 

~t~tr~;IIg,~;·6~7 o-re~~:at:r ~!~D':t 

bu" CrIme Otmlrll: t.lltl Saf~ SUe ·t. Act 01 
IPoa," 

Src -.:m, Set;tlon 22" ... , 111l "r tlll"t. Art. It 
amended by tn.'ftrUnt; "and other handlt'lIp
pin&, condIU\'D.oI··lntlll~dlatell a(tlIr "learninG' 
dllotLbtl!tlc.a" 

SI':: 21'18_ The Jm:t·tlile Juatl(~ Dud [k'I'u· 
quene)' PrevenUon Act <.t Ion la anumdc1 by 
l;\;b~tltuUnJ: "PriClrll" Juvenile" fc,r "8poclfll 
F.l1IphMls" ea.rh \lUIC It .ppea .. 

81:\.'. 20U, Sectlou :.J:Jb(b} Hi) and (6) or 
that Ac~ I. amended by .trlklng l ut. "ptan" 
ulng &Reiley" and tn~rUn/l' "&.eht.ory If'('lUp". 

tire' 210 &-,,'liuo 225(bH8) 01 th~t Act III 
&Jllf1nded by etrtkh!M' uut """,,mc," tbe ttnt 
t.Unn It .rpe.,. ant! lwe.ttln¥ "advlIutl 
,rollp·· 

S .... • 211, fa} Section 220(tl) ot Lb.t Act 
III tU4lI!ndfl(f by striking out "not funded by 
tho L.w Enfuf'ew'omcnl Aa&lstanco Admlnlstrs· 
tlotl .... 

(b) &etlon 228(p:l of tbat Act I. a.tnf'lnd .. 
od-

C II by Ittlklng out "parL" and tnaerUng 
"t1tlt-". and 

(:J) by .hlwlUg Pllt • or will becomo &Vall .. 
abl~ br virtuI!' or tht' AIII'IIe&tlon ot tbe pro
\lUIl'1I11 of secUon 509 or the OmnU-u$ Crime 
C"QUhlli Ilnd &.1'0 BtIWt8 Act of 1068, U 
amended", 

Rrc, 212, fa) Set"tion 241 eel ot thAt At.1. 
I. amended by .trfklng OUt "La.'A Enforce
mrnt lind Criminal". 

(b) 6«Uon 2411d) ct lba.t. Act II; .mended 
by In!lcrtlng ".nd 1Ipt'C1"1 eduCDtlunat" 1m· 
tnt'fUa&.ely RIter "othf'r edueatlonal" 

Brc. 21S. (a) Section :lalla} ot t.'1C,~ Act
Ia a.rnend&d to read .a toUcwa: 

"'a} To CIIi.rT)' out the putpClllOa of t.b1I tlUe 
tbere< la authortze1 to ba appropr1ak-d. 1150.· 
000,000 for eAch of thl dKal ~ar" ending 
6eDterntler !lO, 1081 and 1082, 11111,000,000 for 
tht nAt.'\'I1 "ear endIng 8eptembo'r :10, 1983. 
and ~.OOO.OOO for' es.c:h of the r;kaI ynt1I 
enl1lnR' fkDt.mbn' 90, 1984 and 1985, Appro
prlf&t~d fllDd. nof,. obllp;aUd br the ~nd or 
eacb &cAl fMr, &h .. n be al!o:ate;1 d~t1y 
to the St&tt. partlclpatlng In tho! Art OD the 
bull. ot rel.Un poru1atlon of peof'l~ under 
age t'lghtri!n for the purpolMt or tmph'n~t'nung 
~on 223la) (191. no laleT thlln Janua". 1. 
ot the lu~quent nlu:al year ..... 

ib) Section 26Hb) 01 that Act La am.!lnded 
to re.ad u rou"",,,, 

"Ib) fa addition ~o !.ho funda appropnated 
und(lr flC('tion 2Q1(al of the Junnlle JwUce 
and Uellnqu6ncy Prt'\'l!Intion Act of 1914. 
then .han be malntatnE-d trom .pproprl ..... 
Uont tor each ftlC&l ,ear. at 1~' 19,15 per 
centum ot the tot.l appropriatlona under 
title I ot the Omnibul Crtme COntrol aDd. 
8&fft Street. Act or lPGB, tor Jtlv~nlle de .. 
UnqueDc, prograb\l, .. lth empbwA on pro
grr.m.a aU:n.rd to curb "Ioleut. CJ1rnea 0CIIl::0-
rntttN bJ lunnHes. hfunelv. murder. forcible 
D~, robbet7. aggmvatcd ~uJ" IUld &raCn 
In1'Ol,log bo;:m., harm, pnrtlcuJarJ, to tho 
areas or IdcnUfteatlon. aPl1rehenalon •• peed, 
adJudication. aenUnClnlJ an~ rehabUll&Uon. 
This lIub5ectlon ahall be waived when tbo 
tot&lapproprtattona rQr eub "'acll,ear under 
Utlo I of tbe Omnlblil Crime Control and 
Sare Btreeta Act. ot 1968 do DOt. exceoc1 aUIO,-
000,000 "mplerr.entaUon, Including ",Ide
HnE's, of thta lubsectlon .boJl be the tes5)on .. 
.lbUllY ot the Admlnlatrator ot the OIDce .... 

Bte. 214. Section 262 ot UI ... t Act. III amended 
to reBel sa totlows: 

"8cc. 2~, at the appropriation for the 
Ome. undcr tb1a Act, tbere ahan be Llloea.ted 
an adequate amount tor admlDi.rtra.Uve u; .. 
pe:n.e. other than those .uppoTl _rvicea per
f(jrm04 for tb~ Dmce by tbe omoe o! olust1oe 
AaaLatance. ~arch. and fitaU&tla .... 

81te'. 21&, Section 21r.1 fa). (b,. and. ec) of 
that Act aft' amended to road N toUowa: 

"Ike. 263 The emendment. made by tho 
JuvenUe Juatlce and DellnqUl!DC1 Preyen. 
tion Act An\endmeota 01 1080 ahall tako et .. 
tect upon enactment. ... 

Tr.:U: 1J I A?>IF~mMENT8 TO TUB: RUN-
AWAY YOUTH ACT , 

ArC'. SOl Arnrau:t thi!! caption "1TI'LE lIlA. 
mmAV,J',Y YOUTH" by In!oertlng "AND 
nOMELF.ss"lmml·dlately aItrr "RUnAWAY". 

8&c.!ICl2 Sectl"" SOl ot til!! JUYenlle Jtu._ 
tlcA'pnd DellnqlJrno:y Prevention Ac~ ot Ul14 
1& lUDended b,lnsertto, "and HomeJeu" hn. 
Mediately tJ'ter "RunawRJ,", 

6.X', 30J (a) 8ecU.,n 802(11 of that. Act 
." aml!nded b, addlDB "or who are oLherwlb.ft 
borncleMl" artor "p~rmh;$lon" 

(b) &.cUon 8C2(2} of that Act Is &mended 
bJ &ddlug "and bomell!Sl" &tter "runaway", 

SJlt'. :11M. (a) &>tUun 811 of that Act III 
::~~{ ~~ ,.!!:lIOrting "fa)" lmmedla.tell' 

(b) Sl.!t·UOD 311 ur tlat Act III aroended 
by addlUl; a"the end thet«J,( the following: 

"Cb) ·rlle Secretary la a.ut.horlud to make 
gnt.nt. tor the putpORa of providing ana .. 
llonal ulephooCl communlcatlons Iyatem to 
llPk run."'''J and hcomele$15 youths wltb their 
tamUles .nd with &f'rvlce proYlders, 

"',c)(l1 In addItion. U::Ie 8ecnt&ry Is 
autborlr.ec.l to lnIIke gnnta and. to entor Into 
con~mclA with govwnmental and. nonpron~ 
pr1vate ftltt'Dcles for the pUrpa&ea of proYld
InK coullUlIng and other lenlce. to meet 
the Immediate nct'da of runawaJ or otber
wtH hontele!l& youth. routb In trouble or In 
crta1e. ano1 the tamllles or .uch youth. In a 
m&UD.t'1' which Is out&tde tbt Jaw enforce-

~~}a;::t~::!i~:~~~d~OO:'ie~i 
ualstance a.nd trallllng t.o luch 6genclel:l 
wbo I'f!Celvo gra.nts or wow lnt.o contracta 
under thlA eubt!eetloo, 

"fl} The Illze of' the &nnt or contract 
ahall b& determined b, the number ot such 
youtb anti tamJUee In the community and 
the el.latJDi avallablUty ot aueb .fl"IN'.¥ .... 

8&c. 30&. (a, 5eeUon :J2(a) of th.t Act 
1e aDU!nded by .t.rIk1ng th. period. and In. 
amlnK '·or wbn ..... otberwtae bomel!l>ll.". 

(b) Section 312(b}(5) of that Act 11 
a.mendC'd by lnoertJng "and homeleu" After 
"'runawa," tb. nm time If.. appean, 

BIec. soe. (a) Soc:UOfl 818(1} ot \bat Act 
~:.'!.!'..~~ br addtng "and hometellll" alter 

(b) SccUon SlIi or that Act II amanded_ 
"8~ 3~~,!~=~ng "ca)" Immediately af'kr 

(') by a4dlna .. t the end thereot the 
following: 

"fb) 'I'he Secret.at7 la authorized La dealgn 
'be information lnatrwnen\.a tequ:red to 
collttt I."y Information necessary to complJ 
with the reportlng requlr=menu or tblll fie!!
\Jon, and to asaua Lbe naed for. and to de. 
tennJDe the eaect.lvenesa ot, progt'lUl1I' ~d 
I«Vlces funded under this part .... 

Blr.. 301 Section au (a) (It that Act is 
amended to read u fol10wlI; 

.. ,a) To curt out the ~urpose. ot part A 

:~~~ u:;:,~~ t!tJl~~o~ ~e &~ 
I~ :~:~:.'~tetDber 30, 1981. 1m, 1;B3. 

TITt..E IV-MtSCELLANEOU8 CONPORM_ 
INO AMENDMENTS 

Sr.c, 401, BtoctJon 15318 ot title 5, United 
states Code, la amended by striking out 
"Aasod&te Admlnlattator, Omeo of Juvenile 
J\UltJce and Delinquency Preventlo::l," lind 
lMCrUDK "AdlDJn1atra~r. omco ot JuvenHe 
Justice and DellnquenC1 PrneDUon,t •• 

B.:. tD2. 8eetion 4SlJiUb) or tlUe liS. United 
~=1a~.e, III alllande(l by atrlk1ns out 

81CC,. to3, Section lOO'l ot Utle I ot the 
Omnlb\,?l Crime Control &.Dd 8&te Otnete Act 
ot 1P68 111 amended to ro&4 .. foUow.: 

"Ste. 1002. In acldJt.Jon t.o tht funda appft'loo 
prtated under aectlon 2151 (a) or tbe JUVenile 
JwUco and Delinquency Prnentlon Act or 
197~. there .hall be m&1ntalnod trom appro
pr1atloDi tor eaeh Aaeal lCU, &t leut lQ.16 



259 

May fO, 1980 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD~SENATE 86605 
pet centum 01 thll t.otsl approprlaUona under '" "bt. UtIe, for Ju,en11. dellnquenc, progra.na. 
wltb etcpb&s1s on p~ aimed. to curb 
.. loient c:rtDWI t»RlIJt1tt.ed. br JunnUeot. 
namel,.. mutdar. torclble rap .. robbCIl'J'. ag
ITnat6d uaauJt. and. anIOn 1n1'cl1'lna bodJI1 
bum. parUcululJlO the It,f"Ua of IdllDUtlca .. 
tlon. apprab8ll.lSon • .peed, adJudication. Den
tencln& IlDd nhabUltaUon. Th1e MCtton lball 
btJ wa.lnd. wheD the IOLal approprtt.uona tor 
each 11KaJ ,..1" UDder thl' ttUft do not flsc«4 
'160,000,000. lmplementaUoo. inetudlDi 
JUh1ellnct. of Lh'- tlKUoU Ihall be tho I'll" 
spoCllbUlt1 or ~ AdmJn1Itrator of tbe 
OlOeo:', 

SKe. 401, "The JuunU. Jwtlce and Delio .. 
quency PreVention Act. ot 1814. 1a amend04 
br IIUlktnc out NAa&oclat.e .. each time It 
apposra. 

Mr. BAW. Mr. PresIdent. as chair
man of the Subcommittee on the Con
stitution, Committee on the JUdlclary, I 
urge the Benate to adopt the Juvenile 
JwUce Ilud Dellnquency Prevention Act 
AmendmentM of 1&80 (8.2441,8.5 smend
ed). Thla bill would extend the Juvenile 
JusLlCe and Delinquency PrevenUon Act 
of 1974. Including the Runaway Youth 
Act for 5 years. from &cal year 1981 
through tlacal year 1985. On May '1, 1980, 
the Committee on the Judiciary voted 
uIUiOlmously to report this blll favorably 
to the $enute. The cosponsors of S. 2441, 
e.s reported include Mr. KzHHEDY. Mr. 
CULvr:R. Mr. D1'CONclHI, Mr. BAUCUII.l4r. 
MATHIAS, &Ild Mr. :COLE. 

Mr. Pre5ldent. this blll ls deslElled to 
atrengthen and atabUize our 8~)'"ear con
aresslonal commitment to the Juv~nne 
JUltlce and Delinquency PreVention Act 
of 1974 (JJDPA) while at the Mme time 
mandating that the Administrator of Lhe 
Oalce of JuvenUe Justice and DeUnquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) has t\nal account.. 
ability and responslbUlty tor Implement. 
Ing the Juvenlle JusUc~ provisions of thls 
a.et. Section 820 of the OmnlbU! Crtme 
Control and Safe streets Act of 1965. as 
amended In 1979. also retalm: thla lntent 
by apeclCylng that 1iL1I programs con .. 
cerued with JuvenUe deItnquency and ad
mlnl!ltered by the Administrator ot the 
Law Enforcement Asststance AdmlnIs
tratton shall be adnUn1stered or subJett 
to '!be policy dlrecUon at the Oft1ce of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre· 
vention to carry out the mandates of the 
1974 ael. 

In 1974. the Congress establbhed Ju
venUe cr1me prevention as the Federal 
crtme priority. The 1974 act was the prod· 
uct of a 4 .. yt-ar bipartisan eWart, which I 
was prh'Ueged to lead, to lm.prove the 
quality of Juvenile Jwtlce throughout. the 
Unlted stat.. and 10 overhaul Iho Ped
eral response to Juvenlle dt:lJnQuency. The 
1974 act wa.s passed by a vetS' of es to 1 
In thIs body. 

In 1977. the Congress, by a. unanimous 
vote. reauthorized the Juvenile JusUce 
Act tor 3 additional yeara to 5tabWze 
and revU.aUze our JuvenUe crime pro
if'8.m. The bipartisan nature ot this act's 
aupport from 1970 to the present Is re
flected 1n the I1ct's cosp\)h5or!l in thJs 
body over the yenrs-Mr. Brunka Mr 
MATHIAS. Mr. Cook. Mr. MCClellan: Mr: 
Fonl. M~. Phillip Hart, Mr. Hugh Scott, 
Mr. KENNJDY, Mr. THURMOND. Mr. BUR
DICK. Mr. Oumey. Mr. Abourezk :Pdr 
Bible. Mr. Brock, Mr. Cue. Mr. CU'URCH: 
Mr. Clark. Mr. CUNBTOrr, Mr. O!lAVJ:L. 

Mr. Hubert Hllmphrey. Mr. MeO ... Mr. 
Montoya. Mr. M058, Mr. PD.5t.o~. Kr. 
RANDOLPI, Yr. rullCOni, Mr. )40HU&1.I', 
Mr. CANNOn', Mr. EASTU.ND, Mr. CU'LVII. 
Mr. D=CoKCINt, Mr. HAtn"UJ), Mr. LsAlrr, 
Mr. MAO!fC!lOIf. Mr .. MATSlJIUOA, Hr.<Mrr ... 
DIflIAlfM. Uf. PUL, :Mr. anvzKS. and Mr. 
Hllm. 

I ortg1rWJy Introduced th14 measure as 
8.3148 during the 92d Con"""", when It 
received .trona support from 1outh .. 
serv1nIr or&anb:aUona and JuvenUc delln .. 
quenC1 exP'IN around the country. I re-
Introduced B. 8:11 on Pebl'lW'l' 8. 1073. 
and 8. 1021 on March 17. 1077. 

The Senate 8ubcommUlbe to Invest! ... 
pte JuvenUe Delinquenc,. of which I 
ws.s chairman, held extensive hearlnp 
thai demoJUltmted tho dl'lpo.rate ~ 
for thla leg1slatlon. Expoert wttnes&e!l,ln
c1uclln. 8late and local ollldr.lJl. repre: 
sentaUves at private agenclea, aocI.al 
worken, !IOCtolcg1!t8, crhnlnoJortats, 
Judges. and criminal Jw;Ueo plBllnens 
testtfled on the temble problema of the 
JuvenlJe JusUce system wb1ch dtd not 
provide individual Imll"". e!leoUv. help 
to juvenUes, or protecUon for our com .. 
munJUes. In particular, they repeatedly 
emph .. 1zed that large <tI5\OdIai wtltu
tions auth as retonnatortes and tralnlng 
school'! were nothing more than schools 
of crlIne, where JuvenUes learned the 
,1dI1ls 01 the experienced criminal. 

A clear consensus emerged IUpporUng 
strong 1ncenUves for state and local aov
emmenta to develop communJty-based. 
program! and services BIJ altemaUves to 
tralnlna schoo!.s for many J'oungstera. 
This con.se1l.5Ul!l wau turther ezpressed by 
the National Advtsl)ry CommlMlon on 
Criminal Ju.stlee 8tBndarola and 00aIJJ 
which recommended. that no new major 
tmtltutlons tor JuvenUea shoUld be buUt 
under any c1rcumstnnces. The Conunls
alon provided additional support; tor the 
phIlosophy at the lea:tslaUon that many 
dellnQ.uente, but eapeclally noncrtmlnal 

~t~n~~e~3J::n.~h~e~~e:t.;~~fcn:!~ 
been 1n.tt\utlonnUzed cauJd be helped 
successfully In community settings. 

Durtng the enrly 1970', the heorlngs 
and investlgatlons In Wa.sh1nston and 
throuihout the country by the Subcom
mIttee to Investigate J1:venl1e DeUn .. 
Quency (abol1l!lhed In 19'1'0 with the Juve .. 
nile Jurlsdlctlon transferred to the Sub. 
committee on the CotUtltutton) led me 
to two imPOrtant conclusIons. 

The 1\ra:t 18 that our pn.st system ot 
JuvenUe Ju.stice WM geared prima.rUy to 
react to youthtul otrendera ratber than to 
prevent the youthful otrense. 

Second, the c\liden~ was overwhelm .. 
1ng that the snt.em failed at the cruclol 
POint when a )'oungster tlnt IiOt into 
trouble. The Juven1le who took. car for 
a Joy ride. or vandalized achool property, 
or viewed ahopllftlng aa a lark. was con· 
tronted by a system at justice otten com ... 
plet.eIv Incapable Qt responding in a eon
structlve manner. 

However, during th~ late 10'l'O's and 
thls new decade, we have begun to bulld 
on our pa.st eXJ)el1ences with the act 
making 8UbstanUal progress. not ~mly at 
the Federal level. but especlolly at tha 
State and local lev.!. Wolntend that the 
JuvenUe JuaUce omce be an advocate 

for the famUlea nnd youth of our Statesl 

whlle at the same time protectlnl their 
hwnan. eoruotlluUonai and legal rIohla • 

DUrina OUf 2 days 01 hearlna. held 
I4a.reh 28 and 27, 1980. over 45 WltnCMe5 
provided IeoIlmony on three blIIa pending 
belore the JudldBr7 Committee to .... 
authorize the act. JUdge Carl Guernsey, 
prealdent 01 Ihe National CouncU of Ju
venlIe and PamIIy Court Judges te.tllled 
Ulat the act had a PQI!liUYe impact. on 
lowering the increase of Juvenlle crime 
trom sn tncrea.se ot Ie percent prIor to 
19'14 to CUl1ncre&.6e or Iesa Utan 1 percent 
from 1974 to the p......,t. 

In 10'lt the act establ18hed • nmaway 
,outh program whlch wu expanded in 
1877 to Include homel .... nesleoled and 
abused. ,.outh. 'l"'hla prosnun provtdee 
temporuy chelter and courucllnl1 lor 
thowands of young runaways and other 
homeless youth an"- attempts to reunite 
theae chUdren With theIr parent.. The 
Runaway Youth Act 1a retalntd r.nd ad· 
m1n1.'ltered by HEW's AdmlnlstratJon for 
ChUdren, youth and P'amWes. Runaway 
and Homelesa youth Dtv1!ton. 'Ibe Run .. 
away Act is renamed the Runawo.y and 
Homeless Youth Act to reftect the BeL's 
homeless, neglected and abused youth 
program authority. S. 2441, as amended, 
r.lJIo cItuoIt!lea the secretary', authorlly to 
conUnue to fund naUanal telephone net .. 
works to link runaway, homeless, ne .. 
sleeted and abused youth wtth their 
famWes and a:ervlca ProvIders. 

Mr. PresIdent. Ihe 1974 act has dra
matically improved the Nation'. pro .. 
gra.DlJIi tor the prevention and treatment 
at juvenUo deUnquency. but we must 
continue these eaona J! we are to benent 
fully from tbe act's mandates. AfLer 
careful study at the Implementation of 
the lA74 act and 1977 amendmenu., the 
Committee on the JudIciary has made 
several chang:es to lmprove the etrectlve .. 
ness of the act. 

The major changes recommended In I 

S. 2441, as amended are: 
orncz Dr .tUVJ:N~ .JvanCE AlfD D&:UNQUINC'Y 

nUENTlON 

'l'bl& Committee bu c:a.rcrull, reviewed. the 
role ot the amee or Juven11G Juatlee and. 
Dtllnquener Prevention and Ita executive 
~ the AI&oclate AdmlnlstrClta!'. Conpess 
fUn,. Intended In 191{ and UI71 that the 
Admlnlatratlon administer the .runnUa Jus-

=~:~~n:::n~m~~V~~!A~J~r: 
Oamlbua Crime Control and Safe Streeto Act 
at l~, u am~nd~ hi 1919. Ntalna thlli 
Intent by apccltylng that all prognma ten .. 
eernoo with juvenUe dellaquency and admln .. 
fatorod by the AdmJnlatraUoll ahall be admln. 
iat.ered. Of> aubject to tbe policy direction or 
lbe amce or J'uyonlJe Juatlce and Dellnquflnc:y 
PrevenUon to c&n'7 out the mandates or tone 
~:O:il;;.,~~tlOO and Del1nquellcy Prevention 

Th. alemlght he&rlnp held hy the Sub. 
commll,teo to InnsUpte Juvenile Della
quency on tho ImpleDlelltatlon or the 191. 
and 1917 Acta trom 191$ through 1971 and 
the ovel'1lBbL bearlnga held In 19ao by the 
Committee on the JUdiCiary utabU.hed that 
tho Atltnlnlatrator r,,"~ to delegato sum. 
elent authority tor tho Aaeoclate Admlnlltra
tor to tUlly Implement thl. program. While 

::u~::e '!!:w"p:;=e!rrr ~:c~~euJ~bu:~ 
du dlMeult c1rcu!l15tancea. and to keep It 

~~~~~eo~ ::~e~~ a:!nc:.~:!:' IIlt~~~~~; 
luppor\. ot tho OMce'. Admlnlatratton ot the 
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Prop'am wtl! &reaU' tnhaDee ~. fut.ure AbU· 
lty ot th. Qel.ee to implement the ~ as 
lAtcc1K 11111 Ca~. 

Tb...,r .... ~e Ca..u~ Amendment lpe
CUlCaUJ dIIlcrptn autll.Or1ty repn11Da' a!l ad .. 
~t1". ~ opeuUoDal o.od 
poUr,f tNpons1bWties (or~. JuftDllo Juat10e 
and DellDquencY' l're\'OnUon Ac&. &0 elle M
mbWtrator" of the om... ... of Junn!la JUlt1cI 
Ul4 DlUnqur.J.CJ PreTention. In ordu W In.. 
am. .tf~" ltnplem.entatlO1l ot uu. proyt .. 
aSaa. thelepl 04"uor unU 11 roeatabUahoc1lD 
\be""",". 

UnobU,,''''/U_ 
A kef i--~Y1JlOD 111 8. :UU. N lntroduee4. 

rtq,Ul.red. th..: approprt .. t;ed tunda w:.der the 
JunnU. Juatlce Act. not ObUpte4 br Lb. 
tmd of' a&e.b 1lAc11 feu sball be tl"II.n.lfemrd 
to p~ tunde4 UDder UU. IIl-tl!.6 Run .. 
a •• , and Homel .. Youth Act. Wlltortc&llJ' 
the ju .. oUII Justice Pt'C!tRttl had. • rodJ ~ 
ctnnlns whiCh reaulttd In ttl t&11ure to prop
erly obligate Itt tun4l. nen though the D~" 
esGAl'J' P1'Oif&Dl appllcatlotl.l weer ~n.ll.bl. 
to tM aIDe. at JU ... DU, Juetloo and DtUn .. 
qtureJ PrenntJoD. Por1noate.IV. in 1071 \.be 
lhrH-rou b&clrloe of lu.nd.l ... obUgatal 
.nd off Lb. WUl:Iialtoa dMk at. the omeo or 
JuvenUe JUlUce. However, .Jt.h11'I Ule put. 
,ear tbo oblJgl.Uon rate bu dh:n1n.t.bed ,ub
.unital1r. _U.b the Pf06lleCt of II ~cu.t 
carryonr. Ttlo Runa""'f '2"outb A~ bl4 not. 
uperleneed. tonr IUch problem. HoweYff, the 
CommlLt.ce Amendment GlAllclatee thai any 
unobUgated JU'enlle JuaUco lunda Ib~l ba 
uJed to lmplement aect.1on 223(.) (18). Sucb 
fund.l wID be allocated to th& Statel plZtlct· 
paUtlS; 10 the Aet on the ba ... of rei_the POP'" 
ulaUon of people under thCl log. ot e1aht.eeD. 

Tbe CommUt.&e I.s concerned that th" im
portant proYl.Ilon of the ID1' Act, which .... 
mtended to prohibit- thl placement of Juve. 
nUes In anr aCult faclUtr.lDcludlng j&lll, baa 
DOt. been propulr JmplflIDtiDted. 10 fact., dm. 
Ing thl 11arch l:earlDga tbe Department ot 
JWltlCfl nualed that a1% re&u antr thu. tea
Uon bocamo law only ten fltat .. neA report. 
compllanCi witb Ula laUdAtor)' pro,ltJoa. at 
alm1lat CODCIII1"Q 11 that aucb dlaappotnUng 
ProSTC·' relates to a atandard or "sJabt &nd 
lOuAd" denloped by tbe Department. ot Jua
Uce, nther t.b&n the tuner prohIbition tn
UDded by Ule 191t Act. In that rertrd it 
wu neur Intended. that the ","orda "nauJar 
contaC'L" In 8ec.tlon :t13IGHI3, alIa,.. leal 
than full campHanel, ... d~ thl ".Igbt and 
sound." .undud. The probllbUoll on ''rttgu· 
Ju contact" ...... dOlJgMd to aUow camm.!lll. 
lInr of Ju"nUu and adulta UD.dcr .pedal
tu11 cltcumatanC61 lucb u a abort-term .m
ploJm~tr.t program ltr. otdtr to ''fold ccll".:J1 
dupUeatloa. 

It 11 obriou. to tho COmmittee that ~ucb 
nm&ina to be dODe to mate the 19140 Ad 
prograna • ",lIty, The llUoc""!on of Wlob
Ua'ated fwub for tbl.l worthy, but .10m, .. 
wbat neglected objective 11 p&I'tkularJy ap
propriate. 

Maintenance 01 ~lJort 
The Com.mittee amenC:rnent retallUl tho 

cunent pro,Wotr. of la. that requlrOi at 
ltut tg,IS rereent. of the \otal allropr1e.
Uon under TItle I cl the OmnIbus Crlma 
COntrol and Sate Streets Act at t938. a1l, 
a.m.ended. boo .pent for Juvenlle deJJnquency 
programa, wlth cmpbuls on programa aimed. 
at curblnl 'flolent crimea committed b7 JU
Ten11e.. The COmnntt.H a.cknowl~'Ioa that 
"lolent juvenUe orrendera Ihould btl ginn 
an Incte&M:d facul. but Itlven the campara. 
b1& egmpaUnt lrate:resu It wu tett. that 1'0-0 
qulrlng all of tbe maintenance of orran 
fundI. tor tb1s ~1U1.1culAr foeua would be a; .. 
CClu.lon. tn addition.. the COuuntttee amepd· 
ment waive. th8 malntenMcc Of eao:-~ pro
yblQn when the total apllrap""Uoa. under' 
"l"lUo I of th. OmDlbua Crime Control and 
Sate Street.. Act at 1968, &a &me-o.dod. doe. 
nat UJ:et4 1160,000.000 ciur1D&' an:r tl8cal 
1'"'. 

e.""" .... ""_ Tho COmmltteo Amendalent tmprcJl"M t:b!J 
ActII .. c1t1Zan pvUclpal.lon pro'f'ldonS. "'On .. 
der \.he OOIll%nU1.ee Amen.dD:l.ebt. \be dtlJ:laD 
If'Oupc. namclJ' the m.c. ~ 0r0upI. 
wW work more claeo17 1IF1U:a &b.o Bta\tl apnD7 
~enpoct.I,. appU.canm anoQ ot.bcIi lDt&nIIIted. 
In \be ,JunuUe Justice ptOIt&m. • 

&apon.&:rlIdJlMdW 
The CcGun1ttee ameul1J:D.aIn f'&ICIU,1.nII tba 

Mmlnlst.n.tM 01 the ocnoe or .1unl:lle Jt»oo 
Uce and Dellnquencr Pra,uUon to pro
'IldtI a dttalJed. .,aIu..U:m of 1.bo acared. .. 
ItnJ.tt.M tJP8 prop-ama tor JUvm110I to Ule 
ODnlf" by June SO. lQ81. In ~t1on, .. 
.t.udJ' ot JUftD11. JWltl1:* and deunqu~ 
prefttr.tlou poUde.s, prosrame and. pn.ct1cI8 
atrfJcUn& NaU.. AlDt.dcau it to be com· 
pletoeS. and IUbmil.ts4 to Oonpeu b1 Do
~1'81,lg.a1. 

rulf lll-BfII,1t4W, Youth- Ad .tmndl'Mtltl 
~ propun" tttle La DlPCded. bl the 

Commlt.\ee Ame.ndmaDt to l'$dec:$ tbe 1m 
Act .. hOmIlMI routh foc:UL 'l'bua. anUu.d, 
the Rur..awQ' and JJ,omel .. Youth A.cL. "1'be 
commll.* am.n~t mU. .. ltatUtaz'7 \be 
autbortt)- tor qq ~~ of Health, Uu .. 
cation. and. WoUaro t4 contlnue to fUn4 na
tlowJ ~j)b.one Detworb to llDk. l'Ull&W&J. 
Jloz:na1 .... neclect.id. and abuNd JtrUt.h Wlt.b. 
theIr famU1es &.Dd Nn1ee prortdere. It fUr-. 
tber, upcuull the ellent populaUon ell&1bla; 
tot Mnlee and .UmulAt. Ule .trI:1CtheJJJ.nc 
of 80verD.lil8ntal and. pt!n~ IOCtor' pro-
8TamI tOl' youth and fa.tl11U .. ln need of .. rr
lee. Th. Secretat'J ~1lI11 c:.onttnue tbrouab the 
Adml.n1atraUOD. fOl' ChIldree.. Youtb. and. 
P&mIUOI W coUed any informatlQ.!l Decca
IoU'J \0 report on ~ oaaeu the nted. tM 
p~ LOd Ml'Vlcoa funded. under t.b1I 
title. 

ne CowmJttfJO blU DUthortzed fund.J.Dc fOIl' 
titl. 111 at the &am. Illvel ... Ul.I 1m Ae\ 
Of t2.5 mlUlon per JOU' tor ncb ot ft" fta=l 
yoara. IgS1 thraUSb I •• 

JUU1UlI Jtutlce Aat .ttd"orlzG«oft, 
U onl maret,. looks at. tb.t aU:.' and cc:.t; 

of Juye.u.Ue c:rl.m.8 and .. t au the DIIOC1I tb&~ 
are not met br tunell~ PI'OS!'aZDJI. one could 
euU, eonc1ude thAt th •• utbonatlon tenia 
tor Ult. Act. &bould be doubled or trtp1ec1., n 
la the ruponalbWty of thla OOmmlttee. bow
ttVtI1', to lnAure that junn.IJ.II juauc:. progr&ma 
are d.nllopod. lra an orduly taablOb &I'ld t.ha~ 
all mone:r- are IpeD~ e!!'scunly. Umel1 &Dd. 
W1Ie!1. Tberefot"l tAt CommittN b ... aur 
pated. .. uthodQtlon Inels tbat ptO,ldlt tor 
the orderly growth of thlMl pI"OIramI o'er thl1 
nert aye yean. AI reported b,. u>, C):nc,mlt .. 
toe, B. ml, would t.utbOrtu tor ~ of t1.etl 
,..,an 19S1 tbrouah 198.51nel.e ol ,150 I::I:11WoD. 
,160 m1l1lon. tl7S mUUan. PJO mllllOll aDd 
1200 mUllen ftIIPfJCtI,e11. 

The Oomm1ttee turther oontamplatell \.bat 
tbe SubcommlttM on t.be CoDlltltutJon wm 
p'Ul'&ue lt1 overalabt rupoD.S1bUlU8G in. vIS· 
oroUl manner 10 aa to &&1m-. that the Ot!i.co 
of Ju,enUe Justice and Delinquency Pre'eD· 
lion ~ndI tbl newl, authoruod. rundl 1n 
a tbcaUr IQund manner eon'~ttnt Wlth the 
prlmarr iO&la Of the 19'14 Act In ordtlr' to ...... 
IW" compl.te implementation of the Ju"", 
nU. JuaUce an:st DeUnqueney Pre,ention Act. 

Mr .. President, I nronsly Ul"ge my col
leagues In the Senate to adopt thla legla
latton. The Juvenile Justice and Del1n .. 
Quency PreveDUon Act and these 1980 
amendments w11l provide the atabWty so 
Vital to the contlnuatlon at thta con .. 
&rwlonal lnlUaUve. 'l1le 5·yeo.r exten
sion. with the adeq1ULte lundlng pro
vided. "hen coupled wtth luIIlmplemen
lallan 01 tlle provlslOl15 at tho 191t anll 
IP77 acts wW help addroM the current 
needs 01 our Juvenll. Juallce 1IYStem. Al
though tho amounts _uthorl!6d to date 
have been ver,y frugal relative to Uu! ta.sk 

at ....:h at Uu! IW\Io!Il&III:ir Blat... suet. 
moourooa P<OVIded III." 1tabIe, cantln<.
oua toahloD. will do won6en to ach1r.vo 
the mandate at !.he le'I' act. 

Hr. _den\, tho l'ederal Oovmunent 
h&a an Imporlan~ reo_WIY to pro
Yld. Uu! JeadonhIJ> and coonIIpat\on to 
_ and ",,:ouraav Uu! deVe10pment 01 
-e, 1nIm&ne; and more eoonomIcai 
.... _ to Juvenn.. delinquency. Thorfl 
ant no J)I.nMCeU. A rtauthorlmtlon of the 
In. Juvenile JuatIce and DelInquency 
ProveIlllon ~ Will 1>0 an ImPOrtant atel>. 
There must 1>0 a eommItmen~ bT an our 
cllI=a to be1IIn to reoolve tho I .. al and 
_ problema and atlltud", relovant to 
chUdren In trouble. A1ternallves to un
IOUDd pollet.. muat 1>0 developed oDd en
<XlQ1'8.iOd. J,Iany illata. locaIIlI.. and. 
private non_t Int.oreot _ are <.1-
>=d7 ~ to redirect and IncrelI.oo 
t.lu:1r darts. 'l'Iut JliVonIl. Justice AC~ h .. 
COIlt.rlbu~ to thIa I>f<)IIre6II. 

I au unanimous COlUeJlt that. two .~ 
taehmonta 1>0 prIn~ at thIa point In 
tho RIco ... .". _letter /rom tho Ameri
can LeoIon, dated ~ :no 1980. and 
Uu! second bdn&' a 1Ist or orgtUlIzallona 
endoratnz the Ju .. DIIo Juallce omd De-
1Inquency Act at le'I'. 

There beln& no obJect1oD. th3 material 
was ord~ to be prIn~ In the RIcaRD, 
u tollow.: 

Tm; Aw:aIc.t.... LIocuow. 
WAfhtngtO"M. D.o .. MarC1$. 11.1Jla. 

Ron. Bu.cu RlTH, • 
U.s, Sm41,. RUUlU Senate allot: BuUdtng. 

W'uhfngtO'h, D.C. 
nus 8&JlA'tOa D.lYH1 'lbe Amerlc:an Le· 

lion .. Jonptandlna conOOrtt aN:' JunnUe 
crtmo aeroa th. oounb7 ...... the bu~ 101' 
out' .uppert lra HI1t of the ,JuueUe o1'UatJOI 
and. DeUn.quency Pre,e.etton Act. Wo be
llned. then .. we do IlO1t' that the pro;'lem 
dlml&DcII • oompnbenahe IU1d coordlnat.od. 
approach It the federal ie..,l. 

N you know, JuvenUe crtme CODUnu~ to 
bs one or our moet penlatent JOdr.1 ~_ 
menta. It, theretore, 11 teaentlal thai ted. 
er&I eaon. b& contlnu6d and thAt the Act 
be extended throuah I'UUthOruaUOD. We 
an pleUOd to levu that J'Ou bave intra. 
ducec1 S. 2'41 .bleb, .It enacted. 'IIould pro
Ykle tor ouch nautbortr.aUon LOd we con
tinue to luppon the maIntenance or etrort 
concept .. pan ot &0.1 roauUJortdnrc mlu. "'to. 
n. American Leeton .Landl readr to 

&&a1at you &tid every member of the COmmIt-
tee in thb wortbwhUe endea'for, 

SlQcerelr. 
!.t:TUO S. Ku.u., 

Director. 

Oac.urtuTXOI'fD El'tDouuro t'JIC JUVDl'n.c 
Juana £XD DJ:1.JltQ1J'QICT Pa.nJ:.Kn01'f Act 
OJ' 197i (Ptrm..lc Lt.w "3-1111, .u AxI'NII!:U 
Dr 1m, Poaue LAw 06-111l) 
AmDrtc:&D Ptderatkln Of State, Count" and. 

J.luDlClpa.1 Employee&. 
AD..eriean InlItttute 01 hmllJ' Ret.t1OD1. 
Ame:lcan LegIOb. N.UonaI £xoeuUve COm-

mttt&c. 
American PuentA CommJtt~. 
Amertea.a. PlSYcbologicaI Aa5OCla.t1on. 
B'nal B'nth Women. 
Chlldren" Detenao Pund. 
Cblld Stud, As&oclaUo:. of Amcrtc:s. 
Cbtne. Doyeloptntnl. Counell. 
Cbrlatlan Prlaon MhUaLrles. 
1~10 Departme:nt ot CommUnity Ben. 

Al'L-CIO, Department of SOcJal &Curttf. 
Amertcan AuoclaUan. ot Pi:1cb!atrlo Ben

Ieee lor Cblldren. 

w:::ee:;.cm. ,booc1aUOD. at Ut4 .... raUy 
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AmtIrlcan ca.mping &ieodatfDll. 
.Ame1'1ean Federation of Teacher.. 
AmeTlCan ooeupaUonal TbttaP1 AlIIsocl .... 

uO~can Optomet:rtc AaIOClsUon. 
A.IJl.erlean Pannu COmll"iJttee. 
.Amer'kan J>!oIychoJogteal As!IOC1atlOD.. 
Amet1can PUbllo Welt..", A&tIocIa.Uon. 
American School COunaelor Auoclatlon. 
AmtIrSCi.n SocIety for Adolescence P'BJ'C'bl&" 

t~t.lOD for ChIk1hOO4 rAucaUon In .. 
&ema.t1onal. 

Assodatlon of Junior LKgues. 
Emergency TUk P'Orce on Juvenile DeUn .. 

queneJ Pronation. 
John HoW&rd Assodatlon. 
JuvenJlo Ptottc:tlvo Aa&ocIa.Uon. 
Na.Uonal 1J.llance OD. 8h.aplDg Sater ClUed. 
NatloJUI l.&&oclaUon of COunties. 
NatlonrJ AuOdAtion ot Socw. Worters. 
Natlonal Association of Btlte Junnlle De-

linquency Program AdJntJl1atratora. 
National Collaboration for Youth: lJoYB" 

Club5 ot Amerlcll, Boy SCouta of America.. 
Camp FIre Olr~. Ine.. Future Homem.a.ken 
ot Am!:rt.:... OlriS' Cluba. OItl seouts of 
'D'S, A., National Federation of SetUem~nU 
and Nelghborhood centers. Ikd. CrOSl Touth 
ServIce ProSTama, 4-H Chl.be, .Peder.t Esecu .. 
th'e StMice, NaUonAl Jewlah Welfare Bou.rd. 
Nat.lonal Board or YWCAa. and National 
Council at YMCAs. 

National Commission on the ObServa.nee ot 
Int.ern .. Uonal Women', Year- Committee on 
Child Development, Audrey Rowe Coloms, 
Ch,1l1Z'Tlc-rson Committee JlIl RUckelabaus. 
Pres!dlng om~er or Commtss!on. 

National Conterenre ot Crlmlnal JusUce 
Planning Admlnlatratora. 

N"Uolw Conference of SLaLe LeglalAtures. 
N .. Uon61 COuncil on Crime and Dcllnquen .. 

or· 
Do15' Club, ot America.. 
Boy SCouts of the- USA. 
ChUd Welfare lA:ague ot Arnet1c&. 
!'amity Impact .Bemlnl-r. 
P&mlly Sen'lee AMoelat.ian of America. 
Faur.C ot norgen County, 
Olrl, Clubs ot Amerlu. 
Hooe and SCb.)OlltUt.ltut4. 
Lutherlln CouncU In the U.s.A. 
Maryland Committee for na.y ClI.te. 
Maasacbuset.t.a Committee to: Children and 

Youth. 
Mental Health PlIm Boud. 
National Alliance Concerned With. SChool .. 

Agt'Pr.n:ntl. 
NaUonal ASAOciation ot SocIal Worken. 
Nallonal Child Day Ct.r1t ASl!()Clation. 
National Confertnte or Chr1atlana a.nd 

Jew •. 
NaUonal CouncU tor Black Child Devo!lop" 

ment. 
Natlona.! ('.ouncll of Church-s 
~atlona.l Council ot Jewish Women. 
National Council ot State CommlLteu ror 

Chtldren and Youth. 
Natlonl\l Jew1sh Welfare Board. 
NaUotllll Orban League. 
New Yorlt; StaUs DI"lalon for Youth. 
Palo Alto community CbSld Care. 
Philadelphia COmmunity COOrdinated 

Child. Care CoUncil. 
The aahatton Az:my. 
Scbool DaJa. Inc. 
Sodet.y Dr St.. Vincent De PaUl, 
United Auto Workers. 
Unlt~ Cerebral Palsy Assoc}:aUnn 
United Church ot Chrl!it-Dmud for Home· 

It.1ld Mlnlc;t.rlee. OI"lslon or Ho!ftltll and Wel
' ... e. 

UnHed Methodlat. Ch.urcb-Board of 010bdl 
lllnlJtrlK. 

UnJtect Nl:lchborhood How.es ot New Yori!:o , .... 
tfnlted Presbyterian Church, USA. 
Westcheat.er Chlldren'a Aswcll.tlon, 
Nl.tlob.ll PederaUon of Stl.t.e Youth Sen·lce. 

Buteau Aaaoclatlona. 
National Governors Conference. 

NaUona1lnformaUoD Cent« tlI1 Volunteers 
In CoW1.L 

National League or ClUes. 
Nstlonal Legal Ahl Ul4 Dfltende!" AModIo

,Ion. 
N .. Uoo.l!J Networlt or Runa.ay and Youth 

Be"Ic.et . 
NAtional Urban COAHtlon. 
PUblic Mall'll COm.mltt.~, NaUonal A..o-

el.t.loD. fOl" Mental He~lt.b,lne. 
Robert p. 1[ennedr MUOD 00tpe. 
U.s. COnference of Jda,ors. 
Btg BroLben/Blg Slaten! or Amc!rica. 
National Youth Wor'i:etB AllIance. 
National ODuneU of JUi"enUe ~ htDllr 

COurt Judgea. 
NI.Uona1 Counclt ot Crtm.lnal Ju.atleo 

Plo.nnen. 
Youth Net.work. COuncU, 
Amertean Bat' AaaoclaUon.. 
American et"U lJbertlee Unlcm. 
Natton_] JUvenUe Law Center. 
NaUonal OoallUon fOl' Chl1dren'. JustJ.ce. 
Chlldreo'al!zprcu. 
Children'. Detenae f'Und, 
CO&1IUoD for ChUdren and Youtb. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Prealdenl, to
day, the Senate consider.. le(1alaUoo to 
reauthorlse the Juvenile Justice and. De
UnquencY Prevent.1on Act ot :\814. 

The original legWation. the JuvenUo 
Justice al1d Protection Act of 1974, Wa.s 
the fint comprehensive Federal response 
to the problem of JuveniJe crime. I sup
ported tluI.t legialation becaU£e I was 
deeplY concerned about. the r1ae in Juve .. 
nUe crime and the number of youths who 
were running away from theIr homes. 

We have now had 6 yeara or experience 
wIth thls leglslaUon. It haa been. I thlnk. 
a rockY road. Thero are confi1ct1ng views 
throuihout the country on how to re .. 
sPQnd to JuvenlJe crime. how to separate 
status ottendera from nonstatua of
tenders, and how much ot the ovenill 
criminal JwUce resources !boUld be de
voted to this problem. 

These probfuma are even more dUlk:ult. 
to resolve now that we are in .. period 
01 budgetary r .. tmlnt. Although thla bUi 
authorizes a total of $875 m1Won over 
\he ne-xt. 5 fiscal yean, It 13 clear from 
recent. Budeet Comlnlttee actloM ~at 
funds tor juvenUe Justice and cr1mlnal 
jlJsUce Pr'Oinun8 wiu t.e hard to cmne by 
tbrouah the approprla.tion process. 

Mr. PresIdent, I hope: that l5uppcrters 
of this program wlll understand. these 
current. funding relllttics. '!be LEAA 
program. for example, has been reduced 
substanttally. The malntenaoce of etro:t 
provision of the OmnJhus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act, wh1ch requires that 
20 percent 01 LEAA lunds also iO to 
juvenile JusUce programs, should be 5UIJ
pended temporarUy whUe LEAA lundlng 
}e\'e!.s are so low. otherw1s.e. Juvenile' 
Justice will receive a dlaproportlonate 
&hare at total crlm1n~ Justice tundins.l 
belleve that, In a period of 1ipendlng re~ 
6t:u1nt. all components ot the criminal 
JusUce system should &hare equally. 

The JuvenUe Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. Act. of 1974 is /SCheduled to be 
lun<led .t a ,100 mUllon level. I th1nI: 
that is adeQua.te tor the time being. ThIs 
program baa been aucees.stul In many 
States, but eaom to 80 too far too !a.,t 
may hurt tbe program. For example. on 
the question or separating juvenlIe:s from 
&dulLs In lockups and jaJls, a requirement 
that Rb~olute separation be ~a.c:hN 
within a few years may be im~ible to 
achieve. 

Mr ...... Ident. although I .""port lb. 
COntept of separatlng J\M!I1lles from 
&.dult oflenders In JIills and loclrup lacw. 
ties, the current separation On the basis 
of "sleht and ",und" oeemo to be an 
achlevabl. ooaI. M7 own State 01 South 
Caroltna baa been ablo to achieve com
pliance with th18 requirement, Vnfor .. 
turu:.tely. tor a rural Sf.ate 11ke mJne, a 
Federal requirement that there be com· 
plet.e eeparation-In aeparate t&clUtie&-
01 Juvenile and &.dul~ ol!endero may be 
Imposslble to achl ••• In Ibo Immedlate 
future. states are taking at.epa: to correct 
thIa sltuaUon. bu~ u.ey ohould be en
COUraged to do 80, not forced t.o do so 
under the threat o! aancUona by the Ped .. 
era! Oonmment. 

Hr. Pnolden~. I '""pan thIa \egls\a
Uon and Ita obJecU .... and \U1Ie DU' col· 
leagues to approve it. 

Mr. DOLE. !dr. PresIdent. J rise In ~up
POrt of thls legisla.tion that would 6II1encl 
tho Juvenile JuaUce and Dellnquency 
prevcnUOD Act of 1914. 'Ibis b1l1 b .stm1 .. 
\ar 10 B. 2U4. legls\aUon that the sen· 
ator from Kansaa introduced t,:, extend 
th& Juven1Jc Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 through fiscal 
year 1984. That blll authorized $126 mll ... 
Uon in n~ year 1981 And. $125 mWlon 
in esch 6ucceedlni year lor the pro .. 
grams that are cnated by the act. In 
s.ddltion, S. 2434 required that. tbue 
would be maintained from apPfO:J'r1a .. 
tlons tor each fl.&cal year allotted to each 
State under title I cf the OmnIbus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, at 
least, the average percentage of the 3 
most recent ft5ca1 yeara tor lVh1ch 11gwes 
are Bvallable of the total expendlt.Ure:s 
mnde for'" crtmJm.l Justice programa by 
State and local governments which is 
txpended 10r JuvenUe dellnquency pro .. 
grazr.a by such State IUld local sovero
menta. 

MAIJfRX&XCll or U7'0aT 

An bnportant a.apect of the 1974 Juve
nUe Justice Act was the "ma1ntennnca 
or effort" provt~lon, That Ja.w called Cor 
a set aside or 19.15 percent of all1aw en-
torcement a.ss1a:ta.nce admlnlstratlon 
(lJ!!A.\) funding to be reserved for Juve .. 
nile Justice prognun". ThIs percentage 
was baaed on the ratio or LEAA expendi .. 
tures tor Juvenile JUStice to the agency's 
total expenditures tor t1scal 1971. The 
Senator from K:aIuB! telt. that it was 
tJm& to carefully reexamine this rat.1o!n 
t..lte Ught ot experience in its admlnLstra
tlon. 

Tbe senate version ot the Justice Sy~ .. 
tem Improvement Act of 1979 provhicd 
lor the complete elimination of the 
maintenance of effort. provision. S. :2434 
did. not go that tar. Instead n attempted 
to develop a new fonnuJa ba.sed on the 
average percentage of the 3 most recent. 
fiscal years ot the total expenditures 
made Cor r.rlmlnal Justice programs by 
State and lccal governments. 
&vrUOJlIrf or TU~ ASStST.\HT ~MUltl>T."ro" 

'Onder S. 2434, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Deltnqurncy Prevention 
would. have remll1ned WithIn the LEAA 
at the U.s. ~partment of Justice. The 
AsS,tant. Administrator of LEAA 'A·ould 
have continued to head the omce al .. 
thouih 1)e would have been under the 
policy direction and control of the Ad .. 
minlstrator o( LEAA. 
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S. 24.41 represfntll a ,ood oomprom1Be 
between the conceros or SeDator BAYH 
and the concerns ot Utl3 Sena.tor ~ In 10-
vlewinJ tho orlalnal proposal that thIa 
Sena.tor otfered. and S. 2441, there are 
only Ulree major duterences. Thosa dif
ferences concern the lUte or the Admlnls .. 
tn.tor of the O.aJ'ce ot Juvenile JusUce 
and DoUnqlJency Prevention. the fund .. 
.tng level. and tbe ma.1ntenance ot eaoIt 
provision. ; 

In S. 2441 tho AdmInistrator of the 
omce ot Juvenile Ju.,Uce and Delln .. 
quency Prevent.lon is litlven 11nal account .. 
a.bllUy nnd resporWb.ijlty for J.mplement
inS Lbe set. The tlU'(dIng level, in the leg-
1s1aUon Lbat we are reviewing today. 15 
$1~0 mWlon In 1981. $150 mllllon In 1082. 
$175 mlWon In 1983. and $200 mIWon In 
1984 and 1985. Under 8. 2441. the 19.15 
requtrement lor apendinl' on Juvenlle 
JUStice progralll5 wUl be waived when 
t.otal appropriations for LEAA tall to ex· 
ceed $150.000.000. 

The Federal OoYcmmcnt has a. respen .. 
11bWty to conunue ita etrorLs to improve 
tho quallty o[ IUBUce that Ia .vallable to 
JuvenUes in thls country. The problem or 
JuvenUe delJnquency must continue to 
be dealL W1Ul In an elteeUve IlDd mt!1Ul
ingtul manner if the levela or Juvenile 
crime are to conUnue their decline. 

II Is my hope that by extendInJ the 
D.Ulhortzation for the JuvenUe Jl!SUce 
and DellDC!uency Prevention Act of 1974, 
SlIltes and local lovernmenu, private 
and public organlmt.lom wUl bave t.be 
:1S315tance tbB.t. 1& necessary to continue 
the development of practical approaches 
to the pl'tlblertUI of yout.tus t.hat have be-

:;~m~;g!:te ~:: .!~d~~~~=g; 
prevent.ion must conUnua to be a top 
F'1>derol. State. and loea! priority. II Ia 
clear to me that a m!Jor cause of thla 
NaUoD'. staggering crime rate 1A Juvenlle 
crime JUld Violence. 'l'h1I 1ea1alaUon wID 
deal with that ca .... 

The PREBWmO OFFICER.. Who 
sleldsUme? 

The bW Is open to further amendment. 
If thefe toe no further amendment to be 
propooed. the QUesUOD. Ia on agreel.D.i to 
the committee amendment in the nat.ure 
01 a su.lJstltute. 

The commlttee amendment WU Qreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be cn=ed 
tor a third read1ne, was read the third 
time. ant! pnssed," ..... 

Mr. SA YH. Mr. President. I suggest the 
abe.ence of a quorum. 

The PREswmo OFFICER. The cieri: 
wUl caU the roll. 

Th. legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President. I ask =1-
moUl consent that the o:der for the 
;uorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESWmo OPFICER. Wlthont 
objection. it is so ordered.. 

Mr. ROBERT C. Bl"RD. Mr. PresIdent. 
~Z:b'ffi ~:s~n.sJder the vote by .. bleb 

Mr. BAYH. I move to lay that moUon 
on tbEl table. 

The motton to lay on the table wu 
&&reed to. ----
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PIlOCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 96th CONGRESS. SECOND SESSION 

WASHINGTON, WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19. 1980 No. 45 

Senate 

BAYH It>'TRODUCE~ BY REQUEST, 
TIlE AININISTRATION B ILL TO AHEND TIlE 

JlNENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACf OF 1974 

Orna:; or THl: J)uruory 
.AlTOSIOT Ol"n.u.. 

W4sll.fngton, DS: .. M41IlS,19'lg. 
'I'bo Vln J'uSU)INT, 
u.s, Sttlllto!, 
W~htn;glan. n.c. 

OI'U Lt •• Vtct PaUUlEMT: It ta my pleunre 
to (O""ud (or )'cur conaldentto!l & 1~1.I1a
I1V$ Pl'tlpoul IDt.IUed tho "Ju,enile Jw.Uee 
Amenctmfont. or 1980," 

Thls jlrGpoHd bill would amend the ,ruve
nUll JU.'UCI and l:>ellnqUIDcy Prnentlon Act 
o( lDT{ and: uterul tbe authority or the L&w 
Efltorcl:mtot. A.ulatance II.d.mlnULratloD to 
admlnu'er the Act, throueh Ita Of'fteo ot 
Ju\'enlle .luaUto and Delinquency """"n .. 
ttea. tor an addUlon&! tour Ylua. 'l'b" bW 
Wtluld provide contlnU6d !1int1inl to the Law 
EnCurcl!menC A6r1lstauee AtiInlnlltral.iOn CO 
coordinate 7ederal Ju,'nUe dellnqulQcy pro-
IrlUnll and act.hlUta and to ....at 8tt.teI. 
unlta ct Beneral loea! gOl'tnunent, and prt. 
",ato non. pro!!1. ",enelel, or&an1uUClas and 
InnUuUons In their dl'ol't4 to combat JU1'e. 
nl1e dl:lloqueocy .011 tmproTCI tbl jUTllnllo 
Jusueeaya:tem. 

'I'hCl amendment. propoeed. are tn, In 
numbtr and are directed tolura ma.king tm. 
pro"enlt:nu In \-be exisUng p~, Tho 
amendmenu 91ere. c1nI.ft.ed In anUclpl.tlon at 
tbe enActment ot the Jw,Uce 8,1t.em 1m" 
prontt1ent Ac~ fa. 2U and.. H.R. :w61, during 
ttlo Cloneut sesafon ofCongresa. BecaUM tha.t 
Aet _QUid tborouBhly l'elltntctUfe tho e:r.1$t. 
1ng prtlgnm. undu tho Om.nlbWl Crime Con. 
trol lu:),d Sate Street. Act, It I. pO&Slble tha.t 
A tnQ<1lftcaUoo at tbte bUi _aUld be ncCHUl'7 
atur tile enactment of the JUifUce Sfltent 

S. 2442 

lmpro'nmonl. AI.'t,. The Jlatlco Byltem. 1m. 
pro\"ltUeot Ac\ trtabltabN Ute Ol!lco at Jua • 
lleo AMlst&neo. a. .. iUdr &.ad BCaU.tJe. .. 
lob. c:oorl11naUna .rneeha.n.\4In. tor lb. P.cSenl 
JUoIUeo IYItem. lmptal'emtnt Pl'Oif'Ul. The 
omce win ~ ~. up 01 three aepuate or
sa.nlU,Uona! I%lUtln rHpOna1blo tor ths 
lhl'Olf tnaJor twlctt<UIAl UOU ot Clll.tu:W AI" 
Ilitanto, nae.arcb, anl1 l"'Ultles, Obder UIe 
neW' lu-ucture, tbe JuT'tInlle JuaUoe Act p~ 
rram 'WW real&ln .. pan Clt the f1naUc1a.l .. -
llataneo Prosratn &4mlnl'tere4 by the x..w 
En(oreemen, M4Utatlee AdmJnfst.ratloa. 

Tho legWaUYIII proposal '\li'MIld taraet addl. 
tlonal attenUon and rnoureu on the prob
lem of the aeriQua, ... Iol~nt, and dU'onle r&o 
~t deUnquen\- oft'ender. The bUl begtD.t 
t"tUl .. 4ndtnc «Ia' tbe /tlft'nUe- /UlCto. I~ 
tcm abl)wd l11'e &ddlUont,l .. ttentlon to thlt 
t)'pe cf oft'en4er from apprebena10n throU;b 
tehabUlu.tlon. NeW' tormula and B~1al !In
pbu~ pr'OGf"'l".4 .ulborUy 11 &dded througb a 
IItrl" of amendmenC4i p.,,~ bl the bllJ 
tbl.t. ,utberirA a b"*" tange at Ilf'Oif'&ltl
matte e!fotU d1rect4(1 to':IVlU'd thtIalltill1e:ant, 
but negleeted, jUvenile otttnder popUl"UOU. 

'nt.legtal.tlye propo6IollndudOl a num}WIr 
at a.ntecdmlfnC4i dOflgnt'd to .t.re.a.cuua .&c .. 
tl,lUe. t.a coor41naWi Fe<:enl junnlle deltn" 
queney e!forts. Tbe hcteral Coordtmttng 
COunC:U would be lI"eu IbJf capabUlty to 
.... lat In earrylng out t~ ltat.Utor)' dutlee. 
'1'lU" Caunell 1I'OWI1 be rMROlUltl-Je- lor n· 
ne..-tb, and I:n&ktn; reootUmendatio.na on t.U 
JOln~ tund1ni' el!OI'tI und\!rtUen br lobo Of .. 
ftee o( JuvenUe "uaUce and Dol1nquflney Prt
ventlbn .. 1m manbet agmclee. 

In order to !acreue R'pr~nt.lt1oA ot Bt.lu 
ad'ttsQry rroup. on th" 2t member National 
Adylaary Commltteft tor JuvenUe JllIItke and 
Deunquencr Pr .. enUon. tbe propouJ woUld 
R'quite that '-be PreJiden1: appoint. at leut 
&we State adYJM>q il'Oup Ul~UlNn to &.':I_ 
Comlbltt.ee In (tACh group ot ICven app;llnt
ments, 

The pro~l would elartt1 the !ruportant 
5ectlon223(50) (12) fA) dllllllltituttona.Uutl(lQ 
requirement at tbe Act lhroup a detlnltlOQ 
ot the term "JuvenU6 cJet.entlon or correo· 
Uonal lac1Utlu." Thll !SeftniUon "lioUld pro_ 
hibit lbe plac:ement or JUTlnlllIa wbo hAl'~ 
not been ch~ with Ot adJu .... e ... toct tor ot .. 
Cenae. thAt would be cr1tr..ln&1 11 ~tted. 
bJ Iln adult In taclh~I~. that are Ncure or 
tba, aNI uaed. tor the laWful custoCl, at adult 
oUenden. Thla cbau&e. coupled wltb iM 
Aet'l Imphu~ on the Htabllahme\lt ot I'IU1IJl 
co~m\lnlt)'.bued. alternaUvtl, &bawd ptt. 
mit Staul to contlnue thelt progreu towant 
full dl!liDlliUuttonallZAtlcn ot noncriminal 
JUYl:nlJet .blle at tbe ~. tIme tree1nl" ad .. 
dltlonat resoureea tor tbe r.ecompll.lb.ment or 
utber lmpomDt obJecttvel of m. Ac~ 

Tho pro~ blll contlnuee the "flatlona' 
lnatltute lor Junntle Jwt:ce and DeIlD .. 
quene)' PrevtllUon. H('!wever, the InaUtute'li 
autbority In the aret, nt bulo rueardl 
tnto the taUNa or JUTenile 4tlln_ 
qUtncy Wtluld, be removed. The bailc reM.reb 
tun:-uon woUld be performed by tho NaUonal 
Inatltute ot ,)'uatlce UlJdtr the Jwtlce B1I" 
tlll\ lmpro,ement AcL 

P'JlIaUy, ih& proposal would pJ'owide aU ... 
tborluUon of .uch luna &II art neee&NJ1 
for JuvGnl!e Juatlee Mt progn.tDIIln nell at 
&cat J.an 11:181, 1982, 1983. and 19M. Tbe 
lubmlulon ot tbll I)!,ll unl<eracorel the Ad .. 
mlnutntJon'. conUnulng commitment to 
JUYlnne juattee and delinquency prennUotl 
pn::lP'ammlni at the l'e4eralleTf'l. 

I fltcommend tho prompt anr;l tavorable 
eonatderatlon ot the propoaed '"Ju\1lnUe JUl. 
UC4 ,Amendmanla o/lilBo."]'n -.4dltlon to tbl!l 
bU\. tbere u encloaed a lectlon.b,-aeetlob 
amI,.1&. 

'J;"he Omce bt )d:anr.ge.'Dent and aud,et haa 
ad..t.ed that there u no objection trom lob., 
&e.&nctpolat at tbe" Adm1nI.traUon" ptograzu 
to tbe lubtnlMion ot this legts1aUon to the 
Congre&a and. WI,. Ita enactment. woUld be 

j:~:,:nt with the Adm1n11tr.Uon'. ob. 
Slaeerely. 

Bnf.JAw.nc R. Cl'fnzrn. 
Dtp~ A_tOftUll acnmsL. 



AKRfDYEH'T 

1.lr. B.t.TR (brl...que.t) Introduced the 101· 
lowlng but. wbleb wu nad twice and n .. 
ferred. to the commtU.ee aD \lUI JWl1e1r.rr. 

.4 bW to amend lbe Juvenile J'UlUCO and. 
Dellnqueacy PtnentJon A~ of llnf. and tor 
oUw' purposeL 

Bt: U enccfed bV ,he S~'e and: HOUlt! 0/ 
JkprUmtaUvu 0/ thc United Stalu 0/ 
..tmcrlc4 In Congreu lIucmbkd, That th1I 
Act. mar be dted. AI the "JUtenU. J'wtlce t 
Amandmenta of IP80." 

Sac. 2. Tn.!e r of the JUYenilo JUltt~ and 
DIIUDquencr Pre,enUon Ad at IV,. u 
amended .. foUo .. : 

(1) Be:Uon 101(a) (t) u ameuded by In .. 
.enlnj: Ule wordi "~r.ohol and" after tho 
Yard "abuaG" and betore the won1 "drup". 

(:Z) sectlOD-ltll(a) 11 furt.ber amendO(l by 
etr1kl~ O:Jt Lbe 'WOrd ''and'' at the end of 
p~ph (8), b,.ltrl.k.lnl out the periOd at 
the end of iW'*&ftPb ('1) and I.nlIerUne .. ; 
and" In lieu t.hllffClf, an'1 by addmg Ilt the 
IIJ1d thereot the following uaw paragraph: 

"(IS) t.be Junnilo JWUC6 Iy.tem lho-<lI4 
,lye addlUonal .. ttenUon to the pr~lem of 
the acritIua JUYCJlUe otl'endlr~ parUcUlarly in 
the areu of apprehension.. IdenUl1caUon. 
'~1 adJudlcaUon, aent.tnclnl. and 
HbabUltllUo ..... 

(3) Section 103(7) 11 amended to rebd. .. 
fol1owa: 

t~l~~I~ ~~~.a~~·~::~: :tnto~~!t~ 
th., COmmonwealth 01 Puerto Rico. the VIt'
lin lI.landJI. QU&Dl. American Bamo.., the 
TrUat Tarriwrr of the Pacl4c IalandJI, and 
the COmmonweaUh of the h'Ortbern MartlUla 
l&l.and.I;" 

(.) 5eetlon 103(12) ... amended to read .. 
foUon: 

"(12) the term "Juvenile detentlon or cor~ 
recUon&l fa.cUIUu" mean. any SGcure public 
or private :actm,. uaed. for the lawtul CUI" 
WCly ot aCCUNa or adJudleat.tt1 Juvonlle ot .. 
fendoll'S or non.atl'enders or any public or 
prlyato la.d.lIt,.~ Meure or non-aoeure, Which 
IJ', &lao used. for tbo lawful cwUxty ot !I.e

~ or oonYlctecl adult cnm1oo.l oUende",; 

PU,'l' A-JUTZl'ftlZ JUSTICE AND !JWZfQ\l%HCT 
PlUEMTlOM Orna 

SEC. 3. TItle II. Part A of such Act Is 
amended. &.II tollo .. : 

(1) section 208(C) tl amended. b,. baen .. 
L'g- at Ule eod thereof tbe following DDlr 
aenunce: "The COuncU .laJl :evlew !1.Od 
mab HCOmmendatlona on all joint fundic&", 
etrorta undertaken by the O~ce of JUYenlle 
JuaUce anct tJeUoqueoey PrC1'enUon with 
member e,eadet of the COune11." 

(:I) SectIon 208(11) ~ amende4 to read .. 
tOlJOWI~ 
• "(e) ne Chairman or the COuncil Illan. 
with ~\e approval of the Q)')ne1J. roppolot .. 
et&a ct.'Tector. an o.sa:t.tant .IUD' director. and 
such &d.dlUono.l Ital!' IUpport ... the Cb&!r~ 
man oonatdera neceuary to carrr out tbe 
tunctJona 01 tho COnnell." 

(3) Beetwn 201(d) La fl,mend.ed. by hwrt .. 
IDg atter tbtl aecond lentence thereot Lbe 
lollowing new ... ounco: "YAW group of ap
poInt.ment. tor tour 1aU t.tn:ne 1h&!1 Inelude 
at-Ieut two appointees who are. tnemben. 01 
a 8tate adYlaorJ group utabilibed punuant 
to eectlo.n 22310.)(3) at t.bla Ac"''' 
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PAH B-P'J;Da.u. AaatnAKcx' roB 8t.1onl AND 
Locu.Paoa ..... 

&c. •• 'l1Ue D, Part B (II such Act ... 
&mended .. foUo .. : 

(I) BeCtlOD 233(a, (IO) 11 amended. by 
atr1t1DK tho won1 "and" before tbo 'WOrds 
"to utilblJah and adopt .. , .ad b, 1naertlnr 

after "Juyenlle JUltlce ltaud&f"da" the fol~ 
\e'lll'lng woreta: ", and to Idenuty. &dJudicate. 
Ilnd proYlde eaectiYO Inatitutlonal and com_ 
munlt,.·bued. Uelunont alternsUy" tor 
the urloue. Violent. or ctwonlc repeat Jun .. 
nil" o:!'ender'" 

(2' &etlan 223(al (10) (A) 11 amended b1 
lmertlng atur "rebabUltaUftI .eniu" the 
tollowln8~ "lndudl~ prosralJU and semoes 
tIIl'8eUod. to the trntmD:lt and rehablUu. .. 
Uon or urtaus. nolent, or chronic ropeat 
Junnlle ol1'eDdera." 

(3) 5ectJon 223(0.) ti~) 1a tUlther amended 
by adding ... t the .nt1 thertllClf the lollo.log 
ne. lubPl.1'al'f'&pb.! 

"(J) proJOC'l4 dHlgned. to Ident.lty and 
'WOrk with. erlmlDall,. InYolyed JUymIJ. PDP 
In order ~ cbannel tbelr energy to COl1lll'Uc_ 
Uve and t.wrul ouUel.a; 

"(K) prograoa dealgn~ to IdmUly IIDtJ 
tocus reoc;.un:ea upon the il!r1oua Yiolent. or 
chronic repeat JunnUe oft'ender, 

"(I.) .pedal lnIUtutlonal un1ta or pro.
cnma to pTOride Int. . JiYO .uporYlalon .. nd 
treai.ment tor .. Iole· ,uvenlle delinquent 
otl'en($el1l;" 

(4) &rl1on 2:14" .3) III amended bJ 
strtklng the word ", .' at the end thertot. 

fa} '8oc:U(ln 2:W(" ,.", II amended by 
ItrlkIng t.bn period' J. t.be end and tnaort· 
Int .. ; and" In tlIJU' 1'f'Oof. 

(8) 8ecUon :n4ta, •. : fprt.her lJ:Den4~ by 
adding at. \be end thereof the followtng n_ 
paragraph: 

"( 1:1' dovelop and Implement prosrama 
designed to Incre&oe tbe abUlty 01 t.be Ju"", 
nile JUlU('.8 .)'Item to ,at.ber InfonnaUoD 00 
\Iolent or &enola JuYenlle crime. to Ultlre 
due proceae In adJudlca.Urm. and to proYlde 
re&OW'C" Deoeaao.r)' for Informtd dlIpool. 
tiona of juvenile orrendera." 
P .... T C-NATlO}f,u, llfnnvn: I'oa JunlftI.& 

Joana .AJO'O DanrQt1l:MCT I'IlnZHnO)f 
SEe .. 4. Title n. Part 0 Gf aueb AC\ .. 

amended ... fOUOW1H 
(I' seetlon :H3(1) 11 amended by 1naert .. 

Ing the word • ... ppU"d .. atw tbe word "co .. 
on1lnat.t". 

(2) BeetioD 243(5) 11 amended b,. lnIertM 
Ing the word "applJed." atter the 'IIi'Orcla "'prl .. 
Yate apndM. IUch". 

(:I) 8ecUOD 2U 11 amended b11tr1k1n, the 
worde "AaaocIate Admlnlatrator" and fnl.ert
Ing the QGt'da "DopUt,. AIIoclato Adm1n1atre.~ 
to:- tor the Natlonal In!titute lor JUftntl. 
Justice and De1U:.qucoc1 PreYOtltkln .. tn Ueu 
t.bneot. 

PUT D-AowtNlnlUnn: l'IlOYWOHa 
BEe. 8. Title II, Part D of aueb Act III 

atnend&cl ... 10Uo .... : 
(I' Tho Ant Nntence ol8ecllon 2Bl(a) 11 

lIJ:Ueodod to read &II 10Uo .. ; 
"'To carr1 out U:.e pUl'pONll of thlll UUe 

there Ia autb(lrtud to be appl"OpT1ated. aucb 
Iwns AI are DIICMAl'J' lor D&Cb at the t1acaJ. 
,ean ending September 30. I~l, Bopl4mber 
:~ !o~'g~!!t.ember 30. 1"-3, anl1 Septem· 

(2) ae.::tlen ::I81(b) fa amended to read IU 
10110"': 

"Cb) In &lSdIUOD to the tundJ approprt .. 
ated unr:l.er Soctlon 261(.) of the Juveolle 
JuaUCCI an:.d DellnqueoC)' I'rnontion A.ct. ot 
l~f. the Admln1atraUoD. Ihan maintain 
from tbe approprLat.:on tor the Law Enforce .. 
ment AulItanc. Admlnlatn.Uon. other t.ban 
funda earmarked for ~. ul.luatlon 
and .u.u.aUeG a.c:ttYlUH. caeh fteca1 yeu, at 
leut 20 perc:ent (It t.be totAl approprlaUona 
for the .AdmJn1it.n.Uon. lor Ju.enUe de .. 
IlnqueDCT pl'OtJfalJ1/l. nil Admlnlatre.Uon 
abf.ll proylde an adequate &bare at l'nIt'arcb, 
evaluation and .t.a~1IUca lundlo&, for 
JUYenlle r:l.ellnquency prognuna and acUvtM 
Uea and 1A meoUr&ged to pronde tunding 
tor Juvenile dellcquenC)' progr&nl.l over and 
above the 20 pereent m.!I.lnt.1:nanc:.e of etlan 
minimum. The AAocIat.e Admlnlltntor 01 
the omoo ot Juvenile JuaUee and DellnqumM 

c,. Prevent.lon, aubjllCS to tbe f'I!1'lew and .. p .. 
preVal. 01 tbe Admlnl..uratlon. &hall pubUab 
guldlllln .. for the Implementation 01 tbls 
,ubaec:Uon." 

(3) &etlon 201 1& further amended by 
adding at thd end tbenot the tollowlng: neW' 
.ubMctJoo: 

.. te) ... re:LtIOnable amount of t.be iQt.aJ 
annu&! approprlaUon under \bla tlUe ahalJ 
be ~lIocated and expended b1 tb~ Admlnll~ 
u-~n lor the purpow at plannlnit end Im~ 
plemenUng Joint Int.tMlGoncy PZ'Of:BIDS and 
preJ~ autbor1r.ed. Under Part A." 



8EcnOlfAL AKA.l.yllJl 

&!etton 1 prond~ tha~ the ~-",.i mt,~ be 
dted as the "Junnn. JwUO"- Lu:end!tr.~mtl 
of 11180." 

Beetlon :a amenda Tnle I of tho J",enU, 
JUlUce and DeUnquency PruenUoQ. Act 01 
1014 to add addlUonal Dndtnp and to 
mocUtl two deDnlUOIUl. 

(1) BocUOQ 101(8) (4) Ia ,ammt'ed to 
rec:ocn1n that alcohol Abu.a Ia an Incteal· 
IllI' rmblem among Juvenllell, 

(2) 8«tlon J01(a) Ie' fUrther amended to 
1ItrISd. • ccngreulonal Dndlng Ula~ the JUve
nU. JusUce IJ1IUm Ihouhl glV'O at1dltlonal 
attenUon to t~e problem or the aenous Juve
nUl! onlader. 

(3) secUon 103(1) Ia amended to IlIt lbe 
Jurlsdlctlona tha.t. ¢UaUf}' u ·'SLAw·' eU
Fble tor rundln, ullrtAlr tlIl Ad .. 

(4' BeeUon 103(1:11 11 U1eaded to deDnl 
tho term "JuYel1UO detenUon or con'ecUa.nal 
faclUUe .... u UUo term Ia uaed in section 
2l3(a)(12)(A).lnorder toepec:lf}' ~t JU1'!!
ntlell who have not been charge4 with or 
adJudIcated for o.ll'onaea that. wouleS be crimi
nal it eollUnltted by an adult may not. be 
placed In fae1UUee thaI: Ife aecure or. 
whither teCW'O or nOn-KCUl'O. are uaed for 
tbe lawfUl cwtodl or aceu.ed or eon1'h:ted 
adult criminal orrendero. 

&eUon a atnenda TtUe U. Pan A 01 tbe 
Juvenue JuaUce &Cd DeUnquency Pre1'aa" 
Uon Act of 1916 In three waJ"! 

(1) Section ~06(c' 1a .me:lded to I!nl1'lde 
that. tl!.o CoordSl1I.tlng Counell re1'low Ind 
mau recommendaUol1l. on. all Joint rund
tng propoaala und~on by the OtDce ot 
Juvenile Justh,.. and Delinquency Pre1'en
~on wIth member acenclea Q1 tho Coul1cll. 

(2) SecUon 204(e) 10 amended to reqU1re 
that the Ctwrman 01' tho Council. tvlth the 
approval ot the Cauncll. appoint .. ataft' 
direCtor. an aulItant atan' curector. anll 
aucb addiUonal .t&tf ItIpport .. the ~
man conaldera DecellSUT to can,. ou; the 
councU'a; atatutorr fUllcUon •• 

(3) secuOQ 301(d) ta amended to apedly 
tb£t at teNt two appolnteea out of each 
group ot Kna. appolnUU to the N,Uonal 
Adn.ory CommitUe ror Junnll1 Justice and 
.Delinquency PnvenUon. aball be current 
memben or " Stale o.d1'laorJ' lfOuP catab
llahed under the AcL 

BeeUOD. .. amenctl Title U. Part B or the 
Act through alX r.epuaUJ Jil'Q1'IJlom nll\ted 
to :Pe<1er&l ualata.nce programa, 

(1) Bect.',gn 223(.)(10) La amended to add 
to the Uat of advanced teChnique program 
UCI" undlfr the rannul. grant program 
thoao that IdenUfJ~ a4judlcat41, and provide 
elfectivi lnaUtuUonnl tuld communltJ-bued 
tr'Iat.ment altern.aUvea tor the aniOn.. v10-
lent, or chtCn1c repeat. Junnlle orrencier 

(2) ll&ctlon 223(0.' (10) (AI 11 amended to 
Includo progn,ma and ""Icos targeted to 
the treatment and I'IhabWtaUon of oerious 
violent. or chrOnIc npea.t Juvenlle oll'endera 
to the laUDg 01 namplee or ad1'anoed 
technIque coaununttl-bued programs and 

"(~)sOctton mea) (10) 111 t\trtbcr amended 
by o.ddSnl tbt'ee new ~-Ibpa~ba that give 
further Hamples .;,f o.dYaDCOd technique 
proJect &CUrlt,.. retated to aerioUll Junnue 
bll'enders. 
8~h (J) authOl"iD::e proJeda de-

70-796 0 - 81 - 18 
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~aned to Identity IU!d work. wtth enmlno.Uy 
In1'01V6d JU"nlle pnp In order to ctl&nDIl 
theIr anerp to conat.nlcUl'~ and lawful 
oUtiN. 

Su1:lparafP'l'ph (K) author1!:ol pmgr1IIM 
tbM are dUlgned to IdentlrJ &nil fOCUs re-
1l)Urce8 on tho ..,riow, ,lolent. or chronlo 
l'epae.t. Juftnlle olfender. 

ote.:=~~t~'t10:~t~~~ :~~ 
to provide Int.enalf. aupenlaton and treat
:::.nt tor vIolent Juftnlle delinquent otfoQd. 

{4} 8ect10D 2201.(0) (10) III tbe INbJect or • 
technical amendment. 

(:1) SecUon 2K'{"} (11) III the subject of 
~~n!=l~t. 

(O) BcCUoo :r.Ho(.) Ja rurtbor amended by 
addlnK' • new pangroph tb&t. autborU;:ell 
SpeclaJ Empbo.all prD'l'60tion anel treatment. 
fundlng tor pros;rama deal.gnKS to lncreue 
the abWty ot the Juvenile J1lIUoe .,..lem to 
pt.htr Information on 'fIolent or .. dous 
JuyenUe crime. to &Glunt due proceea 111 .. d
JudlcaUon. and to prow-lde addlttonal re
aource. necO!ll!:llU'T to malta 1n:tonneel cIlspOId. 
Uona of JuveDlle otrenders, 

section 15 amenda 'ntJo II. Part. C ot the 
Act through three atnendmeDw related to tho 
J'faUonal InaUtute ror ,JuvenOe JUlltice 1lD4 
Delinquency Preventl,)Jl. 

(1) 8ecUCin :lUll) 11 ~ded to Jlmlt tho 
scope or the lUdtltUUl'e r-rch authority 
to &;:!'l1ect n-aoorcb Into aU upeete or Ju ..... 
nUe d~l1nquencJ. Bulc r08eN'Ch Into the 
cat1alJl ot U'JIUt ... .,11 delinquency will be 
conducted by th. NII.~I(iCal In.stltute rOC' taw 
Enlon:e~nt and Cr1mIDItJ JwUce or Iw 
suocaaor. 

12) Blctlon 2",3(5) Is alAO amended to 
Ilpec1ty that atu41ea pnparod by ttle InaU
tute wlUs respect to tho prevention and 
tnatmaat ot JuvenUe deUnquency .ball be 
.ppll~ studlc!! reiatN to Uio development or 
otfectl1'e ~rograma and pmJecta. 

(3) BlcUon 2'115 11 amendod to provIde 
that lbe IllIUtut.1 AchlaorJ CoDUlllttao Ill.roctl, ad1'lso the DeputJ At.aoclaw Admin .. 
1At... ... lOl' tor the InaUtute. 

8ecUoQ 8 amenda TlUe n. Part D ot tbe 
Act. AdmlnlstraUYfI Pro1'Wona. thrOugh 
three amendmentl to SecUcm 21U • 

(1) Section !lSI (I.) u; amended to pro7Jde 
a rour-Jrar autborlzaUon witb Ion appm .. 
prlaUon level, or aucb _WIll u are neee&l!ll'f 
ror each ot 1lIca1 yeare 1981. 198!1. 1983. and 
1984. 

(:i) BlcUon 3Cl(b) 18 IIrDfIllded to provide 
ror ehangell In the tequLred malnt.eDAllca 
or elfort. of Crime COntrol Act lunda ror 
Juvenile deUnquetlcJ programa. TbU ft_ 
qutrement I. m.ll.de applicable to all such 
funtlll except rUllda eanulJ'k~ tot' f't&8arcb 
eYaluation and atat1lt1ca actl1'1t1ea. "l'b~ 
lAtter aetlYlUea mUllt recti.,. an. adequate 
&!lare ot ayaUable funds. ne maintenance 
ot erron level ls Itt at 20 percent and Jan
guage addod to encourage the Admlnlltra_ 
tlCln to pro1'lde fundIng for JU1'enlle de. 
IInquency progtaml over and above the 
minimum 20 percent Jevel. Quldellnes fur 
implementation or maln ... nance or otron 
&hall be rormulated bJ the At.soclato AdmIn
Jatrator or OJJnp and. roLlowlng review and 
approfal by the lZM Adm1n1strator. pub
llahod in the l"eo1eral Restaur. 

(3) A new oecUon !lCI{c} l.s added to re
quite tbaf, • reuonable amount 01 the total 
annual appropriation undu TIUe II aball 
be allocated aDd expendod lor the parpoee 
of plannln, and Impl~nt1ng ,Jo1nUy 
tunded Intera,enCJ' prugnms and proJecta 
in accordance wltb the JalDt tund.h:1g au
thority provided under the Part A Coneen_ 
Lration ot Federal En'orta Prorram .• 



PART n.-ADDITIONA.L STATEMENTS OF 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Senator BIRCH BAYH, 
RusseU Senate Office Bldg., 
Washington, D.C. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Wa8hington, D.C., March 25, 1980. 

DEAR BIRCH: I am writing to you in anticipation of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee's hearing tomorrow on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. There is currently a provision in H.R. 6j04, 
which would have the effect of abolishing the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) about which I havp strong 
reservations. I think it is important to note that none of the three bills-So 2434 
(Dole), S.2441 (Bayh), or S. 2442 (Administration)-pending before the Senate 
"'Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act." 

Birch, as you will recall, it was as far back as 1969 that Senator Percy and 
I first introduced legislation to create an Institute for the Continuing Study 
of the Prevention of Delinquency. After a long struggle, in which you played a 
major role, the essence of that proposal was contained in the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Act of 1974, which passed the Senate by a vote of 88-1, and the 
House by a vote of 329-20. 

The National Institute for Juvenile Justice was created with the realization 
that juveniles represent unique problems and that accordingly there should be 
a separate, specialized entity to focus on their problems. I believe that the 
Institute, in its six year history, has had an impact far beyond its limited re
sources, while enjoying widespread support from numerOU!l groups. I hope 
you will continue to support the Institute in its present form. 

With every best wish, I remain, 
Sincecaly, 

TOM RAILSBACK. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. PARREN J. MITCHELL, REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE 
STATE OF MARYLAND 

Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity to share my concerns with your 
Subcommittee as you move to address the problems of certain youth through 
Senate Bill 2434, the "Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Amend
ments of 1980," which reauthorizes appropriations for Public Law 94-273, the 
"Juvenile Ju!'tire and Deliulluency Prev"'ution A('t." 

I am particularly pleased that the House version (H.R. 6704) specificaliy 
states that those programs under the aegis of the Juvenile JU3tice and De
linquency Prevention Act" ... shall be available on an equitable basis to deal 
with disadvantaged youth, including females, minority youth, and mentally 
retarded and emotional1y or physically handicapped youth." My concern, how
ever, is that this language does not add enough clarity or strength to the facilita
tion of a greater focus of the Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Pr<r 
grams on Black youth. Let me share my views with you on the need for more 
substantive language in this area. 

Sadly enough, there is concern among the National Association of Blacks In 
Criminal Justice, that the State Planning Agencies, to which grants are made 
available to provide assistance to State and local units of government for im
provements on and coordination of their juvenile justice activities, have been 
insensitive to minorities and minority organizations. The grants process, and 
its techical requirements further serve to alienate minorities and other grass 
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roots groups from adequate participation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention programs. According to Rallem R. Williams, Jr., Executive Chairman 
of the National Association ot Blacks In Criminal Justice, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention offers very little, if any, technical assistance 
to these types of organizations. Williams stated in his recent testimony before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee that, "Apparently it is this Office's assumption 
that becallsea group or organization does not have in its employ a cadre of staff 
skilled in the art of grantsmanship they do not pOllsess the wherewithall to 
deliver services for youths in ways which al'e senstive to the needs of Black 
youths and their families, and those of the system ... " 

The National Association of Blacks In Criminal Justice also finds that there is 
only an insignificant number of Blncl;:s in policymaking or mid-level positions 
within the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). This 
certainly is not feasible when the target population of the program ie supposed 
to be minorities and poor youths. 

It has been recently brought to my attention also that the OJJDP programs 
tend to benefit white middle-class youngsters more so than disadvantaged or 
minority children. This is so because most programs outside the scope of OJJDP 
are implemented by non-profit organizations that typically do not serve the urban 
minorities. Consequently, the poor, urban, minority youth must rely even more 
heavily on OJJDP programs. The failure of these programs to be responsive by 
providing effective rehabilitation for these youth, reinforces a policy directed 
toward the imposition of harsher treatment of juveniles, including lowering the 
jUrisdictional age to make youth accessible to heavier judgments of the audit 
court. 

If I may, I would like to refer to the recent testimony of Robert L. Woodson, 
Resident Fellow, the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee. Woodson ended his testimony by citing 
" ... a few briefs from the OJJDP hudget ... " which support charges that this 
Office and its programs have been unresponsive to blacks: 

A review of OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 plan indicates a continued indiffer
ence to the needs of minority communities, and shows a plan which ignores 
the needs of millions of American citizens for new and innovative ways to 
control and prevent youth crime. 

TechnicaZ A.88i8tance.-Of the $5 million expended over a three year pe
riod, no money has gone to minority firms. 

Research.-Of the $37 million expended over a three year period (1975-
79), not one minority individuul college or university has received funds. 

StatU8 Offender Initiative.-Less than 30 percent of the youngsters served 
were minority, despite the fact that the bull;: of the OJJDP funds are spent 
in this effort. 

Re8titution InitiaUve.-Of the forty-one programs funded, less than 20 
percent served minority youngsters. 

I am hoping that your Subcommittee will realize the dire need to incorporate 
stronger language into your bill so that the Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention programs may begin to forthrightly target more efforts 
toward the Black community. It is my understanding that proposed amendments 
may be presented for consideration by your body to correct discrepancies in this 
vital area. Please do not ignore the critical nature of these amendments as you 
continue to address youth problems. 



PART IH.-RESPONSES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUS
TICE TO QUESTIOlfS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BAYH 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, 

Wa8lYington, D.O., FebruOJrY 25,1981. 
Ms. MARy JOLLY, 
Staff Direotor ana Oo!tn8el, S!tboommittee on the Oon8tUut'ion, Oommittee on the 

Judioiary, U.S. Senate, Wa8hington, D.O. 
DEAR MARY: This is in response to your request for information regarding 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention funding for projects relat
ing to runaway youths, as well as the amount of funds going to private nonprofit 
organizations compared to units of goveJ:nment. 

Enclosed you will find a computed printout listing 434 projects which have been 
supported with JJDP Act formula subgrants totalling $19,847,322 since fiscal year 
1975. Please note that this state-reported data may not refiect all monies sub
granted due to reporting delays and omissions. Also enclosed is a printout de
scribing three projects which have received direct OJJDP support totalling 
$1,016,494. The number of runaway programs receiving direct support is small 
because we defer to the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, which 
has primary authority in this area pursuant to the Runaway Youth Act. 

The following tables indicate the OJJDP awarded to private nonprofit organi
zations and local governments since fiscal year 1975 : 

JJDP AWARDS' 

Private nonprofits Local governments 

Categorical Formula 2 Categorical Formula 

Fiscal year: 
1975___________________________________________ $12,500 $1, lll, 343 $204,845 $3,900,536 
197L_________________________________________ 6,036,058 2,335,431 1,392,925 ,10,754,111 
1977 _._________________________________________ 6,922,222 5 112,458 5,602,167 19,050,789 
1978 ____________________________________ • ______ 32,275,667 6,774,561 5,602, 167 24,523,650 
1979.-___ _____________________________________ 20,275,667 3,680,912 2,076,218 13,404,309 
19Bu to date____________________________________ 1,101,385 ___ __________ 825,850 914,688 

-----------------------------TotaL_______________________________________ 66,483,696 19,014,705 10,102,005 72,608,083 

'Information from Profile Computezired Information system. 
2 May not reflect all awards due to reporting delays or omissions. 

SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVISION PRIVATE NONPROFIT AWARDS 

Fiscal year: 

Total 
dollars 

awarded 

Total 
number 

of awards 

Dollars to private nonprofits 

Amount Percent 

Awards to private non profits 

Number Percent 

1975 __________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

197L_____________ $13,878,216 19 $6,432,336 46.3 10 52.6 
1971--_____________ 5,599,391 20 5,119,001 91. 4 13 65.0 
197L_____________ 21,492,750 39 16,121.639 79.7 31 79.5 
197L_____________ n, 740, 369 37 8,717,440 74.3 25 67.6 
1980 to date________ 1,839,632 5 1,366,462 74.3 4 80.0 

Tota'-___________ 54,550,358 120 38,756,878 71.0 83 69.2 
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Amount Number 

Fiscai year: 
1975--_________ $2,195,371 8 
197L________ 4,750,124 24 
1977___________ 2,287,262 11 
1978___________ 3, 996, 871 20 
1979.._________ 4,634, 825 17 

TotaL _____ 17,864,453 80 
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NUJOP AWARDS 

Local governments 

Amount Number 

$358,342 1 
869,880 3 
517,253 2 
616,751 3 

1,412,820 4 

3,775,046 13 

Private non profits 

Amount Number 

Other 

Amount Number 

$224,291 
2 ______________________ 

1,962,696 11 $177,291 3 
3,485 837 12 75,102 2 

11,373: 532 
22 _____________________ 

6,575,980 
18 ______________________ 

23,622,336 65 352,393 

Please note that the total dollars fol' private nonprofit organizations in the 
summary chart are greater than the sum of the awards made by the Special 
Emphasis Division and National Institute. This is because some categorical 
awards were made with other funds, such a Concentration of Federal Eftorts. 

This data shows that there is a high level of commitment by OJJDP to involv
ing private nonprofit organizations in tlle program. I am particularly pleased 
that over 70 percent of the Special Emphasis funds which have been awarded 
have been for the benefit of private nonprofit organizations, far in excess of the 
30 percent requireu by the Act. 'I'hese organizauons will continue to be an impor
tant aspect of our efforts. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 

IRA M. SOHWARTZ, 
Administrator. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDIOIARY, 

SUBOOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION, 
Wa8hington, D.O., February 28, 1980. 

Mr. HOMER F. BROOME, 
Administrator, de8ignate, Law Enlm'cement Assi8tance Admini8tration, Depart

ment of J1lstice, Washington, D.O. 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR AD~nNIsTRATOR BROOME: In preparati.)n for our upcoming hearings on 
the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
(JJDPA) the enclosed inquiries are solicited to assure that the current status of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)' is more fully 
understood. 

~'here are several concerns that, however, are paramount. As you know, for 
the past six years we in Congress have attempted to guarantee that the OJJDP 
Administrator be provicied a proper delegation of authority. Without reiterating, 
in detail, this frustrating effort this concern remains the single most important 
issue regarding OJJDP reauthorizati-on. 

When we last formally attempted to persuade the Agency to delegate the a\~-
thority to OJJDP, we did so with caution and noted that we did "not believe iL 
appropriate to legislate in excessive detail the management relationships and the 
authority and responsibility of the JuYenile Justice Office which must implement 
the program." This is indeed the preferred approach. In fact, I am very encour
aged by the progress reflected in the February 12, 1980 reorganization that you 
have proposed. For the flrst time OJJDP has been given the organizational status 
envisioned by the 1974 and 1977 Acts. -

I am particularly interested, however, in the delegation of authority which you 
have requested OJJDP to submit on or before March 11,1980. If, when approved, 
it incorporates the authorities proposed for delegation by OJJDP in September, 
1978, such action will have a major influence on this year's Juvenile Justice bill. 
In view of the importance of this issue, please contact me or Mary Jolly at the 
earliest possible date regarding your delegation of authority. 

The other primary concern relates to the proper role of the State Planning 
Agencies and OJJDP special emphasis grants. Especially pertinent in this re
gard is our "Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977," (Report No. 9&-165, page 
62). Naturally, as we each review the history and development of the Act one 
is reminded of the 1974 debates when the House of Representatives favored 
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retention of 'i:he juvenile program in BroW and the Senate had selected LEAA 
for its placement. Many who opposed the LEAA option did so because of a con
cern that the law enforcement dominated· SPA's would continue to sti"fj.e the 
funding of the human service-oriented delinquency prevention. programs that 
are the heart of the Act. 

In order to satisfy concern that these programs would not survive SPK re
view we established the special emphasis sections,separate a'nd ill,stinet, froin 
the modified block or formula grant sections which are awarded directly £0 
State governm.ents. We did, however, provide langua~ permitting QJJDP to 
solicit SPA comments, when appropriate, in Section 225. I would be particularly 
interested in how we can coordinate with the SPA's and still·be consistent with 
the law. Your views would be appreciated on this aspect of the Juvenile Justice 
Act. , 

,Lastly, I am ~specially anxious to receive responses to the various questions 
I raised at the December ;t.6, 1979, Ira Schwartz nominatiQn h.eapng. In Par
ticular the poUciE;!s and pr!lctices of OJJDP relating to discrimination on the 
basis of sex, racE', creed; color and national origin. 

I request that the enclosed inquiries be replied to no later than March 21, 
1980, so that I may review your findings prior to our hearings scheduled for 
March 26 alld 27, 1980. Should there be any diflicultymeeting this schedule, do 
not hesitate to call Ms. Jolly at 224-8191 .. 

I appreciate your expeditious hand.Qng of these matters. Mary has discussed 
your concerns r~garding the Juvenile' Justice Act rel).uthorlza,tiqn, OJJDP, and 
otLt!r LEAA issuE'S. I look f'lrwRrd to working 'with you on theSe and other is-
sues of mutual concern fu this Congress. ' 

Si~ceJ:ely, 

.qUESTIONS REGARDING OJJDp 

(February 28,1980) 

A. ISSUE: OJARS VS. OJJDP 

BmCH BAYH • 

1. To allow us to better understand the impact of the new OJARS legisla
tion on OJJDP, please provide a detailed comparison of "pre" and "post" 
OJARS procedures regarding: 

(a) ~lle processing of an OJJDP grant from the receipt of application 
through,award; , . 

(0) The development and final approval of OJJDP program guidelines 
and regulations; 

(0) The development and final approval 01; OJJDP Congre~sional test~· 
mony; 

(Il) The development and flnal approval of the 9JJ1JP flscal year 1982 
budget request; 

(e) The development and fual approval of Juvenile Justice discretion
ary· program priorities; and, 

'(1) The 'development and final aproval of responses to GAO reports re
lating to OJJDP. 

B. ISSUES MAY 15, 1979 ADMI1~'f!'STBATION BILL 

1. What- impact on the NIAAA budget and staff is intended by the suggested 
change in Section 101? . 

2. In several respects the Administration has proposed additional reference· 
to. "se:r:ious," "violent" and "chronic repeat" juvenile offenders. Wh~t precisely' 
is the meaning of each? ' 

3. The Administration's suggested change in the definition of "juvenile de-. 
tention or correctional facilities" 'needs elaboration. How does its impact differ 
from current regulations? How many facilities and juveniles are affected by'tlie 
new definitions? How does its impact compare with 'the changes proposed by 
the SPA Conference draft bill of 7~16-79? For example, are there ·cost 
differen tials? . 

4. Several changes were suggested by the Administration in Section 206 
which raise questions. ". . ,. 

(a) Has the related joint tvnding se,ction (§ 20~) eve~ b~n us~.? 
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(b) What amount of discretionary funds is allocated for Concentration 
of Federal Effort (OFE) for fiScal year 19801 What'amount is requested 
for fiscal year 1981? 

(0) Why are funds, other than OFE funds, being planned for allocatiQn 
for interagency projects and thereby reducing special emphasis funding 
for- OJJDP action 'projects'1lI1d continuations? 

(a) The Breed Report ,of 1978, which was funded by LEU, to carefully 
assess the role of the Oouncil, recommended its repeal. Why was this ap
proach rejected by the Administration? 

(e) The OJJDP staff has been reduced from 61 to 41 positions. It, seems 
premature to provide staff for the Oouncil under such circumstancel3~ ·What 
number of positions are 'planned to be allocated for the Council? If the 
Chairman rather then OJ.JDP Administrator, as up.dercurrent law; appoini:$ 
the staff, what would be the source of such funding? Is there.a DOJ request 
for the positions and budget in the-fiscal year 1981 budget? . 

5. Since the Associate Administrator is responsible to the operation of OJJDP 
and for the juvenile policy, what rationale supports the proposed amendment to 
Section 245, substituting the OJJDP Deputy for its Administrator? 

6. In view of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSI.A.) is it correct 
to assume that the Administrator's propo~al to dilute the vital maintenanc.~ of 
effort section has been reconsidered and rejected? If not, please elaborate. 

7. Regarding the proposed amendIp.ent to Section 261 that are8.l!onable: amo1,1nt 
be set aside for Part A (CFE) severallssues are raised: 

(a) Why not a specific percent of the appropriation as a II!inimum? 
(b) If the OJJDP has budgeted $1 milli.on for OFE, but plans to fund 

several CFE-type projects (e.g., HUD, HEW, Interl\gency Task Fpr,!!e on 
Youth) and thereby diluting alredy limiteq. special emphas~s f\.lnjls, it would 
seem that an amount in addition to the $100 million fiscal year 1981 request 
is in order. Please comment and explain. " . . . ',.' . 

8. It is proposed that Section 224 (a) be amended to assist ~ the gatherl.!lg 
of information regarding serious and ",iolent juvenilecti.we. What tYIl~ Qf' in:' 
formation is contemplated? Has a need been demonstrated for .it? Is this' not 
a matter for the OJJDP Institute rather than special emphasis? " . 

'9. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be.am!lnded to a-qthorize three~dditiop!V 
program areas. As you know, the Congress added sections (9), (10) aild (11) in 
1977 with the caveat that ·yottth advocacy, restitution illld alternatives to'b;l
carceration (children-in-custody) receive priOrity. What programs have been 
funded in these new areas? What allocation of funds ·has been made for 'fis,i!al 
year 1980 to support such programs? Will any of the requested fiscal year ,19&1 
funds be allocated to such purposes? .. ' , 

10. In view of the Administfation'sfisc8.l :tear 1981 request' '0'£'$100 mUli'oh 
for OJJDP is it safe to assume that the Administration suggests a,.t lea.st that 
minimal level of :funding for the next several years? If rio, 'please explain. ' 

11. The Administration's proposal would fragment the juvenile research effort 
by removing "basic" resea;rch, as distinguished from "applied", from the:JJDPA 
and transferring such authority to the new NIJ. What is intended by the terms 
"basic" and "applied"? Additionally, please illustrate the distinctiqD. by cate~or
izing QJJDP research grants.in fiscalyeal's 1978, 1979 and 1980 as either "basic" 
or "applied." Lastly, comment on the Attorney General's 10-12-79 speech char
acterizing the proposed reauthorization bill as continuing'and expanding O:rJDP's 
efforts relative to "casualllnks 'between behavior and other factors ..•• " 

12. In view of the proposed reduced responsibilities of the OJJ1)p Institute/ 
namely the elimination of basic research, why does the fiscal year 1980 program 
plan retain 11 percent of the OJJDP approp~iation for tliis diminished 'unit? 

C.' ISSUES: OJJDP'PROOBAM PRIORITIES AND MAN~GEMENT 

1. At the mid-point of fiscal year 1980, Youth Advocacy,,A1~~native Education 
and New Pride, which were all launched in 1978 or !larly ·1979, have not been 
completed. Likewise, it appears that even the rates of obijgationof both formula 
and Institute funds have substantially regressed. . 

Please jrovide a precise anCl. realistic time table for ,award of your fiscal yellr 
1979 and fiscal year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans 'fQr allocating 
the anticipated fiscal year 1981 level of funds, including,a time table for awards. 

2. Please include an update of the final fiscal year 1980 subprogram allocation 
acco~paniedby a. detailed explanation of each comWnent.For example, $6.188 
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million is allocated to a program entitled "Capacity Building". Please provide 
the Committee with an update on the Capacity Building Initiative. 

3. (a) What percent of fiscal year 19~0 OJJDP formula funds, was awarded 
by March 1, 1980? 

(0) What percent, of the formula grants, was awarded by March 1, 1980? 
(c) What percent, of the total JJDP discretionary funds, was awarded by 

March 1, 19801 
(u) What percent, of available Crime Control Act/OJJDP funds, was awarded 

by March 1, 1980? 
(e) What total JJDP discretionary funds, was availll\ble to OJJDP on Octo

ber 1, 1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980? 
tf) What total CCA discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on October 1, 

l'i. :? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980? 
4. Please provide an updated organizational chart for OJ.TDP, with the exist

iug (March 1, 1980) number and grade of full-time permanent staff positions 
and a listing of vacancies by position and grade. 

5. It appears that the OJJDP staff was substantially reduced since May 1979. 
In fact, it has been reported that the entire Policy, Planning and Coordinating 
Umt, established in January 1978, has been abolished and the legal staff was 
likewise eliminated. What rationale underlies these steps? 

6. As of March 1, 1980 how many new noncontinuution JJDP grants have been 
awarded by OJJDP? What dates were they awarded? For what purposes? 

7. How many new noncontinuation JJDP grants will be awarded by OJJDP 
in fiscal year 1980 

8. What percent of the total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget is allocated to OJJDP? 
What percent of the DOJ fiscal year 1981 positions is allocated to OJJDP? 

9. It is our understanding that the OJJDP carryover from fiscal year 1979 
in fiscal year 1979. ~lease provide a detailed assessment of carryover by fiecal 
amounted to nearly $27 million or 40 percent I)f the discretionary funds available 
in fiscal year 1979. Please provide a detailed assessment of carryover by fiscal 
year since the establishment of OJJDP distinguishing Crime Control Act from 
Juvenile Justice Act funds and carryover by O.rJDP unit. Additionally. provide 
obliga~ion information as a percent of total d,iscretionary funds available to 
OJJDP for fiscal year 1980 by unit and by type of funds and number of grants 
or contracts for the first two quarters of fiscal year 1980. Also, provide a realistic, 
detailed obligation forecast, by discretionary funds, by quarter, for the remain
der of fiscal year 1980; indicating the number of grants. cooperative agreements, 
or contracts, and amount for each, and the nature of funds by award and unit. 

10. What amount of reverted formula grant funds will OJJDP receive during 
fiscal year 1980? For what purpose(s) and when are the funds scheduled for 
obligation? Additionally, what portion, if any, of the "'reverted" monies are fiscal 
year 1980 or fiscal year 1979 dollars? 

11. How many discretionary grants are ,being processed by OJJDP as of March 
1. 19801 Of these, what number and percentage are 'accounted for by Project 
New Pride or others to be funded with Crime Control Act dollars? 

12. There seems to be tremendous confusion 'as to which OJJDP policy applies 
to the implementation of Section 228(a), the continuation of funding section of 
the JJDPA. Please provide the basis for granting or denying continuation funds 
in the past and what policy will be followed in the future. 

(a) The method(s), if any, by which continuation policy(ies) was/were 
announced or provided to the juvenile justice community: and, 

(0) The relevance, if any, of LEU Instruction I 4510.2 (September 14, 
1979) to any of the concerns raised hereinabove. Does there exist, today, 
any LEAA policy which is inconsistent with 228(a) ? . 

13. What percent of sueciall'mphasis funds was aW!l!l"ded to private non profit 
agencies, organizations or institutions during fiscal years J975 through 1979? 
What percentage is planned for fiscal year J980. Naturally. this inquiry includes 
aU such funds not solely those recommended for award by the Division of the 
same name, but the inquiry is limited solely to JJDPA fuuds. 

14. How often aud for what purposes has LEU awarded contracts of special 
emphasis and Institution funds? 

15. In 1977 the Congress amended theJJDPA to authmize the Council to 
review the programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the degree 
to which Federal Agency funds are used for purposes which are consistent or 
inconsistent with the mandates of Section 22~(a) 12(A) and (13). Our 1977 
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Report at page 54 stressed the:lmpoo-tance of knowing whether the Federal 
Government is supporting these important cornerstones of the JJDP A. Can you 
report to us on the progr,ess of the Council in carrying out its mandate under 
these sections? 

16. In times past, the LEAA General Counsel has held that the OJJDP head 
was not within the definition of "Administration" under LEAA. Is this presently 
the case in the instance of LEAA? OJ ARS? 

17. Is there a written DOl policy/procedure in response to White House 
inquiries regarding OJJDP grants, cooperative agreements and contracts ()r 
pOlicies? If so, please submit and explain. 

18. As you know, one of the major recent improvements in OJJDP was the 
acquisition by OJJDP of the Juvenile Formula Grants Program in the summer 
of 1977 when it and the "sign off" were transfcl"xed fr()m OCJP, LEAA and 
delegated to the OJJDP head. Can you explain to the Committee whether or not 
the present Administrator of OJJDP is, in fact, given the responsibility for the 
Juvenile Formula Grants Program? 

19. Provide a state-by-state update on measuxes taken to implement Section 
223(a)17 which was designed to protect any employees impacted by sections 
223 (a) 12 and 13. 

20. Provide a state-by-state :reIJ(Jll't and explanation of the various methods 
approved by OJJDP to implement section 223(a) (14), monitoring of jailS, deten
tion facilities, correctional facilities and non-secure facilities. 

21. What percent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) funds allocated by the 
states were used to implement Sections 223(a) (12) ; 223 (a) (13) j and 223(a) 
(14) ? Please provide a state-by-state breakdown. 

22. Please provide, on a fiscal year baSiS, a state-by-state report on the amount 
of JJDPA funds deobligated by OJJDP, since the Act became law. 

23. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state allocation of MOE 
funds, indicating the general categOlries, projects and dollar amounts. 

24. Please provide for the New Pride, Youth Advocacy and Alternative Educa
tion Programs the dates that guidelines were: 

(a) Submitted by OJJDP for internal clearance and the dates such clear
ance was completed; 

(0) Submitted by OJ.TDP to the LEAA Administrat()rj and 
(c) Published by LK ... A in the Federal Register. 

25. As you know, the states received a Children-in-Custody supplement in 1978. 
Please provide a state-by-state allocation of these funds, indicating amounts and 
projects obligated to date. 

26. It has been reported that several states have not submitted fiscal year 1980 
plans. Please explain to the Committee what the current policy is in terms of 
termination of funds in such instances. 

27. If it is true, that even in the pr()Cessing of technical assisillince by OJJDP 
all requests for.'assistance must be submitted to the SPA in question, please ex
plain the rationale for such a policy. 

28. Please explain whether LEAA or OJJDP may exercise the final decision in 
terms of termination of formula grants. Additionally, please provide any other 
limitation on the authority of OJJDP in the instance of the formula grants. 

29. What happened to the OJJDP Children-in-Custody, Part II, program 
approved by J$es Gregg, designed t() provide incentive grants to assist with 
compliance of sections 223 (a) (12) and (13)? (See Federal Register, 7-27-78). 

30. A major OJJDP Initiative "Target-Youth Violence" was announced at the 
1979 mid-year convention of State and local criminal justice planners. Please 
provide the Committee with the current progress of this Initiative. 

31. Under the 1977 Amendments, planning and Admiuistration funds were <:ut 
by 50 percent to 7lh percent of the State allotment effective October 1, 1978. 
Please provide a state-by-state allocation for such funds for fiscal year 1979 
and for all formula grants appro-ved to dRte in fiscal year 1980. Additionally, 
provide state-by-state information on juvenile justice staff, amount and type 
of ,support provided each SAG. For example, it is our understanding that in 
addition to regular staff the California-SPA juvenile staff is composed of 10 
full-time staffers detailed from the California youth Authority. 

32: Please provide the followlng information as of May 1, 1979 for each OJJDP 
Division: 

(a) The/name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement 
or contract: '(1) awarded j (2) awaiting LEAA administrator approval; 
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(3) pending with the LEAA Grant and Contract Action Board; and, (4) 
forwarded to the LEAA office of Comptroller by OJJDP. 

Additionally, provide the date and amount of each final award and the 
type of funds for all included grants and contracts. 

33. Please provide an update of the "Categorical Grants for OJJDP" printout. 
including all of fiscal year 1979 and all awards as of l\-Iarch 1, 1980. 

34. The Agency recently provided fund fiow data through February 1, 1980. 
Lists were provided for each OJJDP unit indicating the grant number, the 
award amount and the e~:llenditures to date. Additionally, please provide the 
following: 

(a) The date of each award; 
(0) The date OJJDP forwarded them to the Office of Comptroller; and, 
(0) The number and total dollar amount of JJDPA and Crime Control 

Act grants by calendar and fiscal years, through March 1, 1980. 
35. Please provide a history of the OJJDP Administrative Budget, and its 

relationship to the total LEAA Administrative Budget. 
36. Please provide a list of all current OJJDP discretionary grants by Division 

and monitor. 
37. Please provide all memoranda relevant to the implementation of the MOM 

requirement for fiscal year 1980 and 1981 and to the development of MOE re
garding all of OJARS for fiscal year 1982. Indicate the amounts involved by 
category (e.g. BJS, NIJ, Management and operations, etc.). 

Indicate the role of OJJDP in the MBO process and allocation and monitoring 
of these fnnds. Additiona11.v, nrovide an explanation of the $5 million designated 
MOE under the new part E funds as indicated on page 14 of the December 1979 
monthly management brief. 

38. Do the OJJDP financial guidelines require that eligibility for special 
empha.~is funding be contingent on a private non-profit group having obtained 
an IRS tax-exempt status at least two years prior to the date of award? If so, 
please explain. 

39. It has been reported that OJJDP has completed final selection of grantees 
for the Youth Advocacy Initiative. Of the total number of. applications how 
many were funclable? What amount was requested by these flmdable applicants? 
What amount is intended to be awarded to the few applicants selected? Of 
this total. what amount will actually be awarded in fiscal year 1980? 

40. Why is not the Department of Justice recommending that the Delinquency 
Research components of the Center for the Study of Crime and Delinqut!nl!Y 
(NIMH) be transferred to NIJ? 

41. What portion of the fiscal year 1981 requests for BJS and NIJ are set 
aside to comply with the MOE provisions? 

42. It has been reported that the Alternative Education guideline requires the 
approval, by relevant school superintendents, of applications submitted by 
private non-profit organizations. If so, please explain. 

43. OGC has held that section 527 (new JSIA section 820(a» cannot be 
constrned to provide authority to approve or diS!lT)nrove an LEAA grant. Why 
not? What about program plans or guidelines? Please explain. Let us suppose 
that LEAA was auout to fund a standards project that was inconsistent with 
section 223 (a) (13) of the JJA. What then are the appropi'iate roles for OJJDP? 

44. In the summer of 1979 an LEAA audit of the OJJDP and OCAO grantees 
found that I,EAA gnidelines provide little financial or programmatic assistance 
to non-profit ·organizations because the guidance in these LEAA directives is 
directed principally to grant awards made to units of government. In fact, the 
audit fonnd that these grantees Wf>re thus unaware or confused about LEAA 
fiscal and administrative requirements. Please report on the steps taken to date 
by OJJDP to remedy these bitterly ironic injustices. 

45. What, if anything, is OJJDP doing to assess whether the Feder;;-.! Bureau 
of Prisons is engaging in practices inconsistent with sections 223 (a) (12) and 
(13)? Additionally, when such practices are identified, what procedures have 
been developed to alert the BOP and to remedy the situation? 

46. Name the states, other than Oalifornia, that are not in compliance with 
section 223 (a) (13). What .steps have OJJDP taken to encourage compliance? 

47. We understand at a minimum, that DOJ recommended to the White House 
a $135 million to $140 million cut in the OJ.A.RS fiscal year 1981 budget. What 
effect will this have on the fiscal year 1981 OJJDP budget? What reduction in 
MOE funds will be experienced under the DOJ proposed reduction? What rec
ommendations, if any, have the DOJ made for additional reduction in OJARS 
positions? Similarly, explain any impact on OJJDP. 
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D. ISSUE: MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTATION 

Please provide the following: 
1. The "Helen Lessin" Management Task Force Report. 
2. The evaluation of the ADL Technical Assistance Contract. 
3. The evaluation of the Westinghouse Technical Assistance Contract. 
4. The OJJDP grants awarded to the Ste.te Planning Agency Conference in 

1979 and all progress, quarterly reports. 
5. The evaluation of the OCACP Project "Hou.se of Umoja" Contract. 
6. The evaluation of grant (79-NIOAXOOO72) awarded to the University of 

Chicago to study the impact of the New York State juvenile violence statute. 
7. The OAI Reports regarding the review of 185 OCACP and OJJDP grants rEi

ferred to at page 55 of the September, 1979 Management Brief. 
S. A copy of each OGC legal opinion and advisory memorandum regarding the 

JJA, the relevant position of the OCA and the operation of policies of OJJDP. 

Hon. BmClr BAYH, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, D.O. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, 

Wa8hington, D.O., March, 21, 1980. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: On March 11, we received from you a letter reques!,~g 
responses to some 47 questions concerning the Juvenile Ju.stice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. In an effort to try to meet your request for a response by March 
21, we have marshaled resources of many Office of Juvenile Justice and Delln: 
quency Prevention personnel and other inc/ividuals from LEU. Many individul!ls 
have dedicated much of their efforts over the past two weeks to the preparation 
of this material. We are hopeful that it responds to your concerns. 

In addition, you raifled in your letter to me three other questions. You were 
concerned about the delegation of authority to the Director of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. You also raised that question in 
connection with my confirmation hearing, and I indicated in my written response 
that I would ask Ira Schwartz to prepare a delegation of authority. I will be 
reviewing that delegation and discussing it with him when it is completed. 

You also raised an issue in connection with coordL'lation with State planning 
agencies OJJDP programs. I feel that coordination is important and that the 
State pla!l'ling agencies, now Oriminal Justice Oouncils, should not have authority 
to veto pl:!1gl'ams proposed by OJJDP. I feel that consideration of SPA views iEl 
consistent with the statute as long as their views are considered only as comments 
or recommendations and not as the basis for decisions to approve or disapprove 
grants. 

The last issue you raise concerned Ira Schwartz's responses to questions you 
submitted to him in connection with hiR confirmation hearing. I understand that 
those reRponses have now been submitted to you. 

I want to close by once again indicating my strong commitment to the programs 
administered by OJJDP. I feeJ that these programs are extremely important and 
will make every effort within my authority to assure that those programs are 
implemented effectively. 

Sincerely, 
HOMER F. BROOME, Jr., 

Aoting Admini8trator. 

A. ISSUE: OJ.ARS VB. OJJDP 

Que8tion, A.1. Tn allow us to better understand the impact of the new OJARS 
legislation on OJJDP, please provide a detailed comparison of "pre" and "post" 
OJARS procedures regarding: 

Response. The Justice System Improvement Act establishes the Office of 
Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS) j a new Bureau of Justice 
Statistics (BJS) j the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) j and a revamped 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEU). The Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) remains a distinct and separate 
unit within LEU. 

The Act ('ontinl'es f'ssentinlly llDchang-ed the pre~dous relationship bf'tween 
LEU and OJJDP. 'OJJDP is placed withlnLEU, yet it is assured significant 
stature and visibility. All LEU juvenile jUstice programs are subject to the 
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policy direction of the Administrator of OJJDP, and maintenance-of-effort provi
sions are retained. 

The Justice System Improvement Act requires the directors of the NIJ and 
BJS to work closely with the Administrator of OJJDP in developing and imple
menting juvenile justice programs. The OJJDP Administrator is a statutory 
ex-officio member of the Advisory Boards of the BJS and NIJ. 

OJARS provides staff support to and coordinates the activities of the BJS, 
NIJ and LEAA. As refiected in the February 12 reorganization proposal, to a 
great extent staff functions (such as grants management, planning, congressional 
liaison and audit) will be assigned to BJS, NIJ and LEAA, along with personnel 
presently performing those functions. Thus, responsibility and resource will be 
concentrated in these offices, not in OJARS. OJARS will perform those staff serv
ices that are mandated by the statute (such as civil rights compliance) and that 
if replicated would create duplication and inefficiency. 

In regard to the specific questions raised comparing "pre" and "post" OJARS 
procedures, the answers follow: 

(a) As stated above, the JSIA essentially continues the previous OJJDP and 
LEAA relationship. Final grant and contract approval authority rests with the 
LEAA Administrator. He may, however, choose to delegate fluch authority to the 
Administrator of OJJDP. 

In terms of grant proceSSing, again no changes are anticipated. OJJDP will 
continue to review applications, to determine whether or :~l)t they comply with 
program guidelines, and to recommend funding. An L:EIAA grb.nts management 
division, as proposed in the February 12 reorganization plan, would provide 
budget reviews of applications, and administratively proc\\ss grants and contracts. 

OJ ARS plays no role in grant and contract activitiekl of the BJS, NIJ and 
LEAA. 

(b) As before, OJJDP regulations and program guid~1ines will be developed 
by OJJDP and approved and issued by LEAA. Regulp.tions and guidelines will 
he subject to normal review and comment procedurer; in accordance with Execu
tive Order 12044 and agency policy. 

(a) OJJDP Congressional testimony will be developeG. by OJJDP with appro
priate input from other offices, and reviewed and approved by the LEAA 
Administrator. 

(d) Once again, there is essentially no change. OJJDP will prepare a fiscal 
year 1982 budget request that will be reviewed and approved by the LEAA Ad
ministrator. OJARS will coordinate the development of a consolidated budget 
request from LEAA, BJS, NIJ and OJARS and submit it to the Department of 
Justice for its review and approval. 

(e) OJJDP develops priorities for its Special Emphasis program that are re
viewed and approved by the LEJAA Administrator. OJJDP also develops juvenile 
justice-related priorities for funding from Part E (National PriOrity Grants) 
or Part F (Discretionary Grants) of the JSIA. In this case, program priorities 
recommended by OJJDP must be jointly approved by the IjEAA Administrator 
and the Director of OJARS. 

(f) OJJDP is responsible for commenting on GAO reports relating to OJJDP. 
Formal responses to such GAO reports are the responsibility of the Assistant 
Attorney General for Administration of the Department of Justice. 

B. ISSUE: MAy 15, 1979 ADMINISTRATION BILL 

Que8tion 1. What impact on the NIAAA budget and staff is intended by the 
suggested change in Section 101 ? 

Response. The Administration bill proposes to add to the finding on drug 
abuse as a problem for young people a recognition of the increasing abuse of 
alcohol by juveniles. We do not anticipate any impact on the NlAAA. budget 
and staff by this change in the finding. Rather, it should be viewed only as paving 
the way for coordination between OJJDP and NIAAA. and, perhaps, considera
tion of joint funding efforts in the future. 

Que8tion 2. In several respects the Administration has proposed additional 
reference to "serious," "violent" and "chronic repeat" juvenile offenders. What 
precisely is thl) meaning of each? 

Response. The Department of Justice Task Force on Reauthorization reviewed 
data from .several studies indicating that a small proportion of juvenile offenders 
account for an extremely large volume of serious and violent juvenile crime. The 
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identification and treatment of this small but dangerous group of youth presents 
both policy and program difficulties. The objective is to deal with this population 
in an effective manner, yet in u way that does not widen the net of the system 
to include a substantial number of youth who do not need the same degree of 
attention and control as the most serious offenders. . 

The Task Force recommended amending the Act to specifically make these 
offenders a primary target. Among the approaches to be pursued under the 
amendments are the following: 

(1) additional basic research to precisely define the intended target 
population j 

(2) careful development and testing of programs for the most serious 
offenders and for violent offenders j 

(3) development of standards for programs j 
(4) a focus on programs to supplement or impro ,. the law enforcement 

and juvenile justice system's responses to serious offenders j 
(5) community-based programs to deal specifically with serious offenders 

in a probation or parole setting j and 
(6) improved data and information concerning serious offenders 1n the 

justice system. 
Que8tion 3. The Administration's suggested change in the definition of "juvenile 

detention or correctional facilities" needs elaboration. How does its impact differ 
from current regulations? How many facilities and juveniles are affected by the 
new definitions? How does its impact compare with the changes proposed by the 
SPA Conference draft bill of 7-6-791 For example, are there cost differentials? 

Response. The curernt JJDP Act statutory language defines the term "correc
tional institution or facility" in Section 103(12) as: 

. . . any place for the confinement or rehabilitation of juvenile offenders or 
individuals charged with or convicted of criminal offenses j 

The Administration's suggested change in Section 103 (12) is to define the 
term "juvenile detention or correctional facility" as : 

... any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of 
accused or adjudicated juvvenile offenders or non-offenders or any public or 
private facility, secure or non-secure, which is also used for the lawful cus
tody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders; 

The current OJJDP regulations, as published in the September 27, 1979, Fed
eral Register, define a juvenile detention or correctional facility as: ' 

{9.} Any secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of 
accused or adjudicated juvenile offellders or non-offenders j or 

(b) Any public 01' private facility, secure or Don-secure, which is also 
ulled for the lawful custody of accused or convicted adult criminal offenders. 

'I'he ,Administration's proposed change and the current guideline language 
are identical. The Administration's recommendation to change the definition is 
to create consistency between the guideline definition and the statuto.ry defini
tion. The guideline definition has undergone a detailed, arduous critique and 
analysis by :private organizations, public agencies, the SPA's and OJJDP. It has 
been 'revl.ewed and modified to the extent it is no.w fine-ttined to the thrust of 
the A.et :rnd almost witho.ut exception meets the satisfactio.nof all the public and 
private agencies and organizations. 

In rCSpOnJle to the concern as to. how many facilities and juveniles are affected 
by blue definition l:"ecommended by the Administration, the answer is absolutely 
ncme. 'I'he Administration's proposed statutory definition is exactly the same as 
the current definitIo.n within the regulations. 

In response to the impact of Administratio.n proposed change as compared to. 
the SPA conference proposed cilange, again the answer is none. The exact num
b!':l' und same facilities defined as juvenile detention or correctional facilities 
u.ll1der the Administration's definition would be defined as secure detention or 
1!o.rrecti<pnal facililties within the SPA. collference's definition. This is true with 
0111(1 mino.r exception-that heing the Administration's proposal would include 
:llOn-secure facilities whicll n.o11se adult criminal offenders. It should be noted, 
J1J.owever, that thus tar 110 state has reported status offenders or no.n-offenders 
!Wing placed in nrm-secure facilities which are also used fo.r the lawiul custody 
of adult ~riminB;l o~fenders. Thus, th~ impact of the t'!'o definitions, although 
w<>rded different"y, IS the same. T.here IS no. cost differential between the two pro
posed definitions. AlSKI, the Administration's proposed statutory definition will 
not impact the current cost 'of implem~ntil1g Sectio.n 223a(12) (A) of the Act. 
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B.4.(a.) Has the related joint funding section (§ 205) ·ever been used: To date 
the jOint funding provision has not been used. However, OJJDP is contemplating 
using it in connection with implementation of the intermediary corporation 
concept. 

B.4.(b.) What amount of discretionary funds is allocated for Concentration of 
Federal Effort (ClJ'E) for fiscal year 1980? What amount is requested for fiscal 
year 1981? 
Fiscal year 1980 _________________________________________________ $1,000,000 
Fiscal year 1981 _________________________________________________ 1,000,000 

Question .. Ho). Why are funds, other than CEl!' funds, being planned for allo
cation for interagency projects and thereby reducing special emphasis funding 
for OJJDP action projects and continuations? 

Response. OJJD1' has planned to use other than CEl!' funds for interagency 
projects, as there is currently insufficient funds in the CEF category to fund what 
is considered programs which are essential for the Office meeting its goals and 
objectives. '..rhe purpose of the proposed projects is the same as the purpose of the 
Special Emphasis l'rogram. OJJDP is proposing to make grants and contracts 
with public Ilnd private agenCies, organizations, institutions, and/or individuals 
for the purposes outlined in Section 224(a) 1-11. '1'he procedure for entering into 
these grants and contracts differs only in the fact that it is contemplated that a 
majority of the funds for the programs in question will come fr.om other inter
ested agencies. We do not contemYlate having other ]'ederal agencies being the 
service providers. Interagency projects are not viewed as a dilution of SpeCial 
Emphasis as all interagency projects will be action projects. 

4.e. The OJJDP staff has been reduced from 61 to 51 positions. OJJDP was 
allocwted 61 positions for fiscal year 1978. However, with the closing of the 
Regional Offices in September, 1977, LEU was never permitted to hire the addi
tional positions approved in the fiscal year 1978 budget. 

Any s..taff appointed to provide support for the Council that are considered 
LEU employees would be yaid from administrative funds appropriated for 
LE.A.A. The DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget includes poSitions and administrative 
funds for OJJDP under the Executive Direction and Control, LEU budget 
activity, 

Q1testion 5. Since the Associate Administrator is responsible to the operation of 
OJJDP and for the juvenile policy, what rationale supports the proposed amend
ment to Section 245, substituting the OJJDP Deputy for its Administrator? 

Response. As a practical matter the National Advisory Committee's (NAC) 
subcommittee for the Institute, established by Section208(d), works very closely 
with the Institute Director. The subcommittee's advice and recommendations 
concerning the policy and operations of the Institute are, of course, reviewed by 
the OJJDP Associate Administrator who must approve any resultant policy 
changes. . 

Both the NAC's Institute subcommittee and the full NAC voted to support this 
proposed amendment to Section 245. . 

Question 6. In view of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSIA) 
is it correct to assume that the Administrator's (sic) proposal to dilute the vital 
maintenance of effort section has been reconsidered and rejected? If not, please 
elaborate. 

Response. It is not clear from the question what proposal is being referenced. 
However, it should be stated, for the record, that Henry Dogin, as LEAA Ad
ministrator, never proposed any change in the maintenance of effort reqUirement. 

The Department of Justice Task Force recommended that the existing main
tenance of effort prOvision be retained for all Crime Control Act action program 
funds but not for research, evaluation and statistics components. These activities 
would be subject to an "adequate share" requirement. To simplify accounting the 
required maintenance level was increased from 19.15 percent to 20 percent. 
OJJDP would issue police guidelines related to e:!..-penditure of maintenance of 
effort funds and any other funding of juvenile related programs funded with 
LEAA funds. A majority of the Task Force recommended that the maintena.nce of 
effort requirement not be amended to apply individually to each Crime Control 
Act budget category, preferring to continue it as an "aggregate" requirement. The 
Task Force also recommended that if OJJDP were to be made an independent 
unit of OJARS, that LEAA should control, or at least concur in, any policy 
formulated to control the expenditure of maintenance of effort funds. 
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These Task Force recommendations do not represent a "dilution" of the main
tenance of effort requirement. Rather, the Task Force recommendations, as ap
proved by Attorney General C1\ iletti, recognize the impracticability of attempting 
to allocate a portion of such activities as administration, public safety officers' 
benefits, and .. tatistical systems to juvenile justice. Both evaluation and juveniJe 
justice research are primary functions of NIJJDP. 

The Administration has not taken a revised position on maintenance of effort 
subsequent to the passage of the Justice System Improvement Act. 

Que,~tio1L 'I (a j. Why not a specific percent of the appropriation as a minimum? 
Response. The Administration has propo .. ed that a reasonable amount of funds 

be set aside for Part A activities (Concentration of Federal Effort) rather than a 
spec1iic percent of the appropriation as a minimum because utilizing the reason
able amount method provides the Office with more flexibility. The Office would be 
able, on a yearly basis, to assess the needs of the Coordinating Council, and based 
upon a comparison of the needs of the over-all Office compared to the !leeds and 
problems of the Coordinating Council a determination as to how much should be 
appropriated to each would be made. It is conceivable that under the reasonable 
amount method a greater percentage of funds would be granted to the Coordi-
nating Conncil. . . 

Question 'feb). If the OJJDP has budgeted $1 million for CFE, but plans to 
fUllld several CFE-type projects (eg. HUD, HEW, Interagency Task Force on 
Yimth) and thereby diluting already limited special emphasis funds, it would 
seem that an amount in addition to the $100 flscaiJ. year 1981 request is in order 
Please comment and explain. 

Answer. The Office views Part A of the JJDP Act ie. Concentration of Federal 
Effort, the Coordinating Council, the Joint Funding Provisions and the National 
Advisory Committee in broad terms. The Office sees the Part A provisions sup
porting the other parts of the Act and vice versa. Concentration of Federal Ef
fort is not viewed as a program that has no relationship with the other programs 
operate:j by OJJDP. On the contrary, Concentration of Federal Effort is di
rectly related to programs such as Special Emphasis and the formula grant pro
gram. The intent of these programs is essentially the same. 

The budget for CFE 11as remained at $lm as the Office has been able to 
develop and implement CFE-type programs with Special Emphasis funds. This 
is. not seen as any dilution of the Special Emphasis program as all the CFE-type 
projects are, like SpeCial Emphasis, action projects designed regardless of the 
source of funds, to develop and/or demonstrate new methods in juvenile delin
quency prevention and rehabilitation. 

Que8tion 8. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to assist in the 
gathering of information regarding serious and violent juvenile crime. What 
type of information is contemplated? Has a Deed been demonstrated for it? Is 
this not a matter for the OJJDP Institute rather than special emphasis? 

Response. The Administration bill proposes to add new special emphasis 
program authority with a ,purpose to : 

(12) develop and implement programs designed to increase the ability of 
the juvenile justice system to gatl1er information on. vIolent or seriOUS 
juvenile crime, to assure due process in adjudication, and to provide re
sources necessary for informed dispositions of juvenile offenders. 

The type of information to be developed is statistic!!l data to measure the ex
tent of the problem, adjudication and disposition data, and recidivism rates for 
adjudicated yif."1ent or serious juvenile offenders. Knowing the parameters of this 
problem in a t} .... rticular jurisdiction will enable an applicant to propose a pro
gram strategy ,;i·lat meets identified needs. 

The bill dQlifil not contemplate a nationwide statistical gathering program. 
Rather, the information to be gathered under this section would be limited to 
that which is necessary for project development. The Institute would, of course, 
be closely involved in the development of the sptcial emphasis program for im-
plementation of this section. . 

Que8tion 9. It is proposed that Section 224(a) be amended to authorize three 
additional program areas. As you know, the Congress added Sections (9) (10) 
and (11) in 1977 with the caveat that youth Advocacy, Restitution and Alterna
tive to Incarceration (chi:ldren-in-custody) receive priority. What programs 
have been funded in these new areas? What allocation of funds has been f,\1.\.tde 
for fiscal year 1980 to support such programs? Will any of the requeste!, ,;lical 
year 1981 funds be allocated to such purposes? 
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A; The following ,programs and projects have been funded in response to 
Section 224(a) (9) (10) and (11) : 

Note program is distinguished from project by uniformity of strategy, per
formance standards, methodology, evaluation across a group of project require
ments, and lev~l of funding provided for the overall" effort. 
Section 224 (a) (9) 

(1) The Juvenile Court Advocacy Project, funded at a total cost of $872,639 
in fiscal year 1978 and fiscal year 1979 provides legal-assistance -to-y{)uth at all 
stages of the adjudicatory process, and litigates class action -suits -challenging 
violations of due process. It is operated in Boston, Massachusetts by the Greater 
Boston Legal Services. 

(2) The Juvenile Justice Advocacy Project, funded at $331,232, provides legal 
assistance to youth tried under the newly enacted New York State Juvenile Code 
challenging provisions of the statute which deny due process rights to youth 
waived to adult .court. It is operated in New York by the National Conference 
of Black La wyers. 

(3) The Restitution Program funded at $19,546,072, while not designed as a 
specific response to Section 224(a) (9) supports conformance to standards of 
due ,process, as it requires that restitution only be ordered following a finding 
of guilt _ and that legal counsel be provided at any point where abrogation of a 
youth's rights are jeopardized. 

(4) The Yout.h Adyocacy Program to be funded in fiscal year 1980, provides 
assistance to organizations and agencies to support redress of due process vio
lations. $12,100,000 is a:llocated for this initiative and additional funds may be 
made available later this fiscal ye~r. 
Seotion (a) (10) 

(1) The Model LegislatIve Committee Project funded at a total of $1,4'11,322, 
provides staff support to five (5) state legislative committees concerned with 
juvenile- justice and delinquency prevention issues. 
Seoti()n (a) (11) 

(1) -Replication of Project New Pride -fuuded in March 1980, at a total cost 
of $8,731,194 is a program which incorporates a major learning disabilities com
PQnent in all of the 11 projects funded. The LD diagnostic and remildiation com· 
ponent is viewed as one of the most significant elements in the treatment of 
serious/chronic juvenile offenders. 

B. $22,194,976 was allocated in fiscal year 1980 to support two (2) programs 
New Pride and Youth Advocacy and the three (3) projects identified above. 

C. $4,128,871 will be allocated from fiscal year 1981's budget to suppo:.:t con
tinuation of Restitution, which has requirements for support of due process, but 
no funds will be specifically allocated for single concentration on Section 224 
(a) (9) (10) anq. (ll). Youth Advocacy and New Pride are both funded for two 
(2) years. ' . 

Question 10. In view of the Administration's fiscal year 1981 request of $100 
million for OJJDP, is it safe to assume the Administration suggested at least" 
that minimal level of funding for the next several fiscal years? If not, please 
explain. 

Response. LEAA does not plan to request a reduction in the level of funding 
for OJJDP. 

B.ll. The Administration's proposal would fragment the juvenile research 
effort by removing "basic" research, as distinguished from "applied", from 
the JJDPA and transferring such authority to the new NIJ. What is intended 
by the terms "basic" and "applied"? Additionally,please illustrate the distinc
tion by categorizing OJJDP research grants in fiscal years 1978, 1979 and 1980 
as either "basic" or "applied". Lastly, comment on the Attorney General's 
10-12-79 spech characterizing the proposed reauthorization bill as continuing 
and expanding OJJDP's efforts relative to "casual links between behavior and 
other factors ... " 

Clear and concise definition are not always possible for the terms "basic" and 
"applied" research. To the extent that definition is possible, OJ JDP feels that 
its efforts fall into the area of applied research. 

B.12. In view of the proposed reduced responsibilities of the OJJDP Institute, 
namely the elimination of basic research, why does the fiscal year 1980 program 
plan retain 11, percent of the OJJPl? appropriation for this diminished unif? 
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Approximately $11 million is allocated in fiscal year 1980 to NIJJDP for 
information dissemination, standards development, training, research and eval
uation-all major functions mandatell by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended. 

The majority of NIJJDP research and evaluation is directly linked to pro
gram development and implementation. One of the unique and key features of 
the juvenile' justice program is the placement of the research (NIJJDP) and 
action (Special Emphasis) arms under one organizational unit-the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. This organizational arrangement 
facilitates the application of research and evaluation findings to the design of 
new programs, and enables researchers to learn from these new demonstration 
efforts. NIJJDP plays a cruical and valuable role in this regard. 

The Justice System Improvement Act authorizes the new National Institute 
of Justice to undertake basic research in the juvenile justice area. In order to 
assure that there is no duplication of effort NIJ and NIJJDP have coordinated 
their plans, and in fiscal year 1980 will develop a memorandum of agreement to 
oetter define their respective roles. 

PART C: ISSUE: OJJDP PROGRAM PRIORITmS AND MANAGEMENT 

Que8tion 1. Please provide a precise and realistic timetable for award of your 
fiscal year 1979 and fiscal year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans fC'" 
allocating the anticipated fiscal year 1981 level of funds including a time ta ... le 
for awards. 

Answer. OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan is funded with both fiscal 
year 1979 and prior year funds, as well as fiscal year 1980 funds. The sources 
of these funds are summarized below: 

JJ carryover (unnobligated fiscal year 1979 and prior year amounts, 
including deobligated grant funds) __________ . _________________ $13, 484, 983 

JJ deobligations-fiscal year 1980 ________ ~_____________________ 891,490 
Fiscal year 1980 reverted formula funds reprogramed to Special Emphasis __________________________________________________ 2,130, POO 
Crime control funds-fiscal year 1979 carryover_________________ 10,144,273 
1980 allocation (less reprogramed reverted formula funds) _____ 102,870,000 

Total __________________________________________________ 129,520,746 

To date, $43,995,750 has been awarded to the states as formula grants. There 
is an unobligated balance of $17,624,250. The sections of this' response which 
deal with compliance issues explain the reason for there being no award at this 
time, as well as a projection of the states which are likely to receive fiscal year 
1980 formula grant awards. 

On the attached page, there is a summary 'of illl fiscal year 1980 programs 
and their allocations. Note that both fiscal year 1980 (New) and prior year (Old) 
funds are listed. Prior year funds are hIghlighted in yellow. The total fiscal 
year 1980 allocation that is obligated to date is $51,089,911, or 50 percent of 
102,870,000. T'fle total prior year allocation obligated to date is $13,142,640, or 
50 percent of $26,650,746. 

OJJDP has developed a schedule for development of our fiscal year 1981 Pro
gram Plan. A copy of that schedule is attached. Not until April 15 will we be in 
a position to forward to you a draft schedule for program implementation in 
fiscal year 1981. 

Attachments to Part C, Question 1 : 
Summary of fiscal year 1980 Program Allocations; 
Summary of obligations to date, broken out by the year of the funds; 
Explanation of Asterisks (.) used on summary of obligations; 
Fiscal year 1981 Pl'ogram Plan development process and schedule. 

·Prol!rRm AlJocatlon-O Deohllgated. revert(>d and carry-over fiscal year 11179 nnd 
prior year money. ProlITams which have two allocation amounts listed have both 1979 
and prior year funds (listed first) and fiscal year 1980 alJocatIons (listed second). 

··$2.000,000 was transferred to Youth Advocacy from 'Capacity BuUdlng in February. 
1980. This reprogrammIng Is not reflected In the allocation amounts listed. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 19 
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OFFICE.OnUVENIL'E JUStIC'f~Nb DEi.lNQUENCVPREVENTION, SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 1980 SUBPROGRAM 
ALLOCATIONS 

Activity 
Fiscal year 

1979 

Source of funds 

Fiscal year 
1980 Total 

Concentration of Federal efforL_____________________________________ $477,051 ___________________________ _ 
NAC suppor!.____________________________________________________________ $300, 000 _____________ _ 
Coordinating council support_________________________________________________ 300,000 _____________ _ 
Evaluation of homeless youthprojecL________________________________________ 250,000 _____________ _ 
National Academy of Sclences________________________________________________ 150,000 $1,477,051 

Formula grants________________________________________________________________ 61,620, 000 61,620,000 Technical asslslance___ __________ ____ __ __________________ ____ __ ____ 215, 248 __________________________ _ 
Alternative responses to delinquency behaviof._________________________________ 1,750,000 _____________ _ 

~~e::~~~::==:==:::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1, ~~: ~08 -----a;2i5;248 
Discretionary programs: 

~i~I!~~f~~~;;~~::::====:=========::=:=====:=:=:=:=:=:=:=~:=::::~:~~~:~~~: ------5~~:~~r:===:=:=::::=: 
MUltl~~~r~~~~~~ o/.0r.c~:yOuth_____________________________________________ 1, 000, 000 _____________ _ 

HEW homeless youth proJecL___________________________________________ 1,500,000 _____________ _ 
Interagency agreements___________________________________ 35,000 1,000,000 _____________ _ 
HUD crime prevention____________________________________ 1,000, 000 ___________________________ _ 

Capacity buildlng_____________________________________________ 1,231,000 4,787,976 _____________ _ 
Removal of Juveniles from jails and lockups___________________________________ 3, 000, 000 _____________ _ 
Prevention initiatives: 

1977 continuations (school resource network and youth skills developmellt) ___________________________________ ______________________ 3,050,000 _____________ _ 
Alternative education______________________________________ 4,000,000 4,000,000 _____________ _ 
Youth advocacy___________________________________________ 7,311,987 
Prevention R. & D_______________________________________________________ 2,300,000 _____________ _ 

Subtotal, juvenile justice discretionary___________________________________________________ 37,044,987 

Diversion (continuations)___________________ _______________________ 458, 000 ____________________ .. ______ _ 

k:I,~~%~~;;~;~:~===~~=======:===========:===================::--~:~~:~;~:----;:188:888-=::::::::===== 
Subtotal, LEAA discretionary____________________________________________________________ 15,144,273 

NIJJI~~E:~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1~C--r~Jm-::::~f~~~~~~~~ 
Information development and dissemination___________________________________ 3,050,000 11,019,187 

Total allocatIons: ____ . _____________________________________ 26,650,746 102,870,000 129,520,746 

FUlcaZ Y~ar1981 Program.Planr--Development.Pro.cess 

Aotivity 
I. Determination of fiscal year 1981 continuation 

obligatio.ns, funding prio.rities and new pro.
gram co.mmitments: 
A. Request wwritten co.mments fro.m each 

Divisio.n Directo.r/Pro.gram Manager 
o.utlining fiscal year 1981 co.mmitments 
and prio.rities. 

B. Synthesis and analysis o.f responses ___ _ 

Time 'frame 

Memo.randum issued by 
Schwartz o.n February 2, 
1980. 

ResPo.nses due to. Schwartz 
o.n March 12, 1980. 

Review by planning team o.n 
March 13 and 14, 1981. 

Planning team comments to. 
Schwartz o.n March 19, 
1980. 

ReView o.f resPo.nses and 
planning team co.mments 
by management, and dis
cussed at management 
staff meeting o.n March 
24,1980. 
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Aotivity Time frame 
II. Deter~ination of funding allocations and 

programs: 
A. Officewide strategy meeting to discuss March 26, 1980. 

programs recommended by manage-
ment team. 

B. Final program decision issued by Memorandum to str;,ff with 
Administrator. approved program and 

tentative allocations: 
April 1, 1980. 

III. Call for draft fiscal year 1981 program plans_ This call will be contained in 
the program allocation 
memorandum dated April 
1,1980. 

IV. Review and modification: 
A. Draft plans will be reviewed by plan

ning team for consistency and discus· 
sion of coordination issues; recom
dations to Schwartz. 

B. Review by Administrator: Staff noti
fied of any modifications that must be 
made or of approval to GO!llplete the 
final program plans. 

V. Development and implementation of process 
for input of outside groups: 

Draft plans will be due to 
the Administrator on 
April 15, 1980. 

Review by planning team on 
April 17, 1980. 

Recommendations to 
Schwartz on April 18, 
1980. 

Final plans completed by 
April 30, 1980. 

A. Assignment of responsibility for Notification of staff person 
plan development. on February 27, 1980. 

B. Recommendation for plan 
schedule to Administrator. 

C. Implementation of plan. 

and Plan due to Administrator on 
March 10, 1980. 

Will commence immediately 
upon approval trom Ad~ 
ministrator. 

0-1. Please provide a precise and realistic time table for award of your fiscal 
year 1980 funds. Additionally, provide your plans for allocating the anticipated 
fiscal year 1981 level of funds, including a time table for awards. 

The attached is the time table for a ward of fiscal 1980 funds. 
The following is the time table for a ward of fiscal 1981 funds: 

Program 

Restitution ____________________________________________________________________ _ 
School resource center __________________________________________________________ _ 

~rtr:~~t}u~~i~11~~rim~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::===:=:::=::= 

Planning for other funds has not been completed. 

Funds Projected 
required award date 

$4, 128, 871 Dec. 15, 1980 
2, 800, 000 Oct. IS, 1980 
6, ODD, 000 Dec. IS, 1980 
2, 500, 000 Oct. 30, 1980 

FISCAL YEAR 1980 SPECIAL EMPHASIS IMPLEMENTATION PLAN, CRITICAL MILESTONES 

Implementation stages 
initiatives 

Draft 
guideline 
prepared 

(1) 

Internal 
clearance 

(2) 

Extflrnal 
clearance 

(3) 

Federal 
I\~gister 

publl~ation 

(4) 

Application 
submission 

deadline Grant awards 

(5) (6) 

New pride_. ______________________________________________________ July 3,1979 Sept. 21, 1979 Mar. 1,1980 
Youth advocacy ____________________ oo _______________________________ Oct. 15,1980 Dec. 31,1979 Apr. 30,1980 
Aliernative education ______________________________________________ Jan. 30,1980 Apr. 30,1980 July 31,1980 
Seious offender __________ Feb. 6,1980 Mar. 6,1980 Mar. 21,1980 May 9,1980 July 9,1980 Sept. 30, 1980 
Removal of youths from 

adult Jails and lockups. Jan. 11,1980 Feb. 15,1980 Mar. Hi,1980 May 15,1980 July 15,1980 Do. 
Capacit~ buildIng ________ Jan. 26,1980 Feb. 28,1980 Mar. 21,1980 May 12,1980 June 30,1980 Oct. 1,1980 
Prevention R. & 0 __ • _____ Jan. 30,1980 Feb. 5,1980 Mar. 12,1980 Apr. 30,1980 _____ do _______ Sept. 30, 1980 
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QuestitJn 2. Please include an update of the final fiscal year 1980 Subprogram 
allocations accompanied by a detailed explanation of each component. For ex
ample, $6.138 is allocated to a program entitled Capacity Building. Please provide 
the committee with an update on the Capacity Building Initiative. 

Response. Attached is an overview of OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan, 
Which includes descriptions of each subprogram. Also included, on page 10 of 
the overview, is -a postscript regarding CapaCity Building. 

Office of Juvenile J'ustice and Delinquency P.revention Overview of Fiscal Year 
1980 Program Plan 

OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 Program Plan is composed of five MBO subprograms: 
2.106-Concentration of It'ederal Effort; 
1.104--National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; 
2.202-Juvenile Justice Formula Grants; 
2.201-Technical Assistance; and 
1.207-Special Emphasis. 

The following paragraphs contain a brief synopsis of each MBO final sub
gram plan, as submitted to the LEU Administrator on September 11, 1979. 

2.106 Ooncentration of Federal l!Jfjort 
Fiscal year 1980 CFE funds are allocated as follows: 

1. National Academy of Sciences-OJJDP shall continue its 
support of the NAS study of public policies concerning the 
rights of youth. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ______________ $ 

2. Support to. the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A contract, awarded in 
fiscal year 1979, which supports the four annual NAC meetings, 
will be continued in fiscal year 1980 and in fiscal year 1981. Allo-cation for fiscal year 1980 __________________________________ _ 

3. Federal Coordinating Council-A contract awarded for de
velopment of interagency programs, and to address the Council's 
recommendations pursuant to its review of selected juvenile 
service programs. Allocation for fiscal year 1980_-------------

4. Homeless Youth Project-Interagency Agreement with 
HEW-OJJDP will continue its support for the evaluation com-
ponent of this project. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ________ _ 
Carryover from fiscal year 1979-allocated to NAC SupporL __ 

150,000 

300,000 

300,000 

250,000 
477,051 

Total fiscal year 1980 concentration of Federal efforL____ 1,477,051 

In addition to these activities, Concentration of Federal Effort Staff will 
undertake the development of the Annual Aralysis and Evaluation of Federal 
Juvenile Delinquency Programs conducted and assisted by Federal DepartmGhts 
including LEU, HEW, Labor, HUD, and USDA; this report is due to Congress 
December 31, 1980. 

The Office will also develop and implement a process for submission by other 
Federal agencies of Federal delinquencY development statements as required in 
sect~on 2M (f) of the JJDP Act. 
1.104 National In8tit1tte for Juvell-ile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Fiscal year 19 JO budget activities are broken down into three categories which 
represent the function of NIJJDP mandated by the JJDP Act. 
1. Research, evaluation, and program development: 

A. Research: 
(1) Sexual abuse project-research and development 

study designed to test the most effective pro
gram interventions. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ______________________________________ $400,000 

(2) Unsoliciteo. research program--projects will be 
funded wbich provide research findings not 
otherwi.se available to OJJDP. (January). Al-
location for fiscal year 1980_________________ 400, 000 

(3) Unsolicited research program-indication of new 
prOmising 'areas of program development in 
prevention and treatment of delinquency. 
(JUly) • .Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _______ - 400,000 
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1. Research, evaluation, and1J1'ogram development-Continued 
A. Research-Continued 

(4) Dynamics of delinquency and drug use-this 
project will examine V'ariables in drug use 
over t!me. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ____ _ 

(5) Unsolicitel research program continuations
provide continuation support for promising 
research projects to reach optimum results. 

Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _______________ _ 
(6) Minority research initiative-researching re

garding ramifications of juvenile justice sys-
tem discrimination on the basis of race and 
sex. Also to involve minority researchers in 
other areas of research. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _________________________________ _ 

Fiscal year 1979 Carryover ___________________ _ 

200,000 

1,000,001[) 

400,000 
19,18'7 

------
Subtotal-fiscal year 1980 Research costs _____________________________ _ 

B. Evaluation: 
The evaluative arm of the NIJJDP undertakes 

assessment of juvenile delinqnency initiatives in the 
Special Emphasis Division. The purpose in dOing this 
is to increase overall effectiveness of programs in 
delinquency/deviance, treatment, prevention and 
reduction. 
Programs under evalution : 

a. Restitution _____________________ .. ________ _ 
b. Youth advocacy ___________________________ _ 
c. Family violence ___________________________ _ 
d. New pride ________________________________ _ 
e. School crime ______________________________ _ 
f. Serious offendet· __________________________ _ 
g. Separation of juveniles from adults _______ _ 
h. Alternative education _____________________ _ 
1. Prevention _______________________________ _ 

Subtotal-fiscal year 1980 evaluation costs ___ _ 

Total research, evaluation, and program de-velopment ________________ .. _____________ _ 

2. Standards in Juvenile Justice: 
A. Standards Review and Implementation Planning: 

In fiscal year 1980, NIJJDP plans to undertake a 
review of current juvenile justice standards for their 
consistency with the JJDP Act and for their potential 
to further the purposes of the Act. The review proc
ess will consist of conducting a brief comparative 
analysis of relevant standards, holding a number of 
sympOSia and public hearings to enable discussion of 
the implications of appropriate stand'ards resulting 
in the OJJDP endorsement of implementing various 
standards for its implementation program. Through 
provision of technical and financial assistance, states 
will be enconraged to review and adopt juvenile jns
tice standards in their state. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ___________________________________________ _ 

2,819,187 

Ji1f)~luatiGlfI 
costs 

$650,000 
300,000 
450,000 
300,0(]10 
300,000 
400,000 
150,000 
400,000 
2OO,O(]lO 

3,150,000 

5,950,000 

375,000 
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2. Standards in Juvenile Justice--Continued HvaZuaUon 
B. Development of model statutes: oosts 

With the recent adoption of the National Advisory 
Committee standards. the ;NIJJDP plans to develop 
and support model state legislation consistent with 
mandates of the act and the NAC standards. These 
would be focussed on specific areas (such as de
institutionalization and separation). Allocation for 
fiscal year 1980__________________________________ 75,000 

O. Assessment of innovative State legislation: 
1. Supplement to Washington State assessment to 

enable evaluation of the impJ.ementation of the 
legislation in two court jUrisdictions. Allocation 
for fiscal year 1980 __ ._________________________ 40, 000 

2. ]\,faine juvenile justice legislation-assessment of 
the removal of juvenile court jurisdiction over 
noncriminal misbehavior. Allocation for fiscal 
year 1980____________________________________ 250,000 

D. Development of police gnidelines for the handling of 
juveniles' : 

Phase II implementation and enluation of guide-
lines. Allocation for fiscal year 1980________________ 200,000 

E. Juvenile court watch project: 
Promotes citizen awareness and involvement in 

monitoring the juvenile court operation to assure 
fairness and effectiveness of court policies and 
procedures. Allocation for fiscal year 1980__________ 60, 000 

Total fiscal year 1980 standard costs_________ 1,000,000 

3. Training and information dissemination: 
A. NIJJDP will begin expansion of its training program 

through the establishment of a major training program 
in law-related education. This division will support and 
develop an educational program in which youth and 
adults are taught youths rights and responsibilities 
under the law. 

1. National Council of Juvenile and Family Court 
Judges Training: Trained judicial personnel 
and efficiency competency in the latest meth
ods and techniques for handling youths under 
court and court related programs are impor
tl1llt goals to be achieved by this Council. 
Allocation for fiscal year 1980_______________ 175,000 

2. Training center: This is established to train 
juvenile justice and alternative system prac
titioners and volunteers and for the develop
ment of effective. training materials. Alloca-
tion for fiscal year 1980 _________ ~ _____ ._____ 825, 000 

Total fiscal year 1980 training costs___ 1, 000, 000 
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3. Training and information dissemination--Continued 
B. Dissemination Division: The NIJJDP has been able to 

make a major program advancement from development 
of information to its disseminatioli in this past fiscal 
year. Current 1980 goals are to disseminate information 
and knowledge developed through research, data collec
tion and synthesis to potential users of such informa
tion. 

1. Assessment centers: There are four assessment 
centers that are responsible for the collection, 
assessment, and the preparation of reports on 
delinquency-relai.o'!d topics. These four centers 
consist of one Coordinating Center and three 
topical centers, dealing with delinquent be
havior and its prevention, the juvenile justice 
system and alternatives to juvenile justice 
system processing. Each year, the Coordinat
ing Center publishes an annual volume en
tltUd, "Youth Crime and Delinquency in 
America," which includes information on the 
nature and extent of delinquency, justice sys
tem operations, and program information. 
Allocation for fiscal year 1980_______________ 1, 500, 000 

2. Clearinghouse: The NIJJP established in fiscal 
year 1979, a national clearinghouse through 
expansion of LEU's National Criminal Jus
tice Reference Strvice. This will provide effec
tive dissemination of juvenile justice infor
mation to the field. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ______________________________________ 150,000 

3. Incentive for exemplary projects. .Allocation 
for fiscal year 1980_________________________ 200, 000 

4. Management support contract for improved pro-
gram development and implementation . .Alloca-
tion for fiscal year 1980_____________________ 200, 000 

5. Juvenile court statistics reporting system . .Allo-
cation for fiscal year 1980___________________ 200,000 

6. OJJDP /public information groups _ information 
development and transfer. Improved d~ision 
making and responsiveness to juvenile justice 
needs are the purposes of this informational 
diVision. Allocation for fiscal year 1980______ 450,000 

7. Children in custody census-updated informa-
tion on the deinstitutionalization of juveniles . 
.Allocation for fiscal year 1980_______________ 350, 000 

Total information dissemination alloca-tion ______________________________ 3,050,000 

Total fiscal year 1980 NI.TJDP costs____ 11, 000, 000 

2.202 Ju'Vrmile Justice Formula· Grants 
The fiscal year 1980 Budget allocation for the Formula Grants Program is 

:j:61,620,000 excluding funds allocated for the six non-participating states. In the 
past, the Formula Grants Division has placed a great deal of emphasis on the 
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, and non-offenders and has achieved 
substantial compliance by the states on this issue. Thirty-seven states will be 
required to achieve 100 percent compliance with the Act's deinstitutionalization 
mandate by December 31, 1980. In addition, in fiscal year 1980 more attention 
will be focused on the separation of juveniles and adults in these institutions. 
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2.201 J1wenile Justice Technical .t1s.~istance 
The fiscal year 1980 Technical Assistance strategy has been planned in accord

ance with the three OJJDP goals. It is O.TJDP's intent to obtain the services of 
three Technical Assistance contractors in fiscal year 1980. Each contractor will 
be assigned responsibility in each goal area and will provide assistance for all 
activities and grantees-whether funded by Special Emphasis or formula grant 
funds-in that area. 

A summary of the 1980 technical assistance costs is as follows: 

Activity: 
1. Supplement the contract with Westinghouse National Issues 

Center, to continue TA support to prevention activities, 
including the special emphasis alternative education and Goata prevention grantees ____________________________________ $1,000,000 

2. Award 'national contract for TA support for development of 
alternative responsE's to delinquent behavior, including sup
port for the special emphasis diversion, serious offender 
restitution and new pride .projects_____________________ I, 600, 000 

3. Award contract for TA support for grantees funded under 
the special emphasis youth advocacy initiative __________ _ 

4. Special Projects-TA a. Legis 50 _________________________________________ _ 
b. National rural symposium ________________________ _ 
c. Juvenile Justice JournaL _________________________ _ 
d. Pnblic education campaign _______________________ _ 
e. NACOR ________________________________________ _ 

5. Travel---,TA ___________________________________________ _ 

250,000 

114,995 
6,183 

89,215 
70,000 
74,855 
10,000 

Total flscal year 1980 'I'.A. cOflt8______________________ $3,215,248 

1.'£0'1 Juvenile Justice Di.~~ret·ir:marv Programs anil Special lllmphasis 
The special emphasis fiscal year 1980 program plan can be described in terms 

of three goal areas as follows: 
1. Alternatives to incarceration: 

A. Restitution by Juvenile Offenders-This program was 
initiated in fiscal year :ffi78. Two of the 41 restitution 
grantees shall receive continuation funds in fiscal year 
1980. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _________________ _ 

B. Replication of new pride-a treatment progMm for ser
ious juvenile offenders-this program was Planned in 
fiscal year 1979; I!lDd will be implemented in 1980. 

C. Diversion-one continuation grant-Wisconsin scheduled 
for refunding in fiscal year 1980 _____________ . _______ _ 

No fiscal year 1980 funds are required for this program. 
It'will be funded with carry-over fiscal year 1979 crime 
control funds. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _________ _ 

D. Violent Juvenile Offender-Through this initiative, OJJDP 
will support the development and improvement of na-
tional responses to serious juvenile offenses and offend-
ers through ~rograms, research lind legal reforms. Al-
location of LEAA MOE funds for fiscal year 1980. (This 
·allocation will be increased by $989,601, a result of re-
programing from New Prlde) ______________________ _ 

2. Prevention of delinquency: 
A. Alternative education: This is a new initiative which, 

in fiscal year 1980 will support projects designed to 
promote institutional change in schools and provide 
alternative educational experiences for juveniles who 
have difficulty adjusting in traditional educational set-
tings. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 ________________ _ 

Carryover fiscal year 1979 funds ______________________ _ 

11980 LlIlAA maintenance of effort money. 

008t8 

$542,024 

458,000 

9,686,273 

14,.300,000 

$4,000,000 
4,000,000 

8,000,000 
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2. Prevention of delinquency-Continued 
B. Youth advocacy: This is another new initative based 

upon the premise that there are policies and practices 
of youth serving institutions that systematically ex
clude youth from meaningful participation in pro
gl"ams that supposedly exist for them, and as a conse
quence provide services which are not responsive to 
the real needs of youth. ~rhis program will fund proj-
ects designed to end arbitrary decisionmaking on. the 
part of institutions dealing with youth. Reprograming 
from ca,9acity building ___________________ ----______ _ 

Allocation for fisc:+l yeaI' 1980 ________________________ _ 

OOSt8 
2,000,000 
9,311,987 

------
C. Prevention research and development projects: OJJDP 

has developed a Cotlceptual framework for prevention 
programing. This framework builds on findings that 
the organized social environment is tile primary factor 
iniluencing both delinquent -and law abiding behavior; 
these arrangements that generate delinquent behavior 
should be altered. 

This new initiative in prevention research and develop
ment is deSigned to test organizational change <ap
proaches to preventing delinquency, and to provide 
technical assistance in planning for initiating local 
prevention programs. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 __ _ 

During fiscal rear 1980, the Office will continue to pro
vide funding to projects initiated in prior years. These 
prevention initiatives include the following: 

D. youth Skills Development: This service delivery pro
gram was initiated in 1977. One of the original 16 pre
vention grants will receive continuation funding in 
fiscal year 1980. Allocation. for fiscal year 1980 _____ _ 

• E. Prevention of school crime: This program was initiated 
in fiscal year 1976 for the National School Resource 
Network. The main objective is to prevent the occur
rence of crime and violence in and around schools 
through developing the capacity of local schools to 
use students, teachers, community persons, and justice 
system personnel in developing school initiativ,~ 
which eliminate the causes of crime and violence. Al-
location for fiscal year 1980 _______________________ _ 

3. Improyements in the juvenile justice system: 
A. Capacity building: The purpose of this subcategory is 

to fund projects which "9\111 increase the capacity of 
governments and public and prh'ate agencies to pre
vent delinquency and improve the administration of 
juvenile justice. It will be funded in two :phases; one 
for continuation applications, and one for previously 
unsolicited grants. Carryover and reverted formula funds _. _______________________________ . ____________ _ 

Original fiscal year 1980 ll.llocation ___________________ _ 
Only Phase 1 will be implemented in fiscal year 1980. 

Phase 2 is scheduled for implementation in fiscal year 
1981. Additionally, funds have been reprogramed from 
this category to youth advocacy in the amount nf $2 
million. N~w revised allocation _____________________ _ 

2,300,000 

2,800,000 

1,231,000 
4,787,976 

6,018,976 

4,018,976 

• Continuation of this program has be;;n rescheduled for fiscal year 1981. Thus, these 
fiscal year 1980 funds are being reallocated 1:0 Youth Advocacy. 
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3. Improvements in tbe juvenile justIce system-Oontinuecl 
B. Removnlof juveniles from adult jails and lockups: This 

progl'llUIl is designed to IliJ.eet l'equirements in the JJDP 
act seeking re)llo>val of juveniles from adult jails and 
lockups. It is tlIso based on·a recognition of youth rights 
and due process :and promotes advocacy. Allocation for 
fical year 1980 ________ -----------------------------

O. Multicomponent programs: 'l'he purpose of this subpro
gram is to develop and impleR\ent integrated Federal 
Youth Policies and Fedej:al Youth programs .. In fiscal 
year 1980 it will consist of the follo"\\'ing: 

1. Interagency Task Force on Youth Employment: 
OJJDP will be one of three agvncies who will 
pool their resources to develop an Inter
mediary Corporation. The agencies involved 
are: Department of Labor, Department of 
Agriculture, Department of HEW, and LEAA. 
These agencies will pool upwards of $10 mil
lion which will be distributed to YOlith serving 
agencies to develop projects which serve trou
bled youth. In addition to these four agencies, 
an effort will be made to include severa] 
foundations and private agencies/corporations 
in this program. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 __________ . __________________________ _ 

2. Interagency agreement with HEW: The OJJDP / 
LEAA transferred $1,5Q(),00 Oto HEW's Office 
of Human Development to support a project 
on homeless youth and runaway youth cen-
ters. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 _________ _ 

3. Interagency agreements: Funds allocated are for 
the development and implementtaion of co
ordinated youth programs through these inter-agency agreements ________________________ _ 

4 •. HUD-eommunity crime prevention; Funds will 
be transferred to HUD for development of 
community crime prevention programs in se-
lected housing developments _______________ _ 

5. Fourth Annual Youth Workers Oonference NYWA __________________________________ _ 

Subtotal allocation for fiscal year 1980 
multicomponent programs _________ _ 

D. OJ,TDP will again provide funds to the State Planning 
Agency Conference for assistance and support to the 
Office, the States, and the grantees. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 __________________________ . _______________ _ 

E. Legis-50: OJJDP will continue to support legislative re
form activities in the areas of juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention. Allocation for fiscal year 1980 __ 

F. General carryover: In additioll to the programs listed 
above, grants were not awarded in fiscal year 1979 as 
scheduled, and were caught in various stages of the 
review and award process. As of October 1, 1979, the 
fiscal year 1979 subprogram allocations which would 
have funded these grants expired. Thus, OJJDP created 
and received administration approval for a "sp..:cial 
emphasis general carryover" category. Funds were al
located to the category in the aggregate amount of the carryover grants __________________________________ _ 

GoatB 
3,000,000 

1,000,000 

1,500,000 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

35,000 

4,535,000 

70,000 

3700,000 

2,217,000 

Total ilscal year 1980 special emphasis allocation 52, 189, 260 

"1980 LEll maintenance of effort money. 
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QuestionS. 
(a) What percent of the fiscal year 1980 OJJDP Formula Funds was awarded 

by March 1, 1980? 
Response. The allocation for Formula Grants for fiscal year 1980 is $61,620,000 

(excluding the $2.1 Million which had been set aside for states which did not 
apply for fiscal year 1980 funds). As of March 1, 1980, $43,995,750, or 71 percent 
of the allocation, had been awarded. 

(b) What percent of the formula grants was awarded by March 1, 19801 
Response. 51 states and territories have submitted, or intend to submit, an 

application for a fiscal year 1980 Formula Grant. As of March 1, 1980, 40 of 
these states and territories, or 78 percent, have been awarded their fiscal year 
1980 Formula Grants. 

(c) What percent of the total OJJDP discretionary funds were awarded by 
March 1, 1980? 

Respnse. As of October 1, 1979, OJJDP had available $52,756,473 in JJ discre
tionary funds. This figure includes funds carried over from fiscal years 1976-1979, 
deobligations and reprogrammed reverted Formula fnnds. As of March 1, 1980, 
$11,252,543 or 21 percent had been awarded. An additional $12 Million (Youth 
Advocacy) will be awarded on April 30, 1980; $8 Million (Alternative Educa
tion) will be awarded on July 31, 1980; Three additional Special Emphasis Ini
tiatives are now in the internal and external clearance process, and they will be 
awarded in the aggregate amount of $9 Million prior to September 30, 1980; All 
remaining funds included in the fiscal year 1980 budget have been comwitted 
and are on schedule. No carryover is anticipated. 

(d) What percent of the available Crime ControljOJJDP funds was awarded 
by March 1, 1980? 

Response. OJJDP's fiscal year 1980 CCA and JJ discretionary allocation, 
including funds carried over from fiscal years 1976-1979, deobligations and re
verted Formula funds, is $67,900,746. As of March 1, 1980, $20,236,80101' 30 per
cent had been awarded. See the responses (c) above and (f) below for a discus
sion of the manner in which the remainder of the JJ and CCA allocations will be 
expended prior to September 30, 1980. 

(e) What total OJJDP discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on Oc
toberl, 1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980? 

Response. See the response to (c) above. 
(f) What total CCA discretionary funds was available to OJJDP on October 1, 

1979? What amount was awarded by March 1, 1980? 
Respollse. As of October 1, 1979, OJJDP had available $15,144,273 in CCA dis

cretionary funds, including prior year carryover. As of March 1, 1980, $8,984,258, 
01' 59 percent, had been awarded. The remaining CCA balance will be awarded 
in 1iscal Year 1980 as follows: New Pride---$870,414 in March, 1980; Violent 
Offender-$5.2 x.!Hllon in September, 1980. 

Question 5. It appears that the OJJDP staff was substantially reduced since 
May 1979. In fact, it has been reported that the entire Policy, Planning and Co
ordinating Unit, established in January 1978, has been abolished and the legal 
staff was likewise eliminated. What rationale underlies these steps? 

Response. The staff allocation to OJJDP has not been reduced from its pres
ent allocation of 51 full-time permanent positions. What has caused a staff reduc
tion was LEAA policy of not allowing positions to be filled when they became 
vacant. This policy was to address the fiscal and staff reduction required of the 
LEAA Reorganization and Legislative changes which OJJDP was affected by. 
The legal staff left the Office for what he considered to be a better position. and 
he simply was not replaced. The Policy, Planning and Coordinating Unit was 
abolished and the staff reassigned to more effectively meet the needs of the 
Agency and our clientele. At the time this decision was made it involved the re
assignment of three professional staff and one clerical person. 

The staff was reapportioned between the Special Emphasis Division and 
NIJJDP. In lieu of this Unit, the Divisions assumed full responsibility for 
Office planning. Each Division Director and a staff person of hisjher choice 
became members of an AdminIstrative Development Team. This Team was 
coordinated by a staff person from the Office of the Associate Administrator. 
OJJDP is pleased about this type of planning structure. Within OJJDP there 
are five major and di.verse functions (Research and Evaluation, Demonstration, 
Formula Grants, Technical Assistance and Federal Coordination of Effort) which 
were not being planned and implemented in coordination with each other. 
Through the Administrative Development Team, the Office developed both short
range and long-range plans which are integrated, because of the involvement 
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of all Divisions, creativc,because of the involvement of staff at all levels of the 
GS scale, and are supported by the entire Office. In addition to these planning 
activities, the staff-level members of the Team convene as needed. in order to 
develop briefing books, MBO, budget analyses and justifications, and other 
administrative tasks. The Team also is assigned regular monthly tasks, such as 
maintenance of an accurate Office status of funds report, monthly management 
briefs, etc. We believe this Team concept will be highly efficient, particularly 
in light of personnel reductions, because these Team members will be free to 
handle program responsibilities when they are not handling thE'lr Team responsi
bilities. 

Question 6. As of March I, 1980 how many new, non-continuation JJDP grants 
have been awarded by OJJDP? 

,What dates were they awarded? 
For what purposes ? 
Answer. During fiscal years 1975-1979 OJ.JDP awarded 268 new, non-con

tinuation grants (versus 91 continuation grants) from JJDP Act funds. As of 
March I, 1980 the number of such grants awarded from fiscal year 1980 JJDP 
Act funds was 6 (versus 5 continuation grants). 

See response to question C.33 for actual list of awards including project 
summaries. 

Q1£estion 7. How many new, non-continuation JJDP (Act funded) grants will 
be awarded by OJJDP in fiscal year 1980? 

Answer. There will be 50 to 55 such grants 1 awarded during fiscal year 1980, 
to the following program outline: 
~IJJDP __________________________________________________________ 12 to 15 

Discretionary programs: 'Multicomponent projects __________________________________________ 2 to 4 
Removal from jails_______________________________________________ 1 
Alternative education_____________________________________________ 15 
Youth advocacy__________________________________________________ 19 
Prevention R. & D_______________________________________________ 5 

Concentration of Federal effort________________________________________ 0 Technical assistance __________________________________________________ 0 to 3 

Total ________________________________________________________ '59to62 

1 Includes interagency agreements, excludes contracts. 

Question 8. What percent of the total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget is allocated 
to OJJDP? What percent of the DOJ fiscal year 1981 positions is allocated to 
OJJDP? 

Response· The total DOJ fiscal year 1981 budget requested is $2.7 billion and 
55,679 positions. OJJDP program funds and positions equal 3.7 percent and .009 
percent respectively. 

Question 9. It is our understanding that the OJJDP carryover from fiscal year 
1979 amounted to nearly $27 million or 40 percent of the discretionary funds 
available in fiscal year 1979. Please provide a detailed assessment of carryover 
by fiscal year since the establishment of OJJDP distinguishing Crime Control Act 
from Juvenile Justice Act fund and carryover by OJJDP unit. Additionally, pro
vide obligation information as a percent of the total discretionary funds available 
to OJJDP for fiscal year 1980 by unit and type of funds and number of grants or 
contracts during the first two quarters of fiscal year 1980. Also, provide a realistic, 
detailed obligation forecast, by discretionary funds, by quarter, for the remainder 
of fiscal year 1980; indicating the number of grants, cooperative agreements, or 
contracts and amount for each, and the nature of funds by award and. unit. 

iResponse. Attached are the following documents which provide the information 
requested above: 

a. A summary of the unobligated funds at the close of each fiscal year. In 
reading this chart, it should be noted that the Crime Control Act funds 
unobligated at the close of the fiscal year will not necessarily correspond 
with the allocations for the next fiscal year. 

b. A summary of the amount of fiscal year 1980 funds awarded by each 
OJJDP unit to date and the percentage of each to the total disci'etionary 
funds available to OJJDP in fiscal year 1980. 

c. A list of all grants and contracts awarded to date by OJJDP (during 
fiscal year 1980). 

d. A summary of program allocations, obligations to date, and projections 
for expenditure of unobligated balances, by program category. 

1 Includes interagency agreements, excludes contracts. 
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OJJDP CATEGORICAL GRANT OBLIGATIONS, BY CALENDAR YEAR 

Adjustments ~deObllgations 
Original awards and supp ements) 

Adjusted 
Fi,r,~1 year and funds Amount Number Amount Number obligations 

JAN. I, 1975 TO MAR. I, 1980 
1975: 

0 0 $13,352, 029 JJ ______ c • ________ ,, ______________ $13, 352, 029 72 CC ____ ._ .. ___________ • ___________ 10,719,767 28 ($84,826) 1 10,634,941 
1976: 

(3,171) 1 4 721,338 
JJ _______ • _______________________ 

4,724,509 18 CC •• ____________________________ 12,389,107 48 (213,802) 5 12; 175, 305 
1977: 

157,711 14 10,215,359 
JJ _______________________________ 

10,057,648 41 CC ______________________________ 
2,624,174 7 (40,832) 6 2,583,342 

1978: 
604,240 19 56,760,443 

JJ _______________________________ 
56,156,203 151 CC ______________________________ 
11,976,485 27 (544,636) 12 11,431,849 

1979: 
(303, 132~ 44 23,197,034 

JL ___ .. ________________________ 
23,500,166 77 CC ______________________________ 
6,727,409 16 (639,180 25 6,088,229 

1980 (to date): 
556,936 4 1,929,142 11 2,486,076 

JJ _____________ • ____________ • ____ 
CC. _____________________________ 

0 (37,555) 2 (37,555) 

Total: 
89 110,732,279 

JJ _________________________ 
108,347, 489 363 2,384,790 CC ________________________ 
44,436,942 126 (1,560,831) 51 42,876,111 

1975: 
JULY 1, 1974 T- MAR 1, 1980 

JJ _______________________________ 
0 0 0 0 0 CC •• __________ • _________________ 

7,060,221 26 0 0 7,060,221 
1976: 

(3,171) 1 15,745,261 
JJ •• ___________ • ______ •• _________ 

15,748,432 81 CC •• ____________________________ 
14,245,472 42 (298,225) 5 13,947,247 

1977: 
~40, 894~ 13 10,340,335 

JJ. _______________________ • ______ 10,381,229 41 CC •• _______________________ • ____ 
7,883,597 26 30,015 6 7,353,582 

1978: 
697,806 10 52,129,509 

JJ. ______________________________ 
51,431,703 148 CC •• _____________ • ____________ ._ 10,169,264 21 (521,410) 12 9,647,854 

1979: 
28,135,724 ~688, 333) 45 27,447,391 

JJ ________________________ • ______ 
82 C~. ___________________________ 

8,076,245 21 139,687) 16 7,936.,558 
1980 (to date): 

2,650,401 11 2,419,382 20 5,069,783 JJ. ____________ • ___________ • _____ 
Cr._. ____________________________ 

458,385 1 (571,494) 12 (113,109) 

Total: 
2,384,790 89 110, 732, 279 

JJ __________ • _____________ 
108,347, 489 363 CC •• _____ ._ • ____________ 47,893,184 137 (1, 560, 831) 51 46,332,353 

Que8tion 10. What amount of reverted formula grant funds will OJJDP re" 
ceive during fiscal year 1980? For what purooses and when are the funds sched
uled for obligation? Additionally, what portion, if any, of the "reverted monies" 
are fiscal year 1980 or fiscal year 1979 dollars? 

Response. Six states did not submit an application for fiscal year 1980 Formula 
funds. The fiscal year 1980 allocations for these states totals $2.1 Million, and 
these funds have been reprogrammed into Special Emphasis initiatives for ex
penditures in fiscal year 1980. 

The fiscal year 1979 reverted Formula funds were allocated in fiscal year 1979 
to the Model Program category. All but $13,000.00 of the Model Program budget 
was awarded by September 30,1979. 

At present there are eleven states which have not yet received approval of 
their fiscal year 1980 Formula grant applications. If some of these states fail to 
meet the requirements for continued participation, it is possible that the amount 
of our reverted Formula funds will increase. Tentative OJJDP plans call for 
reprogramming of any additional reverted Formula funds into Special Em
phasis initiatives which will be awarded prior to Septembet' 30, 1980. 

Q1te8tion 11. How many discretionary grants are being processed by OJJDP as 
of March 1, 1980. Of these what number and percentage are accounted for by 
Project New Pride or others to be funded with Crime Control Act dollars. 

Answer. First part of question, NIJJDP-7 grants. Second part: New Pride 
is not covered among thes~. No Crime Control Dollars are involved. 

How many discretionary grants are being processed by OJJDP as of March I, 
1980. Of these, what number and percentage are accounted for by Project New 
Pride or others to be found with Crime Control Act Dollars? 
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Six (6)· discretionary grants were being processed by the Special Emphasis 
Division of OJJDP as of March I, 1980. Two (2) were New Pride, accounting 
for 33 percent of these to be funded with Crime Control dollars. 

Que8tion lie. There seems to be tremendous confusion as to whi:!h OJJDP 
policy applies to the implementation of Section 228 (a), the continuation of fund
ing section of the JJDPA. Please provide the basis for granting or denying con
tinuation funds in the past and what policy will be followed in the future. 

(a) The method(s), if any, by which continuation policy(ies) was/were an
lIounced or provided to the juvenile justice community; and, 

(b) The relevance, if any, of LEAA Instruction I 4510.2 (September 14,1979) 
to any of tI:i!! concerns raised hereinabove. Does these exist, today, any LEAA 
policy which is inconsistent with 228 (a) ? 

Response. (a) OJJDP policy for continuation under the Part B. Subpart I. 
Formula grant program was initially established in LEAA State Planning 
Agency Grants Guidance M 4100.1D, CRG I, July 10, 1975. Chap. 3, Par. 82 (0). 
~'llis policy was revised in M: 4100.1F, CRG 3, July 25,1978, Chap. 3, Par. 52(s). 

OJJDP policy for continuation under the Special Emphasis Grant Program was 
established in LEAA Financial Management Guideline M 7100.1A, CRG 3, Octo
ber 29, 1975, Chap. 7, Par. 12. 

The policy established by these guidelines is that programs funded witIrJ for
mula grant and Special Emphasis funds will establish a minimum (or maxi
mum) length of funding, Le., a project period, for competitive programs under 
which individual project grant applications will be funded. This llolicy was in
tended to meet the underlying congressional intent of Section 228 (a), expressed 
by Senator Bayh, that Juvenile Justice Act funded projects be assured of "an 
orderly method of development, implementation, and length of funding." 

Unsolicited proposals funded by OJJDP with Special Emphasis funds, as well 
as funding under Concentration of Federal Effort and the Institute program, are 
considered on an individual program or project basis. 

(b) LEAA Instruction I 4510 (September 14, 1979) establishes as agency policy 
that program objectives for which funds are to be awarded should be covered by 
program announcements and that competition for assistance should be maximized 
by furnishing the public with timely information through publication of informa
tion in the Federal Register. 

I do not view this Instruction policy as inconsistent with Section 228(a) or 
current O.TJDP policy to implement that Section. 

The agency's implementation of Section 228(a) has recently been challenged 
by an applicant for refunding under the NIJJDP training program. Because this 
matter is currently under administrative review, and until there is a final agency 
determination, it would be inappropriate to comment on future policy changes 
which might be considered by the Office. 

"There seems to be tremendous confusion as to which OJJDP policy applies to 
the implementation of Section 228(a), the continuation of funding section of the 
JJDP Act. Please provide the basis for granting or denying continuation funds 
in the past and what policy will be followed in the future." 

Projects funded as part of a national scope initiative are funded for a project 
period which is stated in each program guideline. Continuation over this stated 
period is based upon satisfactory performance and availability of funds. There 
has been no confusion about projects funded under any national scope initiative. 
By administrative deciSion, and consistent with Section 228(a) fifteen (15) of 
the sixteen (16) Prevention Projects funded under the national Prevention Initia
tive were extended for a third year at reduced funding because they were per
forming well and needed additional tim~ to secure other funding to continue 
projects after our funding ended. One project was not continued because of poor 
performance. 

In the future, all projects will be funded in response to an announced guideline 
and given a specific project period, based upon the work and time required to 
achieve stated objectives. This will be made a part of the grant award document, 
and any cost extension will :JJe subject to LEAA policy outlined in Instruction 
4040 issued September 14, 1979, This provides for project extension and supple
mental funding when the results of the original project warrant support beyond 
the period originally recommended. Attached is a copy of the draft continuation 
policy. 

(a) The method's), if any. h~ wllicll continuation policy (ies) was/were an
nounced or provided to the juvenile justice community. 
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Projects funded in the past which were not a pal"t of a national initiative were 
given a project period upon award of the grant, and the grant award included a 
special condition which stated the circumstances under which futUre funding 
would be considered. There have been no appeals regarding application of this 
policy on Special EmphaSis grants to date. 

The attached draft continuation policy is being finalized, and will be published 
in the Federal Register when it is approved. It will provide the basis for con
tinuation decisions in thefurure. The initial draft continuation policy was circu
lated to public interest groups, the National Advisory Council to OJ"J"DP, and the 
Minority Advisory Council to LEAA and comments were in('orporated into the 
final draft. 

(b) The relevance, if any, of LEAA Instruction 14510.2 (September 14, 1979) 
to any of the concerns raised hereinabove. Does there exist, today, any LEAA 
policy which is inconsistent with 228 (a) 1 

Instruction I 4510.2 issued September 14, 1979, establishes as agency policy 
that program objectives should be clearly established in program announce
ments and that to the maximum extent feasible, all information regarding avail
ability of funds, and other information related to selection of programs would 
be widely publicized. It is not inconsistent with Section 228 (a), and is con
sistent with the procedures established in 1976 for issuance of OJJDP Special 
EmphaSis Program Announcements. 

J"IDP policy for continuation under the Special Emphasis grant program is 
established in LEAA. Financial Management Guideline M 7100.1A, CHG-3, 
issued October 29, 1975, Chap. 7, Par. 12. This establishes a policy which provides 
that programs funded with formula grant and Special Emphasis funds will 
establish a minimum or maximum length of funding for competitive programs 
under which individual project grant applicants will be funded. This policy 
was further clarified in Instruction 4040.2 issued September 14, 19'[1. The in
struetion builds upon M 7100.1A, CHG-3, Chap. 7, Par. 12, by describing the 
Project Period System for funding categorical grants and cooperative agree
ments in greater detail. 1.'he policy provides for project period extension beyond 
the original project period approved when the original project period was ap
proved for a period of a time shorter than grant was needed; or, the results of 
the original project warrant support beyond the period originally recommended. 
These are termed "competitive extensions" which must be reviewed, evaluated 
and approved on the same basis as an application for a new grant. 

This provision is consistent with Section 228 (a) of the JIDP Act. 
Question 13. What percent of special emphasis funds was awarded to private 

non-profit agen('ies, organizations or institutions during fiscal years 1975 through 
19791 What percentage is planned for fiscal year 19801 Naturally, this inquiry 
includes all sueh funds not solely those recommended for award by the Division 
of the same name, but the inquiry is limited solely to J"JDP funds. 

Response. The requested information for fiscal years 1975 through 1979 is 
contained in t!lle follOwing chart: 

JJDP ACT SPECIAL EMPHASiS FUNDS 

PRIVATE NONPROFIT AWARDS 

Total 
awarded 

Total To private nonprofits 
number of ----------:...-------

Fiscal year awards Amount Percent Number Percent 

1975 _____________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

1976___________________ $13,878,216 19 $6,432,336 46.3 10 52.6 
1977 __ .________________ 5,599,391 20 5, ll9, 001 91.4 13 65.0 
1978___________________ 21,492,750 39 i6, 121,639 79,7 31 79.5 
1979__________________ 11,740,369 37 8,717,440 74.3 25 67.6 
1980 to date___________ 1,839,632 5 1,366,462 74.3 4 80.0 

TotaL___________ 54,550,358 120 38,756, 878 7l. 0 83 69.2 

We d.o not have a specific percentage of funds to U€ awarded to private non
profit organizati{)ns planned for fiscal year 1980, except that the total will be 
at least the statutorily required 30 percent. From the data in the above chart, 
it is reasonable to expect that the amount will be much greater than 30 percent. 

Que8tion 15. In 1977 the Congress amended the J"JDP A to authorize the .Council 
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to review the programs and practices of Federal agencies and report on the 
degree to which ]federal Agency funds are used for purposes which are C011-
sistent or inconsistent with the mandates of Section 223(3) 12(A) and (13). 
Our 1977 Report at page 54 stressed the importance of knowing whether the 
Federal Government is supporting these important cornerstones of the JJDPA. 
Can you report to us on the progress of the Council in carrying out its mandate 
under these sectionts ? 

Review of programs and practices of Federal agencies' for consistency with 
the mandates of Section 223(a) 12(A) and (13) are a critically important 
function of the CounciL The Office has funded a three year study by the National 
Academy of Sciences on the Public Policies Contributing to the Institutionaliza
tion and Deinsti,tutionalization of Children and Youth which the Office will 
utilize in connection with the Council. The Office has also built into the support 
contract for the Council, a major task related to this important issue. 

Question 16. In times past, the LE.A..A. General Counsel has held that the 
OJJDP head was not within the definition of "Administration" under LE.A..A.. 
Is this presently the case in the instance of LEAA? OJ ARS ? 

Response. In the OmnibUS Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, prior 
to the Justice System Improvement Act amendments in 1979, Congress defined 
the term "Administration" as follows: 

"Sec. 101 (a) There is hereby established ,vi thin the Department of Justice, 
under -the general authority, policy direction, and general control of the Attorney 
General, a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (hereinafter rp.ferred 
to in this title as 'Administration') composed of an Administrator of Law Enforce
ment Assistance and two Deputy Administrators of Law Enforcement Assistance, 
who shall be appointed by the President, by and with. the advice and consent of 
the Senate." 

As can be seen, there is no reference to the Administrator of OJJDP in this 
definition.. The Office of General Counsel has never held that the term "Admin
istration" does not include the OJJDP head. It haS', on occasion, referenced this 
Section in legal memoranda. 

Under Section 101 of the Justice System Improvement Act, the term "admin
istration" has become no more than an abbreviation for the organizational 
entity established by what Act as the "Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion." There is no longer an "administration" defined as specified individuals
responsible for the Act's implementation. 

Question 18. As you know, one of the major recent improvements in OJJDP 
was the acquisition by OJJDP ot the Juvenile Formula Grants Program in the 
summer of 1977 when it and the "sign off" were transferred from OCJP, LE.A..A., 
and delegated to the OJJDP head. Can you explain to the Committee whether 
or not the present Administration of OJJDP is, in fact, given the responsibility 
for the Juvenile Formula Grants Program? 

Response. Since fiscal year 1978 the Administration of OJJDP has- had "sign 
off" authority for the JJDP Act Formula Grants. The present Administrator 
continues to exercise this "sign off" authority. 

Question 20. Provide a state-by-state report and explanation of the various 
methods approved by OJJDP to implement Section 223 (a) (14), monitoring of 
jails, detention facilities, correctional facilities and non-secure facilities. 

Response. Many options exist for the development of an adequate system of 
monitoring juvenile residential facilities as required by the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Preventioll. Act. While the components which make up the 
system are generally the same, the type of information will vary according to 
the needs of the individual state. This ranges from states concerned simply 
with monitoring compliance with the requirements of the Act to those who are 
interested in the broader aspects of the monitoring effort. -
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Any monitoring system for a state should include: 
A formal, consistent, and continuous collection of data from law en

forcement, courts, the agency responsible for placement of a juvenile, and 
the facilities which have been used for the placement of juvenile offenders. 

A means of continuing education for youth, the public, court personnel, 
l:;twyers, and law enforcement officers concerning the JJDP Act and its 
implications, and mechanisms established within the state to insure the 
enforcement of the Act. 

One or several monitoring devices which assnres comprehensive coverage 
of all residential facilities in which juveniles are placed by the court for an 
offense, as well as those agencies responsible for the placement of these 
youth (police, courts, social servic.es). Coverage should include periodic 
visits to each facility as well as unplanned spot checks and interviews with 
youth, family, and staff. 

To facilitate objectivity in the process, at least one component of the 
monitoring system should be independent of the state and the agency re
sponsible for the placement. 

The process should provide assurances with respect to the privacy of those 
youth whose placement is being monitored. 

There should be the provision of adequate funds to be used exclusively 
for monitoring activities. 

A process for the reporting and investigation of official and unofficial 
complaints concerning violations. 

The juvenile residential facilities to be monitored and those agencies who are 
responsible for placement should collectively provide the following: 

Releyant data and information upon request of the monitoring agency; 
Accessibility to facilities, files, records, and staff; 
Li~t of the facilities used in the past for the placement of juveniles; 
Detailed plans for: 

The education of all employees concerning the Act and how it will be 
implemented. 

The identification of existing or planned non-residential alternatives. 
The criteria and process utilized in the placement of juveniles. 
Dissemination of information regarding the Act and its implementa-

tion. This should include the name and number of the person or agency 
responsible for investigating violations. 

A description of how the facility or agency conducts internal self
monitoring of its practices ancI procedures. 

All monitoring agencies should be assured of : 
Access to all information regarding juveniles in residential facilities. 
A regular and official means to report their findings (i.e., inclusion on 

monthly agendas, requirements of written reports to the legislature, Gov
ernor, juvenile corrections agency, court, and OJJDP). 

A means of soliciting and ensuring the privacy of reports of violations. 
Attachment 1, Issue 0-20 identifies various monitoring practices and the 

many options which have been recommended and are currently in use across 
the country. 

Question 21. What percent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) funds al
located by the states were used to implement Sections 223 (a) (12), (13), and 
(14) of the JJDP Act? Please provide a p.i:ate-by-state breakdown. 

Response. The attached two charts indicate' the amount allocated by each 
state to implement Sections 223 (a) (12), (13), and (14) of the JJDP Act for 
fiscal year 1979 and 1980. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 20 
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FISCAL YEAR' 1979 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT FUNOS ALLOCATEO TO IMPLEMENT SEeS. 223(a)(12),1l3), AND (14) 
OF THE JJDP ACT 

MOE amount 

Alabama__________________________________________________ $950,798 
Alaska___________________________________________________ 162,437 
Arizona____________________________________________________ 772,475 Arkansas_ _ __ ______________________________________________ 727, 731 
California _____________________________________________ •. ____ 5,796,670 
Colorado___________________________________________________ 884,858 
ConnecticuL_______________________________________________ 1,039,315 Delaware_ _ __ _____________________________________________ 165, 926 
District of Columbla_________________________________________ 267,540 F1orida_ ___________________________________________________ 2,611,650 

~:~:ii~::::::::::::=::::=::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::: 1, ~~~: ~~~ Idaho_ ___________________________________________________ 271,813 
IlIinois_ __________________________________________________ 2,916,354 
Indiana____________________________________________________ 1,411,701 lowa__ _ _ ______________________ __________________________ 889, 656 
Kansas _ _ _ _ ____ ____________ __ ____ _________________________ 598, 821 

~~~l~~~~::::=::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I, 5~~: ~g~ Maine__ _______________________________________________ __ 313, 040 
Maryland- _ _ _ _____________________________________________ 1,895,218 
Massachusetls_____________________________________________ 1,666, 138 

~l~f~~o;!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~: itt In 
Montana___________________________________________________ 216,340 
Nebraska_________________________________________________ 434,032 Nevada. _______________________ • ______ . ________ .__ __ __ ____ 208, 573 
New Hampshire_ •• __________________________________________ 245,745 

~:~ ~~r6:i_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::: 2, ~~g: ~~~ 
New York__________________________________________________ 4,699,027 
North Carollna_.____________________________________________ 1,802,048 
North Dakota_______________________________________________ 179,338 
Ohio______________________________________________________ 3,672,420 
Oklahoma_________________________________________________ 810,766 Oreion ____ .______________________________________________ 682,674 

~~~~~YI~~~t::=::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3, m: ~i~ 
South Carolina_____________________________________________ 811,230 
South Dakota_____________________________________________ 310,636 Tennessee__ _______________________________________________ I, 150,600 
Texas_. ___________________________________________________ .: 3,952,966 
Utah_ _ _ _ __________________________________________________ 674, 622 

[~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~ :: 11~1 
~J~:r~ nli;:;;::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: m: ~~~ 
America n Samoa.___________________________________________ 42, GOO Guam ••• _ ______ ____ __________ _____________ _________ ______ 51, 896 
Trust territories.___________________________________________ 65,200 
Virgin Islands______________________________________________ 112,800 
Northern Marlanas ___________________________ .____________ 34,300 

MOE percent 

Percent 
allocated to 
sees. 223(a) 

(12)(13) 
and (14) 

19.15 70.0 
19.99 63.6 
27.28 40.9 
25.33 45.0 
19.81 42.2 
25.26 31. 0 
24.64 30.0 
19.16 0 
26 75.0 
23 69.0 
20 45.0 
19.84 53.2 
23.6 0 
19.15 9.0 
19.53 44.0 
22.76 27.0 
19.15 74.0 
21 65.0 
19.81 20.0 
21.5 29.0 
33.8 75.0 
21. 61 16.4 
29.97 11. 0 
19.82 3.0 
27 90.0 
21. 3 12.0 
20.05 20.0 
20.58 100.0 
23.3 0 
21.5 63.0 

26 39.0 
23.8 60.0 19. 15 _______________ _ 

24.27 92.0 
19.16 10.0 
25.24 85.0 
21. 54 15.0 
21.5 50.0 

21 0 
19.46 24.0 

21 87.0 
33.33 12.0 

20 50.0 
23.11 30.0 
40.3 55.0 
19.3 60.0 
25.5 15.0 

19.52 0 
22.19 38.0 
40.08 62.0 

20 10.0 
20 75.0 

32.2 100.0 
19.15 71.0 
20.37 0 

38 100.0 
27.7 30.0 

Total _______________________________________________ --6-7,-5-30-, -65-9----22-.-6-1 -----3-0.-0 
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FISCAL YEAR 1980 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT FUtlDS, INCLUDING THOSE ALLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT SECS. 223(a) 
(12, (13), AND (14) OF THE JJDP ACT 

Percent 
allocated to secs. 

Action MOE amount MOE percent 223(aX12)'f 3~ 
and 14 

Alabama ___________________________________ 
$3,476 $665,634 19.15 a Alask3 ____________________________________ 413 107,080 25.9 70.0 Arlzona ____________________________________ 2,181 71 002 21. 5 56. a Arkansas __ • _________ • ____________________ 2,038 494: 826 24,28 50.0 California __________________________________ 20,474 ('6 (1) (1) Colorado ___________________________________ 2,480 590,24 23.8 20.0 Connecticut. _______________________________ 2,930 879,000 30 50.0 Delaware _________________________________ 571 115,188 19.15 a District of Columbla _________________________ 668 216,503 21.8 83.0 Florida ___________________________________ 
7,936 12,625,790 23 18.0 

~~~:lt=====::==:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,737 970,130 20 15.0 
860 165, 000 19.19 60.0 Idaho ____ , _________________________________ 
827 ISS, 370 19.15 35.9 Illinols ____________________________________ 

10,516 22,619,816 19.15 15. a I ndiana ____________________________________ 5,025 21,242,354 19.83 15.0 lowa ______________________________________ 
2,726 2733,056 21.16 68.0 Kansas ____________________________________ 2,195 420,343 19.15 79.0 

r;~~~~~~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3,267 625,630 19.15 17.0 
3,699 146 OBB 20.17 25.0 Maine _____________________________________ 
1,040 206: 891 19.89 21.0 

~~~~~~~seits::::::::::::::::::::::::=::: 3,S92 963,454 24.8 75.0 
5,424 1,055,836 19.46 20.0 

~lff~~o;!!;-~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
8,574 22,362,850 a 11.0 
3, ;45 • 964, 656 20.25 15.0 
2,257 • 645, 164 19.15 10.0 
4,532 914,302 20.17 9.0 Montana ___________________________________ 

743 153,503 20.66 15. a Nebraska __________________________________ 1,480 '306, on 20.56 100.0 Nevada ____________________________________ 
622 164,228 26.4 19.8 New Hampshlre ____________________________ 821 157,769 19.22 31. 0 

~:~ ~!iflo-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 6,883 1,873,975 21.23 29.0 
1 145 274,456 23.97 27.0 New York ________________________________ 

16: 779 3,272, 000 19.48 72.0 North Carolina ______________________________ 5,180 1,142,837 22 19.0 North Dakota _______________________________ 634 143,284 22.6 10.0 Ohlo _____________________________________ 
10, 019 • 2,787,350 21.8 65.0 Oklahoma __________________________________ 2,659 509,703 19.17 12.0 Oregon ______________ • ____________________ 
2,256 432, 024 19.15 13.2 

k~~~!yl~~n~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 11, 047 3,055,217 22- 35.0 
903 176, 085 19.5 29.0 South Carolina _____________________________ 2,711 2665,319 19.15 11.5 South Dakota _______________________________ 670 131,990 19.1 11.0 Tennessee _________________________________ 4 037 • 1,042,805 20 18.0 Texas ____________________________________ 

11: 991 2,392,204 19.95 29.0 Utah _______________________________________ 
1,214 320,098 26.44 32. a Vermont. __________________________________ 478 91,531 19.15 40.0 

~~r~~~i:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,788 1,139,597 20.9 15. a 
418 91,537 19.15 40. a Washlngton _________________________________ 3,466 677,128 19.53 0 

~r:c~~~\~I~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,758 442,605 20.38 37.0 
4, ~g~ 941,724 21.56 39.0 Wyomin g ___________________________________ 

88,278 :!l.6 39.0 Puerto Rlco ________________________________ 
3,022 955,526 22 26.0 American Samoa ___________________________ 128,600 24,637 19.15 30.8 Guam ______________________________________ 141,215 66,004 46.7 0 Trust territories _____________________________ 145 • 102,235 20.2Z 0 VI rgin Islands ______________________________ 116 70,000 37 0 Northern Marianas __________________________ 64,000 38, 000 12.5 a 

Total. _________________________ .. ____ 
207, 162, 000 ' , 567,402 21.03 ------------ .. - .. -

'Information not available within OJJDP. Special condition appll ;; 1U :.; rt 0 award and State has not responded. 
• These figures were based upon a much higher allocation 01 par. "funcs than was eventually approved ijy the Presi

dent's budget. A revised !Qwer figure is to be submitted in the neal ·iltur~. 
3 Agency has been Informed that amount is unsatisfactory. Expect. '.;ed data in the near future. 

I 
J, 
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Que8tion 22. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state report on 
the amount of .TJDPA funds deobligated by OJJDP, since the Act became law. 

Response. Please refer to the attached printouts for deobligations by states. 
LIST OF JJ FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY STATE 

Adjusted award 
Deobligated 

amount 
Projects 

deobligated 
---------------------------------------------
1915: Alaska_________________________________________________ $198,804 $1,196 

Arizona_______________________________________________ 189,727 10,273 
California______________________________________________ 673,921 6,0

3
7
7
9
6 ConnecticuL___________________________________________ 199,624 

Delaware_______________________________________________ 197,886 2,114 
District of Columbia____________________________________ 187,468 12.532 Florida_________________________________________________ 208,923 7,077 
IdahQ__________________________________________________ 199,107 893 
Illinois_________________________________________________ 370,984 18,016 
Indiana________________________________________________ 164,258 35,742 Iowa _ _ _ _____ ____ ________ ____ __ __ __ ____ ____ __ ________ __ 152, 357 47, 643 

r:~~~i~t==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 183, 47~ 2fg; g~g Michigan______________________________________________ 326,907 6,093 

~!~f~~Jrr~!:=======================::::=:::::::::::::::: m; m ~l: m Montana_______________________________________________ 159,843 40,157 
Nebraska_____________________________________________ 0 200,000 
Nevada________________________________________________ 13,211 186,789 

~:~ ~:i~~~~~:==:=========::=:===::=================== in: m ~~: ~~~ 
1,064 North Carolina_________________________________________ 0 200,000 

North Dakota___________________________________________ 20,750 170,000 
9,250 Ohio___________________________________________________ 360,195 22,805 

~g~rJ~-~~g,i~i:==:==:::::::::=::=::::::::::::::=:::::=:: m: iii ~~: ~f~ South Dakota__________________________________________ 52,346 144,331 
3,323 Tennessee_____________________________________________ 92,069 102,982 
4,949 

Wg'~ia======:::=:=:=:=::::::::::::::=::::::=::=:::= 372, 51~ 2~~, 6~~ 
~~~~i~~no~:::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::=:: m: ~~~ 1: m Guam__________________________________________________ 49,959 41 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

-----------------------------Total for fiscal year 1975 __ "___________________________ 6,377,283 1,860,131 
18,586 

1916: Alaska________________________________________________ 248,955 1,045 
Arizona________ ________________________________________ 246,776 3,224 
ConnecticuL___________________________________________ 360,786 17,214 

?3~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~2g: :g6 4 J~8 IIIlnois_________________________________________________ 1,297,038 104: 962 
Indiana________________________________________________ 402,469 276,531 
Massachusetts_________________________________________ 683,404 9, g~~ 

Missouri.__ ____________________________________________ 515,164 51,836 
Montana_______________________________________________ 177,374 12,626 
New Hampshire_________________________________________ 229,790 20,210 
New Mexlco____________________________________________ 237,215 1122,798205 
North Dakota___________________________________________ 7,080 230: 000 

Rhode Island___________________________________________ 242,290 7,710 
South Carollna__________________________________________ 343,383 9,617 
South Dakota_________________________________________ 37,500 212,500 Texas__________________________________________________ 976,000 500,000 
Washington_____________________________________________ 417,191 11,809 
Samoa________________________________________________ 56,766 5,2

4
3
9
4 

35 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Guam_________________________________________________ 61,951 
Trust Territory of the Pacific _________________________________ 5_Z,_S_13 _____ 9_' 1_8_1 _____ _ 

Total for fiscal year 1976_______________________________ 7,446,292 1,349,180 
230,528 

21 

1917: North Dakota__________________________________________ 0 200,000 1 
South Dakota ______________________________________________ 56...:,,_40_6 ____ 14_3.:.., 5_9_4 ______ 1 

Total for fiscal year 1911 ____________________ .. _________ ,===;56;;,=40"'6====:=;34",3;"5",9,,,4 =====::::2 

Total fund type __________________________ ._._________ 13,879,981 3,552,905 58 
249,114 

Note: Itams retrieved, 58. 
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LIST OF JJ FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY S'rATE 

JJ conc. elf.: 1977: District of Columbia (total) _________________________ _ 

JJ institute: 
1976: 

Adjusted 
award 

$85,550 

Deobllgated 
amount 

$13,450 

Arkansas___________________________________________ 79,443 88,085 
Californla__________________________________________ 109,022 3,0

56
4
0
1 lowa_ _ _ _________________________________________ 152,256 

Massachusetts______________________________________ 243,969 509 

Projects 
deobllgated 

~~~~~~~iinia::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~: m 4,
471 

------~-----------------Total for fiscal year 1976 ______________ .. ___________ 1,281,357 96,676 6 
1 1977: Massachusetts (total)______________________________ 52,913 16,249 

1975: ================= 
Delaware___________________________________________ 49,983 2,797763 
New York__________________________________________ 124,897 

----~----~--------------Total for fiscal year 1978___________________________ 174,880 3,749 2 
====~======~======== .Total fund type___________________________________ 1,509,150 116,674 9 
===================== 

JJ spec. emph.: 
1976: 

Alaska___________________________________________ 14,165 835 
Arizona_________________________________________ 76,099 459 
California________________________________________ 330,257 12,492 
District of Columbia________________________________ 14,997 3 
Rorida____________________________________________ 53,999 1 

~:~:it::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~: m 2, S1l7291 
lilinois_____________________________________________ 94,937 

184 
Indians____________________________________________ 34,053 12,947 
lowa______________________________________________ 23,636 1,364 

~:~it~~t~::=:::==::::::::::::::::=::=:=:==:= lU: ~~~ Ii: ~~~ 
~I~~::ok:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~~~ I: ~~~ 

204 

1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

~I;~~~:r!~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~~~ ~: ~~~ i 
Nebraska__________________________________________ 11,829 3,171 1 

~~·~hH~:;;gt~i:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1~~: ~~~ ~i: ~4459~7 i 
North Dakota_______________________________________ 14,543 1 

k~g~!yl~~~t :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2, 2~~: ~~~ 17, 4~~ i 
South Carolina_____________________________________ 1,418,284 105,716 2 
South Dakota_____________________________________ 9,584 5,416 1 
Tennessee________________________________________ 23,313 10,6

19
87
3 

1 
Texas___________________________________________ 101,807 1 Vermont. _________________________________________ 14, 654 3~ 1 

~~!mrJi~:::=:::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::: 3~~: gg ~~: L4~~5 ~ 
Guam____________________________________________ 14/955 1 
Puerto Rico_________________________________________ 22,682 7,318 1 
Virgin Islands_ _____________________________________ 13,942 1,058 1 

----~------~-----------Total for fiscal year 1976___________________________ 5,596,260 304, ~~~ 40 

1977: 
Alabama________________________________________ 414,328 17,085 1 
Callfornia_________________________________________ 555,294 49, ~3671 3 
Delaware_________________________________________ 5,533 .• 1 
GeorRia___________________________________________ 461,920 58,22988 2 Kansas ____________________ ~___________________ 4,972 1 
Montana__________________________________________ 135,960 40,836 1 
New York_________________________________________ 1,042,406 105,199 3 

~:~~~~~~~!::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 389, 
746 1~: ~~~ l 

Texas____________________________________________ 362,248 38,102 1 
Washinglon________________________________________ 502,255 2,800 2 

------~------~----------Total for fiscal year 1977 __________________________ ===3,=8=74~,=66=1====33=3;,,5=0=4=====17 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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LIST OF J1 FUNDS DEOBLIGATED BY FISCAL YEAR AND BY STATE-Contlnued 

Adjusted 
award 

Deobllgated 
amount 

Projects 
deoblliated 

1978: . 
Callfornla_________________________________________ 23,265 2,471 1 Nebraska _____ c____________________________________ 86,866 1,131 1 
New York__________________________________________ 309,278 43,506 1 
Texas_____________________________________________ 0 92,382 2 
washln¥ton _____________________________________________ 0 ___ 4_6_7,_0_24 ______ 1 

Total for fiscal year 1978__________________________ 419,409 606,520 6 
1979: Massachusetts (total) ____________________________ ==':'=:~87~,~17;:6===:=~34;:1~, 4;:3::,1======::,:,1 

Total fund type_______________________________________ 9,971,506 1,586,205 64 
688 

Note: Item retrieved, 74. 

QUflst'ion 23. Please provide, on a fiscal year basis, a state-by-state allocation 
of :MOE funds, indicating the general categories, projects and dollar amounts. 

Response. Attached are charts for fiscal years 1975 through 1980 indicating 
the state-by-state allocation of maintenance of effort funds to juvenile justice 
and delinquency prevention programs and projects. 

LEAA's maintenance of effort dollars for juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention programs and projects are allocated to a wide variety of areas, 
including prevention, diversion, community-based programs, rehabilitation, 
training and education for juvenile justice personnel, deinst1tutionalization, 
separation and monitoring. All Crime Control funds counted toward mainte
nance of effort must be consistent with I,EAA/OJJDP proration criteria policy. 
(Proration criteria attached with question 37.) This policy states that the key 

concept in reviewing direct service programs and projects for maintenance of 
effort purpos~g is that program or projed activities be targeted to or provide 
a specific and identifiable benefit to a juvenile population. For non-service pro
grams and projects, the key concept is that there is a direct and identifiable 
impact on the juvenile justice system. 

<Thus, the LEAA maintenance of effort funds provide either dlrect services to 
juveniles or have a direct impact on the juvenile justice system. Maintenance of 
effort funds are being used for programs which are consistent with, and in 
many cases directly related to, the mandates of the JJDP Act. 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

Fiscalrata:~;?~: ________________________________________________ _ 
Alaska ______________________________________________________ _ 
Arizona _____________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansas ___________________________________________________ _ 
California ___________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado ___________________________________________________ _ 
Connecticut. ________________________________________________ _ 
Delaware ____________________________________________________ _ 
District of Col umbia __________________________________________ _ 
Florida ____________________________________________________ .. __ 

~:~:It::=::::::::::=::::==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Idaho ______________________________________________________ ~_ 
1IIInois ______________________________________________________ _ 
Indiana _____________________________________________________ _ 
I owa _______________________________________________________ _ 
Kansas _____________________________________________________ _ 

r;~i~~~~~::::::::::::::=:::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Mai ne ____________________________________________________ _ 
Maryland ________________________________________________ _ 
Massachusetts ____ c __________________________________________ _ 
Michigan ____________________________________________________ _ 
Minnesota __________ • _______________________________________ _ 

Total pt C 
and E tilock 

awards MOE amount MOE percent 

$8,945,000 
826,000 

4,987,000 
5,101,000 

51,850,000 
6,005,000 
7,820,000 
1,451,000 
1,910,000 

18,664,000 
12,023,000 
2,073,000 
1,918,000 

28,563,000 
13,428,000 
7,327,000 
5,762,000 
8,398,0110 
9,496.0L'O 
2,606,000 

10,283,000 
14,724,000 
22,898,000 
9,849,000 

$1,521,368 
169,873 
985,923 
894.211 

10,588,197 
1,054,662 
2,322,002 

353,470 
249,402 

4,526,049 
2,227,999 

564,456 
471,977 

4,750,310 
2,447,222 

683.214 
811;812 

1,174,247 
1,517,114 

693,323 
2,649,124 
3,652,442 
3,864,885 
2,164,077 

17 
20.6 
19.2 
17.5 
20.4 
17.7 
29.7 
24.3 
13 
24.2 
18.5 
27.2 
24.6 
16.6 
18.2 
9.3 

14 
13.9 
15.9 
26.6 
25.7 
24.8 
16.8 
21.9 
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MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT-Continued 

Total pt. C 
and E block 

awards MOE amount MOE percent 

FiSC~~~~f:str.9~[=~~~i~_~~~_______________________________________ 5,731, 000 1,108,258 19.3 
Missour _____________________________________________________ 12, 059, 000 3,205,126 26.6 
Montana_____________________________________________________ 1,819,000 276,942 15.2 
Nebraska___________________________________________________ 3,882,000 929,035 23.9 Nevada _________________________________________________ .____ 1,354,000 251,866 18.6 

~~~ mrf!O~~;:===:::::=::::::::===:=:===:=::==:==:===== 1~: ~n: 8n 5, ~!I: ~i~ ~: = New york__________________________________________________ 46,658,000 14,515; 526 31.1 
North Carolina_______________________________________________ 13,263, 000 2,864,156 21.6 North Dakota ____________________________ ~____________________ 1,611,000 327,869 20.3 
Ohlo_______________________________________________________ 27,237,000 5,993,199 22 
Oklahoma__________________________________________________ 6,688,000 1,239,054 18.5 

~~m~I~~nJE:::==:::::::::=::::=:::=::::::::::::::::=::= 3~: ~~t m 7, ~i~: ~~ ~~:! 
South Carcllna_______________________________________________ 6,828,000 656,677 9.6 
South Dakota_________________________________________________ 1,728,000 195,210 11.3 
Tennessee________________________________________________ 10,344,000 667,522 6.5 
Texns______________________________________________________ 29,478,000 3,298,939 11.2 Utah_____ ________________________________________________ 2,863,000 624,743 21.8 
VermonL___________________________________________________ 1, 169,000 285,345 24.4 Virginia __________________________________ ,__________________ 12,105,000 1,768,869 14.6 

~~t~~ir~~=:=:=====::=:=============:=::====:==:==:::::: 11: m: ~~ till: i!J il:: 
f[~~~~;;I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~t~t~tttL __ ~~;!!t~_~~~~~~~~r.:~~;~~~~~~~~~~~;~~~ Virgin Islands________________________________________________ 58, 000 __________________________ ~ 

Total.____________________________________________________ 536,500, 000 110,647,451 20.62 

Fiscalra1a:ml:!~: ________________________________________________ _ 
Alaska _____________________________________________________ _ Arlzona __________________________________________________ _ 
Arkansa~ ____________________________________________________ _ 
California ___________________________________________________ _ 
Colorado ____________________________________________________ _ 
ConnecticuL ________________________________________________ _ 
Delaware __________________________________________________ _ 
District of Columbia _________________________________________ _ 
Florida ___________________________________________________ _ 

~:~:ii~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::: Idaho _______________________________________________________ _ 
Illinols _____________________________________________________ _ 
Indiana ___________________________________________________ _ 
lowa ____________________________________________________ _ 
Kansas _____________________________________________________ _ 

~~i~~~~t.__:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::: Maine _______________________ .. _____________________________ _ 
Maryland __________________________________________________ • 
Massachusetts _____________________________________________ _ 

5!~~ff;~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Montana __________________________________________________ _ 
Nebraska __________________________________________ ----_____ _ 
Nevada. ___________________________________________________ _ 

~:~ M1~f~~;::=:=======:==:::::==:::::===:=:=:==:==:: New york ________________________________ . ___________________ _ 
North Carollna_. _____________________________________________ _ 

S~~~_~~_k~~::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::=::::::::::::::= Oklahoma ____________ ~ ______________________ ~ _____________ _ 

~~~~~~ivnriia:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::=:: Rhode Island.. _____________________________________________ _ 
South Carollna _________________________________________ . _____ _ 
South Dakota _______________________________________________ _ 
TennesseB-.. __ -: .• ,. •• oe." ...... -.~ ............ _ .. .;._~d-"".:. ............... _ ........ __ .. _ 

9,133, 000 
849, 000 

5,339, 000 
5,241, 000 

53,197, 000 
6,357,000 
7,934,000 
1,475,000 
1,891,000 

19,950,000 
12,411,000 
2,167,000 
1,999,000 

28,787,000 
13,662,000 
7,375,000 
5,832, 000 
8,572,000 
9,649,000 
2,676,000 

10,494,000 
14,837,000 
23,340,000 
10,020,000 
5,969,000 

12,281,000 
1,880,000 
3,950,00l} 
1,419,000 
2, O~5, 000 

18,868,000 
2,830,000 

46,916,000 
13,658,000 
1,635,000 

27,672,000 
6,875, 000 
5,716 000 

30,554: 000 
2,492,000 
7,016,000 
1,757,000 

10,548,000 

1,369,950 
297,150 
747,460 
890 970 

12,235: 310 
1,779,960 
1, !l83, 500 

516,250 
661,850 

4,588,500 
3,102,750 

823,460 
339,830 

4,893,790 
2,732,400 
1, 10G,250 

641.520 
1,200,080 
2,701,720 

535,200 
3,463, 020 
2,539,290 
6,535,200 
2,104,200 
1,014,730 
3, 070, 250 

639,200 
592,500 
312,180 
265,850 

3, ~~~,~~ 
11,72S;OOO 
3,004,760 

490,500 
7,471,440 
1,650,000 

743, oao 
8,249,580 

398,720 
1,613,680 

298,690 
1,371,240 

15 
35 
14 
17 
23 
28 
25 
35 
35 
23 
25 
38 
J7 
17 
20 
15 
11 
14 
28 
20 
33 
17 
28 
21 
11 
25 
34 
15 
22 
13 
20 
34 
25 
22 
30 
27 
24 
13 
27 
16 
23 
17 
13 
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Fiscal year 1976-Coatinued 

304 

MA!lll EIIANCE OF EfFORT-Con!inued 

Tolal pt. C 
~nd E block 

~w~rds MOE amount MOE ~er~en! 

l'exas _____________________________________________ ._________ 30.4(;7,000 4,570,050 15 

~~~oiiC:===:=:=::::::=::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::: t; m' ~~~ ~~~: ~~~ ~5 

~~l~f~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :~j iiIj ~~ 1: ~!i: ~I~ H 
Wyomlng_____________________________________________________ 908,000 3, m: ~~~ 15 
Puerto RiCll__________________________________________________ 7,287, noo 1,894,620 25 

¥~~~~~~-~;~:::::::::::==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::------=~~:~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~=~~~~:~~ 
Vir21n Islands.. __ ---------------------_______________________ 188,000 26,320 14 

TotaL __________________________________ .______________ 548,311, 000 122,788,340 22. 39 

Fiscal year 1977: 
Alabama____________________________________________________ 5,828,000 918,000 15.8 Alaska ____________ .______________________________________ 991,000 165,000 16.6 

~~k~~:ii~:::::::::::::::::::::::=:=:=:::::::=:::::::::::: ~: m' ~~~ j~~: Hi ~~. 4 Californla _________________________ ~__________________________ 341,034: OGu 7, 642, 635 22.4 
Colorado____________________________________________________ 4,101,000 1,235,565 30.1 Connecticut. _ _ _ ____________________ __________________________ 5, 031, 000 1, 4l6, 040 28. 1 
Delaware ____________________________________________ ._______ I, 071, 000 235, 820 23 
District of Columbia ___________________________________________________________________ .. _________ • ____ _ 
Florjda_____________________________________________________ 13,204, ODD 3,622,322 27.4 Goorgi!l' _____________________ •. ________________ ____________ 7,951,000 1, 638, 700 20.6 
Kawalt______________________________________________________ 1,538,000 444,500 28.9 
Idaho________________________________________________________ 1,470.000 340,000 23.1 lliinois______________________________________________________ 18,194; 000 4,782,448 26.3 
Indiana ___________ ._________________________________________ 8,662,000 1,213,000 14 
lowa______________________________________________________ 4,651,000 873, GOO 18. j Kansas _________________ • __________________ ._.______________ 3,694,000 461,224 12.5 
Kont~~ky-- __________________________________________________ 5,468,000 1,190,000 21.8 
LGuslslana ________________ ""__________________________________ 6,134,000 1,46.6.240 23. 9 
Maine_ _ _______ ________________ ____________________________ I, itO, 000 3$9; 600 22.8 
Maryland ___________________ .• _______________________________ G, 667, 000 1,625,900 24.4 
Massachusetls _____________________________ ._________________ 9,454,000 1,671,278 17.7 
Mlchlgan___________________________________________________ 14,864,000 2,142,000 14.4 
Mmnesot3_________________________________________________ 6,366,000 1,779,266 27.9 M!ssissippL ___________________ •. _____________________________ 3,805,000 623,480 16.4 
Missourl____________________________________________________ 7,780,000 2,192,464 28.2 
Montana_____________________________________________________ 1,364,000 322,500 23.6 Nl!braska ____________________ .. _____________________________ 2,512,000 1,293,257 51.4 
Nevada______________________________________________________ 1,057,000 286,000 27 
New·Hampshire ... ___ • __ • _______ ~ __ ••• _. ___ • _____ • __ •. ___ .__ 1,559,000 644,500 41. 3 
New Jersey_________________________________________________ 11,936,000 3,121,000 26.1 New Mexico _________ .• ________________________ .. ______________ 1.824,000 612,622 33.6 
New York___________________________________________________ 29, SID, 000 8,397,000 28.5 
North Carolins_______________________________________________ 8,762,000 2,220,000 25.3 North Dakota ____________________________ -_________________ 1, 181,000 240,000 20.3 
Ohio________________________________________________________ 17,518,000 2.463,000 14 
Oklahoma____________________________________________________ 4,371,000 1,054,274 24 
Orogon_____________________________________________________ 3,676,000 641,000 17.4 Pennsylvanla _____________ •. __________________ ________________ 19,304, oeo 5,483,467 28.4 
Rhode lsland_______________________________________________ 1,529,000 614,677 40.2 
South Carolina________________________________________________ 4,524,000 1,860,601 41.1 South Dakota _______________________________________ ... ________ 1,265,000 353, 72~ 28 I 
Tennesses__________________________________________________ 6, 76~, 000 750,461 11 Texas _________________________________________ ._____________ 19,591,000 4,734,370 24 
U12h_______________________________________________________ 1,922,000 841,734 43.8 
Vermont____________________________________________________ 892,000 185,694 20.8 
VirginI2_________________________________________________ 8,005,000 2,440,792 30.5 
Washinglr.Jl_________________________________________________ 5,097,000 1,065,566 18. 7 
West VIr.inls_________________________________________________ 2,908,000 738,610 25.4 
WisCllnsin____________________________________________________ 7,444,000 1,044,000 14 Wyomlng' _____ .. _______________________________________________ 979,000 153,800 15.7 
Puerto Rlco__________________________________________________ 4,811,000 1,393,015 29 
AmerlcanSamo2_____________________________________________ 132,000 22,500 17 
Guam______________________________________________________ 337,000 116,000 34.4 Trust terrltories _______________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Virgin lslands________________________________________________ 359,000 156,000 43.5 

Tolal.____________________________________________________ 351,301,000 83,035; 811 23.6 

I 
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FISCAL YEAR 1~78 MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

Pl.e Pl.E sss Total 
MOE 

amo~mt 

Alabama _________________________ $4,403,000 $499,000 ___________ $4,902,000 $938,733 
Alaska____________________________ 444,000 50,000 $300,000 794,000 176,665 
Arizona___________________________ 2,694,000 305,000 ____________ 2,99.,000 655,745 
Arkansas.. ___ ~ _______________ ._____ 2,570, 000 291,000 ____________ 2,861, boo 578,453 
Californillo. _________________________ 25,818,000 2,925,000 ____________ 28,743,000 7,712,544 
Colorado__________________________ 3,094, 000 351,000 ____________ 3,445,000 832,410 
ConnecticuL ____________________ •• __ 3,776,000 428,000 ____________ 4,204,000 695,842 
Delaware.._______________________ 705,000 SO,OOO 74,000 859,000 238,600 
District of Columbla_________________ 867, 000 98,000 80,000 1,045,000 185,000 FIOrldil-___________________________ 10,081,000 1,142,000 ____________ 11,223,000 2,693,520 
Georgia...___________________________ 6., OOS, 000 680,000 ____________ 6,686,000 1,322,116 
Hall'ai!.____________________________ 1,057,000 120,000 ____________ 1, 177,000 348,000 
Idaho_ ____________________________ 991,000 112,000 40,000 1,143,000 205,800 
IIl1nols ____________________________ 13, sa7, 000 1,545,000 ___________ 15,182,000 2,970,089 
Indi3na_________________________ 6,471,000 733,000 ____________ 7,204,000 1,4SO, 134 
loWlL.__ __________________________ 3,485,000 395, 000 __________ 3,880,000 1, 523,000 
Kansas..___________________________ 2,777,000 315,000 ____________ 3,092,000 572,000 
Kentucl\y_________________________ 4,125,000 467,000 ____________ 4,592,000 879,423 
louisianil-_________________________ 4,635,000 525,000 ____________ 5,160,000 997,244 
Maine..__ __________________________ 1,289,000 146,000 ____________ 1,.435,000 267,895 
MarylanIL.___ ______________________ 5,021,000 569,000 ____________ 5,590,000 1,411,420 
Massachusetts_____________________ 7,081,000 802,000 ____________ 7,883,000 1,540, !lZ5 
Mlchigan. __________________________ 11,096,000 1,257,000 ___________ 12,353,000 2,328,143 
Minnesota ____________ .____________ 4,775,000 541,000 ____________ 5,316,000 993,700 
Mi!'Sissipp'--______________________ 2,851, con 323, DOO ____________ 3,174,000 525,8S9 
Missoufl__________________________ 5,806,000 658,000 ____________ 6,464,000 1,676,013 
Montana _________________________ 909,000 103,000 53,000 1,065,000 254,000 
Nebraska_______________________ 1,880,000 213, (jOQ ___________ 2,003,000 400,809 
Nevada___________________________ 719 000 81,000 63,000 863,000 170,420 
New Hampshire.____________________ 988,000 112,000 40,000 1,140,000 189,000 
New Jersey_________________________ 8,931,000 1,012,000 ____________ 9,943,000 2,448,800 
New Mexico________________________ 1,393,000 158,000 ___________ 1,551,000 446,000 
New York __________________________ 22, 016, 000 2,494,000 ___________ 24,510,000 4,749,000 
North Carolina______________________ 6,627,000 751,000 ____________ 7,378,000 1,826,458 
North Dakota______________________ 776,000 88,000 57,000 921,000 254,000 OhiG _____________________________ 13,074,000 1,481,000 ____________ 14,555,000 3,646,106 
Oklahoma ________________________ .• _ 3,306,000 375,000 _________ .__ 3,681,000 839,345 
Oregon____________________________ 2,782,000 315,000 _________ .'-_ 3,097, COO 534,375 
Pennsylvania _____ •. , ________________ 14,445,000 1,637,000 ___________ 16,082,000 4,751,741 
Rhode Island______________________ 1,134, 000 129,000 _______ .___ 1,263,000 251,160 
South Carollna_____________________ 3,430,000 389,000 ____________ 3,819,000 762,037 
South Oakota______________________ 830,000 94,000 48, \lOO 972,000 237,820 
Tennessee________________________ 5, US3, 000 576,000 ____________ 5,659,000 848,861 
Texas ____________________________ 14,904,000 1,639,000 ____________ 16,593,000 3,157,065 Utah_____________________________ 1,465,000 166,000 ____________ 1,631,000 655,662 
VermonL_________________________ 575,000 65,000 179,000 819,000 162,000 
Virglnla._________________________ 6,066,000 687,000 ___________ 6,753,000 1,411,602 
Washlngton._______________________ 4,344,000 491,000 ____________ 4,835,000 764,039 
West Vlrglnla_______________________ 2,191,000 248,000 ___________ 2,439,000 466,543 
Wisconsin __________________ .. _______ 5,590,000 633,000 ____________ 6,223, 000 2,ll~05, 400072 
Wyomlng___________________________ .~58, 000 52,000 291,000 801,000 ? , 

Puerto Rico~________________________ 3,594.000 407,000 ____________ 4,001,000 760,530 
American Samoa__________________ 34,000 4,000 92,000 130,Oon 21,305 
Guam____________________________ 121,000 14,000 183,000 318,000 86,736 
Trust territorles_____________________ 144,000 16,000 161,000 321,000 90,500 
Virgin Islands_____________________ 101,000 12,000 203, COO 316,000 192,000 

Total. _________________________________________________________ 295,178,000 68,447,659 

MOE 
pe,~ont 

19.15 
22.25 
21.87 
20.22 
26.83 
24.26 
16.55 
27.78 
17.70 
24 
19.77 
29.57 
18.05 
19.56 
20.55 
39.38 
18.50 
19.15 
19.33 
18.67 
25.25 
19.55 
18.85 
18.69 
16.57 
25.93 
23.85 
19.15 
19.15 
16.58 
24,63 
28.76 
19.38 
24.76 
27.58 
25.05 
22.80 
17.25 
29.55 
19.89 
19.95 
24.47 
15 
19.03 
40.20 
19.18 
20.90 
15.81 
24.32 
22.47 
22.47 
19.01 
16.39 
27.28 
28.19 
60.76 

22.51 
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FISCAL·YEAR.1979·MAiNTENANCE OF EFFORtl'UNDS:;'tLOCATED TO IMPLEMENT.SECS. 223(a) (12); (13), MD" 
.. ' , (l.4) ,OF THE JJDP ACT' . :. . . 

. ;.~ .... . ~ '~.. ~ .~,~ -. 
.,,. . ~ 

MOE amount MOE porcent 

. Per~ent allo~ 
~tild tosecs • 
. 223(a) (12) 

(13), and (14~ 

Alabama _____________________ . ___________________________________ $950,798 19.IS 70.0 
Alaska__________________________________________________________ 162,437 19.99 63.6 
Arizona__________________________________________________________ 772,475 27.28 40.9 
Arkansas_______________________________________________________ 727,731 25.33 45.0 
California.._______________________ _ ______________________________ 5,796, 670 19.81 42.2 
Colorado_________________________________________________________ 884,858 25.26 31.0 
COnnecticuL____________________________________________________ 1,039,315 24.64 30.0 Delaware ___ .___________________________________________________ 165,926 19.16 '0 
District of Cofumbia..______________________________________________ 267,540 26 75.0 Florida _____ ~_____________________________________________________ 2,611,65.0 23 69.0 
Georgla.._________________________________________________________ 1,353,600 20 45.0 Hawaii _________________________________ .________________________ 238,477 19.84 53.2 
Idaho____________________________________________________________ 271,813 23.6 0 
IIlInols__________________________________________________________ 2,916,354 19.15 9.0 
Indiana ____________________ ~____________________________________ J. 841891, 760561 19.53 44 
lowa..___________________________________________________________ , 22.76 27 
Kansns.________________________________________________________ 589,821 19.15 74 

~~I;~~~~:::.:::=:::::==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::: I, 8:~; m ~~. 81 ~g 
Maine___________________________________________________________ 313, Q40 21. 5 29 

~:~~~~eiiS::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::=:::::: ~: ~: n~ ~~: ~1 i~: ~ 
~I~~'gok:::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: f: 6t~: ~~~ i~: ~~ 1~. 0 

~i~~~:t~':::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::: I, ~~~: ~!~ ~r. 3 ~ 
Montana..________________________________________________________ 216,340 20.45 20.0 
Nebraska_______________________________________________________ 434,032 20.58 100.0 
Navada__________________________________________________________ 208,573 23.3 0 

~:~ rri~~~~;==:-:=::::==:::::::==::::::=~::=::::::=:=::=::::::== 2, i~!: i~~ ~i:: i~: g New York ____ ~ ___ ~ _________________________________ .____________ 4,699,027 19.15 ____ ~ ________ _ 
North CaroJina _______ ---~ _________ ~ ______________________ .________ 1,802,048 24.27 92.0 

g~a~o~:;:~:;::~:=~=:::::::===:=:::=::=:=:=::=:====:::::::::::: 3, ir~: ~!~ ~i:~: U: ~ 
~~~~:~i~~nJE::=::=:=::::::::::::::::==::=::::=:::::::::::::::: 3, m: !ig U::6 ~::: South Carolina ____ ._______________________________________________ Bll,230 21 87.0 
South Dakota __ --______________________________________ .. _________ 310,636 33.33 12.0 
Tennesseu_ .. _ • ____________________________________ • __ ._________ I, 150,600 20 50.0 
Texa~ ___ ~ ________________________________ .. __________ ._______ 3,952,966 23.11 30.0 
U~h __ • _. ___ •. _~ ___________ .____________________________________ 674, G22 40.3 55.0 

J~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~il ~~ ~I American Samoa. ____________ • ____________________________ .. ______ 42,000 32.2 100.0 
.Guam _______________________ '____________________________________ 51,869 19.15 71.0 

~~i:r~~~~~~~~::::::::~::.:::;=:::==::::::::::::::::::::===:= In: ~~ ~l:7 1~~: g 
----~~--------------To"taL •• _____ ---:------------------~-------~- .. -----------__ 57,530,659 22.61 ____ • ________ _ 
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A�abama_. __________ •• _ ... _ .... ____________ .... __ _ 

~~r:~~a==:========::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:: Arkansas .... ____ .. _ ... ___ .... _._ ........ ___ ... ___ .. _ . California __ •• _ .. ____ •• ____ ... ___________ .. __ .. ____ _ 
COlorado ________ ............ _ ... __ •• _____ • __ .... __ _ 

g~~~~~~.~ .. :::=:==:=::::=:::=::::::::::::::::::::: District of Columbia _______ .... ____________ .. __ .. ___ _ 
Florida _____ ... _____ .... __ ... __ ' __ "_" ____ • _______ • 

~:O;:iii~::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::=:=:==::~::::: Idaho _____ .. _____________ .. ___ .. ____ ..... _________ _ 
lliinois .... __ ... ___ •• _ .... ___ .. _ ... ______________ • __ 
Indiana •• _______ • _________ .. __ •• ______ • ____ .. _____ _ 
I owa_ •• _______ ... _____ .. ___ • _ • _____ .... ______ • ___ _ 
Kansas ______ • _______________ ~ ____ • __ .. ___ .. ____ .. _ 

~~i~~~~::::=::::::::::::=::::=:::::=::::::::=::: Maine ______ .. _____ ... ____ . ______ ._ .. _____ ._. ______ _ 

~~~~~~~seitS::::::===:=:====:===::====:====:==:=== Michi gan .. ______ • _ .. _____ •• _____ .... ______________ _ 

~!~n~~rr?!:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Montana __________________________ ._. _____________ _ 
Nebraska. _______________________________________ _ 
Nevada. _________________________________________ _ 

~:: ~E{!:.~~~:-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: New. York _______________________________________ _ 
North Carolina. ____________________________________ _ 
North Dakota ______________________________________ _ 
Ohio ____________________________________________ .-
Oklahoma ________________________________________ _ 

~~~~~i~~nJE:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::: South Carolina ____________________________ • _______ ._ 
South Dakota. __ • _____ • ___________________________ ._ 
Tennessee_ ••• _. ____________________ • ________ •• _. __ 
Texas __ • _______________ .. ________________________ _ 
Utah _________________ • ___________________________ _ 
Vermon!. _________________________________________ _ 
Virginia. __ • ________________ • _______________ • ____ _ 
Washinrr;on ••• - -------- -------------.--------------W~st V (ginia.. __________________________ • ____ 4 ____ _ 
Wlsconsln _________________________________________ _ 

~J~~~nlico ____ :::::::::::~::::::::::::::=:::::::::: American Samoa. _____________________________ .-----Guam __________________________________________ ._ 
Trust terrltories ___________________________________ _ 

~~~~~~I1:i~iianas:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~= 

Action 

$3,475 
413 

2,181 
2038 

20: 474 
2, 480 
2,930 

571 
668 

7,936 

4'~i~ 
·827 

10,516 

~,~~ 
2: 195 
3,267 
f,~g 
3:892 
5,424 
8,574 
3,745 
2,257 

4,~~~ 
1,~ 

821 
6,883 
1 145 

16: 779 
5, ~~~ 

10,019 
2,65!!" 
2256 

11: 047 
903 

2,711 
670 

4037 
11: 991 I,m 
4,788 
3,466 
1,758 
4,366 

407 
3,022 

128,600 
141'm 

116 
64,000 

Percent' aUo. 
. cated to secs. 

223(a) (12), 
MOE amount MOE percent (13), and (14) 

$665, 6~4 
107,080 
11,002 

494,826 
(I) 

590,240 
879,000 
115,188 
216 503 

22,525: 790 
970,130 
165,000 
158,370 

22,619,816 
2 I, "242,354 

2733 '065 
420: 343 
625,630 
146,088 
206,891 
963,454 

1,055,836 
2 2}362, 850 

• 964, 656 
2645 164 

914: 302 
153; 503 

2306,072 
164,228 
157,769 

1,873,975 
274,456 

3,272,000 
1,142,837 

143,284 
22,787,350 

509,703 
432,024 

3, 055, 217 
176,085 

2665,319 
131,990 

'1,042,805 
2,392,204 

320,098 
91,537 

1,139,597 
677,128 
442,605 
941,724 
88,278 

955,526 
24,6;;7 
66,004 

'lel! 235 
70: 000 
• 8, 000 

19.15 ___ • __ • ______ _ 
25.9 10.0 
21.5 56.0 
24.28 50.0 

(I) (I) 
23.8 20.0 
30 50 •. 0 
19.15 0 
21.8 83.0 
23 115.0 
20 15.0 
19.19 60. () 
19.153&. II 
19,15 15.0 
19.83 15". n 
21.16 .58.0 
19.15 79.0 
19.15 17.0 
20.17 25.0 
19.89 21. 0 
24.8 75.0 
19.46 20.0 
20 11. 0 
20.25 15.0 
19.15 10.0 
20.17 9.0 
20.66 15.0 
20.56 100.0 
26.4 19.8 
19.22 31.0 
27.23 29.0 
23.97 27.0 
19.48 72.9 
22 19.0 
22.6 ]0.0 
21.8 6S.0 
19.17 12.0 
19.15 13.2 
22 35.0 
19.5 29.0 
19.15 11.5 
19.7 11.0 
20 18.0 
19.95 29.0 
26.44 32. 0 
19.15 40.0 
20.9 15.0 
19.53 0 
20.38 37.0 
21.56· 39,0 
21.6 39.0 
22 26.0 
19.15 30.8 
46.7 0 
20.22 0 
37 0 
12.5 0 

TotaL_______________________________________ 207, 162,000 43,567,402 21.03 ____________ "_ 

1 Information not availa~le within OJJDP. Special co~ditioi1 npplied to pt. D award and St~te ~,~SnOt responded • 
• These ~gures wf)re based upon a much hl~her allocatIOn of pt. D funds than was eventually approved by the President's 

budget. A revl,ed lower figure is to be submItted in the near future. . . 
. s Ag~ncy has been informed that amount is unsatisfactory. Expect revised data In the near future. 
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Que8tion 24. Please provide for the New Pride, Youth Advocacy and Alternative 
Education Programs the dates that guidelines were: 

(a) Submitted by OJJDP for internal clearance and the dates which 
clearance and the dates such clearance was completed; 

(b) Submitted by OJJDP to the LEAA Administrator; and 
(c) Published by LEU in the Federal Register. 

The following are the requested dates: 

Entered in 
internal 

clearance 

Dates 

Entered in 
external 

clearance 

To LEAA 
Adminis· 

tratlon 

Published In 
Federal 
Register 

New Pride _________________________________________ Feb. 9,1979 Apr. 25,1979 June 20,1979 July 3,1979 
Youth Advocacy ______________________________________ Feb. 26,1979 June 15,1979 Oct. 1,1979 Oct. 12,1979 
Alternative Education ___________ • _____________________ Aug. 22,1979 Oct. 15,1979 Feb. 8,1980 Feb. 12.1980 

Q'ue8tion 25. As you know, the states received a Children-in-Custody supple
ment in 1978. Please provide a state-by-state allocation of these funds, indicat
ing amounts and projects obligated to date. 

Response. A total of $10,133,000 was made Available to states participating in 
the JJDP Act as a supplement to their fiscal year 1978 Formula Grant. A break
down of that amount is attached. These funds lost their identity as soon as they 
were accepted by the state planning agencies. They became part of the over-all 
fiscal year 1979 Formula Grant. As they did lose their identity we cannot specifi
cally identify either how much of the supplemented funds have been obligated or 
for what specific purposes. The total amount of fiscal year 1978 Formula funds 
obligated is found as Attachment No.2. 

Percent of Share of Percent of Share of 
U.S. pop./18 $10, 133, 000 U.S. pop./t8 $10, 133, 000 

Alabama_____________________ 1. 792 $182,000 
Alaska__ ____________________ .203 21, ~OO 
Arlzona______________________ 1.130 ~}~, ~OO 
Arkansas____________________ 1. 017 ,U~, ~'O 
California____________________ 9.677 981, DOG 
Colorado_____________________ 1.222 124,000 
Connecticut__________________ 1. 409 143,000 
Delaware____________________ .281 28,000 
District of Columbia___________ .305 31,000 
Florlda______________________ 3.564 361,000 
Georgia______________________ 2.487 252,000 
Hawali______________________ .430 44,000 
Idaho_. ______ .• ______________ .424 43,000 
lilinols______________________ 5.324 539,000 
Indiana______________________ 2.608 264,000 
lowa_______________________ 1. 362 138,000 
Kansas______________ ________ 1. 029 104,000 
Kentucky____________________ 1. 647 167,000 
Lousiana_____________________ 2.007 203,000 
Malne______________________ .512 52,000 
Maryland____________________ 1. 961 199,000 
Massachusetts________________ 2.640 268,000 
Michigan___ _________________ 4.592 416955,000000 
Minnesota__ _________________ 1. 925 , 
Mlssisslr.PL_________________ 1. 261 128,000 Missour ____________________ 2. 196 223,000 
Montana_____________________ .374 38,000 Nebraska ___________________________________________ _ 

New Hampshlre__ ____________ 0.393 $34402,000000 
New Jersey__________________ 3.377 , 
New Mexico__________________ .625 63,000 
New York____________________ 8.141 825,000 
North Carolina__ _____________ 2.615 265,000 
1jort~ Dakota _______________________________________ _ 
Ohlo________________________ 5.190 526,000 Oklahoma ___________________________________________ _ 
Oregon______________________ 1. 040 105,000 
Pennsylvania ________ .------- 5.283 535,000 
Rhode Island________________ .418 42,000 
South Carolina_______________ 1. 440 146,000 South Dakota ________________________________________ _ 
Tennessee___________________ 1. 974 200,000 
Texas __________ .____________ 6.119 620,000 
Utat,_ • ___ .__________________ .688 70,000 
VermonL___________________ .227 23,000 
Virginia______________________ 2.346 238, 000 
Washington .. ________________ 1. 653 167, 000 
West Virginia_________________ .836 85, 000 
Wisconsin____________________ 2.247 228,000 Wyomi n ~ __ • _______________________________________ _ 
Puerto Rico__________________ 1. 797 182,000 
American Samoa __ • ___________ .024 2,000 
Guam_. _____________________ .064 6,000 
Trust TerrltorleL____________ .044 4,000 
Vir~in Islands________________ .079 8,000 Northern Marianas ___________________________________ _ 

Nevada_. ___________________________________________ _ 

Que8tion 26. It has ·been reported that several states have not submitted fiscal 
year 1980 plans. Please explain to the Committeee what the current policy is in 
tenns of tetmination of funds in such instances. 

Response. Only one of the states participating in the JJDP Act has not sub
mitted a 1980 plan. This state has had a problem in balancing the type of faci" 
lities needed to maximize the DSO and separation requirements of the Act. The 
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plan is now undergoing final revisions and will be on its way to OJJDP within 
the next two weeks. 

There has not been a specific termination policy developed for states that may 
need additional time to prepare appropriate and ad\~uate plans. 

States failing to submit their plans on the due date are contacted to determine 
the reasons for late submission and to set a date when the plan will be submitted. 
In any case, a state failing to submit a JJDP comprehensive ];lan and application 
for a particular fiscal year funding will be notified through normal channels and 
procedures that their formula grants funds will be reverted to Special Emphasis 
for reprogramming prior to the end of that fiscal year in order to insure that 
carryover of formula funds will not occur. 

QU68tion 2"1. Is it true that all requests for technical assistance from OJJDP. 
must be submitted to the SPAin question? 

Response. This is an incorrect statement. There is no requirement that tech
nical assistance requests to OJJDP go through the SPA. The present role of the 
SPAs in technical assistance is to review and coordinate needs which are being 
submitted by that state and to decide whether to respond to it in-state or submit 
it to OJJDP. This happens to varying degrees across the states. Rarely, however, 
do SPAs refrain from forwarding requests to OJJDP. When we attempt to keep 
the SPA apprised of technical assistance needs from their states which are sub
mitted directly to OJJDP, we do not require that TA requests be submitted 
directly to the SPA nor do we reject them if they are not. 

Quest'ion 28. Please explain whether LEAA or OJJDP may exercise the final 
decision in terms of termination of formula grants. Additionally, please provide 
any other limitation on the authority of OJJDP in the instance of the formula 
grants. 

Response. The delegation of authority to the Administrator, OJJDP, is I 
1310.40B, issued January 4, 1978. That Instruction authorizes the Administrator 
ofOJJDP to: 

"iJ.pprove, award, administer, modi!y, extend, terminate, monitor and evaluate 
grants within program areas of assigned responsibility and to reject or deny' 
grant applications submitted to LEAA within assigned programs ... " 

The delegation specifically authorizes the Administrator of OJJDP to reject 
or deny formula grant applications, to approve and award formula grants, and 
to modify or extend awards within specified parameters. In addition, the OJJDP 
Administrator is authorized to approve the use of formula' grant funds as match 
for other Federal programs and for construction of innovative community-based. 
facilities. 

Finally, LEAA Instruction I 4030.1, August 8, 1978, authorizes the termination 
of individual grant awards by office heads. This Instruction applies tn juvenile 
justice formula grants as well as to categorical or project grant awa ,'ds. How-' 
ever, because of the impact of a formula grant termination, . consultation with 
and concurrence by the Administrator of LEAA would generally precede a notice 
to terminate a formula grant award. 

Question 29. What happened to the OJJDP Children-in-.Custody, Pint II, pro
gram approved by James Gregg, designed to provide incentive grants to assist 
with compliance of sections 223(a) (12) and (13)? (See Federal Register, 
7-27-78). 

Answer. The Federal Register of July 7,1978 concerned itself with request for 
public comments on the Draft Fiscal Year 1979 Guide for Discretionary Pro
grams. It should be emphasized that the Discretionary Grant Guide was merely 
a draft placed in the Federal Register to solicit comments from interested parties. 
OJJDP stated that it was their intention to provide di>.cretionary funding for 
projects which fall b.asically within the three following major program areas: 

1. Programs to aid Deinstitutionalization and Separation. 
2. Youth Advocacy. 
3. Unsolicited Pilot Projects. 

The OJJDP portion of the draft Dis.cretionary Grant Guide presented only 
general information on the above ilamed program areas. Specific information was 
not available. 

Information in the Federal Register which pertained to Programs to Aid De
institutionalization and Separation was sketchy and brief. The Federal Register 
merely stated that we were considering three types of programs under the cate
gory of Deinstitutionali7J8.tion and Separation. These programs were: State and 
Local Interagency Coordination to Support Deinstitutionalization ;·Project·New 
Pride; andOhUdren-in,Custody -Alternative·Program. 
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No specific concerning the Children-in-Custody Program were ever developed. 
The program was never formally developed for the following reasons: 

1. The initial CMldren-in-Custody Program was a non-competitive pro
gram,' The agency and the office adopted a policy of open competition for all 
programs.' This policy was inconsistent. with the Children-in-Custody 
Program. 

2. The Administrator of OJJDP did not formally request staff to proceed 
with"the further development of the Children-in-Custody Program. Although 
there were some discussions concerning the development of a Cbildren-in
Custody Incentive Program, the discussions never proceeded beyond the 
balking stage. 

3. Expenditure of fiscal year 1978 funds was greater than anticipated, 
therefore all programs contemplated for fiscal year 1979 could not be funded. 
Priorities were given to programs with developed guidelines i.e. Restitution 
and unsolicited pilot projects. 

Que8tion 80. A major OJJDP Initiative "Target-Youth Violence" was an
nounced at the 1979 mid-year convention of state and local criminal justice plan
ners. Plel'!Se provide the Committee with the current progress of this Initiative. 

Answer. The Program Guideline for the youth Violence National Initiative 
was signed by the OJJDP Administrator on March 18, 1980, and forwarded to the 
LEU Administrator for signature the same day. It should appear in the Federal 
Register for comment not later than March 26, 1980. $5,289,609 has been allocated 
for this initiative, and a cooperative agreement and a contract will be made by 
September 30, 1980. The grantee and contractor will assist OJJDP in identifying 
successful program models. Contracts for project implementation will be made 
by the prime grantee and contractor after these models have been identified as a 
result of an RFP publiohed in the Federal Register and the Commerce Business 
Daily. 

This -was a speech that discussed the need for such an Initiative. Planning 
for a program targeting serious/violent juvenile offenders began in 1979 with an 
extensive survey of theoretical and empirical literature on serious juvenile 
crime, and of programs for serious juvenile offenders. In light of the questions 
and issues raised by this assessment and by other research OJJDP convened a 
Special National Workshop composed of researchers, lawyers, public interest 
group representatives and practitioners to seek recommendations on objectives 
and strategies for a Research and Development Program. 

The Working Group identifies two major areas of investigation: (1) the de
velopment of effective methods for processing and reintegrating the violent 
juvenile i>ffender, and (2) the prevention of violent crime by juveniles in com
munities experiencing a high incidence of serious crime. The group also recom
mended that OJJDP undertake a pubIc education initiative on serious/volent 
juvenile crime. 

OJJDP has developed plans for a two part R&D program focused on the 
violent juvenile offender and violent juvenile crime. 

The major objectives of Part One are: 
(1) To test program models for treatment and reintergration that are 

designed to reduce violent crimes committed by youth on the program. 
(2) To test strategies for increasing the capacity of the juvenile justice 

system to handle violent Offenders' fairly, efficiently and effectively. 
The major objectve of Pa-rt Two is to identify promising community group 

prevention models and test these in selected jurisdictions. 
It is anticipated tliti.,' the program announcement will be published in the 

Federal Register around May 1, 1980. The recommendations concerning public 
education is being implemented under the NIJJDP training and information 
dissemination program. 

QurHUon 81. Under the 1977 Amendments, planning and administration funds 
were cut by 50 percent to 71;2 percent of the State allotmel2t effective October 1. 
1978. Please provide a state-by-state allocation for such funds for fiscal year 
1979 and for all formula grants approved to date in fiscal year 1980. 

In fiscal year 1979 each of the 51 participating States used 71;2 percent of 
the Formula Grants (listed hereon) for planning and administration and pro-
vided the dollar-for-dollar match. ' 

All of the 1980 awards made to date also used 71;2 percent of the Formula 
Grant awards for planning and adminlstrattoll wltha dOllar-for-doUar match. 
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1979 1980 1979 1980 

Alabama _____________________ $1,101,000 $1,101. 000 
Alaska__ ___________________ 225,000 225; 000 
Arizona______________________ 701,000 704,000 
Arkansas_ ___________________ 616,000 624,000 
California____________________ 5,949,000 6,013,000 
Colorado_____________________ 755,000 759,000 
ConnecticuL________________ 853,000 835,000 
Delaware____________________ 225,000 225,000 
District of Columbia ____ "______ 225,000 225,000 
Aorlda_____________________ 2,165,000 2,142,000 
Georgla______________________ 1,519,000 1,533,000 
HawaiL_____________________ 268,000 269,000 
IdaWo_______________________ 262,000 272,000 
IIlinois______________________ 3,255,000 3

1
, 52e'34" 000000 

Indiana_____________________ 1,578,000 , 
lowa________________________ 825,000 820,000 
Kansas_____________________ 635,000 635,000 
Kentucky____________________ I, Oil, 000 1,014,000 
Loulsiana____________________ 1,239,000 1,259,000 
Maine_______________________ 313,000 31,S, con 
Maryland____________________ 1,192,000 I, '.69, 000 
Massachusetts__ _____________ 1,583,000 1,550,000 
Michigan____________________ 2,753,000 1.,730,000 
Minnesota___________________ 1,173,000 1,161, 000 
MlssissippL________________ 770,000 782,000 
Missourl_____________________ I, 333, OO~ 1,328,000 
Montana____________________ 227,000 228,000 Nebraska. _________________________________________ _ 
Nevada _____________________________________________ _ 

New Hampshire______________ ~239, 000 $245,000 
New Jersey _________________ 2,043,000 2,020,000 
New Mexlco__________________ 386,000 390,000 
New York____________________ 4,919,000 4,839,000 
North Ca;ollna_______________ 1,588,000 1,593,000 North Da kota _______________________________________ _ 
Ohio________________________ 3,114,000 3,086, DOlT Oklahoma _________________________________________ _ 
Oregon______________________ 644,000 653,000 
Pennsylvanla_________________ 3,201,000 3,144,000 
Rhode Island_________________ 252,000 251,000 
South Carolina ________ "______ 881,000 885, 000 South Dakota _______________________________________ _ 
Tennessee___________________ 1,204,000 1,219,000 
Texas ___________________ " __ 3,797, 000 3,892,000 
Utah________________________ 430,000 452,000 
VermonL___________________ 225,000 225, 000 
Virginia_____________________ 1,434,000 1,443,000 
'1ashin.gt~n.------------------ I, 020, 000 1,026,000 
WestVlrglma________________ 513,000 525,000 
Wisconsin____________________ 1,355,000 1,350, 000 Wyomin ~ ___________________________________________ _ 
Puerto Rico__________________ 1,353,000 1,353,000 
American Samoa_____________ 56,250 56,250 
Guam._"_____________________ ~6, 250 56,250 
Trust terrltories______________ 56,250 59,000 
Virgin Islands________________ 56,250 56,250 
Northern Marianas____________ 56,250 56,250 

TotaL _______________ 61,630,250 61,620, 000 

Formula awards not approved to date. 
Question 32. Please provide the following information as of May 1, 1979 for 

each OJJDP Division: 
(a) The name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative agreement 

or contract: 
(1) awarded; 
(2) awaiting LEU Administrator approval; 
(3) pending with the LEU Grant and Contract Action Board; and, 
(4) forwarded to the LEU Office of Comptroller by OJJDP. 

Applicant and project title Awarded Number 

Applications In process on May I, 1979: 
COSSMHO, Washington, D.C., National Hispanic Oct. I, 1979.. _______ 9-0299-4-DC-JJ 

Project. 
Project Heavy-Central City, Inc., PCP Intervention ____ June 4, 1979 ________ s-D13o-3-CA-JJ 
Center for Human Services, National School Resource June 1, 1979 ________ 9-010o-2-DC-JJ 

Network. 
Joint Center for Community Studies, Reduction of Gang June 6, 1979 _______ 8-214o-1-CA-JJ 

Violence in Schools. 
National Conference of Black Lawyers, Juvenile ____________________ 9-0377-8-NY-JJ 

Justice Advocacy Project. 
Youth Identity PrOgram1lnc., Surrogate Family Project_ Wlthdrew __________ 9-0316-1-NY-JJ 
The Wiltwycll Schoo!, r ew York, Community Alterna- June I, 1979 _______ 9-0314-8-NY-JJ 

tives for Youth. 
Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America, Affiliated Agency _____ do _____________ 9-0090-0-PA-JJ 

Capacity Bldg. 
Rosebud sioux Tribe, South Dakota, Youth Diversion July I, 1979 ________ 8-2166-5-SD-DF 

Program. 
League to Improve the Community, Family and Youth Rejected ___________ 9-0317-4-IL-JJ 

Counseling Services. 
Total ________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

Applications pending rejection: 
South Carolina Department of youth Services, Ju- ___________________ 8-1908-0-SC-JJ 

venile Restitution Program. 
Colorado District Attorney's Council, Youth Restitutuon ____________________ 8-2082-7-CO-JJ 

Progjam. 
City of Albuquerque, Peer Counseling ________________________________________ 9-0328-0-NM-JJ 

Dallas County Community Action, Endangered youth ____________________ 9-0351-2-TX-JJ 
Program. 

Funds 

$613,418 

299,644 
2,499,912 

488,602 

253,671 

277,280 
455,769 

266,029 

211,372 

268,607 

6,527,880 

390,982 

263,745 

51 223 
178;040 
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Question 82. Please provide the following information as of May 1, 1979 for 
each OJJDP Division: 

a. The name,-number and amo:unt.of each grant, cooperative agreement or 
contract for the Formula Grants and TA Division. 

Awarded: 
79-JA-AX--OOO3-University of Illinois-Champaign-Urbana DSO 

Data Verification. 
79-JS~AX--OOO3-National Center on Institutional Alternatives, 

Inc. Juvenile Alternatives Correctional Treatment System 
Awarded January 1, 1979-Period to June 30, 1980--$1,186,619. 

79-JS-AX-0025--Legal Services for Children, Inc. (CA) Legal 
Services for Children. Awarded July 12, 1979-Period to July.8, 
1980-$263,094. 

79-JS-AX-0027-Youth Network Council, Inc. Illinois Collaboration 
on Youth. Awarded July 30, 1979-Period August 1, 1979 to 
July 31, 1980-$470,211. 

79-DF-AX-0071-Office of the Governor-New Hampshire Compre
hensive Office of Children and Youth. Awarded June 1. 1979-
Period July 1, 197911;0 June 30, 1980-$286,000. 

8O-JA-.A...1{-OOOl-Legis Fifty/Center for Legislative Improvement, 
LegislatIve Technical Assistance Project-Awarded November 27, 
1979-Period December 1, 1979 1lo Nov.ember 30, 1980-$114,995. 

8O-JA-AX--0003-Universityof IllinOis, Urbana Separation of Juve-
nile/Adult Offenders. Awarded February 29, 1980-Period Feb
ruaryl4, 1980 to July 30,1980--$70,000. 

80-JS-AX-0007-National Youth Workers Alliance, 4th Annual Na
tional Youth Workers Oonference. Awarded February 26,1980-
Period March 1, 1980 to August 31, 1980-$63,000. 

Awaiting LEAA. Administrator's approval: None. 
Pending with LIDAA grant and contract action board. Application-University 

of Notre Dame Support of Advocacy Programs. Period-$350,OOO. 
Application-Project New Pride, Inc. Technical Assistance to 10 Replication 

Projects. Period-$500,OOO. 
Forwarded to LEU Office of the Comptroller by OJJDP : None. 
C 32. Please provide the following info~mation as of May 1, 1979 for each 

OJJDP Division: 
(a) The name, number and amount of each grant, cooperative. agreement 

or contract: 
(1) awarded; 
(2) awaiting LEU administrator approval; 
(3) I{lending with the LEAA Grant and Contract Action Board; and 
(4) forwarded to the LEU office of Comptroller by OJJDP. 

Additionally, provide the date and amount of each final award and the type 
of funds for all included grants and contracts. 

79-JN-AX-OOl9-Department of Mental Health, Development Disabilities 
(Transition to Junior High' and' the Deviance Process). Amount; $257,327;' 
Awarded: June 28, 1979, J~ly 1, 1979, June 30, 1980. 

79-JN-AX-0020-American Institu1tes for Research (Continuing Foll.ow-up 
Study to the UDIS Program Evaluation). Amount: $26,434'; Awarded: June 28, 
1979, .July 1,1979; April 1, 1980. 

79",JN-AX-0021-Blackstone InstItute (Continuing of Community Agencies; 
Response to Delinquent Youth). Amount: $136;708; Awarded: July 26, 1979, 
July 8, 1979, August 7, 1980. 

79-JN-AX-0022-University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee (Teenager's Attitudes 
Towards Rape). Amount: $177,700; Awarded: August 7, 1979, September 1,1979, 
February 29, 1981. 

79-JN-AX':'{)()23-President, Fellows of Harvard College (Secure Care Com
munity Base Correctional System: Conflict in Disposition). Amount: $19"2,777; 
Awarded: August 9, 1979; August 1, 1979, July 31, 1980. 

79-JN-.4.X-0024-Aspira, Incorporated of Pennsyhnania (Choice of Non-Delin
quent Careers) . Amount : $162,980; Awarded: August 27, 1979, September I, 1979. 
August 31, 1980. 

79-JN-AX'-0025-Institnte,of Judicial Adniinistration (Juvenile Justice Stand· 
ards Ptoject-:..Revisions); Amount;' $142,190; AWarded; August 2.7,.1979, April 1, 
19.79, March 31, 1980. ' 

79-JN-AX-0026-University o~Georgia. (Evaluation Deinstitlltionalization of 
Status Offenders: Pima County). Amount; $28,208,; .. Aw.arded; August 28, .1979 •. 
~eptember 1, 1979, Ausust 31, .1.980 •. 
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79-JN-A...~-0027-National Center for Juvenile Justice (Comparative AnalysiG 
of Juvenile and Family Codes). Amount: $58,075; Awarded: September 4,1979, 
September 1, 1979, August 31, 1980. 

79-JN-A...",,{-OO2&-Institute of Policy Analysis (Assess Implementation, Impact, 
Juvenile Justice Legislation, Related Programs). Amount: $299,927; Awarded: 
September 12, 1979, September 4, 1979, March 3, 1981. 

79-JN-.A.X-0029-The URSA Institute (Juvenile Parole Research Project). 
Amount: $199,985 : Awarded: September 24, 1979, October 1, 1979, March 31, 1981. 

79-JN-.A.X-0030-University of Michigan (Female Delinquency Multi·Level 
Analysis). Amount: $135,352; Awarded: September 27, 11179, September 24,1979, 
September 30, 1980. 

79-JN-.A.X-0031-Pacific Institute for Research, Evaluation (Evaluation of 
Denver Project New Pride Replication Program). Amount: $299,945; Awarded: 
September 29, 1979, September 30, 1979, September 29, 1980. 

79-JN-.A.X-0032-University City Science Oenter (Eva.luation of Philadelphia 
Child Advocacy Unit). Amount: $74,832 j Awarded: September 30,1979, October 1, 
1979, May 30, 1980. 

79-JN-AX-OOilB-Boston College Law School (The Children's Hearings in 
Scotland). Amount: $44,249; Award: September 30, 1979, November 2, 1979, 
April 30, 1980. 

79..,JN-AX-0034-University of Denver (A Study of Juveniles in a Suburban 
Court). Amount: $298,947; Awarded: September 30, 1979, January 1, 1979, De
cember 30, 1981. 

79-JN-AX-0035-Coalition of Indian Conti School Boards (American Indian 
Juvenile Delinquency Research Project). Amount: $367,178; Awarded: Septem· 
bel' 30.1979, January 1, 1979. June 30, 1981. 

79-JN-.A.X-0036-Social Science Education Consortium, Inc. (Evaluation of 
Law-Related Eclucation Programs). Amount: $386,395; Awarded: September 30, 
1979, October 1, 1979, September 3D, 1980. 

Contract #J-LEAA-023-77. 
Contractor: Aspen Systems Corporation. 
Title: Contract Modification fur Enhanced National Criminal Justice Refer· 

ence Service Juvenile Justice Capability. 
Amount: $236,277. 
Awarded: August 14,l!t7!t. 
Period: 
79-JN-AX-0009(S-1)-Institute for Policy Analysis (National Evaluation of 

Juvenile Restitution Projects). Amount: $649,998 j Awarded: December 29, 1980, 
January 29,1979, December 30,1980. 

78-JN-.A.X-OOl6-Socilll Adion Research Oenter (Umbrella Evaluation for the 
Schools Initiative: Phase :q) Amount: ~35,OOO j Awarded: February 21, 1980, 
April 19, 1978, January 15, 1981. 

78-JN-.A.X-0017-National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 
(Juvenile Information System Requirements Analysis (JISRA) Phase III). 
Amount: $196,309; Awarded: February 14, 1980, June 9, 1978, AUgust 31, 1980. 

BO-JN-AX-0001-New England Medical Center Hospital (Sexually Exploited 
Children: Research, Development Project). Amount: $236,2l>2; Awarded: Octo· 
bel' 19, 1979, November 1, 1979, September 20,1980. 

80-JN-AX-0002-National Urban league, Incorporated (Study: School Dis· 
cipline--Involvement in Juvenile Justice System). Amount: $252,588, Awarded: 
December 17,1979, January 1,1980, December 31,1981. . 

C.33. Please provide an update of the "Categorical Grants of OJJDP" printout, 
including all of fiscal year 1979 and all awards as March 1, 1980. 

Please see attached. 
Question 35. Please proVide a history of the OJJDP administrative budget and 

its relationship to the total LEAA administrative budget. 
Response. The OJJDP administrative budget compares to the total LEAA 

administrative budget as follows: 

1975 ..... __ ........ _ ••• ___ ....... _. ___ •• ___ ........... _ .. .. 
1976 •••• ___ ••• _ ..... _ .. ___ ... _ ....... _ •• _ ................ __ 
1971_ ••• _ .... ___ •••• __ ._ •••• _ •••••••• ___ ............ . 
1978 .... _ .... _ ........ _._ ••• _ ... _ ...... _._ .... _ ........... _ 
1979 ......... _._ •• _ .... _._ •• _._ .. __ • ______ •• _._ .. __ ... _. __ • 

lEAA OJJOP I Percent of LEAA 

$21,500,000 
30,192,000 
25,364,000 
26,844,000 
24,792,000 

f64,600 
1, 90,000 
1,289,800 
1, 67J5, 000 
1,622,000 

0.03 
4 
5 

6.5 

1 Excludes printin2, payroll, space,penalty mail, telephones and other overhead costs which are charied to the LEAA 
indirect account. 

10-,96 0 - 81 - 21 
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Que8tion 3'1. Please provide all memoranda relevant to the implementation of 
the MOE reguirement for fiscal year 1980 and 1981 and to the development. of 
MOE regardmg all of OJARS for fiscal year 1982. Indicate the amounts involved 
by cat.egory (B,rS, NIJ, Management and Operations, etc.) 

IndICale the role of OJJDP in the MBO process and allocation and monitoring 
of these funds. Additionally, provide an explanation of the $5 million designated 
MOE tinder the new part E funds as indicated on page 14 of the December 1979 
management briefs. 

Response. LEAA has no written policy on MOE related to implementation of 
the JSIA for fiscal year 1980 and 1981, other than the draft regulations for for
mula grants for criminal and juvenile justice. 

These regulations were pulJlished for comment in the January 14, 1980, Federal 
Register, and are currently being finalized. The proposed language is attached 
as it pertains to MOE. In brief, the draft regulations require that states must 
expend at least 19.15 percent of their total annual Part D allocation under the 
JSIA for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention related programs and proj
ects. The draft regulations indicate thv.t MOE funds be expended primarily for 
programs for juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or adjudicated delinr:tuent 
011 the basis of an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an udult. 
The final regulations wlIl further clarify and operationalize this requirement by 
indicating that at least 50 percent of all MOE funds be devoted to services for 
juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of 
an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult. The draft 
regulations further include LEAA's criteria for prorating portions of programs 
releted to juvenile justice. This criteria requires that the proration of projects 
for MOE purposes should be based, at a minimum, on an identification of specific, 
direct and identifiable activities which 'benefit a juvenile population or system 
component. 

The fiscal year 1978 MOE Report, issued in July 1979, details'the agency's pro
cess for determining the MOE level and includes the proration criteria which 
have now been incorporated into regulations. A copy of the MOE Report for fiscal 
year 1978 is attached. In fiscal year 1978, a total of $11.7,933,532, or 22.27 percent, 
was allocated to MOE. This was $16,519,532 in excess of the mandated MOE 
reqUirement. The MOE Report for fiscal year 1979 will be issued by the end of 
April 1980. 

The USIA does not require that MOE be applied on a budget category or organi
zation basis. Rather, this requirement, Section 1002 of the JSIA, applies to all 
appropriations under Title I of the A.ct in the aggregate. OJJDP is working on 
drafting agency guidelines for implementatiol;l of Section 527 of the JJDP Act 
and Section 820 of the JSIA. It is anticipated that these guidelines will provide 
an OJJDP role in reviewing MBOformulations'by other LEAA program offices. 

Based on determinations by LEAA. $5 million of new Part E funds were allo
cated to OJJDP as part of MOE. OJJDP will be responsible for the programming 
and award of these funds. $4.3 million has been earmarked for the initiative for 
Removing Children from Adult Jails anQ Lock-Ups. $700,000 has been awarded 
to the Legis 00 Model COIIlI!1ittee Staffing Project in Juvenile J·ustice. It shou~d 
be noted that the Part E restrictions under the .JSIA are not enforced in thIS 
initial year of award of these funds. 

[From the Federal Register, vol. 45, No. »; Monday, Jan. 14, 1980) 

SECTION 31.502-ADEQUATE SHARE 

Section 403 (a) (5) of the JSIA requires that an adequate share of Part D 
formula grant monies shall be allocated to courts, corrections, police, prosecution, 
and defense programs. Further, SectIon 402 (c) (4) (5) requiIres that entitlement 
jurisdlC'tions assure adequate funding for courts and I!orrections programs, based 
on their share of courts and corrections· expenditwres. 

(a) As part of the comprehensive State application, State Councils shall assure 
that an adequate share of Part Dfunds is available for courts, corrections, police, 
prosecution and.defense.programs. Adequate share shall be interpreted to mean 
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that a reRsonabl(! portion of Part D monies is allocated annually to eRch of these 
components relative to their percentage of. total State and local criminal justice 
expenditures, unless deviations are justified. Adequate share does not mean that 
any particular criminal justice component is entitled toa fixed portion of formula 
grant monies. In determining whether or not courts, corrections, police, prosecu
tion and defense programs have received an adequate share of annual Part D 
allocations, LEAA shall consider the needs and problems identified by the State's 
analysis; the priorities of the State Council, JCC and local entitlements; previous 
and projected allocations of LEAA formula grant monies to these components 
and the need to remedy any past inequities; and actual or projected investments 
of State and local or other ]'ederal resources. State Councils may establish such 
regulations as are necessary and consistent with this requirement in order to 
assure compliance. 

(b) Entitlement jurisdictions shall also assure an adequate share of Part D 
monies for courts, corrections, police, prosecution and defense programs. Ade
quate share shall be interpreted to mean that a reasonable portion .of Part D 
monies is allocated to each of these components relative to their percentage of 
the entitlement's total criminal justice expenditures, unless deviations are 
justified. 

(c) Subsequent to final appropriations and at the time revised annual fiscal 
year budgets a,re submitted t9 LEU, State Councils shall present evidence of 
compliance with this requirew,:,nt including the amount and percent of Part D 
monies allocated to each of these components compared to their share of State 
and local criminal justice expenditures, with justification for any significant 
deviations between these ratios. Compliance shall be determined annually. 

SECTlON 31.503--JUVEIULE JUSTICE MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

States must eXp(lnd at least 19.15 percent of their total annual Part D alloca
tion under fhe JSIA for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention related pro
grams and projects. States may expend more than this required minimum at their 
discretion. States must assure that at a minimum they have allocated 19.15 
percent of their formula grant funds for planning and administrative activities 
for juvenile justice. 

(a) State Councils must further assure that the minimum 19.15 percent of 
Part D funds· spent for juvenile justice is expE'nded pI'imarily for programs for 
juveniles convicted of criminal offenses or a·djudicated delinquent ,on the basis of 
an act which would be a criminal offense if committed by an adult (Sec. 1002 of 
the JSIA). 

(b) The comprehensive State application must clearly identify those programs 
proposed for Part D.fundingwhich are in whole or in part related to juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention and indicate the percent and amount of the 
total annual Part D allocation to be spent for juvenile justice. 

(c) States may prorate portions of programs which are related to juvenile 
justice. The key concept in reviewing direct service programs and projects for 
maintenance of effort purposes should be whether activities to be undertaken 
under a program or project are targeted to or provide a specific and identifiable 
benefit to a juvenile population. For other non-service programs and projects 
the test is whether there is a direct and identifiable impact on the juvenIle 
justice system. Thus, proration of projects for mainten~nce of effort purposes 

oJ should be based, at a minimum, on an identification of specific, direct and identi
fiable activities which benefit a juvenile population or system component. In
dividual States are free to use strict or proration criteria. 

(d) State Councils in order to meet the maintenance of effort requirement, 
may require that entitlement areas expend a reasonable share of entitlement 
Part D funds for juvenilE' justice programs. A determination of a reasonable share 
may be based upon the proportion juvenile justice expenditures bear to the 
entitlement jurlsdiction(s) total criimnal justice expenditures or upon any 
other equitable formula agreed to by the State and the entitlement. 

(e) Prior OJJDP approval is necessary for any reprogramming of Part D funds 
out of juvenile 'justice. OJJDP should be notified of any reprogramming that in
creases the maintenance of effort level for a specific State. 
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OFficE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION LAW El:'/FORCEMENT 
ASSISTANCE ADl-IINISTRATION 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REPORT FOR FICAL YEAR 1978-PREPARED BY OJJDP 
MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT TASK FOllCE 

Section 261(b) of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and 
Section 520(b) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act require that 
"the Administration shall maintain from the appropriation for LEAA." each 
fiscal year, at least 19.15 percent of the total appropriations for the Administra
tion, for juvenile delinquency programs." The Conference Report on the 1977 
Amendments to the JJDP Act indicates that each Crime COlltrol Act program 
component or activity, including, but not limited to, all direct assistance; all 
collateral assistance, and managen)eilt and operations, allocate at least 19.15 
percent of its resources for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs. 

In order to assess the maintenance of effort (MOE) level for 1978, the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention convened a task force. composed 
of OJJDP, Office of Criminal Justice Programs, Budget Division and Office of 
General Counsel representatives, to determine the 1978 MOE level for LEAA. 
This task force is responsible for (1) determining the 1978 MOE for LEAA, (2) 
developing criteria for prorating categorical and block grant programs that are 
only p!l.rtially juvenile related for MOE purposes, Il,nd (3) recommending agency
wide policy for ensuring that LEA-A meets the MOE requirements. 

This report fulfills the task force's first two responsibilities, namely, reporting 
on the fiscal year 1978 MOE level as well as the process used to determine this 
level. The task force's second responsibility, the development of criteria for 
prorating categorical and blo!!k grant programs which ai'e only partially juvenile 
related, was done simultaneously with the 1978 MOE and the criteria were used, 
in part, for these calculations. These criteria will be used by OJJDP in pro
rating categorical grants and contracts in subsequent MOE determinations and 
in reviewing comprehensive' plans for determining state MOE levels for fiscal 
year 1980 (See Attachment 4). The MOE task force is now developing policy 
recommendations for ensuring that the MOE requirements are met agency-wide. 

This is how the fiscal year 1978 MOE level was determined: 
Fi8cal year 19."18 budget activities for which a percentage was U8ea 

A listirig of the fiscal year 1978 budget· activities counted toward MOJil is con
tained in Attachment 1. The process by which the data in this section was ob
tained is as follows. 

Management and Operations figures were determined by calculating 19.51 
percent 9f LEAA management and operations obligations (excluding OJJDP). 
OJJDP's management and operations obligations for fiscal year 1978 were then 
added to the LEAA figure for the total management and operations funds counted 
toward MOE . 
. The figures provided for the Law Enforcement Education Program Educational 
De.velopment, Internship Funds and' Section 402 training were furnished by the 
LEAA program .offices that administer these programs. OJJDP queried the ap
propriate LEAAprogram offices requesting specific information on the grants, 
contracts and. interagency agreements which they made during fiscal year 1978 
which were jlwenile related, the project amount which impacts juvenile justice 
and an explam~tion regarding the basis for their estimate. (The explanation for 
the MOE figures on attachment 1 which are asterisked is contained in the task 
force's working flIes.) 

The process used to determine the Part B funds allocated to juvenile justice 
planning and administration activities was governed by the requirement con
tained in paragraph 51 of LEAA Guideline Manual l\! 4100.1F, subpal.'agraph 
(b) (3) (C) which states that "Part B funds will be presumed to be allocated to 
juvenile justice planning and administration activities based on a percentage of 
Part J3 funding equal to the.aggregate.percentage·of Parts Cand,E. fUnds allo. 



317 

cated fDr juvenile justice programs and prDjects. HDwever, individual states may 
dDcument that a greated amDunt .of l'art B lunds are utilized fDr planning and 
administratiDn activities related to juvenile justice." Thus, the same percentage 
as states in tDtD allDcated for MOE frDm Parts C and E blDCk grants (22.51 1KW
cent) was used tD calculate Part B planning. 
Fiscal yeM 19"18 block grants 

A listing .of funds allocated by the states by prDgram activity frDm :t'iL:r~Z C 
and E (including sllluil state supplements, where applicable) fDr juvenile 
justice activities under the Crime ODntrol Act is cDntained in Attachment 2. 
These figures were .obtained frDm OJJDP's grant files and refiect changes in 
awards and/or :MOE allocations as .of July 16, 1979. 
Fi8ca~ year 1978 categorical grants, contracts and. interagency agreement8 

TD determine the categorical funds awarded (obligated) for juvenile justice 
activities in support of MOE, a review of all project summaries for grants, con
tracts and interagency agreements was first completed from PROFILE sum
maries. In all cases where the award (bbligatir.m) applied only in part to 
juvenile justice, a pro rata determination of MOE was made through review of 
the grant application, the grant file and/or interviews with the appropriate 
LEAA grant manager. A listing .of the categorical grants, contracts and inter
agency agreements counted toward MOE is containlld in Attachment 3. 

The fiscal year 1978 MOE level is summarized on t:he following page. A detailed 
breakdown of each of the three categories counted in determining MOE are in
cluded as Attachments 1, 2, and 3. 

Fiscal ye(w 19"/8 maintenance of ejJo1't--Summarll 

Fiscal year 1978 activities for which a percentage was ul:1ed 
(attachment 1) ____________ ~-------------------------------- $ 28,114,305 

AllDcated by the States from. C and E block grant funds (attach-ment 2) _________________________ ~ ______________ .____________ 68,447,649 

Fiscal year 1978 clJ,tegDrical grants, contracts nnd Interagency 
agreements (attachmetn 3) _________________ ~ ____ ~-_________ 23,3'71,568 

Total aJlocated to maintenance of elIort (22,27 percent) __ $117, V33, 532 
Amount required to me.et the maintenance of effort requirement 

(base = $529,582,000)· (19.15 percent) ____________________ .. _ 101,414,000 
Excess of mandated maintenance of effort requirement (+ 3.12) 

percent) ____________________ ----------------------------___ +16,519,532 
·Base figure was calculated by subtracting the JJbP App~oprlation (.$100,000,000) 

and the Public Safety Officers' Benefits Program Appropriation {$15,OOi),OOO) from the 
total LEAA Budget Appropriation ($644.582,000). 

ATTACHMEN!I' 1 

LE.t1.t11E78 budUfJt actwtites for which a perlJentage 10a8 used 

Management and operations {19.15 percent of LEAA. management 
and operations obligations plus 100 percent of OJ,1'DP's man-
agement and operationsobligations) __________________________ $ 6,494,662 

La.w enforcement education program (25 percent of $39,540,0(0) * __ . 9,885, 000 
Educational development (25 percent of $1,292,006)* __________ ~_ 323,002 
Internship funds (23 percent of $29$,400) * _______________________ 68, 641 
f:lection 402 training (4 percent of $2,200,OQO) * ____________ .______ 88, 000 
Part B planning (22.51 percent of $50,000,000) ______ .. ___________ 11,255,000 

Subtotal ________________________________________________ 28,114,305 

"F!gures provided by LEAA program offices. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1978 MAINTENAtICE OF EFFORT 

Part C Part E SSS Total 

Alabama _______________ $4,403,000 $499,000 ______________ $4,902,000 Alaska_. _______________ 444, 000 50, 000 $300, 000 194,000 
Arizona_~ _____________ 2,694,000 305,000 ______________ 2,999, 000 Arkansas_ •• ____________ 2 570, 000 291, 000 ______________ 2,861,000 
Californla ____ • ___ •••• __ 25: 818, 000 2,925,000 __________ • __ 28,743,000 Colorado ____________ • __ 3,094, 000 351, 000 ______________ 3,445,000 
Connecticut. ___________ 

3'~b~'~ 
428,000 ______________ 4,204,000 Delaware _______________ 80 000 74, 000 859,000 

District of Columbla _____ 867: 000 98: 000 80, 000 I, 045, 000 Florida. ________________ la, 081, 000 1,142, eno ______________ 11,223,000 

~~~:I~~=========:===== 
6, OC6, 000 680,000 ______________ 6,686, 000 
1,057,000 120,000 ______________ 1,177, 000 Idaho __________________ 991,000 112, 000 40, 000 1,143,000 Illinois _________________ 13,637,000 1,545,000 ______________ 15,182, 000 Indlana _______________ 6,471,000 733,000 ______________ 7,204,000 lowa _________________ 3,485, 000 395, 000 ____________ 3,880,000 Kansas ________________ 2,777,000 315,000 ______________ 3,092,000 Kentucky _____________ 4,125,000 467,003 ______________ 4,592,000 lou islana ______________ 4,635,000 525,000 ______________ 5,160, 000 Malne _________________ 1,289,000 146,000 ______________ 1,435,000 Maryland ______________ 5,021,000 569, 000 _____________ 5,590,000 

Massach usetts __________ 7, 081, 000 802,000 ______________ 7,883, 000 Mlchlgan _______________ 11,096,000 1,257,000 ______________ 12,353, 000 Minnesota ______________ 4,775,000 541, 000 ______________ 5,316, DUO 
MississlppL_ .. __________ 2,851,000 323,000 ______________ 3,114, 000 Mlssourl _____________ 5, B06, 000 658,000 _____________ 6,464,000 Montana _______________ 909,000 103, 000 53, 000 1,065,000 
Nebraska ______________ 1,880,000 213,000 ___ 0. ___ • ___ •• 2,093, 000 Nevada ____ ••• _________ 719,000 81, 000 63, 000 863,000 
New Hampshire _____ ._._ 988, 000 il2, 000 40, 000 1,140,000 
New Jersey _ •• _ •• _ •••• __ 

f'~~~'~ 
1,012,000 ______________ i' ~~~, ~~ New Mexico. ___________ 158,000 _____________ 

New York ______________ 22: 016: 000 2,494, 000 ______________ 24: 510: 000 North Carolina __________ 6,627, 000 751,000 ______________ 1,378,000 
North Dakota ___________ 776,000 88, 000 51, 000 921,000 Ohio _________ • _________ 13,074, 000 1,481, 000 ______________ 14,555,000 Oklahoma ______________ 3,306,000 375,000 ______________ 3,681,000 Oregon- _______________ 2,182, 000 315,000 ______________ 3, 097, 000 
Pennsylvania ___________ 14,445,000 1,637, 000 ______________ 16, 082, 000 
Rhode Island ___________ 1,134,000 129,000 ______________ 1,263,000 
South Carolina ___ , ______ 3,430,000 389, 000 ______________ 3,819, 000 South Dakota ___________ 830,000 94, 000 48, 000 972, 000 Tennessee _____________ 5,083, 000 516,000 ______________ 5,659 000 Texas __________________ 14,904, 000 1,689,000 ______________ 16,593: 000 Utah ____________ • ______ 

1,465,000 166,000 ______________ 1,631, 000 Vermont. ______________ 575,000 65,000 119, 000 819,000 Virginia-_______________ 6,066,000 681, 000 ______________ 6,153,000 
Washl.~.gton,------------ 4,344,000 491, 000 ______________ 4,835,000 
We;t ,lrglnI3 ___________ 2,191,000 248,000 ______________ 2,439,000 Wisconsin ______________ 5,590,OOC 633,000 _________ • ____ 6,223,OOG 
Wyoming. ______________ 458,000 52,000 291,000 801,0(10 Puerto Rico _____________ 

3,5~:,~ 40~, ~ -------9fooo- 4, 001, 000 
American Samoa ________ 130,000 Guam __ • _______________ 121: 000 14: 000 183: 000 318000 
Trust territories. ________ 144, 000 16, GOO 161, 000 321: 000 
Virgin Islands _____ • ____ 101,000 12, 000 20~, 000 316,000 

Tota! ______________________________________________________ 
295, 178, 000 

Grant No. and project tiUe 

78-DF-AX-0055: Deinstltutionallzatlon of status offenders ___ .. ______________ • ___ _ 
18-DF-AX-QZI9: Juvenile restitution p'rogram. ________________________________ _ 
18-DF-AX-Q220: Westfield youth restitution program __________ • ________________ _ 
78-DF-AX-Q221: Restitution program for ad\'Udicated juyenile off~!1ders ________ • __ 
7S-ED-AX-Q0I9: The status offender-an al ernatlve \0 Incarceratlon ____________ _ 
7a-ED-AX-Q119; Jeff~\son County restitution projecL. _________________ • _______ _ 
7.8-ED-AX-Q143. POSitive action for youth ____________________________________ • 
78-ED-AX-Q151: Restitution program for JUVenile offenders __________________ ... _ 
78-ED-AX..{l157: Geaug~ County-juvenile offender-alternative to incarceraHoo __ _ 
lB-ED-AX-Q158: Community project f~r restitution. by juvenile offenders ______ ~ __ _ 
78-EO-AX..{l159: Orelnns Parish Juvemle court restitution program _______________ _ 
78·EO-AX..{l160: RestiMion by Juvenile off~nders p'roject. _____________________ _ 
78-ED-AX..{l161: state of New Jersey Juvenile restitutIOn pfogram _______________ _ 
78-ED-AX-OI62: New York State r~stitulion program __________________________ _ 
18-ED-A)...{l161: Individualized restit~tion p'rograf!l for juvenJle offenders __ . __ . __ • 
78-ED-AX-Q168: Curtlberland County Juvenile restitution proJect _______ 00 ________ _ 

MOE 
amount 

$938,133 
176,665 
655,145 
578,453 

7,712,544 
832" 410 
695,842 
238,600 
185,000 

2,693,520 
1,322, 116 

348, 000 
205,800 

2,970,089 
1,480,134 
1,528,000 

572,000 
879,423 
997,244 
267,895 

1,411,420 
1,540,925 
2,328,143 

993, lOa 
525,859 

1,676,013 
254,000 
400,809 
170,420 
189,000 

2,448,800 
446,000 

4,149,000 
1,826,458 

254,000 
3,646,106 

839,345 
534,375 

4,151,741 
251, 160 
162, 031 
237,820 
848,801 

3,151,065 
655,662 
162, 000 

1,411,602 
764, 039 
466,543 

2,135,472 
180,000 
760,530 
21,305 
86,736 
90 500 

192: IlOO 

66,447,659 

Total award 

$247,500 
208,235 
171,842 
110,615 

46 166 
411: 655 
538,439 
458,690 
749,542 

1,012,357 
510, 046 
832,596 
52C, 375 

2,289,325 
370,925 
299,412 

MOE 
percent 

19.15 
22.25 
21.87 
20.22 
26.83 
24.16 
16.55 
27.18 

i~:6~ , 
19.77 
29.51 
18.01 
19.56 
20.55 
39.38 
18.50 
19.15 
19.33 
18.67 
25.25 
19.55 
18.85 
18.69 
16.57 
25.93 
23.85 
19.15 
19.75 
16.58 
24.63 
28.16 
19.38 
24.16 
27.58 
25.05 
22.80 
17.25 
29.55 
19.89 
19.95 
24.41 
1~.00 
19.03 
40.20 
19.18 
20.90 
15.80 
19.13 
34.32 
22.47 
19. 01 
16.39 
27.28 
28.19 
60.76 

22.51 

MOE amount 

~247, 500 
208,235 
171,842 
UO,615 
46,166 

411,655 

~~~, ~~5 
149: 542 

l'm'~~ 
832: 596 
520,375 

2,289,325 
370,925 
299,412 
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Grant No. and project tllle 

78-EO-AX-0169: Camden County juvenile restitution program._ •• _ •••••••••••••• _ 
78-EO-AX-0170: Juvenile restitutlon •••• _ •• _._ •••• ____________ •• _ •••••• __ ••••• 
78-EO-AX-0175: CA RI SMA_. _. _._ •• _._ •••• ____ •• _, ____ • _ •.•• __ ••••••••••• _ •• 
78-MU-AX-0040: lfietro·Memphis youth diversion project. • _____ ._. ___ ._ •• _____ _ 
78-MU-AX-0049: Evaluation of LEAA family program ___ ._ ••• _. _____ ••• _ •• ___ • __ 
78-TA-AX-A006: international study of rights of the chud ___ • _____ • ____ ••• _____ _ 
78-0 F-AX-0047: Threshol ds _______ ••• , • __ ._ •• ___ • ______ ._. __ ._ •••••• _ ••••• 
7e-ED-AX-0042: Citi~en participation/volunteer services_ •••• _ ..... _ ••• _ •••• _._. 
78-0F-AX-0027: Project concel n __ ._. __ ••• _ ••• __ ._ ••• _ •• _ •••••••• __ ••••••••• _ 
78-0F-AX-0212: Minneapoli$ CCPP_ •••••• __ ._ •.••.••••••. _ •••••• _ •••• _ ••••••• 
78-CA-AX-0001: OUl!lmllolty anticrime program/SECO •••••• _ •••••••••.• _ •• _ •••• 
78-CA-AX..o002: 5~fur nei$.hbor~oo.ds for Utica's people •• __ ••••••• _ ••• _ •••••••• 
78-CA-AX..o~04: !inmrnunlty anllcrlme program for the ROckaways. _____ • __ ._._._ 
78-()A-AX,uaO~: SEPCPC community wide crime preVention ~roJecL ••• -.--.-•• -. 
78-CA~Ai( ·OOOS; The greater Woodlawn crime prevention projccL ••• _ •••••••••••• 
7S-CA--AX-il008: Se3ttle-King County projecL ___ ••••••• _ •••• _ •. __ ._ •.••••••• _. 
78-CA-AX-0009: Roxbury multiservice center community anticrime program __ •• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0010: Hartford joint c~TI]munity group crime prevention program •••• __ •• 
78-CA-AX-0012: Community antiCrime program __ •••••• _._._._ •••• ___ ••••••• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0013: Universe projecL ______ ••••• _._ ••• _. ____ ._ •• ____ •. __ ._._ ••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0014: Proj ect ~ nicor"-___ •• _ •• __ ._ ~ .. ___ ••• _~- ._._ ••• __ •• _._ • __ •• , 
78-CA-AX-0015: Park Heights community antiCrime consortlum __ ._ •• ______ • __ ••• 
78-CA-AX-0017: GCCSA/HACH community based an.ticrime prqjecL_ ._._._._._ •• 
78-CA-AX-0018: A proposal for North Central DetrOit communlty ••• __ • __ • __ . ____ _ 
78-CA-AX-0019: Coalition for action crime prevention program. __ • _____ ._ •••• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0020: Coalition for a united Elizabeth anticrime program_ ••• __ •••.•.• _. 
78-CA-AX-0021: A proposal to deter crime in LoisaldlL ___ ••••••• _ ••••••• _._ ••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0022: Citizen action for safer Harlems.. •••• _ ••• __ •• _ ••• ____ ..••••• _ .• 
78-CA=AX-0023: ABCD coalition against crime ___ ._ ••• _. ___ ._ •• _____ •.•••••. __ • 
78-CA=AX-0024: Citizens local alliance for a safer Philadelphia ••••••••••••••••••• 
78-CA=AX-0025: Whistlestop community crime prevention program. __ .•••••.••••• 
78-CA=AX-0026: Community anticrime projecL ___ """"_"" __ '_"_" __ '_'" 
78-CA=AX-0027: Community an.ticri'l'e pr02ram. __ ._~ •.•. _ •••••••••••••• _ •••••• 
78-CA=AX-0028: House of Umoja neighborhood antiCrime program •.•• ______ •• _ •• _ 
78-CA=AX-0029: Citizens' Crime Watch, Inc_ ••• __ .•. __ .••••••••• _ •••• __ ••• _ ••• 
18-CA=AX-0031: Mobile community organizations community anticrime program._. 
78-CA=AX-0032: Champaign county crime ~revention counciL ___ ••• _ •• ___ • __ •• _. 
78-CA=AX-0033: Northwest Bronx community anticrime projecL_ •••• _ ••••••• _ ••• 
78-CA=AX-0035: Comp'ehensive anticrime program_._ •••• _ •••.•• ___ •• ___ •• _._._ 
78-CA=AX-0036: Community anticrime projecL __ •.• _. __ ._ .••••••••• _. __ •• _._._ 
78-CA=AX·0037: Portland coalition for safe neighborhoods ••• _._ •• _ •••••••• _ ••••• 
78-CA=AX-0038: Community anticrime program. •. __ ._ •••••••• _ •• ___ ._._._ ••.•• 
78-CA=AX-0039: Community organizations acting together anticrime projec!. __ •••• 
78-CA=AX-0040: Michiaan Avenue community organization antl.'Jime program. __ •• 
78-CA=AX-0041: New Haven anticrime consortium •• __ . __ ._ ••• __ •••• _ ••••••••••• 
78-CA=AX-0042: Community combating crime projecL •• _. _____ .••••••• _._ ••••• 
78-CA=AX-0043: Ne)"port neighborhqod anVc~ime projeCL_ ,_,._. __ • ___ •• _._. __ 
78-CA=AX-0045: Chinatown community antiCrime proJecL __ ._ •• _ •••••••• _ •••••• 
78-CA=AX-0046: Mantra, Inc. community anticrlme •••• ___ •••••• _ ••• _._ •.• _ ••• __ 
78-CP,=AX-0047; Community Assistance projecL ______ •.• ___ ._ ••••••• _ •• _ •••••• 
78-CA-AX-0048: Neivhborhood anticrime program •• ___ • ____ ._ •••••••••• _ •••••• 
78-CA-AX-0049: Community anticrime pro~ram •••• -••• -•••••• --.---•.••• -- •• _. 
78-CA-AX-0050: Monterey Peninsula anticrime program •. __ ._ ••••••• _ •• _ ••••• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0051: Anticrime promm for deafjhearing impaired community ••• _ ••••• 
78-CA-AX-0052: Community anticrime project._ • _____ • __ •••• _ •••• ____ ._ •• _. __ • 
78-CA-AX-0053: Anticrime throuah organized neighborhood effort ....• _ •••••••• _. 
78-CA-AX-0054: Community anticrime task .• ___ • _____ ..•••••••••• _._ •• _ •••••• 
78-CA-AX-0055: Community anticrime project. •••• _. __ ._._ •••.• __ ••••••••• _ •• _ 
78-CA-AX-0056: Tremont's community anticrime program ••• _._ •••••• ______ ••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0057: Coslition for senior citizen safety •• __ • __ ._ .• _ ••••. _ •• _. __ •••••• 
78-CA-AX-0058: Community anticrime proRram ••• _ •• _. __ •• _ •• _ ••• __ ._._._._ •. 
78-CA-AX-0059: Lake View citizens' council anticrime projecL ••••••••• __ ••••••• 
78-CA-AX-0060: Southwest Yonkers Conaress crime prevention program._._ .• _ ••• 
78-CA-AX-0061: Southwest federation anticrime prajecL •••••••••• _ •• __ ._ •••• 
78-CA-AX-0062: Neighborhood anticrime prORram ••• ___ • ___ ._ .••••••••• _._ ••••• 
78-CA-AX-OQ63: Residential burplary prevention •••• _ •• _ ••• _ •• _______ •• ___ •••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0064: Crime prevention/criminal justice awareness project ••• _ ••••••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0065: Columbia Point community crime prevention program .••••••• _ •.• 
78-CA-AX-0066: Project awa reness •• _. ___ •••• _ ••••••••••• _. __ ._ • __ •• _ •. _._ •• _ 
78-CA-AX-OD68: Rock Island anticrime block club organization._ •• __ • __ ••••••••.• 
78-CA-AX-0069: Community anticrime pro~ram ••• ----. ___ •.••••. _ .•. __ •.•• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0070: West Central Phoenix community anticrime projecL ___ ._ .•••• _ •• 
7IH:A-AX-0071: Neivhborhood anticriTl]e progra"! ••• _. __ •••••••• _ •• _ •••••••• _ •• 
72-CA-AX-0072: Bedford·Styve~ant anticnme pr9ject.._._ .• _._ •• _ .• _ ••••••••••• 
78-CA-AX-0073: CACP multlnelRhborhood antlcrlme •• _. __ ••••••••• _____ •• _ ••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0074: Roxbury tenants of Harvard community anticrime program. ___ ._. 
78-CA-AX-0076: Southwest Training Institute community anticrime program __ ••••• 
78-CA-AX-0077: Near South Side coalition of nei~hborhood associatlons_. __ ••••••• 
78-CA-AX-0078: Culmee Park community anticrime .•.•.••••• _. __ ••• _ ••••••• __ 
78-CA-AX-0079: Citizens action league community anticrime prajecL. __ •••••• _ •• 
78-CA-AX-0080: Communitas •••.• _ •••••• _. __ •• _ ••• __ ••••••••• _._ •••• ___ •• , •• 
78-CA-AX-0081: Bois D'Arc patriot crime preventJon program ••••• ____ •••••••••• _ 
78-CA-AX-0082: Asian Pacific community anticrime program •••• _ ••• _ ••••• _._ •••• 
78-CA-AX-0085; East Harlem anticrime program._ ••• _ ••• _._ •••• _._._ •••• ___ •• 

Total award 

$278,148 
354,575 
279,620 
388,089 
997,461 
200, 000 
200,000 
45,000 

128, 000 
450,000 
208,862 
51,443 

127,606 
83673 221: 575 

250 000 
238; 101 
246,135 
41,117 

121,130 
148,987 
241,200 
162,912 
156,920 
197,904 
24~, 850 
152,367 
241,980 
241,180 
197,802 
S9,548 
84,990 

249,964 
242,562 
201,667 
72,881 
43,700 

249,967 
156,750 
238, 067 
149, 004 
132,194 
209,879 
179,630 
239,000 
240,376 
99,218 

205,372 
149,134 
119,855 
132,957 
169,269 
72,904 
57,676 
78,174 

249,661 
215,877 
123,190 
242,238 
238,465 
249,994 
111,435 
248,414 
157,437 
214,909 
188,905 

~~, ~~~ 
113: 219 
93,530 

154,903 
249,160 
207,899 
235,514 
103,147 
111,798 
166,777 
167,539 
124,517 
247,717 
223,174 
90,630 

250, 000 
250, 000 

MOE amount 

$278,148 
354,575 
279,620 
379,201 
100,000 
200, 000 
200,000 

45, 000 
90,000 
66,918 
29,658 
2,600 
6,500 

25,101 
55,393 
62,500 
35,715 
98,454 
2,154 

12,130 
14,896 
24,120 
40, 000 
26,050 
29,685 
24,985 
35, 000 
12, 099 
96,400 
59,340 
9,954 

25,497 
24,996 

120, 000 
100,332 
36,250 
17,480 
3,749 

47, 025 
68,000 
7,450 

52,800 
41,975 
17,963 

184, 000 
84,121 
49,609 
61,611 
89,480 
84,000 
26,300 
67,707 
8,748 
5761 

31:200 
49,932 
64,500 
30,797 
24,223 
71,400 

124,997 
22,000 

188,800 
31,487 
21,490 
37,781 
48, 018 
12,144 
68, COO 
18,706 
46,410 

149,496 
20,789 
58,878 
10,300 
22,200 
75, 049 

1,675 
72,300 
1 238 

22:317 
36,252 

125, UOO 
87,500 
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Grant No. and project tille 

78-CA-AX-l1086: Blue Hills anticrime program ________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1086: Communities organized against crime ________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1087: Fiel.ds Corner community organizing project. __________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1088: Project security self·help _______ : _________________ • _________ _ 
78-CA-AX-llOB9: Community anticrime projec!._. ________ • ___ • ______________ _ 

78-CA-AX-0090: sa~;~~:~}'~!~:e~~~~~oi~-~~v-e-~~:~~~-:~~:~~-d-~~~~=~:e!~~~~:_ 
78-CA-AX-U093: Covington neighborhoods action coalition anticrime program. ____ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1094: Project emphasis crime ____________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1095: Community anticrime projec!.. ________ • ______________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-l1096; Joliet volunteer citizen antic'ime program _____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-0097: Neighborhood security educational action program _____________ _ 
78-CA-~X-0099: Commun!ty a~ticrime program _______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll)OO: Community crime prevention program.. _______________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-Ol0l: N.E.O.N. Inc. anticrime progl'am _____________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-0l02: Desire·Florida community anticrime program _________________ _ 
78-CA-AX· 0103: Citizens united together against crioiB ________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-Ol04: UAW Retired Workers Center, Inc ____________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-lll06; indian.apolls anticrime organi.zlng projecL ____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-Ol07. East Side Neighborhood Services, inc ________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-Ol08: Villa Victoria's community crime prevention projecL ___________ _ 
7B-CA-AX-Ol09: The Robert Taylor Homes community crime prevention projecL __ 
78-CA-AX-llllO: Milwaukee community anticrime program _____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-lll11: Community anticrime pro~ram-_-------------------------------
78-CA-AX-ll1l2: Metropolitan Atlanta Crime Commission community anticrime program ____ • _______________________ • ___ • _______________ _ 
18-CA-AX-01l3: Daytona Beach prevent-a-crime program_. ____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-01l4: Community anticrime program_. __ • __________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-01l5: Coalition of minority agencies community anticrime program ____ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll1l7: Cqmprehenslv~ neighborhood safety coalitlon ••• _______________ _ 
78-CA-AX-01l8: IY'!lsslsslppl action for community ed~catlDn,-------------------
78-CA-AX-ll1l9: Little Rock community crime prevention projec!.. .... _______ • ___ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll120: Elmhurst district Gilizens safety projecL ___________________ • ___ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll121: Community anticrime program _______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll122: Community anticrime program _______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll123: Community anticrime program __ • ____________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll124: CAP city comprehensive community crime prevention program __ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll125: Atla~ta DeKalb crim)! erad!ca~ion projecL _____________ • _____ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll127: Peoria aroa community antiCrime projec!.. ____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll128: Oklahoma City neighborhood crime preVenl\on program 
76-CA-AX-0129: Lennox and Westmont community crime proJec!. ______________ _ 
7B--CA-AX-ll130: East Harlem block nursury's community anticrime program_:_ •• __ 78-CA-AX-ll131: Project PEACE _____________________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll132: Neighborhoods tov.ether anticrime program ____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll133: Community anticrime program __ c_~------~--------------------
78-CA-AX-0134. East Los Angeles community anticrime projecL _______________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll135: Community anticrime project. _______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll136: SEM AC _________ • ________________________________ ---- ------
78-CA-AX-ll137: youth deveiopment anticrime proj~cL-------------------------78-CA-AX-ll139: Toward a whole and safe community _________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll140: Community anticrime projecL _______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll141: North Shore anticrime program ______________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll142: Operation Alliance _________________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-0143: Community anticrime program ___________________________ ., ___ _ 
78-CA-AX-0144: Community against crime ___________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-0145: Save our community from crime _____________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll146: Alliance against crime ______ .. _______________________________ _ 
7R-r.A-AX-ll147: Ventura County Hispanic development projecL ________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll148: Project Harmonia __________________________________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll149: Neighborhood against crime _______________ • ________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-ll150: Pasadena commnuity anticrime project. •• ____________________ _ 
78-CA-AX-0151: Stanfor.d. comOluinty anticrime project ________________________ _ 
78-DF-AX-ll181: Ipuunalhq altern alive projecL _______ 

7 
_____________________ _ 

78-DF-ll182: NavajO Youth SerVices projee!.. _________________________________ _ 
78-DF-AX-0193: Acoma del i nquency prevention _______________________________ _ 
78-ED-AX-ll075: Kwatee group home ________________________________________ _ 
78-ED-AX-lll03: Fort Beiknap Juvenile and Rehabilitation Center _______________ _ 
78-JS-AX-ll084: Fort Peck Bureau of youth Services ___________________________ _ 
Interagency agreements with Census Bureau: National Crime survey (NCS) _____________________ • ______________________ _ 

N CS research. __________ • _____________ ----------- ----------------------Seriousness research ______________________________________________ ------
Expenditure and employmGnL __________________________________________ _ 
Junvenile ____________ •.. ________________________________ ----------------
Criminal justice anai~sis and publication __________________________________ _ 

76-SS-99-6026: National survey of crime severity _____________________________ _ 
78-SS-AX-ll018: Analrical studies in crime victimization over time ______________ _ 
SAC Grants: Statistica analysis center (SAC) grants ____________________________ _ 
UCR Grants: Uniform c[im~ reports (UCR) grants ___________________ • __________ _ 
78-SS-AX-ll003: Juvenlie Justice PROMIS ____________________________________ _ 
78-SS-AX-ll002: Marion County prosecutor's juvenile PROMiS __________________ _ 
78-SS-AX-0025: Washington SJIS. _________________________________________ _ 
78-0F-AX-ll159: Operation Hardcore _______ .---------------------------------

Total award 

$137,921 
247,500 
141,642 
162,788 
247,850 

192,706 
94,714 

103,366 
247,973 
176,482 
221,496 
126,010 
91,133 

235,674 
186,037 
202,974 
202,150 
219,852 
139,060 
126,167 
242,455 
249,64! 
246,624 

218,334 
203,901 
210,219 
212,462 
249,327 
249,945 
229,446 
84,296 

.237,754 
240,834 
249,912 
249,034 
106,648 
192,577 
177,645 
216,646 
223.C91 
250,000 
159,474 
249,772 
250,000 
142,610 
149,941 
166,432 
242,973 
197,195 
140,109 
221,075 
246,516 
185,747 
198,647 
138,838 
242,038 
480,679 
245,855 
t86,600 
217,423 
101,038 
45,925 
13,790 

137,090 
162,000 
235,860 

5,568,000 
317,400 
438,483 
782 976 
265,868 
859,774 
212,888 
80,095 

4,745,522 
960,343 
157,986 
149,948 
200,000 
294,310 

MOE amount 

$62,064 
2,470 

15, 000 
48,600 

180,000 

19,270 
2,500 

15,500 
24,797 
52,944 
1,107 

73,000 
13,669 
78,000 
95,000 

152,230 
20,215 
22,000 

112,000 
22,710 
24,245 
1,248 
5,475 

40,610 
97,872 
63,000 
38,243 
20,000 

~§:~~~ 
33; 71& 
33,285 

~~,~~ 
49: 806 
60,789 

115,546 
26,646 
21,664 

l52,109 
125,000 
64.0flll 
17,4!)$ 

125,000 
14,261 
8,000 

133,206 
242,973 
40, 000 
20,000 
66,000 
56,698 
55,724 
49,661 

:~,~~ 
480: 679 
24,585 
37,520 
64,000 

101,038 
45,925 
13790 137: 090 

162,000 
235,860 

946,560 
53,958 
74,542 

133, lOS 
265,868 
51,586 
36,191 
13,616 

1,423,657 
268,896 
157,986 
149,948 
200,000 
98,009 
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Grant No. and project title Total award MOE amount 

78-DF-AX-0022: Changinl sex role stereotypes________________________________ $22,000 $22,000 
78-DF-AX-0207: Sexually abused child as victim/witness________________________ 1.66,081 166,081 
77-DF-99-0066: Child sexual abuse victim assistance project-supplemental award_ 51,061 51,061 
77-DF-II}-0016: Sexually aLused child as victim/witness-supplemental award_____ 80,115 80,115 
78-DF-AX-OI06: South florida family violence_________________________________ 268,836 26,884 
78-DF-AX-0107: Alaska family violence program._____________________________ 260,866 26,087 
78-DF-AX-0126: Delaware family violence program __ .__________________________ 140,000 l' 14,000 
78-DF-AX-0129; Utah. faTl!i1y violence pro~ram.-------------------------------- 81,234 8,123 
78-DF-AX-0131. Family Violence prosecution program__________________________ 80,553 8,056 
78-DF-AX-0133: W01!ien's cirsis ~ent~L - ------------------------------------- ~ 14525', °000°0 4,200 78-DF-AX-0142. RegIOnal domestic vlolence___________________________________ "1115, ~03R 
78-DF-AX-0l43: Family violence program, Gary, 111...__________________________ 114,300 ," • 
78-DF-AX-0155: Family violence program, Santa Barbara __________________ .____ 249,167 24,917 
78-DF-AX-0168: Citizens aware and responding to emergencies__________________ 117,097 11,710 
78-DF-AX-0173: Development of family violence educational materials. ---------- 15836' ~Ol~ 5,321 
78-DF-AX-0196: District attorney's rlomestic ab~se unit. - ---------------------- 126', ROO~ 18,680 
78-DF-AX-0206. Help for abused women and chlldren__________________________ u 12,600 
78-DF-AX-0222: Dade County domestic violence assistance______________________ 88; 870 8,887 
78-TA-AX-0035: Technical assistance to the LEAA famil~ violence program________ 249,974 24,997 
76-ED-OI-0020: Phase IIl-objectivity Ilow-comrnunlty involvement tomorrow 

(supplemental award)______________________________________ 83, liZ 83,112 
78-ED-AX-OQ37: EXpansion of Hillsborough House of detention ______________ .. __ 300,000 24,990 
78-DF-AX-0l56: TA service delivery__________________________________________ 74,977 14,995 
~8-DF-AX-0l61: TA service delivery__________________________________________ 68,929 22,746 
78-DF-AX-0179: TA service delivery _______________________________ -__________ 65,162 15,480 

--------------------TotaL.______________________________________________________________ 55, 68?, 413 23,371,568 

ATTACHMENT 4 

IDENTH'ICATION OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS AND PRORATION CRITERIA FOR MAIN
TENANCE OF EFFORT 

The MOE Task Force has considered background materials on the maintenance 
of effort requirement of Section 520(b) of the Crime Control Act and Section 
261(b) of the Juvenile Justice Act. 

LEAA State Planning Agency Grants Guideline M4100.1F, CHG 3, July 28, 
1978, requires at Chapter 3, Paragraph 51 b (1), that each State expend at least 
19.15 percent of its annual Parts B, C, and E block grant allocation for "juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention-related programs and projects." Beyond this 
general guidance, LEAA has issued no other formal guidelines or policy to the 
states. 

The 19.15 percent maintenance of effort level was derived from the percentage 
of 1972 Crime Control Act funds thAt were allocated for juvenile justice and de
linquency prevention programs, Dollar amounts for individual projl,lcts were de
tailed in an October, ll:'7~, report entitled "La w Enforcement Assistance Adminis
tration Juvenile Delinquency Project Summaries for Fiscal Year 1972." This 
report broke down fiscal year 1972 allocations into p"'e broad categories: preven
tion, diversion, rehabilitation, upgrading resources, and drugs. Unfortunately, 
where projects were prorated between juvenile and non-juvenile related activities, 
no rules or guides used in proration were specified. However, it is useful to note 
the five program areas used and the types of programs and activities that fall 
under them: 

Prevention,--Activities designed to reduce the incidence of delinquency 
acts and that are directed to youth who are not being dealt with as a result 
of contact with the juvenile justice system. Included are programs providing 
information, education, and public awareness activities; programs to de
velop and improve police, community, and youth relations; programs to bring 
about selective organizational changes in school and community programs
youth involvement programs; programs to utilize volunteers in prevention; 
and special youth Eervices. Other activities include related research and de
velopment programs and projects. 

Divel·sion.--Programs and projects designed to limit penetration of youth 
into the juvenile justice system by providing resources outside the formal 
justice system at any point between apprehension and adjudication. These 
would include youth service bureaus, diagnostic and treatment services, pre
trial diversion programs, special youth services, employment, counseling, and 
advocacy programs designed to develop or gain access to needed services out
side of the justice system. 



RehabiZitation.-Community-based after .care juvenile facilities; programs 
involving the education and training of juvenile offenders; specialized re
habilitation projects; diagnostic services; vocational and psychological coun
seling; development of alternatives to incarceration; and re-entry adjustment 
activities following institutionalization. 

tJpgradJing 1·eS01trCes.-Personnel programs involving training, education 
lind staffing. Examples would include training and education projects for 
persons who regularly work in the area of juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention such as counselors, caseworkers, probation officers, attorneys and 
judges. Training programs for those who volunteer their services would also 
be included. Other sub-programs that would fall within the generalized area 
of upgrading services would be research, evaluation and planning efforts as 
weH as public education activities. 

Drug abuse.-Research such as programs designed to ascertain the amount 
of drug and alcohol used by juveniles and to determine the influencing fac
tors involved. Development programs including but not limited to those 
which would coordinate existing programs in drug abuse treatment programs. 
Other programs that would come within this category would be education
related activities (i.e., drug abuse specialist who would work in a Youth 
Services Program). 

The above-referenced areas should be considered as illustrative rather than 
exhaustive. There may well be other programs, not detailed above, that would 
qualify as juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs. 
Prior Guidance 

The Task Force reviewed prior advice from the Office on the subject of pro
ration. While the issue has arisen a number of times during plan review, only one 
formal response has been issued. 

In a letter to the California State Planning Agency dated December 5, 1978, 
the OJJDP Administrator advised that State as follows: 

" ... maintenance of effort would in our view include those programs de
signed in whole or in part to have a direct impact on juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention. An essential aspect of this definition is that there 
be some targeting or some emphasis placed on juvenile-related activities. To 
that end, general crime prevention or law enforcement activities should not 
be included. In the same vein, when you fina it necessary to prorate, there 
must be a rational basis for its use. This would of course relate not only to 
the methodology adopted but also to the underlying basis for the proration 
namely that which is being prorated. '" 

There is, of course, no difficulty in allowing the total cost of a program or 
project designed solely to provide services to juveniles or to benefit the juvenile 
justice system. Similarly, there is usually no difficulty identifying general crime 
IJrevention or law enforcement programs that have no specific direct or identi
fiable benefit to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. The following section 
is concerned with the proration of programs and projects that fall between these 
two extremes. 
Proration criteria 

Based on our view and discussion of this guidance and prior plan review ex
perience the Task Force has concluded that the key concept in reviewing direct 
service programs and projects for maintenance of effort purposes should be 
whether activities to be undertaken under a program or project are targeted to or 
provide a specific and identifiable benefit to a juvenile population. For other non
service programs and projects the test is whether there is a direct and identifi
able impact on the juvenile justice system. Thus, proration of projects for 
maintenance of effort purposes should be based, at a minimum, on an identifica
tion of specific, direct and identifiable activities which benefit a ju'Venile popula
tion or system component. Individual states are free to use more strict proration 
criteria . 

• "If the program which is being prorated is not related to juvenile justice und delin
quency prevention hut rather to beneral law enforcement, there would, absent some 
indication that juvenile-related activities were being targeted" be no basis for any 
proratlon." 
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Application of criteria 
With regard to the allocation of Crime Control Act funded projects in non

juvenile justice program areas to maintenance of effl1rt, several program areas 
and proposed allocations are presented as illustrations ()f common situations that 
have arisen: 

(1) Oomprehensive Oriminal Justice Information SY8tem.-Based on arrest 
rates and an analysis of specific system requirements for the juvenile justice 
information component, a specific percentage of the cost of the establisbment and 
operation of the information system is considered related to juvenile justice. 

(2) Domestic A1Jttsf3 SheUer.-Based on occupancy rates for children under the 
age of majority, the percentage of counseling time accounted for by children, 
and equipment costs for the shelter, a specific percentage of the total cost of 
shelter operations is considered related to juvenile justice. 

(3) Victim .Advocate/Ed~tcation.-Based on the percentage of victims served 
by the project who are juveniles and percentage of juveniles receiving formal
ized victimization education, a specific percentage of project funds is considered 
related to juvenile justice. 

(4) Orisis Intervention.-Based on the percentage of staff contacts with 
juveniles in need of services, project costs are prorated. 

(5) Based on the percentage of crime committed by juveniles, a prorated 
percentage of a general crime prevention program, increased street patrol, is 
considered related to juvenile justice. 

Applying the criteria noted above would, for example, result in OJJDP /OCJP 
action to: (1) approve the proration for Information Systems because the in
cluded activities are targeted to improvement of the juvenile justice system; 
(2) approve a proration for domestic abuse shelters based solely on the per
centage of project costs represented by that component of the project that pro
vides counseling or other direct services to juveniles. Occupancy rates and 
equipment costs are factors unrelated to juvenile justice and delinquency pre
vention services. They are incidental costs associated with the primary project 
purpose-the provision of emergency shelter and other project services to adults; 
(3) and (4) permit States to count toward maintenance of effort a prorated 
amount of direct service programs such as victim advocate/education and crisi§) 
intervention to the extent that they make their services specifically available to 
juveniles and can establish a reasonable basis for the proposed proration of 
services; (5) disallow prorating any part of this (or any) general law enforce
ment and criminal justice program expenditure toward maintenance of effort. 

Question 39. It has been reported that OJJDP has completed final selection 
of grantees for the Youth Advocacy Initative. Of the total number of applica
tions, how many were fundable? What amount was requested by these fundllble 
applicants? What amount is intended to be awarded to the few applicants se
lected? Of this total, what amount will actually be awarded in fiscal year 1980? 

OJJDP has not completed final selection of grantees for the youth Advocacy 
Initiative. We now have under programmatic and fiscal review 19 applications. 
and from this group we will expect to recommend for award those which respond 
positively to programmatic fiscal requirements. 

Of the 187 applications received. 26 were rated as fundable if funds were avail· 
able and programmatic and fiscal requirements were satisfactorily met during the 
final stages of our review process. 

$16,318,318, was requested by these 26 applicants, and $12.100.000 is allocated 
for award to these applicants if all requirements are satisfactorily met. 

$12,100,000 will be awarded in fiscal 1980. with the major portion awarded by 
April 30, 1980. 

Question 40. Why is not the Department of Justice recommending that the 
Delinquency Research components of the Center for the Study of Crime and 
Delinquency (NIMH) be transferred to NIJ? 

This issuE' was not within the scope of the Department of Justice's 
recommendations. 

Question 41. What portion of the fiscal year 1981 requests for BJS and NIJ 
are set aside to comply with the MOE provisions? 

Response. Budget requests to Congress for programs authorized under the 
JSIA do not set aside funds by functional program area. To the extent that 
MOE is applicable to BJS and NIJ funds in fiscal year 1981, specific areas of 
funding related to juvenile justice programs have not yet been id~ntified. 
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QuesUon ,42. It has been reported th8.t the Alternative Education Guideline 
requires the approval, by relevant scha,ol superintendents of applications sub
mitted by private non-profit organizations. If so please explain. 

The Alternative Education Guideline does not require the approval of relevant 
school superintendents. When the guideliue was pulllished in the Federal Register 
for comment on October 15, 1979, it contained language which would have re
quired private not-for-profit schools, agencies or organizations to operate in 
coordination, or have linkages, with the local public school system in order to 
promote utilization of effective program models and future funding support. 
schools and organizations. 

As a result of public comments receiVed during the external clearance process. 
which indicated that some independent alternative schools would have difficulty 
coordinating with local public schools, the language was modified to allow for 
a choice of linkages or cooperative agreements which included local public 
schools, private foundations, state educational agencies, federally and state 
funded employment agencies, corpDrations and/or labor for purposes of promot
ing continued funding of effective program models after OJJDP's Ilupport ends. 

This modification retains the expectation that relationships which would lead 
to future funding be continued but does not limit these to local public schools 
where tensions may exist. 

We believe that it is reasonable to expect that alternative education programs 
be related to those structures in a community which have an interest ill improv
ing education and increasing the level of skills of students entering the local 
job market. 

Question 48. OGC has held that Section 527 (new JSIA 820 (a» cannot be 
cc.nstrued to provide authority to approve or disapprove an LE.A..A. grant. Why 
not? What about program plans or guidelines'/ Please explain. Let us suppose 
that LE.A..A. was about to fund a standards project that was inconsistent with 
secti.on 223(a) (13) of the JJA. What then are the appropriate roles for OJJDP? 

Response. The LE.A..A. Office of General Counsel (OGe) had occasion to review 
the scope of Section 527 in the context of the LE.A..A. Community Anti-Crime 
Program. A copy of that opinion, dated November 12, 1977, is attacbed. 

One conclusion from the OGC analysis Section 527 in that opinion is that 
the "policy direction" exercised by OJJDP under Section 527 : 

" ... does not require day-to-day or grant-by-grant involvement by 
OJJDP in Crime Control Act programs concerned with juvenile delinquency. 
This does not, however, preclude such involvement where it is deemed by 
the (LE.A..A.) Administrator to contribute to the objectives of Section 
527 .. • " 

Thus, the OGC opinion clearly states that delegation of approval or dis
approval authority over LEAA grants to OJJDP is permitted. It is not, however, 
required under Section 527. 

With regard to program plans, guidelinps, or actual project funding, I would 
expect, as LE.A.A. Administrator, the other LE.A..A. program offices to follow the 
established, written pOlicies of OJJDP in the formulation of guidelines and 
the funding of action projects. 

Henry Dogin, shortly after he became the LE.A..A. Administrator, requested 
that OJJDP develop a proposed policy and procedure for implementation of 
Section 527. Subsequently, a draft policy was developed under Acting OJ'JDP 
Administrator and is in the process of internal review. 

Que.stion #. In the summer of 1979 an LEAA audit of the OJJDP and OCAO 
grantees found that the LE.A..A. guidelines provide little financial or program
matic assistance to non-profit organizations because the guidance in LEAA 
directives is directed principally to grant awards made to units of government. 
In fact, the audit found that these grantees were thus unaware or confused 
about LE.A..A. fiscal and administrative requirements. Please report on the steps 
taken to date by OJJDP to remedy these bitterly ironic injustices. 

Response. LEAA fiscal guidelines are based on OMB Circulars. To date none 
of the circulars issued by OMB are specifically directed to private non-profit 
agencies. Fiscal OMB Circulars are: 

A-21 Fiscal Management for Institutions of Higher Education. 
A-87 Fiscal Management for State and Local Governments. 
A.-110 Fiscal Management for Administration. 
The LEAA Financial Guideline M 7100.l.A. was based on all the above OMB 

Circulars. While M 7100.1A did contain appropriate fiscal information for pri-
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vate non-profit agencies to properly administer and manage grants and con
tracts, it was difficult to locate in the seven chapters and appendices. 

Two positive steps have been taken to remedy the problem of fiscal manage
ment by private non-profit organizations: 

1. A revised LE.A..A. Guideline, M 7100.1B was published in the Federal Register 
on March 3, 1980. Comments, including those from private non-profit agencies. 
will be reviewed and incorporated into the final published guideline. This should 
be ready for distribution on or before May 1, 19t:l0. The new M 7100.1B will COl!
solid ate revisions of the new Justice System Improvement Act, the JJDP Act, 
with specific information for private non-profit agencies that is easy to locate 
and written to assure the establishment of sound and effective fiscal management 
systems. 

2. LEAA has issued NOTICE No. N7130.1, "Administrative expense on Cate
gorical Grants," which enables the SPAs (C.TOs) to recover their administrative 
costs for the functions necessary.to administer a categorical grant when th6 
SPA (CJC) is the grantee or co-applicant. LE.A..A. has scheduled a series of Fiscal 
Management Training Workshops that will be opened to private non-profit per
sonnel. Nine five-day workshops are now scheduled. 

Questicl/1 45. What, if anything, is OJJDP doing to assess whether the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons is engaging in practices inconsistent with Sections 223la) 
(12) and (13)? Additionally, when such practices are identified, what proce
dures have been developed to alert the BOP and to remedy the situation? 

Response. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, in coop
eration with the University of Illinois Community Research Forum is currently 
assessing the practices of five l!'ederal agencies. This Federal deinstitutionaliza
tion research project is to determine whether the practices and facilities, either 
operated by or under contract with the five agencies, are responsive to the objec
tives addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act and the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The five Federal agencies are the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization Service, Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, U.S. Marshalls Service, and the National Park Service. 

This effort began in August 1979, by interviewing agency officials, researching 
into enabling legislation of the agencies, identifying recent litigaton, and review
ing agency policies and guidelines. There has 'been on-site inspection of several 
facilities which are operated by or contracted with the agencies. The final report 
will be issued in May, 1980. It will contain a reporting of the data gathered and 
the evaluation of findings, identification of the technical assistance required 
by each agency in the area of program, organizational and data collection, and 
a proposed reporting system by the agenCies to OJJDP. 

During the September, 1979 Coordinating Council Meeting, an overview of 
the project and preliminary findings were presented. Once the project is com
pleted, both the Coordination Council and the National Advisory Conunittee 
will be presented the results and recommendations of the project. Attachment I, 
Issue C-45 is a copy of the preliminary findings. 

ATTACH:J.IENT I ISSUE ·C-45-PRELIMINARY FINDINGS: AN OVERVIEW 

The enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 was in part a response by Congress to the states' insufficient expertise or 
inadequate resources to deal comprehensively with the problems of juvenile 
delinquency. The efforts of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention have focused on providing program aid -,ud financial support to a wide 
range of components of state and local juveniltl justice systems. The Federal 
agencies which operate or contract with correctional facilities have responded to 
Congressional mandates by issuing guidelines that are responsive to the objec
tives addressed in the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act and the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. However, an initial survey of five fed
eral agencies, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S. Marshalls Service, and National Park 
Service, indicates that violations remain widespread and that federally accused 
or adjudicated juveniles may not be accorded the protections mandated .by the 
federal legislation. The deficiencies in the Federal compliance effort are largely 
a function of a lack of a sense of urgency by the Agencies or a lack of adequate 
monitoring or reporting mechanisms. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention which has responsibility for providing a comprehensive co
ordinated approach to the problems of juvenile delinquency is in a position to 
assume the leadership role in providing assistance to the Federal agencies and 
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extending the Congressionally guaranteed safeguards to juv'cnile federal offenders 
and Native American and undocumented alien youth in federal custody. 
Juvenile Feilercl Offenders 

A juvenile taken into custody for violation of a crime of the United States 
will not generally be prosecuted by the U.S. Attorney 'Unless the jurisdiction is 
exclusively federal I;I,nd the crime is deemed serious. Pending release, transfer 
to local authorities, or prosecution, a juvenile federal prisoner is transferred to 
the custody of the U.S. Marshalls Service. The U.S. 7.11arshnlls Service, the con
tracting organization between the Justice Department and the local sheriffs and 
police departments, "handled" 5527 juveniles and received 733 in the first five 
months of 1979. 

The Marshalls currently contract nationwide wi.th 835 county jails for secure 
detentIon pending court action. At the time a contract is awarded, the facility 
is identified as to whether it is capable of holqing juveniles, females, or sentenced 
prisoners. The USMS Contracting Procedures Manul provides that: 

"(1) Juvenile prisoners will be confined i.n an all juvenile facility or in a 
detention area separated visually and al~oustically from adult detention 
areas. In unusual situations, and for ,short periods of time only, juveniles 
may be confined in an adult facility, but must be placed in quarters visually 
and acoustically separate from adult prisoners. 

"(5) Classification and segregation of prisoners according to age category 
and sex is to be extended to cells and bathing facilities ..• Toilet facilities 
will be segregated by sex." (USM 2330.2 Appendix 3-1) 

Albhough a U.S. Marshall may be prese:nt 'at a facility on a daily {)T weekly 
basis, he has no jurisdiction to interfere ill the internal operating procedures of 
the facility. A Marshall who observes a 'violation may bring it to the attention 
of the sheriff or jail superintendent; however, there is no formal mechanism for 
reporting the violation. The COJlltracting Procedures Manual provides that "under 
no circumstances should any contract facility be visited less than two times per 
year by the contract n.'onitor." (USM 2330.2) The monitoring checklist provided 
includes the categories, "Il.cceptable prisoner separation" and "mee/ts juvenile re
quirements". The Chief of Program Administration at the U.S. Marshalls Service 
maintains that there are no federal juveniles housed in facilities which haven't 
been certified for juveniles; however, he conceded that adult federal prisoners 
could be placed in a facility which WI:.S not properly accommodating state juvenile 
offenders. Each contract faCility reports its daily federal population to the central 
office but does not provide an adult/juvenile breakdown. 

The U.S. Marshalls' responsibilities do not genera:lly encompass juveniles who 
are apprehended for violation of a federal law in a national park. The National 
Park Service either maintains ilts own holding facilities or makes independent 
arrangements with local jails or detention centers. 1.'he U.S. Park Police exer
cises jurisdiction (not neressal'ily exclusive) over parks, parkways and reserva
tions in the District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia and employs special divi
sions in the New York and San Francisco areas. U.S. Park Police Guidelines 
provide that: 

Whenever a juvenile arrest occurs, the arresting officer shall transport the 
juvenile in unmarked v/.wIcles when possible and not with adult offenders 
to a substation or similar suitable surrounding. , 

The guidelines further state that "when a juvenile is detained, detention must 
be in a federally approved facility. In many areas, local juvenile homes and faeili
ties may be utilized. Juveniles shall not be incarcerated with adults at any time." 
(General Order No. 90.06) The officer assigned to juvenile offenders in the Crimi
nal Investigations Branch reported that there were five substations in the 
D.C./l\faryland/Virginia area where juveniles could be temporarily held for 
intake; however, he stated that the holding period is limited to a couple hours. 

Statistics from the Criminal Investigations Branch show that during the 
months of January through July, 1979, 1039 juveniles were brought to the atten
tion of the Juvenile Section. This indicates that "juvenile contact forms" were 
completed on all of these youths and that they were held at least briefly before 
being released, or referred to a U.S. Magistrate or to the local court. 

The Chief of the Law Enforcement Section, Rangers Division supplied juvenile 
procedures guidelines druted October, 1975 which state that offenses committed by 
juveniles are divided into two categories, vioJations of park regulations and of
fenses other than violations of park regulations : 
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When a juvenile violates a plI.rk regulation requiring a mandatory apyear
aI).ce or when a juvenile or a juvenile's parents request a hearing, the juvenile 
may be heard before a U.S. Magistrate only when a fine and/or probation 
would ordinarily be imposed for the offense. However, for those offenses 
which are likely to result in a jail sentence, the matter must be referred to 
and coordinated with the U.S. At.torney's Office. The key criterion i8 whether 
·in the juclgment of the 1'angl3r the offense is one where the juvenile may for
feit collateral or the magifltrate will impose onZy 11 fine and/or probation 
rather than the likelihood of the jmposition of a jail term. 

The guidelines further provide: 
"the detention of a juvenile must be in a federally approved facility ... In 
many areas, local juvenile homes and facilities may be utilized. ·When a 
juvenile is incarcerated, he should be brought before a U.S. Magistrate as 
soon as possible and the U.S. Attorneys office notified. Once the juvenile has 
been brought before a Magistrate, the responsibility for the custody or deten
tion of the juvenile becomes that of the courts . . . The searching and trans
porting of juveniles should be the same as for adults, except juveniles should, 
1vhen p088ible (italic added) be transported in unmarked vehicles anll not 
with adult offenders." 

The guidelines also allow a ranger to turn a runaway over to local authorities 
and to take a juvenile into protective care if in the ranger's judgment the juve
nile's health, welfare or safety is endangered. The Law Enforcement Chief was 
unable to supply a list of parks with law enforcement personnel or law enfOTce
ment facilities. 

A youth adjudicated and committed under the Juvenile Delinquency Act is 
transferred to the custody of the Attorney General. However, the FJDA requires 
the Attorney General, in practical terms the J!'ederal Bureau of Prisons, to commit 
juveniles to foster homes or to a community based facility located near their 
home community whenever possible. The Act further requires that no juvenile be 
placed in an adult jail or correctional institution where he has regular contact 
with incarcerated adults. The J.TDP Act, in addition to requiring that participat
ing states achieve the df-'institutionulization of status offenders and the separation 
of children from adults in correctional institutions, places 11 heavy emphasis on 
the development and use of non secure community based facilities. 

Shortly after the enactment of the JJDP Act in 1974 the Bureau designated 
four institutions as classification and confinement centers for offenders committed 
under the Act. These four institutions are classified by Bureau policy statements 
as minimum security. However, the Bureau continued to send many youths to 
other federal prisons, some of which a:re designated medium security and hold 
adult prisoners. In 1977 the ACLU National Prison Project focused on the 
Bureau's recorded lacl~ of compliance with its statutory mandate to locate youth
ful offenders in community based facilities and its failure to place juveniles in 
facilities segregated from adult offenders. In the summer of 1977, partially as a 
result of a series of meetings between members of the Prison project and Bureau 
officials, the Bureau began removing all federally adjudicated juveniles from 
BOP institution!; and transferring them to state institutions. There are currently 
about 150 juveniles committed under the Act. Only two youths, characterized all 
se,ere- behavior problems, are incarcerated in federal institutions. The remai)lder 
are placed pursuant to contracts with state or pr'ivately run facilities. 

The majority of juvenUe federal offenders ar& concentrated at the Woodsbend 
Boys Camp in West Liberty, Kentucky, the Emerson House in Denver, Colorado, 
and in California Youth Authority facilities. As of June, 1978 only 22 out of 90 
juveniles were incarcerated in their home states. The Bureau has not devised any 
criteria which direct Bureau officials, Community Program Officers, and regional 
staff in their interpretation and implementation of Section 5035 of the FJDA. The 
Bureau's policy statement 7300.106 which specifically pertains to placement of 
federal juveniles merely recries the language of Section 5035. In addition, federal 
youths are commingled with adults in the California Youth Authority p.iacements. 
Segregation from adults is also reportedly iuadequate at the Emerson House in 
Denver, Colorado where most federally adjudicated native American youths are 
committed. The Bureau continues to respond to allegations of non compliance 
with the FJDA by maintaining tllUt most federal juvenile offenders have com
mitted serious violent offenses. Monitoring of contract facilities is limited to 
biannual inspections. The FEOP Contracts and Detention Administrator admitted 
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that prosecution of juveniles by U.S. Attorneys has declined since adjudicated 
offenders are no longer placed in federal tacilities. 
Native American Youths 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has tunding responsibilities for 12~1 tribes. The 
court systems can be classified as traditional, trLbal, or Courts of Indian Offenses. 
There are fifteen traditional courts, concentrated in New Mexico and descended 
from the Spanish systE:m. There are 28 Courts of Indian Offenses which operate 
under a set of rules and. procedures created by. the Bureau of Indian .Affairs. 
(25CRF pt. 11). Tribes which have adopted their own codes usually modeled 
closely after the BIA code are known as "tribal courts." Detention faciilties for 
reservations are owned and operated by the BIA and various tribes. Some Bureau 
facllities are tribally controlled. The Bureau and the Tribes use municipal and 
county facilities on a contract or subsistence basis where no Bureau of Tribal 
facility is available. 

According to the Chief' Law Enforcement Officer at BIA., 98 percent of the 
arrests on reservations are for drunkeness. However, the Bureau's authority to 
influence sentencing policy is limited. There are no federal juvenile officers on 
reservations in the United States. The failure to separate juveniles fr:om adults 
in correctional facilities is a function of outdated dilapidated facilities and the 
lack of a sense of urgency, on the part of the tribes and the Bureau. There is no 
Juvenile office at the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 'rhe Chief of the Judiciary Division 
at BIA admitted that the, deinstitutionalization and separation objectives con
tained in the JJDP Act had never been suggested by the Bureau for incorpora
tion into tribal codes or practices. LEU has funded 35-40 facilities ever the past 
six years and has provide,d financial support for the development of juvenile 
codes, however LEAA monies have been cut leaving many projects incomplete. 

A native American youtl\ adjudicated delinquent for commission of a misde
meanor, including liquor violations, can be committed by the tribe to a secure 
detention facility for six months. Though the Bureau has no authorit.y to inter
vene in tribal sentencing, it ,':!an report a violation under the Civil Rights Act of 
1968 (cf. 25 usa 1301-1341, 1970). In 1977 the Bureau inspected the law enforce
ment facilities on 63 reservations and reported that there was inadequate separa
tion of juveniles and adults in fifty-four of them. The tribes surveyed reported an 
average daily juvenile popula~ion of two to four persons with some reporting 
daily juvenile populations up to sixteen. The Indian Health Service at the Depart
ment of Health alducation and Welfare shares the responSibility for inspecting 
law enforcement facilities. 

Its findings and recommendations are forwarded to the Area Director. The 
Area Director, elected by tribal ch!iirman, has the authority to allocate BIA funds. 
In a memorandum dated January ~1.3, 1979 to the Chief Law Enforcement Officer, 
the Acting Chief Inspector of the B,'lreau's Inspection/Evaluation Unit described 
inadequate and inappropriate facilities, noting for example, "Cell interiors are 
not designed to encourage suicide prevention, nor are thf! furnishings designed 
strongly enough to resist vandalism 0," damage to inmates, when taken apart and 
utilized as weapons." The BIA Law Enforcement Manual specifies only, "when
ever possible juvenile prisoners shall be detained separately and apart from 
adults or promptly transferred to juvenile detention facilities if any are avail
able." (68 BIAM 2.9) 

Subsequent to removal from his home by court action a youth may be commit
ted to the custody of the BIA Division of Social Services for foster placement. 
Among the options available to the social worker are "placement in a specialized 
institution such as instit.utions or treatment centers for the delinquent," or place
ment in a "Federal Indian Boarding school, or other appropriate grouJ) care 
facUity." (66 BIAM, Social Services). Tribal courts often give a child the op
tion of going to a BIA boarding school or to the juvenile justice system. The in
cidence of rape, drug and aQcohol abuse and criminal \'ehavior in the board
ing schools is reportedly very high. There is II. severe lac;;' of dormitory super
vision. Most schools provide intensive drug and alcohol abus~ treatment to chil
dren 15 years or older. According to a BIA boarding school graduate on the 
~·taff of the Native Americans Rights Fund, it was common to be sent to the 
local county jail for a night or weekend as a disciplinary sanction. 

A native American youth prosecut€:d for committing a "major crime" (18 
USC sec. 1153) or a crime of the U.S. will be tried in federal court. The majority 
of adjudicated federa:l native American juveniles from the upper Midwest and 
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Rocky Mountain states are placed in Emerson House in Colorado, The Federal 
~ureau of Prisons has not been responsive to urging by groups such as the Na
tive American Rights ll'und to channel FBOP and BIA resources into the de
velopment of alternative community programs to insure compliance with the 
JJDP and with the FJDA. 
Undocumentecl.t1Ucn Youth 

An undocumented alien youth under the age of fourteen will not be lmowingly 
prosecuted by the Immigration and NaturalizatIon Service. The Service will 
arrange for a "voluntary departure." A chi:ld aged 14-18 apprehended and held 
for deportation proceedings, should according to INS gu,ldelines be placed in a 
federally approved contract facility where he is separated from adults. In 
practice, children are frequently held at a Metropolitan Correction Center 
where they are separated from criminal pre-trial detainees but commingled 
with adult aUnes. The Director of the Immigration Project, Legal Assistance 
Foundation of Chicago aclmowledged that placement of children in the MOO was 
a violation of INS guidelines and of the JJDP Act, however the Ohicago Project 
has not strenuously objected since commingling with adult INS prisoners was 
deemed preferable to alternative commitment to a juvenile delinquency deten
tion facility. Undocumented alien youth may also be held in the custody of the 
U.S. Marshals if they or their families are serving as material witnesses in a 
criminal proceeding, e.g., smuggling. Ohildren and adults are sheltered to
gether awaiting their testimony at a trial often for a period of up to three 
weeks. 

The Immigration and Naturalization ServIce operates three border facili
ties in Texas and Oalifornia .. A!liens are held in these centers when they are ap-
prehended at the time of entry or pending deportation. • 

Question 46. Name the states, other than Ca.lifornia, that are not in compliance 
with Section 223 (a) (13). What steps ha:ve OJJDP taken to encourage com
pliance? 

Response. To date (March 12, 1980), OJJDP has received 47 of the 51 monitor
ing reports due. All of the 1979 reports received have been reviewed and analyzed. 
According to the most recently submitted state monitoring report, the following 
is a summary of compliance with Section :2'23 (a) (13) of the Act. It should be 
noted that Oalifornia is one of the four staltes which have not yet submitted the 
state monitOring report, the other 3 states being Alaska, Michigan and Montana. 
Thus, for these four states, it is the data and information contained in their 1978 
report which is being presented. 

There are 15 states reporting compliance with Section 223(a) (13) of the Act 
regarding separation of juveniles and adultll. Twenty-two other state'S reported 
progress in the area of separation, while seVlm reflect no progress. OJJDP could 
not determine that progress was made in sevlen states due to a lack of sufficient 
information or the unavailability of data. This should be rectified upon receipt 
of the 1979 report or upon receipt of clarifying information. 

Those 15 states which report compliance with the separation requirements are: 
Oonnecticut, Delaware, District of Oolumbia, Hawaii, Maryland, Massachu

setts, Michigan, New York, North Oarolina, Rhode Island, Vermont, Puerto Rico, 
American Samoa, Guam, and Trust Territories. 

The 22 states reporting progress are: 
Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Oolorado, Georgiz, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, 

Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mex
ico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Oarolina, Virginia, Washington, and 
WestVirginia. 

The seven states reporting no progress are: 
Arizona, Kentucky, Tennessee, Virgin Islands, Indiana, Northern Marianas, 

and Wisconsin. 
The seven states for which progress cannot yet be determined are: 
Oalifornia, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Minnesota, Texas, and Utah. 
The issue surrounding the rejecting of California's application for formula 

funds is based upon the situation that the California Plan for implementing Sec
tion 223(a) (13) would continue to permit contact between adult offenders and 
juvenile offenders within California Youth Authority institutions. Thus, their 
application was rejected because of a failure to adequately plan for compliance 
and not specifically because they are currently not in compliance. If California, 
in a good faith effort, had developed a plan and implemented such a plan accord
ing to an approved time frame for achieving full compliance, as the other states 

70-796 0 - 81 - 22 
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have done, then OJJDP would have been in a different position. If we had 
approved California's plan as presented, we would not have fulfilled our steward
ship responsibility in implementing the JJDP Act. 

In response to your question as to the steps taken to encourage compliance, 
OJJDP has done many things to assist and inform the states, including those 
ngencies and organizations within. the states, in an effort to encourage and pro
mote compliance with Section 223 (a) (13). Although they are too numerous to 
fully list, the following does present some of the measures taken. 
Technica~ Assistance 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in conjunction with 
a grant awarded to i:he University of Illinois, Community Research Forum, is 
currently provIding direct technical assistnnce to public and private agencies in 
over 31 states and torritories cvncerning the removal of children from adult jails 
and lock-ups. The methodology utilized in these projects focuses on a planning 
process designed to: (1) elicit citizen participation in the planning and imple
mentation of juvenile programs and services, (2) identify the issues and prob
lems experienced within the juvenile justice system, (3) provide a sound data 
base by which to assess existing juyenile justice practices und resources, (4) pro
vide a sound policy analysis of juvenile justice practices and statutory guidelines, 
(5) develop a fiexible network of alternative programs and services to meet the 
individual needs of each youth, and (6) assure systematic monitoring of all com
ponents of the juvenile justice system. 

Technical assistance is typically provided in response to requests from public 
or private agencies at the local level who, for a variety of reasons, are faced with 
a criSis situation involving the handling of alleged juvenile offenders. Generally, 
such assistance is required due to court action, new legislation, and/or citizen 
pressure regarding court practices and the availability of adequate residential 
and non-residential alternatives for juvenile offenders. The primary issue posed 
by local officials is often "to build or not to build," and if so, "how large." Plan
ning experience in this area has served to reinforce the importance of citizen 
particip:n.ion, examination of intake criteria and procedures, and the availability 
of programmatic and other alternatives to meet the particular needs of each youth. 

Research 
Research projects are currently being supported by OJJDP which are directed 

toward the obstacles which retard the deinstitutionalization of juveuile and non
offenders, particularly those youth held in adult jails and lock-ups. This research 
is being conducted by the Community Research Forum. Selected research studies 
currently underway include: 

Juvenile suicides in adult jails and lock-ups.-This project will analyze the 
nationwide incidence of juvenile suicides in county jails, municipal lock-ups and 
separate juvenile detention facilities. Telephone and personal interviews will seek 
to identify predictive indicators of suicidal behavior as well as compare the rates 
of suicide and suicide attempts in each of the three facility types. 

Cost analysis of removing juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups.-This project 
will examine the economic costs involved in the removal of juveniles from adult 
jails and lock-ups. Particular attention will focus on the costs in rural areas 
where the practice of jailing juveniles is most Prevalent and the available re
sources most limited. 

Planning regional services for youth.-This project will examine the advan
tages and disadvantages of regional services for youth in rural and semi-rural 
areas. Particular emphasis will be directed to the issues of transportation, access 
to services, maintenance of family ties, and the service and cost implications for 
removing juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups. 

Rural opinion and attitudes on deinstitutionalization.-This project seeks to 
examine the level of citizen knowledge and attitudes -concerning juve;'liles in 
adult jails conducted by the Children'S Defense Fund. The findings and con
which currently hold alleged juvenile offenders in adult facilities, and validate 
01' expand upon the "myths" identified by the nine-State study of children in 
adult jails conducted by the Children's Defense Fund. '1'he findings and con
clusions will identify -nreas needing further research or pubH-c exposure. 

Census of adult jails and lock-ups in the United States.-This project involves 
a review of previous state and Federal surveys as well as contact with national 
associations and state planning agencies concerned with adult jails and lock-ups. 
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An inventory of facilities will be prepared on a state-by-state basis with direct 
contact with city and county law enforcement agencies used to complete the 
Census. . 

Assessing the effectiveness of natiom~l standards detention criteria.-This 
project will survey four jurisdictions h> assess the validity of the objective 
release/detention criteria recommended 01 the IJA/ABA Juvenile Justice Stand
ards Project and the National Auvlsory Committee to t.he Administrator on 
Standards for the Administration of Juv(\nile Justice. The goal of the resear.ch 
is to determine the effEctiveness of these criteria in protecting the public safety 
and the court process and minimizing secure pretrial detention. 

Comparative analysis of juvenile codes.-This project will systematically 
exaIItine each of the state juvenile codes to update the research conducted by 
the National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections in 1974. Particular areas of 
focus will be those areas of the code which deal with deinstitutionaliz.atlons of 
status offenders, separation of juveniles and adults, and monitoring of the 
juvenile justice system. 
Publio Eduoation 

An area of emphasis to assist and encourage compliance ooncerns the imple
mentation of a public education strategy to enhance community and official 
awareness of the problem of juveniles in adult jails and lockups. This includes 
public education materials, media awareness, and workshop training sessions 
for those persons who manage or influence services for youth awaiting court 
appearance. 

RegionaL workshops are conducted annually to provide guideline and program 
information t-o representatives of the State Planning Agencies and Juvenile 
Advisory Groups. These workshops address monitoring policies and gui.delines, 
as well as other selected program topics centered around Section 223a(13). 

OJJDP is presenting a National Symposium on Children in Jails on ~Iarch 
23-26, 1980. The objectives ()f this symposium, which is co-sponsored by the 
Community Research Forum and the National Coalition for Jail Reform, are to; 
(1) provide participants with the latest research about the problem of cbildren 
in jails; (2) provide information about, and access to, successful alternatives to 
the practice of jailing children; (3) develop action plans, programs, and policies 
for the removal of children from jails; and (4) generate public support for the 
removal of children in jails. 

A public service media campaign, in conjunction with the National Advertising 
Council and the Community Research Forum, is being developed on the subject 
of juveniles in adult jailS. The Advertising Council was approached and has 
endorsed a campaign on this topic which offers an opportunity to take advantage 
of public service announcements in radio, televis:ion, and printed media outlets 
across the Nation. The sanction by the Ad Council translates the initial cost of 
developing the annuoncements into millions Ilf dollars of media exposure. 
Data Verification 

The Office of Juenvile Justice and De1iquency Prevention is providing for an 
independent examination of the methods used to classify juvenile residential 
facilities for purposes of compliance with Section 223(a) (12) and (13) as well 
as an analysis of the data sources used to support statements of progress toward 
compliance with these Sections of the Act. The examination includes on-site 
verification of compliance data in county jails, police lock-ups, and juvenile 
detention and correctional facilities in over 450 counties in 43 states. 

Tills examination includes: 
(1) An analysis of definitions and methods used to develop "universe" of 

juvenile residential facilities and to determine their classification as "juvenile 
detention and correctional facilities" requiring the removal of status and non
offenders, or as "adult institutions" requiring sight and sound separation. 

(2) An examination of the data sources used in the compilation of information 
concerning compliance with Section 223(a) (12) and (13). 'rhe data sources used 
by the states in the preparation of compliance data are diverse ranging from the 
use of intake records at individual facilites to statewide c~mputerized infor
mation systems. 

(8) An examinativl): of selected state and local facilities to verify the complete
ness and accuracy of t~e data sources used for preparing compliance reports. 
This includes an an:alYI::!I>.; of the degrees of separation (in those "institutions" 
holding both juveniles and adult offenders). 
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The principal benefit of this exa~ation is the identl1!c.ation of 'pro~~ems in 
monitoring methodology such as. mIsinterpretation of facIlIty Cll:ssI~CatlOn and 
comnliance data requirements, Incomplete or inaccurate compIlatIon of data 
and-unreliable sampling and collection mE.'thods. This analysis will serve as the 
basis for improvements in state methods of monitoring compliance with Section 
223(a) (12) and (13) of the Act. 

During the fieldwork phase of the project, information concerning successful 
programs and strategies for achieving deinstitutionalization of status and non
offenders separation of juveniles and adult offenders, and the development of 
adequate'systems of monitoring the juvenile justice system is being identified and 
documented for national distribution. While this effort is not intended to con
clusively evaluate these pOl'grams and strategies, it will provide descriptive 
infor..nation which will prove helpful in future state and local planning. 

The project entails an analysis of: (1) methods of classifying juvenile re&l
dential facilities, and (2) data sources utilized to provide compliance information. 
For each state and the OJJDP, technical assistance reports will be developed 
concerning the adequacy of the system for monitoring compliance with the dein
stitutionalization requirements of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act. Specific areas of emphasis arE.' the authority to monitor data collection 
inspection methods, and procedures for rE'l)orting and investigating violations. 

Following the completion of the fieldwork phase of the project, a series of 
workshops will be conducted on monitoring policy and practices as well as general 
topiCS of interest relative to the implementation of the Aet. These workshops 
will be in the late summer or fall of 1980. 
Program Initiative 

The Formula Grant and Technical Assistance Division of OJJDP has developed 
a new program initiative for fiscal year 1980 entitled "Removing Children from 
A,dult Jails and Lock-ups". This program is intended to provide the necessary 
resources, including both financial and technical to jurisdictions which will assist 
them in planning and implementing a viable strategy to remo"'e juveniles from 
adult jails and lock-Ups. The results sought from :his initiative are: 

The removal of juveniles from adult jails and lock-ups. 
The development of a flexible network of service and placement options fo)' 

alleged juvenile offenders and non-offenders based upon: (1) the least restrictive 
alternative, and (2) maintenance of a juvenile's family and community ties. 

A planning and implementation process for removal which: (1) is based upon 
a recognition of youth rights and due process and which promotes the advocacy 
of such, and (2) uses active citizen participation and youth involvement. 

The development and adoption of intake criteria, consistent with the standards 
of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Deli.nquency Pte
vention and other nationally recommended standards, for alleged juvenile offend
ers and non-offenders who are awaiting court appearance. 

An enhanced capacity for parents, schools, and police to resolve llroblems of 
youth in a non-judidal manner and thus alleviate the use of jails and lock-ups. 
T,qis includes, where appropriate, the coordination and integration of pubUc 
and pri'vate child welfare services . 

.An identification and description of viable alternatives to the use of jails 
and lock-ups. 

This initiative should be published in the Federal Register the week of 
March 17, 1980, for Dublic commen!; and published to solicit applications during 
mid-May 1980. 

Question 1/,/. We understand at a minimum, the DOJ recommended to the 
White House Ii $135 million to $140 million cut in the OJARS fiscal year 1981 
budget. 'Yhat effect will this have on the fiscal year 1981 OJJDP budget? What 
reduction in MOE funds will be experienced under the DOJ proposed reduction? 
What recommendations, if any, have the DOJ made for additional reduction in 
OJ.ARS pOSitions? Similarly, explain any impact on OJJDP. 

Response. As of this date the President has announced that there will 'be a 
substantial reduction in the OJARS fiscal year 1981 budget. However, the extent 
and nature o.f the reduction have not as yet been determined. The President will 
announce the details of his budget proposals by the end of March. 

Under the maintenance-of-effort provision, any budget reduction in the pro
grams authorized by the Justice System Improvement Act (JSIA) will result 
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in 11 proPQrtiQnate decrease in fumls available for juvenile justice purpQses. For 
example, if the JSIA formula and categDrical grant prcgrams are cut by $100 
million, mcnies for juvenile justice decline by abDut $20 milliDn. Juvenil~justice 
prQgrams suppcrted by State and IDcal fQrmula monies cr by natiDnal discreticn 
ary or ccmmunity anti-crime grants, will be curtailed. 

Since the cutcome cf the budget Q.iscussiQns is nct yet certain, nO' firm reccm
mendaticns have been prepared fQr CDncDmitant reducticn in personnel. If the 
fiscal year 1981 cuts, as anticipated, fall heaviest Dn the JSIA financial assistance 
prcgrams (ccmmunity anti-crime, fcrmula, naticnal pricrity, and discretiQnary 
grnnts), then it is likely that there will be similar reducticns in the PQsitiQns 
allccated to' manage these prO'grams, as well as sUPPO'rt personnel. In this in
stance, nO' direct impact Qn OJJDP is foreseen. 

PART D. ISSUE: MISCELLANEOUS DQCUMENTATION 

Q1testilm 4. The OJJDP grants awarded to' the SPA CDnference in 1979 and all 
prcgress, quarterly repDrts. . 

Responses. PrDgress and financial reports are not due until the end Df April. 
OJJDP did nQt award any gTants to' the Naticnal Criminal Justice AssQciatiQn, 
fQrmerly known as the SPA CQnference, in fiscal year 1979. We did, in fiscal year 
1980, transfer $70,000 to' the Office cf Crimin,al Justice PrQgrams to' supplement 
a grant they have fDr the pericd Ncvember 1, 1979 to' October 31, 1980. 

This supplement to' the OCJP is to support the grantee's activities in some cf 
the fDllQwing juvenile justice areas: 

1. Serve as liaisQn amQng the Naticnal Advisory CO'mmittee, the Federal Cc
Qrdinating Counc:i1, dnd various public intereat grcups. 

2. WQrk with state pJ..anning agencies Ilnd others cQncerned with finding accept· 
able cptions for the chrcnic. hard-tO' place nQn-criminal children, which many 
states were claiming will prevellt them frQm achieving 100 percent DSO. 

3. Help states imprQve and develop their capacity to' effectively monitcr their 
prQgress on Section 223 (a) (12) and (13) by: 

a. identifying cQmpliance prQblems faced by SPAs, RPUs, cQnrts, etc.; illld 
b. recQmmending standard forms fcr data collecting iil each state using 

the standru:d defiiticlls. 
4. Assist states in applying the research materials and infQrmaticn ·available 

from NI.TJDP. 
5, Work with states, entitlements, RPUs, etc. to implement the new OJARS 

Legislation and its implications cn Crime CQntrcl MOE funds. 
Quest·ion 5. The evaluatiQn of the OCACP Project "HQuse of Umoja" Ccntract. 
ResPQnse. The OCACP Program initiative under which the HQuse of Umoja 

NeighlJorhoQd Anti-Crime Prcgr-am was funded dld not provide for an individual 
prcject level evaluation. This was basically due to the severely limited OCACP 
funds llvailable for the project. This Office did, however, fund Qne ccmprehensive 
natiQnal evaluation cf the initial Community Anti-Orime Prcgram initiative, 
which will assess the entire program and its .achievements. That evaluatiQn is nQt 
yet cQmplete and can be made available as soon as the !li.D:al draft is approved. 

Question 6: 
Ml!:MORANDUM 

Subject Respcnse to' Questions Relating to' JJDP Act Reauthorization. 
To Ira Schwartz, Assistant A.dministrator, OJ,TDP. 
FrQm John Pickett, Directcr ArM Staff, NIJ. 

This is in response to' Homer BroQme's request Qf March 12, 1980. Spec.ific in
fQrmation requested of the Institute is to "prQvide . , . the evaluation cf grant 
(79-NI-AX-0072) awarded to the University of ChicagO' to study the impal:!t 
Qf the New York State juvenile viQlence statute." 

The title of this grant is "N~w YQrk's DQuble Crackdown on Juvenile Viclence: 
A Pclicy Experiment in General Deterrence . ." The period cf awaI'd is from 
September 1, 1979 thrcngh August in, 1981 ann the award .amcunt is $82,685. 
NO' results are available frQm the study at this time. It is still in its data col
lectiQn phase. 'l'he purpcse cf the prO'ject is as fcllQws: 

In 1976, the State Qf New York restructured its sentencing policy tcward 
young violent cffenders by creating a category cf "designated felQll" whO', 
at the discretion of the judiciary, could be eligible fcr treatment as an adult 
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in the criminal courts. In 1'978, the State of New York lowered the age of 
criminal respOnsibility for certain serious violent offenses, removing many 
juveniles from the Family Court to the jurisdiction and more severe penalties 
of the Criminal Court. 

This study seeks to utilize this double crackdown to investigate the re
sponse of these specific age groups to the threat of increased sanctions. The 
projects basic design will be to compare over time in New York and non
New York jurisdictions the changes, if any, in age specific criminal behavior 
of New York's criminal justice system to determine the extent to which the 
level of sanctions administered did, in fact, increase. 

Que8tion 1. The OA.I Reports regarding the review of 185 OCACP and OJJDP 
grants referred to at page 55 of the September, 1979 Management Brief. 

Response. Attached please find a copy of the OAI "Summary Report of the 
Community Anti-Crime Categorical Grant Audits," dated August 1, 1979. 

Que8tion 8. A copy of each OGC legal opinion and advisory memoranlium re
garding the JJA, the relevant position of the CCA and the operation of policies 
of OJJDP. 

Response. The Ofiir,e of General Counsel has issued numerous legal opinions 
and advisory memoranda that directly or indirectly affect the Juvenile Justice 
Act and the OJJDP program. 

OGe has several file drawers of material related to the juvenile justice pro
gram. These files are always available to OJJDP and agency personnel for back
ground or other use. Similarly, OGe would be pleased to open its files to sub
committee staff. Alternatively, OGC will gather legal materials related to specific 
issues or concerns and forward copies Df these materials to the subcommittee 
at its request. 
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NOTIFICATION OF GRANT AWARD 

GCMD·CONTROL DESK, 
ASSIGNED OFFICIAL 
AWARD IIUM~ER 

COPY OF SUMMARY TO 
OCl·S DAYSTO NOTIFY 
CONGRESS OF AWARD 

5 DAYS AFTER SIGNATURE· 
TRANSMITIAt. lmER AND 
GRANT AWARD DOCUMENT 
TO GRANTEE, COPY TO 
GRANT MANAGER 

NOTIFY PROFilE O~ 
AWARD 5 DAYS AFTER 
SIGNATURE 



DeSK MONITORING 
VIA TELEPH"NE 
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PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 

GRANTEE SUBMITS 
QUARTERLY FINANCIAL 
STATUS AND PROGRESS 
REPORTS 

SITE MONITOR"4G 
VISITS TO G RANTSE 

GRANTEE VISITS 
TO LEM 

GRANT MANAGER 
REPORTS PROGRESS 
TO PROGRAM MANAGER 

CLUSTER VIS\TS BY 
SEVERAL GP.ANTEES 
MT,H PROJECT MONITOR 



EVALUATION ENTERED 
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GRANT EXPIRATION 

GRANTEE SUBMITS 
FINAL PROGRESS 
REPORT AND H·l 

PROGRAM OFFICE 
COMPLETES ClOSE·OUT 
CHECKLIST, PREPARES 
FINAL ASSESSMENT 

REVIEW PERFORMED BY 
DC TO ASCERTAIN THAT 
ALL REQUIRED DOC· 
UMENTS ARE IN THE 
GRANT FILE 

,;,:~"r 

AccouNTlrjo DIVISION 
DEOBllGATES ANY 
UNOBLIGATED FUNDS 

ISO ENTERS ASSESSMENT 
INTO DATA BASE. GRANT I----..ot~ 
AVAILABLE FOR AUDIT 

AUDIT REQUESTED 
AND PERFORMED 

INTO DATABASE P-------------~~ ______ --------------~ IF APPLICABLE I 

GRANT SENT TO 
FEDERAL STORAGE 
AFTER 3 YEARS 
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ANSWERS SUPPLIED BY THE OJJDP IN RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS AT HF.ABINGS 

1. How much money did the Office start FY 1980 with? 
$129,520,746. 
a. How much was prior year money? 
$26,650,746 minus $2,130 reverted SO money=$24,520,746. 
b. How much was 1980 money? 
$105,000,000 (including $2.U! reverted SO money). 
c. How much was Crime Control Act money? 
$10,144,273 (FY 70), $5,000,000 (FY SO) =$15,144,213. 
d. How much was JJDP Act money? 
$100,000,000 (FY 80) , $14,376,473 (FY 79). 
2. Of the total available at the beginning of the year, how much and what per

cent has now been obligated? 
$20,236,801 or 30%. 
3. At the beginning of FY 1980, how much aiscretionary money did OJJDP have 

available from the sources listed below, and for each, how much and what percent 
are now obligated? 

Available, 
Oct. 1, 1979 

Obligated, 
Mar. 1, 1980 

percenta~e of 
Oct. 1, do lars 

obligated as 
of Mar. 12 

$4,273,947 27 
399,480 2 

1979 JJ special emphasis____________________________________ $15,794,987 
1980 special emphasls ____ .__________________________________ 21,250,000 

--------------~---------
4,673,427 13 Total special emphasis _______________________________ ==3,.;7,=0=44=, 9=8=7 =========== 
8,284,258 82 

700,000 14 
1979 Crime Control Act______________________________________ 10,144,273 
1980 Crime Control AcL_____________________________________ 5,000,000 

8,984,258 59 Total Crime Control ACL ______________________________ ---:l-=-5,-1-44-, 2-7-3------------:-

CFE: 
1979 (477,051).________________________________________ 1,477,051 650,000 44 1980 (1,000,000) _______________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

TA: 
1979 (215,248)._________________________________________ 3,215,248 2,790,790 87 1980 (3,000,000) ______________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

NIJJDP: 
1979 (19,187)___________________________________________ 11,019,187 3,138,326 28 1980 (11,000,000) __________________________________________ .. __________________________________________ _ 

Total ______________________________________________ _ 
67,900,746 20,236, 801 __________ . ____ _ 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
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PROGRAM ACTIVITY 
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Introduction 

Many interested persons and supporters have sought specifics regarding 
ou.· efforts to implement the Senator Birch Bayh Juvenile Justice Act 
since October 1,1977, the beginning of Fiscal Year 1978. I'm certain 
that the information herein will assist in developing a fuller under
standing of the nature and extent of the progress to date. 

Among the highlights are the following: 

A. 74% of the 8ayh Act discretionary funds appropriated since FY 75 
have been awarded since October 1, 1977; 

B. 70% of the total Bayh Act discretionary awards have been made 
since October 1, 1977; 

C. 63% of the Bayh Act formula grant funds appropriated sinc(! FY 75 
have been awarded since October 1, 1977; and 

O. 70% of the FY 79 Bayh Act funds available to OJJDP on October 1, 
1978 were awarded by March 1979. 

It is obvious that OJJDP critics who have unjustly dwelt on issues 
of performance will be murdered by this cruel gang of facts. 

Wi~ regards, 

~-:::'t~ /f'~~ 
Administrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
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INTRODUCTION 

I. Juvenile Justice Act Formula Grant 

11. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Grants 

III. Office of Juver.lle Justice and Delinquency Prevention~s 
Crime Control Act Grants 

IV. TOTAL ACTIVITY 



I 

343 

I. Formula Grant Program (October 1, 1978 to March 1979) 

A. Grant Activity 

(a) FY 79 Appropriation $63,750,000 

(b) 47 Awards to date 59,136,000 \ 
(c) 3 Awards with serious problems 2,495,000 

(N.J., D.C. and Mont.) . 

(d) Reverted formula funds available 2,119,000 
as discretionary from awa'rds not 
made to non-participating states. 
(Neb .• Nev., N.D., Ok1., S.D. and 
Wy. ) 

B. Performance to dat~ 

(a)(;) Percent of FY 79 OJJDP Formula 
funds a\~arded by March 1979: 95 .. 9% 

allocated: $61 ,631, 000 
awarded: $59,136.000 

(ii) Percent of FY 78 OJJDP formula 
funds awarded by March 1978 60.0% 

allocated: $71,7n ,750 
awarded: $43.416,0,00 

(b) Percent of grants awarded by 
March 1979: 94% 

planned: 50 
awarded: 47 

C. F.ormula Grant Award History 

(a) FY 75 $ 8,936,648 
FY 76 24,129,580 
FY 77 43,077,406 
FY 78 71,711 ,750 
FY 79 59 1136,000 
(3/79) $206,991,384 
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(b) Since October 1, 1977, OJJDP has awarded $130,847,750 
in formula 'funds. 

ee) Since October '1, 1978, OJJDP has awarded 29% of total 
formula funds appropriated in OJJDP history. 

(d) Since October 1, 1977, OJJDP has awarded 63% of total 
formula funds appropriated in OJJDP history. 

D. Relative figures on the award, subgrantfng and· expenditure 
of formula grant funds. 

(a) Testimony before Congress in April 1977 by then 
Acting LEAA Administrator revealed the follO\~ing: 

F1/Formu1a Grant % Subgranted % Expended 
_~ward as of 12L3L76 as of 12/3/76 

75 -- $9.25M 
76 -- 24.50M 

33.8H 27% 6% 
(9,126,000) (2,000,000) 

(b) As of 9/30/78 9/30/78 9/30/78 

75 96% 91% 
76 94.4% 73.2% 

. 95.2% 1f2.1Y 

(c) As of 9/30/78 

77 -- $43,077,406 85.6% 44.9% 
78 -- $61,211,750 48.5% 8.1% 

(d) 

(1) In 17 months (5/77 through 9/78) the states increased 
the percent of FY 75-76 funds subgranted from 27% to 
95.2% and increased the percent of FY 75-76 funds 
expended from 6% to 82.1%. 
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(11) Of the $97,945,515 subgranted by the states as of 
9/30/78, 90% or $88,820,515 occurred between 5/77 
and 9/78. 

(iii) Of the $50,106,300 e~pended by the states as of 
9/30/78. 96% or $48,106,300 occurred between 5/77 
and 9/78. 

{e} For comparative purposes it is noteworthy that at the 
end of LEAA's third fiscal year, 1971, the following 
was reported by the House Committee on Government 
Operations: 

FY 69-71 
Awarded 

$552.034.602. 

Subgranted 

25.1% 
($138,475,771) 

18.8% 
(9 major states) 

Expenditures 

No figures kept 

The Committee, in its Report entitled, "Block Grant Programs 
of the Law Enforcerr.ent Assi stance Adm; nistration, \' House 
Report No. 92-1072 (92nd Cong., 2d Session), 5/18/72. . 
Chairman Chet Holifield, concluded the relevant chapter III. 
Program ParalYSis wi~h the following observations: 

The 'difficulties and delays' are no less now 
than 4 years ago when the programs started. 

Delays caused by reasonable grant application 
procedures, procurement actions. review steps, 
and guideline interpretations are understandable. 
The problem discussed here, however. goes deeper 
than those obvious factors. It is one which has 
as its root the inadequate management and direc
tion which have been provided to the programs 
by LEAA and the States. A more fundam~ntal 
cause may be the structure of the block grant 
delivery system itself: 

Block grants provide a guaranteed annual income 
to a State upon submi~sion of a technically 
sufficient plan without regard to the amount 
which the SPA has been able to usefully spend 
in previous years. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 23 
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II. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Programs (Concel'ltration . .of. 
Federal Effort. Special Emphasis. Technical Assistance and the 
Institute) 

A. Grant Activity 

(a) Available for FY 79 

(b) Awarded by March 1979 

(e) Remainder earmark as follows: 

ii) OJJDP's Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention 

(11 ) Technical Assistance 

{iii} Continuation of Prevention 
Projects 

(iv) Continuation of Federal 
Effort Projects 

(v) "'rOdel Programs 

(vi) School Resource Center 

(v11 ) Youth Advocacy 'Initiative 

(viii) Alternative Education 
Initiative 

B. Performance to date: 

$ 44.122.000 

16.506,000 

3.923.000 

2.651,000 

2.996,000 

914.000 

2.632.000 

2.500,000 

8.000.000 

4,000,000 

$27,616,000 

(a)(i) Percent of totai' available 38% 
awarded to date 

allocated: $44,122,000 
awarded: $16,506,000 

(ii) Percent of total available 8% 
awarded March 78 

allocated: $70,500.000 
awarded: $ 5,400,000 
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(b}(i) Percent of discretionary grants 38.5% 
awarded by March 1979 

planned: 112 
awarded: 43 

(11) Percent of discretionary grants 11% 
awarded by March 1978 

78 year total: 172 
awarded: 20 

c. Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Funds 

(a) Juvenile Justice Act Discretionary Awards 75-78 

F. '{ear Amount 

o 
$14,2M 

Number 

o 
46 

% of Total 
Appropriation Approp. Awarded 

1975 

1976 

.$14M 0 

$16M 15 

5.7M OJJDP Institute 
- 4.1M Transferal to HEW 
- 1.5M To SPAs 
- 2.9M Unsolicited 

1977 $13.8t4 , 45 

- 5.8M OJJDP Institute 
- 2.0M Transferal to HEW 
- 5.8M Prevention 

.2M Other 

1978 $65M 

16M OJJDP Institute 
- 6.6M Prevention 

172 

- 1.8M Technical Assistance 

$27.375M 

$36.250M 

- 1.8N Concentration of Federal Effort 
- 7.6M Model Programs . 
- 3.5f4 Restitution 
- 4.0M Children in Custody:lncentive 
- 4.7M Children in Custody:Privates 
- 10.5f4 Nonoffender/Children in jail state project 
- 6.Of1 State and local projects (Track II) 
- 1.7M Deinstitutionalization of Status, Offenders 

65M 

15 

70 
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Cr~~~ Control Act Funds Available to OJJDP 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

LEAA Parts C and E funds available 
for FY 79 

Part C 

available 
awarded 
percent of total awarded 75% 
remainder earmarked for 
Project New Pride 
(Serious Offenders) 

Part E 

available 
awarded 
percent of total awarded 21% 
remainder earmarked for: 

(i) Continuation of Diversion 
(if) New Pride 

(d)(i) Percent of OJJDP's, C and 34% 
E awarded by ~!arch 1979 

(i1) Percent of OJJDP's C 'and 0% 
E awarded by March 1978 

$21,000,000 

5,000,000 
3.772,QOO 

1,228,000 

16,000.000 
3,419.000 

3.221,000 
9,360.000 

$12.581.000 



IV. OJJDP TOTAL ACTIVITY 

A. Grant Activity 

(a) 

Formula Grants 

Juvenile Justice Act 
Discretionary 

Crime Control Act 
Discretionary 
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-Available 
Oct. 1, 78 

$ 61,631,000 

'44,122,000 

21,OOIJ,OOO 

$126,753,000 

Awarded 
March 79 

$ 59,136,000 

16,506.000 

7,191,000 

$ 82,833,000 

(b) Percent awarded of total available 65% 
as of March 79 

-- available $127M 
-- awarded $ 83M 

(c) Percent awarded of total Juvenile 70% 
Justice Act available as of March 79 

-- available 
-- awarded 

$107,872,000 
.$ 75,642,000 . 

(d)(i) Percent awarded of all available 37% 
discretionary funds as of March 79 

-- available $65M 
-- awarded $24M 

(ii) Percent awarded of all available 5.8% 
discretionary funds as of March 78 

-- available $93M 
-- awarded $5.5M 

(e) Total projects awarded of tot a] 
planned for FY 79, March 1979 

planned 162 
-- awarded 90 

55% 
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(f) As of Feb. 5, 1979. OJJDP awards accounted for 47.7% 
of the total awarded by lEAA in FY 1979. This con
trasts ~.25% at the same juncture last year. 

(9) Of the total $llOM Juvenile Justice Act discretionary 
funds a~arded since FY 1975. 74% or $81.5M has been 
awarded in the past 18 months (since Oct. 1. 1977). 

(h) Of the total 296 awards of Juvenile Justice discretionary 
funds made since FY 1975. 69~ or 205 have been awarded in 
the past 18 months (since Oct. 1. 1977). 

(i) As of March 1979. a total of 50 fun.·time OJJOP employees 
were on board. As of March 1978. 44 such persons were 
employed. 

(j) The following chart reflects relative grant activity of 
.major lEAA Offices. It is based on information submitted 
by the Office of Comptroller. lEAA. and published in the 
November 1978 Monthly Manageme~t Briefs prepared by the 
lEAA Office of Planning and Management: 



PERCENT OF TOTAL CATEGORICAL AWARDS PER QUARTER -- FY 1978 

Office 
, 

Oct/Dec Jan/Mar AprLJune July/Sept 

Office bf Juvenile Justice 8.1 10 40 41.9 
and Delinquency Prevention 

Office of Criminal 12.2 13.5 23 51.3 
Justice Programs 

Office of Community 3.5 14.1 30 52.1 
Anti-Crime 

National Institute of Law 12.5 10.5 22.2 54.8 
Enforcement ancl Criminal 
Justice 

Average: 9.5 12.5 27.5 50.5 

OJJDP 
OCJP 
OCAC 
NILECJ • 

A11 LEAA 11.0 17.7 27.1 44 

Percent 

100 

100 

100 

100 

.. 

00 
c.n ...... 
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BB 1320.18 
.January 5. 1978 

FIGURE 15·1. OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION ORGANIZATION CHART 

: 
OFFICE OF THE * ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR 

. lEAA 

POLICY, PLANHmG & 
COORDINATION STAFF 

. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR 
OFFICE OF PROGRAMS JUVENILE JUSTICE & 

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

* ALSO ADMINISTRATOR, OJJDP 
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FEDERAL JUVENILE DELINQUENCY FUNDS 

AVAILABLE THROUGH 

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PR£VENTION ACT* 

FY75 - FY79 

$348 MILLION 

*Excludes Title III Funds 
PREPARED BY THE OfFIC~ O~ JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQU~NCY PREVENTION 
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SPECIAL EMPHASIS PREVENTION INITIATIV~ 
BY RACE AND SEX - OCTOBER 30, 1978 

OTHER 
.97% 

NATIVE AMERICAN 

• 

NOTE: . MALE . 52.0 % 
FEMALE 48.0 %J 

ASIAN 
.69% 

BLAC:{ 
52.0% 

.~ : 

. \ 
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SPECIAL EMPHASIS DIVERSION PROGRAM \ 

BY RACE AND SEX - SEPTEMBER 1, 1978 . 

OTHER 
.31% 

ASIAN 

BLACK 
46.4% 

I 



SPECII\L EMPHASIS PREVENnOlIINITIATIVE BY RACE AND SEX - OCTOBER 3D, 1978 

MALE . FEJ1!I.!:E ~.sIAN BLACK HISPflIlIC WHliE t!ATIVE Af.!ERlCAlI OTHER TOTAL 

-VENICE 119 67 74 79 27 0 4 18S 

TULARE 171 83 8 43 131 59 :3 10 254 

SALVA. ARflY 547 ;,22 0 618 4 21627 4 SS9 

CHICAGO 76 62 0 72 48 14 . .1 3 138 

HFS . 194 131 0 2434 73 4 '325 '; 

*<eOYS ClUBS(l site) 44 5 0 47 2 0 0 0 ~9 
PHILMELPHIA' 0 642 3Si 136 .142 1. 1 '.' .642 

TUSKEGEE 720 505 0 1223 2 0 0 0 .1.225 ~ 
133 132 2 0 . 261 0 265 

FT. PECK 

U1IITED HEIGH. HOUSES 
442 267 17 366 199 125 0 3 710 

805' 647 0 956 lS6 285 13 2 1,452 
DALLAS • . 

SEATTLE 
. 573 493 28 525 58 356 54 42 1,063 

* 0 172 8 19 61 81 2 1 172 
GI RLS CLUBS . 

IIEII HAYEN 
375 423 242 '100 4Hi 91 \7 785 

eOSTerl 
35 25 O. 14 36 7 0 3 '60 

ASPIRA 601 503 0 32 1056 16 0 0 l,lC4 

AL 4 6~- 4 t.7g 65 48'17 . 2:112 1,818 375 91 9,2SS 
TOT ~ cf TOTAL '~~:O 'q8~0 .69 '52.0 '22.7 19.5 4.0 .97 

*Ollly partial count/data not yet fn co:nputer . (Total Minority 7480 '% of Total 80% 
"Only 1 site report1n~ according to NeCD all data is 20~ less than actual count • 



SPECIAL E:!'P!!f,SIS DIVEfiSrm: PP.OGRr,I·j BY P.ACE P.llD SEX SEPT. 1 , 1978 ."" 
% ·of Centr!! 1 Puerto 
TOTAL Denver Rosebud 11emEhis Boston Florida Kentuckx Mi1\,'Uakee ·Rico KFY Harlem John Ja~ Tet 

.r 
I FE:,:ALE 31 NA 185 39 161 95 NA NA IfA rfA 37 547 

HALE 287 llA 1,3G9 275 527 599 NA NA NA NA 510 3 r ES7 

!t.-fiTE 29.0 56 532 175 444 232 119 ' 112 1,1:7 
SLACK 46.4 116 1,02'0 90 239 451 233 2 1,89 '266 2,fC 

. ,HISPANIC 18'.6 141, 
CI-' 

44· 16 489 187 1 . 167 1,04 Cl 
'I 

. ASIAN .07 4 NA . ".: 

IIAT. AM. 4.67 260 2 2e 

OTHER .37 2 5 4 7 ' .. 2 2 

TOTAL 3t3 260 1.,554 314 687 694 3i1 498 189 190 547 5,,60a 

Total lI,inorities - 393e 
l: of Tatal 70'; 



SPECIAL EI·:PPASIS CEl~STITUTlONALIZATION OF STAlIJS OFFEIIDEP.s IIIITIATIVE TIIROUGlI JUlIE, 1978 

BY RACE AIID SEX 

Arizona "'l"e~a S.Lak. Tahoe. Conn. Oeltllllre Illinois Ch.!o S.C. Vancouver S[!2i.:.ene 

FEl'J.t£ 1,eOO 1,632 381 287 736 1,679 88 2,758 411 SeD 

~:ALE 793 1,305 246 128 877 l,03B 63. 4,102 283 352 

IliHITE 2,lG7 1,843 596 304 1.2.1 1,424 148 4.636 6i9 sal 

Is~~ 325 660 3 76 357 1.104 2.210 .3 20 , 
llUSPAIIIC 859 2S0 19 30 22 154 

:: ASIIJI 15 45 '2 • 3 2 4 7 

II:AT. All. 189 20 2 14 3 2S 

! GiHER 39 75 2 4 20 7 

, TOTAl 3,594 2,933 624 415 1,618 2,719 151 6,859 691 941 

I" of Toul 

I . 
17.4 14.2 3.0 2.0 7.8 13.2 .7 33.3 3.3 4.5 

I Total tlfr.orlt¥ 6,636 
. : of Toul .m: 
. , Cost Per Child $517 

I mm:: Dhpirlt¥ bltween SIX and ethnle eount. totals. Data has not been fInalized byevaluatllrs 

' .. 
: 

Total Qf Tota' 

10.3=2 52.9 

9,197 ~1.0 

13.S0~ 57.7 

4.760 23.1 

1.376 6.6 
C/.:) 

79 .3 01 
00 . 

261 1.2 

160 .7 , 

20,545. 
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J.lOP FUNDS AWARDED TO STATES BY f'1~l VE~~ ! 

1975 1976 1977 1978 
& SuPp. 11 

1979 TOTAL 

aLA." .. A aJ ,uuu .,tUJ ,uuu ,lUJ ,uuu ,l~q ,uuu ....... ?nnnnn 50,000 ?nnnnn 246 ~rnn ??~nnn I?' nnn 
.,.,I.QII:I", 200,uuu 250 000 425 000 H07 000 70J 000 2 3H3 oeo 
ARICAIISA'I 200 000 l~U ,~UU 00 26 000 _6:'6 000 Z,224 CO 
l!A"UI'Of'MIA 680 000 2 450 OQO 4 373 000 6 910 000 5 94]1.,000 20 362 000 
COL.OIIADO 286.000 510.000~ an.ooo 55.000 l.4? ')()" 
CO.UtI:CfICUT <UU,UUU 'H.UUU ",~J-,UUU ~_t,~uu~~uuu Il~J,UU'.1 J,HU,UW 

OCLAWA"C ?nnnnn ?~n nnn ..lnn nnn ?~, nnn ??~ non , I?~ nnn 
GIST'. 0' CDLUllla'A LOO, uQ 250 000 . 200 000 256 000 225 000 1 1~1 000 
'1,.011100\ 216,lJuu '~,uuu t 390, 000 2 545, 000 2,165 aDO 7 095 COO 
GItOltG.A lCO 000 607 000 1 083 000 1 776 000 1 519 000 5 185 000 
"A."" 200 000 3G8 000 268 000 776 000 
tOAHO ?nn nnn ?<n nnn ?nnnnn 'n,nnn "L.~_nnn ~?1<; nn' 
H..LUtOIl 389 '00 402, 000 2.5e1.00 , 3 HO 00 3 '~.'~ 000 1 348 COO 
IIIOIANA 200 ~oon 6; 9 000 ~21 .000 .BG2,COO ~',,, ODC 5 5 2 000 
10 •• 200.00n 36n~ooo 64: 000 9zz..o~g~ =d};1~~ 

OOC oco 

ItA"'''' 
1 m"~~8- 1-~ ..... JJI1...Q~~ 

.ZIl1TuC·~Y 'J4, u'uu 1 " 000 2921~~ 
LOUlllaHA ~OO.OOO 512.000 q, nnn ~411~nnn ?,qnnn 4?QQ])nn 
WAINit 200.000 250~000 22: 000 l66 000 31 000 56.....QQL., 
ru."VLAHD ?nn~nnn Innnn q,nnnn ~401 ~nnn q?r.nn 4~?' :;:;no " 
114"~CHtlSETTI 200 000 693 000 236 000 885.000 1 583 oeD 5 397 000 
MICHIGA" ~ 1 200 000 2 142 000 J 278 000 2 753 COO 9 06 OGC 
MINNeSOTA 200 000 510 000 910 000· 1 374 000 1.173,000 4,167.000 
'UUIUI~PI .. 200 000 901 000 770 000 1 U7l COO 
"I$SOU'III 200 000 573 000 1 024 000 1 568 000 • 1 333 000 

4 }~H~8--»C)NTAIIoIA 200 000 250 000 200 000 267 00 2 ~yOQ_ 
"1t8AM;,'" .... 
Ne;VAOA .. ~1.?· 13. , 
lIew HAWP3HUU:: 20(1,000 250 .000 200.00(1 2B-Hfl0 . 239.000 110 OUO 
stEW.JERn" 2~00O 88 GOO 571.000 2.41 000 -1.&13 000 7 1&000 
NItW MEIlICO 2o'F'Onn ?~n.~nn ?.2ll..onn 

5 ~~Hag-~H..ggg • 55i:.COU--
MI.W VORK 599 000 2 157 000 3 050 000 17 3jU COO--
NORTH CAROL',." .- A" nnn .5BB,nnn Tf,;tto~ 
!:fORTH DAKOTA <* ,n 7<n *** 7 nAn .... ?~ ~p1n 

OHIO 38: '00 380 CO 2 463'000 3 ill.a.on 3 114 000 11 .u96 GeO 
OKLAhOIoIA 

ORII!:OON ?nn onn ?SR ~'nnn 460.00D 742,000 644 000 2 302 DCa 
PIfHW$YLVANIA 95 '00 .420,000 .536,000 3 000 20 .000 ~ ~ 
""ODE Ist.AHD 250 000 200 000 ; ~~~g%-H52.000 1.0CO ,~oo -l 
SOUTH CAROLI,.. ... 200 000 353 ODO 629 000 1:_. ,uuc J,o'sT-;-ruR 
SOOTH OA"'OTA n* ~5 .66R *. , 000 * 56 406 149 ~74 
TEHNunc * ~lB 874,000 !.'\Q2.,uuu • :uo.,u!'u -:r;:;!l.:-:-O~ 
TEXAS 410:000 1,476,000 2.635 000 ...i.3"69.000 ,l!), 000 12-;-G07 • ~C~ . 
UTAH 4q1 nnn 41n.nnn 0'" ('Iro i 
\'IlR"O~T 200.000 250.nnn ?nn nnn ?4A .onn ??~ nnn '1"~ 
V.ltGIM,'" '0' nnn .,' "" , ." nnn Ie' enO] 
_#.SHINGTO,.. ?nn nnn 1?Q ~ nnn ~;", 'ililil O.fI '!lnn n'," ~nnn ., t:n,: nl"n I 

_EST VIRGINiA 597 :000 513 000 1 110 CUD 
.ISCOH~I'" ?on -on SR4 000' .0~4 .0Oil .GC4.000 1 3"'- .000 ~ ,7D '('U) 

WYOWING 

'!"U[RTO Rlto 200,000 435, 09 16,000 ,~8j ,UOO ,~.'UUU q ,U,' ,~~L 
AWl:RICAH UWOA 62,000 50.0C!.n ~ _'E;n r.~ ~?~~~1= 
OUA~ ·~u,tJUU 62 000 50 DUO 62 250 5b 2 a .. JO.:"#'" 
T"UST Tt:'UIIIITORI[S 50 000 62 000 50 000 60 250 0.2,0 -1tH~ V'''GIN ISL" .. CI ,u,~ij 6200_ r. 6 • • S 56 25G 

I'In lo','ri 
. 

~O, 'a 
HlTAL ?~. 19, .n" '''..s"' nnn &6' .r.10~?~n ... 

.State received and obligated this amount of JJOP funds; subsequently withdrew from _'ct. Plo. 
: "'State received Formula Award forthls FY: but withdrew and returned (ull amount to LEM • 
... Participated for full fhcal year: Withdrew In FY 1977 and retu.rned ill unobligated formula funG' 
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FORMULA Gf.tANT FUND FLOW 

IDCPENDI1'\IRR 
DEAOut41 
, D/'JIJ/7I 

IXP£UOrnJfl. 
DEADUNE 
lzr.nm 

AS OF 3/1/79 
I 0_ I 

.°:i:xP.!NDITUU 
• °DEADUNE 
'·r 1mtm 

EXP£NDITUftI 
DEADUNE 

121:111110 
100% I I ~~~:IiADUNI-. 

ro% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

FY1977 
643.127.4(11 

FISCAL YEAR AND AMOUNT OF OJJDP 
FORMULA GRANT AWARDS 

FY 1178 
f51.m.OOO 

• HMMUIA fUNDI HAVI' VIAIII ur"'~"': urllforruftl RAll aOALIIlST~.UlHfO BY I.£U'I COMI'TftDIJ,UI 

EXP£NDIT'Jllr aOAL - YfAII aO 
_OFAWAIIOI 

EXPO/DIlURE GOAL- YEAII ,. 
1~ OF AWAlIOS 

•• .. lftClftTIiGLI "(""nEHTAtlO ",u. 1.41,$10 Oft INCOM'LIT'I DATA. n 71 AfrfD,., Jt rx'llf~rru"E PUlClh7ACli WiU.1IlAft GYt 
WHIH AlL.TATta HAV,IUIMmtO 'ReAL. ~CAL. DATA. -: 0:" 

1111"0 UPO" tlATA ClVlLDPlD I' THI LLAA COMP'TRDLWlAND Ttfl NAnGNAL coNnMHCI O'"STATa 
CIl~""'L JUlllCl PLANHlNlJ AOMINISTI\A.1'Q'" 

-- ~ .. --' .... 
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History of OJJDP Act Discretionary Funds FY 75-79 (3/79) 
(I., Millions) 

\0 
en '0 0 

CD ... 
N $0 
"" c:::J. Funds Awarded 

tIfO 
fZZZZ2J . Funds Transferred 

To HEW . 

.-

30 

.20 
F17' FY77 

1'1.2. 1!.8 
10.1 11.8 10 

FY7S W~(~ (/J:.~/ / 

0% 10% 11"~ 

FY78 
S~PT.sq -,g 65 

-

. .. 
• ,. 

aT. 1,77 

627(. 

FY 7'1 
3/." 

.... 

O'r:1,7~ 

"" 

" '.S 

CI.:I 
0) ...... 



FY 75 

FY 76 

FY77 

FY78 

FY7Cf 
(S/7'1) 

OJJDP ACT DISCRETIONARY GRANT ACTIVITY FY 75-79 (3/79) 
(Percent of Total To Date by Year) 
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0% -

15% J 46 

15% . }45 
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II % J 33 
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History of OJJDP Act Funds FY 75-79 (3/79) 

140 
{In M11110nsl 

lab.7 
r-

ISO 

110 i c:::J ",,,"'ou,,,"'"" 1'00 ~ FOMTall/l Funds 

'10 

SO' I 1,_.:. 75.6 
70 

~ I'L ,.. 
W 
O:l '0 56.q 
w 

SO 

40 ~a.3 

SO DJJt2 
.20 

10 ~ I ..,r .." ~ 

24.1 
c C' 'e ,< , 

2.5% J2% JS% 43.5 



HISTOI.Y OF THE AWARD AND GRANT ACTIVITY OF OJJDP 
JUVENILE JUSTICE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS 

1974 - 1979 

I 
TOTAL JJ 

:Jor7 OF A'I/,\RDED 
$18.7M - 17% 

91.3M - 83% 
$iTIl:-M 100% 

I 
0' 

I , 
I 

+ 
------.,........:---~------_:o_I. j---,;r 

~ 
GRANTS - 66 or 2~% l/ ! 

17% or $18.7M 0 ) 

NADE,\/ LUG-AR / NADER 63% of MONTHS (34 MON) .-

i<.'e.c.\O"R 

8310 or t 91.3M 

~ 7 % ot MONTHS 
(20 MaN) 

GRANTS -

230 or 78% 

9-74 7-77 
~ ~M~ ~ 

~ 

~ 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINOUENC\;, PREVENTION 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON. D.C, 20531 

March 5, 1960 

Senator Birch Bayh, Chairman 
Subcommittee on the Constitution 
U.S. Senate 
WBBijington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator B~h: 

Attached please find the recommendations of the National Advisory Committee for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention for the reauthorization of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prev.mtion Act. These recommendations were adopted by the 
NAC at its February 21-23, 1960, meeting and represent the Committee's final position 
regsrding reauthorization. 

The National Advisory Committee wishes to express its strong support for the existing 
legislation particularly the provisions regarding the deinstitutionalization of 
status offenders, the separation of adults and Juveniles in institutions, the 
emphasis on advocacy, the 75 per centum requirement to determine compliance regarding 
deinstitutionali~ation, and the monitoring of jails, detention and correctional 
taciU ties. 

The Advisory Committee has also considered a recommendation to revise the Act to 
include an emphnsis on the violent, serious and chronic repeat offender. Although 
it is an important issue, the NAC opposes any such revision because the current 
LEAA legislation permits the use of its funds for such purposes, and because the 
Juvenile Justice 'and Delinquency Prevention Act has and continues to make important 
strides toyard removing from the Justice System youngsters not needing its control. 

Th~ NAC does recommend that the Act be reviSEd to provide that the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention be a separate organizational entity under the 
Office of Justice Assistance, Research snd Statisticu and on an organizationsl par 
with the ,Lay En:rorcement Assistance Administration, the National Institute of Justice 
and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The Advisory Committee further recommends 
that the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention remain 
with OJJDP and retain its authority to conduct basic research. 

AdditionallY, the NAC is recommending amondments which would: 

(1) target additional attention and resources on the problems of disadvantaged 
and minority youth; 

(2) expand the list of Jurisdictions that qualify as "States" eligible for funding 
undo:r the Act; 
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(3) clarify the term· "Juvenile detention or correctional facilities"; 

(4) strengthen activities to coordinate Federal Juvenile delinquency efforts; 

(5) provide for representation of S.tate Advisory Groups on the National Advisory 
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and amend the appoint
ment process to the NAC t~ allow members to serve until their replacements 
are appointed; 

(6) strengthen the role of the State Advisory Groups; and 

(7) transfer the authority for the Runaway Youth Act to the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

The Advisory Committee recommends a four year authorization period, an authorization 
level of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, and an appro
priation level of $140,000,000 for FY81. The NAC also supports the recommendation 
of the OJARS reorganization proposal that fifty additional staff be allocated to 
OJJDP. 

In summary, the members of the Committee wish to express their appreciation to you, 
the members of your Subcommittee, and the Subcommittee staff for the opportunity 
to comment on reauthorization and we hope that our recommendations are helpful. 
We are pleased with progress under the Act thus far and have high expectations for 
the future. 

CJA/TK/sr 

Enclosure 

CC: Mary Jolly 

Sincerely, 

C. Joseph Anderson, Chair 
National Advisory Committee 
for Juvenile Justice and· 
Delinquency Prevention 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

WASHINGTON. D,C, 20531 

, RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Section 101(a)(4) should be amended as follows; 

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

2. Section 101(a) should be further amended as follows: 

(6) StateD and local communities which experience directly the devastating 
failures of the Juvenile justice system do'not presently have sufficient 
technical expertise or adequate resources to deal comprehensively with the 
problems of Juvenile delinquency; (&8Q) 

(7) existing Federal programs have not provided the direction, coordin~tion, 
resources, and leadership required to meet the crisis of delinquencY(T)~ 

(8) because of race, economic standing, sex, language, culture, handicap, 
mental disability, or other artificial barriers, whole classes of young 
people ha'I'e not had their needs adeQuately met by human servic" profes-
sions in the United States; 

(9) cultural segregation, both on the mainland United States and its 
territories, has led to isolation and alienation of young Americans; and 

(10) existing programs have not adequately responded to 
the pa:-ticUlar problems of minority ruld disadvantaged youth. 

3. Section 103(~) and 103(5) should be amended as follows: 
• 

(-t44-~he-~e~m-~taw-Eafep~emeRt-A99~9tQRee-A6m~R~9tPQt~9Rll-meaR&-6hB 
ageRBy-e9tQb~i9hed-by-oee~eft-~Ql-tQ~-e~-thB-~bUB-~.~m9-S9RtP91-9Rd 
SQfe-Slipeeli9-Aeli-et'-~9'IiT'·QI>-I ... elldedt ) 

(4) the term "Office of Justice Assistance Research, and Statistics" 
means the agency established by section 801/a) of the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979. 

(5) the term (~A6m~II;1,96pat"~~) "Director" means the agency head desig
nated by section (~Q~+b~-ef-6he-OaR;I,b~&-S~;I,m9-S9Rt~9~-aRd-SQfe-gli.ee6e 
Ae4;-ef-~9611T",Qe-QIIIeRded) 80l(a) of the Justice System Improvement Act of 
1979· 

4. Section 103(7) should be amended as £ollows: 

(7) the term "State" means any State of the United States, the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands, (Qftd-~~eFP~~~p-PO&ses&lQR-e~-tk&-Ua~eA-Rtat881) 
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the Virgjn Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the 
~!.~n 14ariana Islands; 

5. Section 103(12) should be revised as follows: 

-{~21-tBe-tepm~eeppeet~efta~-~ft9t~tat~eH-ep-~Qe~~~ty~-meQft9-a~-p±aee-~ep 
tBe-eeftf~ftemeftt-ep-peRab~~~tat~9ft-9~-fraveftt~e-e~~eftdep9-ep-~ftd~v~daQ±9 
eBQPged-w~tB-ep-e9ftV~eted-e~-epim~ftQ~-e~~eftge9t-aftd 

(12) the term "Juvenile detention or correctional facilities" means any 
secure public or private facility used for the lawful custody of accused 
or adjudicated juvenile offenders or non-offenders or any public or pri
vate facility, secure or non-secure, which is also used for the lawful 
custody of a~c1Jsed or convicted adult criminal offenders; and 

6. Section 201(a) should be amended as follows: 

(a) There is hereby created within the Department of Justice, (J;,,;n, 
ERfep99meftt-A99~9t9ft99-Ada~Ri9tp9t~9ft) Office of Justice Assistan"~ 
R"search, and Statistics, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Deli t,quency 
Prevention (referred to in this Act as' the "Office"). The (A .... /,Ris4;P9t ... 1 
~ shall administer the provisions of this Act through the Office. 

Note: References to the "Law Enforcement Assistance Administration" t::ld the 
"Administrator" should be changed throughout the Act to be consistent 
with this proposed revision and the Justice System Improvement ict of 1979. 

7. Section 204(k) should be deleted to be consistent with recommendation #23 
which would transfer the administration of the Runaway Youth Act to the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

tk1--~:-faftet!efte-ef-tBe-Aam!ft!Btpatep-aHdep-tB!e-tit~e-BR9::-be 
eeBPd~ft9ted-aB-apppeppiate-vitR-tRe-~aRet~9HD-9&-tB9-SeepetapY-e~-tRe 
Pepaptmeftt-e~-Kea±tBT-Edaeat~eRT-S8d-We±&ape-aRd9P-t~t±e-~~-e~-tB~e-AetT 

t:1 (~)(l) The Administrator shall, etc. 

8. Section 206(a)(1) should be amended as follows: 

Section 206(a)(1) There is hereby established, as an independent organi
zation in the executive branch of the Federal Government a Coordinating 
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (hereinafter referred 
to as the "Counci1") composed of the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
Health(TEdaeat!eft-aad-W&lfspe) and Human Services, the SecretarJ of Labor, 
the Director of the Offige of Drug Abuse Policy, (the-G9mm~99ieR&P-e~ 
tBe-Gff~e8) the Secretary of Education, the Director of the ACTION 
Agency, the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget, a member of the President's Domestic 
Council. or their respective designees, the Associate Administrator of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Deputy Associate 
Administrator of the Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention, a member of the National Advisory Committee fot Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention and representatives of such other agencies as 
the President shall "designate. 
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9. Section 206(a)(2) should be amended to read: 

(2) Any individual representing a Federal agency designated under this 
section shall be selected from individuals vho exercise significant decision-
making authority in the Federal agency involved • 

10. Section 206(d) should be amended as follevs: • 

(d) The Council shall meet (a-IlkHIlIlr.-&t'4eIlP-M .... e-p"1') at least quarter;t,Y 
~year and a descri~tion of the activities of the Council shall be in
cluded in the annual report required b.r section 204(b)(5) of this title. 

11. Section 206(e) should be amended as follovs: 

(e) The (A&8eeiate-A~Met ... te.) Chairman of the Council (""¥) shall. 
vith the approvaJ. of the Council, appoint a staff director, an as~t 
staff director, .!!!!!!. such (peP&~) additional staff support as (e.) 
the.Chairman considers necessary to carry out the (pw.pesee) functions 
of (th~8-t~ .. ) the Council. ~ 

12. Section 207 (c) a1id (d) should be amended as follovs: 

(c) The regular members of the Advisory Committee shall be appointed by 
the President from persons vho by virtue of their training or experience 
have special knovledge concerning the prevention and tr~atment or juvenile 
delinquency or the administration of juvenile justice, such as juvenile or 
family court judges; probation, correctional, or lav enforcement personnel; 
and representatives of private voluntary organizations and community-based 
programs, including youth vorkers involved vith alternative youth programs 
and persons vith special experience and competence in addressing the pro
blem of school violence and vandaJ.ism and the problem of learning disabili
ties. The President shall designate the Chairman. Ee.ch group of appoint
ments for four year terms shall include at least tvo appOintees "'ho are 
members'of a State Advisory Group established pursuant to section 223(a)(3) 
of this Act. A majority of the members of the Advisory Committee, including 
the Chairman, shall not be full-time employees of Federal, State, or local 
governments. At least seven members shall not have attained tventy-six 
years of age on the date of their appointment, of vhom at least three shall 
have been or shall currently be under the jurisdiction of the juvenile 
justice system. 

(d) Members appointed by the President to the Committee shall Serve for 
terms of four years end 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 tva-year terma, and one
third to three-year terms; thereafter each term shall be four years: Such 
members shall be appointed vithin ninety days after the date of the enact
ment of this title. Members wose terms have expired shall continue to 
serve on the Committee until such time as their successor is appointed. 
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration 
of the term for vhich his predecessor vas axmointed, shall be appointed 
for the remainder of such term. Eleven members of the committee shall 
constitute a quorum. '(42 U.S.C.56l7) 
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13. Section 208(d) should be amended as follows: 

(d) The Chairman shall designate a subcommittee of not less than five 
members of the Committee to serve, together with the Director of the 
National Institute of Corrections (T) and the Director of the National 
Institute of Justice, as members of an Advisory Committee ~or the National 
Institut.e 1'or Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to perform the 
f\~ctions set forth in section 245 of this title. 

14. Section 222(a) and (b) should be amended as follows: 

Section 222(a) In accordance with regulations promulgated under this part, 
1'unds shall be allocated wulually among the States On the basis of relative 
population of people under age eighteen. No such allotment to any State shall 
be less than $225,OOO(T)~ eHee~~-~ha~-fep-~he-¥~p~~ft"±~afta&T-GHamT-Amep~ean 
Sam9aT-a8a-the-~aet-~eppi~epY-9f-the-Pae~f~e-IelQBBe-ne-alletment-shall-ee 
leee-than-$,6T2,Qy 

(b) Except for funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975, if any amount so 
al10~edremains unobligated at the end of the 1'iscal year, such funds shall 
be reallocated in a manner equitable and consistent llith the purpose of 'this 
part. Funds appropriated for fiscal year 1975 may be obligated in accordance 
with subsection (a) until June 30, 1976, after which time they may be real
located. Any amount so reallocated shall be in addition to the amounts 
already allotted and available to the State(T)' the-¥~P8~n-lslanilsT-A"Q";>ea,, 
SameaT-GaamT-aftQ-the-~paet~e"p~tepy-ef-the-Pa;if~e-lsle"ils-fop-the-saMe 
IJe!'~ed,. 

15. Section 223(a)(3)(F)(ii) should be amended as follows: 

(ii) (may) shall advise the Governor and the legislature on matters related 
to its functions, as requested; 

16. Section 223(a)(10) should be further amended as follows: 

(J) programs designed to focus resources on minority and disadvantaged 
youth; 

17. Section 224(a) should be amended as follows: 

(10) deve10p'and sunport programs designed to encourag~ snd enable State 
legislatures to cor.eLder and further th .. purposes of this Act, both by 
amending State laws where,necessary, and devoting greater resources to 
those purposesi (88a) 

(11) develop and implement programs relating to juvenile delinquency and 
learning disabi1ities(y); and 

(12) develop and implement nrograms designed to address the problems of 
minority and disadvantaged youtb. 

18. Section 241(c) should be amended to read: 

(c) The activities of the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention shall be coordinated with the activities of the 
National Institute of (baw-~nfepeemeHt-Qna-Gp~m~Ral) Justice in accordance 
with the'requirement of section 201(b). 



19· 

371 

Section 246 1hould be amended as follows: 

Section 246 The Deputy Associate Administrator for the National Institute 
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall develop annually and 
submit to the Associate Administrator after the first year the legislation 
is enacted, prior to (Seplismllsp-39), October 31 a report on research, demon
stration, training, and evaluation programs funded under this title, including 
a review of the results of such programs, an aSsessment of the application 
of such results to existing and to new Juvenile delinquency programs, and 
detailed recommendations for future research, demonstration, training, and 
eValuation programs. The Associate Administrator shall include a summary 
of these results and recommendations in his report to the President and 
Congress required by section 204(b)(5). (42 U.S.C.5656) 

20. Section 26l(a): 

The N~~ recommends that the Act be reauthorized for the fiacal,years ending 
September 30, 1981, 1982, 1983, and 1984 respectively and supports an 
authorized appropriation level of $200,000,000 for the fiscal year endins 
September 30, 1981. 

21. Section 26l(b) should be amended as follow: 

(b) In addition to the funds appropriated under sect1on'26l(a) of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1914, (~hs-Aiaba~e~PQ~L~ft) 
there shall be maintained from the appropriation tor (~he-Law-ia&&pse.aft6 
~lll\ee-AdJoifti84;p .. "'ktt) 'l'itle I of the Justice stem Im rovement Act 
~, each fiscal year, at least ~9Y~, g£percent of the total appro
priations (feP-4;he-AdabkbQM8ft) under that tit-le, for Juvenile delinquency 
programs; (42 U.S.C. 5611) 

22. Section 262 should be amended as follow: 

(!.) The administrative p~visions, etc. 

(b) No State, as defi~ed in section 103(1), shall be excluded from national 
researeh activitie~ funded under this Act unless reasons for such an exclusion 
'are specifically set forth in the resear~h report. 

23. Title III - Runaway Youth 

The National Advisory Committee recommends that the administration of the 
Runaway youth Act be placed within the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Preyention to be administered as a' seilarate categorical program. 
The NAC further recommends.that program and staft continuity be maintained. 

Finally. the Advisory Com=ittee recommends an authorization level of 
$25,000,000 tor the Runaway Youth ,Act tor the fiscal year ending Septe~er 
~,U~ . ' 



MAR 11 1980 

The Honorablt! Birch Bayh 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on the Constitution 
Committee on the Judiciary 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 
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u.s. Department of Justice 
. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Office of Juvenile Justice and De/iquency 
Prevention 

Washln&lon. D.C. 20'31 

1 am pleased to provide for the record of the Committee on the Judiciary 
responses to questions which you submitted for my consideration at the 
time of the Committee's hearing on my nomination to be Administrator 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

My personal views regarding the matters which you have raised are set 
forth on the pages enclosed with this letter. For clarity, each question 
is restated, followed by my response. Your support for my nomination 
and the assistance continually prcvid~d by Mary Jolly, Staff Director and 
Counsel of the Subcommittee on the Constitution, are greatly appreciated. 

I look forward to continuing to work with you to assure that the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention J'.ct is effectively implemented in 
the manner that best serves the needs I)f our Nation's young people. 
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PERSONAL RESPONSES OF IRA M. SCHWARTZ TO QUESTIONS 
POSED BY SENATOR BIRCH BAYH IN CONNECll0N WITH JUDICIARY 

COMMITTEE HEARING ON l\:UMINATION TO BE ADMINISTRATOR, 
OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

1. The Act provides that all LEAA programs concerned with Juvenile 
Justice shall be administered or subject to the policy direction of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice. I think it is important to know how you see 
the relationship between the Juvenile Justice Act and the Justice System 
Improvement Act, since you have responsibility under both. Do you see a 
single, integrated approach for administering the provisions pertaining to 
the Cf'irhinal justice and delinquency prevention statutes? 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the Justice System 
Improvement Act differ in both their objectives and the approaches taken to 
achieve those objectives. I believe that certain aspects of the two stqtutes can be 
integrated. State criminal justice councils and local advisory boards can be 
responsible for administering both programs. Considerable savings can continue to 
be realized by utilizing management techniques which avoid duplication. While 
programmatic integration should be limited, I believe that a more integrated 
approach than has been taken in the past is possible. 

Under the prior Crime Control Act, LEAA admmistered both the JJDP program 
and maintenance-of-effort funds earmarked for juvenile programs. Section 527 
provided, as you are aware, that all LEAA juvenile programs were to be 
administered or subject to the policy direction of OJJDP. In practice, this did not 
occur. Not only were former LEAA officials hesitant to give OJJDP policy control 
over maintenance-of-effort funds, but responsibility for some aspects of the JJDP 
Act program was not delegated to the OJJDP Administrator. Although this 
problem was addressed in the legislative history of the Juvenile Justice Amend
ments of 1977, the Justice System Improvement Ac. continues conflicting responsi
bilities in two officials. 

Under the Justice System Improvement Act, LEAA, NIJ, and BJS will each have 
responsibilities to support juvenile justice activities with maintenance-of-effort 
funds. The old Section 527 has become Section 820, but its terms are further 
limited. Only LEAA programs are to be administered or subject to the policy 
direction of OJJDP. For BJS and NIJ, there is only a requirement to "work closely" 
with OJJDP. In the short time I have been Administrator of OJJDP, I have found 
the officials in LEAA to be very helpful and cooperative, and believe that many of 
the prior difficulties will be resolved by mutual agreement. However, conflicting 
provisions of the two statutes will still be able to be used by persons occupying 
these positions in the future to restrict the authority of OJJDP and limit the 
appropriate integration of two programs. 

2. One of the important provisions of the Act establishes a maintenance of 
effort provision at 19% of the LEAA funding to be spent on traditional 
courts and corrections programs for serious, violent offenders. How do 
you assess the significance of this section? Do you believe ttUit1l\IS 
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section should mandate that these funds be spent exclusively for serious, 
violent offenders when we amend the Act next year? 

The Justice System Improvement Act, in carrying forward the maintenance-of
effort requirement, states that the funds are to go "for juvenile delinquency 
programs, with primary .emphasis on programs for juveniles convicted of criminal 
offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of an act which would·be a criminal 
offense if committed by an adult.." I agree with this as consistent with the prior 
intent for maintenance-of-effort. The language does not say ·that all maintenancE:
of-effort funds have to be spent for these purposes or spent exclusively for serious 
violent offenders. 

The maintenance-of-effort provision is highly significant to the overall scheme of 
the JJDP program, for it assures that juvenile justice funds supplement those under 
the Justice System Improvement Act. Without the requirement, there would be no 
guarantee that any LEAA Justice System Improvement Act funds would be spent in 
the juvenile area. Not only does maintenance-of-effort assure that LEAA funds 
aren't diverted to other criminal justice purposes, but it means that juvenile justice 
will remain a national LEAA priority. I do not feel any change as suggested would 
be appropriate. 

3. In light of the fact that violent offenders are a small proportion of our 
entire population of juvenile offenders, and that violent offenses by our 
young are declining, do you believe that an adequate proportion of Qur 
Juvenile Justice Act funds are being spent on status offenders and 
getting kids out of jails and our neglected and abused youngsters out of 
secure facilities? 

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

A major policy aim of the Juvenile Justice Act has been to keep the less severe 
offender out of contact with the most serious. The statute gives the Administrator 
of OJJDP the flexibility to develop special programs designed to test different 
approaches to dealing with serious ·offenders. However, it remains clear that a 
large number of less serious offenders, juveniles charged with offenses that would 
not be criminal if committed by an adult, and others such as abused and neglected 
young people, are being dealt with in an inappropriate fashion. The much higher 
level of resources provided by the Act to address the needs of these youngsters is 
proper when their relative numbers are considered, as well as the lasting damage 
which inappropriate treatment can cause. Certainly the fact that many juveniles 
remain inappropriately placed in facilities indicates- that much more needs to be 
done. 
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4. There are two very important sections of the Act. which would (1) require 
that within three years of a state submitting its juvenile justice plan that 
they prohibit the incarceration in secure facilities of status offenders by 
75% and 100% in an additional two years and (2) prevent the commin
gling of adjudicated adult" and those awaiting adjudication with juve
niles. How do you view these two particular thrusts of the Act? Are. 
these important mandates? Are they marginal? How do you place them 
in order of priority? 

The two provisions, included in Sections 223(a)(12) and 223(a)(13), are central to the 
JJDP Act. Providing assistance to states and localities in accomplishing the stated 
objectives is the most essential feature of the legislation. I regard the deinstitu
tionalization and separation mandates of the highest importance, not at ali as 
"marginal." 

It is difficult to place the two provisions in order of priority, since both embody 
distinct concepts. I believe, however, that deinstitutionalization of non-criminal 
juveniles is of the greatest importance, particularly because of the implications of 
this section for the prevention of delinquency. Removing from facilities children 
who should not be held will mean fewer juveniles who could come in contact with 
adult offenders in institutions. 

5: Since prevention programs' is the major theme of the Juvenile Justice 
Act, what is your view as to what role prevention should play? Is it a 
significant concern? Is it a back burner concern for dealing with juvenile 
crime and delinquency in your perspective? Where do you place 
prevention? . 

I believe, Senator Bayh, that your statement in the Senate Judiciary Committee 
Report accompanying the legislation in 1974 best puts the matter into perspective: 
"In closing, I want to sum up S. 821 in one word, 'prevention.'" The legislative 
history of the Act clearly conveys the feeling of Congress that there was too much 
reaction to youthful offenders, instead of prevention of offenses. 

The House of Representatives initially rejected the' idea of placing the JJDP 
program in LEAA because LEANs approach to juvenile delinquency was seen in 
terms of "crime and punishment" rather than the "preventive aspects" or "the 
human villues of troubled youth." When it was agreed that LEAA could best 
administer the legislation, LEA A was required to continue spending a specified sum 
on juvenile programs, but it was expected that the primary OJJDP emphasis would 
be quite different. 

Prevention of delinquency is certainly not a "backburner concern" to me. OJJDP 
myst playa leadership role in preventing delinquency and addressing its underlying 
causes. We must look for alternative approaches to dealing with juvenile crime, 
make better use of the services provided by non-governmental organizations, and 
implement innovative programs that address all the needs of young people. 

6. The Juvenile Justice Act provides that all LEAA programs concerned 
with juvenile justice shall be administered or subject to the policy 
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direction of the Office of Juvenile Justice. At present, however, the 
Administrator of the Office does not have the sign-off authority for 
Special Emphasis programs. What will you do to encoura,ge the LEAA 
Administrator to give you sign-Off on these Special Emphasis programs? 
Do you believe that the Act should be amended to mandate your role in 
this regard? 

In my response to your first question, I addressed the historical difficulty there has 
been in clarifying the responsibilities of LEAA and OJJDP. As noted, the officials 
in LEAA have been very helpful and cooperative, and I believe that many of the 
prior difficulties can be resolved by mutual agreement. The situation is compli
cated by the recent passage of the Justice System,Improvement Act and pending 
reorganiza,tions of OJARS and LEAA. The fact that we are reviewing the 
organizational placement of OJJDP will also impact on the authority of the 
Administrator of the Office to approve all grants under the Act. If my views on 
this issue, as are set forth i\'l the next response, are accepted, then legislative 
action will necessarily follow. 

7. At present the Juvenile Justice Act is under the administration of LEAA. 
Do you su\?port an effort to amend the Juvenile Justice Act to give the 
Office of Juvenile Justice independence from LEAA, so that it will 
become a fourth box under the OJARS plan equal to LEAA, the National 
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics? 

As I stated at my confirmation hearing, I believe that OJJDP should retain its 
independence and visibility within the Department of Justice and the Administrator 
of OJJDP should retain the authority necessary to fully and effectively implement 
the Act. We are now reviewing the status of the Office and the impact of the 
Justice System Improvement Act on the program. I have personally concluded that 
OJJDP should be made independent within the OJARS structure so that it can 
continue to adequately carry out its responsibilities. This decision is based on 
several considerations. 

The Justice System Improvement Act has substantially impacted upon OJJDP. The 
. Office stays within LEAA, but LEAA has significantly changed. Responsibilities 

have been moved out of LEAA'to N1J, BJS, and OJARS. The relationship and 
responsibilities of OJJDP are not made clear, and in fact, some of the prior role 
confusion is exacerbated. Thus, I feel that LEAA and OJJDP functions can be most 
effectively coordinated if OJJDP is separated out. 

OJJDP was given visibility and stature with the Department in 1974 to assure that 
it could effectively work to carry out its overall responsibilities of establishing and 
coordinating Federal juvenile justice policy. New layers of bureaucracy have been 
interposed by the Justice System Improvement Act between OJJDP and the 
Attorney General. Status of the Office is crucial to the integrity of the program, 
and maintaining visibility will highlight the Administration's support for the 
program. 

Independent status for OJJDP also makes good sense from a management stand
point. Placing the Office with its separate statutory base and headed by a 
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!residential appointee within LEAA has inevitably led to conflict. Management 
and program relationship conflicts have absorbed a considerable amount 01 time 
and energy by both agencies. It is logical that the Presidentially-appointed 
program manager be given full authority for the legislation he was appointed to 
implement. Separate status for OJJDP will help insure that the head of that 
Office, with policy responsibility for juvenile justice, has authority to carry out and 
consequently be held accountable for that policy. Giving the Office control over 
its own resources will end the confusion between different parts of current law 
which give overlapping responsibilities to both the LEAA and OJJDP Adminis
trators. The funding process should also benefit from removal. Independent grant 
and contract authority will expedite fund flow by streamlining the process and 
eliminating unnecessary paperwork and duplicative reviews. 

The goals and objectives 01 the JJDP and Justice System Improvement Acts are 
different, with much more of a prevention and service delivery focus in the JJDP 
Act. Keeping the programs separate will lessen the possibility of trade-ofts 
between proponents of the adult criminal justice system and the juvenile justice 
system) in terms of both funding and priorities. Independent status recognizes 
different policy thrusts, different constituencies, and different requirements of the 
two Acts, yet allows for coordination under the OJARS structure. 

My views on separate status of OJJDP were anticipated by Congress when the 
Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977 were approved. The Conference Report on 
that legislation included the following statement: 

8. 

"It is the strong intention of the Conferees that the Office 9f Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention be retained within the Department 
of Justice. The Conferees note, however, dependent on the outcome of 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration reorganization that the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention may be estab
lished as a separate entity reporting to the Attorney General." 

I favor continued off-year authorization for the JJDP Act. There are several 
persuasive arguments against coincidental authorization periods for OJJDP and 
LEAA. First, simultaneous reauthorization would tend to blur the distinct images 
of the two programs and, in the eyes of those closely associated with juvenile 
justice issues, diminish the stature and identity of the OJJDP program, which was 
purposely made separate within LEAA. Secondly, there is a need for a separate 
and focused period of review in Congress, the Justice Department, and elsewhere 
within the Administration. There would be three Congressional committees and 
four subcommittees to deal with at once. Jurisdictional issues which would 

70-796 0 - 81 - 25 
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confront the committees would likely spill over to generate adverse attitudes 
toward both LEAA and OJJDP. Third, keeping the Acts discreet WQuid lessen the 
possibility of trade-offs and competition between proponents of adult criminal 
justice system funding emphasis and the juvenile justice system. Finally, the (l,:blic 
constituent groups for the Justice System Improvement Act and JJDP Act are 
distinct, although there is some overlap. The legislative development process 
would require consultation with different groups on different issues at the same 
time, promoting confusion. 

The authorization for the JJDP Act has always been greater than the amount 
actually appropriated. Given the current $100 million level of funding, I believe 
that the $200 million authorization provides flexibility for reasonable growth. This 
is the third year for which OJJDP funding has been $100 million and certainly the 
impact of funds has been reduced by inflation. While additional funds could always 
be used, the actual appropriation request must take into account budget realities 
and the need to limit the uncontrolled growth of Federa! spending. Having only 
recently started at OJJDP, I plan to work to assure that future requests for funds 
are realistic. 

9. I understand that there is an OJARS/LEAA reorganization plan being 
circ'JL~ted within the Department of Justice. Please provide for the 
Committee an analysis and description of its impact on the Juvenile 
Justice Office and its responsibilities, including the maintenance of 
effort provision. 

The Original recommendations of the OJ'.,'liRS Transition Task Force released on 
November 30, 1979, were of concern to me. I understand that the Committee 
received a copy of the Task Force Report, so I will not summarize the recommen
dations in detail. My essential problem with the Report regarded the role of 
OJARS. I felt that the Task Force misconstrued the nature and extent of the 
responsibilities of QJARS intended by Congress. OJARS was centralized and the 
proposed organization was top··heavy. It was given a directive role which would 
have resulted in domination of LEAA, NIJ, and BJS rather than management. The 
OJJDP relationship with OJARS, LEAA, NIJ, and BJS is in part dictated by the 
Justice System Improvement Act, but would necessarlly be affected by any 
reorganization proposal. I was worried that the Task Force recommendations 
opened the appearance of downgrading the status of OJJDP. 

On. February 12, 1980, a revised reorganization plan was proposed which directly 
pertains only to OJARS, although other offices would be impacted by the results. 
The role of OJARS and number of personnel were reduced from the original 
recommendations. Activities were decentralized substantially. The release of the 
revised proposal was a positive step and suggests a structure more in line with my 
reading of the legislation. Two of the stated purposes of the plan are to guarantee 
the independence and integrity of the OJARS components and provide the 
resources necessary to effectively perform their functions. This should benefit 
OJJDP, although it is important to point out that LEAA, as an independent agency, 
wlll have its own reorganization plan. A particularly positive aspect of the OJARS 
proposal is the recognition of the chronic understaffing of OJJDP and a recommen
dation for .50 new staff. 
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10. How much staff assistance are you going to have help you carry out your 
job at the Office? Are you going to have a choice in selecting the 
Deputy Administrator? Will the person be of your choice? 

There are currently 51 full-time positions assigned to OJJDP. Forty-six of these 
positions are filled, however, some of these are filled with temporary and part
time employees. Our resources are very strained, with some professional staff 
members responsible for monitoring as much as $15 million in grants. One person 
handles matters relating to 11 Western states. That is why I welcome the 50 
additional staff members recommended by the February 12, 1980, OJARS reorgani
zation proposal. 

In proposing the additional 50 program specialists for OJJDP, the reorganization 
plan noted the chronic understaffing which the Office has experienced since its 
establishment. This situation has led to numerous problems "including an inabllity 
to effectively coordinate Federal efforts, fund flow problems, an insufficient 
number of action programs, insufficient time devoted to long-range program 
planning, short time for public responses to program plans, inadequate involvement 
of key interest groups, lack of assistance to the states in achieving compliance, 
inability to establish a comprehensive training and information clearinghouse 
program, delay in accomplishing standards implerYl\~ntation, an inability to engage 
in effective program development work, inadequate monitoring of eXisting pro
jects, delays in closing out inactive projects, and an inability to publish reports 
resulting from sponsored projects." 

With the additional staff a broader range of program initiatives could be developed 
and funded, a much larger number of states could be brought into compliance with 
the Act, more effective coordination of youth programming and more aggressive 
leadership in the formulation of national youth policy could be accomplished, badly 
needed training and iniormatit:m support functions could be implemented, and 
guidance could be given to professionals in the delinquency prevention and 
treatment field. 

As you know, the JJDP Act gives the Administrator of LEAA authority to appoint' 
the Deputy Administrator of OJJDP. The Administrator-designate of LEA A and I 
haVe discussed the Deputy appointment at length, and we have agreed that no 
person will be imposed on me. I will be involved in the selection process. There is 
no timetable for making the appointment, though having a quality individual in 
place as soon as practical would be most helpful to me. We will, however, be 
looking carefully at the reauthorization proposals being developed by Congress to 
determine If there Is a possible impact on the Deputy selection process. 



orr1CC of the Administrator 

20 MAR 1980 

The Honorable Birch Bayh 
lhl.ted states Senator 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Bayh: 
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U.S. Department of Justke 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Washington, D.C. 205JI 

At my confinnation hearing, the Chainnan of the hearing, Senator Cochran, 
asked ne to respond in writing to a l1UIIiler or questions that yru had 
submitted. 

Senator Cochran urged ne to respond as expeditiously as possible in 
order that the full Judiciary Canmittee could consider my ncm1nation at 
the next meeting on Tuesday, March 25. Accordingly, I have prepared the 
attached answers to your questions. 

If you need clarification of my answers or 11' you have further questions, 
I ~r.!ll be available to neet or talk with yo.l at yout' convenience at any 
tine be~leen now and the neeting of the Judiciary Ccmnittee scheduled 
for Tuesday. 

Sincerely, 

H~f~) 
Acting Adm1niBtrator . 

AttachIrent 
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SENATOR BIRCH BAYH'S QUESTIONS FOR HOMER BROOME 

Question 1 

Mr. Broome, has your reorganization report to the Attorney G~neral for 

LEAA been approved yet by the Attorney General or OMB? If BO, could you 

pl~se elaborate on this plan for the Committee. If not, could you please 

explain, from your viewpoint why? If approved, please supply a copy to the Committee. 

A!.1swer 

My Teorganization report has not been submitted to the Attorney General. 

It is completed and will be submitted c·n Tuesday, March 25, 1980,' for 

approval consistent with Department of Justice Order 1000.2. The Department 

of Justice Authorization Act also requires any reorganization report be 

subm:l.t tel! to Congress for consideration by the House and Sendte Judiciary 

Committees before implementation by the Depa,tment of Justice. A copy 

of the plan will be submitted to the Committee when approved as required 

by the Department of Justice Authorization Act. 

Question 2 

• I understand that the Attorney General has suggested to the White House 

and OMB that LEAA be either (1) fully funded or (2) be reduced in funding 

by at least $200 million immediately. Please comment on this proposal. 

Also; I understand that at least 151 staff positions must be reduced by 

September 3D, 1980. Is this plan in the works now? If so, please elaborate. 

If not, what plan is currently ~n the works? 

Answer 

I understand that tn." Attorney General has- made a. nnrulier 

of recommendations to the W,jte Houae and to OMB;in re~ponse to 
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specific budgetary guidance given by tbe OMS for reductions in tbe FY 81 

Departmental budg~t. Any 'reductions will affect vital programs but the 

Preoide\\t must make the final decision b'lsed on his analysis of national 

priorities. 

~ have received no information concerning reductions in staffing 

levels. It is my understanding that n final decision will be made by 

the President based on an analysis of the Department's reco~endations 

and' examination of national pr-iorities after consultation with the 

Nation's governors, mayors, county executives, and key congressional leaders. 

Question 3 

If the White House and OMS do chose the plan t~t effectively eliminates 

LEAA/BJS, do you hav~ an option plan that wonld phase-out these divisions 

over the next four years? If so, ple~se pro~ide che Committee with this 

option plan. 

~ 

We are awaiting the President's final decision on the funding level for 

FY ~l before considering any optiona with respect to the future of LEAA 

and BJS • 

.!l!!!,-!'~ 

,When do you believ~ the White Hause and OMB will make its decision 

regarding LEAA/BJS? If you do not have an exact date, could you please 

give us an estimated date? 
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!.nswer 

On March 14 the White House announced that the President would make 

his final decision by March 31, 1980. 

Question 5 

As Acting Administrator of LEAA/BJS, if you are confirmed will you 

delegate members of your staff to BJS and the Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency :Prever.tion so that they would be under the control of the 

Administrators of those Offices to handle congressional relations, comptroller 

functions, grant and contract review functions and legal functions? 

Answer 

Under the current organizational structure, the congressional relations, 

comptroller functions, grant and contract review functions as well as legal 

functions are under the administration of the Director of OJARS. 

Mr. Dogin on February 12, proposed a reorganization in which Some 

congressional relations, some comptroller functions and all grant 

and contract review functions would be transferred to LEAA. That 

proposal is now under consideration by the Justice Management Division and 

the'Attorney General. It is my understanding that a copy of that proposal 

is being submitted by Mr. Dogin as part of his response to your questions. 

Until that reorganization is finally approved by the Department a~d 

OMB, I can make no judgments as to which of these four functions could be 

transferred to the Office of Ju~enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). 

However, 1 should tell you that the Att9rney General has determined that nO 

legal functions should be decentralized below the OJARS level. 
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Question 6 

For six years under the Juvenile Justice Act the Administrator of LEAK 
. . 

has.hsd the authority to delegate all final authority to the Administrator 

~f the Juvenile Justice Office, To date this has not been done. Would you, 

if confirmed as LEAA Administrator delegate all the' juvenile justice functions 

to ~ha Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Preventi.on? If not, "hy not1 If so, please elaborate on your opinion and 

futura plans. 

I have asked Ira Schwartz, Administrator of the OJJDP, to make 

recommendations to me for an appropriate delegation of functions to the OJJDP. 

Mr. Schwartz is in the proces~ of preparing this delegation. As you 

know, Congressman Andrews has suggested a major restructuring of the OJJDP. 

The final decision by the Congress on the Juvenile Justice authorization 

is likely to have an impact on the ultimate question of delegation. 

It is difficult for me to commit myself to any set plana until the picture 

on both the legi~lation and the budget is clarified. 

I am very sensitive to the need for the.OJJDP to have the full support 

of LEAA, OJARS, and the Department of JustiCe in carrying out its critical 

functions and as Administrator of LEAA, I will make every effort to provide 

the critical support necessary to OJJDP. 
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U.S. DePllrtmimt of Justice 

Office of Justice Assistance, Research, 
and Statistics 

Washington. D. C. 2053 J 

Yesterday, at IllY confirmation hearing, the Cbainnan of the hearing, 
Sszlator Cochran, asked !re to respond i . .'1 Wl;'iting to questions that you 
had submitted. 

1 am pleased to have tb.:ts opportunity to address your concerns. SenatOl' 
Cochran asked tr.at I resp::md as expeditiously as possible in order for 
the full Judiniary CcrJlJllttee to consider IllY nanination at its next meeting 
on'l'uesclay, March 25. Accor~, I have prep:lred the attached answers 
to your questions. 

If you have any :further questions or if you need clarification of' IllY 
answers, I w:1ll be a\'a1lable to !reet or talk with you at yOUI' convenience 
at any t:l.me between now and the Jreeting of' the Judiciary CO!Iill1ttee sch..nduled 
for Tuesday. 

Sincel'ely, 

A~S.~-Henr Dog!.n 
Act rector 

Attachmmts 
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SENATOR BIRCH BAYH'S QUESTIONS FOR HENRY DOGIN 

Question 1 

Mr. Dogin, has your reorganization'report to the Attorney General 

for OJARS been approved yet? By the Attorney General or by OMS? 

When did you submit your OJARS reorganization plan to the Attorney 

General? Why hasn't it been approved? OR if it has can you please supply 

the Committee with a copy of the OJARS approved plan? 

The reorganization report for OJARS, a copy of which is attached, is 

under review by the Justice Department. It has not been approved by the 

Attorney General or the Office of.Management and Budget: Under Department 

of Justice Order 1000.2, all proposals for major reorganization must be 

submitted to the Assistant Attorney General for Administration for review 

by his office prior to a decision being made eit~er by the Deputy' Attorney 

General or the Associate Attorney General depending upon their respective 

areas of responsibility. 

Under that same order, at any time the Attorney General can also 

request to specifically review a major reorganization proposal. Mr. 

Civiletti has.shown an active interest in the implementation of this major 

p~ece of legislation and t?erefore we have forwarded copies of the 

reorganization plan to the Assistant Attorney General for Administration 
o o. 

and the Attorney General. The plan has not been approved because the 

~epartment has not had sufficient time to complete its analysis of the 

plan. 
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Question 2 

! understand that the Attorney General has suggested to the White House 

and o~rn that the OJARS/LEAA/NIJ/BJS be (1) either fully funded or (2) be 

reduced in funding by at least-$200 million immediately. Please comment 

on this proposal. 

Also, I understand that at least 151 staff positions must be reduced 

by September 30, 1980. Is this 1'1an in the works no,,? If so, please 

. elaborate. If not, what pl~n is currently in the works? 

~ 

I responded to this at the hearing. The Attorney General has made a 

number of recommendations to the White House and to OMB.in response to 

specific budgetary guidance given by the OMB for reductions in the FY 81 

Departmental budget. As I stated on the record, I fully support the 

¥resident's efforts to make the necessary adjustments in the LEA~ budget. 

Any reductions will affect vital programs but the President must make the 

final decision based on his analysis of national priorities. 

I have received nO information concerning reductions in staffing 

levels. I would also note that numerous proposals for funding levels for 

LEAA have been discussed by the Depa-rtment of Justice with the 0!1B. The 

final decision will be made by-the President on an analysis of the 

Department's recommendations and examination of national priorities after 

consultation with the Nation's governors, mayors, county executives, and 

key congressional leaqers. 
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Question 3 

If the White House and OMS do chose the plan that effectively eliminates 

OJARS/LEAA/NIJ/BJS, do you have an option plan that would phase-out these 

divisions over the next four years? If 50, please provide the Committee 

with this option plan. 

We are awaiting the President's final decision on the funding level for 

" FY 81 before considering any options with respect to the future of OJARS/LEAA/ 

NIJ/BJS. 

Question 4 

When do you believe the White House and ~~ will m~ke its decision 

regarding OJARS/LEAA/NIJ/BJS? If you do not have an exact date, could"you 

·please give us an estimated date? 

Answer -,---
On March 14 the White House announced that the President would make 

his final decision by March 31, 1980. 

Question 5 

As Acting Director of O~ARS, if you are confirmed will you delegate members 

of your staff to LEAA/NIJ/BJS and the Office of Juvenile Justice so that they 

would be under the control of the Administrators of thos~ offices to handle 

congressional relations, campq:oller functions, grant and contract review 

functions and legal functionl?~ 

Under the JUl?tice System Improvement Act, the various administrative 

support services. conducted by LEAA are in the OJARS. On February 12, I 
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proposed a major reorganization of OJARS. A copy of that proposal has 

been given to the Attorney General and a copy is attached. Under that 

proposal significant congressional relation functions, comptroller functions, 

and all grant and contract review functions would be transferred together 

with the personnel performing those functions to the BJS/LEAA/NIJ. 

The Attorney General expressly refused any effort to decentralize legal 

functions below the OJARS level. My proposal is now under review by the 

. Justice Management Division and is s!lbject to the final approval of the 

Department of Justice, OMB and the Office of Fersonnel Management. 

Under my proposal, the Administrator of LEAA would have the final 

authority over the use of those personal and delegation. of functions to 

the division and units within LEAA including the Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Frevention (OJJDF). In my report I di~ recommend that 

911B provide 50 new positions for the OJJDF. If approved, this re~uest 

would double the staffing. level within OJJDF. I feel adequate staffing 

of the OJJDF is critical. 



" 
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OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH AND STATISTICS 
REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL 

BRIEFING SUMMARY 

. February 12, 1980 
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OFFICE OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE, !(ESrIlRCH AND STATISTICS REORGANIZATIOlI 

In December of 1979, the Transition Task Force issued a report recommending 
reorganization of functions previously performed by th\~ Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration in order to . implement the Jusltice System Improvement 
Act. After careful consideration of the >:~l'0rt, I have decided to make 
substantial modifications in the direct:!."n and scope of the recommendations. 

The Task Force report was distributed to all cli't1c.'s in ~he National Institute 
of Justice, the Bureau of. Justice Statistics, LEAh lIncl the Office of Justice 
Assistance, Researcit and Statistics. It was also distributed to AFSCNE 
Local 2830, public interest groups·, the Department of J.ustice, the Office of 
Nanagement and lludget, the National Institute of tn~; tllforcument and Criminal 
Just:ice Advisory Board, and other interested par'_ies faT: review and comment. 

Forty-seven (47) written comments were reeeivr,d. Host: co\,'mentators objected 
to the recommendations in the report. A numller of particu).arly compelling 
comments were directed to the strong role and Jarge size of the Office 
of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics ",Ilich v::::; recommended in the 
report. Other comments were directed to the recl)mmend:ltion to close a>:ea audit 
o.ffices. Some COllllllentators were concerned about thl? assignment of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity office to the proposed Office of Finuncial and 
Administrative Services, and still others were also concerned about the 
consolidation. of the Office of Public Inform;lti 011 and tlle Office uf '. 
Congressional Liaison. 

The Task Force was commissioned to make frank ~ecommendations. They 
did an excellent: job under very difficult time constraints. I take 
responsibility for the issuance of their report. 1I00~ever, the 
recomiaendations propose a structure which 1 feel cannot be supported in view 
of the changes made by the Congress in the President's original proposal 
to establish an Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics. 

Although the report can be read as consistent with the legislation, the 
Task Force's recommendations could allow the Office of Just1t:e AssiStance, 
Research and Statistics to act as an umhrella agency. exercising policy 
direction and control over the National Institute of JusLice, the Bureau 
of J~stice Statistics, and LEAh. This is clearly not What Congress intended. 

After reviewing the comme"nts.and conSidering the legislation 'and its supporting 
history, I have determined t.hat a f!.Cw approach needs to be taken. This 
report outlipes the proposed approach that I will recommend to the Attorney 
General. 

.Upon receiving the Attorney General's approval and after any necessary 
changes, the proposal will be forwarded to OBB for review in light of the 
existing resources and st"atittory mandates of LEAA, NlJ, llJS and OJARS: 
The proposal will also be. sent to the Congress for comment. 
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In taking t~e new approach, I followed four basic principles: 

1. The statute requires that the independence and integrity of the 
research, statistical and financial assistance functions reust be 
guaranteed in the new organizational configuration. 

2.· LEAA, NIJ, and BJS must 'have the resources necessary to award, 
administer, and review grants and contracts and to appoint personnel 
as specified in the Justice System Improvement Act. 

3. OJARS will coordinate the a';tivities of the other units, develop 
national priority programs. with LEAA and provide limited staff 
support for those services which, if replicated in each unit, 
would cause duplication and inefficiency. 

4. OJARS coordinative role will provide for resolving inconsistencies 
among the policies and programs of the NIJ, BJS, and LEAA and 
insuring that all three units work together effectively where their 
functions overlap. 



393 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PROPOSED REORG~~IZATIONS 

The Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (JSIA) crcates four organizational 
• units: the t3w Enforcement Assistance Administration (L~\); the National 

Institute of Justice (NIJ); the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS); and the 
Office of Justice .~sistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS). The JSIA 
details the specii~c fupct~ons which are assigned to each organizational unit. 
The functions' of~,"EAA iilC;lud~ state and local financial and technical assistance, 
juvenile justi~e activities, 'community anti-crime programs, and. education 
and training efforts. N~J's functions encompass research. evaluation, and 
program development responsibilities. The new BJS consolidates. statistical 
functions. OJARS has the main responsibility for,coordinating the activities 
of and pro'J'iding direct staff support to the other three units. Coordination 
in this context me"ns resolving differences between them and ensuring that 
all three unit~ work together eHectively ~'here their functions overlap. 

Office 0'£ Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics 

The most significant departure from the former organizational configuration 
of the LEAA occurs with the creation of the new Office of Justice A:.~l.stance, 
.Research and Statistics (OJARS).. Under the JSIA this \'ew office is authorized 
to directly provide staff support to and coordinate the activities of the 
National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of Justice Statistics and the' 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The new OJARS represents,'th~re£oro. 
a restructur'ing of and a significantly reduced replacement ,for the former 
staff offices of the LEAA. Under the reorganization propos"l" stnft at 
tha OJARS level are cut in half (when compared to the Janua~y 1980 personnel ~ 
strength for simUn.r services provided by the st>lff offices of the formel' 
LEAA) and major staff functions in the areas of audit, progr"'" review, p<\non~el, 
gener"l counsel, public information, grant and concract administration, • 
planning and congressional relations are decentralized to the new NIS, gJS 
and tEAA. 

Every former LEAA staff office except the OGC, the OCRC, and the OEEO 
experiences a reduction in staff and a decentralization of 
f~nctions. In undertaking this decentralization 
one long range goal was always kept in m1nd, tne creat10n ot tnree 1ndepenoenr 
bureaus which were essentially self-contained, yet coordinated. Working with 

• tbe low personnel ceilings imposed upon the former L~~\, e~ery effort was made 
to achieve this goal. The extent of the decentralization for each office is 
determined by: (I) the criticality of the function for self-cont·aincd operation 
at the NIJ" BJS and tEAA levels; (2) the availability, of resources at the NtJ, 
BJS and LEhA levels among existing personnel on board at the time of reorganization 
to perform such functions; (3) the practicality of transferring existing person.nel 
from former LEAA staff officeo to the NIJ,.BJS and the'new LEhA to perform those 
functions for the new units, in other words, "Does tbe prescnt staffing 
of those functions allow for a three-vay diVision of the function while still 
giving each unit sufficient qualified personnel to adequ3tely perform the 
function?"; ilnd (4) the difficulty of OJARS exercising a coordination role 
if tbe function were decentralized. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 26 



394 

Furthermore, it is proposed that the program review nod audie activities pre
viously performed by the Office of Audit and InvElstfgation (0,\1) for the 
entire LE.Ah program'be decentr<llized to each of the three units under the 
new organizational configuration. This mpans that Lu\h, NIJ and BJS will 
each have their own audit and progr<lm review staffs. Since the great m<ljority 
of grant activity will be a function· of the new LEAA, <Ind since the great 
majority 9£ auditors and program reviewer~ in. the field will be providing 
services to LEAA, it is proposed' that the present area office field structure 
be -retained and be converted into LEAA area offices performing audit <Ind 
program review activities for that organizational unit. 

Exhibit I depicts the proposed organizational ~tructure and functions for 
OJARS. The major reorg<lnization actions and relevant transfers of personnel 
which must be undertaken in ord~r to implement the proposed reorganization 
are sUIl1Iilarized in ,the next section of this report ontitled, ~or l'ersonnel 
Shifts. 

~w Enforcement Assistance Administration 

The JSIA reauthorizes the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and 
provides for significant changes in its func~ion and 5c'lpe in order to stream

,line and improve the Federal program of financial and technical assistance. 
Chi .. f among these changes are: 

a s5.mplified formula grant program that cuts red tape, increases 
the role of local governments, and targets monies to effective 
programs 

a new naticnal priority grant program to encourage the adoption of 
programs that havp. been shown to be ef!'ective through research 
and development 
~ 

a greatly strengthened mandate to review, asse~s, and ;eport on 
program performance, 

a renewed emphasis on community and citizen participation 

LEAA's principal role is to ,manage efficiently the following programs within 
the JSIA: 

Criminal justice formula grants (Part D) 

National priority and discretionary grants (Parts E and F, respectively) 

Tr3ining and manpower development (Part G) 

Community Anti-Crime programs (Part A) 

Juvenile justice programs (Juvenile Justice and pelinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, as nUlended) 

Pu~lic Safety Officers' B~nefits' (Part L) 

0. Technical assistance (Part h) 
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In view of Departwental and Presidentlnl priorities plncing a heavy 
emphasis on juvenile justice and community antI-crime, staff devoted to 
both of these progr=t1c arC!as should be signific;,ntly increased when 
LEAA is reorganized. OJARS will assist in identifying alternatives for 
remedying the chronic understaffing ~n th~se areas. 

National Institute of Justice 

The National Institute of Justice (N!J) is authorized to carry out basIc 
research, applied research, demonstration and dissemination activities in 
order to advance knowledge about crime and delinquency and to imprqve and 
strengthen law enforcement and the crimindl and Juvenile justice systems. 
III addition to research and deveiopmeilt. NIJ carries out the following 
relatet! functions .that fulfill legislativel)" lIssigned objectives: 

Evaluation of criminal justice programs; 

Identification of programs and projects of proven effectiveness; 

Design and f~eld testing ~f mode! programs based an promising 
research findings and advanced criminal justice ~ractices; 

Training workshops for ~riminal justice practitioners in 
research and evaluation fIndings, and efforts to assist th~ 
research community through ~ellowships and'special seminars; and 

Op~ration of an intern~tional clearinghouse for criminal justice 
infot':.stion--the National Criminal Justice Reference Service. 

The NIJ will be headed by a Director appointed by the Presiden~ and will 
have a Presidentially-appoInted advisory board which, together with its 
expanded lIuthority over grants and contracts, gUllrantees the Int~grity and 
continuity of the research effort. " 

The organizational structure of the former National Institute of Law Enforce
ment and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) will remain intact until such time as tlte 
new Director of the NIJ is appointed. In order to guarantee the independence 
of the research function as,well as to make the new NIJ a basically self-

• contained organizational uni,t, significant staff functions 'previously performed 
by LEAA staff offices for the NILECJ Will now be decentralized to the NIJ. 
To' accompUsh this there 1'111 be.created within the NIJ specific staff support 
units whi<;h will perform the fol,lowing services for the NIJ: planning; budget 
preparation; management; grants/contracts finnncial review; grants/contracts 
administration; personnel management; administr3t~ve support; audit lind program 
review; advisory bo~rd support; congressional relations; and public information. 
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Bureau of Justice Statistics 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) is authorized by the JSIA to carry out 
the following ,functions: 

Compile, collate, analyze, publish ~nd disseminate national 
statistics about allas~ccts of cri~e, civil and criminal 
justice, civi~_~~l'l,tteS-,-and- <:criminal-air-cn<fers. 

A.~sUre the quality of the justice statistical components of 
- --all-federal-jusEi;C"--Iriiormation systems and, throuGh (the) 

state(s)$tatistics bureaus, of all state information systems. 

Establish nation~l definitions and standards for justice 
statis tics .. 

,Support' seate and local governments in the development of 
Justice statistical information systems. 

Develop and Claintair: compatible components in state and federal 
offender-based transaction systems in order that useful national 
data may be produced. 

The BJS is therefore mandated certain functions directly transferable from the 
former NCJISS, but it is also assignad responsibility nnd authority f6r new 
activities related to federal-level justice statistics management. Initially 
the BJS "ill be established by transferring the two broad functions bf NCJISS 
into the BJS. The Statistics Division frf NCJISS as well as the Systems 
Development Division will be transferred intact into the BJS. Certain systems 
programs and management responsibility for this program area are slated for 
ttansfer to LEAA in IT 81 and it is reconuncnded that planning for this occur 
during IT 80 and that the formal transier of the function be accomplished by 
an amendment to the IT 81 Budget. The final organizational configuration of 
the BJS must await appointment of the BJS Director. 

In ordar to guarantee the independence and integrity of the statistical 
function, several significant staff functions previously performed by 
centralizea L~~ staff offices for the former NCJlSS will now be decentralized 
to the BJS. SpeciFically, i't is proposed that there be created ne" staffs 

• whicb will perform the following functions for the lUS: planning; management; 
budget prepar:ltion; grants/contracts financial review; grants/contracts 
administration; personnel management; :ldministrative support; audit and program 
review; support to the BJS Advisory Board; congressional relations; and 
public inform~tion. 
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Februa,'y 12, 1980 
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PERSONNEL SHIFTS 

(All personnel shifts are expressed in permanent full-time positions -- PFTs on 
board as of 1/12/80) " 

A. Office of Justice Assist.ance, Rese'l.rch and Stat.istics (OJARS) 

1. Office of the Director (00) 

This Office l'lcludes the Director and his staff and ,an Office 
of Equal Fmployment Opportunity which is the former LEAA DEED. 
The Director's staff will include an Executive ASSistant, a 
Special Assistant for Congressional Affairs, a Secretary, and 
an Office Aide. The Director and his staff are personnel from 
the former LEAh Office of the Administrator. 

2. Office of Program and Resource Coordination (OPRC) 

(8 PFT) 

(12 PFT) 

Responsibilities of this office will include national priority 
progra~ coordination, discretionary grant program coordination, 
coordination of evaluation activities, program implementation 
coordination, prVcess and procedures analysis and red tape 
reduction. Employees'from the former LEAA Office of Planning 
and Management (OPM) will ~e" transferred to this un~t. A 
mid-level program analysi~ officer is transferred fr.om OPM to 
'the BJS to supplement the program phnning expertise existent 
in that organization and to raise it to the existing levels of 
the planning staffs ,.,hich are in LEAA and the Natlonai 
Institute of Justice (NIJ) In addition, the Correspondence 
Control Desk which exi5ted in OPM lIill be transl'erred to the 
Office of Communications and PUDlic Affairs in OJARS. 

3. Office of Legal Affairs and Legislative Review (OLALR) (12 PFT) 

The OI.ALR lIi11 be prill)ar'ily responsible for prov idi.'1g legal advice" 
ROd developing and revielling legislation which affect~ the nell 
organization. The" OLALR will provide general counsel to OJARS, 
BJS, NIJ and LEAA. Perspnnel from the fcrm~r LEAA Office of 
G.eneral Counsel will be transferred to the OJARS Ol..ALR. 
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5. 
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Office of Civil Rights Complian~e (Ocnc) (17 PFT) 

The OCRe is responsible for civil rights complaint investigation 
and compliance review for all of the bureaus in· the organization. 
The former LEAA Office of Civil Rights Compliance is retained 
intact with its present staffing level as an id~ntifiable civil 
rights staff withfn OJARS. The OCRC has been given authority 
to hire two addlt'onal personnel to address critical staff shortages. 
Alternate methods fcr increasing the staff co,uplement will be 
researched and highly prioritized in orde~ to address the civil 
rights mandate, 

Office of Administrative Services (OAS) (31 PFT) 

The OAS i's responsible for property manag:ament, crecord manage
ment, space utilization, mail, personnel, graphics, printing, 
and internal training. The personnel function is decentralized, 
in part, to LEAA, BJS, and NIJ, OAS retains the c:assification 
and employee services functions for the entire organization. 
Authority t:or classification decisions, however, will be vested 
in the heads of OJARS, LEAA, BJS and MIJ. The tlIJ and IlJS 
each receive a person f~om the former LEAA, OOS .0 hondle day-to-day 
personnel management issues. Het'loers of the former LEAA, OOS will 
be transferred to OAS as shown on the support schedule that follows. 

·6. Office of Communications and 'Public Affairs (OeFAl (9 PFT) 

The primary functions of this office will include press releases, 
photography support, correspondence control, and Ereedom of 
Information services. The FOIA function will be provided to all 
four bureaus. LEAA, BJS, and NIJ will be provided with public 
information specialists i'rom the former LEAA Public Information 
Office to provide for press releases and press contacts. (LEAA 
(2 PFT), BJS and NIJ (1 PFT each)~ The Correspondence Control 
Staff from the former LEAA OPM will be transferred into this unit. 
The former CongreSSional Liaison Office (CLO) is complet.ely 
decentralized to the LEAA, BJS and NIJ, providing each unit with 
s~aff to perform congressional liaison activities for each unit •. 
Congressional liaison functions for OJARS will be handled by a 
special assi3tant .within the Office of ttlll Direct·Jr of OJAIIS. 

Office of Audit StandardiJ and Investi".atton (OAS!) (7 PFT) 

The OJARS OASI reports to the Director of,OJARS and is responsi
ble for internal and external investigations :involving OJARS 
as well as developing and coordinating audit standards among 
the LEAA, BJS and IUJ audit units and performing audits of' ,OJARS' 
grantees and contractors. This unit will consist of an Au~it 
Standards Division (2 Pf'T) ,an Investigation Division \3 prr), 
and an Office of the Director (2. PFT). The D'.ajor portion of the 
former qAI is being transferred to the rcorgailized LEAl!.. Portions 
of. the former O~I are b~ing tran~ferred into audit. ·'1taffs and 
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progra'm reviell staffs for BJS and NIJ. Area offices lIill 
basically remain in tact under LEAA. (Certain individual 
Personnel transfers lIill be necessary to staff segments of 
the nell units in OJARS, BJS and NIJ IIhich lIill be centrally 
located in Washington, D.C. (Hajor shifts are presented 
in support schedules that followo) 

6. Office of the Comptroller (OC) 

The OC is responsible for providing centralized' budget 
formulation and execution, accounting services, information 
systems, small purchases and financial standards for each 
entity lIithin the nell organization. It lIill also provide 
grant and contract administration for O~ARSo The OJARS OC 

(56 PFT) 

staff will be derived from the: former Ot'f,ice of the Comptroller 
in LEAA. Former Comptroller personnel will also be transferred 
to LEAA, °BJS, and NIJ to provide these entities with grant and 
contract making and control capabilities. (See support schedule 
for a summary of the major shifts.) 

Personnel 

TOTAL OJARS -- l.52 PFT 

B. Lall Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

c. 

The LEAA will include the current st.aff~ of the Deputy Administrator, 
OCJP, OCACP OJJDP and OCJET. Personnel ~o be transferredoin will 
come from the farmer OAI, OC, OOS, CLO, and PIOo The LEEP 
function and personnel are scheduled to be transferred to the Department 
of Education in April i980. The LEAA will be reorganized SUbsequent to 
this proposed reol'ganization of OJARS. 

PFT from DAA, QCJI', OCACP, OJJDP, OCJET ' '180 
PFT from former LEAA staff 0 ffices ll.9.. 

Total PFT 299 

Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) 
.; 

The\tJS lIil1 include the current staff of the LEAA NCJISS and support 
personnel frcm the former LEA~ OPM, OAI, OC, OOS, CLO and'PIO. A 
reor~anization of t~e BJS will occur subsequent to the selection of a 
Presidential appointee. 

PFT from NCJ!SS 
~FT from former LEAA Staff Offices 

Total PF1' 

70 '196 009 
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D. National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 

The NIJ will be comprised of the current s"taff of NILECJ and support 
personnel from thn former LEAA staff offices of OAI, OC, OOS, OGC, 
CLO, and PIO.· Restructuring of the office will take place subsequent to 
the selection of a Presidential appointee. 

PFT from NILECJ 
PFT from LEAA Staff Offices 

Total l'FT 

Office of Justice Assistance, 
Research & Statistics 

Of rice of the Director 
Office of Program and Resource Coordination 
Office of Legal Affairs and Legislative 

Review . 
Office of Civil Rights Compliance 
Office of Audit Standards and Investigation 
Office of the Comptroller 
Office of Communications and Public Affairs 
Office of Administrative Services 

Law Enforcement Assistance Ad~lnistration 

Bureau of Justice Statistics 

National Institute of Justice 

TOTAL 

fIT 

8 
12 

12 
17 
7 

56 
9 

..1! 
ill. 

(PFT numbers will chang~ b3sed on attrition; ·however, the principles of the 
reorganization will remain the Ilal!!e.) 
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SCHEDULE OF 
MAJOR PERSONNEL SHIFTS 

I. Former LEAA Office of Administrator 

fIT 

1 
1 

? 
4 
1 
i 

Position 

Administrator 
Deputy Administrator for 

Policy Development 
Secretaries 
Special Aszistants 
Office Aide 

II. Former LEAA Office of Planning and Hanagement 

3 
3 
5 
5 

16. 

Position/Unit 

Office of Assistant Administrator 
Correspondence Control 
Policy Planning Division 
Management Divisio~ 

III. Former LEAA Public Information Office 

PFT Distribution 

OJARS, OD 

'1 

1 
2 
1 
~ 

PFT Distribution 

~ 

PFT Distribution 

PFT Position OJARS ~ ~ 

6 Public Information Officer/ 
Specialist 3 1 1 

1 Stqff Assistant 1 
2 Clerk Typists 1 1 

~ ~ ~ 1. 

IV. Former LEAA Congressional Liaison Office 

PFT'Distribution 

PFT Position ~ ~ 

5 Congressional Liaison/Officer/ Analyst/Sp'ec. 3 1 
2 Clerk Typist 2 
1 ~ b 

1 
1 
2 

T 

1 

1. 

lli 

1 

1. 

NIJ 

1 

1 
'" 
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v. Fomer LEAA Office of Audit and Investif\ation 

PFT Distribution 

!n: .!!ill ~ l-~ ~ m. 
9 Office of Assistant Administrator and 5 

Management Review & Analy.i. Division 
1 Inves tiga tion 1 
5 Central Audit Operations Division 5 

-1.2. Area Offices -.? §1 §. !!. 

.2!!. 1 1£ 6 i :;:. 

VI. Former LEAA OfHce of the Cemotroller 

PFT Distribution 

!n: .!!ill OJARS, DC LEAA, PSS BJS, PSS !lIJ, psi 

5 Office of tlie Comptroller 5 
·5 Policy Development and 

Training Division 5 
16 Information Systems Division 15 1 (LEEP) 
5 Budget 5 
5 Publio Safety Of!'1cers Benefits 5 

28 AQc""nting 18 10· (LEEP) 
Grants/Contracts Management 

Division: 
8 Centracts 4 1 3 
3 Centrol Desk 3 

26 Area Desks and Starr _5 12 ...1 ...1 
101 

22. li' !!. §. 

!,g. Former LEAA Office of 0l!el'ations SUl!ecrt 

PFT Distribution 

.!n: .!!ill ~ LEAA ~ m. 
3 Office of Ass1stallt Admi~strator 3 
2 Rell0rd. Management Staff 2 

16 Administrative Services Division 16 
17 PersoMe1 and Training 7· 5 1 4-
~ Audio Visual Communications Division 4' 1 2 
!2. ~ T ~ §. 

'One (l) to OCPA. 
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Reassignment of Employees 

The proposed ~rganizatj,onal structure has been reviewed by the OJARS Personnel 
Office. Position descriptions have been reviewed, and it is anticipated that 
with a very few exceptions the reorganization can be accomplished by 
voluntary transfer or by reassignment of e~ployees from one position to another. 

The reorganization will not cause anyone to be involuntarily separated or 
reduced in grade. In the very few instances where a reassignment cannot 
accomplish the transfer, discussions will be held with the individual flmployee 
affected and with the Union if the employee is a member of the bargainillg unit 
in an effort to assure an appropriate placement to at least the same grade 
as' the employee currently holds •. 
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ADDITIONAL PERSOllNEL REQUIRED FOil IMPLEMF.NTATIOII 

In order to decentralize former ~EAA staff offices to the extent contained ·in 
this reorganization proposal, to tran3fer the functions performed by these , 
offices to each of the three new units as detailed in this proposal, and to' 
adequately staff the transferred functions, additional permanent fuLl-time 
positions (PFT's) will be needed by NIJ, BJS and LEAA. Due to the low 
personnel ceilings· assign.ed to LEU in FY 79 and 80 and the high attrition 
rate experienced during these years, certain functions centralized in LEAA 
staff offices are staffed at low ~evels. If they were decentralized and 
present personnel were distributed atlOr.g all four units, no one of the units 
would have sufficiept personnel or sufficient areas of speCialty to adequately 
perform the decentralized functions. Therefore, additional positions will be 
needed in order to operate in a decentralized node. 

It is estimated that an additional 8~ positions will be necessary in order 
to adequately perform the functions which will be decentralized as well 
as to remedy the chronic understaffing proble~ in Juvenile Justice. The 
.total 84 positions t~at should be reques ted would breakdown as fOllows. 

Organization Additional PFT's Required 

(1) LEAA 
(2) BJS 
(3) NIJ 
(4) OJJDP 

TOTAL 

16 
12 
6 

50 

8~ 

No additional positions would be required for OJARS. the 3~ aaditional 
pOSitions for LEAA, BJS and NIJ would be needed specifically to further imple
ment the new functions decentralizCld to these organizat.lons. The 50 positions 
required for OJJDP would be all programmatic personnel in order to relieve the 
chronic understaffing in this area.· However, this number could be reduced if 
LEAA, as part of its reorgariization, were to transfer existing resources into 

• OJJDP in an effort to address the cr1tical starr shortages. P.: explanation of 
each of thllse requirements "1s presented below. . 

33 Additional Required Positions for LEAA, NIJ and BJS 

As pointed cut above, it the present personnel, budget and contract runctions 
are decentralized to LEAA, NIJ and BJ~ additional specialists in these areas 
will be needed in order to adequately staff these functions at the ag·eney 
level. Additional positions will also be needed in order to adjust· the 
total personnel mix in each of these three organizations so as to obta"in 
a reasonable professional to clericav ratio. A reasonable estimate as to 
how the additional positions required woilld break down 15 presented llelOl~. 
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LEAA Additional Positions 

Type of Position 

'0 Budget Analysts (LEAA, OJJDP) 

o Personnel Management 
Specialists (LEAA, OJJDP) 

o Program Analysts (LEAA, ,OJJDP) 

o Management Analysts (LEAA, OJJDP) 

o EEO Specialist 

o Clerical 

, LEAA Subtotal 

~diUonal Positions 

Type of Position 

o Budget Analyst 

o Personnel Management 
Specialist 

o Social Science Analysts 

o Clerical 

o·EEO Specialist 

BJS Subtotal 

NIJ Additional Positions 

Type of Position 

o Budget Analyst 

o Personnel Manage~ent Specialist 

o Contract Specialist 

. 0 Clerical 

o EEO Specialist 

NIJ Subtotal 

# PFT's 

2 

2 

II 

4 

1 

-1 
16 

n PFT's 

1 

1 

7 

2 

1 

12 

g PFT's 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 
.J. 
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50 Additional Juvenile Justice Program Specialists Required for the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Since its establishment, OJJDP has experienced chronic ~nderstaffing,' which 
bas creat~d numerous problems including an inability to effectively coordinate 
Federal efforts, fund flow problems, an insufficient number of action programs, 
insufficient time devoted to long-range program planning, short time frames 
for public responses to program plans, inadequate involvement of key interest 
groups, lack of assistance to the states in achieving compliance, inability 
t~ establish a comprehensive training and information clearinghouse program, 

'delay 1n accomplishing standards implementation, an inability to engage in 
effective program development work, inadequate monitoring of existing projects, 
delays in closing out inactive projects, and an inability to publish reports 
.resulting from sponsored projects. These problems have been further intensified 
by the recent increase in 'the juvenile justice program funding level in FY 80, 
a funding level proposed to continued l~to FY 81. 

With 50 additional staff a broader range of program initiatives could be 
developed and funded, a much larger number of states could be brought into 
compliance with ·the Act, more effective coordination of youth programming 
and more aggressive leadership in the formulation' of national youth policy' 
could be accomplished, badly needed training and information support functions 
could be implemented which would improve delipquency-related programming, and 
guidance could be given to the field in delinquency prevention and treatment-
resulting in a general improvement in the administration of juvenile justice. 

In general, the additional requested staff would enable OJJDP to take advantage 
. of the opportunity noted by AttorneY General Civiletti: "This is a time of 
special opportunity Which we must seize 1n the face of an ever-expanding need 
for attention to juvenile justice problems." 
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Mr. William Raspberry 
The Washington Post 
1150 15th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20071 

Dear Mr. Raspberry: 
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u.s. Deparbnent of Justice 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administrationl 

Office of Juvenile Justice and De/iqu.ency 
Prevention 

Washing/on, D.C. 20J)I 

I read with great interest your column entitled "White Crime/Black Crime" 
which appeared in the March 31, 1980 issue of the Washington Post. While I 
certainly appreciate your interest in juvenile justice issues, I would, however, 

. like to point out that I believe the commeruts attributed to me were not precisely 
accurate. The inaccuracies, I feel, were most likely the result of some 
misunderstanding. 

Specifically, I believe I indicated that Mr. Robert Woodson of the American 
Enterprise Institute criticized the track record of the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention with respect to the funding of minority organiza
tions and the degree to which funds have served minority youth. Senator Birch 
Bayh requested that I look into the matter and submit my findings to him and the 
various members of the Subcommittee on the Constitution. 

A t the time you called me, I believe I stated that I had called for an independent 
study into the allegations. I had not, at the time we talked, reviewed the results 
of that study. I did, however, indicate that I had received a summary report of a 
study conducted by the National Center for Juvenile Justice which indicated 
that: 

1. Minority youth are processed by the courts differently than their white 
counte~par;ts. 

7.. Holding constant the reason for referral, members of racial minorities 
ar~ still processed differently. 

3. Minorities are more likely to be detained. 

4. Minorities are more likely to be institutionalized. 

I believe I also stated that the report on the processing and handUng of youth by 
the juvenile justice system had been forwarded to the researchers who were 
conducting the independent ·assessment of this Office. The fi/ldings of the 
National Center for Juvenile Justice are disturbing and indicate major problem 
areas that need to be addressed by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 
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In short, while there is evidence that discriminating practices may exist in the 
juvenile justice system with respect to minorities, the answer to questions 
regarding the track record of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in handling minority programs and serving minority youth cannot be 
answered until the Independent study has been fully completed. 

I hope this clarifies any misunderstanding that might have occurred. I would, a5 I 
indicated to you, be more than happy to make the results of the independent 
study available to you and my response to the various recommendations that may 
be made. . 

~~ 
IraM.schwa~ 

. Administrator 
Office of Juvenlle Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 

cc: Senator Birch Bayh 
Congressman Ike Andrews 
Homer Broome, Acting Administrator, LEAA 

70-796 0 - 81 - 27 



410 

(From the Washington Post, March 31, 1980) 

~;, ',;:,-) .. -il2. ~.William.,1?n< .. nbe. ~,1. --._ 
~~ p"'''' / ~tt.M>1' ,.,~.-

"':'~,White'~',~~".': ~':\ 
I ,<" ~ ',' ", 

j Crlni~; ~,; -:' ;<~\~.-: 
,~.! Black :>~' , ~~~~ _ ' ' t . 
'::J ,~.: ' :' 
rCrlme,. ',-! ," 

_ •.• ' t" ;". • 

., spe3k Or yoUth crime,'and you ewm ~;'"., ',",.&ru'';;-~.-~ ... ; ... , 
: . the image of young, big-eity laughs ..... ' 
, burgla.'izing hQmes. mugging p,ed.,estrl
j' am and bashing old ladies over the' I , 

,head. Indeed, it is this ,sort ol,~ : 
.. crlminai that Americans tend to bave . 
; iii mind when they demand that "soJueo 
. thing" be done. " '. ~ . . . ., 'l Well, the federal g~eut l\~ _ , 

. I doing "something,'" all right, bnt not : expenditures on statns offenders ~. 
" ' for this group. :, ' " .. ..' , federal requirement that, while ;sutil 
I "''hat It is doing, according to Robert ,and local contractiDg agencies are'!!,!;/! 

Woodson,. a ,resident fellow at,.!lJ.e ;,; 'to pursue innonti,e programs, de-fII. 
American' EDterprise Institnte', : is,: 'i . mrutioDBlization programs are Jiiiui.' , 

.. "reseuing the ]owest-risk yo~" , da1efl, Woodson said. . ~.:D:) . 
or them white and non-pooi,' lIlld' ,> "I' have no .JlI1lblem with de~ 

the demise of the poor'~ ; tionalization," be DOted. "That is a'mat-
. in this natiou..'i"J.!tl' 1 ~'ter of justice, and it ought to hapjien. 

judgm~~t;!1; : - But 1he'factis, it has nothing to do:wl~ , 
~n,n~. nn"" " -" 'crime. And what it Is doing, even if iii-

::! 'advertently. is fosferbig the separation ' 
;;)' orchildrenby,race.andcI~"", ';:' -
.J", The' untested p:-esumption; says. 
::}, :Woodsim. is fuat "hard core" offenders , 

. i<' caiillot be reached thrOugh -
'i, . and diversion programs. As :; 
~ the IDlljor·rehabilitative efforts 

.4 served for low~k offenders,. 
~;~:~~~~~~!~=~~~i .i:, those who present the hlghest n .... 'risk; and who concern the publlc 

,'~:untreated, jaDed, retainedJor a 
"',Perlodand return~,to t!ie. 51 trel~tjt':@: 

. I clianged, probably evsm 
d~institni~Olltalttatj,/)p.:: 1" 'tered.D 'i:_:" i-.-" ';.,!' .. ~ 
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The Honorable Birch Bayh 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on the Constitution 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

---------------
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u.s. Department oC Justice 

Law Enforcement Assistance Admini.tration 

Office of Juvenile Jus/ice and Deliquency. 
Prevention 

Woshlngton. D.C. 20$31 

During my Senate confirmation hearings in December 1979, a number of 
concerns were raised with respect to the responsiveness and record of the OUice 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in addressing issues 
pertaining to minor! ties. In light of the questions that were raised, you asked 
that I look into these matters and report back my findings. 

After carefully assessing hoW' best to approach thi~ important area, I decided to 
invite two respected juvenile justice professionals from outside the OJJDP to 
conduct an independent assessment. I was most fortunate in that I was able to 
secure the services of William S. White, Presiding Judge of the Circuit Court of 
Cook County, Juvenile Division, and Mr. Orlando Martinez, Director, Colorado 
Division of Youth Services, for this task. On June 18, 1980, I received the final 
report entitled "Assessment of OJJDP's Policy and Performance On Issues 
Concerning Minorities" from Judge White and Mr. Martinez. Enclosed you will 
find a copy of their report for your consideration. 

I have reviewed the report in depth and have discussed its contents with the 
authors. While it docl,lments that in some areas the "track record" of the Office 
in addressing minority concerns is admirable, it also highlights areas where 
improvements are needed and identifj~s areas where the Office needs to be more 
sensitive and exert a stronger leadership role. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act mandates that states 
achieve certain levels of compliance with respect to the deinstitutionalization of 
status offenders and non-offenders and the separation of juveniles from adults in 
detention and correctional facilities jf they are to continue to participate in the 
Act and receive Federal funds. It has followed, then, that significant amounts of 
OJJDP resources, both discretionary and formula grant funds, have been directed 
at helping states meet these mandates. With respect to the discretionary funds 
allocated, Judge White and Mr. Martinez found that "neither is racial bias 
necessarily present in OJJDP programs such as Oeinstltutionali;!:ation of Status 
Offenders and Restitution which heavily impact on white youngsters removing 
them from the system and institutions. Indeed it can be shown that minorities 
have received a proportionate share of the services of these programs." (Page 6, 
Paragraph 4) 
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Specifically the report shows that: 

1. Thirty-two percent of the youth served in Deinstitutionalization of 
Status Offenders Initiative were minority. 

2. Seventy percent of the youth served in the Diversion Ini.tiative were 
minority. 

3. Eighty percent of the youth served in the Prevention Initiative were 
minonty. 

4. twenty-six percent of the youth served in the Restitution Initiative 
wer", minority. 

Further: 

1. Of 20.7 grants funded between 19.75 and March 1.5, 1980, 106 awards 
funded projects which serve significant numbers of minority youth. 

2. An additional seven (7) contracts were awarded to minority organiza
tions by two (2) grantees implementing national scope projects with 
awards ranging from $99,6.5.5 to $200,000. 

3. Of the $106,122,788 in discretionary funds awarded by the Special 
Empha~is Division between 197.5 and May 1, 1980, $20,391,66.5 was 
awarded to minority organizations (19.796). Of the total awarded, 
$.59,666,336 went to projects which serve,d or will serve significant 
numbers of minority youth. This is .56.2% of the total funds awarde!i. 
(See Page 14, Paragraph 9 of the Report) 

Unfortunately, because such information is not readily available, little is known 
about the numbers of minority youth served by the Formula Grant funds 
allocated to the state. Judge White and Mr. Martinez point out the importance 
of having the data avallabie and its implications for informed decision-making. 
We shall, in the future, address how we can best secure this data as well as other 
important statistical information. 

In addition, the report highlights the iactthat a significant amount of OJJDP 
discretionary resources have been directed to serve youth and families who 
reside in the 30iargest cities of the United States. The data indicates that 
nearly 3496 of all OJJDP discretionary funds and 3.596 of ail grants have gone to 
these cities. These are areas which are characterized by a high incidenc(! of 
youth crime, high rates of youth unemployment and high rates of school dropout, 
truancy and vandalism. 

Despite these achievements, however, the report points out that the focusing of 
attention and resources on status offenders and non-offenders, even as the 
ar.complishments are significant, could contribute to a high concentration 
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of minorities in our youth detenth:m and correctional institutions. This, Judge 
White and Mr. Martinez point qut, ". ' •• is creating a dangerous and explosive 
situation." 

Some recent data prepared by the National Center for Juvenile Justice further 
highlights the importance of greater sensitivity to minority concerns. This data 
clearly documents the differential handling of minorities by the varlous segments 
of the formal juvenile justice system. As Deputy Attorney General Renfrew and 
I indicated at the March Senate Judiciary Committee hearing on the reauthoriza
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, the data shows 
that, when holding rea50ns for arrest constant, members of racial minorities are: 

1. more likely to be arrested, particularly at an early age; 

2. more likely to be formally rE:ferred fo~ formal court processing; 

3. more li\<ely to spend a longer time in the system, particularly up to the 
time of disposition; and, 

4. more likely to be detained. 

The findings of Judge White and Mi'. Martinez and the National Center for 
Juvenile Justice dramatically highlight the need for the OJJDP to address the 
inequitable treatment of minority youth. 

Judge White and Mr. Martinez indicated that some of the concerns raised about 
the Office in December 1979 are no longer valid because of the changes which 
have been instituted over the past several years. However! there are still a 
number of areas where improvements can and must be made. Accordingly, I 
have taken the liberty of preparing a report on some of OJJDP's current efforts, 
as well as other action steps, in order to improve our responsiveness to 
minorities, women and other groups. In addition to the actions listed above, and 
because I know of your concern, I would certainly encourage and welcome any 
suggestions you might have. ' 

l ~ ~ 
aM.Schw~ 

Admi.nistrator 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 

cc: The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
House Human Resources Subcommittee 

TheHollorable John Conyers, Jr., Chairman 
House Subcommittee on Crime 
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CURRENT AND FUTURE EFFORTS. 

1. A Special Task Force will be appointed and charged with the responsibility 
for the development of a comprehensive Affirmative Action Program Policy 
and Plan for the Office. This Task Force will address all program areas of 
the Office {i.e., Formula Grant Program, Special Emphasis Program, 
National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(NIJJDP), etc.). In addition, the Task Force will be charged with the 
responsibility of identifying what Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention's (OJJDP) role and responsibility should be with respect to 
providing gUidance to the states in terms of mihorityp women and other 
related issues. 

2. Beginning in FY 1981, the OJJDP shall strive to allocate a minimum of 2596 
of the aggregate of its technical assistance, concentration of Federal effort 
and NIJJDP consultation contracts to public and private non-profit organi
zations owned by minority group members and women. 

With respect to Technical Assistance, Judge White and Mr. Martinez 
conclude that no minority firms were awarded 'contracts between 1975 and 
1979. Their finding, for some reason, seems to be at odds with the official 
records of the Office. Specifically, $707,525 was awarded to minority firms 
for the provision of technical assistance. 

In addition, the OJJDP recently awarded a $300,000 contract to a minority 
firm to provide staff support services to the Federal Interagency 
Coordinating Council. In the past, minority contracts in the amount of 
$1,327,639 have been let for other staff support services. Also, in 1979, a 
contract in the amount of $425,000 was given to il minority firm to provide 
technical support services to the NIJJDP. 

3. In moving to fill the vacancy in the position of Deputy Associate. 
Administrator of the OJJDP, I will give careful consideration to qualified 
minority and women applicants. The need to increase the number of 
minorities and women in high level administrative positions is not only a 
priority of the Administrator of OJJDP, but of the Attorney General and the 
U.S. Department of Justice as well. 

·4. During FY 1980, the OJJDP has focused considerable attention and re
sources on the problem of serious juvenile crimes. To date, the Office has 
funded a replication of Project New Pride. This initiative, funded in the 
amount of $8,696,672, is designed to develop community-based correctional 
programs for serious juvenile offenders. Also, before the end of the fiscal 
year, the Office will fund an initiative aimed at the development of model 
programs for both the prevention and treatment of violent juvenile crime. 
It is anticipated that each of these initiatives will serve significant numbers 
of minority youth. 
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The current plan to phase out the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) program means that nearly $80,000,000 in Juvenile 
Justice Maintenance of Effort iunds will be eliminated. These funds are 
used by the states primarily for development of programs for adjudicated 
offenders. The bulk of these funds have been used to devdop community
based correctioal programs. The loss of these funds will undoubtedly limit 
the OJJDP and the states' capabilities in programming for the more serious 
juvenile offenders. 

5. With respect to the need to address the problem of the inequitable 
treatment of minorities: 

a. The Office will fund a minority research initiative in FY 1980 designed 
to identify factors which contribute to the differential handling of 
minorities. 

b. The Office will focus significant resources in FY 1981 on the elimina
tion of the practice of incarcerating juveniles in adult jails and reducing 
the incidence of unnecessary detention in urban areas. Again, the 
successful implementation of these initiatives will impact significant 
numbers of minority youth. 

c. The OJJDP shaH convene a s~ries of meetings with representatives 
from the professional juvenile just;,7': community, state juvenile justice 
advisory committees, public interst groups and minority and women's 
organizations to examine the issues pertaining to the differential 
handling of youth. Hopefully the meetings will contribute to the 
development of recommendations with respect to the role and responsi
bilities of the Office and what strategies should be implemented. 

6. The OJJDP has made a concerted effort to include members of minority 
groups to serve on peer review panels in the grant application review 
process. This effort wiH pe expanded in the future. 

7. In the near future, the OJJDP will be increasing its staff complement. The 
Office shall give careful consideration to affirmative action consideration in 
the recruitment process. 

With respect to increasing the OJJDP staff, it is important to note that 
priority considerations will be given to current LEA A employees. The 
reason for this is because of the high probability that LEAA and OJARS will 
be phased out and because these agencies have many employees who would 
be qualified for various positions in OJJDP. 
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OIROlllT GOURT OF (lOOK OOl..~"TY 

JL-VENILlC DZVIHION' c.J 
I. 

OH..&,HIIJIiIRe OF 

WJLLJA.X SYLVESTER WBITE 

PRlIleaDIl'fO .JUDOIC 

June 13, 1980 

Mr. Ira Schwartz 
Director 
Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

Dear Mr. Schwart z: 

1100 S.lJ.A.HILTO':V ... \.VJaNt..'"'E 

CUIC.\OO. JI.oLISOUI 60612 

Re: Assessment of O.J.J.D.P. 's 
Policy and Performance On 
Issue Concerning Minorities 

At the Senate confirmation hearings of Ira 
Schwartz in December, 1979, Robert L. Woodson, 
Resident Fellow at the American Enterprise 
Institute and Haleen W. Williams, Executive 
Chairman of the National Association of Blacks 
in Criminal Justice charged that the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
failed to deal with issues of concern to minor
ities. William S. White, Presiding Judge, 
Circuit Coutt of Cook County, Juvenile Division 
and Orlando L. Martinez, Director, COlorado 
Division of Youth Se~vice were asked to survey 
O.J.J.D.P. 's performance in these matters and 
to identify areas for improvements. Our meth
odology was to use the Woodson/Williams testi
mony to construct a series of issues; examine 
relevant material submitted by staff, and after 
weighing same, to make an assessment and state 
findings. Because of the time that has elapsed 
since the bearings and the changes made by O. 
J.J.D.P. in the interim, it is not surpriSing 
that the December 1979 charges are not suport
ed in whole by these May, 1980 findings. 

Charge 111 

The most severe and more difficult youth crime 
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problems are at one end of the problem/pro
gram continuum and juvenile justice programs 
concentrated at the opposite end. 

Finding: 

True. 

Charge #2 

Those communities most afflicted by predatory 
crime received little attention and funding 
by O.J.J.D.P. 

Finding: 

Not true. 

Charge 113 

O.J.J.D.P. research has been oriented to\~ard non
chronic offenders, status offenders and those 
charged with less serious infractions of the law. 

Finding: 

True. 

Charge 114 

The focus of O.J.J.D.P. on the less serious of
fender has resulted in a de facto emphasis on 
non-minority youngsters. 

Finding: 

Not true. 

Charge 115 

Two separate systems of juvenile justice are e
volving one for White middle income youngsters 
and one for Black and O.J.J.D.P is contributing 
to this process. 

Finding: 

True. 
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Charge #6 

Minority problems in the juvenile justice 
sytem and indigenous programs said to con
tain some solutions have not been researched 
by O.J.J.D.P. 

Finding: 

True. Programs are announced'to change this. 

Charge #7 

O.J.J.D.P. has neither guidelines for State 
Plans nor procedures to identify and ferret 
out grantee failures to do the following (1) 
devote awards to services which include minor
ity youth or (2) include minorities in SPA 
membership or staffing or (3) include minority 
agencies and institutions in SPA awards. 

Finding: 

True. 

Charge #8 

Minority firms were not awarded any of the 
$5 million in technical assistance grants 
awarded between 1975 and 1979. 

Finding: 

True. 

Charge #9 

There are few minorities in policy making 
positions in D.J.J.D.P. 

Finding: 

True. 
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Although considerable information has been 
submitted by staff over the weeks there is 
little or no evidence that O.J.J.D.P. has 
a formal minority recruitment plan for staff, 
consultants, researchers or grantees. There 
is little or no guidance given the State Plan
ning Agencies along these lines. Indeed, there 
appears to be some confusion in staff as to what 
should be the role of O.J.J.D.P. in these areas. 
It follows, that there has been a failul"e to 
develop an office policy for implementation 
which is translated into goals and objectives 
relevant to the Divisions within the office. 
Needed, also are methods for determining if 
a policy is being implemented and i's working. 
If it is,·then an appeal like that of Woodson 
at a Confirmation Hearing would be rejected for 
a process which is more manageable. The opera
tional procedures of the three divisions must 
compliment total office policy. Present defi
ciencies are policy formulation, policy analysis, 
and policy coordination. 

Woodson in his testimony said in substance 
that a triage is in effect in the juvenile 
justice system: the status or minor offender 
who needs little from the system; the serious, 
treatment resistant dangerous offender; and 
the youngsters in between. O.J.J.D.P's at
tention and funds have been focused on the 
first category which is heavily White. He 
correctly observed that "This is not to say 
that these kids do not need these resources, 
or that we should not give it our full attent
ion. But it should not be at the exclusion of 
other kids who are in populations at risk.",' 
This argument against diverting these resources 
from the minor offender is buttressed by our 
findings that the services directed at this 
minor offender/status offender group are equit
ably distributed, with a sizeable number of 
minori ty recipients'. Focus ing attention and 
resources on this first group which is heavily 
White does tend to make our institutions more 
heavily Black with 'children of the second and 
third parts of the triage. This is creating 
a dangerous and explosive condition. The 
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attention of the researchers to be recruit
ed under recently announced programs should 
be directed to the in-between group of which 
Woodson speaks. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Orlando' L. 'Martinez 
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William S. White, Presiding Judge, Circuit Court of Cook 
County, Juvenile Division and Orlando Martinez, Director, 
Division of Youth Services, State of Colorado were asked 
to survey O.J.J.D.P.'s programs and research efforts to de
termine if they were (1) truly coning to grips with the :. 
more serious aspects of juvenile delinquency; and (2) were 
addressing minority concerns. Further we were asked to 
identify areas for improvement. The methodology was simply 
to construct ,a series of ~ssues; examine relevant material 
submitted by staff, and after weighing same to make an 
assessment and state findings. There was, of course, some 
cross checking with outside souces, but by and large the 
material submitted'by O.J.J.D.P. staff was relied upon as 
true. 

ISSUES AND FINDINGS 

ISSUE til 

Have O.J.J.D.P. programs' been directed to the right target 
population? Are the most· severe and more difficult youth 
crime problems at one end of the problem/program continnuum 
and juvenile justice system programs concentrated at the 
opposite end? Are·O.J.J.P.D. programs oriente'd toward 'non-
chronic offenders, status offenders, and those charged w.ith 
·less serious infractions of the law? 

FINDING: 

Special Emphasis Initiatives 

Special Emphasis.Initiatives between 12/19/75 and 3/15/80 
totaled $104,658,060. It was estimated that 64% of this 
amount ($70,557,156) was awarded fo~ services to non-chronic 
offenders, status offenders and those charged with less 
serious infractions of the law. This estimate does not in-' 
clude Hodel Programs which in some individual grants may 
provide services to less serious offenders. . 

SPECIAL EMPHASIS ClRANTS (267) 

Grants, Serious Offender Programs (10) 

Replication of Project New Pride. 

Grants, Model Initiatives Programs (110) 

Not classified as to seriousness of 
offense due to lack of grant'Information 

Grants, for clearly less serious offenders (104) 

$104,658,060 

8,696;672 

23,017,929 

44,914,1184 



422 

Prevention, diversion, deinstitutionalization. 

Grants fO,r Restitution ana-·Sch~ol Crim~_ (43)":"

Earlier it was assumed that the Restitution 
Program is serving less serious offenders. 
Later supplied figures are set forth below. 

~- " 

AS'of December 31, 1979, 52% of youth in the 
Restitution Program were referred for serious 
property* or seri~us personal offenses.* 

: As of May 31, 1979, 75% of the referrals were 
serious and/or repeated offenders and 31% were 
chronic and'very serious offenders.** 

FORMULA GRANTS 

---$28,028,575 

Of the total amount of formula grant-funds awarded in FY78 
($61,393,000) forty-five percent ($27,864,196) was allocated 
to programs which had deinstitutionalization of status of
fenders and non-offenders as ,their objective. Because of the 
states' coninuation policy on funding projects,' the FY78 ' 
figure would be indicative of the entire period FY75 through 
FY80 during which a total of $271, !46,043 was awarded. " 

it 

Serious Property: Burglaries with loss/damage of $11 to $250 
and any other property offenses with loss/damage greater than 
$250. 

Very Serious' Property:' Burglaries with loss/damage of $250 
or more. 

* Serious Personal: Unarmed robberies a~d non-,aggravated assaults 
W1 th loss of $ 250 or less. -

Very Serious Personal: Unarmed robberies and' non-aggravated 
assaults w1th losses exceeding $250 and all UCR Part 1 personal 
cl:imes incllt'ding,'rape, a,rmed robbery J aggravated assault. 

** 
Serious 'and/or Repeated Offenders:' a)Victimless offenses are 
not appropriate; b) Youths with three or more prior/concurrents' 
are appropri'ate; c) Youths 'whose referral offenses are at or 
beyond the "serious property" category are appropriate; d) 
Youths whose referral offenses are at the "moderate property" 
category are appropriate only if they have one or more priori 
concurrent offense. 
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ISSUE HZ 

Have youth posing tlle_greatest .crime threat and those 
communities most affl1cte~ by predatory crime received too 
little attention and fund2ng by O.J.J.D.P.? 

FINDING: 

O.J.J.D.P. made 35% of its grants and awarded 34\ of its 
discretionary funds in the 30 largest U.S. cities shown 
by this chart. as 

O.1.1DP PISCRETIONAin~ FUNDS EXPENDEP IN THE 
30 LARGEST' U.S. C-ITIES, RA~lKED BY 

1970'CENSUS POPU~TION ..... 
, , 

~ OJJDP FUNDS .A1\1ARDED. j GRANTS 

N~w York $],5,31.7,520 • 
'.' 46 

Chicago. :7,042,50~. -'1.8 

LoS Mge1.es 6,368,68S 21 

?hiladelphia 5,777,926 21 

, Detroit 
.' " 53!l,439 ~ 

Houston -0'':'' -0-

Baltimore " -0- -0-

Dalla,s 76~, 7-83 2 

Cleveland. -0- -0-

I~dianapolis l.~2, 0 69 2 

!Iilwao)cee 1,51S,350 6 

San Francisco --2,286,002 5 

San Diego -0- -0-

San.Antonio --0- -0--
Boston r. 4,800,641. :1.3 

Memphis 1,,175,178 2 " 

St. Louis '732,.224 3 

New orleans 510,046 :. 1 



~. 
'. 

19. Phoenix 

:20. Coluinbus, OH 

21. 

22. Jacksonville,. F1 

23. Pit::tsburgh .' 
24. Denver 

25. Kansas City 

26 . Atlanta .', 

27. Buffalo 

28. Cincinnati 

29. Nashville 

30. San Jose 

<TOTAL 

/ 

424 

OJJDP FUNDS A''IARDED 

lS6,594. 

2,73.1.,628 

2,098,905 

-0- . 
" 

·2,290,157 

'2,4~~. 822 -
1,725,415. 

1,766,209 

.' ":'0-

83:;1,860 

223;~13, : 

-0-

GRANTS 

2 

3, 

5· 

':'0-

8 

9 

'6 

8 

-0-

4 

2 

-0-

lBS 3511 
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, <" . . 
~ .ue1:J:op:)litan cities an.;i oounties a;-e usually given a slightly lazger 

share of the state's overall JJDP FonrUla Grant than is i.!ldicated by ~e . , 
area's p;!pU1ation. '!he:reason for this is that the juvenile =bre, statistics 

are mvariably higher in UIban areas than in the rest of the s~te. '!he 

oore areas of a laxge city generally receive ,the lar<jest share of ns~t" 

aIXI crilre prevention type prograrrs. , 

Subpara~ (i), para~ 52 of Guideline M:mual M 4l00.lF ~ each 

state participating in the JJDp Act to carry out the Pass-'Ih.rough pJ:OVisions 

a:ntained in the JJDP Act legislation in Section, 223(a) (5). ~ mandates 
, . 

that 66 2/3% of the Fo:crula Grant lIOIlies be expended thru programs of gener-
. '. ,t' 

al local gove:t:mrent and prograrrs of local. private agencies O?ll5istent wi1:b 

~ State's plan, unless waived ~ the ~trator of O1JDP.' 

A typical exarcple is the city of D1b:oit, WayJ:1e O:>unty fund ~: 

FISCAL YEAR 1979 

,J;IDp FoDlllla Grant P:rograIrs $1,236,533 
Total JJDP FOiliUIa Grant $2, 730,000 .. 45.3%, , , 

,'!he Wayne O:>llIlty StatuS ~'fendel: P.roject: :eunded at a level' of $473,904 

served a FOpulation that W<'s 82.1% Black~ 15.4% MUte and 2.5% Hispanic: 

" 

:In addition tr;> the above, 12.~t of the state's Part MC". Cr:iJne Control. funds 
were allcx:ated to juvenil.e prcigraIrsin W~e County. 

Crine Control JJ $1,520,833 = 12.9% 
,830,OqO " 

70-796 0 - 81 - 28 
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ISSUE '3 

To what extent has o.J.J.n.p. research fo~used 'on serious 
youth crime? 

FINDING: 

Figures for FY75, FY77 and FY78 are as'follows: 

Total Amount Obligated for Serious Juvenile-
Related Research Projects '(FY 1975-FYl977) $2,316,603: 

Total NIJJDP Obligations for Research 
(FY1975 - FY1977) $14,271,808 

Percent of NIJJDP Budget Obligations for 
·Rese~rch Focused on Serious Youth Crime 

(FYl975 - FYl977) , 16% 

Total Amount Earmarxed for Serious Juveni1e-' 
Related Research Projects in OJJDP FY1978 
Budget '$ 2,880.160 

Total OJJDP FYl978 Research Budge.t $11,406,000 

Percentage of OJJDP FY1978 Research Budget 
Earmarked fer Serious Juvenile-Related 
Research Projects 25\ 

ISSUE N4 

Have the O:J.J.D.P. initiatives that focused on the less 
serious offender resl)ited in a de facto emphasis on non
minoritY' youngster~? 

FINDING: 

It is true that status offender arrestees are·predominately 
white. (According to the A.J.,I. report entitled "Juvenile 
Jus tice Sys tem AChievements, Problems 'and Opportuni ties'~ 
(p.9S) in 1977 they were 82.7% White). However, the only 
O.J.J',D.P. Project directed toward status offenders, Dein
stitutionalizationof Status Offenders, was substantially 
minority: total 20,545, minority 6,636 percentage minority 
32% . 
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Furtner answer is found in these figures relating to less 
seriQus offender pro~rams~ 

Diversion 
Prevention 
Restitution 

Total mr 
92SB . 
As of 12/31/79 

Minority 
39;38 
7480 

Percentage 
, 70% 

BO\ 
26% 

The Social Action Research Cent~ri San'Rafael, California 
(the N&tional Evaluator) provides the,following numbers of 
sc'hoo1s and s.tudents covered by a School Crime Ini tia ti ve 
Program in 1976. . 

Phase r 
School Team Program 

,Phase n 

70 schools 
151,205 students 

·47t· minorities 

Team Cluster Program 

Total 

210 schools 
257, 481 students 

59\ minorities 

40&,686 Students 
SH minorities 

A smaller earlier progr.am, included 10 Teacher Corps Schools 
. with 12, 173 .students (3H of them minority students). 

ISSUE '5 

Ar;~ tlo'o separate systems of juvenile justice evolving, one 
for White middle income youngsters, and c~e for,Black? Is 
O • .1.J.ll.P. con'criouting·to th;s process? 

FINDING: 

The children in the justice system can be,aivided into two 
categories: those in institutions and those who are not. 
It is true minorities are over represented in the former. Ten 
years ago 2/'3 of the youth incarce:!:'ated in Californ.ia weTe 
white, now 2/3 a.~ either black or brown. A Preliminary 
National Assessment of the NUlIlbers Ilnd CharacterJ.stl.CS of 
JuvenllesProcessed l.'iltlie Juvenlle Justice ~em prepared 
by the Amencan Justice Ins'titute tJanuary 1980JlP.76), ' 
states: 
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"If all non-white races are combined, this group 
constitutes the majority of persons detained." 

That report ~oncludes that; 

"non apparent bias can be seen to exist. in the 
detention decision outcome due to ';race alone.:." 

Neither is racial bias necessarily present in O:J,J.D.P. 
- progre.ms such as Deinsti tutionalization of Status ,Offenders 

and Restitution which impact heavily on White youngsters re
moving them ftom the system and i,ts institutions. Indeed : 
it can be shown that minorities have received a proportionate 
share of the services of these programs. But this gives 
scant comfort; the dual system is dangerous not just potent
ially, but currently, and clearly' points the direction for 
assistance now. A .easonable conclusion here might be 
that O.J.J.D.P. has not adequately addressed the inequitable 
treatment of minority youth in the Juvenile Justice System. ' 

O.J.J.D.P. has gathered'reliable nation~ide baseline informa
tion regarding the proportional representation of minority 
youth'in delinquency and·the Juvenile justice system. However, 
this information 'cannot e,xplain' ~ minorities aTe dispro
portionately represented where tliiS is the case. Careful ' 
research is needed to identify those factors which account 
fOl' this occurrence -- whether they be individual or insti
tutional, or both. Through its Minority Research ProgaI'lll, 
the NIJJDP has recently requested proposals for research 
to be conducted by minorities on this issue. 

ISSUE ,~ 

Are minority problems in the Juvenile Justice System the 
subject ,of O.J:J.D.P. Tesearch? Have indigenous programs 
like Umoja in Philadelphia with some reputation for success 
bee~ studied or used by O.J.J'.D.P.?, 

FINDING: 

Relative to O.J.J.D.P.'s participation in the HUD Urban 
1ni tia tive' sAnti - Crime 1'rogram, guidelines dis tributed . 
to all 39 eligible public housing authorities (PHAs) capita
lization on the House of Umoja project as an appropriate 
example in developing 'the delinquency prevention grant 
applications to be subsidized by O.J.J.D.P. funds transferred 
to HUD 'on an interagency agreement basis. ',Furthermore, 
durin~ both di=ect seryice and telephone technical assistance 
oriented contacts with prospective grantees, the House of, 
Umoja and like ,projects have been utilized as examples. 
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Recently two programs have been~ announced. One, Program to _ 
Prevent Juvenile Delinquency Th'rough Capacity Building, is 
designed to increase the capacity of state and local govern
ments, public and priva,te youth·s er:ving agencies, and indi
genous neighborhood organi7.atiolls or communi ty groups, to 
prevent delinquency, develop an~ utilize alternatives to the 
juvenile justice system; and improve the administration of" 
juveni~e justice. . , 

The other, Minority Research Initiative, has as its goal 
to identify and encourage the involvement of minority re
searchers and research organizations in NIJJDP's research , 
prog~am. There are two'objectives subsumed under this goal: 
1) to identify and contribute' to the' further development 'of 
a cadre of skilled minority researchers; and 2) to support 
research conducted'by minorities on specific minqrity relevant' 
research issues pertaining to juvenile justice and other 
related topics. 

iSSUE 17 

Does O.J.J.P.P. have guidelines fOT- State Plans which will 
help assure (1) that awards will be devoted to services 
which include minority youth? (2) or insure minority inclu
sion in S.P.A. membership OT staffing? (3) Or that minority 
agencies and institutions. not be e~cluded fTom S.P.A. awards? 

FINDING: 

The attached memoranda submitted by staff indicate that by 
and large reliance is placed on applicants' assurance of ' • 
no discrimination. It is ,stated that '''Equitable distribution 
factors are checked in the ·review of the state plan and on 
subsequent monitorlng and site visits. Within each state, 
existing bodies and organizations can appeal to O.J.J.D.P. in 
any circumstances in which discrimination is perceived. In 
turn, the Office of Civil Rights Compliance of 'the Office of 
Justice Assistance, Statistics and Research will investigate. 
No such investigations have occurred in the history of the 
J,JDP Act. As a possible explanation of .o.J.J:D.P."s, passive 
stance in this matter attention is directed to Public Law 96-
157, Section BIS(b) state? "Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, nothing contained in this title shall be construed to 
authori7.e the National Institute of Justice, the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics of the LEAA., 

"(1) to requix:e , or condition the availability of amount 
of a grant upon the adoption by an applicant or grantee 
under this title of a percentage ratio, ,quota system, or 
other program to achieve balance in any criminal justice 
agency; or 
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"(2) to deny qr discontinue a grant because of the 
refusal of an!applicant or grantee under this title 
to adopt such a ratio system, or other program." 

Thus, we do not request ;'nfoI1llation in this area. 

ISSUE J8 

Have'minoritie's been included in Technical Assistance pro
grams, as 'grantees, subcontractors, consultants, staff, in 
agencies receiving T.A., as clients of those agencies? 

FINDING: 

As 'grantees. Of the $5 million in Technical Assistance grants 
awarded between 1975 and 1979, no minority organizations were 
involved. Until recently only four organizations were under 
contract to provide technical assistance, Arthur D. Little, 
the Community Research Forum, ,the Westinghouse National 
Issues Center and the National Offices of Social Responsibility, 
all owned by Whites. ' 

As subcontractors and consultants. A current listing of O.J.J.D,.P. 's 
T.A. contractors 1ncluded 2 additional organizations, New Pride, 
Inc., and Notre Dame. It stated that an aggregate analysis in 
terms of staff and consult,ants totaled as follows: 

'total Numbd::',of 'Contract Staff 
. (includes full and part-time professional 

and clerical) , 

Number 'of Minorities 

Number of Women (professional) 

Total Number of ~onsultants 

Number of Minorities 

Number of Women 

In agencies receiving Tecnnical Assistance. 

62 

12 = 19.3% 

22 

411 . 

, 85 20% 

126 ,. 31% 

As A encies Receivin T.A. Staff did supply, this infor.mation 
regar 1ng m1nor1teS rece1ving Technical Ilssistanceincluding 
contractors, subconstractoTs and grantees. 
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Since 1975 the following'SA and minority owned and operated 
firms/agencies have received Technical Assistance Support 
Funding. 

1. Mariscal and Co. 
2. Nellum 8A ' 
3. New Pride, Inc. 

$25,025 
50,000· 

732,500' 

$107,525 

Currently, the O.J.J.D.P. is negotiati!l~ a $350,000 SA con~' 
tract for FY80. 

No further finding could be made regarding the extent to wh~ch 
O. J. J. D. P. invol ve's minori ties in the rendering of Technical 
Assistant because of the sparce and mixed nature of the in
formation supplied. 

Staff did submit this statement: 

"TA has been provided to the Special Emphasis programs of 
DSO, Diversion, Restitution Prevention and most currently New 
Pride. With the except"ion of DSO and Prevention,: the nature 
of the programs necessitated units of Government to be the 
grantee, many of these grantees, however, maintained subcon
tracts with minority organizations. This activity is encouraged 
by L~'s Civil Rights Compliance regul~tions (See attached). 

The Clients'of 'the above programs were substantially minority 
(e.g., DSO, 32%; Diversion, 70%; and Prevention SO%) .. The 
Clients are the ultimate beneficiaries of TA." 

A 'rechn~cal Assistance Task Force established to .analyze, . 
technical assistance'processes and to identify their strengths 
and weaknesses described T .A. 's. ' 
"Curre'nt Practice ' 
1fie nlaln' empfiasls in selecting TA contractors and/or consultants 
is exPertise 01' quality of work.' Factors such as location of 
the contractor/consu1tant; the ethnicity or race of the con
t~actor/consultant, or the size of the organi~ation providing 
technical assistance are given minimal consideration.. Again, 
this is due to OJJDP's concern on providing quality and timely 

'technical assistance. Q.J.J.D.P. does not. have any ~ 
minority recruitment plan. The office does subscribe to, the " 
agency's policy of' utilizing .10% of ~A dollars for minority 
contracts and does have all its contractors develop and submit 
a EEO plan." 

"Is sues /Concerns. 
OJJDP has some grantees who are staffed largely by minority 
personnel •. Further, a large percentage of the clients served 
by O.1JDP grantees are minorities. It was pointed out ·during 

r. 
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the Task For.ce'.s meeting wi thin technical assistance reci
pients that there is an occasional lack of sen~itiv~~~ ~o
ward the projects and youth se!Ved. 

However, only one specific instance was cited in terms of 
being problematic. Most of the comments were geared toward 
encouraging an expansion'of minority participation through 
t1!e incl us ion of more minori.ty staff and consul tan ts in the 
pool of available consultants. In addition, it was suggested 
that the initial contact with TA recipients include an assess
ment ·of whether or not a 1'.linori ty consultant might be more 
effective." ' 

To address these issues and concerns the report'makes si~ 
recommendations. 

"1. A part of the ';election criteria for all contracts should' 
be the extent of minoiitiy participation on staff and as sub
contractors and/or consultants. A meaningful weight shou1~ 
be assigned. to this r;riteria i.e •• 5 - ~O points. 

2. OJJDP should ill consort with appropriate offices within 
LEAA .. & OJARS define what:,a minority enterprise is. 

3.' OJJDP shouid take the lead in d~yeloping a list of 
minority c~ntractID~s and consultants. ", , . 

4. OJJDP should irr cooperation with 'Contracts Division ensure 
S-A and other minority enteiprises are included in the 
distribution list of all contracts., 

S. OJJDP should appoint a person to be responsible for 
minority contTacts. This person would be responsible for 
coordinating', within the OJARS small business representa'tive, 
developing a list of minority contractors/consultants, working~ 
with various agencies and communities to inform them of our 
minori ty program. ,. , ' ,. 

6. OJJDP should assess their goal'for mino~ity procurement 
and .fleveloP plan for'meeting that goal prio,r to the start 
of a' fiscal ye·ar. , " " 

., 
ISSUE Bf) 

There :ATe few Blacks in,policy-making positions in O.J:J .D.P., 

FINDING: 

0.J.,.1.D.P. 's ·most recent' Quarterly E.E.C. report cross tabu
lat;.ng G.S:rank with race supports this statement., 
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ISSUE 110 

How millny progr~ms'have gone tb minority grantees? 

FINDING: : . 
• + ." 

Current listing of O.J.J.D.P.·awards show 10 minority recipients. 
of a,ward.s totaling $5,344,336. 

" . . . . 
MINORITY. RECIPIENTS OF O.J.J.D.P. AWARD$, 

FY 1~80 (as of 4/7/80) 

GRANTEE/TITLE & GRANT NO: . AWARD AMOUNT 

Campus Community Invo1.ven;ent Cente.r· 
E. LO$ Angeles Ne~ Pride Replication 

.' $900,.000 

(80-ED-AX-00IO)' ' 
.. "'; 

Better Boys Foundation 
Chicago New· Pride. Replicat:fon (80-ED-AJ(-0011) 

$870',414. 
" 

Project Concern $820,125 
Boston New Pride Rep'lication (807ED-AX-Og08) 

, . . 
O.I.C. of RhOde Island 
Providenc::e ~~y Pride R,:plicatio? 

$790,089 
(SO-ED-AX-0006)',. " 

National Conference of Black' Lawyers 
NCBL - Juvenile Advocacy (80-JS-AX-O 002) 

National Urban League 
~tudy: School., Disciplin~ (80-JN-AX-O OO~) 

Venice Drug Coalition 
Venice-W~st Compo JD Prevention PgX7n; 
(80-JS-AX-0005) . . ' , '.' . 

Assiniboine Sioux Tribe, .Fort·. Peck Tribal Gov't. 
Ft. Peck Bureau of Youth Servtces 
(78-JS-AX-OP84/S-1) 

New Pride Inc. , 
New Pride Replication Technical Ass:i"stance 
(J-LEAA-017-BO) 

Koba Associates " 
NIJJDP Management Support Contract 

. (J-LEAA-009-80) . : . '. 

$331,232 

$252,588 

$250.; 000 

$204,8BB' 

$500,000 

$425,000 

TOTAL, TO· DATE • $5,344,336 
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An additional answer is that vi= the ~UD/O.J.J.~.~. program, 
twelve different separate public ~ous~ng authoT1t1es repre
senting twelve different ·states w~l~ n~ve been fu~ded ~y 
May I, 1980, in the amoun~ of 1.1 m~1110n dollars. 

Attachment' A details a profile of the number. of minorities. 'that 
will be. served in this program •. It inqicates that the O.J.J.D.P. 
component,'whic~will be operating in these twelve separate sites, 
will serve a'total population 'of 102,746 persons of which 63,090 
are under the age of 21. This includes a total population of 
79,424 Blacks, 8,292 Hispanics, 560 Asians, and 4,570 Native 
Americans. Persons to be served under the age of 21 include: 
50,062 Blacks, 2,106 Hi~panics, 294 Asians, and 1,599 Native 
Americans. ., , 

It is noteworthy that th~ee of the sit~s nave populations that are 
100% Black with two others that are 100% Native Americans and 97% I 

Hispanic. However, the collective n'umber of minorities accounts '1 
for 90.3% of the total number of persons that co:nprise the cumula
tive housing project population .in a3..1 '12 PHA.· sites··.· 'Of this' same 
population·totaI,·5~.6% are minority you~h ~der the age of 21. 

. . 
In addition to the abov~ ·listing of FY1980 award's to minori ty re
cipients, the examiners weTe furnished with a breakout of grants 
awarded to minority agen'cies'and organizations between 1975 and 
May.l, 1980. The ac.companying .staff memorandum ~tated: 

"~Iinori ty agencies for purPoses of this 
statement arE! those. which have· policy ma1dng and governing boards 
with membership of 51 percent mincrity· .. 

The following is a summary of th~s infoTma~ion: 

1) Of 207 g~ants funded b·¢t~.een 1975 and March 15, 1980, 
106 awards funded proj ect~ 'which' serve Significant numbers 
of minori ty youth: . . 

2) An additionai 7 contracts wer-e' aw;arded t.o, minority 
organizations by two grantees implementing national scope 
projects wi~h awards r~nging from $~9,655 to $200,000. 

3) Of the $106,112,788 in .discretionary funds awarded by
the Special-Emphasis Division between 1975 and May 1, 1980, 
$20,391,665,' was awarded to minority organizations, 19:7%. 
$ 59,666,336 of the ·total awarded went to proj ects which 
served or will serve significant numbers of minority youth. 
This is 56.2 'percent of the total 'funds awarded .. 
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4) . The following arrays the a.wards to minority organl~ations by 
. ethnic/group: 

< 

DContracts fJAgencies ~'Funds ~ of ~ Awarded Group DGrants 

Black 4 27 13 $12,898,127 12 • .5% 

Hispanic 2 16 7 .5,794,360 .5 • .5% 

Native 
American 6 '4 1,699,178 1.6% 

.' 
Asian 

.8 49 24 20,391,66.5 ... J9.i.;....·· -, 
With respect to policy regarding Impact of programs.on minorities, we have not 
focused any of our programs on the unique needs of minority youth. However, we 
have trageted three Special Emphasis national scope initiatives In neighborhoods 
characterized by high levels of crjme and delinquency and high levels of scl)ool 
drop-out, truancy and school suspension. This targeting of programs in combination 
with broad distribution of guidelines, availability of Special. Emphasis staff to 
provide information and staff. .contacts with minority organizations/agencies have 
contributed. to minority agencies being able to successfully compete In national 
competitions. This process has been facilitatf:d by use of mlllOrity consultants on 
peer review panp.ls: . , . 

Although all of the figures in these two sources could not be 
recoriciled(numbet' of.-.minority recipients), '.both are included 
here because together th'ey ____ ~how a sizeable increase in the. 
dopar amounts awaTded minori..1::Y~ients. 

--- --_.--------------.--. ........... --.-----=-==--- ~- . ----_ .. -
.-.--------~ -
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l'mX' GiJJ:~- EXIST GJVERIDlG ·RAc:r.AL D~ON PERI7lINING '10 BOlli' 

SPA STAFF AND '10 'lllEIR GAANI'EES? 

In preparing the individual state plans for the .Juvenile Justice Fol:111Llla 

Grant, each Cr:ir.tinal q"ustice Council IlUJSt provicle assurances that Sub

paragrafh (p.) Parag::afh 52 (page ,59) of the Guideline Manual M 4l00.lF, 

State Planning Agency Grants, which re:;ruires, "Equitable Distribution of 

.Juvenile .Justice Funds and Assistance to ~isadvantaged Youth. n In addition, 

under the General Grant Conditions and Ass~oas, Appendix 4, in M 4l00.lF, 

the follCMing is made a condition of each award to a state: 

:!he applicant State hereby further assures ar.d certifies that the State 
cr:iminal justice planning agency and its subgral'tees and contractors', 
where applicable, will a:mply with the provisions •••• of Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Pub. L. 88-3521 Office of ,Ma:,agerrent and 
BOOget circulars No.s A-102 and A-liO. . 

Reference to the sa.'Te conditions. are Contained in the Guideline ~7100.lA, 

Financial Manage:rent for Planru,ng and Action Grants. These are again repeated 

and applified in the new 0J1\FS Guideline.Manual M 7l00.lJ3 •. 

Each .:rio? Fonruia, Grant made in 1978 and prior ye~ contained the follCM':i.ng 

Special Condition: 

EverY application for Federal financial assistance from a.State or local 
unit of SOveJ:!'.rre.'1.t or agency thereof shall. contain an assurance that in the 
event of Federal or State court or Fooeral or state administrative agency 

a finding of discrimination on the ground 'of race, color, religion, 
national origin or sex against the recipient State or Local gove.rnnent 
unit or agency theieof, 'the recipient will fOIWard a copy of the finding 
to the CDgnizant State Planning l\geI1CY and ~ u:AA. 
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~ ProcEDURES to WE HAVE 'IO INSURE 'IHAT '!HE ProvISIONS OF THE 1lC1! 
REGARDING SECl'IONS 223(7) AND 223(a) (15), El'J{JITABLE DISTRIBUl'IONS OF 
FtNI:6, ARE ENFORCED? . 

Section 223(a) (7) of the Act does not apply to equitable distribution of 

the funds along lines of popul~tion groupings such as disadvantaged ycuth, 

minorities, etc. 'lhls provision of the Act is direct:ed toward the ~strib

ution of funds within the state on goograpuc and 'popw.ation lines in the 

aggregate. OO.:rnp staff review the distribution nethodology as provided in 

the awlication annually. On One' occasic:n in th.e past f~ve years an appeal. 

on this provision reached OOJDl? Staff attorneys from the Office of General . . 
Cbunsel visited the appealing l.ocalJ:ty and deteJ:ndned that a finding of non

c:atpliance on this issue was· unfounded. 

With regard to Section 223.(a) (15), each yearly state plan IlI.lSt o:mtain an 

assurance'that program initiatives have been fODnUlated in acrordance with 

providlng equitable distribution of funds and assistance to disad'!lll1taged 

youth. 'lhis requirene.nt is spelled out as part of· Subparagraph (p), Para" 
.' 9raph 52, in Guideline M 4l00.lF, State Planning Agency Grants. '..Equit:.ab;l.e . --.- --'" .. 

distribution factors are Checked in the ·review of the sta~ plan and rn sub- . 
. --.. , ---_.. - .... --........ .. . -- .' . " .. . ... -
sequent mmitoring aOO site. visits. Within each state,' existing bodies. and . 

-_ ... _- ... -. ~ ----.0': .. -'" : . _, ---" .. - ...... --

organizations ca.'!. appeal to QJJDI? in any circ:umstances ~ ~9 ~~t:ion. 
.. . ..- . 

~ ~<7ived •• ~ ~, the Offi'7 C?f Civil. Ri~~ Con'pliance of the ~~ce 

of Justice Assistance, Statistics and. ~earch will inve,stigate. No such 

investigations have ~ in t:he histo:tY. of .the JJDP Act. 
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How m~n>, /IIin()rity $t,off are employed by the SPA? How many of these staf{ 
ore professionals? . 

t,ch SPA must comply with the requirements under Section S18(c) of the 

Crime ContrOl Act, Section 262(b) of the Juvenile Justice Act a~d Title VI 

of the Civil Ri9hts Act of 1964 and the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Repuhtions of the Depcrtment of Justice. (See attached.) 

Further., Public Law 96·157, Section 815(b) sta~es "Notwithstanding any other 

provisiol1 of lew, nothfl19 contained in thi!: title shan be construed to 

authorize the National Institute of Justice, the ·Bureau of Justice Statistics . . 
of the LEPA :0. 

"(1) to require or condition the. availability 0'" amount of a grant 

upon the adoption by an applicant or grantee under this title of a 

percenta~e ratio, qu~ta.system, or other program to achieve balance 

in any criminal justice agency; or 

"(2) to deny or discontinue a grant because of the refusal of an 

applicant or grantee under this title to adopt such a l'atio system. 

or other program." 

Thus, we do not r~~~est information in this area. 



HUt'r URBMI INTlATlVE'S ANn-CRIME PROGRAM 
OJJOP CQfIPONENT 

PROFILE !lUMBER OF MINORITIES SERVED 

Total' Blac'ks 
Tota 1 Hat~'ve 

Total Hispanics Asians Total Amerimn 
CHy Population , Under 21 Total Black Hispanic Total Asians Under 21 Under 21 Under 21 Native American Under 21 

1 4.562 2.758. 4.516 0 0 2.130 0 ' 0 ' 0'·, '0 
, ;, 

2 4.570 1.599" 0 '0 '0 '0 fO 0 4.570 1.599 

3 2.207 ,933 1.854 88 22 784 37, 9 O· 0 

4 1,163 907 1.163 907 ,0 0 '0 0 0 0 

5, 20.575, 14,814 20.575 0 Q 14.814 0 0 0 0 ~ 
C/.:j 
CD 

6 1.628 830 976 472 0 ' 498 240 0 0 0 .' 
1 3,594 ,2,515' 3.126 , 539 '0 2.188 377 0 : 0 0 

j' 

,8 2.988 1.170 2.181 O· , 0' 854 ' " " 0 0 0 I 

'9 2.900 1.566 1.943 0 0 1.049 0, 0 0 0 

" 10 2.206 '1.497 44 2.140 0' 30 1.452 0 0 0 

P 2,992 1.585 1.346 0 '538 113 0 285 0 0 

12 1.988 1.371 1.988 0 0 1.371 0 0 0 .... 0 

GRANO 102.746 63.090 79,424 8,292 560 50,062 2~ 294 A', 570 _1.599 
,'TOTAL 



Office of the Asl!,tont Atr.omey G~ne .. 1 

The HonrJfabie Birch Boyh 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on the Constitution 
Committee 011 the Judiciary 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 
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U. S. DepartmEr:lt of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Wa.rJrlngto.n. D.C. iOSJO 

SEP 24 1980 

The Congress is now in the final stages of considefation of legislation to 
reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
Department of Justice support for extension of the current program was expressed 
in testimony presented in March of this year. At that time, we supported a 
provision in the Administration's proposal to reauthorize the current Act (5.2442 
and H.R. 6983) which would retain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. We believe 
that reconsideration of the position is merited at this tim~, 

As you know, the President submitted (J revised fi:lcal year 1981 budget requ~:t in 
March which provided no funds for LEAA grants and proposed the phasp.-out oi" the 
LEAA progrdm authorized by the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979. The 
JlNenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act program would continue. The 
House of Representatives has passed H.R. 7584, making appropriations for fiscal 
year 1981, which ~'Jpports the President's recommendation. The Senate is 
considering the proposal this month. It appears unlikely that any substantial 
appropriation will be provided to LEAA. 

A pion for phase-out of the LEA A program Is now in the fino! stages of review 
within the Administration. Over a period of three years, current LEAA activities 
would either be eliminated or devolved to other agencies. It is contemplated that 
if the Office of Juvenile Just·ice and Delinquency Prevention is not part of LE;AA, 
additional functions and personnel will be transferred to OJJDP beginning this 
October. 

S. 2441, which passed the Senate on May 20, 1980, would retain OJJDP '!lithin 
LEAA, although most administrative and program authority under the JJDP Act 
would be statutorily delegated to the Administrator of OJJDP. Given the 
likelihood of elimination of LEA A, we believe it is necessary for OJJDP to be 
established as a separate one! independent unit. If the reauthorization measure is 
pC".ssed in the form contained in S. 2441, there would be difficult organizational 
decisions to be made and the possibility that additional legislative changes would 
have to be requested before the new reauthorization cycle expires. Thus, the 
Deportment of Justice supports jhe provision of H.R. 6704 as reported from the 
House Committee an Education and Labor, which would separate these two 
agencies. 
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The Department of Justice is committed to main1aining a strong and viable Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventlo". Your consideration of this matter 
is appreciated. 

The Office of Management and Budget has advisee that there is no objection to 
submission of this report from the standpoint of the Administration's program. 

70-796 a - 81 - 29 

Sincerely, 

(S;[jned) Alan A. Parker 

Alan A. Parker 
As:listant Artorney General 



PART V.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS AND LETTERS 
FROM NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Hon. BIRCH BAYH, 
U.S. Benate, 
R'ussen Senate Office BuUaing, 
'Washington, D.O. 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, D.O., March 27, 19S0. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: The American Legion's longstanding concern over juve
nile crime across the country was the basis for our support in 1974 of the Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We believed then as we do now 
that the problem demands a comprehensive and coordinated approach at the 
federal level. 

As you know, juvenile crime continues to be one of our most persistent i:loGial 
ailments. It, therefore, is essential that federal efforts be continued and that the 
Act be extended through reauthorization. We are pleased to learn that you have 
introduced S. 2441 which, if enacted, would provide for such reauthorizaiion and 
we continue to support the maintenance of effort concept as part of any re
authorizing mandate. 

The American Legion stands ready to assist you and every member of the 
Committee in this worthwhile endeavor. 

Sincerely, 
MYLIO S. KRAJA, 

Director, National Legislative Oommission. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION' OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC. 

The Association of Junior Leagues is submitting this testimony to register 
its support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act of 1974. The Association of Junior Leagues strongly supports the 
reauthorization of the JJDP Act because the legislation's goals coincide with 
those listed in the mission statement adopted by the Association for its Child 
Advocacy Progr11-m and with the Association's purpose of developing effective 
citizen participation in the community. 

The Association of Junior Leagues is a non-profit organization with 230 mem
ber Leagues and appro:xi..-nately 130,000 individual members in the United States. 
The Association's three-fold purpose Is : 

To promote voluntarism; 
To develop the potential of its members for voluntary participation in 

community affairs; and 
To demonstrate the effectiveness of trained volunteers. 

Its commitment to effective training programs is reflected by the requirement 
that every Junior League member must participate in a training program befOre 
she begins work in her community. The majority of Junior League members 
continue to take training courses throughout their years of League membership. 
In addition, every Junior League member must make a commitment to a volun
teer position. A substantial number of Junior League members today sit on the 
Board of other voluntary org/lnizations throughout the United States because 
of the leadership training with which their volunteer experience has provided 
them. 
Junior League InvoZvement in Juvenile JWlti(je 

Junior Leagues have been involved with children's programs since the first 
Junior League was founded in New York City in 1901. Among the programs 
initiated and funded by Leagues have been settlement houses, emergency shelters, 
rlay care centers and well baby clinics. League volunteers have worked in a variety 
of social service settings as tutors, case aides and counselors. Criminal Justice 

(442) 
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was specifically designated as one of the Association's program areas in 1973 when 
the Association, with the assistance of the National Council on Crime and Delin
quency Ilnd funding from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA), develoJ;>ed J;>roject IMPACT. This four-year project was designed to 
enable Junior Leagues in the United States and Canada to effect positive changes 
in the criminal justice system and, ultimately, to reduce crime and delinquency. 

As part of project IMPACT, Junior League members in 185 cities gathered data 
on the criminal justice system in their own communities. Delegates from all 
Leagues in the United States and Canada attended a four-day training institllte 
in Houston to help them develop plans for mobilizing their communities for action 
in the area of criminal justice. The 150 projects generated as a result of project 
IMPACT utilized more than 3,000 volunteers and drew upon more than one and 
one-haif million donars in League funds. It is estimated that another seven and 
one-half million dollars in outside funding was generated by the expenditure of 
the League funds. Projects initiated under the IMPACT program incIuded group 
homes, rape treatment centers, public education campaigns, jan counseling 
projects and volunteer recruitment. 

('nncern with young people involved in the juvenile justice system continues to 
be an Association priority. Juvenile justice is One of the five focus areas of the 
Association's nve-year Child Advocacy Program. The child advocacy mission 
statement adopted by the Association includes a pledge to work toward the 
time when-

each child will be removed from his or her natural home only when 
necessary and any child that is removed will be returned to his natural home 
or, when necessary, to another permanent home without unnecessary delay; 

each child who has committed a status offense will receive truly re
habilitative care and supervision; 

each child accused of committing an adult crime will receive a fair 
trial with the full rights and safeguards that an adUlt would receive; and 

each child. if incarcerated, will not be placed in humiliating, mentally 
or phYSically debilitating or harmful facilities, and no child will be placed in 
adult jails. 

Junior Leauges in all parts of the country continue to support group homes, 
shelters for runaway youths, counseling services and advocacy councils. To illus
rate the breadth of Junior League participation in the juvenile justice system, I 
would like to highlight a few local League programs. 

Many Leagues have joined in the development of shelter and group homes for 
juveniles. Among those helping to establish 24-hour shelters for runaway youth 
or youth in crisis are two Ohio Leagues-Akron and Youngstown; three Connec
ticut Leagues-Greater Bridgeport, Greenwich and Hartford; and the Junior 
League Clf Odessa, Texas. Those Leagues initiating the development of group 
homes for adalescents or providing services at group llOmes include the Junior 
Leagues of Dayton, Ohio; Asheville, North Carolina; Huntsville, Alabama; 
Knoxville, Tennessee; Chadeston, West Yirginia; Lafayette, Louisiana; three 
New Jersey Lea.gues--Bergen County, the Oranges and Short Hills, and Eliza
beth-Plainfield; and two Pennsylvania Leagues-Harrisburg and Lehigh Yaller. 
Many of these shelters and group homes receive funding frum LEAA/JJDP. 

In Montana, sixteen members of the Junion League of Billings volunteer in 
Project Tumbleweed, which provides emergency foster care in 24 licensed foster 
care homes. This project is fuuded not only by the League but also by the U.S. 
Department ot Health arId Human Services a~d the United Way. The Junior 
League of Billings also is one of 20 community agencies participating in the Con
terence Committee, a project initiated by the Judicial Youth Court Judge and 
Youth Court Advocacy Committee in Billings to divert youth from the Youth 
Court. The Conference Committee, composed of a wide cross-section of ciitzens, 
conducts hearings weekly on C!lSeS cf youths accused of misdemeanors. 

In Texas, the Junior League of Dallas worked closely with the Dallas Inde
llendent School District and Dallas County Juvenile Department to develop 
Letot Academy, an alternative program for status offenders. The program pro
vides both an alternative school amI 24-hour individualized family crisis coun
seling, referral .services and short-term emergency shelter. League volunteers 
took a lead role in helping to devE'lop the program und obtaining the federal 
funds necessary to establish. the academy. Thirty-nine League volunteers have 
served at the academy since the academy beg~D. operating 16 months ago. The 
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Junior League of. Dallas provided $100,000 to develop the emergency shelter and 
$45,000 to pay the salary of a director of volunteers fol' three years. The project, 
which has a total budget of five and one-half million dollars, including funding 
from LEU, has drawn volunteers from throughout the community, many of 
them retired older persons who receive training from the Junior League. Since it 
began, more than 300 youths have attended the alternative school and approxi
mately 1,000 status offenders have received short-term emergency shelter.' 

In Denver, Colorado, the ·Jtinior League developed Juvenile Offenders in Need 
(J.O.I.N.), a program to provide funding, services and volunteers for the Denver 
Juvenile Court. J.O.I.N. is designed to relieve probation officers of many non
counseling tasks by having trained volunteers provide tutoring, transportation, 
recreation, clothing and referrals to doctors and dentists for youth who come 
before the court. The Junior League of Denver began the program in 1974 by 
providing $15,000 to pay the salary of a volunteer coordinator. }\1ore than 70 
volunteers, including 12 League members, served the program. In 1978, with en
couragement from the League, the state took over the funding of the program, 
and in February of this year the Dl'partment of Labor provided a grant to con
tinue this program. Members of the Junior League of Denver continue to sit on 
the J.O.I.N. Board of Direetors. l\Iembers of the Denver Junior League also have 
worked as volunteers with Project New Pride, a project that earned an exem
plary rating from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice and was picked for replication by OJJDP. 

Since 1950, the Junior League of IndianapoHs has contributed funds for a 
variety of juvenile justice programs, including the training of court workers, 
a professional survey of the Juvenile Center in Indianapolis and the renovation 
of a girls' dormitory at the Juvenile Center. In addition, League volunteers 
have worked at the Juvenile Court, the Juvenile Center and the Incliana Girls' 
School. Three years ago, the Junior League of Indianapolis joined forces with 
five otJher voluntary women's organizations to form the Coalition of Volunteer 
Advocates. The Coalition has provided advocacy training to residents of Marion 
County (Indianapolis). NOW, concerned about the high detention rate for juve· 
niles in Marion County, the Coalition is working to establish a Youth Advocacy 
Project that will mobilize community support for the development of alternative 
programs for juvenile offenders. 

The Coalition also is working to re-establish the youth .Services Bureau which 
was closed in 1975. A member of the Junior J ... eague of Indianapolis serves on 
the Board of Directors established for the Youth Services Bureau. Three mem
bers of the Junior League of Indianapolis also are board members of the Indiana 
Juvenile Justice Task Force, °a statewide voluntary organization established 
eight years ago to monitor juvenile justice activities in Indiana. ~'he Indianapolis 
League pays for the cost of publishing the task force's monthly newsletter, The 
Happenings. 

The advocacy efforts of the Junior League of Indianapolis are illustrative of 
the collaborative efforts in which many Junior Leagues engage to improve serv
ices to children. In North Carolina, for instance, the Junior Leagues of Raleigh, 
Greensboro and Winston-Salem have provided funds and volunteers to develop 
advocacy groups for children. Both the Greensboro Advocates for Children and 
Youth and the Winston-Salem JuYenile Justice Council have been involved with 
juvenile justice programs. The Wake Child Advocacy Council, initiated. by the 
Junior League of Raleigh, has cooperated with the state's Governor's Advocacy 
Council in developing a proposul for Child Watch, a statewide advocacy progrllm 
that will focus on juvenile justice, education and social services for children, 
particularly foster care. 

In Florida, the Junior Leagues have been active in the development of the 
Florida Center for Children and youth. The Leagues have contributed both 
money and volunteer support to the statewide organization since it was founded 
in 1976. The Florida Center, which also receives funds from LEU, recently 
published duvenile Injustice: The Jailing of Children in Florida,a report fuat 
documents the plight of children caught in the juvenile justice system in Florida. 

The Association of Junior Leagues also works with other national orga
nizations to develop alternatives to institutionalization. TIle Association is one 
of 22 national organizations participating in the Task Force of the National 
Juvenile Program Collaboration (NJJPC), a project under the auspices of the 
National Assembly of National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Organi
zations that is funded by JJDP funds. The NJJPC's goal is to develop the capacity 
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of national voluntary agencies and their local affiliates to serve status offenders 
and other youth at risk of institutionalization and to develop, through collabora
tion, community-based services as alternatives to detention and correctional 
inetitutions. The Junior Leagues of 'I.'ucson, Arizona, and Spartanburg, South 
Carolina, are active in the NJJPC programs in their communities, and the Junior 
League of Hartford, Connecticut, is a charter member of the Connecticut Justice 
for Children Oollaboration. 
Recommendations on S. 2441, S. 2442. S. 2484 

The involvement of Leagues throughout the United States in these juvenile 
justice programs has made the Association deeply aware of the need for the 
continuation of the JJDP Act. The stimulus of federal funds and leadership is 
needed to provide communities with an opportunity to improve their juvenile 
justice system by developing alternatives to institutionalization and implement
ing delinquency prevention programs. We are pleased that all three bills before 
the Committee, S. ~441, S. ~442 and S. 2434, continue to emphaSize deinstitu
tionalization of status offenders, mandate the maintenance of effort clause for 
juvenile delinquency programs as contained in Section 1002 of the Justice System 
Improvement Act of 1979 and encourage widespread citizen participation in 
juvenile justice programs. However, in line with our child advocacy mission 
statement, we urge that the bill mandate the removal of all juveniles from adult 
jails rather than merely continuing the prohibition against placing juveniJes 
in facilities in which they have regular contact with adults who haw;) been con
victed of a crime or are awaitiug trial on criminal charges, 

We also o(Jpose the proposal in S. 2441 that all funds made available under 
Section 1002 of the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 must be used for 
programs "aimed at curbing violent crimes committed by juveniles." We support 
the clause in ~. :.!441 mandating that "the justice sYbtem should give additional 
attention to violent crimes committed by juveniles" because, as Senator Bayh 
pointed out in introducing the reauthorization of the legislation, the problem of 
the violent offender should be given increased emphasis. Those relatively few 
individuals cause a disproportionate amount of suffering and fear among the 
adult population, especially among the elderly. However, we oppose any pro
posal to earmark a certain percentage of funds for these programs. According 
to the FBI Uniform Crime Reports for 1978, only 3.5 percent of juveniles under 
the age of 18 who were arrested that year were charged with committing violent 
crimes. This is a very small percentage of the total number of juveniles charged 
with committing a serious crime. l\Ioreover, this small percentage of youth is not 
distributed evenly throughout the country. Therefore, it does not seem wise to 
mandate that every state use its entire share of maintenance of effort monies 
on programs for youths who commit violent crimes. Local communities should 
be allowed to use the monies they receive in the manner in which they believe 
it will most effectively meet tile goals of the JJDP Act. 

We also oppose calling the reauthorization legislation the "Violent Juvenile 
Crime ControL Act of 1979." We believe that the title "Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act" is more compatible with the intent and purpose of 
the legislation. As Senator Bayh pointed out, "our past system of juvenile jus
tice was geared primarily to react to youthful offenders rather than to prevent 
the youthful offense." In addition, "the evidence was overwhelming that the 
system failed at the crucial point when a youngster first got into trouble." We 
concur with Senator Bayh's Ubsessment of the need for a Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act and share ~ls hope that the Office of Juvenile Jus
tice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) will be "an advocate for the families 
and youth of our states while at the same time protecting their human consti
tutional and legal rights." To change the name of the act to The Violent Juvenile 
Crime Control Act would detract from the stated purpose of the original JJDP 
legislation, while focusing undue attention on a small minority of youth. 

We are pleased ,that S.2441 extends the reauthorization of the JJDP Act for 
five years and increases the yearly authorization for 1984 and 1985 for juvenile 
justice programs to $225,000,000 and Title III to $30,000,000. We much prefer 
this reauthorization and funding proposal to those in either S.2442, which extends 
tIle reauthorization for four years and sets the reauthorization at "such sums as 
are necessary," or S.2434, which also reauthorizes for four years and drops the 
yearly authorization for juvenile justice l)rograms to $100,000,000 and maintains 
the Title XXX authorization at $25,000,000. We believe that the JJDP Act 
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deserves a five-year reauthorization because it has proved its effectiveness' in 
stimulating community-based alternatives to institutionalization for juveniles. 
Furthermore, we believe that constantly rising costs plus the growing involve
ment by states in the program create a need for a larger authorization which. 
hopefully, will be met by future appropriations committees. 

We also are pleased that S.2441 gives the Administrator of OJJDP final au
thority over all juvenile justice programs. 'Ve believe that, to be accountable, one 
person must have final authority over the development and administration of 
programs. We are concerned, however, about the proposal to transfer any appro
priated funds that are not obligated by OJJDP at the end of each fiscal year to 
programs funded under Title III (to be renamed the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act). Although we share the concern about the slowness in funding juvenile 
justice programs, we do not think that the proposal to switch funds betweGn pro
grams in two different departments is either practical or administratively sound. 

We believe that there must be a better way of developing incentives for the 
speedy allocation of appropriated funds. 

Finally, we are pleased that Title III has been renamed the Runaway and 
Homeless youth Act. We believe this addition to the title will help in focusing 
attention on those youth who are truly homeless. We also are pleased that Title 
III now includes language mandating the establishment of a national hotline to 
"link runaways and homeless youths with their families and with service 
providers." 

In conclusion, we strongly support efforts to provide a focus and coordination 
for federal programs in juvenile justice. It is important that OJJDP be given the 
necessary resources and a high degree of visibility as it ende,tyors to provide 
leadership to those advocating for an improved juvenile justire system. and to 
provide alternatives to incarceration for youths involved with tiI,e juvenile justice 
sYstem. Thank you for this opportunity to present our views to the Subcommittee 
on the Constitution. 

COALITION OF INDIAN CONTROLLED SCROOL BOAR!}S. 

Hon. SENATOR BmOH BAYH, 
Acting Ohair, 
U.S. [ienate, 
State Oommittee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, D.O. 

Denver, Oolo., Apri£ 28,1'9'80. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: Enclosed you will find four copies of the Coalition's 
written statement in support of the reauthorization of the Juvenile and De
linquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

Should any questions arise regarding this matter, please feel free to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure (4). 

JOSEPH C. DUPRIS, 
Eveolttive Direotor, OIOSB, Inc. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION OF INDIAN CoNTROLLED SOHOOL BOARDS 

The Coalition of Indian Controlled School Boards, Inc. (CICSB) is a com
munity-based organization established to bring about control of Indian education 
by the Indian communities. Since its establishment in 1971, national membership 
of the Coalition has grown from four to over 200 member school boards, parent 
advisory committees, and Indian education groups. 

The Coalition of Indian ContrOlled School Boards respectfully submits the 
following written statement in support of legislation to reauthorize the JuYenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevent Act of 1974. 

The fundamental goal of the Coalition is to improve educational practices 
for Indians by helping them make decisions in the educational processes that 
affect their children. A secondary goal is to keep Indian children in school. 
These goals are accomplished by providing a variety of services to the Indian 
community including technical assistance, collection and dissemination of In
formation and consultation. The Coalition also conducts many federally and 
privately funded projects. 
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One Df the CDalitiDn'S' majDr prDjects is the American Indian Juvenile 
Delinquency Research PrDject which was implemented in January Df this year. 
The prDject was funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice and D.elinque~cy 
PreventiDn. Funding fDr the prDject was authDrized by the Juvemle Jus~lCe 
and Delinquency PreventiDn Act Df 1974, 42 U.S.C. 5601. The Act authDrIzes 
"'rants to' DrganizatiDns: " ... (1) to' develDp and implement new apprDaches, 
techniques, and methods with re~pect to' j?venile deli.nquency prDg~am~; (2) 
to' imprDve the capability Df pubhc and prl'l:ate agenCIes and D.rgamz~b,Qns t~ 
prDvide serviceS' for delinquents 'and YDuths m danger Df becDmmg delinquent, 
and (3) to' develDp and implement mDdel prDgrams and methDds to' keep students 
'n elementary and secDndary SChDDls ... " § 5634. 

We at the CoalitiDn believe that Dur Juvenile Delinquency Project best 
~vpifies the type Df activity the framers Df the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
PreventiDn Act wanted to develDp. 

The CDalitiDn's Juvenile Delinquency PrDject has its rDDts in late 1977 when 
a number Df Indian cDmmunities and Indian contrDlled schools' called the 
CDalitiDn requesting assistance in establishing juvenile delinquency preventiDn 
prDgrams. The CDalitiDn staff and board members responded by dDing pre
liminary research Dn the prDblems Df American Indian juvenile delinquency 
as it relates to' Indian educatiDn. In CDmpleting this research they diS'CDvered a 
severe lack of data available on the subject. The lack Df informatiDn induced 
the CoalitiDn to' develDp a plan for a three year American Indian Juvenile 
Delinquency Research PrDject. The project will study the juvenile delinquency 
situatiDn amDng American Indians nationwide. This will be the first attempt, 
ever, to' cDnduct such research on such a large scale. 

The PrDject objectives are: 
1. To uetermine the extent of the American Indian juvenile delinquency 

prDblem and the factors that cDntribute to the problem; and, to' determine if 
tribal and/Dr regiDnal differences in the extent and causes can be identified. 

2. TO' assess the existing juvenile justice system in relatiDn to': The processing 
of first time and status American Indian juvenile Dffenders; and the extent to 
which the system effectively prevents juvenile delinquency among American 
Indian youth. . 

3. To compile the necessary research data and identify key reSDurces for 
develDpment of model juvenile delinquency prevent programs and mDdel de-
institutionalizatiDn prDgrams for American Indian youth. ' 

News Df the prDject was greeted with enthusiasm by American Indian tribes 
and organizatiDns. The data generated by the project will benefit all American 
Indians and, hDpefully, will create programs that will reduce the juvenile delin
quency rate amDng Indian peDple. 

The develDpment and capacity building goals Df the Act focus upDn needs that 
are well known to' the CDalitiDn. ThrDugh bDth the assistance requests from Indian 
communities and the findings Df the preliminary research we see that prDven 
mDdels, methDds, approaches, and training effDrts are not currently available at 
either the national or local levels to American Indians. The gDals of the Act as 
amended, allGw both natiDnal and local effDrts. We definitely and firmly suppDrt 
the authDrizatiDn of natiDnal and IDcal effDrts to develDp model prDgrams, meth· 
ods, and apprDaches to' preventing juvenile delinquency, and to increase the capa
bility of national and local organizatiDns to' effectively provide services to troubled 
youth. 

Our preliminary reseach uncDvered no mDdel prDgrams fDr attacking American 
Indian juvenile delinquency problems. Our preliminary research showed that 
there are nDt even mDdel methDds or approaches suggested for attacking the 
problems. The Act provides fDr research aud develDpment Df bDth mDdels and 
apprDaches, We reaffirm the need for the research and development and sUPPDrt 
the Act's goals and programs. 

Our preliminary research pDinted Dut that American Indians are left DUt Df 
juvenile justice training and capacity building effDrts. The Act provides a mech
ani-sm for bringing tribes and Indian cDmmunities intO' such effDrts. We reaffirm 
the need fDr training and capacity building programs for tdbes llnd Indian com
munities and we supPDrt the Act's gDals and programs. 

There are 271 federally recognized American Indian tribes in the lower 48 states 
and 234 tribes and Tillages in Alaska. Each year mDre and more tribes are exer
cising Self-determinatiDn in regaining cDntrol Df their Dwn lands, laws, and serv
ices. Bvt the advent of federally authorized Self-determination efforts (under P.L. 



448 

93-638) is only ftveyears old, and tribal efforts in juvenile justice areas are al
most brand new. Among the over 500 federally recognized Lr:bal groups: 

(a) J!'ew have e:;Ldb~ii:;i.J.ed YOULh aJvucacy programs; 
(b) Few have established community based juvenile justice training pro· 

grams; and, 
(c) Few have even implemented Children's codes into tribal law as codified. 

Because of the increasing number of Self-determination moves by tribes, more 
and more assistance for tribal efforts will be needed. Because of the lack of Ameri
can Indian juvenile justice research and development data and the lack of avail
able training and capacity building efforts, the need is currently unmet. The goals 
of the Act authorize programs to meet these needs and the calls from tribes for 
these programs are increasing. We, therefore, support reauthorization of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

Hon. BIRCH BAYR, 

THE COUNCIL FOR ExCEPTIONAL CHILDREN, 
Reston, Va., .Apri~ 15, 1980. 

Ohairman, Senate Subcommittee on the Oonstitution, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAYH: Enclosed is the statement of ~he Council for Ex
ceptional Children regarding the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act Amendments of 1980 (S. 2441). The Council requests that this statement 
be included in the record. 

Sincerely, 
BARBARA J. SMITH, Ph. D. 

Specia~ist for Poliw Implemetnation. 
Enclosure. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COUNOIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 

We thank you for the opportunity to offer the views of The Council for Ex
ceptional Children with respect to S. 2441, a bill to amend The Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We take this opportunity to commend 
you, Mr. Chairman, and the Subcommittee for the attention uhis Act gives toward 
facilitating the treatment and prevention of delinquency. However, we bring 
to your attenion the urgent need to provide language in the Act which would 
facilitate appropriate services to exceptional troubled youth. 

The Council for Exceptional Children is a national organization with a mem
bership of apprmdmately 65,000 professionals in the field of special education. 
One of the most fundamental ongoing missions of the Council, which has broug>ht 
us to Capitol Hill on so many occasions through the years, is to seek continual 
improvement of federal provisions for the education of America's exceptional 
children lind youth, both handicapped and gifted. 

In our efforts to promote improved educational opportunities for exceptional 
students, the Council has become acutely aware of the incidence of educational 
and" vocational special needs of the juYenile delinquent population. As you are 
probably aware, recent research efforts are evidencing an inordinately high 
prevalence of mental retardation, learning disabilities, and other handicapping 
conditions in the troubled youth population. Secondly, the few efforts to research 
the question of the prevalence of giftedness in the delinquent population have 
again reported a significant giftedness incidence rate. 'Yith the growing suspicion 
tlJat school failure and frustration may contribute to delinquent behavior, the 
Council believes that the unusually high special educational needs of troubled 
youth must be addressed in this Act. To this end, we offer the following comments. 

THE INCIDENCE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS IN THE TROUBLED YOUTH POPULATION 

Reports about the educational characteristics nnd the incidence of handi
capping conditions among adjudicated youth Imve appeared at an increasing 
rate over the past two decades. Most of the stUdies have focused on the in
cidence of mental retardation and learning disabilities in this population. 

l.fost investigations found a high prevalence (12 to 15 percent) of mental 
retardation among incarcerated youth as compared to an occurrence of 2 to 3 
percent in the general population. Above average figures have also been re-
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ported for adjudicated youth with learning disabilities. Depending on the cri
~eria used, between 30 and 50 percent of that population have been diagnosed as 
learning disalJled. There is sufficient evidence to warrant the suspicion that the 
incidence of both mental retardation and learning disabilities occurs at a higher 
rate in the adjudicated population than in the population at large. 

In a recent study of the number of handicapped youth in youth corrections 
facilities in the state of North Carolina, the following was found: 

The number of mentally retarded youth in correctional facilities was 
approximately six times the humber that can lJe expected from the general 
population. 

Youth expected to have learning disabilities far outnumbered the national 
exnected percentage. 

The incidence of communication disorders such as speech and hearing im
pairments were twice that of the general population. 

Students significantly behind in academic skills, including those considereil. 
handicapped by federal definition, totalled 89 percent. 

A national study recently reported that 42 percent of the juvenile corrections 
population were handicapped. In the same stndy, the average incarcerated youth 
was found to be academically behind age peers by two to four years, and that 
80 to 90 percent have not completed high school requirements. ~'he Law En
forcement Assistance Administration (LEU) reports that 34 percent of the 
juvenile corrections population is functionally illiterate. And, in contrast, re
searchers in ColoradO report that while gifted youth may not be more likely 
t'l commit delinquent acts, they may, however, be represented at least in the 
same proportion as in the general population, and those who do bec(}me adjudi
cated evidence serious academic underachievement. 

Thus, as you can see, Mr. Chairman, we are facing a serious problem. Namely, 
if academic failure may be associated with delinquent behavior, schools and cor
rectional agencies must attempt to remediate the prevailing serious educa
tional problems of troubled youth. 

STATUS OF OURRENT SPECTAL EDUCATION PROGRA1>IS FOR TROUBLED YOUTH 

Faced with this dilemma, The Council for Exceptional Children has begun 
to look at current special education services for troubled youth. Our prelimi
nary conclusions are twofold: 

The information on special education programs and services for troubled 
youth is surprisingly limited; and 

The available information depicts a bleak picture of the current quality 
of programs. 

The reasons for these facts are many. Education has not historically been 
a priority for corrections. Budget allocations for programs provide clear evidence 
to this tact, State education allocations for correctional programs are as low as 
5 percent of the total budget. Secondly, education and correctional agencies have 
traditionally viewed their miSsions as quite different and separate, thus creating 
few opportunities or reasons for sharing expertise and resources. Right to treat
ment litigation efforts on behalf of handicapped incarcerated youth and research 
projects llave consistently reported the follOwing special educatton program 
madequacies: 

A serious lack of trained special education and related services personnel. 
Inappropriate or insufficient educational evaluation and identification pro

cedures for determining special education needs. 
Failure to meet even the minimum federally mandated special education 

requirements. 
Failure to plan cooperatively with education agencies for the transmission of 

relevant educational information both when the student leaves the public schOol 
arena and upon return. 

Both educational and corrections agencies are becoming acutely aware of the 
deficits in providing services to handicapped troubled youth. Dr. Ira Schwartz, 
Director of the federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
recently stated that in meetings with state corrections and human resources 
administrators, botll groups identified services to the handicapped offender as 
areas of high priority. Education Officials, likewise, in part to meet federal educa
tional mandates, are beginning to bridge the gap between their agencies and 
corrections by initiating liaison efforts and offering technical assistance and 
training activities. 
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FEDERAL' SPECIAL ~ EDUCATION "REQUIREMENTS' FOR CORRECTIONS 

The Education For All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94--142), 
amending Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, mandates a free, ap
propriate public education for all llandicapprd children, regardless of what 
agency is serving them. Thus, correctional facilities are mandated to provide ap
propriate special education services, and in fact, corrections agencies are speci
fically mentioned in the implementing regulation a for Public Law 94--142: 

Public a,genaies within the State. The annual program plan is submitted by the 
State educational agency on behalf of the State as a whole. Therefore, the pro
,isions of this part apply to aU political subdivisions of the State that are 
involved in the education of handicapped children. These would include: (1) 
The State educational agency, (2) local educational agencies and intermediate 
educational units, (3) other State agencies and schools (such as Departments 
of Mental Health and Welfare and State schools for the deaf or blind), and (4) 
States correctional facilities. (45 CFR § 121a.2(b). August 23,1977). 

The current status of special education programming in correctional facilities 
as discussed above, presents serious compliance implications. In brief, these 
issues include: 

State education agencies are responsible for assuring that all handicapped 
students receive appropriate education, thus requiring new levels of interagency 
cooperation and agreement between education and correctional agencies. 

lDevelopment and implementation of individualized education programs 
(IEP's) requires that all educational and related services needed by handicapped 
youth be delivered. Included will be many services not previously provided in 
correctional settings. 

Services for handicapped students are to be provided in the least restrictive 
environment (LRE) , but by their very nature correctional fatilities are re
strictive and typically have offered few alternatives. 

Procedural safeguards, guaranteed under Public Law 94--142, provide the 
adjudicated handicapped youth with a process for challenging the correctional 
facility if it fails to provide an appropriate education. At the very least, issues 
related to the appointment of educational surrogate parents and impartial 
hearings are new policy areas for correctional institutions. 

The law requires that any placement or change in educational placement 
should be based on the student's written Individualized Education Program 
(lEP). Educational decisions made at the correctional facility and at the school 
the student attends upon release should be based on what is recommended in 
the lEP. This will require considerable cooperation between the public schools 
and the correctional facility. 

Public Law 94--142 specifies that handicapped students receive services from 
qualified personnel. This requirement has implications for personnel develop
ment programs in the field of youth corrections work. 

Efforts to bring correctional educational programs into compliance with Pub
lic Law 94--142 are underway. States are initiating cooperative agreements 
between correctional, educational, and other state agencies in order to provide 
quality special education and related services to handicapped youth in cor
rectional facilities. However, there is a great need for guidance in order to 
remediate the current program inadequacies. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In light of the evidence that a large percentage of the delinquent population 
possesses educationally handicapping conditions. The Council for Exceptional 
Children strongly recommends provisions which directly speak to these special 
needs, including: 

The inclusion of special education in the definitions of "community based" 
program (Sec. 103(1», and "treatment". (Sec. 103(13» 

~'he reCOgnition of the benefit of having individuals to serve on the National 
Advisory Committee and in state plan development who have knowledge about 
the needs of the handicapped students. (Sec. 207(c» (Sec. 223(a) (3) (B» 

The inclusion of special education projects as eligible for funding for the 
development of advanced techniques in the prevention and treatment of de
linquency. (Sec. 223 (a) (10) (A) ) 

The expansion of scope to include all federally recognized handicapping con
ditions, i.e., change Sec. 224(a) (11) to read " ... relating to juvenile delin-
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quency and handicapping conditions ... " and Sec. 223(a) (15) to read 
Ii ••• minority youth and ilandicapped youth ... " 

The amendment to include training on all (as opposed to only learning dis
abilities) handicapping conditions and appropriate services for on .. the-job train
ing programs for law enforcemcnt and juvenile justice personnel (Sec. 223 
(a) (10», as well as local runaway and homeless youth center personnel (Sec. 
311). • • 

Amending Sec. 206(a) (1) to reflect recent reorganization, i.e., Secretary of the 
Department of Education and Secretary of the Department of Education and 
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services. 

Tho inclusion of the Assistant Secretary for the Office of Special Education and 
Rehabilitative Services, Department of Education, as a member of the Coordi
nating Council. (Sec. 206(a) (1» 

Tha Council further recommends: 
To define "handicapped" in accordance with P.L. 94-142 (ERA, Part B) for 

prOvisions concerning the education of handicapped students: 
mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, orthopedically impaired, other 
health impaired, speech impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotion
ally disturbed, Or ohildren with specific learning disabilities who, by reason 
thereot, require special education and related services. (Sec. 4) 

By adopting the EHA definition, Congress will facilitate consistent reporting 
requirements between OJJDP and the Department of Education, which requires 
an annual count from all agencies, based on this definition. The assessment and 
identification Procedures are subject to the evaluation safeguards as defined in 
P.L.94-142 (Sec. 612(5», 

Second, for issues or services not related to education, a definition of handi
capPed should be in accordance wi,th Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 which governs all programs and activities receiving or benefitting from fed
eral financial assistance. In § 81.3(J) of the governing regulations, the § 504 defi
nition of handicapped is : 

"Handicapped persons" means any person who (i) has a physical or men
tal impairment which substantially limits one or more major life activities, 
(ii) has a record of such an impairment, or (iii) is regarded as having such 
an impairment. 

Again, conforming the definition of handicapped to current federal definition 
with which correctional agenCies must comply, facilities simplified recordkeeping 
and procedural consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, we offer our deepest appreciation for this opportunity to present 
our concerns regarding the special education needs of trouble youth. To this end, 
The Council for Exceptional Children offers all its informational resOurces to the 
Subcommittee to better provide for America's handicapped troubled youth. 

Senator BmcH BAYR, 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, INC., 
Wa8hington, D.O., April 28, 1980. 

Ohairrnan, Sttbcommittee on the Oon8titution of the Joudiciary Oommittee, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR MIt. CR.AlRMAN: The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention legisla
tion that is before your committee for consideration is very important to social 
welfare planning. This is the only federal legislation that directly addresses the 
adolescent community of Our Society and their families. Public programs such as 
state social services, public welfare, and child protective agencies are greatly 
influenced by it. 

We believe that during the past six years the Act has had great influence on 
SOCial planning, a range of proper services for children resulting in the deter
ment of entry into the juvenile justice system; the ability of communities to 
offer many alternatives outside the juvenile justice framework; the expansion 
of expertise and resources of the community to deal with the juvenile delin
quency problem in their area; and federal leadership have been target areas of 
largely successful! efforts. Intense continued work needs to be maintained in 
these areas for a sustained effect on the social welfare of the nation. 

The national priority which this Act reflects in the late 1970's ought to be 
demOnstrated in the 1980's and its implementing agent, the Office of Juvenile 
Justice Delinquency Prevention, needs the same opportunity. In order for the 
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Office to operate with its own sense of purpose and urgency, a separation from 
LEU should be made with equal status under OJARS b1vens. More visibility, 
autonomy. and independence for the Office would promote more emphasis on the 
program than is presently given. The trend for the 1980's should be set by pro
vIding for the Office to be completely responsible and accountable for its efforts. 

NASW heartily supports your reauthorization proposal of five years with 
$200 million fOl' fiscal year 198,-1983 and $225 millIon for fiscal year 1984-1985. 
This would c~sure the continuation of it vital program and reaffirm Congress' 
original cOJl',mitmenl; to juvenile justice. It would also afford OJJDP the chance 
to demonstrate its accomplishments and accountability, 

Deinstitutionalization of status offenders from adult jails and secure facilities 
is 'iery important for the adolescent, especially the minority adolescent. There is 
a disproportionately high percentage of minority youth who enter and move 
further into the system than other youth who commit similar offenses. The 
negatIve concepts associated with youth incarceration as well as the physical 
and psychological abuses incurred need to be curtailed. Therefore a time limIta
tion of five years for states to comply 100 percent in this area should be adopted 
with an extension of two additional years for states that have achieved a 75 
percent or better level of deinstitutionalization of theIr facilities. 

In addition to this, more attention should be paid to community based treat
ment and less emphasis should be placed on the violent crime segment which 
the J}resent senate legislation addresses. The adolescents who commit serious 
/.Ind 'violent crimes are a small number of the total adjudicated population. 

The ideal; is still for adequate services available in all communities, including 
rural underserved !treas. For families in trouble, there should be individual and 
family couu'seling avajlable, establishment of family courts, psychiatric services 
and placement of children outside their homes when required. 

NASW and its 87,000 members of the social work community welcome the 
opportunity to support this legislation and advance what we hope will be a re
newed role for federal leadership in aiding troubled youth. 

Slnl!erely, 

Ms. l\IA~Y K. JOLLY, 

CHAUNCEY A. ALEXANDER, 
]jJlJ)eeutive Director. 

THE NA1'IONAL CENTER FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE, 
Pittsbm'uh, Pa., Mat'ch '27, 1980. 

a.s. Senate Judiciary Oommittee, OonsUtlttion Subcommittee, Dir7i;sen Senate 
Off/ce Bttilding, WllIlh'ington, D.O. 

DEAR Ms. JOLI.y: Please find enclosed 100 copies of "Special Report: A Sum
mary of Reported Data Concerning Young People and the Juvenile Justice Sys
tem, 1975-1977" fol' your information. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 
DANIEL D. SMITH, 

A8sociate Director. 

A SUMMARY OF REPORTED DATA CONCERNING YOUNG PEOPLE AND THE JUVENILE 
JUSTICE SYSTEhf, 1975-1977 

Prepared for the Office of Juvenile Justice an,d Delinquency Prevention 

(By Dnniel D. Smith, AssocIate DIrector, National Center for Juvenile JustIce) 

INTRODUCTION 

This report has two general purposes. First, it is intended to present reported 
data summarizing current information au the following: the characteristics of 
youth processed by the nation's courts, transactional statistics regarding the 
operation of the system, and significant trends for the years 1975 through m77. 
Second, this paper makes recommendations concerning the future generation, 
processing, and use of relevant information. 

,The data used for this analysis came from four sources. The first source was 
Juvenile Oourt Statistic8, 1974, written by Jacqueline CorJ,Jett and Thomas 
Vereb, produced by the National Center for Juvenile Justice, and published by 
the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventiou (Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention). This document consists of a 
summary report presenting estimates of the nation's processing of juvenile cases 
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through courts with juvenile jurisdiction. The second source consisted of pub
lished and to-be-published estimates of delinquency cases and transactional 
statistics regarding the courts' processing of youth. Included in this second 
source was DeUnqucncy, 1915, United Stutes Estimates of Cases Prooessed by 
C01trts with Juvenile JUri8diction, by Daniel D. Smith, Terrence ]'innegnn, 
Boward Snyder, and Jacqueline Corbett, a report published by the National 
Center for Juvenile Justice in August, 1979. In addition, two other documents 
were utilized j Delinquency, 1916 and the preliminary draft of Delinquenoy, 
19"17, scheduled to be published in April, 1980. The third major source of in
formation ror this paper consisted of a special analysis of actual records thAt 
were used as II basis for generating national estimates. Finally, the fourth 
source of information was the FBI's Uniform Crime Report for the years 1975 
through 1977. 

The courts' statistical information presented in this report represents cases 
processed by courts with juvenile jurisdiction. In this context, a "case" is defined 
as a youth referred to the court on a new referral. Thus, the term "case" does not 
necessarily refer to one youth, nor does it represent events or incidents of unlaw
ful behavior. 

Rates are developed by relating youth characteristics and/or system transac
tions to an externnl information base. In developing rates, the National Center for 
Juvenile Justice uses "youth population at risk," the number of young people 
from age 10 to the upper age of the courts' jurisdiction. Rates will prove inval
uable in isolating real changes or net changes in trends by holding population 
constnnt. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This section summarizes information regarding United States youth and the 
juvenile justice system. It is divided into two primary sections: information 
from court statistics and information from law enf,orcemnt agencies as reported 
in theFBI'8 Unifarrn Crime Report. 

Oourt StatisticaZ Information 
Since 1957 there has been a gradual increase in the rates of young people being 

processed by juvenile courts. In the five years prior to 1975, rates for delinquency 
cases disposed of by juvenile courts increased by 15.2 percent. 

From 1975 to 1977, rates for delinquency cases disposed of by juvenile courts 
increased by 0.2 percent. (Because of methodological differences in the way esti
mates were de\'eloped prior to 1975, comparisons of rates for purposes other than 
trending are not advised.) 

Between 1975 and 1977, the number of actual cases processed by the courts de
creased by 8.6 percent from 1,406,100 in 1975 to 1,355,500 in 1977. During this 
same period, youth population at risk decreased by 8.8 percent. The difference 
between these two major numbers explains the slight rate increase of 0.2 percent 
from 1975 to 1977. 

Detention was used an average of 21 percent of the time for all cases processed 
by the courts from 1975 to 1977. 
~hel'e WIlS a rate decrease of 6.8 percent in the use of detention from 1975 to 

1976. 
There was a rate decrease of 7.8 percent in the use of detention from 1976 to 

1977. 
There was an overall rate decrease of 14.08 percent in the use of detention from 

1975 to 1977. 
From 1975 to 1977, the following rate changes were found for reasons for 

referral: 
Percent 

Crimes Against People___________________________________________ -7.6 
Crimes Against Property _________________________________________ +12.3 
Drug and Alcohol Offenses_______________________________________ -16. {) Status Offenses __________________________________________________ --18.2 
Other Offenses __________________________________________________ +15. 8 

Referrals from law enforcement agencies represent 82 percent of the total re
ferrals to juvenile courts. There were no meaningful Changes in the trends re
garding source of referral. 

From 1975 to 1977, there was a decrease of 81.4 percent in the rate. of cases in
,"olving youths ha\'ing one or more prior referrals for the current year. 

During this same period, there was an increase of 18.6 percent in the rate of 
cases involving youths who had had one or more prior referrals in pJ;evious years. 
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Rates reflecting 'the use of probation show a drop of 8.16 percent for 1975 to 
19'17. During the same period, no meaningful dIfference was observed for the use 
of delinquent institutiollS. 

The ratio of cases involving males and females remained constant for the 
years 1975 through 1977: the male-female ratio was 7ft percent to 24 percent. 

Court statistics show that as young people increase in age, the likelihood of 
their involvement in the court increases marl,edly. FOr example, a person 17 
years of age is almost four times more likely to be processed by the courts than 
a person 13 years of age. 

The total number of str.tus-offense cases has dropped each year since 1975. For 
instance, in 1975 there were an estimated 355,600 status-offense cases listed under 
"reason for referral." In 1976, that number dropped to 320,500, a decrease of 9.9 
percent. Again, it dropped in 1977 to 280,000 for a total decrease of 21.3 percent. 
As a function of rates, a decrease of 18.2 percent was oheerved. 

Females are more likely to be referred to courts as status offenders than are 
males. (A total of 46 percent of all offemJes involving females were for status 
offenses, while 16.3 percent of all offenses involving males were for status 
offenses.) 

The most significant reason for a decrease in detention was the decrease in 
status-offender detention. For 1975, a total of 116,000 detentions involved status 
offenders. In 1976, this number of 103,000; in 1977, the figure was 59,000. Thus, 
detention of status-offender cases decreased by 49.4 percent from 1975 to 1977. 
The rate of status-offender detention from 3.79 to 1.99 cases per 1,000 youths for 
a decrease of 47.5 percent. 

A total of 57 rt,~cent of all cases processed in 1977 involved individuals with 
no prior referrals to juvenile courts; conversely, 43 percent of the cases involved 
young people who had had one or more prior :teferr·RIs. 

An examination of race reveals that 72 percent of all cases involved whltes, 
20 percent involved blacks, and 8 percent involved members of other racial 
min')rities (Hispanics, Mexican Americans, American Indians, llnd so forth). 
Accurate population figures for youths according to racial classifications are not 
available from the U.S. Burr:au of the Census because of tbe vague nature of its 
dichotomous white-black racIal categorization. For this reason, rates involving 
races cannot be developed. Tbis situation i.iI unfortunate be(!uuse if rates were 
aVI)Jt;"ble, the overall picture woOuld be considerably clearer with regard to the 
variable of race. However, in the absence of rates, percentages must be employed. 

Members of racial minorities (including all non-whlte groups) wbo are pro
cessed by tbe courts have diffei.'ent demographic characteristics than do tbeir 
white counterparts--for example, age, sex, reason fol' referral, and number of 
prior referrals. 

Members {)f racial minorities are processed by the c011rts differently than their 
wbite counterparts. 

Holding constant the reason for referral, members of racial minority groups 
still are processed differently than wbite youths. 

Members of racial minorities ages 10 through 14 are more likely to be processed 
tban their white counterparts within the same age range. (.A. total of 86.2 percent 
of all cases involving minorities were referred by law enforcement agencies, 
while tbe comparable figure f{)r whites was 82.9 percent.) 

Minorities are much more likely than whites to have had prior referrals. (A. 
total of 55.1 percent of all cases involving minorities were comprised by individ
uals with one or moOre prior referrals; for whites, the figure was 40.5 pe~cent.) 

Minorities are much more likely than whites to have had prior referrals during 
the current year (While 5-3.2 percent of all cases involving minorities fell into 
this category, the figure tor wbites was only 24.1 percent.) 

Minoritiru are more likely than whites to be detained; however, within the 
detained category, wbites are more likely to be detained in jails and polic\! sta
tions. (A total of 26.0 percent of all cases involving minorities resulted in ,leten
tion; and for whites, the :figure was 22.6 percent. Use of jail or polic~ station 
detention was 3.2 percent for whites and 2.2 percent for minorities.) 

Minorities are more likely than wbites to be charged with crimes against 
peqple. (A total of li>.3 percent of all cases involving minorities were for crimes 
against persons. For wh.Ites, 6.4 percent of the cases involved crimes against 
persoils.) 

Minorities are more likely than whites to be processed with a petition. (Mi
nority cases wel\'e bandIed with a petition 48.9 percent of tbe time, and white 
cases were handled wUh petition 42.5 percent of the tl.n:ie.) 



455 

Minorities are mure Hkpiy than whites to receive 11 disposition of "case dis· 
missed." (While 52.0 perceut of minority cases weJ:e dismissed, 49.1 percent of 
white cllses were dismissed.) 

Minorities are mOTe likely tlmn whites to 'be institutionalized. (Although 6.2 
percent of all minority cases resulted in institutionalization, only 4.0 percent of 
all white cases bad this result.) 

Cases involving whltes are likely to be procef;se6. more quickly than cases in· 
volving members of racial minfJrities. (Although 59.0 percent of cases involving 
whites are handled within one month, only 49.2 percent of cases involvIng mi· 
norities are handled within one month.) 

Holding constant the reason for referral, a member of a radal minority is still 
more likely to be detained than a white: 

[In p~rcentl 

White Minority 

24.0 29.1 
la.3 22.ft 
20.4 25.6 
33.8 39.7 

Crimes aealnst persons •••••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••••• , .••••••• '. 
Crimes against property •••••••••••• _ •••••••••••••• _ •••.•••••••••••• _._. ___ _ 
Drui and alcohol offenS05 .•• __ ••••• _ ••• _._ •••• _. __ • __ ._ ••••••••• _ •••••• _ ••• _._ 
Status offenses ••• _. _ ••• _. ____ ••• _._ •• _._ •••• __ • ___ ••• ____ ._ ••• ___ • __ ._ • __ ••• 

For cri.mes against persons, minority groups are mure likely than whites to 
be institutionali?:ed : 

Disposition 1 

White Ml.lorlty 

p p 

5.7 10.0 15.9 25.2 
46.1 49.4 50.2 47.3 
9.4 5.3 6.9 3.6 

25.3 15.1 14.4 9.1 

Crimes against persons •• _. ____ ••••• ________ • ___ • ____ _ 
Crimes aE3inst property ____________ • ___________ • ____ _ 
Drug and alcohol offenses_. ____________ •••••• _ •••••••• 
Status olrenses._ •••••••••• ___ •••••••••••••• _._ •••• _. 

lin this table, "P" represents a disposition of probation, and "I" rofers to institutionalization. This table should be 
read as folluws: Fer crimes against persons, '5.7 parcent of all C3ses involvine whites resulted in probation, while 15.9 
percent of all casesinvolvine minority members resultediD probation. 

The frequency of the use of jails and police stations as means of detention 
decreased from 80,516 in 1975 to 46,876 in 1977, for a 41,8 percent decrease. For 
the same years, the rate decrease in the use of jails and police stations was from 
2.61 to 1.59, for a decrease of 39.1 percent. 

The use of detention homes as a means of detention increased from 132,571 in 
1975 to 165,020 in 1977, representing a 24.5 percent change. The rate of detention 
in detention homes increased by 34.1 percent; for 1975 the rate was 4.31, and for 
1977 it was 5.28. 
FBI La10 Enforcement IntoNrU:ttion 

The Uniform Orime Report is the most widely known and accepted index of 
crime in the United States. 

Figures presp.nted by the FBI in this report are reasonably consistent with 
court data and represent the courts' perspective when consideration is given to 
the fact that approximately 53 percent of all police arrests result in referral to a 
juvenile court. The vast majority of the remaining arrests (38 percent) are 
handled within police departments, while the remaining number are referred to 
criminal courts (4 percent), welfare agencies (3 percent), !l,nd other police 
agencies (about 2 percent). 

The UOR. figures most frequently available to the media, politicians, and 
citizens do not reflect an accurate picture of the true nature of juvenile delin
quency in the nation's courts. These figures represent total arrests of youths 
below the age of 18 and to take into account subsequent law enforcement dis
position of the cases. The pictorial diagram on the following page shows the 
approximate flow of cases from police arrest to final dIspositions of delinquent 
institutions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Accurate, detailed information is essential for understanding problems and 
seeking solutions to these problems. Fortunately, the :field of juvenile justice has 
a great opportunity to make major advancement in the collection and process
ing of information because the necessary technology is available, and feasi
bility has been established. Now what is required is a commitment on behalf of 
the federal government to make accurate, reliabl~information available in a 
timely manner. 

With this idea in mind, the following recommendations are offered: 
1. The O.TJDP should make a commitment to the collection and reporting of a 

minimum, uniform level of statistical information. 
2. The collection and reporting of information should be made mandatory for 

all states. 
3. States should be allotted a speci:fied period of time (perhaps :five years) to 

achieve compliance. 
4. The OJJDP should provide ample funding and technical assistance to ac

complish this objective. 
5. Through its National Institute, the OJ.TDP should el.."Plore all potential 

avenues for the use of information, including the following: 
Locating, deye1oping, and transferring technology-for example, planning, 

allocation of resources, development of decision models, court calendaring and 
docketing, modeling and simulation, development of forecasting models, and con
ducting operational research. 

Using information for evaluation in specIal areas of emphasis. 
The impact of utilizing this course of action will result in a long-range com

mitment to system change and improvement. Importantly, it will make ~ossible 
more accurate planning and better management of resources. In addition, it will 
satisfy evaluation requirements· and will eliminate some forms of research in 
favor of new avenues with more predictlhl:>le impact. 

NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, 
Wa8hington, D.O., March 11, 1980. 

Hon. BENJAMIN R. CIVILET'II, 
Attorney GeneraZ ot the UniteiL States, 
U.S. Department ot Justice, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: Recently, it has come to our attention that the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration :fiscal year 1981 budget reqm~st may 
be cut as much as $135 million or more. In light of this possible budget cut, the 
National Collaboration for youth is concerned about those monies dIrectly related 
to the "maintenance of effort" proviSIon of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. 

In Part F-Administration Provisions-Section 520(b) of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act it states that "the Administration shall maintain 
from the appropriation for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, each 
:fiscal year, at least 19.15 percent of the total appropriations for the Administra
tion, for juvenile delinquency programs." This percent for :fiscal year 1980 repre
sents approximately 80 million dollars. 

The "maintenance of effort" funds have been used by the states largely 
to meet the deinstitutionalization of status offender and adult/youth offender 
separation requirements of the Juvenile Justice Act. The hope of many, given the 
progress among the states in these regards, is that maintenance of effort funds 
starting with :fiscal year 1981 can be earmarked for programs for juveniles com
mitting seriom; offenses. 

In any event, a substantial reduction or elimination of maintenance of effort. 
funds would. represent a lethal blow to the intent of Congress in enacting the 
Juvenile Justice Act and the implementation progress that has been made. If 
Federal funding to the states for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention is 
reduced to just the formula grant allocations from the Office of Juvenile Justice & 
Delinquency Prevention, it is doubtful that very many stl1tes wi.ll continue to 
participate under the Juvenile Justice Act. Such an outcome would be tragic. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 30 
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We urge you and the Administration to be sensitive to these considerations as 
the fiscal year 1981 budget request is reexamined. 

SinceTely, 
WALTER SMAllT, 

Ohair, EllJecutive Director, 
United, N eiuhborhood Oenters of America, Inc. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

The National Association of Counties 1 is opposed to eliminating the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration and Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention through the budgetary process. NACO supports the goal of 
reducing expenditures, but we believe this goal can be achieved through selective 
cuts and outlay reductions Wllich would permit the programs to survive. If you 
adopt NACO's recommendations, outlined later in this statement, many of the 
goals set by the Justice System Improvement Act that reauthorized the LEA.A. 
program for four years last December could be achieved. 

Of aU the programs scheduled for budget reductions by the House Budget Com
mittee, LEU is the only agency in the Federal Government to be virtually elimi
nated. Moreover, the Congress and the administration just completed a two-year 
reauthorization process for LEU. During that time, the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee did a thorough evaluation pf LEU and found that Federal criminal jus
tice assistance meets important needs of State and local governments. It made 
changes in LEAA to address criticisms of the program and reported to the Senate 
that the program should be reauthorized. Based on the committee's analysis the 
Senate, in its wisdom, voted by a wide margin to reauthorize LE.A.A. 

The closely related issue of whether to reauthOlize the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention now is being considered in the Judiciary Committee. 
The committee is hearing testimony from witnesses, ranging from juvenile court 
~udges to youth advocates and from Federal, State and local Officials, praising the 
accomplishments of the juvenile justice program and recommending that it be 
continued. Eliminating OJJDP through budget cuts, at a time when the legisla
tive mandates of deinstitutionalizing status offenders and separating children 
from adults in jail are close to being achieved, would be a significant breach of 
faith by Congress. Killing the program also would repudiate the overwhelming 
bipartisan majorities which have passed and reauthorized the JUVenile Justice 
Act twice since 1974. 

For the Budget Committee to negate the extensive work done by the Judiciary 
Committee and to contravene the expressed "li11 of the Senate is, in NACO's view, 
a perversion of the legislative process. 

If the goal of Congress is indeed to reduce outlays-an issue for the Appropria
tions and Budget Committees, and not to kill the program-an issue for the Ju
diciary Committee, then NACO would appreciate your serious consideration of 
our re-commendation~. -

METHODS FOR REDUCING LEAA OUTLAYS L."If FISOAL YEAR 11)81 

NACO proposes that LEAA be required to adopt the following three-part 
strategy to reduce its outlays in fiscal year 1981 by at least $104 million. 

1. Delay submission of fiscal year 1981 formula, national priority and discre
tionary grant applications for a fiscal quarter, 1'0 that the .first awards are not 
made until January or February 19R1. 

2. Adjust the policy for use of funds: now they can be spent over a three-year 
period-the award year plus two. Change this to allow expenditures over a four
year period-the award year plus three. 

1 The National Association of C'c.,)"tles is the only national organization representing 
county governml'nt in the United t; 0'.' tea. Through its membership, urban. suburban and 
rural counties join together to InJlld eJrective, responsive county governments. The 
goals of the organization are: To Improye county government; to serve as the nationnl 
spokesman for county g6'ternments; to act as a liaison between the Nation's counties 
and other levels of government; and to achieve public understanding of the role of coun
ties In the Federal system. 
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3. Negotiate, on a State-by-State basis, agq-eemeni:s to reduce fiscal year 1981 
outlays. States with significant amounts of unawarded funds should be asked to 
formally ag:ree to slow the distribution of these funds. 

PROPOSED CUTS IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1981 DUDGET 

~.ACO recommends the following cuts in IJEA.A's fiscal year 1081 budget. They 
would reduce outlays by $20.6 million, in addition to the reductions achil'ved by 
taking the steps listed above. 

Million 
lJ'ormula Grant program (retains fiscal year 1980 level which was a 

$100 million reduction from fiscal year 1979) ________________________ -$ 58 
National Priority and Discretionary Grant program (maintains Con-

gressional mandated ratio with formula grant program) _____________ - 15 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (reduces program 

from fiscal year 1980 level, but the cut would not seriously damage 
the program, because tllere 11a8 been a slow outlay of funds) ________ - 2.'i 

Office of Community Anti-Crime p(t"ogrmlls (eliminates increase over fiscal year 1980) __________________________________________________ - 5 
Total reduction in budget authority ______________________________ -$103 

IMPACT OF EUMINATING LE.A.A 

The $104 million reduction in outlays that would be achieved by eliminating 
TJEAA. and OJJDP represents only 0.6 percent of the total $16.5 billion cut in 
lJ'ederal spending recom.mended by the Budget Committee. U'his contribution to 
balancing the budget is minimal, and yet the Budget Committee recommendation, 
if approved, would have an immediate and devastating effect on State and local 
governments. 

Intergovernmental cooperation and criminal justice coolI:'dination, perhaps the 
most significant contribution of the LEAA program, would be disrupted. 

Many successful programs funded by T.JE.A..A.-career criminal prosecution, 
statewide court reform, improved management, training of court and law 
enforcement professionals, anti-fencing projects, victim-witness assistance
would be cut-off from continuation funding prematurely and others would be 
curtailed. 

At least 40,000 persons would 1~ their jobs. Of tlJese, approximately 40 percent 
would be youth workers. Young people who are now in community based facilities 
would haye to be transferred to jails Qr released into the community. 

No new applications for innovative programs would be developed or accepted 
ufter the program termination is announced. The opportunity for discovering 
new methods for improving tlle criminal justice system and controlling orime 
would be lost. 

Efforts to remove status offenders from secure detention facilities and to 
separate ju~niles from adults in adult correctional facilities would be under
mined. As a condition of receiving assistance from OJJDP, 52 States and terri
tories have agreed to take these steps. Of the 37 States required to I!!!DOve 75 
percent of the status offenders in secure detention in 1974, 34 have accomplished 
the goal. In the next two y>ears all Stutes participating in the juvenile justice 
program must reach 100 percent deinstitutionlllization. 

Even if OJJDP is funded at the $100 million level proposed by President Carter 
in early JanuJU'Y, any substantial cut in LEU's fiscal year 1981 budget would 
have a severe negative, if not fatal, impact on the juvenile justice program. 

We have three reasons for this assessment: First, 19.15 percent of the funds 
appropriated for LE.A.A must be deV'oted to juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention programs. If LEAA is eliminated, there would be about $74 million 
less available for these programs. Second, the Juvenile Justice .Act formula grant 
program is administered by the State criminal justice councils (formerly State 
planning agencies), most of which could not function without LEAA funds. 
While States may use up to 7.5 percent of their .Tuvenile Justice Act funds for 
planning, monitoring and administration, most juvenile justice specialists depend 
upon the State criminal justice council apparatus to assist them in their work . 
.And, third, OJJDP's admlnistrative budget is not a part of its appropriation, 
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rather, it comes from the administrative budget of LEAA. If LEAA receives no 
money, there would be no funds to administer the Oflice of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNERS, 
April 15, 1980. 

Ms. MARy K.A.AREN JOLLY, 
Staff Diretcor ana Ooun8el, Subcommittee on the Oon8titution, U.s. Senate, 

Washington, D.O. 
DEAR MARy: Enclosed are two copies of written testimony of Charles D. 

Weller, Chairperson of the Association concerning the JJDP Act reauthorization 
legislation to be entered into the record and for the Subcommittee's consideration. 

On behalf of the Association, I wish to thank you for your interest and co
operation in requesting testimony. 

Sincerely. 

Enclosures. 

MARY SHILTON, 
A88i8tant Director. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES D. WELLER 

On behalf of the National Association of Criminal Justice Planners, I am 
pleased to provide to you the Association's comments on reauthorization of the 
Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

The National Association of Criminal Justice Planners is a professional 
organization that represents local and regional governments through :local and 
regional criminal justice planners. The Association also includes such mem
bers as court administrators, line agency police planners and academic profes
sionals. 

Our Association is committed to advancing the performance of planning at all 
levels in the field of criminal and juvenile justice, and is engaged in assisting 
planners in areas such as crime and data analysis, evaluation skills and techni
qnes, and examination of strategies that are employed in implementing changes 
in agency operations. 

Many of the Association's members have been involved in planning for youth 
programs made possible by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
and the Runaway youth Act. The Association endorses the reauthorization of this 
Juvenile Justice legislation which has contributed to substantia:l improvements 
in the Juvenile Justice System during the past years. However, the Associa
tion is concerned with the following issues which are addressed for the Com
mittee's consideration. 

1. AMENDMENT OF SEOTION 223 (a) (10) 

Sec. 223(a) (10) provides that a percentage of funds made available to a 
state under the JJDP Act shall be used for advanced techniques in developing, 
maintaining, and expanding programs to prevent delinquency, divert juveniles 
from the juvenile justice system and provide alternatives to and within the 
juvenile justice system. A.:lthough this provision would appear to be sufliciently 
general to facilitate the funding of a wide variety of ,projects and programs, this 
section also includes a list of "advanced techniques" which may be interpreted 
to exclude programs for youth gang members, 'Violent or chronic youth of
fenders and youth committing serious crimes. 

In order to clarify the "advanced techniques" provision and to permit fund
ing of programs for serious juvenile offenders, it is suggested that this provi
sion be amended to include programs for violent, chronic, and serious offenders. 

It is also recommended that this provision should. encourage states to focus 
on programs within agencies and organizations which have the legal responsi
bility for addressing juvenile delinquency specifically, the police, courts, cor
rections, probation, schools and human service agencies-public or private. The 
overwhelming proportion of juvenil(, cases are dealt with at the community level. 
While there Illay be problems surrounding the institutionalization of juveniles, 
there are other equally important problems confronting institutions serving 
youth. For example, schools must find ways to deter truancy, violence and 
vandalism. These problems also affect the police, courts, and probation oflices. 
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Strategies need to be developed and implemented to deal with overall problems 
and specific cases. The public has become more concerned about violence perpe
trated by youth especially in those cases where the elderly are attacked. 

These concerns need to be addressed in order to assure that response mecha
nisms, other than institutil'Tlltllzation of violent youth, can be developed. Deinsti
tutionalization cannot be fully implemented without such programs. The reau
thorization legislation should be amended to make possible a wider range of 
youth programs. 

2. RETAINING A NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR .:rUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION (NIJJ) 

There is a need to devote greater attention to assessing the effectiveness of 
treatment and control of juvenile justice offenders. There is also a need to have 
a coordinating center for the collection, preparation, and dissemination of data, 
and for the training of persons involved in the juvenile justice system. The-se 
functions have been performed by the NIJJ in the past, and the Ass<>ciation 
favors retention of a separate NIJJ in the legislation. 

Separation of the research from the grant functions will encourage more rigor
ous independent assessments of juvenile justice programs. The Association be
lieves that the NIJJ should be directed to emphasize assessing the impact of the 
,JJDP program not only on juvenile but also on the agencies serving juveniles. 

3. REPRESENTATION OF LOCAL MEMBERS ON THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
JUVENILE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

The Association recommends that ten of the twenty-one regular members of 
the National Advisory Committee should be members of local juvenile delinquency 
councils. This provision would assure that the city and county perspective would 
be represented on the Committee. It would also assure input from members of 
juvenile delinquency councils which are engaged in the improvement of juvenile 
programs at the local level. 

The Association feels strongly that every effort should be made to engage 
local programmatic and appointed and elected officials in the National Advisory 
Committee process. 

In keeping with our foregoing comments, it is imperative that the JJDP pro
gram bring its focus back to local and state agencies responsible for implement
ing changes in the juvenile justice system. This re-direction cannot be ac
companied without more local participation at the national policy level. 

4. MEMBERSHIP OF STATE ADVISORY GROUP 

The Association recommends that the State Advisory Group should be required 
to have elected or appointed representatives of localities who are nominated by 
their jurisdiction. It is also recommended that the Act be revised to permit 
elected officials to chair a State Advisory Group. Similarly, guidelines issued 
under the JJDP Act should permit the Chairman of the State Advisory Group 
to either be or not be It member of the State Criminal Justice Council. These 
recommendations are made to permit State Advisory Groups to encourage full 
involvement of elected and appointed officials who are members and to eliminate 
unnecessary restrictions on the type of person who may chair the State Advisory 
Group. 

5. RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT (RYA) 

The Association endorses the concept of the Runaway Youth Act but recom
mends that the responsibility for the program be assigned to OJJDP under a title 
of the JJDP Act. The consensus of our members is that administration of the 
RYA by the Department of Human Resources (HEW) has made it difficult, if 
not impossible for local governments to coordinate Runaway Projects and service 
projects funded by LEA.A or JJDP Act funds. The lack of coordination of this 
funding process has been dysfunctional. 

In order to remedy this situation, it is recommended that the Runaway Youth 
Act should be modified to become a program administered by OJJDP under the 
JJDP Act. It is also recommended that this provision should be amended to per
mit state and local governments to be awarded grants and to require local 
elected officials to Sign off before local private agencies are funded. 
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6. DEFINITION OF UOMMUNITY :BASED 

The Association believes that the definition of "community based" should be 
revised to include the concept of the "least restrictive alternative". It is also 
believed that the definition's reference to "programs of community supervision 
and service which maintain community and consumer participation in the plan
ning, operation, and evaluation" is beneficial and shOUld be retained. 

The concept of "least restrictive alternative appropriate to the needs of the 
child and the community" should be incorporated to refer to the guiding and 
acceptable considerations for placing children in community based facilities. 

It is also believed that the language of the present definition referring to 
programs of coIllIllunity supervision and service should be retained because this 
provision encourages state operated or licensed programs to utilize communinty 
and consumer participation. Community and consumer participation and support 
for the planning operation and evaluation of juvenile justice programs is esselUtial 
to the long term replication and maintenance of effort for such programs. Without 
community support and involvement, community based programs do not become 
truly "coIllIllunity based" but remain isolated. 

7. REASONABLENESS OF RULES AND REGULATIONS 

As mentioned above, it is believed that the Act and ru1es promulgated there
under shou1d encourage states and localities to participate in the programs to 
the fu11est possible extent. It is recommended that the legislation include a pro
vision directing the Office of JuvenUe Justice and Delinquency Prevention to 
ensure that regulations promu1gated are reasonable and appropriate in consider
ing impact on states and localities. 

8. PASS-THROUGH OF FUNDS TO LOOALITIES 

The JJDP Act has allocated grants to the States on the basis of relative popu1a
tion of people under age eighteen. It is the recommendation of the Association 
that seventy-five percent of the funds made available to states under the JJDP 
Act should be passed through to populated localities on the basis of relative 
population of people under age eighteen to the total state popuilation of those 
under age eighteen. The money to be allocated to jurisdictions receiving $10,000 
or less under this formula wou1d be awarded by the state in its discretion on 
a competitive basis. States cou1d use the remaining twenty percent allocation 
to supplement the small jurisdictions' awards and to fund state sponsored 
progll'ams. 

As discussed in the foregoing comments, it is the Ass()('iation's position that 
greater local participation should be fostered by the JJDP Act program. In order 
for this to be possible, local governments must be given a sbare of funding re
sponsibiUty. The funding responsibilities of local governments sbould reflect 
the true role they play in administering,and improving the juvenile justice 
system. 

This approach to local funding of programs would make possible improved 
coordination of JJDP Act funded programs with otber public and prIv!lte funded 
programs. A single comprehensive plan for JJDP Act and LEU funds could be 
forwarded by local governmenm to the states for approval. 

If this pass-through provision is added to the legislation, it is also recom
mended that the chief executive officer of a unit of local g.overnment or com
bination of units assign responsibilities for preparation and administration of 
the local government's application to a local Board such as a Criminal Justice 
Advisory Board organized under the JSIA, or a local or regional Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Council (CJCC). The local Board or CJCC would be required to 
have adequate representation of members from various components of the 
juvenile justice system. 

9. AUTHORIZATION OF ADMINISTRATOR TO J.IAKE GRANTS TO LOCALITIES 

It is recommended that the J"JDP Act sbou1d include authorization to make 
grants to states and local governments or combinations of .local g!)yernments. 
~'his language should be resolved in order to encourage localities to participate 
in the program where a local area is in. compliance but a state is not and declines 
participation. . 



OONCLUSION 

I wish to thank you for this opportunity to provide you with the Association's 
comments on issues related to the JJDP Act re/luthorization. Our organization 
supports passage of this legislation and is hopeful that some advancemenb:! can 
be made to encourage improved community planning and involveJI.lent in the 
program. Community participation and greater responsibility for administering 
the. program will assure progress in meeting the goals of the legislation during 
the years to come. . . 

Ms. l\IARy JOLLY, 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES, 
March 81, 1980. 

Staff Directo-r ani!, Oounsel, Subcommittee on Oonstitutions, Rayburn Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The NCSL State-Federal Assembly will meet at tihe Key
Bridge Marriott in Rosslyn, Virginia April 23-25, 1980. The Committee on Law 
and Justice, one of the nine committees within the State-Federal Assembly, 
oversees pending federal criminal justice legislation and develops policy reso
lutions to guide NCSL's lobbying efforts on those issues. 

Legislation to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act is of major concern to the Committee. Last August, the Committee voted 
to "sunset" the NCSL position on JJDP. Rathex than amending this policy 
position, the Committee decided to review the issue and draft a position pend
ing reauthorization this year. The Committee intends to deal with this issue 
at the April meeting. 

It would be helpful if you could meet with the Committee to brief them on 
the legislation that is pending before Congress. I have set aside time on Thurs
day, April 24 at 2 :00 p.m. for this meeting. I realize that your schedule is tight 
and suspect you may have a problem meeting at the Key-Bridge Marriot; how
ever, it may be possibJe for us to make arrangements to meet on the hill. Our 
agenda is not final as of yet and we will be happy to work with YOIl to make 
arrangements at the most convenient time and place. 

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 
NCSL POLIOY POSITION 

~iABY FAmoHILD, 
Research Assistant. 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY (EXPIRED 8/79) 

The NCSL commends Congress for the passage of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. We do feel that in order for the states and the 
federal government to implement the goals of the legislation, the Administratio~ 
and the Congress should seek appropriations in the full amount authorized by 
the A'.!t. 

We feel the prevention, control and treatment of juvenile delinquency should be 
one of the highest priorities of our criminal justice system. Coordinative efforts 
should be implemented among the many federal and state agencies, both private 
and Dublic, so that services to our nation's youth are maximized. The prevention 
of juvenile delinquency should be recognized as the key to reducing crime in 
this country. Programs should therefore be committed 1:9 basic prevention, with 
special attention to home, school and community centered programs aimed at 
youth in danger of becoming delinquent. 

Recognizing the very serious problem of violence in our nation's schools, th~ 
NCSL supports the addition of a section to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act which would provide grants to the states to help make our 
schools safe. 

The NCSL urges Congress to extend and relax the deadlines for compliance 
with the federal Juvenile Justice Act requirements which deal with status 
offenders and the incarceration of juvenile offenders with adult oltenders. 

No more than fifteen percent gf the appropriated f.unds should be made avail-
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able for federal discretionary programs, with the balance allocatE:d to the states 
and localities in the form of a block grant. 

The NCS'L opposes any amendments to the Act which would offer financial 
incentives only ·to those states which provide subsidies to county government. 

LAW AND JUSTICE 

NCSL testified in strong opposition to a bill which would remove the reappor
tionment PQwer of state legislators and place it under the control of bipartisan 
state commissions. rkmference policy opposes "any federally mandated proce
dures, structures or substantive standards for redistricting, which NCSL believes 
would constitute a fundamental revision of the accepted constitutional role of 
the state legislatures and of the historic federal-state relationship." Though Sen
ate and House redistricting proposals remained in committee at the end of the 
first session, renewed congressional interest in the measures is likely to -be 
prompted by the 1980 census and impending reapportionment. 

<After sunsetting its policy in support of overturning the Supreme Court ruling 
in Illinois Briok 00. v. Illinois pending further review of the issue, NOSL re
adopted a position in favor 01 legislation to reverse the Court decision. At th:o 
close of the 1979 session, legislation supporting the right of states to recover 
damages in federal antitrust suits had been reported out of committee in the Sen
ate and was still before the House Judiciary Committee. 

NCSL worked extensively during the last Congress on legislation to reorganize 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (IJEAA). After months of con
gressional review, legislation was adopted to create a new umbrella organization 
to oversee LEAA and the new research/data collection agencies. The legislation 
retains the 90/10 matcb requirement under the formula grant program, increases 
the role of large cities and counties 'by assuring them a fixed allotment of funds 
and reduces much of the bureaucratic red tape formerly required by the agency. 

NOSL will continue to support revision and simplification of the federal crimi
Dal code, while opposing expansion of federal criminal jurisliiction into the tra
ditional areas of state responsibility. Action on a comprehensive Senate bill 
could take place early in 1980, and a less sweeping House measure might also 
be ready for a vote in the coming session. 

Ms. MARY JOLLY, 

NATIONAL ORIMINAL JUSTICE ASSOCIATION, 
Washir;uton, D.O., April 2, 1980. 

Ohief Oounsel, Senate JudioiOlrY Oommittee, Subcommittee on the Oonstitution, 
R-ussell Senate Offioe BUilding, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ms. JOLLY: I am enclosing herewith 25 copies of the testimony of Lee 
M. Thomas, Director of the South Oarolina Division of Public Safety Programs 
and Chairman of the National Oriminal Justice Association on reauthorization 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as amended. 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity afforded Mr. Thomas by the Subcom
mittee on the Oonstitution to submit testimony on this importan mat~r. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures. 

GWEN .AnAMS HOLDEN, 
Director of Program Ooordination. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LEE M. THOMAS, DmECToR, DIVISION OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
PRoGRAMS, STATE OF SOUTH OAROLINA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CRIMINAT. 
JUSTICE ASSOOIATION 

Mr. Ohairman and distinguished members of the Committee: As Chairman 
of the National Criminal Justice Association 1 and as Director of the South 

1 The Nationai Criminal Justice Association represents the directors of the 57 state 
and territorial criminal justice counclls (CJCs) created by the states and territories to 
plan for and encourage improvements in the administration of adult and juvenile justice. 
The CJCs have been designated by their jurisdictions to administer federal financial 
assistance programs created by the Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 (the 
JSIA) and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (the .T.TDP 
Act). During fiscal year 1980, the CJCs have been responsible for determining how best 
to allocate approl.imately 62 percent of the total appropriations under the JSIA and 
approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations under the JJDP Act. In essence, 
the states, through the CJCs, are assigned the central role under the two Acts. 
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Carolina Division of Public Safety Programs, I appreciate the opportunity you 
have extended to me to address you on the matter of reauthorization of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended. 

'.rhe National Criminal Justice Association supports the reauthorization of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

Crime and delinquency like defense are problems that are uniquely the re
sponsibility of the government to mal1age. While crime and delinquency are 
essentially local problems that must be dealt with first by state and local units 
of government, the resources and expertise of and the encouragement and co
ordination by the federal government are sorely needed to support such state 
and local efforts. 

The President's Crime Co~;ission in 1967 and the Congress in 1974 found 
a litany of needs and problems related to the prevention and control of juvenile 
delinquency and the administration of juvenile justice systems. Without the 
leadership and assistance of the federal government, Congress determined 
juvenile crime and delinquency would continue to grow at even more rapid 
rates and the juvenile justice syst.em would perpetuate its ineffective and some
times inequitable treatment of youthful offenders. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has had a major impact 
on how states and 10cali1;i.es handle status and non-offenders. Thirty-four of 
thirty-seven states have met the interim deinstitutionalization mandate of the 
Act and oyer thirty states have revised their juvenile codes. However, more has to 
be done not only with respect to status and non-offenders, but with respect to 
violent, serious and chronic offenders as well as in preventing crime and deliu-
quency. Federal assistance is needed. . 

The goals of the Juvenile Justice Act have stood the test of time well, but the 
program administration has proven to need some fine tuning. What follows are 
some suggestions on how to improve the Act by the 'primary administrators of 
the service delivery system and some reactions to the amendments proposed 
by the authors of. S. 2434, S. 2441 and S. 2442. 

(1) The Act should maintain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

The Nati.onal Criminal Justice Association joins Senators Bayh and Dole as 
well al. the Administration and the National Governors' Association in calling 
for the Office of JuYenile Justice to remain within LEAA. The last five years have 
demonstrated the absolute necessity for close cooperation and coordination be
tween I.EAA and the office of Juvenile Justice. 

(a) Criminal justice agencies and programs frequently don't distinguish be
tween adults and juveniles for purposes of jurisdiction or program design. Pro
grams designed to promote crime prevention, and improve the police and courts 
usually address both juvenile and adult offenders. Concepts and models for 
screening and rehabilitation of offenders are fl'equently transferable. 

(b) The administrative rules and procedures should be the same for LEAA, 
OJJDP and the JSIA and t.he JJDP A. 19.15 percent of the JSIA funds mnst be 
spent on juvenile delinquency. The same state agency does and frequently -the 
same grantee will administer funds under both Acts simultaneously. It is also 
common for funds of one Act to continue a program initiated with the funds of 
the other. Differing rules result in confUSion, audit exceptions and unnecessary 
red tape and bureaucratic maneuvering. OnE' set of administrative rules should 
be established by LEAA for both offices and programs. 

(c) Long-term reform in some cases is making the juvenile justice system 
mtre like the adult criminal justice system, and in other cases reformers suggest 
that part of the juvenile justice system be abandoned. Waiver of juveniles to the 
criminal justice system is becoming more prevalent. With the foregOing changes, 
tho Office of Juvenile Justice must coordinate its efforts with LEAA to ensure 
that the imIf.lct of new juvenile Policies on the adult system can be planned for 
byLEAA. 

(d) With diminishing resources, it does not make sense for LEAA and OJJDP 
to duplicate functions and resources when consolidation can yield effiCiencies and 
greater effectiveness. 

(2) The Associate Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice should be 
under the policy directtoll and control of the Administrator. 

The National Criminal Justice Association supports Senator Dole and the 
National Governors' Association in clarifying that the OJJDP Associate Admin
istrator is and should be subordinate to the LEAA Administrator. In addition to 
adopting the amendment proposed by Senator Dole, the Committee should amend 
the Justice System Improvement Act by deleting Section 820(a). We strongly 
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oppose Section 201 of E. 2441. Tue amendment proposed by Sena.tor Bayh would 
exacerbate the potential for conf':lct between the LEAA Administrator and the 
OJJDP Associate Administxl!tor, a potential that was realized under the present 
legislation just a few short montha ago. 

(3) Section 223(a) (13) of the Act should continue to require the sight and 
sound segregation of juveniles from adults in institutions but should permit 
delinquents to commingle with youthful offenders under certain circumstances. 

The National Assocmtion is concerned with the Administration's proposal to 
require removal of juveniles from institutions holding adults rather than pro
hibiting juveniles from having regular contract with adults. The Administration's 
proposal raises a number of unanswered questions. 

(a) What is achieved by detaining and incarcerating juveniles in institutions 
different from adults which is not achieved by sight and sound separation? 

(b) Will state and local units of government respond to a requirement to remove 
juveniles from adult institutions by opening separate detention and correctional 
facilities specifically for juveniles? Will the opening of separate juvenile institu
tions result in more beds for juvenile delinquents? If there are more institutional 
beds for juveniles, will more juveniles be incarcerated? 

(c) It is possible that an absolute separation requirement would result in the 
waiver of a greater number of juveniles to the criminal system? 

(d) Is is known what progress state and local units of government have made 
in achieving sight and sound separation, both in enacting legislation and in imple
menting the mandate? What problems have been evidenced in jurisdictions that 
have achieved sight and sound separation that would warrant expanding the man
date to require total separation? 

(e) Is it known how much money has been expended to meet the mandate of 
sight and sound separation? How much of this investment would be lost if total 
separation were required? How many state and local units of government now 
meet the sight and sound mandate? How much money would it require nation-wide 
to achieve absolute separation? 

(f) Is it known whether the Administration's proposed five year timeframe for 
the achievement of the mandate is reasonable? 

(g) Does the federal government have an absolute separation requirement for 
its own institutions? How many states presently require total separation, have, 
in fact, implemented such requirements, and what has been their experience? 

The National Criminal Justice Association believes Congress should consider 
amending Section 223(a) (13) of the Act to permIt an exception to the separation 
mandate for state youthful offender programs. The Association has recommended 
that regular contact between adult and juvenile offenders be permitted in youthful 
offender programs where such programs have been specifically approved by the 
LEAA Administrator on th& basis that these programs (1) will substantially 
benefit the youthful offenders, and (2) such placements will not harm the 
juveniles. 

The basic premise of the separation mandate is that juveniles are young, and 
therefore, inexperienced, easily influenced and emotionally and physically vulner
able. They must consequently be kept out of contact with adult offenders who are 
older and more experienced, and necessarily a negative influence and potentially 
abusive. Where the association of juveniles and adults threatens the well-being of 
the juveniles, they must be separated. But there are instances in which the ages, 
behavioral characteristics and the treatment needs of the one individual, classi
fied as a juvenile and the other individual, classified as an adult are so similar that 
there does not appear to be any programmatic justification to prohibit these indi
viduals fro~ regular contact. Where the safety and general well-being of each 
individual can be provided for, it would appear to make good programmatic and 
financial sense that their treatment needs r'i! met in a single setting. 

(4) The 19.15 percent maintenance of effort requirement should be modified 
to direct that an adequate share of funds received under the Justice System Im
provement Act of 1979 be used for juvenile delinquency programming. 

The National Criminal Justice ASSOCiation supports Senator Dole, the National 
Governors' Association and the National Association of Counties in calling for a 
substitution of the rigid requirement that OJARS, LEAA and related agencies 
direct 19.15 percent of their funds to juvenile delinquency pro!:,rams with pri
mary emphasis on programs for convicb;d or adjudicated offenders. The fore
going Associations are opposed to overcategorizing federal programs. The 19.15 
percent requirement has in some cases required money to be spent in areas which 
are not of high priority and in other cases served to operate as a ceiling as well 
as a floor, inhibiting a greater commitment of funds to the area of delinquency. 
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The National Criminal Justice Association opposes Section 211(b) of S. 2441 
which reduces the llexibility of the maintenance of effort requirement even 
fUrther by requiring that all such funds be expended on programs aimed. at curb
ing violent crimes committed by juveniles. The need to curb violent juvenile 
crime is noc the same aD. over this country. Some States and localities may have 
no violent juvenile crime problem. . 

Senator Dole's proposal (Section 4 of S. 2434) to amend the maintenance of 
effort requirement is worth considering. The reservation the Association has is 
tlJat data supporting the relative expenditure standard may not be available. 

(5) The National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
should be abolished and its functions consolidated into OJJDP, NrJ and BJS. 

The National Association supports Representative Andrews' suggestion ap
pearing in RR. 6704 to abolish the National Institute for Juvenile Justice. This 
position is supported by many of the national public interest .grouDS including 
the National Governors' ASSOCiation, the National Association of Counties, the 
National League of: Cities and the International Association of Chiefs of Police. 
The consolidation of the National Institute functions is consistent with the 
National Governors' Association 'longstanding policy to consolidate agenCies and 
functions in order to promote efficiencies and a more coordinated policy and 
program implementation. 

(6) Administrative proviSions of the Juvenile Justice Act should be identical 
with provisions of the Justice System Improvement Act 

The national public interest groups agree that the following administrative 
provisions of the JSIA should be adopted in the Jm'enile Juetice Act reauthoriza
tion for both programmatic and administrative reasons: (a) the cost of federally 
funded projects should be assumed after a reasonable period, (if time, (b) the 
civil rights provisions of the two Acts should be identical, (c) the juvenile justice 
comprehen8ive plans shQuld be three yea'r p~an~ with annual updat.-es, and (d) 
state juvenile justice plans and all applications should be acted upon within 90 
days of submission. 

(7) In orUsr to reduce red tape and administrative costs Section 223(a) (14) 
of the Act should be modified to permit a substitution for monitoring of ju
venile detention and correctionaL facilities. 

The Act should be amended to provi.de that states having statutes that pro
hibit i):J.stitutionalization of status offenders and the commingling of adults and 
youths in places of incarceration will not have to monitor those places of con
finement ullless the Administrator of the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration determines that the state statutes do fiot adequately provide for 
deinstitutionalization, separation or t.he lanforcement of these mandates. 

(8) Funds uilobligated in one yea" for a particular Act program should re
main available for that prog.rnm until eX'P8nded. 

The National Association strongly 0ppOReil th!: second sentence of Section 
211 (a) of S. 24.41. The requirements of the A(!t and the nature of the programs 
and grantees require that fund's appropriated remain avallable for obligation 
until expended. The result of requiring money to be obligated by the end of the 
fieeal year will result in poor planning, dumping of mOlley at the end of the 
fist'al year, and fewer operating juvenile justice programs. The suggestion to 
revert unobligated money to the Department of Human Resources is unprece
dented. This reversionary fund provision would result in money automatically 
going to DHR without being appropriated by Congress. Moreover, the proposed 
amendmeut would complicate 'both the budget and appropriations processes. 
Different appropriations subcommittees have jurisdiction over the Department 
of Justice and Department of Human Resources programs. Additionally, juve
nile justice programs are funded under a different budget function category than 
Runaway Youth Act programs. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to share our views with you. 

PREPAItED STATEMENT OF GnVERNOR JAMES B. HUNT, JR. ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL GoVERNORS' ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I would like to express the 
views of the National Governors' A.ssociation on the issue of Reauthorizing the 
JuvenlJe Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

First, Mr. ehairman, the nation's governors believe emphatically that the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prev~ntion Act of 1974 s~ould be reau-
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thorized. We commend congress for enacting the legislation that provided re
sources for developing programs in the control and treatment of juvenile delin
quency; and programs that help our youth in general criE'is situations. The 
mandate of deinstitutionalization has brought about healthy innovations in 
our treatment not only of status offenders, but of all youth in trouble. This 
process helped our effort to develop more substantive programs for youth in 
non-secure community based facilities. For example, we worked with private 
non-profit groups and local governments in planning juvenile facilities which 
met the letter and spirit of the legislation. 

Our youth are the nation's greatest asset for the future; we must cultivate ana 
develop them so they grow to become productive citizens-respecting those 
values that have made this nation strong and great. To this end, the governors 
believe that programs designed to develop youth and prevent delinquency must 
emphasize strengthening family relationships,building better and more pro
ductive schools, and establishing better and more coordinated community serv
ices. All of these institutions must work together to help our youth develop to 
their full potential. 

We want to commend you and the committee, Mr. Chairman, for sev8ral amend
ments in the proposed legislation (S. 2441) which we vigorously support. First, 
we especially commend you for providing state and local governments the flexi
biUty to develop programs to deal with the serious juvenile offender, particularly 
the emotionally disturbed juvenile offender. This has been a rather neglected 
section of juvenile programs. 

Second, we commend you for maintaining the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention within the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion. And we believe that Y09r position should be strengthened so that the 
director of OJJDP reports to the administrator of LEAA. Coordination between 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration is of utmost importance in developing a strategy 
for dealing with the problem of juvenile crime .and delinquency at the federal 
and state levels. We recognize the need for a special office to plan for juvenile 
services, and we have given our full support to that office since it was established 
by the Juvenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The creation 01: a separate office may appeal to some short term interests of 
juvenile justice p;:opommts. But, governors and most all governmental officials, 
both elected and IlPpointed, have consistently called for program and functional 
consolidation in 01'(1.::.1' to improve program administration and service delivery. 
The president himself has proposed several federal reorganization plans that 
emphasize agency consolidation and coordination. For example, the federal emer
gency management agency brought together some eleven agencies and func
tions under one agency in order to better coordinate emergency assistance for 
state and local governments. 

Furthermore, it is in the long term interest of juvenile proponents to ha va 
OJJDP remain within LEA!.. for it to have the ability to oversee well the LEAA 
financial assistance directed at juvenile justice, which is approximately 20 per
cent of all LEAA investments. 

The National Governors' Association urges Congress to consider the following 
proposals as it reauthorizes the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974: 

1. There should be parallel authorization periods for the JJDP Act and the 
JSIA Act. This would help states to assess, manage, and implement all justice 
programs during a reauthorLmtion cycl.e. 

~lhe Justice System Improvement Act of 1979 reauthorizes the LEA.A program, 
among others, through September 30, 1983. Thus, the Juvenile Justice Act should 
be reauthorized for the same period of three years. 

2. The "adequate assistance" provision that applies to courts and corrections 
should apply to all components of the criminal justice system including juvenile 
justice. 

In lieu of the requirement that 19.15 percent of the Justice System Improve
ment Act funds be committed to juvenile justice and delinquency prevention pro
gramming, legislation should be amended through the juvenile justice act amend
ments of 1980 to specify "adequate assistance" be given to juvenile justice. Gov
ernors are opposed to overcategorizing federal programs. Governors believe that 
the needs of all .elements of the justice system within II. state· should be con-
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sidered in determining alloca.tions. Unnecessary categorization should be elimi
nated so t~at t~e great~r needs of each !;!tate can be met. Considering the great 
needs of Juvenile justIce throughout the country which have been identified 
because of the JJDP Act, "adequate assistance" may well require an allocation 
of more than the presently mandated 19.15 percent. 

3. ~he s.tat~ agency designated by th.e governor to develop a state's criminal 
and Juvenile Jus~ice plan should coordmate all juven)le justice programs that 
receive federal funding. ' 

We believe no program funding under the act should go directly to a local unit 
of government or a private non-profit agency without the advice and comments 
of this agency. States are interested in coordinating fede~al and state funds to 
promote a comprehensive criminal and juvenile justice. system. 

Voluntarily over the past few months, OJJDP has coordinated with the states 
in this way. The benefits in improved morale and more effective use of funds 
have been striking. 

4. The legislation should direct the Office of .Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention to ensure that rules, regulations, definitions, and responsibilities pur
sU'ant to the act are reasonable and consider the impact on the states. Further
mo-re, they should be designed to encourage full participation in the program 
by all states. 

We are very optimistic that the administrator of OJJDP, Mr. Ira Schwartz 
will work closely with the states, realizing we can be twice as effective when we 
work closely together. Likewise, we are pleased to know, Mr. Chairman, of your 
support to encourage full participation in JJDP by all the states. 

In addition, we recommend that efforts be made to . conform certain adminis
trative provisions of the Juvenile Justice Act with similar administrative provi
sions of the Justice System Improvement Act. Specifically, we suggest: 

That the Juvenile Justice Act should be amended to require that the cost of 
federally funded projects be assumed after a reasonable period of time; 

The civil rights prOVisions of the Justice System Improvement Act should be 
fully incorporated in the Juvenile Justice Act; and 

Action on state juvenile justice plans by OJJDP should be required within 
90 days. 

Approximately two years ago, we testified before the house subcommittee, on 
economic opportunity and said that: . 

"In this mass of tangled federal bureaucracy, the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention must not forget its first priority is to provide services 
to children in trouble with the law. It must distribute funds to be spent to help 
our troubled children as if it were a crisis, for in fact it is. Getting assistance 
down to the service provider and the young person in the street must be the 
top priority." 

We still believe this, end urge Congress to form a partnership with the nation's 
governors to strengthen the juvenile justice and delinquency prevention program 
through reauthorizing legislation to ensure effective intergovernmental actions 
in addressing the problems of juveniles in this country. 

Considering the fact that the JJDP program is implemented through each 
state, the governors appreciate your serious consideration of our priority recom
mendations. We look forward to working with you to plan for the implementa
tion of these recommendations. 

APPENDIX 

Policy Position-National Governors' Association 

Prevention ana controZ of Juvenile aelinquencll 
The National Governors' Ass.ociation believes that greater emphasis should 

be placed on· coordinating and planning services for the prevention, control, and 
treatment of juvenile delinquency. Each state should strengthen its commitment 
to this effort by emphasizing programs to build better families. schools, and 
community services. 

The Association commends Congress for enacting the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (PL 93-415) of 1974. The act provided resources 
for developing programs in juvenile delinquency and treatment. 

Because the problems caused by juvenile delinquency continne, the National 
Governors' Association urges Congress to incorporate the foHowing principles 
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when it works on the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act: 

1. The act should maintain the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention within the T.Jaw Enforcement Assistance Administration. The director of 
OJJDP should report to the administrator of LEU. 

2. There should be parallel authorization periods with the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Act. This would help states to assess, manage, and implement all 
criminal justice programs during a reauthorization cycle. 

3. The "adequate assistance" provision that applies to courts and corrections 
should apply to all components of the criminal justice system including juvenile 
justice. 

4. The state agency designated by the Governor to develop a state's criminal 
and juvenile justice plan should coordinate all juvenile justice programs. No 
program should be funded directly under the act without the advice and com
ments of this agency. 

5. Discretionary grants should provide an equitable share of funds to rural 
and urban states for the development of juvenile justice programs. 

6. The legislation should direct the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention to ensure that rules, regulations, definitions, and responsibilities 
pursuant to the act are reasonable and consider the impact on the states. 
Furthermore, they should be designed to encourage full participation in the 
program by all states. 

Adopted July 1979. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JOSEPH ,SORERE, DIREOTOR, GOVERNMENTAL RELA
TIONS, THE NATIONAL PTA AND DORiS J.JANGLAND, P,ARENT 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention have been concerns of the Na
tional P~'A, and the PTA supports passage of legislation aimed at improving 
the care and protection of children and youth. The PTA supports the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as amended in 1977, for tIle 
following reasons: 

1. Th~ legislation emphasizes the need to strengthen the family unit so that 
juveniles may be retained in th'i!ir homes rather than be -institutionalized; 

2. Emphasizes prevention rather than punishment; 
3. Promotes keeping students in school and prevents unwarranted and arbitrary 

suspensions and expulsions; and 
4. Encournges new approaches and techniques with respect t{) the prevention 

of school violence and vandalism. 
The PTA justifies support (If legIslation aimed at protecting children and 

youth based on its experience that juvenile crime is related to those home envi
ronments that impact on the family, i.e. distorted through death, divorce, sep
ara'Cion or desertiun of one or both parents. The PTA's concern parallels those 
expressed in an FBI repQrt on Juvenile Delinquency and Crime. 

The absence of one or both parents f(lr any reasons, results in, greater responsi
hility being placed on the community. Often such home environments lead to 
status offenders such as truancy, and truancy is a major problem among youth 
under age 16. Truancy may lead to suspension (II' expulsion from school and once 
separated from school the student and society become victims of "free time". 
Expulsion does nothing to improve a students job training and ability to cope 
with the time she/he has on their hands. 

Recently the PTA completed a one-year study titled "The PTA in the Urban 
Oontemt". Hearings were held in Kansas City, Miami, Houston, Seattle, Phila
delphia and Washington, D.C. The hearings were entitled "The PTA Challenges 
the Cities: What Can We Do For Your Schools?" Leaders from the business 
community, education leaders Government officials, laoor leaders, parents, teach
ers and students all testified concerning the problems in an urban environment. 
One of the five major problems cited was youth unemploYJr.ent, which is one of 
the causes (If juvenile delinquency and crime. Crime, violence, and vandalism 
were also cited ftS a problem. OM of the solutions discussed included providing 
students job training. 

One measure of our demonstrated concern for causes and effects of youth ag
gressivebehavior is the existen<..'e of the highly publicized National PTA Tele
vision Violence Project. The National PTA just released results of the fall 1979 
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monitoring of prime te\evisioD programs. Recently, in a Chicago suburb, a 
family was watching an action shown on television, in which one actor suffocates 
another with a pillow. v,"'hen the show was finished, one of the youngsters takes a 
pillow from the living '('oom sofa, walks over to the family dog, and presses the 
pillow in the dog's fac!!. What would have happened if the parents were n~ in 
the room when this happened and it was a brother or sister and not the dog? 
In a very immediate way, this case history illustrates the fact that there can 
be a direct, causual relationship between violence seen on TV, and aggressive, 
hostile behavior by certain kinds of children. 

Often juvenile justice is a local problem and is best dealt with in a com
munity. Many of the problems that lead children to commit crimes include 
alcoholism, child abuse, neglect and lack of constructive leisure time activities. 
In Fairfax, Virginia a youth forum was held and one of. the main problems that 
the ldds specified was the lack of recreational activities. In early March, the 
District Government announced that due to budget constraints, many recrea
tional areas, including existing facilities, would not open this summer. This will 
also mean a loss of jobs for area youth. When you compound these two factors, 
the delinquency and crime rates for people under 20 could top the 50 percent 
mark this summer in our nations capital. 

One of the major purposes of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974 was to prevent 
appropriate young people from entering our failing juvenile justice system. The 
National PTA. supported the provision of the Act that required states to find 
alternatives ot institutionalization for status offenders. Children who have run 
away from home or are charged with truancy should not be plst::ed in jails with 
convicted juveniles or adult criminals. The requirement of the Juvenile Justice 
Act has been successful in forcing an end to this practice and we would like to see 
it maintained until states comply 100 percent. 

It is the position of the National PTA that Congress could better serve the 
interests of the youth ot 'lur country .by reauthorizing the 1974 Act, as amended 
in 1977, without 1980 amendments. 

The National PTA does support the Title III amendment to Section 302(a)
changing the name of the Act from "Runaway Youth" to "Runaway and Home
less Youth". 

The priority being placed on the serious offender is out of proportion with the 
actual need. The priority should be placed on prevention, deinstitutionalization 
of statu« r "fenders, and dependent and neglected children. Programs are being 
added, tll,,(] new monies are being authorized. We feel that more programs for 
serious or violent offenders should be added, but not at the expense of existing 
programs. 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention should be a separate 
office under the authority of the Attorney General. Juvenile Justice gets lost 
under LEU, particularly in the budget process, somewhat similar to the way 
education was treated under HEW. It seems reasonable that an office whose 
priority is delinquency prevention and also provding a wide range of youth serv
ices should be independent and not under the Law Enforcement Agency. 

In closing, we would like to make one ~'el~ommendation to the subcommittee. 
There is a lack of parental involvement in the juvenile justice system, and we 
would recommend that there be parental representation of both the state and 
federal advisory committees. 

We would like to thank the subcommittee for inviting our comments. We 
have worked closply with the subcommittee in the past and hope to continue this 
relationship in the future. 

Ms. MARy JOLLY, 

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR YOUNG WOMEN, 
April 1, 1980. 

OounsIU and Staff Director, U.S. Senate Subcommittee on the Oonst·itution, RU8-
seZZ Building, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MARY: Enclosed isa copy of a letter we sent to Senator DeConcini and 
Congressman Udall as well as the other representatives from Arizona. 

I received a letter from Ira Schwa.rtz saying there were additional funds for 
more advocacy projects and we were being eonsiderea. So that sounds hopeful. 

I hope the Senate hearings were successful. What are the latest rumors con
cerning appropriations for O.J.J.D.P. ? 
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I have sent a copy of what would have been our testimony at your Senate hear
ings to Senator Bayh under separate cover. 

I'm sorry I was unable to attend. Please do consider us again. 
Warm regardS, 

CAROL ZIMMERMAN, Executive Director. 
Enclosure. !' 

MARCH 31, 1980. 
Hon. MORiUS UDALL, 
V.S. House of Representatives, Longworth Office Building, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR Mo: We are very concerned about proposed 'budget recommendations 
which might cut or eliminate funding for the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention. 

As long time youth advocates we feel it is absolutely vital that money continue 
to be appropriated to fund positive programs to combat juvenile delinquency. 

Even in these times of severe inflation it would be unfortunate to reduce or 
eliminate the already minimum funds which the Office of Juvenile Justice has, 
so productively used over the past few years. 

We urge you to support the re-authorization of the Juvenile Justice Act and 
an adequate level of funding for juvenile programs, and if it is necessary, please 
consider the Office of Juvenile Justice as a separate entity from the Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration. 

We would appreciate knowing your views on this matter. Thank you for your 
support and efforts in the past. 

Sincerely, 
CAROL E. ZIM~IERMAN, 

Executive Director. 
RUTHL. CROW, 

Project Direc!'"" 
NationaZ Female Advocacy i'. ,)ject. 



PART VI.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF STATE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

Hon. BIRCH BASH, 

DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Lans'ing, Mich., Ma,rch 31, 1980. 

U.S. Senate, Ohairman, S1l71committee on the Oonstit1lt-ion, Senate Judiciary 
Oom'mittee, R1tSSeZZ Senate Office B1tilding, Wash'ington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR BAYH: On behalf of Michigan's Advisory Committee on 
Juvenile Justice, we offer the attached testimony submitted in support of the 
reauthorization and reappropriation of The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 as amended by The Juvenile Justice Amendments of 
1977. 

We learned last week that the House Budget Committee has recommended 
the reduction of the appropriation for the Office of Justice Assistance Research 
and Statistics for fiscal year 1981 from $571 million to $50 million. This action 
would completely eJlminate the Office of Juvenile Justic.e and Delinquency Pre
vention, as well a;, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the 
grants program for state and local government. 

Although we understand and support the need to attempt to balance the fed
eral budget, it is incomprehensible that these juvenile and criminal justice 
programs be totally eliminated at a time when state and local governments must 
continue to concentrate efforts to address crime and to continue to improve the 
juvenile/criminal justice system. As you Rre undoubtedly aware, LEAA and 
OJJDP are the only federally supported efforts to address juvenile delinquency 
and crime within the several states. 

We hope that the reauthorization and reappropriation will receive prompt 
action and support and that any amendments be of the sort that will maintain 
and enhance the intent of the Act. 

As is described in the testimony, one change that would, in our opinion, 
greatly strengthen the effort toward administrt1tion of programs for juveniles 
in the justice system is the separation of OJJDP from LEAA. Such a rearrange
ment would add emphasis to the needs of those to whom the Act addresses it
self and to the concerns of those who administer programs in their behalf. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

CLAUDIA GOLD, 
Ohairperson, Legi8lative S1l0oommittee. 

ILENE TOMBER, 
Ohairper8on, AOJJ. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHIGAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON JUVENJLE JUSTICE 
(-SAG) 

The committee as authorized by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act of 1974 is composed of lay and professional people involved in the ju
venile justice area. Their representation is broadly based to include the Director 
of the Michigan Department of Labor, a Chairman of a Board of County Com
missioners, a Prosecutor, a Sheriff, a representative of the State Police, a Ju
venile Court Judge, youth members, private and public agencies, representatives 
of the volunteer sector and university faculty members, and a state legislator. 
Our chairperson, Ilene Tomber, is a past president of Michigan's League of 
Women Voters and is also Vice Chairperson of the r>:lichigan Commission on 
Criminal Justice. 

Throughout our testimony you will see that the concern of the Committee is 
that the foclis and intent of the Act not be changed extensively and that its 
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emphasis on development and coordination of community based programs be 
continued to ensure that there is change in the treatment of delinquent and 
status offenders. That and its deinstitutionalization requirements and monitor
ing have been of great benefit to the State of Michigan. 

The money provided by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act has enabled Michigan to put in place programs that have removed juveniles 
who are charged with being status offenders from secure detention and instead 
place them in community based programs designed to help both the juvenile 
and his/her family avoid further contact with t.he juvenile justice system. But 
in addition to providing these programs, the Act has been the major impetus 
toward helping change the policy and philosophy of the juvenile courts, the 
agencies that deal with juveniles nnd the community, toward a more humane 
and productive way of dealing with the problems of young people who are 
headed in the direction of delinquent behavior. 

By setting up the mechanism of the state advisory groups, the Act has enabled 
us to bring together in a working relationship, for the first time, all the interested 
parties of the system and representatives of interested citizen groups. The Ad
visory Committee in Michigan has been an effective force in helping to shape 
opinion and policy to implement the intent of the JJDP Act. 

Michigan has been able to reach 75 percent compliance with the <1einstitu
tionalization requirement and is working toward 100 percent compliance. At the 
same time work has begun on a major initiative in the prevention area, revision 
of the state juvenile code, evaluation of the state institutional needs for addi
tional secure beds, a regional detention plan and a review of existing state pro
grams in all areas with the aim of setting up a model evaluation for such pro
grams. All these activities have been undertaken by the state advisory committee 
staffed by juvenile specialists at the state planning agency. 

Prompt reauthorization of the JJDP Act with adequate funding and a sepa
rate and accountable Office of Juvenile.Justice Delinquency and Prevention under 
the OJARS administration is essential to continue the work that we have begun 
so successfully in Michigan. 

The following detailed positions presented in this testimony were developed 
by the Advisory Committee after careful analysis of what would be, in our 
opinion, the most effective rewrite of the Act. 

OJJDP 

It is our concern that the primary focus of any change in the position of OJJDP 
be directed toward a consolidation and strengthening of juvenile justice initia
tives within the sphere of the Department of Justice. To that effect, we would 
recommend that OJ.IDP become a separate entity parallel to LEAA. under 
OJARS. Such a change would expand the mandate and accountability of that 
office. We feel that a separate statutory basis would, as well, place emphasis on 
the often unique responsibilities in the juvenile justice area. 

It is also our strong recommendation, understanding that the establishment of 
OJJDP as a co-equal entity would change the relationship of the two agencies, 
that OJJDP continue to administer and set policy direction for LEAA juvenile 
delinquency programs. No matter where the offices are located, juvenile justice 
issues should be guided by OJJDP with consultation and approval of the LEAA 
administrator. 

We would further suggest that the NIJJDP (National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention) should remain separate. Although there is 
some possibility -of a duplication of effort with the other research agencies, 
we are again concerned that the often separate thrust of juvenile justice concerns 
not be weakened. 

AUTHORIZATION 

Recognizing the obvious budgetary strictures present in the 1980's, we would 
still wish that there be increased provision of funding. Our group suggested that 
funding be $200 million in the first year, $225 million in the second, to reach a 
level of $250 million in the last period of the autborization. If OJJDP should 
remain within LEAA., we would recommend that juvenile justice programs re
tain their identity and priority. 

We also recommend th2 extension and reauthorization of the Runaway youth 
Act under the office of H.E.W. or H.E.S. 
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MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

We feel that the requirement for maintenance of effort funds in the JSIA 
greatly strengthens the juvenile justice system. We would suggest that even 
stronger language should be developed regarding the OJJDP administrator's 
responsibilities to publish guidelines for LEA.A funded juvenile justice pro
grams. 'Ve would not be adverse to the change from 19.15 percent tQ 20 percent 
to simplify accounting procedures. Again, our concern is that nothing be altered 
that would dilute: efforts in the juvenile justice area. 

POTENTIAL MATCH REQUIREMENT 

We would support the suggestion that states be allowed to decide if there be 
a match requirement for programs. The concern of our Committee is that such 
a provision might seriously hamper the efforts of often innovative financially 
limited programs. The possibilities for discrimination against those private 
agencies that could only provide in-kind services for match might create a 
change in the intent of the Act as the Act was to permit the funding of private 
agencies. 

Even with those reservations we feel it would be fiscally responsible to allow 
a match with certain limitations. 'Ve would recommend that should such a 
match be considered that it be only on the basis of a 90 percent state·l0 percent 
agency /group match with the potential for waiver on basis of need. 

COORDINATION 

We consider the role of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention to be extremely important and would suggest continua
tion and strengthening of the implementation of interagency programs and 
projects. 

SUBSIDY ISSUE 

We are aware of the request of the National Association of Counties for such 
a program to assist units of general purpose local government through the use 
of subsidy as could be defined in Sec. 103(14) of the Act. While we do not dis
agree with the needs of local governments, we believe that a centralized state
wide source for funding is more efficient and effective and will not be confusing 
to potential applicants. 

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS 

IWe would suggest that the language of Section 223(a)3(F)ii be cl).itilged to 
provide that the S.A.G.'s shall advise the governor and legislature of the states. 
We would also wish that the S.A.G.'s be further represented somehow on the 
National Advisory Committee to offer more input to that group. 

COMPLIANCE 

While we recognize the difficulties of 100 percent compliance, we reCommend 
that there be no change in the language of the Act so that there is no diminu
tion of effort toward compliance. We reject the suggestion that the requirements 
for and terms secure detention or correctional facilities in Section 223(a)12A 
be modified to allow States more leeway in meeting the objectives of th'e Act. 
The inappropriate placement of a child in a detention or correctional facility, 
even if it is not secure, is counterproductive. It is the position of our group that 
the use of secure detention should be restricted to youth alleged to have com
mitted criminal violations and should be used only for youth who: 

1. Have a high risk of failing to appear before the court, 
2. Represent a clear public danger. 
Some have wished to amend the Act to provide that states that prohibit 

institutionalization of status offenders and commingling not have to be moni
tored unless there is a determination of failure. We would not support such a 
provision: the monitoring effort should not be weakened. 

JAILING 

I;n addition, the jailing of status offenders, abused or neglected children, and 
delmquent offenders should be completely prohibited. Youth should have the 
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right to bail commensurate with the right of adults, including the right to 
request bail in cases in which his/her parents refuse it. Regarding Section 223(a) 
(13) that mandates that there be no commingling, we would encourage that no 
less emphasis be placed on that issue in the Act. Our state is in compliance with 
the Act as it is written. 

SERIOUS JUVENn.E OFFENDERS 

It is our objective opinion that the focus of the Act not be changed and that 
the JJDP A funds continue to be used for the prevention and diversion of 
juveniles. We are concerned that disproportionate amounts not be directed 
toward the violent offender and that the definitions of a serious offender not 
be changed. 

FORMULA AND S:PECIAL EMPHASIS GRANTS 

We have found the existing formula to be reasonable, but we would request 
a revision to 80 percent of population formula basis and 2(} percent discretionary 
Special Emphasis funds. 

Thank you for your attention to our Committee's concerns. 

Senator BIROH BAYH, 
U.S. Senate, 
WasMngton, D.O. 

MAROH 18, 1980. 

DEAR SENATOR: I am enclosing position statements developed by the Juvenile 
Justice Committee of the Michigan Chapter of the National Association of Social 
Workers for your consideration in connection with your review of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure. 

MARCIA MAOMuLLAN, 
Ohairper8on, Juvenile JU8tice Oormr.Attee. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE POSITION OF THE MICHIGAN STATE COUNCIL OF SOOIAL 
WORKERS ON '.rHE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN MIOHIGAN 

On behalf of professional social workers engaged in and concerned with the 
problems of families which are in contact with juvenile courts, the Michigan State 
Council of Social Workers, NASW, submits the following propositions as guides to 
the process of evaluation of the complex network contained in the justi.ce system, 

I. It is in the best interest of society and the individual child that problems of 
control and supervision of children be recognized as family centered, and tha.t 
remediation of such problems must be attempted within the context of the family 
as a total unit. 

A. Legal, jurisdictional, and administrative obstacles to the communication of 
the needs and problems of families which are having specific conflicts with society 
should be reduced or eliminated whenever and wherever possible .. 

1. A family court structure is superior to the present conflict between probate 
and circuit court jurisdictions. 

2. The juvenile division of the probate court (or a family court if created) is 
in the best position vis-a-vis the judicial and the executive branches of govern
ment to receive communication concerning high risk children and families and 
to responsibly coordinate fact~finding and the allocation of services. The court is 
necessary to ensure fair administration of justice and accountability among 
service providers. The juvenile code should be amended to provide specific au
thority and standards for the referral, coordination, and review functions of the 
juvenile court. Such functions are complementary to the rul~mo.kiDg and evalua
tion functions of eXE;'rnti,e agencies. and should be written to provide a clear 
check on service providers and on regulating agencies. 

II. The juvenile (or family) court was designed to prevent the processing of 
minors into the criminal justice/correctional system and was specifically given 
civil jurisdiction for this reason. This principle is valid and should be presen·ed. 

A. Protection of the constitutional rights of children and their parents requires 
access to legal counsel at all phases of juvenile court processing and proper notice 
of each proceeding, 
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1. Formal adversary proceedings should be avoided except in matters relating 
to serious da~ger to life and property for the reason that adversary proceedings 
esca~ate co~fhct and focus on individual guilt rather than on solutions to problems 
withm families and between familieD and institutions . 

. 2. Matters relating to support and custody of cnildren the role performance of 
mmors (e.g. school attendance, "incorrigibility" complai~ts) or of parents (child 
a~us~ and neg~ec~) ,should be ~ecid~d through a formalized mediation process 
Wlth!n. the jurlsd~ctlOn. of the Juvemle (or family) court. The consent docket 
provl~lOns of the Juvenile court rules should be amplified to provide criteria and 
sanctions for a full-fledged mediation process. 

III. Standards for personnel who provide justice and program services to chil
dren and families at risk should be arrived at through a process that provides 
equal pl!-rticipation of the )udicial. and executive branches of government, rep
resentatives of the behavlOral SCIence profession, and representatives of the 
public. 

A. Arbitrary standard setting by one branch of government or by one dominant 
self-interest group should not be allowed to develop; the standards now being 
written under P A 116 should be submitted to appropriate and concerned profes
sional and public associations for review and comment prior to submission to the 
legislature. 

B. ~he core discipline that should be identified and required for professional 
counselors, diagnosticians, and therapeutic staff is knowledge of family net
work-its structure, dynamics, communication styles and processes. Legal pro
fessionals should be required to obtain a minimum of eight hours credit in family 
structure and process in order to qualify to practice in the juvenile (or family) 
court. 

IV . .An information system that enables all constituent members of the juvenile 
justice network to retrieve data relative to the effectiveness of programs, popu
lation characteristics and projections, and which pinpoint duplication as well as 
gaps in services should be instituted at the state level as a guide for local as well 
as state planning. 

A. There is no need or justification for the state to collect individual names in 
CCPIS or any other information system that purports to be dedicated to improv
ing services to families at risk. At present, CCPIS is of no value for local 
planning nor is it reliable. 

B. Wherever data is collected which uses the names of individuals involved 
in court actions, or allows for easy identification of individuals, the persons 
identified should be advised that their names are being entered on an informa
tion system and they should be given opportunity to review and challenge the file. 

C. Any information system which purports to identify program-level needs v..nd 
problems in the juvenile justice system must be cognizant of the intake from the 
two major referral sources: the police and public schools. The following recom
mendations relate to data collected by schools and police: 

1. Standard criteria for pOlice reporting of delinquency should -be estUiblished 
along with provisions for the correction and expungement of police records. 

2. There should be established in Michigan an accurate statewide school en
rollment census and with this an early warning system to signal children who 
are dropping out of school and from what localities. Current legislation to amend 
the State School .Aid Act should incorporate an acurnte and reliable census-tak
ing process. (Reference: Ohildren Out of School in America, publication of the 
Children's Defense Fund, 1946 Cambridge Street, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
02138, October, 1974). 

3. There should be established in Michigan a state-wide policy for school disci
plinary actions which requires a fair hearing and prohibits the widespread sChiZ?
phrenic practice of punishing school trullncy with suspension from school. TP.lS 
policy should provide for a census of disciplinary actions by schools, accordmg 
to the category of the "offense" and the action taken by the school. 

CHILDREN'S RIGHTS TASK FORCE STATEMENT 

Ths State Task FOrce on Ohildren's Rights and Responsibilities devoted the 
past year to study and discussion of the standards concerning -the rights and re
&ponsibilities of children and to preparation of the following proposed statement. 
Tho Task FOrce reviewed national NASW policy and other sources, such -as the 
United Nations Declaration of the Rights of ,the Child. From this review the 
Task Force concluded that practical guidelines for courts and other regulatory 



478 

agencies were lacking in the NASW and most other statements. The Task Foree 
attempted to identify and state in simple language those broad abstract prinCiples 
which the members felt were most essential. 

Present NASW national policy concentrates on the family as a primary social 
unit, and does not directly address the particular rights of children except in 
positions supporting the legal due process rights of children in juvenile court 
proceedings. Task Force members believe tliat. especially in the International 
Year of the Child NASW should provide leadership in formulating guidelines 
applicable to child custody, abuse and neglect issues. Drafters of the statements 
were: Ellen Fetchiet, Marcia MacMullan, Barb McKnight, Julie Ruhal, and 
Ralph Strahm. 

STANDARDS OF CHILDREN'S RIGHTS AND REspoNsmrLITIES 

After the first year of life, in addition to the above, the child requires expand
ing opportunities to explore the environment while at the same time the child 
continues to require protection. 

I. Children have the right to physical nurture sufficient to ensure their develop
ment up to the limits of their biological potential. 

Comment: This right includes basic food, shelter, protection from the elements, 
health care consistent with sound medical prinCiples, protection from life threat
ening conditions (i.e. unsafe housing, lead paint, phySical abuse, etc.). This 
right implies that health and safety standards and regulations of the community 
should be monitored with respect to the child's basic survival rights. In addition, 
this right implies that social workers and others responsible for decisions should 
evaluate the probabilities and potentialities of environments in which the children 
may live. 

II. Children have the right to obtain bonds with affectionate and protective 
adults who are responsible for their care and custody. 

Comment: Positive bonds with his/her caregivers are the basis for a child's 
social and intellectual development and future as an autonomous, responsible, and 
effective adult. This right implies that professionals responsible for decisions con
cerning child custody must give the highest priority to precise evaluation of the 
bonds which exist in the child's life and to assessment of the consequences of 
changes in custodial arrangements. 

III. Children have the right to learn by trial and error, to explore boundaries 
within the physical, psychological and cultural dimensions of their world. 

Comment: Children need the opportunity to develop their sense of self, to 
know their special skills and innate abilities through explorations conducted in
dividually as well as with peers and adults. They should neither be overpro
tected nor underprotected in this Process of discovery and reality testing; their 
individuality must be respected. This implies that children are entitled to iden
tify, compare, contrast boundaries of their environment as reflected in people of 
varying life states, in differences of sex, nationality, race, and socio-economic 
status; and through communication of various beliefs about social order and 
normativo behavior. 

Children are entitleg., and should be encouraged, to be curious. 
IV. Children have a right to develop a moral framework. 
Comment: Ohildren and youth need to be able to interpret behavior in them

selves and others according to a code of ethics as a basis for independent jnd~
ment and socially responsible conduct. This rig'ht implies that social workers 
and others responsible for child custody need to frankly include assessment of 
the ethical capacity and character of children's caretakers, especially where cus
tody Is an issue. This right also implies that those persons involved in direct 
treatment with children and youth, psychiatric social workers, counselors, thera
pists, need to be concerned willh and are responsible for influencing and facili
tating the ethical development of the children and youth under their care. 

V. Children have a right to be free of professional malpractice. 
Comment: Children are entitled to services free of malpractice. This right 

implies that professionals working with children have an obligation to develop 
their own ethical awareness. This also implies that society is entitled to expect 
the professional organizations to monitor adherence to professional standards 
and to expose and correct violations of these sta.ndards on both an individual 
and orga.nizational basis. 
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CHILDREN'S REsPoNsmlLITIEs 

VI. According to a child's developmental stage, a child has the responsibility 
to make known his or her physical, emotional, and intellectu.a~ needs. 

Comment: This standard implies that children have a respon~lbllity to respond 
to family members or other caretakers, and to seek and provIde feedback. 

VII. According to a child's developmental stage, the.child has the responsibility 
to identify and respect the physical, emotional, and mtellectual needs of others 
within their own family and immediate neighborhood. . 

Comment: This standard implies that children should recognIze and accept 
that they are part of a social world in which they need to learn to negotiate 
with others and to operate in a cooperative mode. 

VIII. Acc~rding to a child's developmental stage, the child has the responsibility 
to accept the caring he or she receives from others and to be willing to care for 
others. 

Comment: Interdependent relationships are tte matrix for all human ~rans
actions' in order to promote individual and collective survival and maXImum 
develop~ent of their potential, children must take responsibility for the impact 
of their behavior on others within the limits of their individual development. 

Submitted by NASW Task Force on Children's Rights and Responsibilities 
8/79. 

JUVENILE CODE 
GeneraZ observations 

HB 4774 contains very few changes from the much-amended and debated 
version of a juvenile code in circulation last winter as SUbstitute HB 6104. Less 
widely known but quite important legislative innovations appear in bills tie
barred to the main body of the code. These bills would require, among other 
things, that child care funds be spent on voluntary foster care as well as on 
court-ordered care, would require the Department of Social Services to develop 
a 24-hour runaway shelter system for youth, and would allocate a percentage 
of state income tax coliections to the general fund of each county. 

There is a widespread expectation that the total package of juvenile code 
bills will finally be passed in this session of the legislature, thus rounding out 
a general overhaul of MIchigan's entire probate system. (The mental health 
code was substantially revised in 1975 and decedents estates probate in 1978.) 
Last ditch efforts to defeat the bill by an alliance of Wayne County and rural 
county probate judges, and also certain police groups, are anticipated. 
Salient feature8 

The dominant theme of HB 4774, like its earlier versions, is a strengthening 
of the adversary process in juvenile court and conversely, a significant reduction 
in the degree of freedom permitted to the juvenile judge and his/her staff. The 
court's authority is circumscribed by precise definitions of child abuse and 
neglect, dalinquency, and by specific standards analogous to jurisdictional process 
in adult criminal courts. Status offenses are redefined to fit within the legal 
concept, Fa,miZy in Need Of Services (FINS). Procedural steps in the FINS 
sections, however, are pur,posely designed to limit the court's power to certain 
extreme, "last resort" situations. 

The. accountability of juvenile courts, including court social workers and police 
agencies, is greatly increased under the proposed code. For example, time limits 
are established at each step of the jurisdictional process, from petition to dis
position; access to detention is carefully restricted; the use of jail js banned 
three years after the passage of the code; standards for detention administration 
are spelled out. 
Que8tions of concern to 80cial workers 

There persists a concern that the virtual removal of the status offense case
load from juyenile cou.rt jurisdi~tion ~ill have the side effect of exacerbating 
class and raCIal inequities noW' eVIdent III the social services available to children 
and .youth on a voluntary basis, as contrasted with involuntary court-ordered 
se~vIces. Voluntary, preventive services to "hard core" or "high'risk" children 
WIll have to be expanded considerably in the light of the well-documented fact 
t~at the ~or and especial!y po?r blacks are .at present referred in dispropor
tIOnately hIgh numbers to Juvemle courts. WhIle many of those youth presently 
labeled and processed through juvenile courts as status offenders, under the 



480 

proposed code, would presumably escape being. branded and tr~ated. as law 
violators stereotyping of youth referred on delinquency to the Juvelllie court 
as crimiz{al would tend to be encouraged by the definitions built into the proposed. 
code. 

Related to the question of equitable distribution of services is the question 
of accountability. As noted, the proposed code would ml1.ke courts, police, and 
the Department of Social Services highly accr:>untable for their actions; social 
workers will have to justify and defend their case decisions. Standards set 
forth in the ~ew code, however, do not extend to voluntary foster care or treat
ment oriented services obtained by voluntary means. For standards in this 
regard, a watcilful eye should be kept on the Department of Social Services 
regulations for child placing agencies: NASW's declassification-issue chickens 
could be flying home to roost in a remodeled juvenile code. 

Perhaps the most overshadowing question is, as: always, financing. According 
to expert estimates, HB 4476, the revenue-sharing blll, would generate about 
10 million in tax rebates to the counties. Since there is yet to be published an 
authoritative and detailed breakdown of the price tag for the proposed juvenile 
code, estimates of the cost of implementation are purely guesswork. It is certain, 
however, that expenditures for professionllllegal services must rise Significantly. 
Whether or not the 10 million from HB 4476 will be sufficient to enable counties 
to develop the necessary voluntary, alternative services, or whether the addi
tional revenue will be absorbed by attorneys' fees and other court costs, remains 
unknown. It should also be noted that although the State Child Care Fund would 
be opened up to pay for voluntary foster care there is at present no plan to 
increase appropriations to the Child Care Fund. Decisions as to the capabiliL'Y 
of the Child Care Fund to carry the additional load a wait a detailed financial 
analysis of the present usage of the fund. 

The State Juvenile Justice Committee reviewed and endorsed the essential 
features of the proposed juvenile code in April of 1978. In the committee's view, 
the proposed changes are essentially constructive, necessary, and overdue. The 
committee will meet in Lansing on October 12 to review current developments; 
members are encouraged to direct their questions or comments to the committee 
in writing via the state office. Submitted by: Marcia MacMullen, Chairperson. 

JUVENILE JUBTICE ISSUES: STATUS OFFENSES (RUNAWAYS, TRUANTS) 

Editor'8 Note.-Following the adoption of an amendment to the Michigan posi
tion statement on juvenile justice which specifically addresses the status offen
der issne, the Chapter has received petitions to llave the matter debated in the 
newsletter. The history of the development of the Michigan state position and 
the pro and con arguments are presented herewith: 

The Juvenile Justice Committee has passed through tIiree distinct phases since 
itil establishment by the pre-reorganization state council: analysis of pending leg
islation and related issues; formulation of NASW positions; revision of positions. 
The original committee, composed of seven members designated by their local 
units, met frequently during 1976 and developed a serIes of propositions which 
were first adopted by state council in April of 1976 and re-adopted by the new 
state board in November of 1976. The membership of the Juvenile Justice Com
mittee began to expand rapidly in January 1977 and at the same time some of 
the original members left the committee. A request to change the wording of the 
original position to make an explicit statement on status offenses was presented 
to the state board in March and referred to the committee. In April, the com
mittee considered and adopted the proposal to amend the position statement on 
juvenile justice, which was presented and adopted by the state board in its May 
meeting. Meanwhile, because of the depth and complexity of social problems em
bedded in proposals to restructure juvenile justice services, the committee chair
person recommended that a task force be established to concentrate on the phil
osophical issues of children'S rights and responsibilities. Ralph Strahm was 
appointed by the board to form this task force, which expects to meet in JulY. 
Persons interested in joining this task force should contact him at 313-674-4717. 

It is important to understand that the full text of the Michigan position state
ment on juvenile justice sets forth four interrelated propositions covering the 
authority and structure of juvenile justice, personnel standards, inf.ormation 
systems, and criteria for police and school processing of juvenile cases. Excerpts 
from the statement relevant to the status offender issue are given below, together 
with the recently adopted amendment. In addition, relevant portions of the na-
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tiona! policy statement on ju.enile justice, adopted at Delegate Assembly, are 
presented. Submitted by Marcia :McMuUan, Juvenile Justice Chairperson. 

'POSITION STATEMENT EXCERPT (MICHIGAN CHAPTER) 

I. It is in the best inte.rest of society and the individual child that problems 
of control and supervision of c¥ldren be recognized as family centered, and that 
remediation of such problems must be attempted within the context of the fam
ily as a total unit. 

A. Legal, jurisdictional, and administrative obstacles to the communication of 
the needs and problems of families which are having specific contlicts with so
Ciety should be reduced or eliminated whenever and wherever possible. 

1. A family court structure is superior to the present Cilntlict between probate 
aud circuit court jurisdiction. 

2. ~'he juvenile division of the probate court (or Ii family court if created) is 
in the best position vis-a-vis the judiical and the executive branches of govern
ment to receive communication concerning high risk children and families and to 
responsibly coordinate fact-finding and the allocation of $ervices. The court is nec
essary to ensure fair administration of justice and accountability among service 
providers. The juvenile code should be amended to provide Specific authority and 
standards for the referral, coordination, and review functions of the juvenile 
court. Such functions are complementary to the rule-making and evaluation func
tions of executive agencies, and should be written to provide a clear check on 
sel:vice providers and on regulating agencies. 

II. The juvenile (or family) court was designed to prevent the processing of 
minors into the criminal justice/correctional system and was specifically given 
civil jurisdiction for this reason. This principle is valid and should be preserved. 

A. Protection of the constitutional rights of children and their parents requires 
access to legal connsel at all phases of juvenile court procesbing and proper notice 
of each proceeding. 

1. Formal adversary proceedings should be avoided except in matters relating 
to serions danger to life and property for the reason that adversary proceedings 
escalate conflict Ilnd focus on individual guilt rather than on solutions to prob
lems within families and between families and institutions. 

2. Matters relating to support and custody of children, the role pm10rmance 
Of minors (e.g. schooZ attenaanC8, "incorrigibility" compZaints) Qr of parents 
(cllild abuse and neglect) should be decided through a formalized mediation 
process within the jurisdiction of the juvenile (or family) court. The consent 
docket provisions of the juvenile court rules should be amplified to provided cri
teria and sanctions for a full-fledged mediation process . • . (Italics added) 

AMENDMENT 

The Michigan Stllte Chllpter of NASW supports the removal of juvenile court 
jurisdiction over aU acts which if committed by an adult, under law, would not 
be au offense. 

NATIONAL POLICY EXCERPTS 

... We affirm that juveniles should not be placed in locked detention for acts 
that would not be criminal if they were performed by adults. At the same time we 
assert that troubled juveniles must not be ignored 'by the community. 

We must recall that historically the 3uvenJIe ('ourt was set up to ·be of as
sistance to juveniles in trouble rather than for them to be dE-aIt with by the 
punitive devices of the adult system of justice. Children in trouble generally 
means families in trouble. It is not enough to merely divert juveniles from the 
justice system. Adequate services must be available in all communities for 
families in trouble, including individual and famil;v counselingl establishment 
of family courts, psychiatric services, and proviSion for placement of children 
outside their home when required. Care must be tak.en to assure that no stig
matization is attached to these services ... 

. . . Such review of statutes and ordinances should be directed to the elim
ination of statutes defining as criminal behavior such conditions as drug addic
tion and alcoholism, which may be more appropriately handled as medical and/ 
or mental health problems. Further, the juvenile and criminal justice systems 
should not bear the major responsibility for coping with other social problems 
such as prostitution, incorrigibility, truancy, and mental illness. 

Published in the Michigan NASW newsletter, June, 1977. 
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MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANOE AGENOY, 
A'ugusta, Maine. 

MARy JOLLY, 
Staff Attorney, U.S. Sen at!}, Oommittee on the .T1tdiciary, Subcommittee on 

the Oonstitution, Russl?n Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group of Maine strongly 

supports overall reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act and the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Del1n
quency Prevention in carrying out the mandates of the Act. After extensive 
review by our Legislative Committee and discussion by the entire JJAG, we 
have concluded that reauthorization of the Act is crucial to our efforts in 
improving the juvenile justice system in Maine. I am enclosing the positions 
that we have adopted on eight of the issues dealing with reauthorization. We 
urge you to support reauthorization of the Act so that we may continue to deal 
with the crucial problems of the juvenile justice system. 

I would be pleased to forward to you any further information you may need. 
Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure. 

A. L. CARLISLE, 
Ohairman, 

JuveniZe Justice Advisory Group. 

ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANOE IN REAUTHORIZATION 

Issue I: New Title: Continued Creation of Alternatives to Incarceration via 
State Subsidy and Other Funding 

Issue II: Special Emphasis-Delinquency Prevention* 
Issue III : Definition: Detention or Correctional Facility 
Issue IV: The Structural Position of The Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention* 
Issue V: State Advisory Groups· 
Issue VI : Maintenance of Effort Funds* 
Issue VII: Authorization Periods for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act and the Law Enforcement Assistance Act'" 
Issue VIII: Appropriations: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 
Issue IX: Runaway Youth Act 
Issue X: Match requirements for Part n Funds 
Issue XI: Treatment of Serious Offenders-Findings 
Issue XII: Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre

vention 
Issue XIII: Administration of Juvenile Delinquency Programs through the 

Crime Control Act 
Issue XIV: Monitoring Requirements. 
Issue XV: National Advisory Committee· 
Issue XVI: NatiOnal Institute for Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention 
Issue XVII: Definition of Community Based 
Issue XVIII: Special Emphasis-Rural Initiative 

POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANOE IN REAUTRORIZATION 

The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group strongly supports overall reauthorization 
of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the strengthening 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in carrying out the 
mandates of the Act. 

DELINQUENCY PltEVENTION 

Issue II.-Delinquency Prevention has not been the priority originally In
tended by Congress. Special emphasis must be focused on delinquency prevention 
and adequate funding is ri'-quired to maintain an ongoing delinquency preven
tion program. More and better resources focused on youth prior to their contact 
with the juvenile justice system has "the potential for greater impact. 

THE STRUCTUl!.AL POSITION OF OJ'JDP 

Issue IV.-LEAA has recurringly suffered from public and Congressional dis
satisfaction while OJJDP has been praised for its success and continues to in-

"Positions on theBe issueil are attac:hed. 
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crease its credibility. Therefore, the 'Dffice ot Jnvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention should be a separate a1ilu autonomous fourth box in the new reor
ganized OJARS structure at the same organizational level as LEAA, the National 
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

STATE ADVISORY GROUPS 

Issue V.-The State Advisory Groups should be strengthened as they play an 
integral role in the juvenile justice area. The languag": of the Act in Section 223 
should be changed to state that the State Advisory Groups "shall" advise the 
Governor and State legislature, as well as the State Planning Agency and its 
supervisory board, regarding juvenile delinquency policies and programming. 
It is also recommended that the State Advisory Groups receive an increased 
allocation (more than 5 percent) to be utilized for training and hiring of staff. 

MAINTENANCll: OF EFFORT FUNDS 

I~sue VI.-1\1aintenance of Effort funding must be continued at 20 percent of 
the I,EAA appropriation. The provision was originally established to prevent 
LEAA from supplanting the current juvenile justice funding with JJDPA 
monien, thereby gaining no true gain in dollars spent on juvenile justice. It is 
felt that "adequate share" language could decrease the amount of money utilized 
in juvenile justice. It is further encouraged that LEAA fund juvenile-related 
programs over and above the 20 percent maintenance of effort minimum. 

AUTHORIZATION PE~ODS 

IS811e VII.-The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should be 
authorized for a three year period and up for reconsideration by the Congress 
in a different year than the OJARS legislation. This is consistent with the con
cept of OJJDP's separate identity and maintaining its own credibility. 

MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

IS811e XIV.-The current language of Section 223 (a) (12) dealing with moni
toring requirements should be retained. A method of monitoring the deinstitn
tionalization, separation, and community-based nature of facilities needs to be 
maintained as mandatory . .A.. State's passagE.' of legislation cannot suffice as proof 
that there are no longer abuses or that it is enforcing its legislation. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Issue XV.-There should be increased representation from State Advisory 
Groups in the membership of the National Advisory Committee for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. It is recommended that ten of the twenty
one members of the NAC shall be members of their state advisory groups. Each 
SAG member shall represent a different federal region.. This will ensure that 
SAG's are adequately represented and that there is equitable geographic repre-
sentation. . 

SPECIAL E!.fPHASIS-RURAL INITIATIVE 

Issue XVlII.-Special att.ention should be given to a rural initiatIve focused 
on the needs of :I'outh in llnnel"l'lerved rural states. The major emphasis has al
ways been on the urban, densely populated states because of the concentrated 
problems and high 1Jroportion of seriOUS crime. The needs of less populated, 
highly rural areas are acute and deserve at least equal emphasis. 

MARY JOLLY, 

MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
AprH 4, 1980. 

Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Oommittee on the JUil'iciary, Subcommittee on the 
Oonstitution, Russell Senate Office Buililing, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR 1\1s. JOLLY: The Region I Coalition of State Advisory Group Chah:s, com
posed of the chairmen of the State Advisory Groups from Maine, New Hamp
shire, Vermont, Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island, recently met to 
discuss the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
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Act. After a thorough discussion of the issues around reauthorization based on 
the positions taken by each State Advisory Group, the Coalition developed 
positions based un a regional perspective. The Coalition strongly supports overall 
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and 
the strengthening of the Offif.!e of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
in carryIng out the mandates of Act. The specific position adopted by the Coalition 
are enclosed for your inf0rmation and consideration. 

The Coalition urges you to support reauthorization of the Act and would 
be willing to forward to you any further information you may need. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure. 
A. I,. OAnLISLE, Ohairman. 

1. NEW TITLE: CONTINUED CREATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION VIA STATE 
SURSIDY AND O'l'HER FUNDING 

The Region I Coalition sees no need for the creation of a new title within 
the JJDPA and believes that sufficient emphasis on the deinstitutionalization 
of delinquent as well as status offenders already exists under the current lan
guage of the Act. The Coalition sees little to be gained by creating a separate 
title when resources for implementation are limited, and significant debate 
continues over the currently existing "d~institutionalization of status offenders" 
mandate. 

If a state is sincerely committed to the principle of the "least restrictive alter
native" for youths, there is nothing in the present legislation to prohibit the 
state from implementing such a policy. 

2. SPECIAL EMPHASIS-DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

The Coalition maintains that there should be only two Special Emphasis 
initiatives. Programs for primary prevention and for violf:<lt juvenile offenders 
should be the focus of Special Emphasis funding. 

S. DEFINITION: DETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL FACILITms 

The Coalition agreed that a definition of juvenile detention and correctional 
;facility should be written into the Act so there will be no confusion about 
interpretation. 

4. THE STRUCTURAL POSITION OF THE OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION 

The Coalition supports the position that LEA.!. and OJJDP should exist as 
fievarate and autonomous offices within the Office of Justice Assistance, Research 
t\lld Statistics (OJARS). The placement of the OJJDP as a separate arm of 
ClJARS would allow OJJDP the independence it requires in order to carry out 
the mandates of the JJDPA in the most productive way. The Coalition feels 
that the focus of OJJDP is distinct from that of LEAA and warrants this 
administrative autonomy. 

O. STATE ADVISORY GROUPS (SAO'S) 

The Coalition is in favor of increasing the state advisory group allocation to 
7 percent of the minimum annual allotment ayailable to any state. This would in
crease the SAG allocation to $15,750 for each state. 

The Coalition is also in fayor of amending Section 223(a) (3) of the JJDPA 
to include It proyision allowing SAG chairs to declare a vacancy on the state ad
visory group due to a member's lack of attendance. In addition, Section 223 (a) 
(3) (F) (ii) of the JJDP should be amended to read: Shall advise the governor 
and the legislature on matters related to its function. 

6. MAINTENANOE OF EFFORT 

'l'he Coalition supports the continuation of the Maintenance of Effort provision 
and recommends that the applicable percentage be increased from 19.15 percent 
to 20 percent to simplify accounting calculations. 
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It is the Coalition's belief that the "adequate share" language is too vague to 
be a useful measure of conformity with the maintenance of effort provision of 
the JJDPA. 

7. AUTHORIZATION PERIODS FOR THE JJDPA AND LEAA 

The Coalition is in favor of retaining separate authorization periods and proc
esses for the JJDPA and LEAA legislation. 

8. APPROPBIATION LEVEL FOR OJJDP 

The Coalition supports an increase in the reauthorization appropriation level 
as shown below: 

A"thorizcd to be 
appropriated 

Fiscal year ending: (1niUions) 
September 80, 1981________________________________________________ $200 
September 30, 1982________________________________________________ 225 
'September 30, 1983________________________________________________ 200 

9. RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

The Coalition believes that there should be no change in the administration 
of the Runaway Youth Act. 

10. MATCHING FUNDS BEQUillEMENT 

The Coalition favors the retention of a "no-match" provision for action funds 
and the 50 percent or dollar-for-dollar match on planning and administration 
funds. 

11. TBEATMENT OF vIOLEN'r OFFENDERS 

The Coalition supports amending the "advanced techniques" provision of the 
JJDPA to include: "alternative institutional programs for the treatment of 
violent juvenile offenders." In supporting this amendment the Coalition suggests 
that if such alternative institutionat programs are to be considered advanced 
techniques, then the Act must clearly describe and define the population to be 
served in such programs. 

Therefore, the Coalition proposes that tIle "Definitions" section of the Act 
should be expanded to include definitions for both the chronic repeat offender 
and the violent offender. 

In addition, the Coalition was in agreement that states should not be locked 
into spending any set percentage on this initiative if the serious offender is not 
an issue in the state. For example, three states in Federal Region I, Maine, Xew 
Hampshire, and Vermont, do not have this problem. 

The Coalition is also in support of the Attorney General's recommendation 
that Section 101(:1) (4) should be changed by adding "alcohol and" after "abuse" 
and before "drugs." 

12. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUEIWY PREVENTION 

The Coalition is in agreement with the position of Gordon Raley (Staff, House 
Subcommittee on Human Resources), as summarized below: 

1. 5 percent of the office appropriation should be used for implementing joint 
inter-agency programs and projects. However, none of these funds should be used 
for planning such programs and projects. 

2. The Coordinating Council should be authorized to review joint funding 
efforts. 

3. The Attorney General should not be authorized to delegate his authority as 
Chairman of the Council, but should be encouraged to attend the four meetings 
per year of the Council. 

4. Any staff for the Coordinating Council should come from existing Federal 
positions and not be created through the diversion of program money. 
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13. ADMINSTRATION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS THROUGH THE DRntE 
OONTROL ACT 

The Coalition recommends that the OJJDP continue to administer and get 
policy direction from all LEU juvenile delinquency programs. 

H. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The current language of Section 223 (a) (12) dealing with monitoring require
ments should be retained. A method of monitoring the deinstitutionalization, 
separation and community-based nature of facilities needs to be maintained as 
mandatory. A state's passage of legislation cannot suffice as proof that there 
are no longer abuses or that it is enforcing its legislation. 

15. NATIONAL ADVISORY OOMMITTEE FOB JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION 

The Coalition recommends that: 
1. At least 10 of the members of the NAC should be members of their state 

advisory groups at the time of their appointment, Olle such member to be drawn 
from each federal region. 

2. The level and purpose of financial support for the NAC should be specified in 
the JJDPA. 

3. The Executive Director of the NAC should be appointed by the chair of the 
NAC, with the consent of the majority of both present and voting members. 

4. '.rhe chair of the NAC should be empowered, with the consent of the majority 
of present and voting members, to declare a vacancy if any member misses a 
specified number of board meetings. 

5. The President should be requestffi to fill all vacancies within 30 days. 
6. The NAC should be empowered to elect a Vice Chairperson from among its 

members, and, in the event of a vacancy in the chair, the Vice Chairperson should 
serve until another chair is appointed by the President. 

16. NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTIOE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

The Coalition sllPports the need for the NIJJDP and recommends that it con
tinue to be located within the OJJDP. Further, the Coalition is in favor of 
directing the NIJJDP to develop a mechanism for requesting and receiving infor
mation from state planning agencies and state advisory groups. 

17. DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY-BASED 

The Coalition supports the existing definition of community-based with one 
exception. In the definition the word "open" should be deleted and replaced by 
"Jton-secure". 

MARY JOLLY, 

MAINE CBnrINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Augusta, Maine, Apri~ 11, 1980. 

Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Oommittee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the 
Oonstitu,tian, Rus8el~ Office BuiWing, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Juvenile Justice Advisory Group of Maine strongly 
supports overall reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven
tion Act and the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in carrying out the mandates of the Act. After extensive review by our 
Legislative Committee and discussion by the entire JJAG, we have concluded 
that reauthorization of the Act is crucial to our effol1ts in improving the juvenile 
justice system in Maine. I previously forwarded the positions that we adopted on 
eight of the issues dealing with reauthorization. I am now enclosing the positions 
that we adopted on the remaining reauthorization issues. We urge you to support 
reauthorization of the Act so that we may continue to deal with the crucial 
problems of the juvenile justice system. 

I would be pleased to forward to you any further information you may need. 
Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure; 

A. L. CARLISLE, 
Ohairman, 

Juvenile Justice Advisory Group. 
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POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY IMPORTANCE IN REAUTHORIZATION 

ISSUE III: DEFINITION: DETENTION OR COlllRECTIONAL FACILITY 

A definition of juvenile detention and correctional facility should be written 
into the Act so there will be no confusion about interpretation. 

ISSUE VIII: APPROPllIATIONS: OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION 

There should be an increase in the reauthorization appropriation level as 
shown below: 

Allthor'''':Jct 
to be appropriaterL 

Fiscal year ending: (in milhollB) 
September 80, 1981_______________________________________________ $200 
September 30, 1982_______________________________________________ 225 
September 30, 1983_______________________________________________ 250 

ISSUE IX: RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

There is no position regarding the Runaway youth Act. 

ISSUE x: MATCH REQllREMENTS FOR PART B FUNDS 

The JJAG favors the retention of a "no-match" provision for action fund~ 
and the 50 percent or dollar-for-dollar match on planning and administration 
funds. 

ISSUE XI: TREATMENT OF SERIOUS OFFENDERS-FINDINGS 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should define "seriOlls 
offender", "violent offender", and "repeat offender". 

ISSUE XII: COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE JT1i:lTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
mEVENTION 

The JJAG recommends the following: 
1. 5 percent of the Office appropriation should be used for implementing jOint 

inter-agency programs and projects. However, none of these funds should be 
used for planning such programs and projects. 

2. The Coordinating Council should be authorized to review joint funding 
efforts. 

3. The Attorney General should not be authorized to delegate his authority 
as Chairman of the Council, but should be encournged to nttend the four meet
ings per year of the Conncil. 

4. Any staff for the Coordinating Council should corne from existing Federal 
pOSItions and not be created through the diversion of program money. 

ISSUE XIII: ADMINISTRATION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS THROUGH THE 
CRIME CONTROL ACT 

The JAAG recommends that the OJJDP contiD.ue to administer and set policy 
direction for all LEAA juvenile delinquency programs. 

ISStrE XVI: NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION 

The JJAG supports the need for the NIJJDP and recommends that it continue 
to be located within the OJJDP. Further, the JJAG is in favor of directing the 
NIJJDP to develop a mechanism for requesting and receiving information from 
state planning agencies and state advisory groups. 

ISSUE XVII: DEFINITION OF COMMUNITY-BASED 

The JJAG supports the existing definition of community-based with one excep
tion. In the definition the word "open" should be deleted and replaced by "non
secure". 
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MAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING & ASSISTANOE AGENOY, 
Augusta, .M a.ine, AprH 14, 1980. 

MB. MARY JOLLY, 
Staff Attorney. U.S •. Senate, Committee or~ the J'ud-iciary, Subcommittee on the 

Constitution, RusseZ~ Senate Office B'uilding, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Ms. JOLLY; As you may be aware, the Budget Committee of the House 

of Representatives and the Administration have recommended the elimination 
(through zero appropriation for fiscal year 19S1) of the Law Enforcement As
sistance Administration (LEAA). The impact of cutting the LEAA formula 
grant Dl'Ogl'ftlll t.u the stntl.'lJ, wInch, by law, allocates approximately 20 percent 
to jl~ rll)t}i1t uu jtlYtiuUe justice, will severely cripple juvenile programming in 
Malnu. 

Without this supplementary funding, it would be exeremely difficult for a state 
like Maine to carry out the mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. Maine is strongly committed to achieving full compli
mlCe with the deinstitutionalization and separation mandates of the Act as well 
as to funding community-based programs, b"~ this major cut will negate the 
advances of the Act. Congress will be breaking an agreement made in 1974 to 
provide the necessary funds to meet those mandates and to encourage the devel
opment of community alternatives. 

The Maine Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance Agency (MCJPAA), 
through LEAA funds, has been the catalyst for criminal justice and juvenile jus
tice reform in Maine. For example, MCJP AA was responsible for the Criminal 
Justice A(!ademy, innovative court reform and implementation of major stan
dards compliance efforts at the State correctional institutions and jails. 

In the juvenile area specifically, MCJPAA was responsible for creating the 
present network of group homes and emergency shelters, which provide short
term, intermediate and long-term placement for juveinles, as well as necessary 
jail reform to pro"ide adequate sight and sound separation of juveniles and 
adults as mandated by the Act. LEAA funds have supported a major revision 
in Maine's Juvenile Code, provided emergency purchase of service funds f01 
clients of juvenile intake and probation, was instrumental in the establishment 
of youth service and youth aid bureaus, and in developing alternatives to in
carceration fOr juveniles. 

Without juvenile justice monies, Maine will be halted in its catalytic develop· 
ment of a range of d(>linquency prevention programs targeted at the schools, em
ployment, the family, and the community. 

Because Maine is a poor, rural state, it is important to understann that LEAA 
funds support basic minimal criminal and juvenile justice services find do not 
supplement already existing services. In light of the current fiscal climate and 
the massive cuts in Title XX, Maine does not have any alternative resources 
available at the State or local level to maintain juvenile programs without as
sistance from the federal government. 

In conclusion, the Juvenile Justice Advisory Group urges you to strongly sup
port a minimum reasonable appropriation to LEAA for implementa.tion of the 
Justice System Improvement Act. Without the 20 percent juvenile justice allo
cation, the effectiveness of juvenile programs wilt be severely jeopardized. The 
present reauthorization effort in Congress is illeaningless without adequate 
funding. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. L. CARLISLE, 

Chairman, 
J'uvellile Justice Advisory G1·0Itp. 

l\IAINE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AND ASSISTANOE AGENCY, 
Altgllsta, Maine, J1tllC 2, 1980. 

1IARY JOLLY, 
St(£ff Attorney, Senate. Committee on J1tdiciary, Sllbcomm:ittee on the Constitu

tion, RltSSeZZ Senate Office .1l11ildino, Was1dngtoll, D.O. 
DEAR :Ms. JOLLY: '1'he Juvenile Advisory Group of Maine urges your strong 

support of reauthotization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act ana the strengthening of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
ventio~ (OJJDP) in carrying out the mandates of the Act. OJJDP hilS encouraged 
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juvenile programming for delinquency prevention, delnstl{ Iltioilulizllt.iOl1, fiittltii!t~ 
tives for juvenile offenders and major juvenile justice I'lforms. If OJJDP dies 
now or is severely cdppled, in this year of budg.et cutdng, states like Maine 
will revert to llUSt practices due to lack of federal incentive to improve services 
to juveniles. 

·In 'order to implement the Act and to haVl': a significant impact on juvenile 
justice, adequate funds are necessary, lind we urge support of a FY 1981 ap
propdation of $200 million. In light of the potential elimination of IJEAA, 
such an appropriation is necessary to cover the loss in LEAA maintenance {)f 
effort funds and the loss of administrative support currently proVlded to OJJDP 
byIJEAA. 

It is also critical, in this period of reauthorization, to establish OJJDP as an 
independent "fourth box" of OJARS with complete autonomy and to create a 
state structure to advocate for the intents of the legislation. 

Enclosed please find the JJAG's positions adopted in response to specific 
reauthorization issues as proposed in current bills before Congress. Reauthoriza
tion with an adequate appropriation is imperative. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. L. CARLISLE, 

Ohairman, 
Juvenile Justice AdvisorJj Group. 

POSITIONS OF PRlll£ARY IlI[PORTANCE TO REAUTHORIZATION 

I. The .TJ AG opposes the amendment to HR 6704 requiring removal of all 
juveniles froll! adult jllils. A l'1ltU 1 gtate wUh a small population like Maine 
does not have the financial ruoourc!'s to provide separate facilities or a range 
of adequate alternatives with the severe cutbacks in LEU funds. 

Maine would be unable to provide for absolute removal of juveniles from 
adult jails. The mandate of complete rell'.oval is not feasible considerl,ng the 
present fiscal climate. The JJAG recommends, that instead of mandating absolute 
removal of juveniles from adult jails, the maintenance of the sight and sound 
separation mandate with a provision requiring a minimal level of programming, 
adequate supervlliion and necessa:ry appropriate services. The JJAG also recom
mends a strong stance on enfo:rcement of the monitoring requirement. With 
such limited financial resources, prior to such a strong mandate of absolute 
removal, the enforcement of intensive monitoring and a striving for true separa
tion should be required. 

II. The JJ AG strongly opposes the title and the thrust of S2441, "Violent 
Juvenile Crime Control Act of 1980." The JJAG acknowledg.es the need for an 
emphasis on the serious/violent juvenile offender but this drastic change in focus 
loses the thrust of the original Juvenile Justice and Deliuquency Prevention Act 
of 1974 which highlighted delinquency preventi.on and alternatives for the 
juvenile justice system. 

III. The JJAG strongly re-emphasizes its existing positil)u regarding OJJDP 
as an autonomous entity responsible for administering and setting policy for all 
juvenile justice programs (Sec. 2.01). The JJAG further urges that the reauthOl~
lzation legislation address all issues relative to OJJDP standing on its own with 
full administrative, grant and contract authority and clearly define by whom 
funds will be administered, how OJJDP will be set up and administer funds at 
both the federal and the State level. 

IV. The JJAG recommonds that the NAC membership be maintained at 21 
members (Sec. 207). A reduction to 15 members would provide too few members 
for thesub-committees. The NAC should also include 10 SAG representatives 
from each federal region to ensure broad representation. 

V. The J'JAG recommends that the age for youth membership should ,be 
maintainecl at 26. The JJ AG agrees with the change in the proportion of youth 
membership (1/5 instead of 1/3). (Sec. 223 (a) (3) (E» 

YI. The JJAG recommends that the SAG "shall" be given a role in monitoring 
State compliance. It is a critical provision of the JJDPA relative to Ule major 
mandates of deinstitutionalization and separation and should be an area of 
priority for SAG's (Sec. 223 (a) (3) (F) (iv) ). 

YII. The JJAG recommends re-emphasizing prevention as a priOrity area for 
special emphasis monies (Sec. 224. (a) (5)}. Special emphasis should be directed 
to prevention and adequate funds provided for that area. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 32 
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VIII. The JJAG supports Changing language .froin "SPA" to' "SAG" (Sec. 
"225{b». . 

IX. The JJAG supports the 20 percent maintenance of effort: Those monies are 
crucial to the {Jperation of the juvenile justice sy.stem in Maine. The JJAG fur

. ther recommends that if LEA..4- is eliminated, those funds be reallocated to juve
nile justice. The JJAG does though oppose requiring that MOE be used for 
programs aimed at violent crimes (Sec. 261 (b) ). 

X. The JJAG favors reauthorizat\on at $200 million in fiscal year 1981, $225 
million in fiscal year 1982, and $250 million in fiscal year 1983 (Sec. 261 ( a) ) . 

XI. The JJAG opposes the reversion of unobligated funds to the Runaway 
Youth Act (Sec. 261(a». 

XII. The JJAG supports the equitable distribution of runaway grant funds to 
the states based on population under 18 (Sec. 311 (a) ) . 

XIII. The JJAG opposes .establishing a new Runaway Hotline. It is the JJAG's 
understanding that a nationwide hotline exists at present and supports that 
effort (Sec. 311). 

MAINE CBIMINAL JUSTICE PUNNING & ABSIS1'ANCE AGENCY, 
Augu8ta, Maine, June 1"1, 1980. 

MB. MARY JOLLY, 
Staff Attorney, U.S. Senate, Oom'lWittee on the Judiciary, Sltbcommittee en the 

Oonstitution, .Rlt88elZ Senate Office BuiZlLing, Wa8hington, D.O. 
DEAR Ms. JOLLY: The Region I Coalition of State Advisory Group Chairs, 

composed of the Chairmen of the State Advisory Groups from Maine, New 
Hampshire, Vermont, Connecticut, Massachusetts and Rhode Island recently met 
to discuss specific reauthorization issues as proposed in current bills before Con
gress. After a thGxough discussion of the specific reauthorization issues, the 
CGalition adopted positions based on a regional perspective which are enclosed 
for your consideration. 

The Coalition urges your strong support of reauthorization of the Juvenile 
Justi~ and Delinquency Prevention Act anD the strengthening of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in carrying out the man
datescif the Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. L. CARLISLE, Ohairman. 

Enclosure. 

THE REGION I COALITION OF SAG CH.A.IBS' POSITIONS ON ISSUES OF PRIMARY 
IMPORTANCE TO REAUTHORIZATION 

1. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs expresses strong opposition to the 
title and thrust of the Senate bill, (S2441), "Violent Juvenile Crime Control 
Act of 1980". 

2. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports removing aU limits on the 
maintenance of effort provision and favors increasing the maintenance of effort 
requirement from 19.15 percent to 20 percent. 

3. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports of five year reauthorization 
level and a funding level of $200 million 1981-1983 and $225 million, 1984-85. 
The Coalition also supports, in the event that LEAA is eliminated an increase 
to the fiscal year 11)81 original appropriation of $100 million for the first three 
years and $125 million for the last two years to compensate for the loss o:l! 
maintenance of effort funds. 

4. The Region I Coalition recommends no change in Section 222 (b) concerning 
reallocation of unobligated funds. 

5. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs strongly supports the. House bill, 
(HR6704) whiCh includes OJJDP as a 4th box of OJARS, with the additional 
autonomy of the Senate bill whiCh gives OJJDP the authority to administer and 
set policy for aU juvenile justice programs. 

6. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs supports deletion of Section 228(a) 
of the JJDP A. 

7. The Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs opposes reducing the membership 
of the NAC from 21 to 15 members. The Coalition recOmmends that 10 of the 21 
members of t.he NAC b~. SAG represellta!1ves, one from each federal region. 

8. The RegIon I CoalItion. of SAG ChaIrs supports the monitoring require-
ment (Sec. 223(a) (14». . 
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9. The .Region I Coalition of SAG Chairs ,Opposes the deletions of Section 
223(a) (10) (H) and supports the additions. 

10. The Region I CQalition of SAG Chairs recommends that the SAG in con
junction with the SPA review discretionary grants (Sec. 225(b». 

11. The Region I Coalition urges that the reauthorization legislation address 
the structure fOr the continuing admInIStration of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention funds at both the federal and the· State level in the event 
that LEAA is eliminated. 

BLACK CATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAYMEN'S CoUNCIL, 

Ron. RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER, 
RU88elZ Senate Office Building, 
Wa8hington, D.O. 

Pitt8burgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

DF.AR SENA'H)R SCHWEIKER: One of the more important programs which Con
gress has passed and funded during thl} past few years, in my opinion, is the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

I understand that Congress is now considering reauthorization of this act. I 
am writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-off power 
on discretionary grants. 

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to 
keeping young people out of the juvenile justice system and in preventing crime. 
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funding were no longer available. We would 
ask that you not confuse the money which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEA.,}, bucget 
cuts. We think the OJJDP funds are critical to the future of the country. 

Tbank you for listening to our views. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT PITTS, 
EaJecutive Dircctor. 

BLACK OATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAY,MEN's OOUNCIL, 
Pitt8burgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

Ron. H. JOHN HEINZ, III, 
RU8sell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAB SENATOR HEINZ: One of the more important programs which Congress 
has passed and funded during the past few years, in my opinion, is the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

I understand that Congress is now considering reauthorization of this act. I am 
writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-off power on 
discretionary grants. 

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to 
keeping young people out of the juvenile justice system and in preventing crime. 
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funn1ng were no longer available, We would 
ask that you not confuse the money 'which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEAA budget 
cuts. We think the O,JJDP funds are critical to the future of the country. 

Thank you for listening to our views. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT PITTS, 
1J]aJecutive Director. 

BLACK OATHOLIC MINISTRIES AND LAYMEN's COUNCIL, 
Pitt8burgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

Hon. Wn:.LIAM S. MOORHEAD, 
Pitt8burgh" Pa. 

DEAB OONGRESSMAN MOORHEAD: One of the more important programs which 
Oongress has passed and funded during the past few years, in my opinion, is the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention .Act of 1974. 

I understand that Congress is now considering reauthorization of this act. I am 
writing to urge your support, and to ask that the Administrator of the Office of 
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Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention be given separate sign-i:iff power 
on discretionary grants. 

The programs which are begun with the funds from this act are essential to 
keeping young people out of the juvenile justice system and in preventing crime. 
Pennsylvania would suffer if this funding were no longer available. 'Ye would 
ask that you not confuse the money which goes to the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (which is for kids) with proposed LEAA budget 
cuts. We think the OJJDP funds are critical to the future of the country. 

Thank you for listening to our views. 
Sincer.ely, 

Hon. RICHARD'S. SCHWEICKER, 
Russell Senate Office Build'ing, 
Washington, D.O. 

ROBERT PITTS, 
l!1wecutive Direotor. 

YWCA OF GnEAT},,'R PIT.TSBURGH, 
ApriZ 1, 1980. 

DEAR SENATOR SCHWEICKER : I am writing to ask your support for the reauthor
ization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act Qf 1974. This 
important legislation allows for diversion from the juvenile justice system of. 
young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community level 
to deal with troubled youth. 

We have begun to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status 
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will 
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out 
of adult jails, as it is now illegal in our state. 

In order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult 
offenders, I thinl;: it is important to spend this money now to help juveniles. 

Please vote for this important reauthorization legislation with independent 
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention (OJJDP). 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

Hon. DON BAILEY, 
Greensburg, Pa. 

LAVER A BROWN, 
President. 

YWCA OF GREATER PITTSBURGH, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1,1980. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BAILEY: I am writing to ask your support for the reo 
authotization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
T.his important legislation allows for diversion from the juvenile justice sys
tem of young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community 
level to deal with troubled youth. 

We have beglffi to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status 
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will 
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out 
of adult jails, as it is now illegal in our state. 

IIi order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult 
offenders, I think it is important to spend this money now to help juveniles. 

Please vote for this importaJlt reauthorization legislation with independent 
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention (OJJDP). 

Thankypu. 
Sincerel:v, 

LAVEDA BROWN, 
Preltident. 
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YWCA OF GREA1'ER PITTSBURGH, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

DEAR SENA1'OR HEINZ: I am writing to ask your support for the re
authorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 
This important legislation allows for diversion from the juvenile justice sys
tem of young people and the creation of innovative programs at the community 
level to deal with troubled youth. 

We have begun to make progress in Pennsylvania in dealing with status 
offenders and providing help to families, but additional time and resources will 
be needed to be effective. We have made good progress with getting children out 
of adult jails, as it is now illegal in our state. 

In order to reduce adult crime and the tremendous costs of handling adult 
offenders, I think it is important to spend this money now to help juveniles. 

Please vote for this important reauthorization legislation with independent 
sign off power for the Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention (OJJDP). 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

LAVERA BROWN, 
President. 

PENNSYLVANIA CONGRESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS, INC., 
Harrisburg, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ, ITI. 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR HEINZ: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 
of 1974 is up for reauthorization in Congress. 

I am writing to ask you to vote for it, and to give the Administrator of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention independent sign-off 
power on grant applications. 

This legislation providing funds for delinquency prevention and community
based programs is very important for Pennsylvania's youth. We have seen 
improvements in our state in keeping children out of jails and help for status 
offenders and their families. 

If we spend this money now to prevent delinquency the eventual cost to the 
taxpayer will be reduced for adult ja.ils and pE'.nitentiaries. 

Thank you for consideration of our views. 
Sincerely, 

FRANK PATTERSON, 
Juvenile Justice Ohairman. 

PENNSYLVANIA CONORESS OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS, INC., 
Harrisburg, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

Hon. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, 
Rayburn House Office Building, 
WaShington, D.O. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GAYDOS: The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 is up for reauthorization in Congress. 

I am writing to ask you to vote for it, and to give the Administrator of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention independent sign-off power 
on grant applications. 

This legislation providing funds for delinquency prevention and community
based programs is very important for Pennsylvania's youth. We have seen im
provements in our state in keeping children out of jails and help for status 
offenders and their families. 
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If we spend this money now to prevent delinquency the eventual cost to the 
taxpayer will be reduced for adult jails and penitentiaries. 

Thank you for consideration of our views. 
Sincerely, 

FRANK PATTERSON, 
Juvenile Justioe Ohairman. 

BALDWIN COMMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

Hon. RWHABD S. SCHWEIKER, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR SCHWEIKER: It is our understanding that the Bayh Act (Juv
enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) is up for reauthorization. 
~We are writing to ask your support for this important legislation to fight 

crime and prevent delinquency. 
The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to re

ceive if it is renuthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth 
to be started. It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent 
young people from ·being invol,ed in delinqu~mcy. 

When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator of 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention separate sign off 
power on proposals. 

'l'hank you for consideration of our views. 
Sincerely, 

Ms. NORMA BOECKER, 
Lay Leader. 

BALDWIN COMMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, 
Pitts1J1trgh, Pa., April 1, .1980. 

Hon. H. JOHN HEINZ, III, 
Russell Senate Office BuUding, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAl! SENATOR HEINZ: It is our understand that the Bayh Act (Juvenile 
Justlc and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974) is up for reauthorization. 

We are writing to ask your support for this important legislation to fight crime 
and prevent delinquency. 

The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to receive 
if it is reauthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth to be started. 
It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent young people from 
being involved in delinquency. 

When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinque~e!" Prevention separate sign off 
power on proposals. 

Thank you for consideration of our views. 
Sincerely. 

Ms. NORMA BOECKER, 
Lay Leader. 

BALDWIN CO],IMUNITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCK, 

Hon. JOSEPH M. GAYDOS, 
Rayburn Hou,se Offioe Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

Pittsburgh, Pa., April 1, 1980. 

DEAl! CONGRESSMAN GAYDOS: It is Our understanding that the Bayh Act 
(Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1.974) is up for re
authorization. 

We are writing to ask your support for this important legislation to fight crime 
and prevent delinquency. 

The funds that we have received in Pennsylvania and would continue to receive 
if it is reauthorized, would help more innovative programs for youth to be started. 
It is our opinion that these programs are essential to prevent young people from 
being involved in delinqueI).cy. 
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When you consider this legislation, please consider giving the Administrator 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention separate sign off 
power on proposals. 

Thank you for consideration of o'"~ views. 
Sincerely, 

Ms. NORMA BOECKER, 
Lay Leader. 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 
GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMM.ISSION, 

PROVIDENCI!., R.I., A.pri~ l.q, 1980. 
Senator BillCH BAYH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on the Constitution, 
Russell Senate Office Bui~ding, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAillMAN: You will soon be considering legislation to reauthorize 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. During the past several 
months, the Juvenile Justice Ad.visory Committee and the Juvenile Justice Sub· 
committee of the Governor's Justice Commission has been reviewing the re
authorization legislation which has been proposed by President Carter and poai
tions which have been adopted 'by various national organizations. After discuss
ing this material in relation to the needs of the State of Rhode Island, the com
mittees have formulated a series of recommendations. These recommendations 
are being forwarded to you for consideration during the reauthorization process. 

RECOMMENDATION ONE 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act should maintain an 
emphasis on delinquency prevention anll the provision of services to status 
offenders. 

There are several new references in the proposed legislation to increased 
services for -"serious, repeat and chronic offenders." (e.g., S101(A) (8), S223 
(A) (10». While the importance of providing services to this troubled pop
ulation is recognized, the concern is that this not be accomplished at the expense 
of diverting resources from the deinstitutionalization of status offender efford. 
Given the limited funding level associated with the Act, fulfillment of both 
purposes is not possible. 

RECOMMENDATION Two 

The definition of a juvenile institution contained in section 103(12) should 
be amended with the clause, "except for facilities which are used for short term 
diagnostic purposes." 

A major problem with the current definition is that it does not allow for the 
secure confinement of status offenders for initial assessment, crisis intervention 
and treatment planning purposes. This situation limits the ability of the Juvenile 
Justice System to identify and respond to the needs of the individual and/or 
the family unit. Without a thorough knowledge of the background, circumstances 
and content of status offense cases, the prOvisions of adequate and appropriate 
services is jeopardized. This information can usually be obtained without secure 
confinement, but, in a Significant number of cases such as chronic runaways, 
confinement for diagnostic purposes is necessary. The time period which is 
needed for this initial assessment seldom exceeds 30 days. 

The proposed amendments to the definition would permit federal regulation!! 
to respond to this legitimate need. 

RECOMMENDATION THREE 

The administration of the runaway youth act and the juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention act should be assigned to one federal agency. 

Since both of these programs are designed for the same population, both should 
be administered by the same agency. This would improve program focus and 
consistency, as well as facilitate the development of joint funding initiatives. 

Other recommendations which have been developed in Rhode Island relate 
to the coordination of the LEAA and JJDP programs. Given recent developments, 
these recommendations are not being presented at this time. 
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If further information is desired concerning any of these recommendations, 
please contact Dan Donnelly, Senior Criminal Justice Planner, at (401)277-
2620. Mr. Donnelly would be most willing to provide additional information or 
to appear before your committee to discuss these recommendations in more 
detail. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Ms. MARY JOLLY, 

P ATRIOK J. FINGLISS, 
Executive Directo7'. 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT, 

Olympia, Wash., J'une 20, 1980. 

Sta,fj Director and, Oounsel, S'enate Oonstitution Subcommittee, Senate Office 
Build,ing, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Ms. JOLLEY: Washington State has had a continued interest in the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. This State has participated in 
the Act since it's initial passage. One major achievement of our participation 
has bAen the passage of comprehensive changes in Washington State's juvenile 
laws, which incorporated many aspects of the national legislation. These legisla
tive changes have resulted in Washington State being found in compliance with 
the mandates of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act for the 
past two years. 

As an additional measure of interest, the Governor's Council on Criminal Jus
tice and· the Governor's Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee of Washington 
State have reviewed issues and adopted resolutions relating to the reauthoriza
tion of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act this year. I am 
pleased to forward their resolutions regarding reauthorization for input in your 
deliberations. 

Sincerely, 

EnclOsure. 

RONALD J. MCQUEEN, 
Assistant Director, OFM, 
Division Of Oriminal Justice. 

RESOLUTIONS FOR THE JUVENIIE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVEN'rION ACT 

RESOLUTION NO. 1 

Whereas, the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice recognizes that funding 
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration program is very doubtful at 
best, 

Whereas, The loss of those Hl.15 Maintenance of Effort Funds would reduce 
the ability of the states to implement the JJDP Act and address the ever increas
ing problem of juvenile crime in the country, 

Hereby resolves, that the funding level appropriated for the JJDP Act should 
be no less than 200 million dollars, half of which would address the purposes 
of the JSIA m.aintenance of effort provisions, if LEAA loses funding. 

RESOLUTION NO.2 

Whereas, Senate Bill 2441 (a) amends the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 as follows: "* '" '" appropriated funds not obligated by 
the end of each fiscal year, shall revert to the Secretary for the purposes of Title 
III, not later than January 1, of the subsequent fiscal year." 

Therefore, the Governor's Council is opposed to this amendment anll supports 
the retention of th4 ~::::;'Qtin!!, ndministrutive policy concerning unobligated funds. 

BESOLUTION NO. 3 

Whereas, S. 2'A1 placed emphasis on the violent juvenile offender; and, 
Whereas, S. 2441 specifies that the maintenance of effort funds from the JSIA 

must be used to address juvenile im'olyement in the violent crimes of murders, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault and arson with bodily harm; and, 
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Whereas, the number of juveniles involved in these violent crimes in Western 
States is only a minor portion of all juveniles involved in the juvenile justice 
system; and, 

Whereas, the present level of funding is inadequate to handle all of the juvenile 
justice issues, it seems inappropriate to earmark already scarce resources to a 
group which represents only a small portion of the total problem: and. 

Therefore, be it resolved: that the members of the Governor's Council strongly 
urge the Congress to eliminate the restriction on the expenditure of maintenance 
of effort funds to the violent juvenile offender. 

RESOLUTION NO. 4 

Whereas, the JSIA as passed in October of 1979 provides that the 19.15 per
cent Maintenance of Effort funds used for juvenile justice programs must be 
used with primary emphasis on programs for juveniles convicted of criminal 
offenses or adjudicated delinquent on the basis of an Act which would be a 
criminal offense if committed by an adult, 

Whereas, this requirement restricts the use of funds to a small juvenile popu
lation, restricts the ability to provide prevention and diversion services to ju
venile offenders, 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice 
supports the targeting of Maintenance of Effort funds for the offender popula
tion, but wants the elimination of the restriction on adjudicated offenders. 

RESOLUTION NO. I) 

Whereas, the amendment submitted by Rep. Coleman and agreed to by the 
House Education and Labor subcommittee during "markup" of H.R. 6704 al
lows " ... violation of a valid court order would be grounds for placing, including 
status offenders/non-offenders, in secure detention and correctional facilities; 
and, 

Whereas, this amendment would allow for the incarceration of status offenders 
and non-offenders who have not committed a criminal act and would result In 
the increased use of detention for youth for whom it is inappropriate; 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Gonrnor's Council on Criminal Justice op
poses this amendment which would allow for the incarceration of status offenders 
and non-offenders who have violated a court order. 

RESOLUTION NO. 6 

Whereas, the HR 6704 amends Section 206(a) (1) by including the Commis
sioner of the BIA on the Federal Coordinating Council of the JJDP Act to pro
vide the effective use of federal funds for improved juvenile services, and 

Whereas, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (Interior Department) has major 
responsibility for the provision of educational and supportive services to Na
tive American youth lind their families, 

Therefore, be it resolved, the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice supports 
the amendment that the Commissioner of BIA be placed on the Federal Coordi
nating Council. 

RESOLUTION liO. 7 

Whereas, Section 228(b) of the JJDP Act presently allows JJDP formula 
funds to be used to match oth«:)r federal resources with the authorization of the 
OJJDP Administrator; and, 

Whereas, the use of JJDP funds as match is an innovative mechanism to ex
pand and develop prevention, diversion and community-based services to youth 
and provides the opportunity for coordinated and cooperative interagency de
livery of services; and, 

Whereas, the ability to match other federal funds (i.e., Title XX of the Social 
Security) with JJDP Act funds results in a greater impact for the limited fed
eral dollar; and, 

Therefore, be it resolved that the Governor's Council on Criminal Justice 
supports the conscientious, comprehensive study by OJJDP addressing the im
pact of any such proposed legislation on local juvenile justice systems and pro
vide the opportunity for states and localities to comment and provide input. 
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CATHOLIC FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVIOES, 
Bellingham, Wa8h., March 7, 1980. 

Btaff Per80n, Subcommittee of the Senate Ju'(Uciary, 
U.S. Senate, Wa8hington, D.O. 

DEAR :Ms. JOLLY: I am writing in respect to the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). From my perspective as Director of a 
community social service agency focusing on the needs of children, adolescents, 
and their parents, I believe it is essential that the very worthwhile activities of 
the OJJDP be continueu and, if at all possible, at a level of increased financial 
support. 

I would like to emphasize that over the last eight years OJJDP has been in
strumental in cooperating with our Agency in the establishment of a number of 
specialized residential placement resources for children who are manifesting 
various levels of psycho-social dysfunction and who have come to the attention 
of authorities because of various acts of delinquency. We have c!osely monitored 
the progress of these programs and the activities of juveniles who have benefited 
from them. I am pleased to report that our post-placement evaluations indicate 
the level of recidivism to be approximately 25 percent. Although this certainly 
leaves room for considerable improvement, the fact that we were able to meas
urably assist 75 percent of the children in our facilities in making a more per
sonally satisfying and social acceptable contI:ibution underscores the project's 
inherent value as community based activities. Again, without the cooperation 
of the OJJDP, it would have been virtually impossible for our Agency to develop 
such resources and make them available to children and adolescents in 'Vashing
ton State. 

Another area in which the OJJDP has made a measurable contribution per
tains to the matter of education and training of personnel concerned with the 
field of juvenile delinquency and prevention. I have personnally been able to bene
fit from participation in such training programs and with the cooperation of 
the federal office, have been able to implement a localized training program 
which was open to various agencies and individuals within the 'Vestern 'Vash
ington area. These skills and training experiences are now being incorporated 
by the participating individuals in implementing their respective duties as mem
bers of Diversion Boards, Juvenile 'Probation offices, child placement agencies, 
Youth Service Bureaus, etc. 

Finally, I believe that the OJJDP has been instrumental in promoting critical 
research which can prOvide valuable clues as to appropriate program design, 
modification and development. In our own area, we have been most fortunate in 
being able to capitalize on these kinds of services with a view to developing a 
comprehensive plan within the Northwest region that avoids costly duplication, 
emphasizes methodology which is effective resulting in a broad juvenile preven
tion system which has measureable imputs in our area. 

While I have provided just a topical defense for continued funding and support 
of the OJJDP in this communication, I strongly hope that my illustrations will 
serve to encourage your support for the federal office and that you will be able 
to encourage your colleagues to also adopt a favorable view of this office and its 
most worthwhile endeayors. 

Very sincerely yours, 
EARL H. DANGEJ.:UAlER, ACS'V, 

Ea:ecutive Director. 

GREATER BOSTON STREET YOUTH: THEIR CHARAOTERISTIOS, INOIDENOE, AND NEEDS 

(By Margaret B. Saltonstall, The Bl"~i1ge, Inc.) 

FOREWORD 

The cooperation of many people was essential to the completion of this report 
and grateful thanks are extended to all those who so willingly partiCipated. 

Individual observations IIDd ideas of all Bridge staff members were insightful 
find prescient. Staff input was crucial in the preparation of the client question
naire and the interview schedules. The Runaway and Drug Counselors and In
Service Trainees provided invaluable assistance in developing the informal 
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screening process which ensured client accessibility and involvement. Particular 
thanks are due to the Executive Director anll Administrative Staff of Bridge 
whose wise advice and counsel played a major role in guiding the project 
throughout its duration. . 

One hundred and forty-seven young Bridge clients shared their thoughts and 
concerns, recounted their experiences-often painful in the telling-and articu
lated their hopes for the future. ~'lley offered numerous sensitive and constructive 
suggestions which are included in this report. To them go singular thanks and 
gratitude. 

I. PURPOSE, :METHOD AND SCOPE OF STUDY 

The Bridge, Inc. (Bridge Over Troubled Waters) has helped thousands of 
wandering and/or homeless children and youth sinoo 1970. In 1978 alone, th.e staff 
had contacts with 21,458 young people through ,its medical van, dental clinic, 
streetwork team, and "in-house" counseling at the headquarters, 23 Beacon 
Street, Boston, Massac·husetts. Some of these young people are runaways, others 
are victims of physical, sexual, and psychological abuse, or throwaways-the so
called "orphans of the living"-but the largest group ·are the "street people", 
adolescents and YOlJ::l.g adults, most of whom have no fixed residence and whose 
lives are unstable and chaotic at best. 

Bridge's "tatistical records, comprehensive, extensive and invaluable for 
program development as they nre, do not document certain information about 
the heretofore undescribed street population which the organization serves. No 
authenticated examination of ·the incidence, general characteristics, and needs 
of this youthful subculture in the Greater Boston area had been undertaken, 
although for some years Boston has been nationally recognized as a major locus 
of such a group.'- 'What was available was at best fragmentary, consisting of dis
connected and disparate imyressions unsupported by hard evidence. Questions 
needed answering-most important of which were the all-inclusive 

"is Bridge me.~ting the needs of those we are mandated to help?" 
"what do they need or want that Bridge is not providing?" 
-'how can Bridge do more?" 
"are there program changes that should be made?" 
The proposal was made that "in-house" research be undertaken when feasible 

in an effort to provide answers to some of these pressing questions. 
Tho broad objectives of a research project were outlined by the Director and 

the Resource Developer and presented to the staff for suggestions, criticism, 
and extensive uiscussion which lasted more than three months. Client ques
tionnaires and intervIew schedules were drafted, modIfied and expanded, re
drafted and finalized only when total staff agreement as to content, method of 
presentation and procedures was reached. This paper, "Greater Boston Street 
youth: Their Characteristics, Incidence and Needs", is a response to that com
bined staff effort. 

The in-house study commenced in late December of 1977 and continued 
throughout 1978 in order that seasonal variations, if any, could be observed. The 
sample group of young people numbered one hundred and forty-seven j participa
tion by the clients was entirely voluntary. 

Questio: naires were self-administered in the main Bridge .facility. There 
was no distribution of questionnaires on the Bridge Medical Van or at the Bridge 
Dental Clinic because of limitations of time, space and the unavailability of 
sufficient counseling staff in the event debriefing was indicated. 

The fifty in-depth interviews were also held in-house and conducted on a one
to-one basis without limit of time. 

Tarticipants were assured that the information they provided would be held 
in confillence and that their anonymity would be preserved. They were advised 
and encouraged not to reply to questions they did not wish to answer. 

£ridge records for former years wer.e carefully scrutinized with the exception 
of individual case records. These Wl,re not examined nor incorporated in the 
findings of this study because of their confidential nature. The client data re
ported here are therefore original. 

Other agencies, social and governmental, and individuals whose activities 
touch upon Bridge's target population were consulted for pertinent information 

1 Segal, Baunmohl, and Johnson. "Fallinlj Through the Cracks; .Mentnl Disorder and 
Sf)cial Margin in a Young Vagrant Population '. 
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and were helpful. Additionally, existing writings about street children and 
youth-iIi other urban centers was reviewed. 

Type8 of Street People 
Three distinct types of street children and young adults have come to Bridge 

during the past eight years, whom the staff describe as follows: 
The "1lirter"-he is seventeen years of age or younger, habitually absent from 

school either witlwut the parents' knowledge or with their tacit acquiescence;' 
he spends the day with others of his peer group, congregating on the Common 
and similar public places, but invariably returns home at night to sleep. 

The "binger"-he has a similar life-style during the day but his sleep habits 
are er:ratic; h~ may not return home for several nights, and allays parental 
concern by saying he is "staying over" with a friend. This pattern may become 
a prolonged cyclical one with a week or more at home, followed by a week or 
more on the street. 

The "hard core" street youth--spends twenty-four hours a day on the street 
and liternally has no home. The reasons for this are multiple: the parent may 
refuse to let him in; he may, for reasons known only to himself, refuse to go 
home; he may have "eloped" from one of the Commonwealth's protective or 
juQ.icial systems-a fostel.' home, group home, mental health facility, detention 
center and, occasionally, a jail or house of correction. 

Although Br~dge provIdes services to everyone described, a major program 
effort is directed toward helping the ''bard core" street children and young 
adults. This group prOvides the material which follows. 

It is painful, indeed poignant, to classify children In their teens as "hard core" 
street persons, but they are present in number on the streets of the City of BOl!
ton and its suburbs today. 

Exactly how many there are remains an unknown quantity. It has proved 
more impossible to obtain an accurate head count of youthful street people 
than of the older, less mobile group of homeless adults who make up a SUbstan
tial part of the street population, a project that was undertaken a few years ago." 
With few exceptions, one of which is the Fine Street Inn,' private agencies do not 
keep running totals of the numbers of young persons who approach them for 
help in meeting their complex of survival needs. Public records from official 
sources do not contain the categorical information necessary for such a talmla
tion. A consensus of opinion estimates the number of youthful street persons at 
between 1,000 and2,000 on any given day. 

II. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GROUP STUDIED 

The ages of the young persons who participated in this series cover a thirteen
year age span. There are more females (81) than males (66) in the total group: 
this inequally in numbers is not reflected in Bridge's average client caseload. It 
indicates only that proportionally more girls and young women were willing to 
take part in the survey. Racial and ethnic identifications fall within normal 
expectations of 1980 census figures. Table 1 illustrates these groupings . 

• A phenomenon peculiar to Boston which frequently reJlects racial unrest in the 
city's public schools: Twenty-two percent ot children in grades 1-12 ure absent on any 
given school day Ilccoliling to a report issued on January 27 1979 by the Citywide 
Parents Advis,ory Council, created to monitor the desegregation process as part of 
the federal court's 1974 desegregation orders. Many of the 14,000 out-of-school young
sters-an "incredible" figure-"Congregate in 'fast food' restaurants. Hubway stations, 
and outdoors in places like the Boston Common. One popular bangout is an amusement 
center located in downtown Boston near the Combat Zone. It was tbe site of Il. recent 
stabbing". Tbe Boston Globe, January 29, 11),79. 

• This total population was estimated to be bet,veen 5.000-8,000 by the former Director 
of the Romeless Adult Unit of the Department of Public Welfare. It is unsubstantiated 
and thoull'h by some observers to be high. From a report on Elaergency ServicBB, 
U.C.P.C. ' \'1 Paul McGerigle, April 1977. 

'Plne Street Inn receives D.P.W. reimbursement on II. per capita basis for beds pro
vided nightly to "unemployable men". 
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TABLE 1.-147 STREET YOUTH 

l.A.-AGE ANO SEX 

Number of street youths 

Aee Male Female 

13 .... ___ .... __ ........ ______ .... __ .. __________ .... _ .. __ .. _____ 1 2 14 .... _____________ .. ________ .. __ .. __ .... _________ .. _____ .. ______ 4 
11 15 ______ .. _____ .. ____ .... ______ .. _ .... __ .... __ .. ________ .. ______ 5 20 16_ .. ____________ .. __ .. ________ .. __ .. __________ .. ________________ 8 13 17 ..... ________ .. ____________ .. ______ .. __ .. ______________ .. ______ 12 7 18 ... ____ .. _______________ .. _______ .. _______ .. __________ .. __ .___ 7 7 19_ .... __ .. __ .. ____ .... __ .. _____ ...... ______ ...... __ .... _ .... _ 7 9 20 ... ______ .. __ .. __ ...... __ .... ____________ ...... ______ .. ____ .. __ 4 6 21 .. __________ .. ______ .... ____________ .... ______ .. __ .. __________ 3 1 22 to 26 .. ________ .. _______________________________ .. ____ ._______ 15 5 

Total 

3 
15 
25 
21 
19 
14 
16 
10 
4 

20 

----------------------TotaL_ .. __________ .... ____ .. __ .... __ .. __ ...... __ .. ________ 66 

l.B.-RACIAL COMPOSITION 

Race 

White .. _______ .. __ ..... _____ .. __ .... ______ .... __ .. _____ .. __ ...... __ ........ .. 
Black .... __ .... __ .. __ .. ____ .... ________ .... __ .. ________________ .. __________ .. .. 

~~R~~itiericaii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

1.C.-ETHNIC IDENTlFIC4TION 

81 

Number 

122 
17 
4 
4 

147 

Percent 

82.99 
11.56 
2.72 
2.72 

Number Percen 

ltallan _______________ .. ________ .... ________ .. __ .... ___________ .. __ .. ___ ...... 

ir1~~.e_~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: French Canadlan ............ _ .... ________ .. ______ .. _______ .. _ .. ______________ __ 
Spanish .... _______ .... ______________________ .. ____ .. __ ........ _ .. __ ..... __ __ 

~~~rf~~Taii::::::::::::::::::==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Jewish .. _ .... ____ .... __ .. __________ .. ____________________ .. ________________ .... 
Welch. ____ .... __ .... ____ .... ____ .. __________ .... ____ ...... __ .. _________ __ 
American Indlan __________ .. ______ .. ________ .. __________________ .. ____________ __ 
Unrecorded ..... __ .. __ .... ________ .... ____ .. __ .. ____ ...... ______ .............. __ 

40 
28 
29 
18 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1 
4 

17 

27.21 
19.04 
19.72 
12.24 
2.72 
2.04 
1. 36 
.68 
.68 

2.72 
11.56 

The great majority are Massachusettl' nati.ves and have stayed in the Com
monwealthby choice. More than half of the t,')tal group (58.50 percent) have 
always resided in a city and there were half again as -many suburban residents 
(24.48 percent) as rural (17.01 percent). Residential patterns are explained in 
Table 2. 

TABLE 2.-RESIDENT,IALHISTORY-147 STREET YOUTH 

Place of oriiin Total Percent Residential settine left 

Massachusetts __ .. ___ .. __ ... _ .... __ 
Other I. ____________ .... ____ .. __ .. 

110 74.82 
37 25.17 ~~~uili::::::::::::::::::::: Rural •• ____ ...... _________ _ 

Total 

86 
36 
25 

Percent 

58. 0 
2.4.48 
17.01 

1 Arizona (3)l.CaUfornia (4}r Connecticut (4), District of Columbia (I), Rorida (2?r Illinois (3), louisiana ('I), Maine (I), 
Maryland (3), Michi&an (1), Raw York (6), North Carolina (I), Oklahoma (2), Soum Carolina (I), West Indies (I), We~t 
Vlrimia (3). 
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No accurate examination of the economic background of the participants could 
be made since the information provided about family income and employment 
was incomplete. Ten individuals reported parents engaged in academic or pro
fessional pursuits; twenty-four replied "don't know"; more than half of the 
total group [eft the economic questions blank. Although the absence of this in-' 
formation is regrettable, it is understandable and not Significant. Young people 
are often reluctant to seek such information from their parents and if they do 
receive it are equally reluctant to divulge it to strangers. 
Family 8ituation 

A careful scrutiny of the family structure of the group as a whole revealed that 
only 55 young persons (37.41 percent) were living in two-parent households at 
the time of their departure. For the remaining 92 (62.58 percent), a disorganized 
living arrangement was the rule: their parents were divorced, separated, re
married, never married or the Y<lung people themselves had been placed in a 
foster or an adoptive home. 

Comparative fignres for the state are not available for the total age range 
(13-26) in this survey. However, 1970 federal census data reported 86.3 percent 
of l\fassachusetts children 18 years of age aud under were living with both 
natural parents. Of the 97 young persons in this sample who are 18 years of 
age and under, only 36 or 37.11 percent resided in two-parent households. Despite 
the sharp increase in the divorce rate since the 1970 census, this figure points 
to an extraordinarily high concentration of family disruption in this series." 

Additionally, individual interviews revealed the presence in some household!:! 
of an inactive parent-one who took no part in family decision-making, verbal 
disputes between a child and the other parent, and who did not intervene in in
stances of actual physical violence involving the child and his siblings or the 
other parent. The children who described this passive or inactive parent also 
expressed strong resentment of the parent and hostility to such behavior. 

The young people in this series were discontented or dissatisfied with the Ii,· 
ing circumstances they left-whatever they might have been; in other cases 
they were summarily thrown out. To leave, for some, represented a heretofore 
unfulfilled need for independent decision making. Confiict with their parents 
or disagreement with a parent-figure; fai1ure to meet parental demands and ex
pectations with respect to life-style, choice of friends, educational achievement, 
leisure time activities or employment were the most common reasons for depart
ture. Many, as Table 3 makes clear, left for a combination of reasons. 

TABLE 3.-Rl'ASONS FOR LEAVING "HOME" 

Cause 

Parent/child conflicL ___________________________________________________________ _ 
Child abused _________________________________________________________________ _ 
Thrown ouL ___________ • _______________________________________________________ _ 
Emotional problems ____________________________________________________________ _ 

{~~i!li~~£!~!~~~C~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Multi pie reasons_ ------------------------------------- --------------------c ----

Number 

114 
47 
33 
31 
13 
9 
6 
4 

110 

Percent 

77.55 
31.97 
22.44 
21. 08 
8.84 
6.12 
4.08 
2.72 
74.8 

The number who left because they were abused or thrown out (Throwaways) • 
was significant, striking in its magnitude and seemed excessive. No current or 
accurate documentation is available on the total number of children in Massa
chusetts who bave been abused in their homes or thrown out of them each year. 
In an effort to acquire some perspective on the dramatic increase in the incidence 
of these two factors, the children 17 and under in this series who reported them
selves as "abused" or "throwaways" were isolated from the sample. They repre-

"The Honorable Francis J. Poltrasl. preRldlng justice of the Boston Juvenile Court, 
suggests a correlation between family dysfunction and juvenlle delinquency. In a 
radio Interview In late December 1978. he remarked that. over lIfty percent of tbe 
juvenUes appea.ring before bls court came from broken bomes. 

S Tbrowaway children are tho)!e who. literally' have. been ejected from their homes 
and told never to return. 
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sent 70.21 percent of all abuse cases in the series and 48.28 percent of the 
"throwaways" total. 

The figures were then compared with the incidence of abused and throwaway 
children in a 1973 report by the Massachusetts Committee on Children and 
Youth 7 with the following result: 

Abused children •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Throwaway children ••••••.••.••••.•••••••••• 

1978 bridge series 
total (83 children) 

Number Precent 

33 
16 

39.75 
19.27 

19iZ MCCY series 
total (178 children) 

Number Percent 

16 
8 

9.0 
4.5 

This further reinforces the view of several Bridge counselors that young 
people who leave home prematurely today do so for more serious and com· 
pelling reasons than they did even a few years ago. The number GfHuckleberry 
Finns on Boston's streets has decreased sharply and the fiower children have 
vanished altogether. 

Experience has demonstrated that the longer a young person is "on the 
street" the less likely he is to return to the setting he left. For some-the 
"throwaway" in particular-the option. of returning "home" does not exist at 
all. The fact that most (75.51 percent) of the individuals in this series had been 
away for more than six months makes such a possibility extremely unlikely. 

17 and under.~ ••••••.• 
Pereen!. ••••.•••••• 

18 to 26 •••••••••••••••• 
Percen!. •••.••• _ •• 

TABLE 4.-lENGTH OF TIME ON STREET 

1 week to 
3 mo 3t06mo 6moto1yr 

23 il 15 
(27.7p (13.25) 

0 
(18. O~) 

(.312) •.••.••••••.•• (1. 25) 

1 to 3 yr 3 yr and over 

15 19 83 
(18.07) 

11 
(22.89) •••••••••••••• 

43 64 
(17.18) (61.18) ••••••••••••• _ 

TotaL ••••••••••• -----------------------: 25 11 23 26 62 147 
Percen!. .••.• (17.00) (7.48) (15.64) (17.68) (42.17) •••••••••••••• 

The estrangement they felt when they left does not appear to have abated duro 
ing the street experience. At best, contact with "home" is sporadic and tenuous. 
Only one-fourth of the group maintains better than occasional family communi
cation. It should also be noted that when a relationship is renewed it is fre
quently with a favored sibling and not with a parent. 

It proved possible to measure the educational achievement of the individuals 
in this series with considerable accuracy. Talren as a whole they are underedu
cated for their chronolOgical age: only 13.6 percent have completed a high school 
education. However, 76.87 percent were at normal grade level (or above) for 
their age at the time they left a structured living situation. Few have advanced 
beyond this cut·off point; street living has preclulledfurther formal education. 

m. PRESENTING AND UNDF..RLYING NEEDS 

It is difficult to ask for help under the most auspicious circumstan.ces. For the 
young street person, already mistrustful of others and fearful of yet another 
rejection, seeking help can be a threatening and stressful experience. It is per
haps significant that the individuals in this series were able to express their 
own needs more freely and explicitly on the self·administered written question· 
naire which preserved their anonymity than they were in conversation. The 
compilation of these needs 8 shows them to be a group experienCing extraordi
nary hardships when they apeared at Bridge for the first time. 

T "Runaways and Street Children in Massachusetts", MCCY, Feb. 1973, p. 18: A 
follow·up report by the Committee in 1976 "Perspectives on Runaway Youth" .reports 
(p. 11) an increase in children who cannot return home. but contains no hard figures. 

S Individual problems. frequently drug/alcohol connected or emoUonlll disorders, were 
sometimes unacknowledged initially, hut. later emerged and were assigned a sultab~.e 
priority in the assessment of client needs.. 
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TABLE 5.-PRESENTiNG NEEDS-147 STREET YOUTH 

Need 

Food _____________________________________________________________________ _ 
Shelter ___________________________________________________________________ _ 

~::!::~~ibJ~1bifi::=========:==:============:::::=::::::=:::::::::::::::: Drug/alcohol·related problems_ .• ______________________________________ .. ______ _ 
Counselin& ________________________________________________________________ _ 

~~rtr~iir.i;iids::::=:=:::::::::=::::::::::::::=:::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number of total 
eroup in need 

70 
89 
71 
81 
68 
69 
46 
63 

ll7 

Percent of total 
&roup in need 

47.61 
60.54 
48.29 
55.10 
46.25 
46.93 
31.29 
42. 85 
79.59 

Although they are frequently without shelter, food, clothing-the basics of 
survival-they want, above all else, someone to love them, to care about or for 
them, to want them, even to notk-e them and provide relief from the overwhelm
ing I neliness that is the constant of their lives. One hundred and twenty-one 
individual young r.~9'Pla (82.31 percent of the series) wanted "someone who 
cared" ulbove aITel"Se! 

They were asked to respond to the question, "How are you feeUng about your
self these days" and their responses are summarized as tollows : 

TABLF 6.-EMOTIONAL INDEX-147 STREET YOUTH 

~~~~t~~g!E::::::=:=:==::=::::::::=====:==::::::::=:::::=:::::=:::=:=::: 
~~~~g~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number 

7 
15 
69 
26 
30 

Percent 

4.76 
10.20 
46.93 
17.68 
2(}'4J 

This self-assessment reveals a high incidence of depression and the reasons 
for it are many. Theil' positive life e:ll.'periences have been minimal. Street living, 
fraught with danger, fear, uncprtainty, hostility and hardships as it is, is 
physically and mentally exhausting. They have few successel; to point to ill their 
lives to date and are unable to anticipate any in the future. The concern for their 
well-being and the "caring" atmosphere they have found at Bridge often repre
sents the first they have encountered in<a long time. 

The boredom .of their lives·,also contributes to their. depression. A large part of 
their days and nights is spent in search of basic surVival needs-a place to stay, 
a place to get clean, a place to keep warm and get something to eat. It is a repeti
tious pattern that palls, and is often anxiety-producing, particularly when the 
search is fruitless. Their diversions are few-because they have no money. 'l'here 
is an unrewarding, monotonous sameness about their daily existence. Many of 
them have no fun at all. 

IV. PRESENT WAY OF LIFE 

The use/abuse of alcohol and other drugs by young people is a se:l'ious na
tional problem; it is not one which is peculiar to the street subculture. The drug 
problem has permeated American schools, private as well as public: first con
fined to the high schools, it has filtered down through the system to such an 
extent that many youngsters ha.ve experimented with one drug or anoher before 
they are twelve or thirteen years Old. 

The young people themselves acknowledge that drug and alcohol use are the 
biggest problem facing their Q'wn generation.'· The key reasons cited for the 
prevalent use of drugs and alcohol by the Ualiup sample and ul1/) cuneil~ :i:>rldge 
series are identical. They are: escape from pressures--home, school, peer, societal, 
street-living, or from inner frustrations; conformity-being pa.rt of the group, 
doing the "in" thing; relaxing, having a good time, and the widely-held belief 
that individual performance and creativity are enhanced with drug use. Ex
perienced professionals working in the field of substance abuse share the con-

• This information was volunteered and ncquired "by accident". The words "love". 
"lonellness" do not appear in the questlonaire. 

,. Gallup youth Survey. "Why Teeus '.rake Drugs". Boston Globe, July 29, 1977, 
p.31. 
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viction that emotional problems and deviant behavior are not caused by ex
cessive drug/alcohol use; they precede it. 

Only seventeen individuals in this series were abstemious and had never in
gested any drug at any time in their lives. The majority use a wide variety of 
substances, alone or in combination. What they ingest at any given time is de
pendent on what is available at what price or what someone may offer to share 
during a casual street encounter. 1.'he older, wiser street person, who has had 
unfortunate experiences with a so-called "dirt-reefer" or similar adulterated drug 
is likely to be selective about the source of supply. But the younger unsuspecting 
child will willingly !:Iuy anything he can afford or take anything given him. 

As a group they are singularly unconcerned about the potential physical and 
m~lltal damage to thems(~lves that can result from excessive use of drugs and 
alcohol. It requires skill, persistl:'nce and patience to engineer a successful at
titudinal change in the drug-involved client. 

During the course of this study, the participants reporteu an inL'rease in the 
use of hallucinogens, PCP in particular, and a concomitant decline if I barbiturate 
ingestion which is reflected in Table 7. 

TABLE 7.-PATIERNS OF DRUG USE BY 141 STREET YOUTH 

Substance and Substance and 
frequency of use Number Percent frequency of use Number Percent 

Wine; Hallucinogens; Never ______________________ 34 23.12 Never _______________________ 
72 48.97 Occasional. __________________ 71 48.29 Occasional ___________________ 46 31.29 1-2 week ____________________ 14 9.~2 1-2 week ___________ •. G 4.08 

~ttp~:~~:::::::::::::::::::: 24 16.32 3+ week ______________ :::::: 16 10.88 
4 2.72 Stopped. _______ • __ . ________ 7 4.76 

Beer: PCP: Never _______________________ 18 21.24 Never _______________________ 70 47.61 Occasional ___________________ 62 42.17 Occasional ___________________ 42 28.57 1-2week ____________________ 18 12. 24 1-2 week ____________________ 17 11.56 3+ week. ___________________ 45 30.61 3+ week ____________________ 11 7.48 
Stopped--------------------- 4 2.72 Stopped-----.---------_-- 7 4.16 

Whiskey: Amphetamines; Never _____ • ________ • ________ 68 46.25 Never • ______________________ 68 46.25 Occasional ___________________ 44 29.93 Occasional. __________________ 55 37.41 1-2 week. ___________________ S 6.12 1-2 week ____________________ 
b 5.44 

~ttp~:~~:: :::::::::::::::::: 18 12.24 ~ttp~:~~:::::::::::::::::::: 9 1>.12 
8 5.44 7 4.76 

Other alcohol: Barbiturates; Never _______ • _______________ 47 31.97 Never ______________________ 90 61.22 Occasional ___________________ 49 33.33 Occasional ___________________ 35 23.80 1-2 week ____________________ 12 8.16 1-2 week. _____ .. _____________ 3 2.04 3+ week. ___________________ 31 21.08 3+ week ____________________ 10 6.80 
Tran~~~fl~:~':' ------------------- 8 5.44 Stop ped _. ___________________ 9 6.12 

Cocaine; Never _______________________ 76 51. 70 Never ______________________ 77 52.38 Occasional ___________________ 39 26.53 Occasional ___________________ 53 36.05 1-2 week. ___________________ 8 5.44 1-2 week ____________________ 3 2.04 3+ weak ____________________ 18 12.24 3+ week. ___________________ 9 6.12 Stop ped ____________________ 6 4.08 Stopped _. ___________________ 5 3.40 
Marihuana: Heroin: Never _______________________ 26 17.68 Never _______________________ 117 79.59 Occasional ___________________ 42 28.57 Occasional ___________________ 14 9.52 1-2 week ___________________ 11 7.48 1-2 week ____________________ 2 1. 36 3+ week ____________________ 66 44.89 3+ week. ___________________ 4 2.72 Stop ped •• __________________ 2 6.36 Stop ped _. __________________ 10 6.80 

The young people in this series received little or 110 medical care during the 
course of the study-a lack which is common among adolescents and young adults 
throughout the country.11 A very few-those who suffer from seizures or dia
betes--are routinely assigned to their care. For the most part they find available 
sources of care hostile and/or threatening: identification must be produced, forms 
have to be filled out. They rely therefore on the Bridge Medical Van for their 
health needs. 

The four young persons of Hispanic origin in the series believed they were dIs
criminated ugainst because of their race. They contended that the derogatory atti-

11 Over a two-year period, 37 percent of the adolescent and young adult population go 
without any medical care at all. National Center for Health Siatlstlcs: Vital allcl JIealth 
Stati8tic8, Serle!:, 11. No. 153. DHEW PUblication No. (HRA) 76-1635. Washington; 
U.S. Government Printing Otllce; October, 1975. Page 16. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 33 
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tude expressed by their white street peers influenced others who likewise came to 
perceive them as less desirable companions. In the competitive milieu of street 
survival they felt deprived of choices which were available to others and per
ceived themselves as outcasts from a society of outcasts. The Black youth in the 
series expressed no such anxiety and diminution in self respect. Botll groups are, 
however, too limited iii Hize to dra w ~\Ily firm conclusions as to tlJe pervasiveness 
of racial discrimination in the street subculture. 

:Many girls and young women spoke bitterly of their experiences with sex dis
crimination on the street. They believe they are more subject to rupe and physical 
assault, to unprovoked overtures from pimps (reported to be increasingly violent 
and threatening) and to unwarranted police questioning and arrest "on suspicion" 
simply because they are females. Because they are where they are, they say they 
are constantly "pestered" by men, automatically assumed to be prostitutes and 
"fair game" for anything, when in fact many have left home to avoid just such 
abuses. Current evidence substantiates some of tlJeir assertions: 1978 saw a 
twenty percent increase in drug and sex-related crimes as well as a thirty-five 
percent increase in the number of females arrested in the Commonwealth, 
accorlling to Joseph P. Foley, Massachusetts' Commissioner of Probation.'" 

'l'he Commissioner-further stated that the reasons for the sharp jump in female 
arrests would require additional research. As for the greater susceptibility to 
unequal treatment at the hands of the law, one highly placed government official 
recently remarked tlJat a girl who is apprehended by a law-enforcement officer 
is more likely to be detained than u male. He then continues to say: "If detained, 
she is detained longer. If held, she is held in more secure institutions. The brutal 
trutlJ is that the young woman who has done nothing more threatening tothe state 
than run away from home is likely to be treated just as harshly as a young man 
who has held up a store." 1!1 

The young women also maintained that it was consistently more troublesome 
(often to the point of impOSSibility) for a female to find emergency shelter lodg
ing for a night than it was for their male counterparts. This assumption proved to 
be entirely correct. The approximately 400 beds available nightly 1< for the home
less men and women of Boston is woefully inadequate . .And tlJe number of those 
specifically earmarked for men-270-is indeed disproportionate. Despite a com
mendable on-going effort by concerned groups 1lI to expand emergency shelter 
facilities, no SUbstantive change can be anticipated in the immediate future. 

Trouble comes to people in many guises, at diilerent stages of their lives, in 
varying degrees of eeverity. The children and young adults in this series nre 
not strangers to it: for many of them trouble appeared earlier, occurred with 
greater frequency and had more serious consequences than for the general 
population. Jl'irst came trouble at home which deprived them of a natural appro
priate place to live with their own families and in their own communities. When 
most young person's growth pattern-in terms of protection, physical and emo
tional maturation, educational competence, life-coping skills and resources
Is still on an upward curve, theirs has been severed, often at a critical and 
particularly vulnerable time in their lives. 

Trouble abounds on the street and the risks of potential trouble for the street 
person has increased in the past several years as day-to-day street survival has 
become more difficult. Many of the sources of free (or very inexpensive) lodging 
food and clothing so prevalent in the late 1960's and earlier in this decade of the 
1970·s has diminished in inverse proportion to the need for them. Public facilities 
in airport and bus terminlll waiting rooms or train Rtations no longer provide 
refuge unless an individual is in posseSSion of a valid ticket for the day in ques
tion. Security police now patrol hospital waiting rooms; laundromats close nt 
eleven p.m. The assumption that the young street population has declined is 
without any factual basis while its increasing poverty has liecome noticeable, 
and living is harder. 

Strel'!t people are homeless. In common parlance they have no "roof over their 
headG" and do not know with any certainty where they will sleep on any given 
night!· They find shelter in bizarre places and in so doing can run into trouble. 

lJ! InterView with radio station WEE!. January 7. 1979. 
13 John M. Rector, Director, U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

tion in "The ReaUty Gap for American GirlS", The Boston Globe, July 18, 1978, p. 15. 
M McGerigle, Paul, op. elt. 
:Ill The major current elfort is led by The Coalition of Downtown Ministers. 
,. One resourcefUl fifteen-year-old young lady spends every night on top of an exterior 

ventilator at one of the city's bus stations where, she protest>\' ahe is invisible if 
uncomfortable. 
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Their beds are in the parks-on the benches or in the grass (city property) ; in 
subway or rapid transit stations (Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
property) ; on the stairs in the hallways and doorways of abandoned buildings, 
in the back seats of parked automobiles _(private property) ; and under shrubbery 
and trees (usually church property). Such beds are not only uncomfortable and 
unsafe, but can mark the end of living entirely within the law and the begin
ning ot trouble with it. If discovered they can be, and frequently are, appre
hended and found guilty of a variety of offenses-vagrancy, trespassing, break
ing and entering, auto theft, to name but a few. If they are fortunate, a friend 
may offer occasional space or a bed in a room or an apartment-this is perhaps 
the optimum sleeping arrangement. 

The end of the line, and it has proved to be just that for numerous very young, 
very unsuspecting and very desperate street people, is the bed offered and flccepted 
from the pimps and the pushers who comprise one of the most dangerous anJ;l 
destructive elements in society today. The ramifications of accepting such an offer 
are unpleasant and can be life-threatening. Trouble with police for prostitution, 
possession of a controlled substance with intent to use, distribute or sell are 
commonplace occurrences. Such an association invites physical and emotional 
trouble. It is often an introduction to the violence of the streets and to that sick 
and vicious element of the population who do beat, rob, stab, rape and indeed 
kill not only the unsuspecting and unwary child but the more seasoned veteran 
of the street if its demands are not met. . 

Other necessities, which are so taken for granted most people never thinl{ of 
them, go hand in hand with roofiessness. Coping with basic sanitation needs
finding a bathroom, a place to change or wash clothes, to bandage a cut-presents 
a constant challenge. Free facilities are terribly limited, and when they can be 
found are rarely clean. To satisfy these needs, street people often resort to "spare
changing" (panhanding) which is illegal and another incipient cause of trouble. 
A comfortable chair, a book to read, a table to sit at are unheard of luxuries. The 
street person's life is devoid of comfort and of prlval!Y. 

Free food sources are scattered about the city. By a systematic adaerence to n 
rigid schedule, travelling back and forth to assure arrival at the right place 3t 
the right time, a modicum of nourishing food is available at no cost. 

Other means of allaying hunger and sa tisfying minimal nutritional re~uire
ments are either threatening or time-consuming. Stealing food is no longer a 
common practice. The risks inyolved are not worth the trouble that ensues if nne 
1s caught. The street culture, together with the so-called "straight" society has 
felt both the inflationary pinch and the infiuence of the health food faddists. It 
was, ill the not-too-distant past, relatively simple to ask one individual for a dime 
.for a cup of coffee. Today to ask for thirty-five cents for a glass. of orange juice 
often means approaching three or four different people and the possibility of being 
apprehended is increased accordingly. 

Like food which is donated, some free clothing is still available and accepted 
eagerly. If the garment provided is new, clean, well-fitting or an "in" style, it is 
even more welcome and meaningful. Street people seldom have clothes suitable 
to the season and never. in a quantity to permit change for the sake of clea.nliness 
or variety. Their garments are all too often inadequate: they are without warm 
sweaters or jackets or waterproof coats and are frequently wet or miserably cold. 
Well-fitting boots are something they dream about but do not own-,-this they· 
regard as an additional deprivation in a youthful society where "your boots are 
your badge". . 

What clothes they do have are likely to be stolen from them-a not surprising 
fact given the informality of their sleeping arrangements. They steal from one 
another readily. If they manage to keep garments throughout one season, and they 
are still serviceable, they have no place to store them until they are needed next. 
Street people steal clothing more often than they do food, money or drugs. 
Whether they steal from clothing or department stores more often than do their 
counterparts living at home is a moot question. Probably not, since numerous 
children and young adults from both groups are apprehended for shop-lifting 
daily. Many children and young people who live at home break the law but are 
never apprehended or adjudged delinquent. The street inhabitant is far more 
vulnerable and susceptible to trouble with the authorities simply because he has 
no home. As a group the street people in this sedes are undereducated (See Page 
10) and in consequence they are chronically underemployed. Most jobs available 
to them are menial. A few, who can provide a fixed address (more often than not 
fictitious) drive taxicabs. For most of them illegal activities provide the money 
they need to survive. This again results in trouble with the law as Table 8 attests. 
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. TABLE 8.-LEGAL HISTORY-147 STREET YOUTH 

Major offense Minor offense No arrest record 

Aee Male Female Male Female Male Female Tetal 

13 •••• ______ •• _________ 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 14 •• __________________ 4 1 0 7 0 3 15 15 _____________________ 
0 3 1 10 4 7 25 1S _____________________ 
0 2 6 4 2 7 21 17 _________ " __________ 4 4 3 1 5 2 19 18 _____________________ 
4 1 3 3 0 3 14 19 _____________________ 
0 1 4 6 3 2 16 20 _____________________ 
4 1 0 2 0 3 10 21. ____________________ 
1 0 1 0 1 1 4 22 to 26 ________________ 8 2 2 1 4 3 20 

TotaL __________ 26 15 20 34 19 33 147 

V. CLIENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the course of the project, fifty individual young st.reet people were inter
viewed after they. had completed the client questionnaire'. None of the fifty was 
new to the Bridge staff: all had received or were receivinl~ supportive help from 
one or more of Bridge's components. Their familiarity with the program combined 
with their street experiences provided a unique device for determining client 
needs, uncovering gaps.in present services, evaluating thE' effectiveness of exist
ing operations, and 'proposing changes in them. , 

Initially they were shy and drew back when askell to suggest improv(lments 
or additions which they felt· might be interpreted as 'critIcal of 'the ;Bridge pro
gram. ~o do so appear~ to ·be disloyal, ungrateful-eyell threatening in some 
intangiQle. :way .. .As one,yoWlg man remarked when he was asked for suggestions, II. * .. ! you:,jrist. don't ,. • ~ ev,en I don't • • '" go out to bite off the only hand 
that's fed you". Once reai3sured .that what they had to say would be confidential 
and useful, their reluctance dissipated and num:erous insightful recommendations 
resulted. In some areas they project a positive note for themselves: for example, 
as in-service streetwork trainees or in-service peer counselors :in a residential 
facility. This reflects the high value they place in the current in·service training 
program at BridgEl, and the admiration and respect they have for their peers 
who are a part of it. 

They made an eloquent case for an urgently needed small, multi-purpose resi
dential facility at Bridge. This facility would house all current components 
(including the dental clinic) and in addition would provide: (1) shelter on an 
emergency basis to the desperate, the sick and the very young; (2) temporary 
shelter for others until mutually-agreed-upon stable living arrangements could 
be developed j (8) shelter without fixed limit of time for those trying to finish 
job training and establish all. independent living situation. They are not proposing 
a Pine Street Inn for the young nor are they trying to put Bridge into the hotel 
business. Rather, they envisio;' all Bridge current services under one roof, and 
an added small (twenty-two bed) residency program operated on the basis of 
need. 

Such a plan caunot be dismissed out of hand an, despite all the weighty prob
lems, pitfalls and difficult decision-making involved, should be considered in the 
organization's long-range future planning. 

Those interviewed shared an over-riding concern for the physical safety of 
their young peers who are newcomers to the street scene. They know with a 
certainty born of bitter experience that events can move with a terrifying swift
ness On the street and that what happens often happens without warning and 
with devastating effect on a young child. For this reason, they believe that 
Bridge should have more publicity: "The young kids out there need to know 
there's a place they can go and get helped". They do not envision a large-scale, 
sophisticated' Public Relations venture. They suggest that the Medical Van go 
on a series of eity-wide tours, making frequent stops at which time streetworkers 
assisted by clients would circulate and distribute flyers with the Bridge address 
phone number, the van's regular schedule and I1.J1Y other pertinent informlltion: 
Such is their faith in the competence and ability of the Bridge staff to cope 
with anything, that they RaW'no necessity for staff increase to accommodate nn 
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increased caseload. They also suggested periodic, intensIve crash rescue opera
tions conducted by Bridge streetworkers, carefully selected patrolmen and in
service trainees attached. to the streetwork team to talk the younger children 
ote the street and place them in protective shelter while the child's problems 
were resolved. The. medical van, they believe, should be on the street oteering 
he~th services seven nights a week. 

The clients would like a shower in the client. bathroom at the central facility 
at 23 Beacon Street. Keeping clean is important to their self-image and, as earlier 
reported, is difficult. If Bridge had a shower," they attest, we would not have 
to "go out looking grubby and have people look at us and think 'there's another 
bum'. The cops pick you up if you're dirty and they're in a bad mood." 

They suggest maintaining a "petty cash fund for clients" to help them with 
their transportation needs and to enable them to wash and dry their clothes since 
often, "If your clothes get dirty when you're on the stroot, you just have to throw 
them away". Such a fund would have the added advantage of "cutting down on 
the panhandling" and reduce the liability of arrest. 

The G.E.D. (Graduate Equivalency Diploma) program is available to clients 
in Bridge's central office. Enrollment in it, however, is circumscribed by the re
qilirement that one must be eighteen years of age to enter the program. Clients 
not yet eighteen would like to be in the program which is geared to individual 
need and level of achievement. The tutoring offered at Bridge is ideally suited 
to their needs. Indeed it is the only viable method of instruction for so many of 
them whose education hae been on a catch as catch can basis since leaving home, 
and who would be uncomfortable and unable to fl!nction productively in a struc
tured classroom setting .. The feasibility of abolishing the present age requirement 
should be explored along with other efforts to continue their educational ex
perience. 

tIn recent months the staff has hud informal social evenings for the clients 
which were universally enjoyed. Clients would welcome the development of a 
purely recreational program which would include weekend as well as evening 
activities. 

A cO!lcluding note: There is minimal, if any, client awareness of the extent of 
extra state time and extra funding which would be required if all their recom
mendations were to be implemented. 

The material in this section has been excerpted verbatim from interviews and 
questionnaires and is presented without explanation or embellishment. It speaks 
for itself with unusual clarity and impact. 

VI. CLIENT COMMENTS 

About Their Live8 

The be8t thing8 to date have been: 
"A pet cat." 
"Absolutely Nothing." 
"Everything turning beautiful on a sunny morning." 
"Learning new things." 
"Having a dog to show affection to." 
"Nothing. Its boring." 
"There was never anything good about it." 
"Riding the subways." 
"How simple it all was when I was little and how happy I was all the time." 
"Learning things you never thought possible. Finding things out about yourself 

you've never known before." 
"Nothing I Clln think of." 
"My dog and my 11 year old brother. And thats absolutely all." 
"Once when I was small and my parents took me on a picnic." 
"My dog. She's part collie and part shepherd and I want her .back." 
"Spending my time in trouble because then I get a lot of attention!' 
"Thinking about the day someone will come and take me out of aU this." 
"I have no fond recollections." 

rrl'tIost avalIable showers cost ,1.00 (Y's). 'Others, the Salvation Army faclllties ar!> 
"almost always too aggressive with kIds. Keeping cleu.n ,OD the road is easier because almost 
every truck stop has a shower". 
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And The Wor8t Thing8: 
"Nobody cares about you. Nobody wants to know YOP • ." 
"Everything. " 
"Its scarry at times." 
"Not having a Mother and Father." 
"No one hasn't cared about me." 
"Got beat up too mUCh." 
"Misery, misery." 
"Not having a place to go home to. Not having a family." 
"Living on Planet Earth." 
"Being a Spanish person I can't go where I want since I'm not welcome." 
"Dying." 
"Getting knocked around by Father and Mothl.!r." 
"My family * >I< '" did not want me. Been on my own since 11 except for a so 

call Aunt." 
"Getting beaten up by my step-parents." 
"Not having no one that cares." 
"Living on the street with drugs and violence. But its better to get beat up by 

a stranger on the street than by someone you care about at home." 
"Hunger and insecurity not having a home life." 
"Trying to Survive. My parents don't want me there." 
"Being alone and having 1"0 friends." 
"Taking your life in your on hands." 
"Staying Alive." 
"Not being in a warm house." 
"Being adopted because I wonder who my real parents are." 
"I'm afraid to die." 
"The constant darkness I seem to be in." 
"Trying to stay alive." 
"Being afraid to grow up." 
"Being on so many foster homes!' 
"Its lonely and scnirry." 
"I never stayed with my family after I was three and I have a social worker 

that's not too smart. She don't use her head." 
"Almost all the people I know and hang around with are not on the side of the 

law and they are not stable friends. I have on one to depend on in a time of 
crisis." 

"I have no one to talk to at night." 
"Knowing that I'll die soon!' 
"Getting old." 
"Women are crazy." 
"The realization that all my fantasies (things that the Bible taught me should 

be true) may never come '" '" '" I am disenchanted." 
. "Not being sure of the reason for this life." 

"Being found after I ran away the first time." 
"I get lonesome. I wish I had a family." 
"Being cold is the worst thing." 
"Being poor. Its awful and degrading to be poor." 
"Violent people. There was too much violence at home and on the street too." 
"I don't have a group." 

AbOltt Their Parent8 

"I don't love my mother-how can you love someone who gave you and your 
two brothers away as if you were pieces of candy. I can't forgive bel' for that 
but I guess I respect her." 

"Maybe bad things will happen to me on the street but I'm more afraid to go 
back home to my mother. She drinks all the time and hits me and then my step
father beats me. I'ye never seen my father or if I have I don't remember wbat 
he looks like. I want to go to Dallas, Texas to live with my father who loves me." 

"I'm not staying away from home ont of spite. My father kicked me out. He 
just listens to my stepmother who hates me. I can't go home. I'm tired of being 
hurt and being afraid of being hurt and crying and crying." 

"My father was too hard of a person on the family j no emotional feelings 
shown or expected by him." 

-I 
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"My Mother had lots of promble drinking hitting us and marriage." 
"My mother can't handle taking care of kids." 
"Uy stepfather he pick me up and throw me on the floor. He hit me in my head 

and stomach with a shoes. He said that he is going to' messed up my face, etc. My 
Mother tell me nasty words, call me names." 

"I hate my Mother." 
"~Iy mother has chi}(lren without any idea of the responsilJilities that go along 

with it. My father scroos up peoples lives" .... I do not have a home." 
"My father-he's all pain. He's fussie, cheap, lJig liar" .... Why I hate my fa

ther is because he loves beating on womeu and me." 
"My father does not communicate with me, in anyway and if I had a gun or 

anything I'd probably kill him-in order to make him pay some attention to me
and tell me that he loves me-but my father's biggest love is the bottle and race 
horses." 

"My motller has been away from me not me away from her." 
"~Iy mother gave us kids up to welfare." 
"Our family is no united." 
"My stepfather beat me up almost every day and then no one would talk to 

me." 
"I did not get along with my father and I did not like my father and I love 

Mother." 
"It makes me tremble all over just to think about my father * * .. a man who 

raped his own daughter and beat up his son," 
"If you please your parents you please tIle world." 
"I was never anything to my mother but another kid to feed and throw around 

'when I was small ...... then when she thou!,l'ht I was big enough she told me to 
get out and not come back. I was thirteen." 

"I would like to live on another planet with my mother. She's very adjustable 
but my father hates me." 

"~Iy father always came home druuk and would wake me up and beat me up. 
Anll my ma used to cry and I used to make her coffee after dad went to sleep and 
she used to talk to me and put lJandages on my cuts and cry." 

"I have a chipped tooth from where my mother threw me against the stove .. .. .. 
oncl' '·",hen she though I took a quarter she hbid me out the window upside down. 
I was nine then." 

"I'd like to live my life oyer with my real parents who loved me enough tQ give 
me up when I was two." 

"I want to live with my father in West Virginia" .... I don't know him but 
I know he loves me." 

"I'm afraid my father will kill me'" • ... not kill me so hard they'd have to put 
me in the ground but he shoves me against the wall hard and he has such a bad 
temper especially if you nag him." . 

"I want to find my real mother and have her take care of me and I'll kill my 
stepmother who is the meanest of all the mean people in this world." 

"My father was my whole life at one time bllt now that I'm older I'm drifting 
away and he doesn't like it * * •. He keeps yelling 'what .did I do to deserve you 
you slut' 01< • * and when I won't eat spaghetti because I'm not hungry its an 
insult to the whole of Italy." . 

"I don't get along with my mother. My father just goes along with her and 
doesn't speak for himself." 

About ThemseZve8 

"I want to feel good about mYfjelf. I want to be recognized by intelligent people 
as being worthwhile." 

"I feel like 11 bum." 
"I feel like It package that keeps getting wrapped up and mailed from house to . 

house." 
"Myself is the worst and the best thing about my life '" • •. My head doesn't 

always get what it needs." 
"I feel like a piece of furniture." 
"I don't know where I'm going." 
"I want to matter at least to one person." 
"I would like to develop lots of relationships with people, put my past 

aside • .. • and get through this life being as healthy as possible. Life is truly a 
chofe. I'm exhausted." 
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"I have not accomplished a great deal in my life. I straighten out and then I go 
back to the old life * • •. I try • • • to work thtngs out but that is probably not 
possible." . 

"I need to find myself and where I belong who I am and what J: want and 
which direction to go in life." 

"How would you feel about yourself if you had to do the things I've (lone .to 
survive on the street • • 0;0 and it,'! so lonely and so cold • • 0;0 its like that always. 
You're jU/ilt alone. 

"I would really like to start my life over againl beginning at age 2." 
"I'd like to be Bobby Brady in the Brady BUD.ch on T.V. or Timmie in Lassie 

with a close family who love each other and ha~'e new parents and be a normal 
ktd. I want that childhood I never had and I wilnt it so bad. So much >I< • '" its 
another dream that can't happen." 

"I want to make very good use of the time I have on this planet. I want to go 
to college and have a career I can be proud of and satisfied with." 

"I'm depressed because I'm not doing anything." 
"I am the main char.acrer in a modern day Perils 01; Pauline." 

About Bridge 

"I think that this is a very together organization, and it has helped me very 
much. Especially ---." 

". • • there is understanding here where there are times you cannot find it. 
I would be lost if I did not have somebody down here to talk to when I need 
them. There is really nowhere else to turn to." 

"I know I need help with my life and I ~an find it here." 
"This place is already working great. This is a helpful organization which 

asks nothing in return for services • '" •. They have the van and the clinic. I'm 
going tonight and the fact stand outside and people to talk to you and food and 
that's terrific. They help you if you try and it kind of helps to have someone on 
your side. If they know you'll try they really stay with you." 

"You can always come here. Everywhere else you have to maIm an appoint-
ment'" >I< •• They're always saying they're too busy. Here • • • they don't send 
you around from place to Ii,lace. They take time with you here." 

"I'd like to say that if it wasn't for Bridge and --- I wouldn't be here 
writing this." 

"This project has benefited me a lot in wisdom of myself in past years:' 
"They do a lot here that is really needed. They should have more publicity 

so that more pE'Ople-llke the really young girls who are out there-would know 
they can be helped." • 

"Bridge is the one place where I always f~l welcome and that people care 
about me. Other people have an investigative attitude but here they try to get 
to know you first and treat you as a person not a problem. They don't take you 
on a dependency trip (J '" •• They gave me the emotional back-up which was very 
necessary for me." 

"Sometimes they are very strict with me. It makes me sad because then I 
won't have no place to go if they make me leave." 

"Bridge is great • • •. I wish I had known it existed sooner." 
"---is the Commander of the Bridge. She loves people so she helps them." 
"I keep coming back here because I need help with my feelings and that is 

what they help me with." 
"No one should be allowed to work at Bridge who hasn't been on the street 

and been through it '" • • if the Counselors haven't been on the street they are 
walking cliches, suburban brats who give you pre-determined programmed 
responses out of textbooks from their liberal arts 9O-day wonder kid degrees. 
I need psychiatric help and they don't have a psychiatrist here." 

"They help me keep my sanity the first couple of years on the street when 
there were so many new faces and new religions that were strange and you 
had to get used to • '" •. Now I know its time for me to plan, not dream and 
finish my education. That's how they help me." 

"Its the first time I ever asked for help • • *. Now, of course, I wish that I had 
come sooner." 

"I've been coming here for four years and they give me most what I need 
most * ..... They make me feellike they care about what happens to me • • '" but 
I caD't ask them for another childhood >I< * >I< how can anyone give you a child
hood you never had or make you be born again with a whole new family?" 
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"Sometimes' when' I come in here I feel so good to be welcomed and wanted 
its like taking your first bike .ride or the first time you catch a pass in football. 
They're the things you don't forget ever." . . . 

"They can't hold my hand forever but the feeling of closeness I need some
times. is here and they give it to me when I need it." 

"They 'are very helpful here and respect your independent feelings and don't 
baby you. They have the best foster homes too • • *. I ought to know, I've been in 
seven in the last two weeks." . 

"They don't give up on you easily * '" * sometimes I get drunk or something 
and don't do what I planned to do and don't keep dates with Bridge ,.. * • they 
really want you to try. Sometimes I don't try." 

"Everybody on this staff is great tho everybody shouldn't be. Some people 
who come in act awful and ungrateful and the people at Bridge try hard." 

"When I called late at night, -' -- came and got me and took me to this real 
super !ad.v's house for the night. I was really scared and hungry and they fed me 
and were super n'!ce to me. Then this morning --- talked to me for a long 
time and to my father and really helped us both." 

vn. AN OPTIMISTIO NOTE 

The role of Bridge in the lives of the runaway children 'and young street 
people who have been helped either on the street, in the office, in the dental 
clinic, or on the medical van is not that of a salvage operation-timely, useful, 
necessary certainly, but a one-shot event. ltather it is a life-saving one which 
responds instantly to the critical life emergency, but remains to sustain, support, 
guide and encourage. 

Instantaneous, magical solutions to an individual's kaleidoscope of problems 
are rarely, if ever, arrived at. These young people's problems are too serious, their 
emotional wounds are too deep. It is no exaggeration to say that some, when they 
left home, had only one choiee to make-street life or death. Most had lived under 
conditions unusually detrimental to their health, growth, and· development
circumstances anyone of which signify the need for protective services as defined 
by The Ohild Welfare League of America.lB 

Malnourished, ill-clad, dirty, without proper shelter or sleeping arrangements 
Without supervision, unattended 
III and lacking essential medical care 
Denied normal experienc:·· .. that produce feelings of being loved, wanted, secure 

and worthy (emotional neg'iect) 
Failing to attend school regularly 
Exploited, overworked 
Physically abused 
Emotionally disturbed, due to continuous friction in home, marital discord, 

mentally ill parents 
Exposed to unwholesomeness and demoralizing circumstances. 
For almost ten years, Bridge has been the life saver for countless Boston street 

youth. Other people, their parents included, have rejected the.m, have no time 
for them. Most of them have gone through life unnoticed until, through one means 
or another, they arrive at' Bridge and the slOW, steady process of hauling in the 
lifeline begins. 

This report would fail in its intent if the Y<>lmg people involved in. it were 
submerged in the stark. statistics of hunger, cold, drug abuse, rejection, depr~
sion, abandonment, etc., which were diseussed earlier. It would be a great dis
service to them to ignore those qualities that make so many of them want to 
improve their lives and inspire others to help them. 

At the end of fifty interviews it seems fair to say that this is an idealistic 
group. They care a great deal. They cure about the world they live in, and they 
care about the quality of life. They would end war, racism, crime, poverty, and 
pollution. They cine about people, small children especially. They would end 
human misery, degradation, and unhappiness in whatever form it takes. They 
would strengthen family life; those who say they plan to marry and have chil
dren project a picture of a f'ecure and loving household with their own children 
and fostc~r children in a peaceful world. 

Many value self autonomy, and take pride in the fact that they have survived 
on the street. TIley want to live truly independent lives and recognize the need 
to acquire the skills which will enable them to do so. 

lS Standards for Child Protective Services, 1969. P. 10 CWLA. 
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1'hey do not like "mean" people. 
They are articulate. They are grateful for help and able to express their grati

tude. Some are above average .in intelligence, some are artistic, others have 
liteM\~Y dexterity. _ 

Matuy share a quality which is hard to put -a label on: wistful expectancy, 
perhaps. It embraces the stoicism and resilience with which they meet the vicissi
tudes of everyday living; the desire to survive and the determination to do &0; 
th.eir hopes for.the future which involve not so much material successes and. gains, 
but philanthropic' work in day care centers or -an agency "like Bridge". Their 
idea of Utopia has grace and gentleness as they do themsel ves. 

They are worth saving. No effort is too great. "Nothing is enough i we must 
keep doing more." 111 

APPENDIX A 

A Glossary of Street Terms Compiled by the In-Service Trainees 

Dr11D8 

Amonitrate-poppers. 
Benzedrine-:-bennies. 
Butylnitrate-Iocker room, rush. 
Cocaine-blow, breeze, CeeCee, ciz, coke, flake, girlfriend, lips, nostrll, snow, 

Sally, Toot. 
Codeine-aerosol, 292's, 293's. 
Demerol-demi-tab. 
Heroin-boy, Chinese green, dobee, fixer, horse, junk, Mexican mud, Mrs. Jones, 

scag, sister, amack, stuff, sugar. 
Hycodan-harps, hypes. 
L.S.D.-aciel, anchors, blotter, clear light, disco acid, gunk, King Tut, Mr. 

Natural, orang,e sunshine, purple haze, pyramid green, rainbow, red dragon, sun
shine, window pane, yellow sunshine. 

Marijuana-Acapulco gold, bones, Bowie Maui, Columbian red, dew, grass, 
gungee, hash, Hawaiian, herb, Jamaican Brown, jOints, Marry Janes, pot, red 
bud, reef, reefer, smoke, weed. 

Mescaline-S.T.P., purple microdot. 
Methadrine-crank, crystal, crossroads, hot rock, speed. 
Opium-Thai sticks. 
Percodan--endos, goofers, hay-hay, p's, pinl::, perks, yella bird. 
P.C.P.-angel dust, angel hair, big D, Delta 8, Delta 9, hog, rocket fuel, &pear

mint, super weed, the boss, the killa. 
Qualude-714, ludes, quaqua. 
Valium-blues, bombs, rave, Vee's, white, yellow. 

Otlter 
Good-alright, bad, cool, dynamite, down with it, hot stuff, freaky, gonzo, 

slick, smokin', right on, sweet. 
Pan-handling-bumming, spare changing, leaching, mooching, stemming, 

scrounging, scavenging. 
Pick pocketing-dipping, playing the shots, spanking. 
Place to stay-crib, crash, done, pad, place. 
Stealing-clip, mug, roll, sting. 
Under the influence of drugs/alcohol-blown away, bummed out, buzzed, 

cooked, discoherent, dusted, flying, freaked out, flashed back, high, mellow, nod
ding, perked, plastered, ripped, stoned, smashed, toasted, torn up, tripping, 
wasted, zipped, zoned out, zonked out, zooed out. 

Break the ice-get what you want. 
Chomping off, playing on your not-beUttle. 
Cop a square-borrow a cigarette. 
Crulliling-looklng someone over. 
Dealing-selling drugs. 
From the get and go, from jumpstreet-since the beginning, from way back. 
Girlfriend--fellow streetwalker. 
The gall~ry--heroin dealer's house. 
Hoeing-prostitution. 

111 Barbara Whelnn, Executive Director, in an lunguarded moment in the Bridge hallway, 
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Hoe straw-area frequented by prostitutes. 
Homes-person from the same place. 
Homey-ugly .. 
Hustling-male prostitution. 
The joint-jail. 
Murphy-hoax by a pimp or prospective customer. 
Nightrider-street person who robs other street people. 
A player-manipulator. 
Poo putt-low-class hustler. 
Scnmming-to blanket an area pan-handling. 
Set of works-syringe, needle, cooker, etc. for drug injection. 
Shank--hit with a heavy object. 
Shine them on-agree with someone to keep quiet. 
SpiiL:stab. 
The spot-hustIer's house. 
Square job-9 to 5; 10 to 6 etc. with taxes deducted. 
Tap it-communicate with a friend. 

PROGRAM UPDATE--PREPARED BY: THE, BRIDGE, INO. 

PROGRAM UPDATE-BRIDGE SERVICE COMPoNEN'rs 
l-Streetw(jrk 

During 1979, the Bridge streetwork team was temporarily reduced from four 
people to three. This was due to funding limitations in the spring; fortunately, 
this was the only service cutback rc-quired to deal with last year's financial diffi
culties. In the faJl of 1979, the agency began its search for an additional worker 
to complete the team. Because of the need for streetworkers to serve as positive 
role models for youth on the streets, Bridge takes care to ensure that its street
workers can relate to the needs of all youth-males, females, white youth, and 
minorities. A fourth streetworker was hired in January of 1980 to return the 
team to its full strength. 

Statistics for 1979 show 16,426 streetworl{ contacts. This figure is down from 
the 1978 t~tal of 21,458 but when one considers that there were only three street
workers in 1979 compared to four in 1978, the number of contacts per streetworker 
actually increased from 5,364 to 5,487. 

Two new developments in Bridge's streetwork activities should occur in 1980: 
first, the existing streetwork team will expand its service locations by working 
in the Washington Elms--Newtowne Courts Housing Projects In East Cambridge. 
This will be a six-month experiment; at the end of this period; Bridge will deter
mine if working near these housing projects is an effective way of reaching out 
to alienated youth. Second, Bridge has received funding to hire an additional 
streetworker to be stationed in the "Combat Zone"-Park Square areas of Boston. 
Youth in these areas are particularly vulnerable to· being exploits:l and/or 
exposed to criminal activities and violence. A streetworker, who coulill'utervene 
in the "normal" risks youth face in the Combat Zone and Park Square, could 
help provide them with alternative opportunities for counseling, education, em
ployment, and other support services at Bridge. The streetwork team leader is 
completing a needs assessment to determlme how this additional streetworker 
might best make an impact on the needs \of young people in. :these "high-risk 
areas of Boston. . 
2-Free medical vwn 

In 1979, the dl'mllnd for actual medical care tIn the van remained fairly steady; 
there were 1,940 visits for care compared with 2,089 in 1978. The van's outreach 
services increased as it reported 5,053 non-medical visits for food, referrals, in
formal counseling, and "drop-ins." 

The purchase of a new microscope replaced one which was stolen in December 
of 1978 and the van is once again able to prov.Ide gram stains, wet preps, uranal
yses, and other diagnostic services for its patience. An .i~tensive drive tQ. recruit 
volunteer physicians has resulted in an active pool o,e 22 doctors who work on the 

'van, compared to 12 in 1978. 
Future'developments for the van include a propose1[l agreement with Ohildten's 

Hospital to· provide follow-up.care. for lJa.tients who need more extensive diag-
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nos tic tests or treatments which cannot pe delivered on the van. Also, the van 
will follow Bridge streetworkers into East Cambridge Rnd the "Combat Zone" 
a's a demo,nstrlltion of how Bridge can follow up its outreach programs with real 
services to meet youths' needs. 

Based on the receipt of necessary funds, Bridge hopes to conduct a needs assess
ment/evaluation study of the Medical Van and the Dental Clinic to determine 
how both facilities might be modified to meet the changing needs of alienated 
youth. ' 
3-Free dental clinic 

In the fall of 1979, the Dental Outreach Worker, who had supervised the clinic's 
operations since 1974, left Bridge. In an innovative response to the need for new 
leadership at the clinic, Bridge replaced this worker with a part-time licensed 
dentist to assess the clinic's present operations and recommend any changes to 
improve its ability to respond to needy young people. This dentist is assisted 
by two youth participants who help maintain clinic equipment lind whfi also 
staff its nightly sessions. The clinic recorded 1,480 visits for dental care in 1979, 
compared with 1,577 in 1978. 

In December of 1979, a grant was received to replace the clinic's aging evacu
ator with a new one; other equipment needs will be the basis for future grant 
requests. .A. possible change in ownership of the teen center which houses the 
clinic is being monitored by Bridge staff regarding 'any impact this may ihave 
on the clinic's occupancy of rent-free space in the teen center. 

Together with the Medical Van, the Dental Clinic represents the only portion 
of Bridge's service program which has not yet developed its own renwable fund
ing base. Bridge staff will continue their efforts to secure such a base in the 
future. 
4-00unseUng services 

In 1979, Bridge continued to experience a steady increase in the demand for 
personal counseling by youth who visit the agency's counseling center at 23 
Beacon Street, Boston. In 1979, a total of 6,25£ client visits were recorded, up 14% 
from 1978. Tlhis increase occurred despite Bridge's decision not to increase its 
counseling staff during 1979. 

Toward the end of 1979, Bridge added a new component-the Youth In Service 
Participation Project-which provides for youth participation in the agency's 
total service program. While this project is described in more detail below, its 
inclusion of counseling anti educational support services for youth should be 
noted here. Bridge now has its own full-time educational staff, consisting of a 
G.E.D. teacher and a bilinqual reading specialist. 

Future plans for Bridge's counseling component include an expansion of its 
educational and career development services. The ageney intends to develop 
stronger linkages with local schools and employment training programs to pro
vide clients with a structured "next step" in their progress toward independent 
and self-sufficient lifestyles. 
5-Runaway program 

The number of runaways served by Bridge in 1979 increased l\lver the previous 
year for the sixth year in a row. In 1978, Bridge responded to 297 individual 
runaway incidents; in 1979, this figure rose 14% to 339. The :Dridge runaway 
counselor continues to coordinate the agency's services to these l'oung people in 
crisis. Since October of 1979, she has been assisted by 'a youth participant who 
helps her to deliver services to runaway clients. Still, Bridge recognizes that 
expecting a Single runaway counselor to respond to such a growing number of 
crisis situations is unrealistic. Local foundations will be :requested to provide 
funds to hire an additional counselor to improve Bridge's ability to deal effective
ly with them any runaways it sees. This strategy is necessary because the 
federal government is unlikely to be able to increase its support for Bridge's 
runaway services despite its recognition of the high quality of these services. 

In June of 1979, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
recognized Bridge as the "exemplary" runaway center in New England . .A. copy of 
the letter informing Bridge of this determination is available on request. 
6-Project home front 

Calendar 1979 was the first year of service for this research .and demonstration 
project to test the delivery of family life skills education services to teenage 
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mothers and their babies. In that first year, 208 women were referred to Home 
Front, of whom 112 became active Home Front clients. Some 44 of their children 
also regularly accompanied their mothel's to the Home Front offices at 150 
Bowdoin Street, Boston. 

The initial research and demonstration period will expire in October of 1980 ; 
a detailed research report on the needs of adolescent parents and the relative 
success of Home Front's attempts to meet those needs will be published by 
.January, 1981. 
'"I-Youth in service participation project 

Bridge's newest service component, its youth participation/employment and 
training project, began in October of 1979. Through a federal grant, Bridge can 
now employ a total of 10 youth aged 14--21 as part-time staff in each agency 
service component. These 10 youth receive formal and informal training services 
while they work at Bridge, and in addition have access to personal and group 
counseling services. An important element of this project is delegation of pro
gram planning and development responsibilities to the youth involved. In weekly 
staff meetings, they discuss their future needs and plan strategies to meet them. 

The Bridge youth project also requires that participants attend high school 
or r,pend at least six honrs per week in an equivalent classroom education pro
gram. The G.E.D. teacher and bilingual reading specialist who work at Bridge 
through this grant not only serve this purpose for the 10 youth employed in the 
project; they also offer educational services to a number of other Bridge clients 
as well. 

Future plans call for the agency to develop a referral network to encourage 
youth to take advantage of other employment, training, and educational oppor
tunities in Boston. A joint grant request to develop such a link with employ
ment/educational resources at A.B.C,D. is currently being considered by the 
Massachusetts Department of Manpower Development. 
S-Research 

In May of 1979, Bridge published Greater Boston Street Youth: Their OhMac
teristics, Incidence, and Needs, by Margaret B. Saltonstall. This study was based 
on interviews with 147 Bridge clients in an attempt to quantify our knowledge 
of who these youth are and what types of services might best serve their needs. 
Bridge undertook the responsibility for such a report because (A) there is little 
documentation of the origins and needs of street youth; and (B) few other 
agencies are able to maintain contact with these young people. 

Copies of the report were mailed to foundations and government agencies 
throughout Eastern Massachusetts. Auditional copies are avaiJable on request 
from Bridge. The study found that 40 percent of the subjects aged 11-17 were 
victims of abuse, and 19 percent of these children in the same age bracket had not 
run away but were in fact thrown out of home by their parents. The most signifi
cant needs expressed by youth interviewed in the study were housing (61 per
cent), jobs (55 percent), education (46 percent), and money (43 percent). 

Future plans for Bridge's research efforts .include the initiation in March, 1980, 
of a study on the motivation of street youth. This study will focus on why youth 
choose to live on the streets and what sorts of reasons would convince them to 
seek alternatives to that lifestyle. . 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

Bridge auministrative staff have stabilized funding for all agency services 
except for the Medical/Dental Component as of February 15, 1980. For fiscal 1979, 
this was accomplished through grants from local foundations in addition to 
Bridge's regular state, federal, and other funding sources. During fiscal 1980, 
increased funds have been secured from government agencies and local sources as 
well. Particularly noteworthy have been th,~ receipt of H.E.W. funds to support 
Bridge's youth project and Bridge's acceptance as a United Way member agency 
effe'.!tive January 1, 1980. The United Way voted to allocate $47,000 to Bridge 
from January-December of 1980. Because Bridge's fiscal years begin on July 1 
and end on June 30 of each year, only half of United Way's allocation, or $23,500. 
may be spent in fiscal 1980. The remaining $23,500 will be available for the first 
half of Bridge's fiscal 1981. The result of this "overlap" of fiscal years means that 
Bridge still needs approximately $23,745 by June 30, 1980 in order to avoid closing 
this fiscal year with a deficit. 
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Perhaps the most significant improvement in Bridge's management systems 
over the past year was the institution of the agency's own evaluation mechanism. 
During the first week of October of 1979, all Bridge staff attended a week-long 
workshop for the purpose of examIning ,the entire service program of the agency. 
Before this time, Bridge was evaluated four times annually t>y state Ulld federal 
agencies. 'While these evaluations of Bridge continue to take place, agency staff 
felt the need to cond.uct a program evaluation based on the staff's own perception:; 
of youth's needs and how to address them in the most effective manner . 

.All Bridge operations were reviewed and subject to recommendations for im
provement. A number of progranJ changes which originated in this evaluation 
have already begun to take place. They include: the expansion of streetwork and 
medical van service areas to include East Cambridge, the hiring of a part-time 
dflntist to replace the Dental Outreach Worker at the Bridge Free Dental Clinic, 
the continuation of Bridge's research efforts, and It number of meetings among 
different agency service components to develop increased continuity of servic{:s at 
Bridge. Because of the positive impact of the 1979 evaluation workshop, Bridge 
hopes to cOnduct similar workshops eB'<!h autumn. 

FUTURE PLANS AND GOALS 

Bridge staff have identified two long-range goals for the agency which would 
improve its 9.bility to respond to the needs of alienated youth. They are: 

The cstablisl:tnwnt of eaucati(lnaZ programs and their possible e1JOlution into 
an "aUerna·tive school" design.-Yirtually aU of the youth who come to Bridge 
have not yet coml,'leted a high-school education. However, at the same time, most 
of them have been alienated by their previous scholastic experiences and will re
sist any referrals to local schools, even "alternative" schools. Bridge has had 
some success in providing G.E.D. instruction at its counseling center; youth seem 
to respond well to the :i.nformal atmosphere maintained by agency staff. Because 
of the multiple educational needs of street youth, the addition of other teachers 
who could provide remed~al and advanced academic instruction would help 
Bridge clients to prepare fo): success in school and unemployment where their 
previous efforts had resulted iII failure. 

Establishment of an intermetliate shelter-care faciZity.-The most overwhelm
ing need expressed by Bridge clients is for housing. Except for "crisis" shelters 
and other time-limited facilities, th~1:e are no resources to provide youth with' 
a stable residence. While it is possible 1:0 arrange for youth to begin employment 
and then budget rent money out of this u~w-found income, this is a risky ven
ture when the youth must begin w{)rk before fie Or she has a definite place to 
'live. Arriving at the job on time, obtaining a social g~curity number, and even 
landing a job in the first place are all made more difficult when one has no place 
to call home. For many youth, the ability to manage a household and pay monthly 
bills are skills which they must learn in order to live independently. 

Bridge would hope to purchase a building in the Beacon Em-Boston Common 
area of Boston and move its counseling, educational, and e:lllployment training 
programs into it. The building would also contain a number lof smaU apartments 
which could be used to provide youth with living arrangements which are not 
long-term, but which are l{)ng enough to allow them to stabilize their lives and 
learn how to manage independent living. Such an addition to Bridge'l'l present 
array of services would be an important way for Bridge to respond to one of the 
most difficult needs of homeless, alienated youth. 

CONCLUSION 

Bridge's unique outreach programs and its ability to provide a number of 
services needed by alienated youth have belln at the heart of the agency's exist
ence as the "first agency" to contact so many youth. Without extraOrdinary ef
forts on the part of. service providers to meet these youth where they are, many 
of them cannot or will not attempt to reestablish contact with society. While 
Bridge does not try to establish itself as the only agency to which a youth will 
turn for assistance, it recognizes the need to demonstrate to its clients that there 
are resources available to help them, and that there are settjngs in society in 
which they can be respected as individUR'ls. 

IBridge's goal f{)r all of its clients is for them to return to SOCiety as individuals 
who can make independent choic~s ahout tp,eir personal and career goals. Bridge 
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sees its immediate responsibility to be tl!e provision of services to help them sur
vive and to reestablish trust between the youth and society. After this crucial 
period is pa€t, Bridge works to link the youth with .()ther community resources
employment opportunities, educational facilities, specialized sociaI service pro
grams, etc.-who can integrate their resources with the continuing needs of the 
youth as he or she progresses toward an independent lifestyle. Thus, Bridge sees 
its responsibilities t.() fall into the following two tasks: 

To provide services which are designed to meet the needs o.f individual alien
ated youth; and 

To advocate for an increased ability to respond to a:lienated youth by the human 
service community. . 

True to its name, Bridge "bridges" the gap between street youth and straight 
society, working to bring each group within closer reach of the other. As the 
agency reaches its tenth anniversary on June 24, 1980, its staff, volunteers, and 
clients look forward to a new decade of leadership in the field of youth services. 



PART VII.-ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF PRIVATE 
CITIZENS 

(From the Juvenile Justice Digest, April 1980) 

OJJDP-A QUES1' FOR AUTHORITY 

(By John Rector) 

The authority to act was an essential element of the Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act'8 establishment of an office within the federal govern
ment to address juvenile justice issues. 

In a report to Congress a year after the JD Aet'8 passage in 1974, the General 
Accounting Office saiil,"the law provides increased visibility to the problem and 
fl. focal point for * * * juvenile delinquency activities in the federal government 
by -creating the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). 

"* * * ~'his will be the first organizutional unit that can identify existing 
and needed resources identify and set priorities and develop strategies to im
plement a comprehensive attack on juvenile delinquency," the GAO said, adding 

- that "for the first time, speCific efforts to both prevent and control juvenile 
delinquency will be one agency's responsibility." 

Even ~hronic pessimists, however, would be shocked to learn that six years 
after the acts passage, delegation of grant award auth'ority remains a central 
issue of debate. 

BEGINNINGS 

The movement to establish by law a distinct OJJDP began six decades before 
passage of the 1974 act. At that time, the government initiated studies in the 
field of juvenile delinquency. By 1926, statistics on delinquency were being re
ported. In 1935, the Social Security Administration's Children's Bureau was 
administering child welfare grants supporting a wide range of activities, some 
of which were oriented toward delinquency prevention. 

But prior to 1952, other than gathering statistics and supporting activities 
and stUdies incidental to child welfare work, there was lit~le evidence of federal 
concern. 

This passive approach changed significantly in the 1950's. In 1953, the Senate 
Judiciary Committee established a new Subcommittee to Study Juvenile De
linquency in the United States and a separate juvenile delinquency project was 
within the Bureau. 

In 1955, the State of the Union message deltvered by President Eisenhower 
culled for federal legislation to assist states in dealing with juvenile delinquency. 
In a major bill introduced that year, Sen. Estes Kefauver proposed that the 
Bureau and its juvenile delinquency unit be elevated to an Office of Children'S 
Affairs to report directly to the secretary of HEW. 

The Kefauver bill proved so controversial, however, that the legislation was 
later introduced separately so as not to jeopardize the programma.tic aspects of 
the HEW measure. 

Although Kefauver's measure did not become law, by the end of the 1950s the 
Children's Bureau had established the Division of Juvenile Delinquency Serv
ices to develop standards and provide technical assistance for public and volun
tary agencies in delinquency protection and control services. 

With strong Kennedy administration support, the activities of the previous 
decade culminated in 196.' tn passage of the Juvenile Delinquency Gnd youth 
Offen8e8 Oontrol Act. Initi.,11/ the act was administered by an Office of Juvenile 
Delinquency and youth Development in the Office of the HEW secretary. How
ever, in 1963 an Office of Juvenile Delinquency within HEW's new Welfare 
Administration was assigned responsibility for the program. 

In 1968, it was expected that the Juvenile DeUnquency a.na Oontrol Act would 
support and continue the best programs developed and p.valuated since 1961. 

(520) 
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However, the act was not well received by the Johnson administration . .Al
though a new Youth Development and Delinquency Prevention Administration 
was established by HEW within Social and RE~babilitative ~ervices, the under
staffed and underfinanced unit was without a director for two yeara. 

Sen. Birch Bayb, chairman of the Senate's Judiciary Committee's Subcommit
tee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, said in 1971 that the program's lack of 
significant success could be linked "to a great extent, not in the conception and 
design of the act but rather in its inadequate administration." 

In 1971, the program and its non-statutory unit were in great disfavor. The 
National Governor's Conference narrowly defeated a resolution to abolish the 
HEW office. Others suggested that it be elevated to the level of HEW's Office of 
Education. Still others proposed the establishment of a separate and independent 
juvenile institute. 

At the same time, criticism was also leveled at LEA.!. by Sen. Bayh for its 
failure to establish any juvenile unit. The final conclusion of oversight hearings 
held in 1971 was that there was no centralized leadership and no entity with 
the authority to act at the federal level in the fight against juvenile crime. 

ESTABLISHING OJJDP 

Few were surprised in February 1972, when Sen. Bayh proposed legislation 
to establish in the Executive Office of the President a national Office to co
ordinate, review and evaluate all federal juvenile programs. 

In the spring of that year, Senate Rep~blicans proposed legislation also de
signed to provide appropriate authority and visibility to the federal juvenile 
delinquency effort. The Republican bill would have established a Juvenile Ad
ministration within HEW, comparable to LEAA within the Justice Department. 

The need for a separate federal office to focus on juvenile delinquency and to 
exercise proper authority and accountability permeated congressional hearings 
in 1972 and 1973. Nixon administration officials from both HEW and LEAA op
posed this concept and supported the 8tatu8 quo. 

In the fall of 1973, with the Watergate Scandal in full bloom, the Senate balked 
at establishing a national juvenile office within the White House "at a time when 
... there is serious need to strengthen existing departments of government." 

As a result, a bill was reported out in March 1974, establishing the OJJDP 
within HEW with a full delegation of authority. This prospect awakened the 
8tatu8 q1t02rs. They were determined, although they had been unable to defeat 
the bill, not to allow more progressive juvenile supporters to control its im
plementation. 

Tragically, they succeeded. In order to assure passage of the landmark 
Juvenile J1lstice ana Delinquency Prevention Act, it was agreed to place OJJDP 
within LEAA without statutory delegation of authority. 

In September 1974, just after President Jli\ixon resigned, President Ford re
jected veto recommendations from his Office of Management and Budget, HEW 
and the Department of Justice, and signed the .ID Act into law. 

To enhance its visibility, the OJJDP was to be headed by a person selected by 
the President and confirmed by the Senate. The OJJDP was also given statu
tory authority over all LEAA juvenile programs which were required to be 
maintained by LEAA at a constant level. 

OJJDP's legislative authorization was not made parallel to LEAA's to rein
force the juvenile office's separate identify, clearly an effort to make sure 
OJJDP would not be eclipsed or dominated by issues arising out of the TolEAA 
reauthorization cycle. 

Thus, at least on paper, the Congress for the first time had mandated the 
establishment of a separate oillce to focus on juvenile delinquency. Regrettably, 
however, it was nearly a year before the OJJDP was actually set up. Even more 
time elapsed before its first head was nominated and it was nevar given more 
than an illusory dell;'.gation of authority by the TolEAA. 

In fact, the LEAA administrator and general counsel retained all actual. au
thority. Even OJJDP's program announcements and annual reports were signed 
by the LEAA administrator. OJJDP was a paper tiger. 

A BORRY CHRONOLOGY 

A multitude of explosive issues arose regarding the LEAA's failure to imple
ment the act. Had OJJDP been delegated the authority Congress anticipated ·most 
of these problems would have been avoided or quickly resolved. 
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This sorry chronology of LEAA domination is well documented in the Senate 
Judiciary Committee's two-volume report, Ford St·i!les J1tVcnile J1tst·ice Program. 
Typical of the manner in which the central issue of delegated authority arose 
is the following dialogue in May 1976, between Subcommi.ttee Chairman Sen. 
Bayh and the LEAA Administrator: 

BAYH. " '" '" '" the whole thrust of this program was to try to have someone with 
the authority to act to stop the buck passing'" '" >I< I am sure you have enough 
other decisions to make so you will not miss this burden. 

VELDE. "I have generally ratified what Mr. Luger (the OJJDP administrator) 
has recommended * '" '" " 

BAYH. HI believe this authority must apply to the LE.li maintenance of effort 
(MOE) funds as well as the JuYenile Justice Act funds. Are we on the same wave 
length? I don't want to make a Supreme Court case out of this, but if we are 
going to get results this is what must be done." 

YELDE. "Although I retain an interest, concern and commitment in this area, 
Mr. Luger is a Presidential apPOintee. He knows the field better than I, even 
though I did have a couple of years experience as a staff member on this sub
committee. He has had a career in the field and 1. certainly defer w his expertise 
and judgment." 

BAYH. "I don't wish to demean your re,Q!)onsibility * '" >I< However, the whole 
thrust of this act was to bring in someone that could really pull the old and on
gOing efforts together with the new programs, knock some heads, and in con
sultation with you, put this program together so when we have oversight hearings 
you could be doing something else. I know that would pain you greatly, but the 
person who is running the program with the proper delegation of authority would 
be on the hot seat." 

All efforts to obtain a proper delegation of authority for OJJDP from LEU 
failed. Thus, three years later when the OJJDP reauthorization bill was intro
duced, Sen. Bayh emphasized, again, the vital importance of a proper delegation 
of authority when he observed: 

"We intended in 1974 that LEAA administer this program through the new 
office and that it (the OJJDP) shall be delegated all the administrative, manage-· 
rial, operation and policy responsibilities'" >I< '" " 

Reauthorization hearings yielded a broad range of opinion regarding the au
thority and related OJJDP issues. Lee Thomas, a member of the LEAA task 
force that established OJJDP, testified on behalf of the National Conference of 
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators (now the National Criminal 
Justice Association) and against the Bayh bill. Thomas spoke to the authority 
issue as follows: 

"The National Conference opposes any other section which wrest control of 
the Juvenile Justice . Act from the direction of the (LEAA) administrator >I< * '" 
A major problem with the OJJDP has been that it has virtually been a separate 
agency within LEU '" '" >I< What is far greater control and coordination by 
the (LEU) administrator over this entity run:J.ing adrift." 

In stark contrast, Christopher Mould, one of the few persons actually involved 
in development of the act and representing the Collaboration for Youth, testified 
that OJJDP had been: 

u* * '" Wholly dominated and subordinated by LEU's superstructure and the 
bureaucratic patterns and policies developed for administering the Sate Streets 
Act (SSA) '" '" '" (and) the office'" '" '" treated by the LEU leadership as a 
mere appendage'" '" '" Implementation of the JD Act hilS almost been smothered 
in appropriate regulations, policies and guidelines developed for the SSA * '" '" 
(and) engrufted to the JD Act '" '" ",,, 

Mould concluded his testimony by recommending that a statutory delegation of 
authority to make grants was essential. 

Similarly, the presidentially-appointed members of the OJJDP's advisory COlli
mittee recommended that the: 

u* >I< '" Assi.stant Administrator of the OJJDP be delegated all administrative, 
managerial, operational and policy responsibilities related to the act * '" '" Under 
the present arrangement the assistant administrator bears the responsibility 
without having the corresponding authority." . 

Some spoke of establishing an OJJDP separate from LEA..A., but the general 
sentiment on this was reflected by the National youth Alternatives Project (now 
the National youth Work Alliance) : 
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"The drawbajcks of such a move include the cost of establishing a parallel 
!.'ystem of supPort services for the office apart from LEU and the difficulty 
of coordinating juvenile justice activities * >I< * under maintenance of effort provi
sions of the Sate Streets Act." 

.T.be Project also emphasized that a proper delegation of authority to OJJDP 
should lead to more effective operation of the program. 

CONGRESSIONAL INTENT REITE!iATED 

Following the hearings, strong statements of congressional intent regarding a 
proper delegation of authority for OJJDP highlighted each of the 1977 rePorts on 
the reauthorization legislation. The Senate Judiciary Committee report stated 
flatly that ·'the LEU administrator did not delegate the authority for the 
assistant administrator to fully implement the program," 

The committee noted that it had in 1974 and was again in 1977 underscoring 
the "importance of the office" and the need for "authority and necessary clout to 
carry out the act's mandates unfettered by intermediate review or ratification." 

Attorney General Griffin Bell echoed similar intention in a May 1977, speech 
when he stated that "we will delegate to OJJDP authority to run all LEU youth 
program.s * * *" 

RENEWED BUT NAIVE OPTIMISM 

The reauthorization legislation clarified the authority of the OJJDP and to 
facilitate implementation of the program, the head of the OJJDP was made an 
associate administrator of LEU rather than an assistant administrator. 

In the summer Of 1977, with renewed, through somewhat naive, optimism, the 
OJJDP began to acquire a role within LE.A,A more consistent with its mandate. 
The juvenile formula grant program (65 percent of the OJJDP budget) was 
transferred frum the LEU's Office of Regi.onal Operations to the OJJD~ with its 
head delegated full authority to implement its provisions-including the removal 
of non-offenders from secure placement and the separation of incarcerated adults 
and juveniles. The OJJDP administrator no longer reported to an LIl'.A..A. deputy 
but directly to the LE.A..A. administrator. OJJDP signed its own program announce
ments and even h~d its own stationery. 

The OJJDP continued to acquire-bit by bit-its mandated authority. In early 
1978, the LEU administrator approved a major OJJDP reorganization and 
manpower increase. OJJDP was able to acquire its own legal advisor and a new 
policy, planning and coordination division, 

The new division was responsible for program development, policies and pro
cedures, budgets and guidelines; the coordination of federal programs and the 
OJJDP advisory committee; and the maintenance of effort activities. Additionally, 
the division's fiscal branch monitored fund flow, the processing of grants and 
generally monitored the operation and productivity of each OJJDP flivision. 

Late in 1978, OJJDP acquired its flrst and to date only delegation of authority 
to award discretionary funds. Nearly 60 grants totalling $6 million for projects 
designed to curb the detention of non-offenders and the jailing of juveniles were 
awarded. 

During oversight hearings that year, the OJJDP administrator again stressed 
the difficulty associated with 'being held accountable but not ·being delegated 
proper authority· . 

Others, however, -persisted in their opposition to change. The representative 
of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators 
testified that u* '" '" the administrator (of OJJDP) has effectively freed himself 
from accounta·bility to either the acting LEAA administrator or the Attorney 
General. ,. oj< '" In essence the office has been gOing its own way." 

Unfortlmately, the reality was that OJJDP still had far to go to free itself. 
Each discretionary grant, after being cleared by the LEU comptroller, the 
OJJDP staffer, the OJJDP division head and tha OJJDP administrator was 
(and still is) reviewed and subject to rejection by the LEU comptroller, auditor, 
general counsel, grant review board and, :finally, by the LEAA administrator. 

THE FOURTH BOX 

While the LEU hierarchy continuc.d to withhold full delegation of authority, 
a new forum for discussion of the issue developed. A department-wide JUVenile 
justice l'ea}ltho~ization task force rejected additional authority for OJJDP or 
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the office's separation from Ll!JA.A.~-the so-called four,th bO:ii:. The task force 
recommendation to the Attorney General who later concurred, slJPported the 
status quo. . 

l\fajor arguments against further delegation and/or the fourth box included: 
A proliferation of semi-independent agencies would increase administrative 

costs and complexity . 
. Since.9JARS has limited ability to resolve conflicts and insure coordination, a 

separp.te entity would create more confusion. 
The creu.tion of a Specific juvenH.e justice system component is logically in

consistent with the OJARS restructuring along functionallilles (i.~., assistance, 
statistics and research). 

M;ajor arguments for the fourth box included the claim that the OJJDP would 
be able to much more expeditiom,ly review und award grants an.d that such 
an organizutional change would assure that OJJDP would have the authority 
commensurate with its responsibilities. 

However persuasive, both of these im;portant objectives can easily be ob
tained for the OJJDP within LEAA through proper delegation of authority. 
The delegation route would also avoid the cited pitfalls involved with the estab
lishment of a new bureaucratic unit-not the least of which would be the creation 
of endless .. .'onfusion in the field, which at this juncture is only beginning to 
realize the original objectives of the 1974 JD Act. 

ROr~ING BACK PROGRESS 

With the delegation of full authority and the fourth box rejected by the Justice 
Department, the LEA.A. general counsel in early 1979 drafted an OJJDP reau
thorization measure ostensibly consistent with such policy judgments. The ge!l
eral counsel's bill added an amendment that would have substituted the LEA.A. 
administrator for the OJJDP administrator as the vice-chairman of the Coordi
nating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

]j~ortunately, the administration bill-recently introduced by request by Sen. 
Bayh (see story, Vol. 8, No.6, pl)-did not incorporate this provision to further 
dilute OJJDP authority. 

The effort to diminish the OJJDP role continued. In the spring of 197&, both 
the OJJDP legal advisor and the policy, planning and coordination division, 
which were so vital to productivity in 1978, were abolished and OJJDP positions 
were reduced. 

In short, modest progress by OJJDP toward the realization of its mandate has 
been all but eliminated. On the brink of fiscal year 1980, the OJJDP found itself 
more ill equipped. than in fiscal year 1976. 

Later in 1979, the issue of delegation of authority was referred to a manag~ 
ment task force by the LEA.A. administrator. The task force recommended that 
OJJDP be dropped as a member "from the LEA.A. grant and contract review 
board. 

If this were not enough, the OJARS trar.~ition task force selected by the LEA.A. 
administrator concluded in November 1979, that OJJDP should remain within 
LEU with no additional authority. 

The Df!partment of Justice has echoed similar sentiments in response to ques
tions raised by the Senate Appropriations Committee. The department asserted 
that OJJDP as a fourth box under OJARS could "result in needless duplication 
of administrative services and would be inconsistent with the filnctional division 
of programs underlying the Justice System Improvement Act." The department 
also supported the repeal of the non-parallel authorization period which has 
helped to assure a distinct OJJDP identity. 

Recently, the LEA.A. administrator also stripped the OJJDP of key responsibli
ties under the formula grant program, such as the final decision on whether the 
state of California should be dropped from the program because of its cOmingling 
of juveniles and adults in secure institutions. 

NO "SUMMER SOLDIERS" 

For many who have been involved in the more than half-decade effort to secure 
proper authority for OJJDP, it is difficult to be optimistic. Such endeavors are 
certainly not for "summer soldiers." It is long-distance runners who make a 
difference in such matters. 
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Yet, there is liope. The new LEAA administrator, Homer Broome, does not seem 
inhlblted by past pOJ.icies. His proposed reorganizatlOn of LEAA significantly in
creases OJJDl:"s prollle. Also, he will soon consider a proper delegation of 
authority for OJJDl:'. Such positive action on his part, which is exclusively within 
bis' authority, wq;uld ce.rtainly endear him to key congressional sponsors anli 
other long-term prop'orlents of the JD Act. 

Hope springs eternal. 
Editor's Note: John Rector was the OJJDP administrator from June 1977 to 

May 1979. Prior to that Rector was staff director/chief counsel (1973-77), 
deputy chief counsel (1971-.3) for the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investi
gate Juvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of pOlice brutality cases, Department 
of Justi.ce Civil Rights Division (1969-71). Rector is a graduate of the BerkeleY 
School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law. 

(From tlte Juvenile Justice Digest, June 1980) 

OVERVIEW: THE Ups AND DOWNS OF THE OJJDP FUND!i'LOW SEESAW 

'I HOPE YOU DO EVERYTHING :!;,ossmLE TO GE'r IJNOBLIGATED FUNDS TO FOi..KS WHO 
OAN USE THEli!' 

(By John Rect(~r) 

When former President J,'ord chose to ignore the veto recommendations of his 
staff and signed the Juvenille Justice ana DeZinqtterwy Pre'vention Act at 19"14, he 
hastened to add that his administration would not seek funding for the new 
program. 

Congress authorized an Ilppropriation of $350 million for OJJDP's three initial 
fiscal years. Ford cited thll availability of LEAA maintenance-of-effort funds re
quired by the act as adequate support for the nation's juvenile crime and delin
quency prevention effort. 

The presidential request for an actual OJJDP appropriation was for less than 
10 percent of the authorized $350 million ceiling and provided nothing for FY 
'75 and '76. Even an effort to reprogram surplus LEAA money, a strategy ap
proved 'by the administration's Office of Management and Budget (OMB), was 
overruled. 

At more than a dozen encounters between members of Congress and the Ford 
administration, there was heated debate over OJJDP funding. Bipartisan con
gressional forces, led by the JD Act's author, Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), defeated 
several administration attempts to defer or rescind money appropriated for the 
OJJDP. Eventually, the office was provid.ed with $140 million for fiscal years 
1975, 1976 and 1977. 

From the outset, the Carter administration has provided only modest support 
for OJJDP funding. In 1977, the JD Act was extended for three years with an 
authorized appropriation ceiling of $525 million. A reflection of administration 
support was the Attorney General's requested appropriation of $50 million for 
fiscal year 1980 when $200 million was authorized for that particular year. 

Fortunately, Congress appropriated $100 million to the OJJDP for fiscal years 
1978, 1979 and 1980. 

Until 1977, the primary issue of debate was OJJDP survival. When compared to 
other federal youth programs, the OJJDP war chest was meager. Little attention 
was focused on OJJDP's allocation of its discretionary dollars. Few speculated 
there was a slowness, much less a backlog in the discretionary dollar obligation 
rate. 

When the JD Act was extended, the setaside for speCial emphasis discretionary 
funding was cut by 50 percent. The cut was largely the result of natural tension 
between governmental interests and the private, non-profit organizations that 
benefit most from discretionary grant awards. 

Had Congress know at the time it reviewed and amended the act's provisions 
that the OJJDP was hoarding many millions of dollars in unobligated discretion
ary funds, that category would. have no doubt been cut even more drastically. 

During its formative years, .the OJJDP was the object of considerable' opj>osi
tion in many arr-as other than funding. In all fairnes, it is important to state that 
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multi-faceted Justice Department opposition to the program significantly dim
inished the abiilty of the OJJDP, and the willingness of the LEAA, to obligate 
J D Act funds in a timely manner .. 

During the JD Act reauthoriation hearings in the spring of 1977, the acting 
LEAA administrator pointed out tllat only six percent of the fiscal year 1975 
and 1976 JD Act formula grant funds had been expended by the state planning 
agencies (SPAs) and only 27 percent of the expended dollars had been sub
granted for specific projects .. 

Still, while it was becoming apparent that the OJJDP was experiencing chronic 
difficulties in spending even a small portion of its formula grant appropriation 
no concern was voiced regarding the obligation rate for JD Act discretionary 
funds. 

In fact, while OJJDP officials conceded that such funds had not yet been 
actually obligated, they said the money had been earmarked for specific programs 
and- projects. They even intimated that the OJJDP would have been able to 
handle more money for discretionary grant awards in fiscal year 1975, 1976 and 
1977. 

DISCRETIONARY 'REFORM' DOLLARS 

The OJJDP's ability to distribute funds on a discretionary basis was an in
tegral part of the compromise which in 1974 transferred the federal juvenile 
program from HEW to LEAA. It was intended by Congress that those invloved 
in youth crime prevention and juvenile justice system refrom efforts, especially 
non-traditional private groups, be able to receive direct support from the OJJDP. 

In short, it was intended that the OJJDP discretionary funidng procedure for 
fiuch groups include only minimal involvement of the traditional LEAA block 
grant delivery system through the SPAs. The Senate Judiciary Committee on the 
1977 JD Act amendments left no doubt about this matter: 

"The Committee strongly emphasies and reaffirms the intended role of State 
Planning or local agencies regarding Special Emphasis assistance. Namely, as 
Senator Bayh explained, that under 225(b) (5) and (8) they have solely an 
advisory role and under no circumstances do the views of such agencies have 
!l determinative effect. These sections were intended merely to infrom those agen
cies of Special Emphasis grants and contracts." 

Ell,ch year, discretionary funds amounted to nearly 40 percent of the total 
appropriated by Congress for the OJJDP. In addition to special emphasis funds 
the OJJDP had discretionary money available in the categories of concentration 
of federal effort, technical assistance and the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

As the JD Act reauthorization process continued through the summer of 1977, 
if any general impression existed at all regarding OJJDP discretionary funds it 
was that hundreds of worthy applicants had been unfortunately rejected because 
of a lack of money; 

After confirmation, the new OJJDP administrator named by President Carter 
learned otherwise. OJJDP was in the final quarter of fiscal year 1977 and had 
on hand $44 million. in JD Act discretionary funds-only $19 million of which had 

. been appropriated for fiscal year 1977. 
Somehow the OJJDP had managed to squirrel away more than 70 percent of all 

the discretionary funds appropriated to the office since 1974. With less than three 
monthsremaining in fiscal year 1977, the OJJDP had not yet completed a single 
special emphasis initiative or major discretionary program. 

THE FUNDFLOW PROBLEM 

Those who struggled for years against tremendous odds to make certain that 
discretionary funds were available to the OJJDP could hardly fathom an expla
nation. Many factors contributed to this astounding situation with all its scan
dalous potential. 

As noted, Congress intended that OJJDP discretionary dollars be awarded 
directly to grantees. But with few exceptions, and only to the extent such funds 
were obligated, the awards were made to the very SPAs Congress had intended 
to bypass. 

The internal audit staff of the Justice Department found that this practice 
had a direct bearing on the OJJDP "fundflow" problem. A March, 1979 report 
submitted to the Attorney General concluded in part that: 
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"Grants were awarded to SPAs for subgranting to the projects rather than 
awa.rding grants directly to the projects'" ...... These decisions did not further 
the intent of the JD Act, and also contributed to delays in initiating some 
projects • ... ." 

~rhe audit report refers directly to OJJDP discretionary funds awarded to 
SPAs for diversion projects: 

"Problems were encountered in awarding the grants as a result of the decision 
to fund the projects through the SPAs • • • award was delayed (five months) 
because the SPAs included two special conditions • ... >I< by August 1977, the Mil
waukee project was not fully operational (awarded Sept., 1976). A similar situ
,ation existed with the three New York projects. The grants were awarded on 
Nov. 26, 1976 but as of June 30, 1977 the New York SPA had awarded a contract 
to only one of the projects." 

A second and more direct cause of the funds backlog was the OJJDP policy 
decision to whenever possible expend Crime Contro~ Act (GCA) money transfer
red to it from the LEAA in lieu of JD Act funds. For example, in 1976 the OJJDP 
diversion initiative was fllnded with $8,445,060 in CCA discretionary funds 
(Parts C & E) and only $111,858 in JD Act discretionary funds. 

OJJDP officials explained to Justice Department auditors that the primary 
reason for using CCA funds was that there simply was not enough JD Act dis
cretionary money available to support all the program initiatives planned for 
1976. 

In reality, except for the transfer of $6 million to HEW, the diversion initia
tive was the only major OJJDP program in all of 1976. Similarly, the deinstitu
tionalization of status offenders initiative was the only major discretionary 
program funded by the OJJDP in 1975-and it, too, was funded primarily through 
SPAs with GCA dollars. 

The auditors found that after three years the OJJDP had awarded $25 million 
in CCA discretionary dollars and $28 million in JD Act discretionary funds-and 
the latter figure included transfer of the $6 million to HEW already mentioned 
and $12 millIon in expenditures by the OJJDP's National Institute. 

SABOTAGED JD Artr 

At the next congressional oversight hearing, the new OJJ'DP administrator 
characterized these and other related OJJDP/LEAA policies as actually hav
ing sabotaged the JD Act. Use of COA funds in lieu of JD Act money not only 
helped create a horrendous backlog under an administration opposed to any 
funding for the program, but it also kept key aspects of the JD Act inoperative. 

For example, the act required that 20 percent of discretionary funds be 
awarded. to private non-profit groups. The act also had a preference for a soft 
or inkind match. A cash match was required for GGA (part E) funds for which 
private, non-profit groups were not even eligible. 

Importantly, the continuation funding' section of the JD Act was also left 
dormant by such practices. In 1976, for example, the general counsel for the 
national SPA conference wrote the OJJDP special emphasis program director 
urging the use of CCA funds for the diversion program. This, in part to avoid 
the continuation f'-"nding policy of the JD Act. 

STAFFING PROBLEM ORITIOAL 

O:'JDP's fundflow problems were complicated by the fact that the office did 
not and has never had sufficient staff. Although reasonable people will differ 
about such things, a management firm's study of the office's grant award and 
management process which focused on the fundflow problems, found that: 

"The office was initially staffed with personnel from LEAA's existing juvenile 
unit. Largely because of this and because LEAA opposed passage of the JD Act, 
the n~wly created office did not institute new programs in response to the act. 
Old programs were continued but with increased funding. One result of this 
approach was that millions of dollars of multi-year funds were not awarded in 
a timely fashion. This backlog of funds and a staff disinclination to explore new 
programs concepts were inherited by the new OJ"JDP administrator." 

Ironically, "heady" policy discussions on new strategies seemed to abound 
at OJJDP. Several supergrade staffers were enlisted through fellowship grants 
and interagency transfers to devote their time to such esoteric matters. All the 
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-while' -wliar'was needed 'was.iL 'bread-and~butter;'nuts;Und-bolts drIve to obligate 
.Criscr~t1onary funds in conformaIlCe with the objectives of the JD Act. . 

Fortunately, contemporaneous with the discovery of OJJDP's backlog, a de
tailed review of OJJDP funding policy was completed by the LEA.A .. 's Office of 
Planning and Management. The report made the following suggestions to the 
new OJJDP administrator: 

The office's various subunits should be centrally controlled and directed sO 

their functions are effectively integrated. 
The range of special emphasis priorities should be narrowed so there are 

fewer programs to develop and manage. 
Multi-year grants of larger dollar value should be awarded. 
Applicant eligibility should be restricted or grantees preselected so as to 

diminish the number of proposals submitred, and the role of the SPAs as fundS 
recipients should be eliminated. 

OJJDP'S OPEN DOOR 

The new OJJDP administrator adopted each of these recommendations. A new 
planning, policy and coordination division with staff expert in fiscal-program 
issues was established. An essential aspect of the new unit's eventual success 
was its legal advisor component. 

Concomitant decisions to fund organizations directly, rather than through 
SPAs, and use the FederaZ Register, rather than the SPA national conference, 
as the primary vehicle for communicating policy and promulgating new regula
tions' subjected the OJJDP administrator to tremendous political pressure. 
Nevertheless, the office held fast to its new open door policy. 

During the next year, the new trend in OJJDPadministration gl .ated 
a myriad of comments, charges and even threats. The new division, especially its 
fiscal staff, were constantly criticized by certain OJJDP staffers and LEAA 
officials as "too much, too fast, too different." At the same time, the new OJJDP 
administrator was characterized as insensitive, brutal, arrogant, anti-union, 
racist, sexist, Machiavellian and even in need of "value clarification." 

With the word out on the OJJDP's fundfiow problems, there was little sympathy 
in Congress, especially in the House oversight committee. Rep. Shirley Chisholm 
(D-N.Y.), formerly a staunch ally of the office, blasted the OJJDP in the spring 
of 1978 for the three year discretionary funds backlog. Chisholm citc-il the backlog 
as her reason for not fighting for the OJJDP budget that year. 

Fortunately, others on Capitol Hill disagreed with the New York Democrat. 
Sen. Bayh fought for a $140 million appropriation for OJJDP to help fund new 
programs on restitution, youth advocacy and children in custody. 

The new wave of OJJDP activity also met with considerabie opposition within 
LEAA. In retrospect it seems that most objections were based on increased work
load rather than actual opposition to reform eff-orts. Clearly, the road would have 
.been considerably less rocl>y had the OJ.TDP been delegated proper authority 
to award its own discretionary grants with the exception of $6 million awarded 
directly by the office for nearly 60 projects deSigned to remove juveniles from jails 
and prevent the incarceration of-non-offenders, each discretionary grant awarded 
in 1978-even after OJJDP approval-was submitted to the LEAA comptroller, 
grant review board, general counsel and admini.st:cator fnr final approval. 

In spite of these and other obstacles, the OJJDP had a banner year. In fiscal 
year 1978, the office awarded $12 million in CCA discretionary funds, $61 million 
in JD Act formula grant funds and more than $65 million in JD Act discretionary 
funds. With the exception of several controversial children in custody grants 
awarded early in the next liscal year, the OJ,TDP concluded fiscal year 1978 with 
a carryover of less than one percent of money available to it on Oct. 1, 1977. In 
contrast to fiscal year 107'7 when 48 discretionary grants totaling $12 million were 
awarded, the OJJDP awarded 178 discretionary grants totaling nearly $80 mil
lion, in fiscal year 1978. 

Certain OJJDP critics likened the -office to a ship fiying only one flag-deinsti
tntionalization of status offenders. In truth, this was the congressionally man
dated objective of the JD Act's formula granL program and it dId generate con
siderable controversy and resistance. 

But an actual review of the office's discretionary funding pattern, especially 
in fiscal year 1978, revealed that such a characterization was inaccurate. Start
ing with the summer of 1977, the OJJDP invested $12 million in the prevention 
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initiative'; $20 million'for'c).tildren in custcidy .progr!UDs :t!l>verlng incarceration 
from the non-offender to the serious offender; $20 million for the restitution 
program; $6 million for assistance targeted on female juvenile offenders; $3 
million for the landmark law-related education program; $7.5 million for an 
extensive number of model programs; $2 million for concentration of federal 
effort; and millions more for essential evaluation of major OJJDP programs .. 
Diversion/school violence, which had been funded in fiscal year 1976, the serious 
offender YQuth advocacy and alternative education programs, were all nearing 
final preparation stages. Those who discerned only one ilag atop the OJJDP ship, 
simply missed the boat. 

GETTING THE AXE 

Concurrent with the OJJDP's record activity, was the administration's develop
ment of budget cut planll. In late June, 1978, the OJJDP'1l tiscal and political 
picture changed drastically when the Justice Department was told to cut its up
coming fiscal year 1980 budget proposal h~' $112 million. 

Historically, such cuts were absorbed by the LEAA and in this case the OJJDP 
was requested to bear the brunt of the cut. The OJJDP administrator refused, in 
writing, to voluntarily implement the requested $50 million reduction, stating that 
in view of the record performance anything but a cut was in order. 

Nevertheless, the OJJDP budget reduction was ordered and in August, when the 
office appealed, it was to no avail. The stated reason for the cut was that tradi
tionally the office had not obligated its discretionary funds. It was assumed that 
this pattern had continued and when OMB; LElAA and Justice Department offi
cials learned of the unprecedented OJJDP activity they were both amazed and 
alarmed. 

The decison makers involved were already beyond the point of no return as far 
as ordering the cut, but suddenly they found themselves in search of a new excuse. 
In.the end, they seized upon the fact that the SPAs had a backlog of juvenile 
formula grant funds on hand. The SPA backlog wa.s characterized as a "pipeline" 
problem. A subsequent General Accounting Office report to Congress completely 
debunked 'the "pipeline" argument. 

SPA'S ENRAGED 

The proposed fiscal year 1980 budget presented to OMB by the JustIce Depart
ment in late September reduced JD A.ct formula grant funds from $64 million to 
$16 million, down 75 percent, and cut discretionfl,ry funds by six percent to $31: 
million-$5 million for special emphasis; $6 million for concentration of federal 
effort; $10 million for technical assistance; and $13 million for OJJDP's National 
Institute. 

As word leaked out on the new "pipeline" theory, the SPAs became enraged. 
IrOnically, however, it had been testimony by the SPA National Conference which 
irraccuratelY predicted a massive surplus of dicretionary funds that started the 
ball rolling at OMB to cut the OJJDP by $50 million. The end re~JUlt was CJ:uel 
yet poetic justice. 

Simultaneous with tue present&tion of- the Justice Department's proposed 
OJJDP c:ut to the OArB, the fiscal year 1979 OJJDP program plan was approved 
by the acting LEAA administrator. UnfortUnately, a change in LEAA adminis
tration reflecting a more established approa(;h, coupled with the pending budget 
cut for the agency, combined to delay finalllpproval of the plan until mid-January. 
OJJDP did, however, continue to obligate its discretionary funds at the record 
clip of fiscal year 1978. 

UNWISE, UNNECESSARY, UNFAIR 

During the fall and early winter of 1978, the "pipeline" excuse for cutting the 
LEAA/OJJDP budget in fiscal year 1980 was the subject of considerable debate. 
The states organized and made considerable impact on Capitol Hill. Finally, the 
proposed OJ.TDP cut Will:! redrawn with the formula grant allocation increased to 
$30 million and the discretionary funds reduced to $20 million. Curiously, although 
the cut was to be shared throughout the OJJDP, the "pipeline" argument was 
retained as the official rationale for slashing the budget proposal. 

As the controversy continued,- Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.), called the 
cut "unwise, unnecessary and unfair." Sen. Bayh told the Senate Appropriations 
Committee he was extremely disappointed by the Carter request for OJJDP, 
adding "there is no credible oasis on which to conclude that these funds are 

70-796 0 - 81 - 34 
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being subgranted and awarded at unacceptable rates or that large amounts of 
these funds remain uncommitted to specific juve.'lile justice projects." 

The Justice Department persisted with its inaccuracies, however. For example. 
A,ttorney General Griffin Bell told the Senate Judiciary Committee that the 
OJ.fDP did not spend any of the $100 million allocated for the previous fiscal 
year and that OJJDP would be lucky to spend the $50 million requested. At best. 
the AG was stubbornly parroting assertions made in early 1978 and long since 
proven false. 

In March, 1979, the OJJDP administrator responded to the AG's charges. In 
reference to the testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee, the OJJDP 
head said, "Such persistent inaccurate statements about my efforts and OJJDP 
performance make the management of OJJDP an even greater challenge. It 
would be informative to know the why of all of this but for the record the 
facts are as follow: 

"By 1/78, nearly 50 percent of the funds available to OJJDP had been awarded. 
"By 10/78, the OJJDP had awarded all but five percent of the $136 millioll 

JD Act dollars available to it on 10/1/77. The five percent was earmarked aud 
in fact awarded very early in fiscal year 1979. 

"Indeed, some of the activity throughout fiscal year 1978 was frantic. It took 
frantic, though well-planned efforts, to make the OJJDP a productive unit. The 
proof is in the pudding, whether measured by the funds awarded, grant activity 
or the quality of the programs funded. 

"In fact, if anything, the third and fourth quarter activity of the OJJDP was 
more balanced than other major LEAA offices. 
. "~'his year (fiscal year 1979), we are continuing our record-setting pace. To 
date, more discretionary dollars have been awarded than the total for fiscal year 
1977 and $59 million, or 95.9 percent of our formula grant funds have been 
awarded. As a matter of fact, by March 1979, 70 percent of the $107 million in 
JD Aot funds had been awarded. As of Feb. 5, 1979, these awards accounted for 
48 percent of LEAA's total awards. 

"Certainly when the dust clears, objective folks will determine that we have 
addressed the past failure of the LEAA regarding the OJJDP. It is my view that 
OJJDP is the victim of its Success, not its failure." 

There were more objedive, non-political folks in the Justice Department. In 
March, 1979, the departmental audit of OJJDP discretionary fund flow reported 
that the "administrator of OJJDP has initiated a policy of utilizing JD Aot 
funds prior to using CCA. funds, and grant awards under recent initiatives have 
been made dire'!tIy to projects. These actions have been effective in eliminating 
problems." 

Likewise, the Spring Planning Call Fiscal Year 1981 Zero Based Budget 
Estimates prepared by the Justice Department included the following narrative 
on the OJJDP: 

"It is important to' view the fUnding history of this program for an understand
ing of the importance of a moderate increase over the current funding level. 
Since initial fundings of the program in late fiscal year 1975 up through fiscal 
year 1978, there were difficulties encountered in obligating appropriated funds 
on a timely basis. This resulted in large end-of-year balances of the juvenile 
justi.ce program funds for carryover. In fiscal year 1978, an increased public 
awareness and a greater internal effort resulted in the obligation of all carryover 
funds as well as most of the $36.2 million appropriated for fiscal year 1978 . 
. Many new programs were .funded and program initiatives implemented." 

"SLOWDOWN" 

In May, 1979, the OJJDP administrator resigned. During the remainder of the 
fiscal year, few new projects were developed and the office concluded the period 
without completing one major initiative. The $24 million earmarked for serious 
offender projects, youth advocacy and alternative education at the beginning of 
f!.scal year 1979 was carried over into fiscal year 1980. 

In spite of the record pace of obligations in the first six months of fiscal year 
1970, the OJJDP carried over 40 percent of its discretionary funds. Some specu
lated that the LEAA/OJJDP hi~rarchy encouraged a "slowdown" to support the 
proposed budget cut. Others argued th.at the OJJDp· had me,rely regll,ined the 
character it displayed in fiscal year 1975. 1976, and 1977.· • ..•... 

Since the· "slowdown" .started iast Mlly,the OJJDP has been relatively stag
nant .. In fact, .uo. more .tbau:$13 :mnliou.'of~·Jl)..Act discretionary f~<!s have been 
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awarded in the last 12 months. This is in sharp contrast to the more than $75 
million awarded between May 1,19,8 and the same date in 1979. 

In addition to a more leisurely pace, it appears that several other factors now 
bear on developments at OJJDP : 

When the OJARS budget submission for fiscal year 1980 was presented to 
Congress in January, 19',1), it stated that the OJJDP "intends to fund a major 
discretionary grant program on problems associated with violent juvenile of
fenders. It will target heinous crimes committed by repeat offellders with a 
major goal being the more expeditious prosecution of such cases." The program 
was puulicly announced in l!'euruary, UJ79, but later dropped causing delay and 
replanuing-all with a directly negative impact on fundfiow. 

A policy decision, now the subject of litigation, was made to not provide con
tinuation funding for projects originally funded under unsolicited OJJDP pro
grams. Thus, additional discretionary funds became available. 

When it became apparent that the alternative education program would not 
be prepared until early 1980, OJJDP/LE.A..A. officials refused to allocate funds 
for the continuation of 6Q so-called Track II projects aimed at removing chil
dren from jails. Thus, $4 million of the funds available in October, 1978, are still 
unobligated. 

The OJJDP has closed its doors completely to the funding of unsolicited 
projects. 

Rather than awarding the total $63 million in available fiscal year 1980 for
mula grant fundI:! to the states, the OJJDP set aside the amount that would have 
been awarded to non-participating states and then converted this money to 
special emphasis funds. This added to the discretionary dollar surplus and de
nied pal'ticipating states the funds. 

The OJJDP has scaled down the youth advocacy initiative approved by the 
LEU administrator in September, 19i8. Initially, the program was cut back 
to $7 million but reportedly may be funded at the $10 million to $12 million 
level. In any case, several dozen meritorious applications will not be funded 
and the leftover money will not be allocated. 

CHALLENGE IS CLEAR 

The new OJJDP administrator claims his office has a plan which will result 
in no carryover into fiscal year 1981. The challenge is clear. In the remaining 
months of the fiscal year, over $40 million in JD Act discretionary funds must 
be obligated. 

Whether OJJDP succeeds or not is of no small consequence. Already, the House 
Budget Committee has voted a zero fiscal year 1981 budget for the office. Even 
the OJJDP's patron, Sen. Birch Bayh, considered including a provision in the 
pending Senate JD Act reauthorization bill which would have shifted all un
obligated OJJDP funds as of Sept .. 30, 1980, to HEW's Runaway and Homeless 
Youth program. Instead, the pending measure deals with unobligated funds by 
directing that they go to states participating in the JD Act, based on population, 
for progr!illJ.S aimed at removing children from jails. 

If the OJJDP does succeed in obligating all of its funds it will probably be 
chastised for "dumping" the bulk of its fiscal year 1980 budget in the last quar
ter of the fiscal year. A House committee has reported out legislation limiting 
such fourth quarter expenditures to a level far below what is necessary for the 
OJJDP to succeed. 

By killing LEU, the fiscal year 1981 Carter budget eliminate's nearly $100 
million fol' juvenile justice programming heretofore provided by the JD .4.ct's 
maintenance-of-effort provision. This leaves the OJJDP as the sole source of 
fed.eraI: funds to prevent and curb juvenile delinquency and crime. 

In this year of catastrophic budget cuts, if the OJJDP does not perform ex
ceedingly well, few questions will be asked if a dramatic and perhaps fatal 
pudget reduction 1's enacted for the office. 
. Expressing just such a concern to the current OJJDP administrator during a 
recent oversight hearing on the pending JD Act reauthorization measure, Sen. 
Bayh said: 

"1 would hope you do everything possible to get these unobligated funds out 
there to the folks that can use them, not only because that is solving a problem, 
but I know exactly what the president told us last year when he tried to cut 
the program in half. The reason for that was, "Well, there is money in the'pipe-
line;'" .. ' ..' . . . 
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"The fact of the matter is, there was not money in the pipeline but when you 
have unobligated flmds there about the time the Budget Committee is looking 
at next year's level, and in particular when we get into the appropriations proc
ess, if we continue to have significant amounts of unobligated funds. then it is 
going to be even more difficult for us to get the resources we need." 

Editor's Note: John Rector was the OJJDP administrator from June 1977, 
to May 1979. Prior to that Rector was staff director/cilief counsel (1973-77), 
deputy chief counsel (1971-73) for the Senate J"udiciary Subcommittee to In
vestigate .Tuvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of police brutality cases, Depart
ment of Justice Civil Rights Division (1967-71). Rector is a graduate of the 
Berkeley School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law. 

[From the Juvenile Justice Digest, July 11, 1980] 

JUVENILES IN JAIL: 1980 

OR, WHAT YOU THINK YOU SEE IS NOT WHAT YOU GET 

(By John Rector) 

Close your eyes and throw a dart at a map of America.. Anywhere the dart 
strikes it will be close to a community which illegally jails children or holds 
them in some sort of inappropriate detention. The jailing of children is a scan
dal without boundaries as expensive in human terms as it is in dollars. 

Children are jailed in metropolitan, suburban and rural communities. White, 
black, Asian, Hispanic and Native American youths are in jail. There are "A" 
and "]'" students, the tougn and the helpless, some charged with a crime and 
some accused of no crime at all. There are young citizens held in jail awaiting a 
hearing or court action, transfer to a juvenile prison or some other placement. 
And, of course, some are just "doin' time." 

As the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice ana Delinquency Prevention Act 
has proceeded through Congress this year, we have once ag;ain been asked to look 
in isolation at the issue of juveniles in jail. 

But let ;us not ignore the harmful collaboration of those in the juvenile and 
adult criminal justice systems who aid and abet the inexcusable reliance on in
carceration. Whether through the "helping" rhetoric of the former or the "puni
tive" pronouncements of the latter, once again much dc;ceptive hyperbole abounds 
regarding the jailing of juveniles. 

Unfortunately, toaay's so-called debate is being conducted in a vacuum with 
scant reference to past failures and successes. Sensitive veterans know, however, 
that emotional reformers blind to the past simply play into the hands of the 
status quo, " 

Indeed, past is prologue for the future. And it is with this in mind that the 
following chronology and observations are offered: 

The jailing and inappropriate detention of minors was called a "national 
disgrace" twenty-five years ago in the first report of the Senate Judiciary's 
Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency. In addition to estimating that as many 
as 100,000 to one million children were held in such facilities, the subcommittee 
also expressed concern over the more than 1,500 youths under 18 confined in 
jails while awaiting disposition of their teaera.z cases. 

After describing a wretched but typical jail, and a well-kept detention "home," 
with brisk schedule and close supervision, the report noted: 

"Anyone who recalls the warm imprint that two weeks in a good camp can 
leave on the life of a teenager can imagine by contrast the cold imprint that the 
detention home will lcave. Will it make her want to live a ,better life? Not a 
chance. It will tell her 100 times a day that the adult world distrusts, despises, 
blames and hates her, and she will distrust and hate right back * >I< *" 

Fifteen years later, while attempting to resurrect concern and set the stage for 
legislative and administrative responses at the federal level to this national 
catastrophe, a similar report observed : 

"Children have been unnecessarily detained and held too long in ordel' to build 
up justifiable caseloads; the detention home has become the 'catch-all' for ne
glected, dependent and delinquent children . . . An attempt has been made to 
tailor the (detention home) program to the needs of the non-delinquent and 
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mildly delinquent children. Ironically, this has often resulted in the jail deten
tion of the serious delinquents for 'whom the detention home was intended; the 
so·called detention home is no longer able to care for the serious delinquent or is 
overcrowded with children who do not belong there." 

. Witnesses for the subcommittee's hearings in 1970 suggested that regulutions 
contain~d in the Crime Control Act for state 'Plans submitted to LEAA be modi
fied,.t:o provide an estimate of how many minors were being confined with adults 
and to provide a detailed schedule for the elimination of jailing youths under 18. 

In the spring of 1971, the subcommittee's new chairman, Sen. Birch Bayh 
(D-Ind.), conducted hearings focusing on the inappropriate incarceration of 
those who could not vote. 

Among the findings, which in 1972 were incorporated into the proposed JD 
Act, was the observation that detention rates varied greatly, from all children 
arrested to less than five percp.;:;t, tn.at half of those detained were ultimately 
dismissed; thll.t the most serious problem in juvenile justice was the inappropri
ate admission of minors to detention homes and jails and the unnecessary time 
children were held pending court' dis,)osition; that such admissions were partly 
a function of the lack of establi~lhed screening practices but were even more a 
result of the attitudes of those who did the screening; and that excessive bed 
space was for accommodating unreasonable court delays rather than for ex· 
pediting the processing of cases. 

"It appears," Sen. Bayh noted, "that juvenile institutions are run as going busi
ness concerns which must be filled to capacit.y to justify their existence." 

.A:t the conclusion of these hearings, the senator directed his staff to develop a 
comprehensive bill with primary focus on alternatives to incarceration-whether 
in "homes," jails, prisons or other correctional facilities-as well as the much
neglected area of delinquency prevention. 

In February 1972, w;ithout a single co-sponsor, the proposed JD Act was intro
duced. S-3148 incorporated numerous provisions relevant to the detention/jailing 
of juveniles. But the most essential proviSion was an amendment to the U.S. Crim
inal Code which prohibited the Attorney General from detaining, confining or 
placing those who could not vote in any institution in which adult persons con
victed of crimes or awaiting trial on criminal charges were confined. 

The proviSion was an absolute ban on the federal jailing of juveniles. It applied 
to the U.S. Marshals Service, Bureau of Prisons, Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, Bureau of Indian Affair!';, ·U.S. Park Service and other federal agencies. 
Obviously, it was felt that the 'lederal government should provide a model for 
states and local communities. The provlsion was hailed by such notables as 
Dr. Karl Menninger and Marion Edelman, 'Who had just established the Children's 
Defense Fund. 

During the summ&r of 1972, a~1 heari;lgs on S-3148 wore on, Bayh's separate 
R1tnaway Youth Act (RYA) pass~ the Senate. Finding that police and juvenile 
justice officials were already overburdened with actual cases of delinquent or 
criminal conduct, the Congress was attempting through RYA to establish shelter 
facilities for runaways, throwaways and homeless children and thereby avoid the 
common practice of their incarceration. Unfortunately, that year RYA died in the 
House Committee on Education and La'bor. 

8-3148 REFINED INTO 8-821 

In early 1973, Bayh, supported this time by several dozen co-sponsors, reintro
duced RYA as a separate bill and refined S-3148 in S-821. III addition to the ban 
on federal incarceration of juveniles in adnlt facilities, S-821 incorporated a simi
lar prohibition on the state level as a condition of state receipt of JD Act formula 
grant funds. And a companion section wa!l added totally prohtbiting the incarcera
tion of status offenders and other non-offenders such as dependent and neglected 
children. 

trnder S-821, states were to eliminate punitive/coercive placement of status and 
other non-offenders in detention within two years. The p,acement of juveniles in 
adult facilities was to be halted immediately. Related prOvisions were included in 
the act's discretionary grant provisions to develop and maintain alternatives to 
incarceration. 

The Justice Department and other federal agencies opposed each of these 
JD Act provisions. 
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By early summer of 1973, the RYA bad again passed the Senate but even the 
sensational murders of 27 runaways in Houston did not yield a bill from the 
House. 

House version of S-821 was introduced, but while HR-6265 included the 
state level formula grant ban on incarceration of juveniles with adults, it did not 
prohibit"such practices by the Justice DepartUlent and other Federal agencies. 

lJAYH: 'HOW CAN WE TOLERATE • • .' 

Reacting to administration opposition to S-821, Sen. Bayh scheduled unprece
dented hearings targeted solely on the detention and jailing of juveniles. The 
Senator opened the September inquiry by asking: "How can we tolerate the con
tinued practice of locking up young people in a jail cell with adults?" 

And Bayh stressed that it was well documented that only 10 percent of those 
under 18 who were arrested required secure custody. Buyh : "The same problems 
of brutalization, abuse and neglect of children may be as present in juvenile cen
ters as in adult jails." 

Researcher Rosemary Saari reminded the subcommittee that for every 10 
youths incarcerated, nine were held. in jail or detention; those jailed were dispro
portionately poor, minority and/or status offenders; females were more likely to 
be detained and once held they would be jailed longer; 70 percent of young women 
detained were status offenders; and that the existence of a detention hOme does 
not prevent the jailing of juveniles with adults, 

John Downey, after reviewing 18,000 cases of juv,euile incarceration, told the 
subcommitt~e that most children held in jail did not llI~ed to be locked up; of those 
who required secure custody, most only did for a day or two; the way most State 
laws banning or limiting the jailing of juveniles were administered and monitored 
undermined t.he statutes and the will of the electorate; and that of those in jail, 
less than four percent were there for offenses against a person. 

Cuyahoga County Juvenile Court Judge Walter Whitlatch, the president-elect 
of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, claimed that at 
least 200,000 minors would never be incarcerated if their cases were properly 
screened and they were expeditiously released from custody. 

John Shope, the past-president of the National Juvenile Detention ASSOCiation, 
spoke of detention as a necessary evil but to be used only as a last resort and only 
then as a consequeDC'e of spriolls ('on duct. He cautioned the subcommEIJle, that "in 
an emotional appeal to get kids out of jails. let's not create juvenile jails as an 
alternative." Shope said h(' had been involved in an effort in Georgia where 
"what we did (through the use of regional and local detention) \VIIS to expaud 
from a situation where we had some children in the county jail to one where we 
probably increased the number of children in secure custody three-fold or four
fold on an average daily basis." 

'WHATEVER THEIR LABEL' 

By early summer of 1974, the Senate Judiciary Committee reported out S-821, 
but. with an additional provision-223 (a) (10) (H)-which not only prohibited 
states from incarcerating non-offenders but also mandated participating states 
to provide incentives or subsidies (such as changes in reimbursement rates) de
signed to "reduce the number of commitments to any form of juvenile facility a8 
a percent of state juvenile populations and increase the use of nonsecure com
munity-based facilities." 

In this way, the bill not only reflected and supported the notion that very few 
juveniles should be confined but also worked to prevent shell games, such as 
relabeling status offenders as delinquents. In short, the states were to reduce the 
total number of secure placements of youths nnder 18, whatever their label. 

The bill reported out by the House dropped the Section H provision and where 
the Senate mandated action on nonoffenders and adult facilities such as jails, 
the House bill only "encouraged" such goals. The measure eventually enacted 
kept the Senate mandates, the twice-approved Runaway Youth Act and amend
ments to the U.S. Code. 

'lJEGULAR CONTACT' SUBVERTED 

The JD Act'8 formula grant provision-223 (a) (13)-and the U.S. Code amend
ments were modified to prohibit "regular contact" in any institution between 
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juveniles and adults. Congress focused on the need for so-called environmental 
separation requiring that any child placed under the regular contact standard 
also be provi(led adequate "food, heat, light, sanitary facilities, bedding, clothing, 
nicreation, education and medical care, including necessary psychiatric, psycho
logical or other care and treatment." Certainly, f-ew i~ any ;jails provided such 
assistance and were thus not acceptable under the regular contact standard. 

It is important to state at this juncture that Congress did not intend to isolate 
one type of inappropriate incarceration. The purpose of JD Act provisions was to 
adress all such costly and counterproductive violations of human and civil rights. 

Congress took aim at all forms of unconscionable reliance on secure custody, 
not just a particular manifestation of the underlying policy such as the jailing 
of juveniles. 

Congress flatly rejected traditional "solutions" which urged only the upgrading 
of personnel and services anti the refurbishing of facilities. 

Congress called for an uncompromising departure frum the 8tatu8 quo which 
worked to undermine the family unit, as well as religious, school and other local 
community influences. 

Although President Ford ignored. the recommendation of the Justice Depart
ment to veto the JD Act, this did not stop subsequent interpretations of the act's 
provisions designed to divert its purpose and sabotage its intent. 

Within weeks of the JD Act'8 passage, LEU lawyers determined that the 
effective date'for the prohibition on regular contact between juveniles and adults 
in jails really meant as soon as it was feasible. It was next determined that feasi
bility was whatever a particular state said it could aceomplish and. when it said 
it could be accomplished. Thus, as long as a state said it would eventually comply, 
LEAA determined this a satisfactory plan. 

The actual objective of the act's regular contact section was also diluted 
significantly. Rather than construing regular contact in the context of the type of 
services to be provided, which as already noted virtually no jail in America 
provided, the LEAA substituted the so-called "sight-and-sound" standard which 
totally subverted concern for minors placed in the same environment with adults 
without services tailored to their special need~. 

LEAA'S OREDIBILITY • • • 

And even this inappropriate substitution met with stiff resistaJl.~'2 from the Na
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators (now the 
National Criminal Justice AEsociation). In the fall of 1975, the LEU regional 
administrators reported to headquarters that even their efforts to implement the 
sight-and-fiound interpretation was causing LEAA to lose credibility with its 
constituent;;. 

By early 1976, several of the so-called constituent groups, including the Na
tional League of Cities and the National SPA Conference, recommended that 
the mandatory aspect of the already weal,ened regular contact section be deleted 
and in its place, "good faith effort" be substituted. 

Late in 1976 in a related development, the Children's Defense Fund, the AOLU's 
National Prison Project and Sen. Bayh's staff assessed the policies and practices 
of the Bureau of Prisons regarding its implementation of the ban on jailing of 
juveniles at the federal level. 

It was found that the, Bureau had contracts with over 400 jails for the pre
trial and post-trial inearceration of juveniles. Other Department of Justice 
agencies were obviously following the LEAA lead. 

THE FrnsT REAUTHORIZATION 

But Congress did 7J.Ot give up. In 1977, the JD Act reauthorization strengthened 
Section H j added emphasis on alternatives to incarceration including 24-hour in
take screening and home detention; the delegation of all formula grant authority 
to the OJJDP administration including implementation of the ban on regular COIl
tact and a requirement that the interagency Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Ju~tice review the pOlicies and practices of federal agencies on matters such as 
the jailing of juveniles and report on the extent to which the feds were a part of 
the problem rather than the solution. Althuugh an amendment that would have 
denied LEAA maintenance-of-effort (MOE) funds to states for non-compliance 
with 223 (a) (13) was not incorporated the Congress did reject all efforts to 
weaken the provision. 
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Although the LEAA guidelines contained only the modest sight-and-sound 
standard, by the fall of 1977 only two states were found to be in compliance. Cali
fornia reported tha't it would not even attempt to comply because it felt that the 
California Youth Authority (CYA) , which appeared to violate the letter of the 
law, did not run afoul of the spirit of the act. As a result, the CYA was denied 
access to JD Act funds and later to MOE money (see related articles on OJJDP/ 
LEAA action against the CYA, Vol. 7, No. 23, p 1 and Vol. 8, No.1, pI). 

OHILDRErI IN OTISTODY 

In 1.978, the OJJDP funded or supported a variety of activities aimed at getting 
juveniles out of jails Perhaps the most significant was the Children In Custody 
(C-I-C) initiative. The decision memorandum signed by the LEAA head approv
ing this discretionary effort cited the findings of the Bayh subcommittee hearings 
in 1973. Children In Custody was the single largest discretionary effort in history 
to attempt reduction of the total number of incarcerated minors. 

Unfortunately, not all of the projects selected for O-I-C funding by the OJJDP 
were approved by the LEAA. LEAA's partial basis for rejecting the National 
Coalition for Children's Justice (NCCJ) application provides a graphic illustra
tion of tactics employed to stifle compliance with the JD ACt'8 223 (a) (13) 
provision. . 

In December, 1978. a legal memo from the LEAA general counsel which was 
later adopted by the 9.gency chief, presented the following analysis to support 
rejection of the OJJDP-approved NCGJ application: 

The states and not OJJDP are responsible for implementation of 223(a) (13) 
and monitoring to assure the plan is followed. 

Since the states already have a contractual obligation to achieve the objectives 
that the NCCJ would attempt to expedite, the effort would be duplicative. 

The NCCJ objectives go beyolld the sight-and-sound standard by clearing all 
juveniles from five adult jail systems and requiring substantial state and local 
expenditures. 

In view of such perverted interpretation of the JD Act, it was of little actual 
significance that OJJDP had tightened the guildelines for implementation of 223 
(a) (13) to more closely approximate the true intent of Congress. 

Relevant activities were planned by the OJJDP for fiii'Cal year 1979 to "help 
assure that the Federal Bureau of Prisons complies with the policies of 223 
(a) (13) and the U.S. Code prOvisions." Tragically, both the federal juvenile 
justice reform program and Phase II of C-I-C were scuttled by the LEAA. 

THE SECOND REAUTHORIZATION 

While these events unfolded, Congress was holding hearings on legislation 
introduced by Rep .. Tohn Conyers (D-Mich.), chairmau of the House Judiciars 
Subcommittee on Crime, which would have reorganized the LEAA and repealed 
most of the JD Act. 

At the same time, the Department of Justice started its review of the act ill 
preparation for the upcoming reauthorization process. A departmental study 
group recommended that Section H be retained and, in view of the OJJDP's 
settlement of the California issue in early 1979, that there be no change in 223 (a) 
(13). The department also rejected the Conyers initiative. 

The California agreement has since come unraveled and denial of OJJDP funds 
because of CYA's non-compliance with sight-and-sound could become the subject 
of litigation. 

In the spring of 1979, while the National SPA Conference contended that the 
existence of state laws requiring sight-and-sound separation were tantamount 
to compliance and thus eliminated the need for monitoring, the new National 
Coalition for Jail Reform strongly supported the wholesale removal of juveniles 
from adult jails as a first step toward the general reform of jails. Ironically, the 
research arm of the Bureau of Prisons-the National Institute of Corrections
was and still is a Coalition member. 

In mid-summer, the National Council of Juveniles and Family Court Judges 
moved that OJJDP's top priority shoula be the removal of children from jails. 
The group also held that the office should place far less emphasiS on removal of 
status and other non-offenders from detention. NCJFCJ had opposed such status 
offender provisions in 1974 and unsuccessfully attempted to delete the deinstitu
tionalization mandate-223 (a) (12)-from the JD Act in 1977. 
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At a year's-end meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice, 
chaired briefly by 4ttorney General Benjamin Civiletti, the focus was on an 
agenda approved by Attorney General Griffin Bell-the federal effort to comply 
with the status offender and juveniles-in-jail provisions of the JD Aot. The result 
of the meeting was to downgrade the Council's emphasis on securing federal com
plr~cew1th223(a) (12) and 223(a) (13). 

CURRENT CONTROVERSIES 

In early 1980, various bills were introduced to extend the JD Aot (see story, 
Vol. 8, No.4, P 1, and No.6, p 1). On the House side, HR-6704 made no reference 
to juveniles in jail and like the Conyers initiative substantially weakened the 
status offenders section and repealerl Section H, which as noted requires states 
to reduce the total percentage of minors held in any type of secure facility (see 
story, Vol. 8, No. 11, p 1). The Bayh and Carter administration bills left both 
223 (a) (13) and Section H intact. 

During subsequent hearings, witnesses including Deputy Attorney General 
Charles Renfrew, offered testimony supporting an amendment to 223(a) (13) 
that would prohibit the jailing of juveniles "under any circumstances." 

It was left unclear whether Renfrew had been apprised of numerous past 
efforts in this area when he told the House it now has an opportunity to address 
the issue of juveniles in jail (see story, Vol. 8, No.6, p. 1). 

Specifically, Renfrew said the Congress should amend the act to "absolutely 
prohibit the detention or confinement of juveniles in any institution in which 
adults, whether convicted or awaiting trial, are confined." 

Without mentioning it, Renfrew was voicing support for the original 8-821 
section. But no mention was made of the companion section of the 1973 bill which 
would have added identical text to the U.S. Code prohibiting the department and 
other federal agencies from directly (or indirectly through contracted place
ment) jailing juveniles or placing minors in prison. 

The Deputy Attorney General asserted that most states had pledge to comply 
with 223 (a) (13), but that more than separation by sight and sound should be 
the goal. Renfrew noted that such separation often results in placing children in 
solitary confinement without appropriate services. 

What was not mentioned was that the original JD Aot could not conceivably 
be interpreted to allow such results and that such abberations were solely the 
result of the department's efforts. 

The department official also noted that "programs are now being developed to 
qemonstrate the efficacy of this course of action (removing children from jails)." 

In 1974, the JD Aot was predicated on the finding that plenty was already 
Imown regarding the suitable establishment of alternatives to incarceration. 
Basic to the 1974 act was the finding that technical obstacles no longer existed; 
reducing the number of incarcerated children and probiting the jailing of chil
dren was simply a matter of will and commitment. 

The Senate version of the current JD Aot reauthorization bill (8-2441), re
tains all of the 1974/77 language in Section H, and 223 (a) (13), and rejects 
efforts to weaken 223 (a) (12). The Senate Judiciary Committee report on S-2441 
speaks to these issues: 

"~'he Committee is concerned that * >I< * 223(a) (13), which was intended to 
prohibit the placement of juveniles in any adult facility, including jails, has not 
been properly implemented. In fact, during the March hearings the Department 
of JUlltice revealed that six years after this section became law only 10 states 
reported compliance \vith this laudatory provision. Of similar concern is that sucll 
disappointing progress relates to a -standard of "sight and sound" developed by 
the Department of Justice, rather than the fuller prohibition intended by the 
1974 act. In that regard, it was never intended that the words "regular contact" 
in Section 223 (a) (13) allow less than full compliance, as does the "sight and 
sound" standard. The prohibition on "regular contact" was designed to allow 
co-mingling of juveniles and adults under specialized circumstances such as a 
short-term employment training program in order to avoid costly duplication." 

TIlE HOUSE :ROLLBaCK 

The House Education and Labor Committee reported out its JD Aot reau
thorization measure (HR-6704) which repeals the key Secticn H language, 
amends the status/non-offender sections by rolling back the ban on incarceration 
through detention, and requires after seven years that "no juvenile shall be 
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(etained or confined in any jail or lockup for adults" (five years for substantial 
compliance and an additional two for complete compliance). 

Not only does the House p'rohibition apply solely to the states and not the 
federal government, but it also displays an extraordinarily limited view of the 
scope of the juveniles-in-jail problem. 

Although the House heard testimony stressing the beneficial economies of a 
ban on the placement of juveniles in jail, detention or even shelter facilities, the 
House version does not incorporate the needed reduction strategy. 

In fact, no reference is made to the importance of detention release criteria and 
their essential 24-hour application. The House report clearly states that its ban 
on the jailing of juveniles duQS not require or even encourage the release of any 
juveniles from detention. 

Such excessive reliance on detention would surely bankrupt any hope for 
development of non-punitive alternatives to incarceration. Where wholesale de
tention has been substituted for jailing the number of juveniles confined has 
substantially increased. And it should ,be noted that detention is three times more 
costly than jailing and the average period of confinement in detention is more 
than twice that for those jailed. 

Moreover, by limiting its ban to only those within the jurisdiction of the 
juvenile court, the House excludes most jailed children from coverage. A recent 
OJJDP study found, for instance, (exclusive of juveniles held for 48 hours or 
less) that of the 4,910 persons under 18 jailed on a particular day, only 1,611 
were under juvenile court jurisdiction. 

Thus, on an annual basis, over 250,000 of the nearly 375,000 children in this 
category would not be covered and would continue to be held under the sight-and
sound standard. Additionally, a significant portion of those covered, from 25 
percent to 45 percent, would be status offenders who are presently jailed in viola
tion of the JD Act. 

Even the recent OJJDP initiative designed to "remove children from adult 
jails and lockups," which targets on all jailed youth, would be placed in jeopardy 
by the House approach. Whatever the legal label, certainly all those youths unrler 
18 would be vulnerable to the horrors and brutality of jails. 

The juvenile population in prisons has increased from 1,970 in 1973 to 2,697 
in 1979. One state, North Carolina, imprisons 22 percent (596 persons under 18) 
of the national total. As is the case with juveniles in jail, more than half of those 
imprisoned are convicted for property crimes. 

Recently, the OJJDP administrator expressed concern that the JD Act does 
not explicitly prohibit the placement of juveniles in adult jails and prisons and 
that sight-and-sound separation is neither sufficient nor feasible. 

Clearly, the House version of the JD Act reauthorization covers only juveniles 
in jail, and even then not all juveniles in jail. And the House version Rlso allows 
the temporary jailing of juveniles f.ot' up to six hours. This means that even if 
separate facilities for juveniles are developed a jail would still be legally bound 
to maintain costly sight-and"sQund separation capability. 

If, on the other hand, the "regular contact" language were to be deleted 
from 223(a) (13) and the U.S. Code, as was the case with Bayh's original 8-821, 
pliacing anyone under 18 in any adult facility would be fiatly prohibited in all 
states participating in the act. And at least as significantly, this would make 
such practices by federal bureaucrats illegal. 

The House report .on its JD Act reauthorization bill also d!scusses regressive 
('.banges in the status/non-offender section of law. After noting that the present 
statute requires states t.o remove such cases from both detention and correctional 
facilities, it states that the new criterion for compliance would include 100 per
cent removal from correctional facilities. 

ISpecifically, it is stated: 
"that eligibility could also be continued if a state had totally removed status 

offenderes and other non-offenders. from correctional facilities . . . . Secure 
detention, while still harmful to status offenders and non-offenders, is of shorter 
duration. The committee ~s concerned a'bout children who have committed no 
crIminal offenses being locked away in secure correctional placements for long 
periods of time." 

It is inconsistent for the House to express concerns for non-offender youths 
placed in confinement for long periods of time while not including youth confine
ment in long-term institutions such as prisons, reformatories and youth correc
tions systems in its "ban" on incarceration with adults. 
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Lastly,.the House report is curiously silent on the fact that its bill repeals the 
key Section H language which requires the states to reduce the total number of 
juvl!niles il). any type of secure placement. The reality seems to be that through 
thel'r amendments to 223 (a) (12) and (13), the House expects a substantial in
crease in youths detained in juvenile "halls," juvenile "homes" andjor other types 
of juvenile jails. 

'ONE CAN ONLY WONDER * >I< *' 
Certainly, Deputy Attorney General Renfrew should be commended for his 

personal interest and initiative. The House bill does not seem to reflect his per
spective on juveniles in jail and the need for less incarceration of any type. 

As Capitol Hill prepares to compromise on the two versions of the JD Act re
auth?rization, matters are complicated because despite Renfrew's support the 
Justice Department has not submitted actual legislative text through the Office 
of Management and Budget and the Vice President to the House and Senate. 

Renfrew's testimony was also not sufficiently specific on "technical details." 
And the situation is further complicated by the failure of the Justice Department 
to include the federal government within its proposal. 

It seems the feds, while asking the states to make further strides to get chil
dren out of jails, would have been as willing to get their own house in order. 
Apparently they are not. 

At a minimum, as chairman of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice, 
the Attorney General could support an executive order requiring all federal 
agencies to cease and desist from providing any support for what the federal 
government has, itself, called a "national catastrophe." 

It is also somewhat contradi.ctory tl}at the Department of Justice proposed 
elimination of the $90 million in MOE funds for the OJJDP, a significant portion 
of which has been allocated by the states to assure proper monitoring of com
pliance with 223(a) (12) and (13). And the department has made no request 
for additional appropriations to help the OJJDP maintain even its current statu
tory obligations. 

While one hopes that these seemingly conflicting developments are not the 
result of a complicated ruse,one can only wonder. 

THE BOTTOM LINE 

In The Smell of Wa8te, Susan Fisher reminds us that pre-trial or preventive 
detention in jail under the "punitive" notion or incarceration in jails or deten
tion homes under the so-called "helping" notion: 

"* * * represents the failure of all ::;tructures in urban society-family life, 
schools, courts, welfare systems, organized medicine and hospitals. It is the final, 
common pathway to wretchedness." 

It is difficult to settle for half a loaf on issues of such gravity. The economics 
of wholesale detention in lieu of jail, or expansion of detention without proper, 
timely screening are such that even a 25 percent detention reduction policy, 
rather than a maximum of 10 percent of those arrested, would make development 
of other alternatives to incarceration si.mply not feasible. 

The bottom-line must be as Pat Wald has cautioned us : 
"Detention does not deserve to be a major part of the juvenile justice process. 

It should be brief, terribly selective, and modest in its aims. If the rest of the 
system behaves, it should almost disappear ... Detention should not be, as it is 
now, the hidden closet for the skeletons of the rest of the system." 

Editor's Note: This is the third in a series of articles on issues affecting the 
juvenile justice system by John Rector. Rector was the OJJDP administrator 
from June 1977 to May 1979. Prior to that he was staff director/chief counsel 
(1973-77),' depu'ty chief' counsel (1971-73) for the Senate Judici~ry Subco!ll
mittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, and prosecutor of pollce brutahty 
cases Department ()f Justice Civil Rights Divjsion (1969-71). Rector is a gradu
ate of the Berkeley School of Criminology and Hastings College of Law. 

APRIL 25, 1980. 
Re Budget Cuts for LEAA & Office Juvenile Justice & Delinquency 

DEAR SENATOR BmCH BATH: We understand that tIu) President and the House 
and Senate Budget Committee.s have proposed the elimination of the Law ~n
forcement Assistance Administration (LEU) includLug the office of Juvemle 
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) which housed within it. Once 
again it is the programs which have proven their effectiveness and are the most 
beneficial to people that are the first to go. 

In 1974 Congress pa.ssed the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 
though a commitment was mad(~ to remove children who are status offenders 
(held for crimes which would not be considered crimes if committed by an adult) 
from secure detention and correctional fv;('ilities, and to remove delinquents 
from adult jails and lockups. Federal funds W2re and still are needed for states 
to be able to comply to this very worthy cl!.nl'se. Much progress has been made, 
to date, 34 of 37 participating states have .reached 7p percent compliance with 
this Act. If funds are cut off now, Congress would ,essentially be breaking au 
agreement to support states in these worthwhile efforts. Alternative progr~;:;ls 
to jail and secure' detention are desperately needlJd, and these program.s cost 
money. If funds are cut it will give an excuse '.0 reactionaries to nIJgate the 
advances made by the Act, and therefore to the good intentions of Congress. 

In addition, the JJDP Act and LEAA, through w.e Justice SY:;cem Improve
ment Act of 1979, provide funds for many worthy cOlX\lllunit~ based programs 
which are very beneficial to children, which prevent deli:il:;::aency, which divert 
inappropriate juvenile cases from the criminal justice system, which protect 
children's rights, and which reduce recidivism. 

It has been rumored that if the Office of Juvenile Justice is not abolished that 
only the discretionary program will be retained. We understahd chat this is a 
far less effective program than the block money that goes to the states. 

If these funds are withdrawn it will be u great .step backward for Juvenile 
justice and for the protection of society through delinquency prevention. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. K. PRAN8KY. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLEL W. G. REITZER 

The Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(1976 Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice) stated there is "no key solu
tion" to the prevention of delinquency (p. 15). It admitted "people and organiza
tions may have widely differing views on the subject of delinquency prevention" 
(p. 41). It called for u a special effort" to be made to help those concerned with 
prevention to "underf!tand their own views on delinquency" (p. 41). 

My statement is in response to these pOints. It consists of an essay entitled 
';The Biblical Approach to Juvlmile Delinquency." It is founded. on a concern 
for bringing solutions to the juvenile delinquency problem which looms so large 
today. It is facilitated by an educative background in law and theology. I am 
currently writing an extensive book on the Ten Commandments. May the Com
mittee and the Senate find useful principles in their consideration of legisla
tion on this important subject. 

THE BiBLIOAL APPROAOH TO JUVENILE DELINQUENOY 

Delinquency by juveniles keeps esca!ating: more cheating j more drinking and 
drug taking-and at increasingly lower ages; more sexual experimentation and 
pregnancies and abortions; more vandalism of property; more violence against 
persons-all with declining feelings of guilt. At the same time there is more con
fusion over causes and more frustration at finding solutions. 

Evidence keeps appearing that certain alleged causes such as housing, environ
ment, poverty aJ.\'l really not that instrumental. Columbia, a model community in 
Maryland near the capital, was found to have the same -delinquency problems as 
elsewhere. Other solutions develop harmful consequences. Recreational facilities, 
for example, while keeping youngsters more acceptably occupied, turned out to 
have the harmful effect or keeping them too much away from home. 

The Bible contains numerous precepts that bear directly on juvenile delin
quency's major questions. Now that other approaches have failed, let us give more 
attention to precepts which are founded on the wisdom and authority of God. 

I. JUVENILE OAPAOITY 

Too many spokesmen downgrade the responsibility of juveniles for their acts. 
Even at Common Law a child under age 7 was conclusively lJresumed of insuffi
cient capacity. And between 7-14, it was rebuttably presumed ilOt to have reached 
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the ability to entertain criminal intent, that is, to know that an act is wrong as 
distinguished from right. But this is contradicted by experience. . 

Throughout ancient Israel children started formal learning of the Law in theIr 
fifth year. However, children even of earlier age have a good appreciation of right 
and wrong. It is not merely a matter of intelligence,but of conscience, and a sense 
of shame and also the working of God the Holy Spirit upon an individual soul. 
Incidenu{lly, conscience is primarily the ment~1(en;otional reflection of a built-in 
attunement to naturallaW-liot cultUral condltiomng (Rom. 2: 14, 15). So there 
are tests of right and wrong which are available to smaller children. 

However much delinquent behavior is clearly wrong: idleness, disobedience, 
tardiness ~ov~nliness, disrespect, assault, destructiveness, over-indulgence of 
food, profanity, smoking, intoxication. There is no justification for such beh~v
ior-and juveniles know it. Whoever makes excuses for them merely makes hlill
self ridiculous in their eyes, and further complicates the situation. 

The chief problem is not so much juvenile incapacity to behave properly, but 
juvenile, parental, institutional, and societal permissiveness. 

II. PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Parents are of course primarily responsible for their children's upbringing. 
There are a number of important features. 

(a) One is what to teach. Naturally they want to teach what is right, but 
that means not what they consider right, rather what is right in the sight 
of God. 

An excellent illustration here is Apostle Paul's protege, Timothy, who "from 
a babe" had "known the Scriptures"-a reference to his education from in
fancy (2 Tim. 3: 15). After this remark, Paul went on to say that Scripture is 
able to make one "wise unto salvation", which is the principal aim of child 
rearing. Then he elaborated further that ScriptUre is inspired of God and 
profitable for four things: (i) for factual instruction, (il) for purposes of au
thentication, (iii) for encouragement, and (iv) for morality and piety. These 
purposes have the practical objective of making one perfect, fully equipped for 
every kind of good activity. 

Admittedly it is not easy to know what the import of Scripture is on a par. 
ticular matter. But Scripture itself promises divine assistance in the under. 
taking through God the Holy Spirit (John 16: 13; 1 John 2: 20; 27). 
It is of utmost importance that parents become expert in Bible knowledge anll 

iI.\terpretation in every particular. Because everything they do or not do in. 
volving children has its impact, for good or for bad, from Dl'~!lst-feeding to 
i~fiictiol1 of punishment. 

The beginnings of juvenile delinquency are assisted by parental delinquency. 
And parental delinquency is frequently due to failure to see one's own short
comings-und to do something about it. Fathers are weak: giving the mother 
too much reign. They are intemperate in eating and drinking. They spend too 
much time on their jobs and not enough with their children. They are mate
rialistic-minded. They are immoral, criminal. Mothers are insubordinate to 
fathers, not interested in home-malting, too possessive, neurotic. As a result 
the children lose respect, and feel justified in doing as they please. 

(b) Anot:!J.er is how to teach. Again Biblical principles must be followed. 
Several times Paul warns fathers-who are to "preside" over their house

hold (1 Tim. 3: 4)-not to exasperate their children so that they becu:t,'". dis
heartened (Col. 3: 21; Eph. 6: 4). Church of Englr..:ad theologian H.C.G. Moule 
~emarke?: "Unwise, unIt ving,.parental despotism, exacting, needlessly chiding, 
mterposmg for the sake of mterposition, is a fatally sure challenge to the 
child's Will." Therefore the Apostle Paul adds that upbringing must be in the 
"nurture and admonition. of the .Lord." That is, God's guidance is essential. 

Much. depends on th~ rIght attr~ude. It may seem inconguous, but some par
ents eVldently have dlfficulty 10Vlllg their offspring (Tit. 2: tj). They should 
rem~mber that each child is a certain composite reflection of his progenitors 
llavmg bot~ I;,ood and bad characteristics inherited from them. It is their nobl~ 
task to elImma!e the bfl;d and. enhance the good, and in so doing appreciate 
mol'l;' what God lS up ReRmst WIth us and whflt He i" trying in us to accomplish 

An int~gral part of c.hild upbringing is the family Clan' concept. Many juvenil~ 
today eVIdently ~re dlscouraged by the false ideas and emphases heid out to 
them by ~he. p.ubhc school ~vste~, tbe mass media, the industrial complex, that 
th~~ as mdIvI~uals ~ave l1ttle Importance and little hope of success. Juvenile 
sUlcIde keeps mcreasmg. And much of what the world offers as valuable and 
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prestigious is instinctively or SUbCOllSciously known to be false. A person's worth 
and aspirations are promoted when he recognizes his efforts are important to the 
well-being not only of his own offspring but to his descendants to the third and 
fourth generation (Ex. 20 :5). This. explains why some men attain un\lSual 
heights in wisdom, in piety, or even in a specialized area such as music. A family 
name should live on, and ever increase! 

Apostle Paul himself manifested exemplary parental attitude in his concern 
for his converts. This comes out in a letter to the church at Thessalonics : 

"We were gentle in your midst, as a nurse would cherish her own children. 
Thus, being fond of you, we were pleased to have imparted to you not only the 
Gospel of God, but also our own selves, because you had become beloved to us. 
J!'or you remember, brethren, our labor and our toil, working night and day, so 
as not to burden any of you ... You are witnesses, and God, how holily and 
righteously and blamelessly we were among you who believe. You know how we 
exhorted and comforted and charged everyone of you, as a father does his chil
dren, that you would walk worthy of God ... " (1 Thes. D :7-12). 

c) This does not preclude parental anger and punishment if such affection 
and dedication is met by child disobdience. 

The Stoics-and some present-day authorities-condemn all anger. Some ad
vice doing away with the idea of punishment. But Paul did not rule it out. He 
warned a proud faction in the Corinthian church: "What will ye? should I come 
with a rod or in love?" (1 Cor. 4 :21). In a real sense the disabedient themselves 
choose how they will be treated. 

Moreover, ScriptUre presupposes that a child will need at times corporal 
punishment. The Book of Proverlls notes: "Foolishness isuti1md up in the heart 
of a child, but the rod of correction shall drive it far away frum him" (22:15). 
Elsewhere it advises: "He that l>'Pareth his rod, hateth his son; but he that 
loved him chasteneth him betimes" (13 :24). See also the classic passage in 
Hebrews (12 :5-11). 

Few parents have an adequate understanding of punishment. In my esasy 
"The Biblical View Of Punishment" I sketch 12 purposes: i) the punitive-the 
creation of an alternative of suffering to law abidance, ii) the righteous-that 
punishing lawllreakres is a right thing to do, iii) the retributive-the paying 
back of inflicted suffering with inflicted suffering, iv) the purgative-the cleans
ing of the jurisdiction of the defiiement caused upon it by lawbreaking, v) the 
educational-the telling to everyone how serious an affront an offense is, vi) the 
deterrent-the threat o:f pain to prevent transgression and repetition, vii) the 
relief and the restitutivle-the removing of an oppression and the repayment of 
the loss inflicted, viii) the propitiatlve-the appeasement of the righteous wrath 
of the lawmaker and those injUred, !x) the vindicative-the vindication,of the 
authority, the wisdom, the compassiolll, the power, and the faithfulness of the law
maker, x) the vengeant--the actual judicial doing what the law calls for when 
it has been broken, xl) the justicial-the provision for the kind and severity of 
penalty that is equivalent to the wrong done, and xii) the correctional-the hope 
that the punished willleam that the law and its penalty is good. 

Scripture recognizes th,at some juveniles may turn out to be incorrigible. In 
fact, a recent Time magazine lead article on juvenile crime estimated that 10 
percent of the offenders age 10-17 are incorrigible (July 11, 1977 issue). In such 
cases parents are required to deliver their child up to suffer the death penalty 
(Dt. 21 :18--21). This they should do in the. best interests of themselves and of 
society. If they do not, they become delinquents themselves, and ·become respoll
sible for all the evil their child inflicts on others. 

One of the major complaints against parents is erratic discipline. Therefore 
it is important that they become more expert in this area. 

It is frequently said that stdct religious background contributes to delinquency. 
But it must be recognized that there is bad stricm"ss and good strictness. The 
Apostle P.aul said he was always ready to deal with every disobedience (2 0..'1'. 
10 :6). It is also characteristic of God (Heb. 2:2). It is the failure to deal prop
erly with each evil act that allows it to grow and grow and become more and 
more irradicable. 

Parental delinquency has its own punishments. One of the penalties for general 
failure to live up to God's commandments is offspring that bring no enjoyment 
(Dt. 28 :1, 32, 41). No doubt this is to give such parents a taste of the displeasure 
that they themselves have been to God. Child neglect in particular brings to 
parents shame (Prov. 29 :1fi.}. 

) 
1 
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m. CHn.D RESPONSIBiLITY 

A child's duty to respect and obey pa.rents is so important it ranks not only as 
one' of the Ten CommaIidments but also carries a special promise of blessing: 
well-being and long life (Dt, 5 :16). ..... •. ,. 

It is obvious that parental love is to be returned in kind: by filial affection. 
But' even if parents are delinquent, children are not thereby justified in being 
delinquent themselves. If they love their parents, they may help them by exem
plary behavior. 

For a fact, children frequently are ashamed of their parents. This is due to a 
confiict in values. Often this is because parents fail to follow God's standards, 
or do not explain sufficiently the beauty, the worth, the rewards of the good 
standards they he ve. 

In this regard Jesus furnishes a superb example. At age 12 He had already 
surpassed His parents in spirituality. He was also able to astound the theologians 
of His day with His wisdom and insight, which He evidently acquired largely 
on His own (Lk. 2:41-50). My own conviction is that Jesus had to struggle to 
reach the level of His attainment-to demonstrate that any youngster can go 
far if he will strive with God's help. On the other hand, Jesus also demonstrated 
He was able to remain submissive to His parents until he reached. majority 
(v. 51). 

Juveniles like heroes to look up to. But they follow the wrong ones. They 
would rather go to movies and watch television with its unreal, warped, mis
leading fantasy world and look up to "stars" who are by and large shallow, 
permiscuous, misguided, extravagant, deceitful, exploitive, than do in-depths Bible 
study and emUlate Abraham, Sarah, Joshua, Daniel, Ruth, Mary, and Jesus. 

Juveniles must be constantly reminded they are surrounded by evil forces 
which are ever ready to lead them astray. A person's worst ememy may be some
one in his own household (Mt. 10 :36). Although children are to obey parents 
in all things (Col. 3 :20), there is one condition: that the parents be "in the 
Lord" in what they require of a child. If they are not, a child has the right to 
refuse (Eph. 6 :1). But it must be sure that God's will is different. Otherwise it 
becomes responsible. If it is not !'lure, it better do what the parents want. 

There are also unseen evil spiritual forces that pose grave threats. This 
requires that one put on the whole arnlOr ot God to be able to withstand them 
(Eph. 6:10 ff.). 

One great temptation for teen-agers j;s to think too highly of themselves, to 
want to do more than one is capable err. As Paul indicates, one must learn to 
constrain himself to stay within God's '({ill. (Rom. 12 :1-3). This is the solutil)ll 
to many juvenile problems. There is no 'identity crisis or low esteem when God 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit is one's highest good, when He defines 
one's role in life, and directs all one's goings and comings. There is no desire to 
be different, to be independent, to experiment with sex, to want money for buying 
power, to want a car for prestige, to follow dress and grooming styles that are 
constantly changing, to belong to oR group, to have a need to be loved by' someone, 
to teel bored. lonely, or rejected. 

On the other hand, behavior outside God's will carries severe penalties. Making 
light of parents puts one under a curse (Dt. 27 :16). Cursing, mocking, smiting 
parents carries the death penalty (Ex. 21 :15, 17; Provo 30 :17). Sexual misbe
havior between parents and children has its own serious penalties (Lev. 20:11; 
21:9). 

The tragedy is that even the severest penalties do not keep some from delin
quency. As the prophet Isaiah lamented: "Why should ye be stricken any mere? 
ye will revolt more and more" (1:5). Therefore incorrigible teenagers were to 
be executed. However, the prospect of this might reach some of them who would 
not have been reached otherwise. 

IV. EDUCATOR RESPONSIBILITY 

AR elaborated in my esooy "The Fatal Defect Of Public Education", we have 
come to the point where the Biblical basis which existed in the nation's school 
system has been completely removed so that it can no longer be saill to be accept
able to God. In fact, the public schools while claiming to be modern rmd scientifiC, 
are anti-Christian: they leave God out of ·all the subjects. Sex education, for 
example, without the divine element is destructive. In many cases it is left up to 
the students to chose what is tiutli ani! worthwhile. 
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Secular schools foster a teen-age subculture: with its own dress styles, vocab
ulary, fads,_ music, social life, intoxicants-which in turn foster immaturity 

. l"athe'r than integration into an adult world. Peers and friends become more 
imp6rtant than parents or education. At the same time grades become more 
important than knowledge and skills. And only those who go on to college are 
considered worthy, so that many have a sense of worthlessness and failure before 
reaching maturity. 

There 'are also severe penalties on those who presume to teach the young but 
who are actually leading them astray. Jesus said that whoever causes little ones 
to stumble from the truth are worthy of the death penalty (Mt. 18 :6). 

v. SOCIETAL BEsPONSmILITY 

All of society has some infiuence on youngsters growing up, which has prompted 
some analysts to suggest that all of soci.ety must be improved in order to make 
the most improvements against juvenile delinquency. 

Indeed, the principles of Scripture aim at nothing lells than a perfect society. 
Consequently it is a sad awakening to realize that the U.S. Constitution is an 
imperfect document and a poor substitute for Scripture. And it is an even 
sadder awakening to discover that over the last several hundred years the laws 
and court decisions have steadily gone farther and farther away from interpreta
tions that had a Biblical orientation, with the result that today there is more 
licentiousness than ever-all in the name of freedom and rights. It is over
looked that no one has the freedom to put out false information or to exploit 
others; yet today's advertising, magazine, books, radio and television are full 
of that-and still increasing. 

Where do teenagers get the idea that it is preferable to be clever (getting the 
most for the least effort), to be tough (making other people kowtow), to pursue 
excitement as an end in itself, to make rip-Offs, to consider oneself protected 
by lady luck, and similar falsities? ' 

God imposes <corporate responsibility on society. One person's wrongdoing 
adversely affects everyone, not only causing decrease in God's blessings and 
incrl!ll.se in His chastisements, but also resulting in the weakening of the social 
moral fiber so that SOCiety is less able to withstand the various enemies thaT 
threaten its welfare and less able to carryon its normal functions. That is why 
society has the right to punish each violation of law as a crime against itself. 
To impress SOCiety with its corporate responsibility, incorrigible teenagers were 
to be stoned to death by all the men of the City. 

If society does not deal diligently with juvenile and parental delinqueD.cy it 
will suffer the same decline and fall that happened to ancient Israel and the 
Roman Empire. Incorrigibles beget more incorrigibles, and as this element pro
liferates, SOCiety becomes less, able to cope with it-as we are increasingly 
finding out. 

VI. GOVERNMENTAL RESPONSmILITY 

The first responsibility of government is to make good laws. T;b.ese define 
delinquency. Next, to attach appropriate penalties. And then to enforce them: 
police must police, prosecutors must prosecute, judges must judge, juries must 
convict, sentences must be carried out. The difficulty is there are many links 
in the <!hain, and the chain is no better than its weakest link. Today there al
ways seems to be a weak link somewhere. And delinquents are quick to learn 
about it and to take· advantage of it. 

Scripture states that government is God's agent; it must act according to 
His will (Rom. 13 :1-4). If it does not, then it becomes a prime problem. 

The Report of the Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency (1976) stated that 
every piece of legislation and every operation of governmental agencies should 
consider the impact on family stability, and advised consistent policies for 
strengthening the family unit (p. 15). But recent legislation goes directly in 
the opposite direction: the Equal Rights Amendment, easier divorce laws, homo
sexual rights, removal of laws against adultery and fornication. 

Legislatures appropriate money for juvenile delinquency programs that em
ploy false (non-Biblical) principles. OIle principle concerns the concept of 
nunishment. But the Biblical principle of punishment is being resorted to again 
here Ilnd there, and found to be valid. The Time article stated: "The evidence 
suggests that a tougher policy toward violent youths reduces crime" (p. 28). 
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If. the government considers itself parens patriae-responsible for the protec
tion o~ persons non sui juris-then it must be prepared fully to act like a parent 
in all respects (in accordance with Biblical principles), and not, as recently in 
New York, punishing parents for corporally punishing their children. 

CONCLUSION 

Scripture makes a wonderful promise: "Train up a child in the way he should 
go, and when he is old, he will not depart from it" (Prov. 22:6). 

Today there is much concern about saddling a youngster with a bad record. 
But it must be remembered that everything a person does is his record whether 
it ever gets down on paper or in a computer file or not. And a skillful interrogator 
cali. extract it from him. And if he lies about it, he merely makes his record that 
much worse. 

Furthermore, everyone will have to give an aceo'ant of everything he has done 
to God in the Judgment-even every idle word hf: has uttered (Mt. 12 :36). 

Thus it behooves us to stress the avoidance of dl~linquency. But if it does occur, 
to deal with it in such a way that it will likely not happen again. If leniency 
causes repetition, then we are not doing delinquents any favor. Obviously we need 
the wisdom of God. That means we need to 'give more attention to His Word. 

70-796 0 - 81 - 35 
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PARr VIII.-STATIST1CAL REPORT OF THE SUl3COMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION 
JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT APPROPRIATION 

DISCRETlONi',RY AWARDS MADE BY LEAA MAR, 25, 1980 (MIDWAY THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 1980) 

Fiscal year 
,...." 

:=t.: OJJDP unit e 
1979 Fisca~ "ear Awarded to date 

(Oct. 1.1378) 1980 Tolal -----------
carryover (Oct. 1, 1979) awarded (c) (n) Tolal 

Conconlralion of Federal effort__________ 447,051 1,000.000 1,447.051 _______________________ _ 
Technical assistance___________________ 215.248 3.000,000 3,215.248 274,200 16,500 
Special emphasis ______________________ 15,794,987 21,250,000 37,044.987 3,271,995 401,232 
Junvenile Justice Inslitute______________ 19,187 11,000,000 11, 01~.187 2,179,486 958,840 

Tota'- _________________________ 16,506,473 36,250.000 52,756,473 16.075.681 21,376,665 

181 percent. 219 percent. 

350,000 
290,700 

3,673,227 
3,138,326 
7,452,346 

Awards (c) (n) new 

1 
1 ____________ 

5 3 2 
17 15 2 
10 6 4 
33 25 8 

Percent Percent 
awarded Balance unobligated 

31.0 1, 127, 051 69.~ 
9.9 2, 294, 455 90. 
9.7 33, 371,760 92.3 

28.0 7, 88~, B~1 72. 0 
14.0 45, 304, 129 86.0 
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