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“JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1977

FRIDAY, APRIL 22, 1977

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Suscorrrree ox Economic OPPORTUNITY
or THE CoMMITTEE ox EpucATION AND LABOR,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:42 a.m, in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ike Andrews (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present : Representatives Andrews and Corrada.

Staff present: Willam F. Causey, counsel; Gordon A. Raley,
majority staff; Fran Stephens; majority staff; and Martin LaVor,
minority staff.

Mr. Awnprews. The subcommittee will come to ovder, please.

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Let me welcome you to the
hearing. :

If I may, for purposes of the record, read a brief statement. The
subject of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 lies within the jurisdiction of this subcommittec. Section 308 of
the act provides that the programs funded through the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute
for Juvenile Justice, and the runaway youth programs of the Office
of Youth Development of the Department of Iealth, Education and
Welfare shall expire the end of fiscal year 1976 unless specifically
reauthorized by the Congress. ‘

These hearings are for the purpose of soliciting public and private
reaction to legislation to extend and amend the 1974 act. Specifically
H.R. 6111, a bill I introduced on April 6 with Mr. Perkins, chairman
of the Committee on Education and Labor, would extend the act for
8 years and provide for several amendments designed to strengthen
and improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existing juvenile jus-
tice and youth programs. HL.R. 1137, introduced by Congressman
Pepper, who will appear before the subcommittee this afternoon,
would create a National Conference on Learning Disabilities and
Juvenile Delinquency. .

Finally, reaction is solicited to a proposal which would authorize
the President to transfer the runaway youth program from HEW to
ACTION with congressional approval.

[Text of H.R. 1137 and H.R. 6111 follows:]

(1)
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 4,1977

Mr. Pereer introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor

A BILL

To direct the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, to organize and convene a national
conference on learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

SeorioN 1. This Act may be cited as the “National Con-

ference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency

Act”.

- N BT S
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STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

SEc. 2. The Congress hereby finds that—

(1) the United States has achieved great and satis-
fying success in making possible a better quality of life
for a large and increasing percentage of its citizens;

(2) the benefits and fundamental rights of Ameri-
can society are often denied those children with specific
learning disabilities;

(8) there are eight million handicapped children in
the United States, two million of whom are identified
as Jearning disabled;

(4) it is of critical importance to the Nation that
equality of opportunity, equal access to all aspects of
society, equal rights, and greater justice gunaranteed by
the Constitution of the United States be provided: to all
children with specific learning disabilities;

(5) the primary responsibility for meeting the chal-
lenge and problems of children with specific learning
disabilities often has fallen on the children themselves
and their teachers;

(6) the symptoms of learning disabilities are subtle
and often go unrecognized by teachers, parents, and
health ami law enforcement officials, and, more impor-

tantly, few understand that this handicap exists;
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(7) learning disabilities that go undetected contrib-
ute substantially to the increased rate of school drop-
outs, failure to meet full potential, truancy, drug usage,
and juvenile delinquency and such learning disabilities
exacerbate unemployment among youths;

(8) learning disabilities are handicaps which must
be approached from e multidisciplinary perspective in
order that the full environmental field and configuration
of events within which learning disabilities dévelop may
be evaluated and points of intervention and preveniion
be identified;

(9) it is essential that all levels of Government
raust necessarily share responsibilities for —

(A) formulating @ method of communication
whereby existing knowledge and the results of
ongoing research may be disseminated; and
(B) developing a coordinated plan of coopera-
tion among disciplines in the delivery of all services
to the learning disabled; and -

(10) a national conference vi learning disabilities
and juvenile delinquency, preceded by State conferences,
is the most suitable mechanism for coordinating an at-
tack on the multifold problems of learning disabilities and

ju{renile delinquency.

-
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING DISABILITIES
AND JUVENILE DELINQUENOCY

Sec. 8. Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 et seq.) is
amended by redesignating part D as part B, by redesignat-
ing section 261 through section 263 as section 271 through
section 273, respectively, and by inserting immediately after
part C the following new part:

“ParT D—NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING
Di1sABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
“DUTIES OF COUNCIL

“Sec. 261. (a) The Coordinating Council on Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall organize and con-
vene a national conference to be known as the National Con-
ference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency.,
The Conference shall be held in such place, and at such times
during 1979, as the Council considers appropriate.

“{b) The Council, in carrying out its responsibilities
under subsection (a), shall—

“{1) designate a coordinating committee in each

State to organize and conduct a State or regional meet-

ing under section 263 in preparation for the Conference;
“(2) prepare and make available background ma-
terials relating to learning disalilities and juvenile de-

linquency and related matters for the use of representa~
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tives to such State or regional meetings and to the
Conference;

“(8) extend advice and technical and financial as-
sistance, by gmn‘t, contract, or otherwise, for the orga-
nization and convening of State and regional meetings
under section 263 in preparation for the Conference;

““(4) establish procedures for the provision of fi-
nancial assistance to fcpi‘esentatives to the Conference
who are unable to defray their expenses;

“{5) designate such representatives to the Con-

ference, in addition to representatives designated under

-section 262 (a), as may be necessary or appropriate

to carry out the provisions of section 262 (D) ;

“(6) publish and distribute the report required by
section 264 (a) ;

“(7) provide for the production of a transcript of
the proceedings of the Conference;

“(8) deposit the documents and records of the Con-
ference, no later than thirty days after the President
transmits the report required by section 264 (b), with
the National Archives and Record Service, where such
records shall be available for public inspection and use;
and

“(9) prescribe such rules as may be necessary to

carry out the provisions of this part.’

-

®
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“COMPOSITION AND FUNCTIONS OF CONFERENCE
“Sce. 262. (a) The Conference shall be compesed of—

“(1) representatives of local, State, regional, and
national institutions, agencies, organizations, unions,
associations, and any cother groups which work te ad-
vance the rights and meet the needs of children with
specific Jearning disabilities and juvenile delinquents;

- “(2) representatives of the education, health, law
enforcement, and social science professions and disci-
plines, and any other professions or disciplines as the
Council considers appropriate, with special emphasis on
the representation of children with specific learning dis-
abilities and juvenile delinquents; and

“(8) representatives of individuals who have ex-
perienced learning disabilities, children with specific
learning disabilities who have been institutionalized, and
the parents of children with specific learning disabilities.
“(b) The Conference shall—

(1) assess the progress which has been made in
the private and public sectors of the Nation with respect
to the development, promotion, and delivery of quality
services to children with specific learning disabilities as
such children come to the attention of education, health,
law enforcement, and labor authorities;

“(2) develop a coordinated plan of cooperation,
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between and within appropriate professions, disciplines,
and agencies, for the efficient delivery of quality services
to children with specific learning disabilities;

“(3) Dbroaden public awareness with respect to
nature and symptoms of learning d;:sabilitics, the re-
sources available to the learning disabled, and the special
needs of children with specific learning disabilities;

“(4) identify barriers and problems which prevent
the receipt of necded services by children with specific
learning disabilities;

“(5) develop recommendations for the removal of
such barriers and problems;

“(6) establish a timetable for the carrying out of
recommendations developed under paragraph (5) ; and

“(7) carry out such other activities as the Confer-
ence considers necessary or appropriate to assist in meet-
ing the special needs of children with specific learning
disabilities.

“STATE AND REGIONAT MEETINGS

“Sec. 263. (a) The Council shall be responsible for fa-

cilitating the organization and convening of meetings, during
1978, in each State in preparation for the Conference. The
Couneil may, in its discretion, facilitate the organization and

convening of regional meetings in any case in which the

-
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Council determines that meetings in particular States are
impracticable.

“(b) Any State or regional meeting which receives
fingncial assistance under this part shall be conducted in a
manner which seeks to carry out the requirements of section
262 (b).

“(c) The coordinating committee in each State or re-
gion shall transmit to the Couneil a report no later than thirty
days after the conclusion of the meeting involved. Such re-
port shall contain a detailed statement of the findings and
recommendations of the State or regional meeting.

“(d) (1) P:presentatives at each State or regional meet-
ing shall select representatives to the Conference. Such se-
lection shall be made under rules prescribed by the Council
and shall be consistent with the provisions of section 262 (a).

“(2) The total number of representatives selected under
paragraph (1) shall be no less than seven representatives

and no more than ten representatives from each State or

- region.

“REPORT
“Seo. 264. (a) The Council shall transmit a report to
the President and to each House of the Congress no later
than one hundred and twenty days afier the conclusion of
the Conference. Such report shall be available to the public
and shall contain a detailed statement of the findings and
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recommendations of the Conference in accordance with the

requirements of section 262 (b).

“(b) The President, no later than one hundred and
twenty days after recelving the report required by subsec-
tion (a), shall transmit to each House of the Congress
recommendations with respect to matters discussed in such
report.

“AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sro. 265, There are authorized to be appropriated not
more than $5,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this part.
Sums appropriated under this section shall remain available
for obligation until expended.”.

DEFINITIONS

Seo. 4. Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and Delin- .

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5603) is
amended— ’
(1) by striking out “and” at the end of paragraph
(12);
 (2) by striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (13) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon;
and
(3) by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraphs:
“(14) the term ‘Conference’ means the National

Conference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile

-
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Delinquency organized end convened under section
261 (a) ;and
“(15) the term ‘children with specific learning .
" disabilities’ has the meaning given ii by section 602 (15)
of the Education of the Handicapped Act, except that,
in the administration of part D of title IT of this Act,
changes in such definition recommended by the Com-
missioner of Education under section 5 (b) (3) of the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 |
shall be taken into account.”. ‘»
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

SEc. 5. (a) Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5616) is
amended by redesignating subsection (g) as subsection (k),
and by inserting immediately after subséction (f) the follow-
ing new subsections:

“A( g} The Counci! may accept, use, and dispose of con-
tributions of money, services, or property.

“(h) The Council may use the United States mails in
the same manner and upon the same conditions as other
departments and agencies of the Federal Government.

“(i) The Council, to the extent it considers necessary,
may—

“(1) procure supplies, services, and personal

property;

89698 O = 77«2
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“(2) enter into contracts;
“(3) expend funds appropriated, donated, or re-
ceived under contracts in order to carry out its fumc-
~ tions and responsibilities; and |
“(4) exercise such powers as may be necessary to
enable the Council to carry out its functions and re-
sponsibilities.
“(j) The Council may delegate any of its powers to any
member or smployee of the Couneil.”,
(b) Section 206 (e) (3) of the Juvenile Justice and De-
Iinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.8.C. 5616 (e)
(3)) is amended by inserting immediately after “personnel”
the following: “, and procure the services of such experts and

consultants;”,

»
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IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Avrrir, 6,1977

Mr. Axprews of North Carolina (for himself and Mr. Pirring) introduced
the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor

[Strikke out all after the enacting clause and insert the part printed in italic]

A BILL

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

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SHORE-FIELH

Tuski 1 Dels Provention Amendm ¢ 107

FOVENER—FOSEI0R—AND—DELINQUENCY-PREVENIION

—

. . . .
Smo—2—{e)—Seetion201{g)—of theJuvenileJustice
and—Delinqueney—Prevention—Aot—ol1074 s amended—hy
10 21,0 p. 193 . £ a : . . 13 ”.

1 ) The—fish—sent ¢ sootion—204{b) (5)—of

W W =1 ;O o W N



14

3

(11

b2

1

éh exe BE “t‘”

33

33



15

<
-

2

3

[13

32

11  en

12




16

<
-

baresy

22
23




17




18

3

3

[13

5

b2

£6

12

2

. .

Sapactod-by-tho

18




19

£63

.

FRTPI.




20

bid

43




13

=)

£¢
=)

s

21

-~

{3

-

13
14

-

e L Ay




>

Ay



iy
.

O R R Y

© 00 T & W™

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

25

23

SHORT TITLE

SEectioN 1. (@) This Act may be cited as the “Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977”.

(b) As used in this Act, the term “the Aet”’ means the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974.

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
OFFICE

8ec. 8. (a) The following sections of the Act are each.
amended by striking out “dssistant”’ each place it appears
and inserting in lieu thercof “Associate” : sections 201, 204
(1), 206(a) (1) and (b), 241, 246.

(b) Section 201(g) of the Act is amended by striking
out “first” and inserting in liew thereof “second”’.

(c) Ta assure that the delegation of authority to the
Associate Administrator mandated by the Aet, including sec-
tion 545, is accomplished, seections 204(1)(1) (second
appearance), 208 (b), (c), and (e), 228 (14), (20), and
(21}, 243(4), 246, 249, 250, and 251 of the Act are each
amended by inserting the word “Associate” prior to the
word “ddministrator’” wherever it appears.

(d) (1)} Section 204(b) of the Act is amended by insert-
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ing immediately after “shall” in matler preceding paragraph
(1) the following: “with the assistance of .'ssociate Ad-
ministrator”.

{2) The first sentence of section 204(b)(5) of the Act
is -amended by inserting “and the Coordinating Council”
after “Advisory Commitlee”.

(3) Section 204(b)(6) of the Act is amended by in-
serting “and the Coordinating Council” after “Advisory
Commitlee”.

(4) Section 204(f) of the Act is amended by inseriing
“Federal” ofter “appropriaie authority,”.

(5) Section 204(g) of the Act is amended by striking
out “part” and inserting in liew thereof “title”.

(6) Section 204(j) of the Act is amended by inserting
“organization,” after “agency,”, and by striking out “part’
and inserting in lieu thereof “liile”.

{7) Section 204(%) of the Act is amended by striking
out “part” and inserting in lew thereof “title’, and by
striking out “the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act (42
U.8.C. 3801 et seq.)” and iuserting in liew thereof ‘‘title
IIT of this det”.

(e) Section 205 of ihe Aot is amended by inserting im-
medialely before the period at the end of the first sentence,

the following: “whenever the dssociate Administrator finds

"

' g
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the program or activity to be exceptionally effective or for
which the Associate Administrator finds ezceptional need”.

(£)(1) Section 206(a)(1) of the Act is amended by
striking out ‘‘the Director of the S’pecial Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention” and inserting in liew thereof “the
Director of the Oﬁce of Drug Abuse Policy, the Commis-
sioner of the Office of Education, the Director of ACTION”.

(2) Section 206(d) of the Act is amended by striking out
“siz” and inserting in lieu thereof “fousr”.

(8) Subsection (e) of section 206 of the Act is
amended—

(4) by striking out paragraphs (1) and (2);

(B) by striking out “(3) The Executive Secretary”
and inserting in liew thereof “(e) The Associate Ad-
manistrator’ ; and

(0) by inserting ‘“‘or staff suppo;' ' after

“personnel”.

(g) (1) Section 207(c) of the Act is amended by
inserting “, including youth workers involved with alterna-
tive youth programs”’ after “‘community-based programs’,
and by inserting immediately before the period ai the end
thereof the following: *, of whom at least three shall
have been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice
system”.

{2) Section 207(d) of the Act i3 amended by inserting
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at the end thereof the following new sentence: ‘‘Eleven mem-~
bers of the committee shall constitute a quorum.”

(h) (1) Section 208(b) of the Act is amended by insert-
ing “, the President, and the Congress” after “the Admin-
istrator”. .

(2) Section 208{d) is amended by inserting “not less
than” after “subcommitiee of”’ and by striking out “, to-
gether with the Direcior of the National Institute of Correc-
tions,”.

(3) Section 208(e) of the Act is amended—

(A) by inserting “not less than” after “subcom-
mittee of”’; and
(B) by striking out “to the Administrator” and by

striking out “the Administrator of .

(4) Section 208(f) of the Act is amended to read as
follows:

“(f) The Chairman, with the approval of the Com-~
mittee, shall request of the Associate Administrator such staff
and other support as may be necessary to carry out the duties
of the Advisory Committee.”. v
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

SEc. 3. (a) Section 221 of the Act is amended by sirik-
ing out “local governments” and inserting in lew thereof
“uniis of general local government or combinations thereof”,

and by inserting “grants and” after “through”.

-
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(b) Section 222 of the Act is amended by striking
out subsections (¢} and (d).

(¢) (1) Section 223(a)(3)(C) of the Act is amended by
inserting “business groups and businesses employing youth;”
immediately after “programs;”.

(2) Section 223(a)(3)(E) of the Act is amended by
inserting before the semicolon at the end thereof the following:
“, of whom at least three are or have been under the juris-
diction of the juvenile justice system” .

(3) Section 223(a)(4) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “local governments” the first place it appears therein
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘units of general local govern-
ment or combinations thereof”’.

(4) Section 223(a)(5) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “local government” and inserting in liew thereof
“units of general local government or combinations thereof”.

(5) Section 223(a)(6) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “local government” and inserting in liew thereof ‘“‘unit
of general local government’, and by inserting “or to a
regional planning agency” after “local government's struc-
ture”.

(6) Section 223(a)(8) of the Act is amended by insert-
ing before the semicolon at the end thereof a period and the
following: “Programs and projects developed from the study
may be funded under paragraph ‘(10) provided that they

89-899 O -177-3
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meet the criteria for advanced technique programs as speci-
fied therein’’.

(7) The first sentence of section 223(a)(10) of the
Act is amended by striking out “local government” and in-
serting in liew thereof “‘unit of general local government or

combination thereof’, and by inserting “‘grants and”’

after
“or through”.

(8) Section 223(a)(10) of the Act is further amended
by inserting “and to encourage a diversity of aliernatives
within the fuvenile justice system” after “correctional facili-
ties”.

(9) Section 293(a)(10)(A4) of the Act is amended
by inserting after “health services” the following: “twenty-
four hour in-take screening, volunteer and crisis home pro-

grams, day treatment and home probation”.

(10) Section 223(a)(10(D) of the Act is amended

to read as follows:

“{D) projects designed to develop and imple-
ment programs stressing advocacy activities aimed
at improving services for and protecling the rights
of youth impacted by the juvenile justice system;”.

(11) Section 223(a)(10)(G) of the Act is amended
by inseriing “traditional youth” immediately after “‘reached
by”.

(12) Section 223(a)(10) (H) of the Act is amended

+
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by striking out “‘that may include but are not limited to pro-
grams designed t0” and inserting in liew thereof “‘are de-
stgned to”.

(13) Section 223(a}(10) of the Act is further amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new subpara-
graph:

“(1) activities which establish standards for
juvenile justice, based on the recommendations of
the Advisory Commitiee on Standards;”’.

(14) Section 223(a) (12) of the Act is amended to read
as follows:

“(12) provide within three years after submission
of the plan that juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed offenses that-would not be criminal if
committed by an adult or such nonoffenders as dependent
or neglected children, shall not be placed in juvenile de-
tention or correctional facilities;”.

(15) BSection 222(a)(18) of the Act is amended by
inserting “‘and youths within the purview of section 223(a)
(12)” immediately after “delinquent”.

(16) Section 223(a)(15) of the Act is amended by
striking out “all”.

(17) Section 223(a)(19) of the Act is amended by
striking out “‘to the extent possible”.

(18) Section 223(b) of the Act is amended by striking



© W = o o k. W o

(IR T S S = S T S =~ S~ S e S S o S o
3$%§9Howm<lc:mmwkwl—lo

30

out “consultation with” and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘re-
ceiving and considering the advice and recommendations of .

(19) Section 283 (c) of the Act is amended by inserting
at the end thereof the following new semtence: “Failure to
achieve compliance with the subse\ction (a)(12) requiré—
ment within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any
State’s eligibility for funding under this subpart unless the
A dministrator, with the concurrence of the Associate Admin-
istrator, determines that the State is in substantial compliance
with the requirement, through achievement of deinstitutional-
ization of not less than 75 per centum of such juveniles, and
has made, through appropriate executive or legislative action,
an unequivocal commitment fo achieving full compliance
within a reasonable time not exceeding two additional years.” .

(20) Section 223(d)} of the Act is amended by inserting
“chooses not to submit a plan’’ after “fails to submit a plan,”.

{21) Section 223 of the Act is further amended by
striking out subsection (e).

(d) (1) Section 224(a)(3) of the Act is amended by
inserting after “system” the following: “including restitution
projects which test and validate selected arbitration models,
such as neighborhood courts or panels and increase victim
sutisfaction while providing alternatives to incarceration for
detained or adjudicated delinquents”.

(2) Section 224(a)(4) of the Act is amended by strik-

-
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ing all. after “for delinquents” and inserting in liew thereof
“and other youth to help prevent delinquency”.

(8) Section 224(a)(5) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out ‘“‘on standards for juvenile justice” and by striking
out “‘and” at the end thereof.

(4) Section 224(a)(6) of the Act is amended by in-
serting after “‘develop and implement” the following “, in co-
ordination with the United States Office of Education,”, and
by striking out the period at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof a semicolon and “‘and”.

(5) Section 224(a) of the Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(7) develop and support programs stressing ad-
vocacy activities aimed at improving services to youth
impacted by the juvenile justice system;

“(8) development, tmplement, and support, in con-
junction with. the United States Department of Labor,
other public and private agencies and organizations and
business and industry programs for youth employment;

“(9) improve the juvenile justice system to conform
to standards of due process; and

“(10) develop and implement programs relating
to juvenile delinquency and learing disabilities.”.

(6) Section 224(b) of the Act is amended to read as
follows:
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“(b) Not more than 20 per centum of the funds appro-
priaied for each fiscal year pursuant to this part shall be
available only for special emphasis prevention and treatment
granis and contracts made pursuant to this section.”.

fe)(1) Section 225(c)(4) of the Act is amended by
striking all after “to delinquents” and inserting in lieu
thereof “and other youth to help prevent delinquency.”.

(2) Section 225(c) (6} of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “on standards for juvenile justice”.

(f) (1) Section 227 (a) of the Act is amended by striking
out ‘‘State, public or private agency, institution, or individ-
ual (whether directly or through a State or local agency)”
and inserting in liew thereof ‘“‘public or private agency,
organization, institution, or individual (whether directly or
through a State planning agency)”.

(2) Section 227(b) of the Act is amended by striking
out ““institution, or individual under this part (whether
directly or through a State agency or local agency)” and
inserting in liew thereof ‘“‘organization, institution, or in-
dividual under this title (whether directly or through o
State planning agency)”.

(g) (1) Section 228(b) of the Act is amended by sirik-
ing out ‘“‘under this part” and inserting in liew thereof “by

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration”.
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(2) Section 228(¢c) of the Act is amended by striking
out “part” and inserting in lieu thereof “title”.

(3) Section 228 of the-Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsections:

“(e) Financial assistance extended under the provisions
of this title shall be 100 per centum. of the approved costs
of any program or aclivity, except that moneys received
under this title shall not be used for planning and adminis-
trative services.

“(f) In the case of a grant under this part to an Indian
tribe or other aboriginal group, if the Administrator deter-
mines that the tribe or group does mot have sufficient
funds available to meet the local share of the cost of any
program or project to be funded under ihe grant, the Ad-
minisirator may increase the Federal share of the cost
thereof to the extent he deems necessary. Where a State
does mot have an adequate forum to enforce grant prom’-‘
sions imposing liability on Indian iribes, the Administrator
is authorized to waive State lability and may pursue such
legal remedies as are necessary. 7

“(g) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of
information available to him during any fiscal year, that a
portion of the funds granted to an applicant under this
part for that fiscal year will not be required by the appli-

cant or will become available by virtue of the application
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of the provisions of section 509 of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, that portion
shall be available for reallocation under section 224 of this
title.”.
NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSZ;IOE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

SEc. 4. (a) (1) Section 241 of the Aot is amended by
striking out subsection (e}, and by redesignating subsections
(f) and (g) as subsections (e) and (f), respectively.

(2) Section 245{f) of the Act, as so redesignated by
paragraph 1, is amended by inserting “make grants and”
after “(4)".

(8) The subsection designated as subsection (b) im-

. mediately following section 241(f) of the Act, as so redesig-

nated by paragraph (1), is redesignated as subsection (g).
(4) Section 241(g) of the Act, as so redesignated by
paregraph (1), is amended by striking out “subsection’ (g)
(1)” and tnserting in lew thereof “subsectior (f)(1)”.
(b) Section 243(5) of the Act is amended by inserting
before the semicolon at the end thereof the following: “, such
as assessments regarding the role of family violence, sexual |
abuse or exploitation and media violence in delinquency, the
improper handling of youth placed in a State by another
State, the possible ameliorating roles of recreation and the

arts, and the extent to which youth in the juvenile system are
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treated differently on the basis of sex and the ramifications
of such practices”.

(¢) Section 245 of the Act is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 245. The Advisory Committee shall advise, con-
sult with, and make recommendations to the Associate Ad-
ministrator concerning the overall policy and operations of
the Institute.”.

(d) (1) Section 247(a) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “on stundards for juvenile justice established in
section 208(e)".

(2) Section 247(d) of the Act is amended by inserting
after subsection (c) the following new subsection:

“(d) Following the submission of its report under sub-
section (b} the Advisory Committee sholl direct its efforts
towards refinement of the recommended standards and shall
assist State and local governments and privale agencies and
organizations in the adoption of appropriate standards at
the State and local levels.”.

(e) Title IT of the Act is further amended by striking
out section 248.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEc. 5. (a) The heading for part D of title II of the

Actis amended 'to read as follows:

“P4arr D-—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS”.
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(b) Section 261(a) of the Act is amended to read as
follows:

“fa) To carry out the purposes of this title there is
authorized to be appropriated $125,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 80, 1978, and such sums as are
necessary for each of the fiscal years ending September 30,
1979, and September 30, 1980. Funds appropriated for any
fiscal year may wremain available for obligation wuniil
expended.”

(c) Section 262 of the Act is amended to read as follows:
“APPLICABILITY OF OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

“SEc. 262. The Administrative provisions of title I of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
designated as sections 501, 504, 507, 509, 510, 511, 516,
&518(c), 621, and 524 (a) and (c) of such Act, are incor-
porated herein as administrative provisions applicable to this
A_Gt.”.

(d) (1) Section 263(a) of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by striking
out “subsection (b)” and inserting in liev thereof “‘subsec-
tions (b) and (c}”.

(2) Section 263 of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by adding ot the

end thereof the following new subsection:
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“fc) The amendments made by the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977 shall take
effect on and after October 1, 1977.”.

RUNAWAY YOUTH

SEG. 6. (a)(1) Section 311 cf the Act is amended—-

(A) by inserting in the first sentence “and short-
term training” after ‘“technical assistance” and by in-
serting “‘and coordinated metworks of such agencies”’
after *‘agencies”; and

(B) by inserting “or otherwise homeless youth”’
immediately after ‘“‘runaway youth” where W first
appears and by deleling ‘“‘runaway youth” in the third
and. fourth sentences and inserting in liew thereof “such
youth”.

(2) Section 312(b)(5) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “aftercase” and inserting in liew thereof “aftercare”.

(8) Section 312(b)(6) of the Act is amended by strik-
ing out “parental consent” and inserting in lieu thereof “the
consent of the individual youth and parent or legal guar-
dian”.

(4) Section 313 of the Act is amended—

(4) by striking out “State,”, and
(B) by striking out “$75,000” and “$100,000"
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and inserting in liew thereof “$100,000” and “$150,-

0007, respectively.

(b) Part B of title I1I of the Act is amended by re-
desiginating the title of part B as “RECORDS” and striking
out sections 321 and 322 and inserting in liew thereof the
following:

“RECORDS

“SEc. 321. Record containing the identity of individ-
ual youths pursuant to this Act may under no circumstances
be disclosed or transferred to any individual or to any
public or private agency.”. a

(¢) Title IIT of the Act is further amended by redesig-
nating part C as part D, by redesignating seckion 331 as
section 341, and by inserting after part B the following new
part:

/ “PART C—REORGANIZATION

“Sec. 331. (a) After January 1, 1978, the Presi-
dent may submit to the Congress a reorganization plan which,
subject to the provisions of subsection (b) of this section,
shall take effect, if such reorganization plan is not disap-
proved by a resolution of either House of Congress, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of and the procedures estab-
lished by cha,z;ter 9 of title 5, United States Code, except
to the extent provided in this part.

B '
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“(b) A reorganization plan submitted in accordance with

the provisions of subsection (@) shall provide—

“(1) for establishing within ACTION an Office of
Youth Assistance, which shall be the principal agency,
and the Director of ACTION sﬁall be the principal
officer, for carrying out title I11 of this Act;

“(2) that the transfer authorized by paragraph (1)
shall be effective thirty days after the last date on which
such transfer could be disapproved under chapter 9 of
title &, United States Code; v

“(3) that property, records, and unewpended bal-

ances of eppropriations, allocations, and other funds

" employed, used, held, available, or to be made available

in connection with the functions of the Qffice of Youth

Development within the Department of Health, Educa-

tion, and Welfare in the operation of functions pursuant.
to title I11 of this Act, shall be transferred to the Office
of Youth Assistance within ACTION, and that all
gr@w’s, applications for grants, contracts and pther
agreements awarded or entered into by the Office of
Youth Development shall continue in effect until modi-
fied, superseded, or revoked;

“(4) that all official actions taken by the Secretary
of the Department othealsz, Education, and Welfare,

his designee, or any other person under the authority
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1 of title 111 of this Act which are in force on the effective
2 date of such plan, and for which there is continuing
3 authority under the provisions of title III of this Act,
4 shall continue in full force and effect until modified,
5 . superseded, or revoked by the Director of ACTION as
6 appropriate; and

7 “(5) that references to the Office of Youth Develop-
8 ment within the Department of Health, Education, and
9 Welfare in any statute, reorganization plan, Ezecutive
10 order, regulation, or other official document or proceed-
11 ing shall, on and after such date, be deemed to refer to
12 the Office of Youth Assistance within ACTION, as
13 appropriate.”.

14 (d) ‘Section 341 of the Act (as redesignated by subsec-
15 tion (c) of this section) is amended—

16 (1) by striking out, in subsection (a), everything
17 after “appropriated” and inserting in liew thereof the
18 following: “for the fiscal year ending September 30,
19 1978, $25,000,000, and for the fiscal years ending
20 September 30, 1979, and September 30, 1980, such

21 sums as may be necessary.”.
22 (2) by striking out subsection (b) and inserting
23 in lieu thereof the following:

24 “(b) The Secretary (through the Office of Youth De-
25  velopment which shall administer this Act) shall consult with
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the Attorney General (through the Assistant Administrator
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion) for the pdrpose of coordinating the development and
implementation of programs and activities funded under this
Act with those related programs and activities funded under
the Juvenile Justice and Delingquency Preve’ntion 4det of
1974 and under the Omnibus Crime Conirol and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended.”. '
AMENDMEI\;T 70 OMNIBU;S CRIME CONTROL AND GSAFE
STREETS ACT OF 1968

SEc. 7. Section 203(a) (1) of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 'of 1968 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “The
chairman and at least two additional members of any ad-
visory group established pursuant to szction 223(a)(3) of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 shall be appointed to the State planning agency as
members thereof. These individuals may bev considered in
wneeting the gemeral representation requirements of this
subsection.”.

AMENDMENT TO TITLE §

SEC. 8. Section 5108(c)(10) of title 5, United States

Code, first occurrence, is amended by striking out “tweniy-

five” and inserting in lieu thereof “twenty-siz”.



42

Mr. Axprews. The subcommittee has received, or will shortly re-
celve, written statements of those individuals appearing today. In
order to allocate ag mnch time as possible for questions from the
members of the subcommittee, and from the stafi, I request that
those individuals appearing limit their testimony to a brief summary
of their written statement. It is expected that 5 or 10 minutes will be
adequate for that purpose. Everyone, including myself, will greatly
appreciate your brevity.

The first witness this morning is Mr. James M. H. Gregg, Assistant
Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Adiinistration, De-
partment of Justice, accompanied by, I believe—is this correct—Mr.
Thomas J. Madden, General Counsel, LEAA, and Frederick Nader,
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention, also TEAA.

If you will, Mr. Gregg, in whatever order you choose, proceed.

STATEMENT OF JAMES M, H. GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENRT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, DEPART.
MENT OF JUSTICE, ACCOMPANIED BY: THOMAS J. MADDEN,
GENERAL COUNSEL, LEAA; AND FREDERICK NADER, DEPUTY
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, LEAA

Myr. Grege. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of the re-
authorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974.

With me, as you indicated, are Mr. Thomas Madden, T.EAA Gen-
eral Counsel, and Mr. Fred Nader, Deputy Assistant Administrator
for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

I do have & rather lengthy prepared statement. I appreciate the
opportunity to submit the statement for the record and highlight
certain significant points.

LEAA has now had 214 years of experience in administering this
legislation. On the basis of that experience we are convinced of the
fundamental soundness of the purposes of the 1974 act. We also be-
lieve that the design of the 1974 Ilcgislation has facilitated imple-
mentation of the program and contributed to the substantial progress
made in achieving many of the objectives of the act.

‘While there have been some difficulties in implementation, these
have been normal and rather routine problems as are encountered in-
the early stages of any significant new Federal program.

In short, Mr. Chairman, we ave convinced that the program cre-
ated by the 1974 act is sonnd. Hence, the amendments we are sup-
porting are relatively modest and few in number. However, there are
two amendments of considerable significance.

The first, of course, is the reanthorization provision which would
extend the act another 3 vears, through fiseal year 1980, $75 million
would be authorized for fiscal year 1978 and such sums as may be
necessary for the 2 succeeding fiseal years.
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This reauthorization will permit continuation of the considerable
progress already made under the 1974 act. It will reassure State and
local governments concerning the Federal Government’s long-term
commitment to the objectives of the act.

The second significant change concerns provisions of the act deal-
ing with deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The 1974 act re-
quires that status offenders be deinstitutionalized within 2 years of
a State’s participation in the formula grant program.

Some States, despite strong efforts on their part, will not be able
to meet this 2-year deadline. Therefore, under our legislation, the
Administrator of LEAA would be granted authomty to continue
funding for those States which have achieved substantial compliance
with the deinstitutionalization requirement within the 2-year limita-
tion and which have evidenced unequivocal conmitments to achicving
full compliance within & reasonable time. This will enable States
which are making good progress toward the objectives of the act to
continue in and benefit from participation in the formula grant
program,

- Mr. Chairman, there are nine other amendments proposed in the

legislation. The details regarding these other changes in the act are
included in statement that I have submitted for the record. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, Mz. Nader and My, Madden and I will now be
pleased to respond to any questions that you may have.

[The written statement of James Gregg follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear today before this Committee to
urge your favorahle consideration of legislation to reauthorize the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. I am joined
by Mr. Thomas J. Madden, General Counsel of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, and Mr. Frederick P. Nader, Deputy Ass1st$nt
Administrator for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention.

As you know, the current Act {s. scheduled to expire at the end of the
fiscal year. A proposal to extend the legislation was transmitted to

Congress by the Attornay General on April 1, 1977.

in 1974, the Congress determined that the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration was the appropriate division of the Federal Government
to administer an innovative new juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention program and to coordinate the activities of all agencies
which impacted on the serious youth crime problem. We have taken that
mandate quite seriously and, with the help of a qualified and dedicated
staff, have worked hard to assure effective implementation of the
program. We look forward to continuing our efforts, and appreciate

the concern of the Committee regarding this program.
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In my statement today, I would 1ike to discuss the progress made by
LEAA in implementing the Act and then briefly address our proposal to

" reauthorize this important program.

Juvenile delinquency continues to be one of the most difficult problems

facing the Nation. Many factors contribute to a child's becoming delinquent.

F']
Emotional, physical, and behavioral problems play a part, as do the :
frustrations a child meets in a disadvantaged environment. Once a youth
is labeled delinquent, this label may itself stimulate further misconduct. £

While the role of the Federal Govermment in solving these problems is
appropriately a limited one, there is much that can be accomplished through

a program which promotes coordination and cooperation at the federal, state,

and Tocal levels, permits innovation by both governmental and private

agencies with the help of federal leadership, and provides for careful .

study of some of the problems we face. The Juveniie Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 has given us the framework for such an effort.

LEAA, through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDﬁ),
is attempting to build an effective program within the framework provided by
the Act, utilizing resources avatlable under both the Juvenile Justice Act

and the Crime Control Act. I believe we have shown that the program can

have a significant impact on certain aspects of delinquency and youths at

risk of becoming delinquent.



The €unctions of 0JJDP are divided among four divisions assigned major
responsibility for implementing and overseeing the activities under the
Juvenile Justice Act. Functional areas are State Formula Grant Program;

and Technical Assistance, Spécial Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs,
the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,

and Concentration of Federal Effort. While these functions are closely
{nterrelated, I will, for the convenience of the ccmittee, organize my

remarks according to these functional areas.

State Formula Grant Program and Technical Assistance

An aspect of the program established by the Act most crucial to its success
is that providing formula grants to support state and local projects. Each
participating state is entitled to an annual allocation of funds according
to its relative population of people under age eightesn. Funds are awarded
upon approval of a plan submitted by sach state which meets the statutory

requirements of the legistation.

To date, 77 million dollars have been awarded For the formula grant program.

" “In fiscal year 1975, the first year of the program, 9.25 million dollars were

made available and for fiscal year 1976, 24.5 million dollars were made

available. The amount awarded rose to 43.3 million doltars in fiscal 1977.
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L EAA is concerned, however, that these funds have not been expended

as quickly as we would have preferred, Of the 33.8 mitlion dollars made
available for fiscal years 1975 and 1976, onl: two million dollars, or
six percent, had been expended as of December 17, 7976. vurthermore,
only 27 percent of the total formula grant funds fof these two years

had been subgranted for specific state or local projects.

The reasons for this delay are varied. The Act requires the creation of
new planning mechanisms and advisory groups in each participating state.
Many states have encountered difficulties in establishing these required
structures. Also, the Act includes strict requirements that necessitate
legislative action or significant executive involvement in some juris-

dictions.

While there are indications that funds are being expended &t an increasing
rate, the Administration's proposed legislation seeks to correct some of the
problems which have delayed the use of funds, as my further testimony

will point out.

.



49

As required by the Act, at least two-thirds of each state's forwula grant
funds are expended through local programs. Not less than 75 peércent of
the available funds are used for advanced techniques in developing,
maintaining, and expanding programs and services designed ‘to prevent
Juvenile delinquency, to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system,
and to provide conmunity-based alternatives to juvenile detention and

- correction facilities.

Sections 223(a)(12), (13), and (14) of the Act are central to {ts operation.
These dea’ with deinstitutionalization of status offenders, separation of
Juvenile and adult offenders, and monitoring of facilities. Ten states

are currently not participating in the program. The primary reason
mentioned by these states is concern regarding ‘compliance with

the Act's two-year timeframe for defnstitutionalizing status offenders
pursuant to 223(a}(12), and the absolute prohibition of regular contact
between aduTt and juvenile offenders of 223(a)(13).

LEAA has also experienced some problems in assuring that the States-meet—the
monitoring requirements of 223(a)(14). The initial monitoring reports

were required to be submitted by participating states on December 31, 1976.
Frankly, we:were disappointed with the content of the majority of the reports
received. Most states did nof present adequate havd datd 6 Fuliy Tndicate
the extent of their progress with the deinstitutionalization and separation
requirements, In addition, few provided base-line data that would be needed

to demonstrate “substantial compliance® with deinstitutionalization after two

years.
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As I will subsequently discuss, the reauthorization bill which we have
proposed will ease the deinstitutionalization requirement, This amendment,
together with our commitment to continue the program, will probably result
in some states reconsidering their decision not to participate because of

the stringent deinstitutionalization requirement.

Regarding monitoring requirements, the states are being notified that LEAA
expects fiscal year 1978 plans to indicate how accurate and complete data
on deinstitutionalization and separation will t;e provided in the report

due on December 31, 1977. This {s crucial because under the self-reporting
‘system, these data will be used to determine whether states which first
participated in the program in 1975 will continue to be eligihle for funding
under the formula grant program. In addition, LEAA is making technical
assistance available to assist those states that are having problems

providing the monitoring information currently required by LEAA guidelines.

Both state and local efforts and national initiatives are aided with
technical assistance provided by 0JJDP. Help is given in the planning,
implementation, and evaluaticn of projects. Technical assistance is also

used to help participating jurisdictions assess their needs and available

resources and then developing and implementing a plan for meeting those needs.

-



51

Technical assistance funds have been used to support our spacial emphasis
init{atives in the areas of deinsti{tutionalization, diversion, and
delinquency prevention. Awards were made to contractors with expertise
in delinquent hehayior and lgntmledge of innovative programs and techniques
in the program area. Technical assistance alse supports state planning

agency activities to meet requiremants of the Act.

A technical assistance plan has been prepared to support QJUDP functions.
The program includes quarterly workshops for regional and central office
staff. This approach assures a proactive rather than reactive technical
assistance stance by 0JJOP, since all personmnel are kept informed of
developments in impleémenting the program,and the tachniques which may be
of assistance in ¥mproving theprogram:

Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs

An important element of ‘the 0JJDP effort is the discretionary fund which

is to be used by LEAA for special emphacis prevention and treatment programs.
Funds are used for implementing and testing programs in five generic

areas: Prevention of juveni]e‘ delinguency; diversion of juveniles from
traditional juvenile justice system processing; development and maintenance
of community-based alternatives to traditional forms of institutionaliation;
reduction and control of juvenile crime and delinquency; and, improvement

of the juvenile justice system. In each area, program approaches are to

be used which will strengthen the capacity of public and private youth

service agencies to provide services to youths.



Parameters for development of Special Emphasis .Program initiatives are

as follows:

--Each pragram initiative will focus on a specific category of juveniles;

--A specific program strategy will direct this focus for achievement of

concrete purposes within a specified time frame;

--Sizeable grants will be awarded for two or three-year funding, based

upon satisfactory achievement of specific goals at the end of each year;

--Program specifications will require applicant conceptuaiization of
approaches and delineation of problems to be addressed;

--Projects will be selected in accordance with pre-defined criteria based

upon the degree to which applicants reflect the ability and intent
to meet program and performance standards;

--Applicants may be private non-profit organizations or units of state
or Jocal government;

-~Program descriptious and performance standards will identify those
elements essential to successful achievement of program objectives
and operate as a screening device;

--The development of the objectives and goals of each program initiative

{s based on an assessment of existing data and previous research and

evaluation studies; each program is designed so that we can learn fxom

it and add to our knowledge of programming in that area;
~--Selections are made through veview and rating of preliminary
applications. This results in selection for full application

development of those proposals censidered to most clearly reflect
elements essential to achievement of program objectives.

Using this approach, four speclal emphasis initiatives have already been-
announced, The first major initiative was announced in March 1975 and

involved programs for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Over

460 applications were received for programs to provide community-based services

to status offenders over two years. By December 1975, grants totalling nearly

twelve miilion dollars were awarded.
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Of tha thirteen projects funded, eleven were action programs to remove
status offenders from jails, detention cegters, aqy correctional institutions
oyer two years. HNearly 24,000 juyeniles ;111 be:affected in five state

and six county programs through graants which range up to 1.5 million doliars.
0f the total fﬁ;ds awarded, nearly 8.5 m{11lion dollars, or 71 percent of

the tbta], will be available for contracts and purchase of services from

private nonprofit youth servfng agencies and organizations.

A second special emphasis program was developed to divert juveniies Trom

the criminal justice system through better coordination of existing youth
services and use of community-based programs. This program is for those
Jjuveniles who would normally be adjudicated delinquent and who are at
greatest risk of further juvenile justice system penetration. Eieven grants,
totalling over 8.5 million dollars, have been awarded for two-year programs.
As a result of planning and coordination with the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, local housing authorities in HUD's Target Project

Program have been encouraged to participate in the diversion program. 0JJDP
gave special consideration in project selection to those programs which

reflected a mix of federal resources in achievement of muteal goals.

Several months ago, 3.2 miliion dollars was transferred to the U.S. Office
of Education through an interagency agreement to fund programs designed to

reduce crime and violence in public schools. The Teacher Corps received two

‘mi1lion dollars for ten demonstration programs in low jncome areas directed
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specifically at use of teacher skills to help students plan and implement
“workahle programs to improve the school enyironment and reduce crime.

The Qffice of Drug Abuse Prevention received funds to train and provide
technical assistance to sixty-six teams of seven individuals to initiate
Tocal programs to reduce and control violence in public schools. The
dvug education training model and training centers will be utilized.
0JJDP also expects to award a $600,000 grant later this year for a

School Crime Resource Center.

An announcement and guideline has been issued for a program to prevent

delinquency through strengthening the capacity of private nonprofit

agencies to serve youth who are at risk of becoming delinquent. Over 300

applications have been received. ' The Office expects to award 14-18 grants ‘
totalling 7.5 million dollars for this program. Grantees will be national

youth-serving agencies, local combinations of public and private youth-

serving agencies, and regional organizations serving smaller and rural

communities.

Examples of other special emphasis initiatives include awards to the
State bf Pennsylvania to remove juveniles from Camp Hill, an -adult prison
facility; female offender programs in Massachusetts; arbitration and medidtion

programs involving juveniles offenders in the District of Columbia; and

projects in support of the American Public Welfare Association's efforts to

e

coordinate local youth programs.
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0JJDP has pfanned four additfonal special emphasis program initiatives
for fiscal year 1977, as follows:

--The Serious Offender Program will be designed to rehabilitate
the serious or chronic Juyenile offender. It is expected that
projects will help devalox 1inks between organizstions in the
offenders' communities. national evaluation will axamine
the overall effectiveness of the program, as well as each
alternative treatment strategy.’

£ --The major purpose of the Youth Gangs Program will he to develop
and test effective means by which gang-related delinquency can
be reduced through development of constructive alternatives to
delinquency closely coordinated with application of authority.

* --The Neighborhood Prevention Program will focus on improving the

: planning of programs at the neighborhood level and development
of neéw action prograws which can impact on the youth of
particular neighborhoods.

--The Restitution Initiative will develop and test means of

A providing for restitution by juvenile offenders to the

H victims of their offenses. ‘The program will examine the

° rehabilitative aspects of restitution, as well as the
impact on victims receiving this redress.

Tentative plans for fiscal year 1978 call for demonstration programs in
the areas of Youth Advocacy, Alternative Education, Probation, Standards

Impiementation, and Alternatives to Incarceration.

National Institute for duvenilé Justice and Delinquency Prevention

The program areas which I just mentioned are not only included because of

the special emphasis given them in the Juvenile Justice Act, but also because

they have been identified as needed programmatic thrusts in rasearch sponsored
or reviewed by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention. Prior to announcement ¢¥ any special emphasis program, the
Institute provides an assessment of the state-of-the-art in the topic area

and develops a concise background paper for use in the program announcement.
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The four major functiong of the Institute are information collection and
dissemination, research and eyaluation, deyelopment and reyiew of ’
standards, and training. As an information center, the Institute
collects, synthesizes, publishes, and disseminates datakand knowledge
concerning all aspects of delinquency, Three topical Assessment Centers
deal with Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention, the Juvenile Justice
System, and Alternatives to Juvenile Justice System Processing. Each
center gathers data, studies, and information on its topic area. A
fourth Coordinating Center integrates all of this information and will

produce an annual volume entitled Youth Crime and Delinquency in America.

The Institute has a long-range goal of developing é comprehensive,
automated information system that will gather data on the flow of juvenile
offenders throughout the juvenile justice systems of selected jurisdictions.
A reporting system regarding juvenile court handling of offenders has

already been sponsored.

A broad range of research and evaluation studies are beina sponsored by

the Institute. These studies will add to'the base of knowledge about the
nature of delinquency and success in preventing, treating, and controlljng it.
In the area of prevention, projects will be encouraged which increase our
understanding of social factors that promote conforming behavior and legitimate
identities among youths and permit evaluation of innovative approaches to

inducing such behavior.

v
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The Institute sometimes funds unsolicited research projects that address
areas not included in the establ{shed research prograw. Unsolicited
concept papers are reviewed tWice each year. Other funds are set aside ¥or
unique reseapch opportunities that cannot he created through solicitations.
These might consist of opportunities te conduct research in natural field
settings such as those that wonld result from legisiative changes, or to
add a juvenile delinquency research component to a larger project funded

by another source.

The Institute is participating in LEAA*s Visiting Fellowship Program. Under
this program, up to three Fellews conduct research on juvenile delinquency

issues while in residence at the Institute.

In recent years, increasing attention has been paid to the possibility of

a relationship between learning disabiiities and juvenile delinquency.
Currernt theory and knowledge wereinvestigated and a report completed under
an Institute grant. While a relationship seems to exist between learning
difficulty and juvéhi1e delinquency, there remains an absence of experimental

evidence. Research has been funded to further investigate this area.

Ancther Institute-sponsored study seeks to determine the relationship between
Juvenile and adult cffenses. The thirteen-month study will conduct extensive
analyses of data collected on 975 males born in 1945 in Philadelohia. A
further study has been undertaken to examine a birth cohort study of 14,000
males and 4,500 females born during 1958 to determine the nature and patterns

of delinquency among those examined.
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The Institute's efforts in the area of evaluation have concentrated on
maximizing what may be learned from the action programs funded by 0JJ0P,
on bﬁ]stering the ability of the states to eyaluate their ¢un juvenile
programs and to capitalize on what they learn, and on taking advantage of
unique program experiments undertaken at the state and local levels that

warrant a nationally sponsored evaluation.

The Juvenile Justice Act authorizes the Institute to evaluate all programs
assisted under the Act. Efforts focus largely on evaluating major action
initiatives funded by 0JJOP. To impiement the approach of 0JJDP that
program development and evaluation planning must be conducted concurrently,
the Institute undertakes three related activities for each action program
area: developmental work; evaluation planning; and implementation of the

evaluation plan.

Institute staff are currently reviewing the recommendations of the Advisory
Committee on Standards, a Subcommittee of the National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A paver will be prepared
describing possible action programs which could be undertakan by the f)ffice
to implement the standards. Development of an implementation strategy will

provide direction for 0JJDP activities in coming years.
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The Institute has broad authority to conduct training programs. Training
{s viewed as a major 1ink in the process of disseminating current
information deyeloped from research, evaluation, and assessment actiyities.
It is also an important resgurce for insuring the success of the QJUDP
program initiatives. ,

£
Two main types of training programs are being utilized. National training
institutes held on a regional basis acqualnt key policy and dacision-makers
with racent results and future trende in the field of delinquency prevention
and control. Training institutes are also held to assist local teams
of interested officials concentrate youth service efforts and expand
program capacities in their communities. Workshops and seminars are held
on a variety of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention issues, techniques,

and methods.

The Project READ training program was designed to improve 1iteracy among

the Nation's incarcerated juveniles. Over 4,000 youths were tested on
reading ability, mental age,'and self-concept. During the brief period of
four months, the average juvenile tested gained one year in reading ability,
seven months in mental age, five points in self-concept, and had a better

appreciation of the reading process. This project is now in its second year.

Continuing funding {s being provided to the National CoTTege of Juvenile
Court Judges to provide training for 1,150 juvenile court judges and related

personnel such as prebation officers and district attorneys.

89-699 Q=77 ~5
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Concentration of Federal Efforts

Under the terms of the Juvenile Justice Act, LEAR is assigned resnonsibility
for implementing overall policy and developing objectives and priorities

for all Federal juvenile delinquency programs. Two organizatiens were
established by the Act to assist in this coordination. The Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is composed of the
heads of Federal agencies most directly inveived in youth-related program
activities and is chaired by the Attorney General. The National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is composed of
persons who, by virtue of their training and experience, have special
knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency

or the administration of juvenile justice.  One-third of the 21 Presidentially-

appointed members must be under age 26 at the time of their appointment.

The Coordinating Council has met eight times. Early meetings focused bn
general goals and priorities for Federal programs. Later meetings
concentrated on policy options and the development of a Federal agenda
for research info Juvenile delinquency issues. The most recent meeting

was held jointly with the National Advisory Committee.

The First Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs,

developed by the Coordinating Council, provided the foundation for future
* programming and addressed the roles of each agency in the overall strategy.
The plan provides policy direction and a description of preliminary steps

necessary before large scale program and fiscal coordination is attempted.
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in February 1977, the Second Analysis and Evaluation of Federal Juyénile

Delinquency Programs was submitted to the President and Congress. This
report contains a detailed statement of criteria deyeloped for identifying

and classifying Federal juyenile delinquency programs.

Integrated funding and programmatic approaches have been initiated among °
Federal agencies in selected projects. In one example, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development cooperated with 0JJOP's diversion program by
‘providing” funding "to. Tocales chosen as sites for diversion projects. The
Department of Labor worked with QJJOP to establish prierities for CETA fu{;ds
utilized for youth involved in 0JJDP discretionary grant programs. An i
additional cooperative effort I previously mentioned is the transfer of

0JJDP funds to the Office of Education to initiate programs to combat

school violence.

The National Advisory Committee has also met eight times. It has focused
primarily on the orientation of members to their roles, their relationship

to OJJOP and other juvenile programs, and the development of a workplan.

Three subcommittees have been established: the Advisory Committee for the
National Institute, the Advisory Committee on Standards for the Administration
of Juvenile Justice, and the Advisory Commitee for the Concentration of Federal
effort. The Standards Committee has submitted two reports on its activities

and findings to the President and Congress.
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Upon recommendation of the National Adyisovy Commitee and in cooperation

with the Coordinating Council, 0JJDP contracted with a private consulting

firm to develop a major project to facilitate the coordination and
mobilization of Federal resources for juvenile delinquency programming in
three jurisdictions. The Coordinating Council and the National Advisory
Committee participated in selecting demonstration sites and both organizations

are currently monitoring program progress.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Amendments of 1977

I would like to turn now, Mr. Chairman, to the legislation proposed by

the Administration to reauthorize the 1974 Act.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments would extend

the authority of LEAA to administer the program for an additional three
years. Several amendments are included which are designed to stréngthen
the coordination of Federal efforts. The Coordinating Council would be
authorized to assist {n the preparation of LEAA annual reports on the
analysis, evaluation, and planning of Federal juvenile delinquency programs.
LEAA runaway programs would be coordinated with the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare's programs under the Runaway Youtkh Act.

To insure that each state planning agency receives the benefit of the

input of the Advisory Groups established pursuant to the Act, our bill would
also amend Title I of the Crime Control Act. The chairman and at least two
other members of each state's Advisory Group would have to be appointed to

the state planning agency supervisory board.

.
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The Administration's proposal would make significant changes in the

formula grant program. The 1974 Act, as you know, requires that status
offenders he deinstitutionalized within two years of a state's participation

in tke formula grant program. OQur bill would grant the AeminTstratdr authority
to continue funding to those states which have achieved substantial

compliance with this requirement within the two-year statutory per’cd

and have evidenced an unequivocal commitment to achieving the objective

within a reasonable time.

The use of in-kind match would be prohibited by the Administration bill.
However, assistance to private nonprofit organizations would be authorized
at up to 100 percent of the approved costs of any program cr activity
receiving support., In additdon, the Administrator would be authorized

to waive the cash match requirement, in whole or {n part, for public
agencies if a good faith effort has been made to obtain cash match and
such funds were not available. No change would be made to the provision
requiring that programs recefying satisfactory annual evaluations continue

to receive funds.

Special emphasis school programs would ba required to be coordinated with
the U.$. Office of Education under the proporil. A new catedofy of youth
advocacy programs would be added to the Tisting of speeial emphasis programs
in order to focus upon this means of bringing iimprovements to the juvenile

Justice system.
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The bill would authorize the Administrator to permit up to 100 percent

of a state's formula grant funds to be util{zed as match for 9ther Federal
Juvenile delinquency program grants. This would increase the flexibility
of the Act and permit maximum use of these funds in states which have

been restricted in fully utilizing available Faderal fund sources. The
Administrator would also be authorized to waive match for Indian tribes

and other aboriginal groups where match funds are not available and could
vaive state 1iability where a state did not have jurisdiction to enforce
grant agreements with Indian tribes. This parallels provisions new included

in the Crime Control Act for other LEAA programs.

The Administration proposal would authorize appropriation of 75 million
dollars for programs under the Act in fiscal year 1978, and such sums

as may b2 necessary Tor exth of the two following years. The maintenance-
of-effort provision, applicable to juvenile delinquency programs funded
under the Crime Control Act, would be retained. The retention of this
provision underscores the Administration‘s commitment o juvenile justice

and delinquency prevention programming.

Finally, the proposal would incorporate a number of administrative provisions
of the Crime Control Act as applicable to the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention Act. This would permit LEAA to administer the two Acts in a
parallel fashion.  Incorporated provisions would include formalized rulemzking
authority, hearing and appeal procedures, civil rights compliance,
racord-keeping requirements, and restrictions on the disclosure of research

and statistical information.
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Mr. Chairman, that concludes my fonpal presentation. He would now be
pleased tg respond to any questions which the compittee might have.
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Mr. Anxprews. Do either of the otlier gentlemen have a brief state-
ment to make?

Mr. Greca. No, sir.

Mr. Anprews. On my left, I should have introduced him earlier,
is Congressman Corrada of Puerto Rico. I believe, Congressman, 1
will ask if you have questions of either of the three gentlemen?

Mxr. Corrava. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I certainly do, but be-
fore asking them, I would like to commend Mr. Gregg and the other
membets of his panel for the statement presented to the subcommittee
and the interest of the administration in the extension of this act.

Mr. Gregg, do you have any statistics or data on the impact of
the current program, whether there has been a reduction in the num-
ber of juvenile offenders, repeat offenders in crime, or any other data
which would tend to evaluate the actual results of the program?

My, Grece. Yes, sir, we do have some data. It is not as complete
or adequate as we would prefer. We arc going to have to develop
better clata and information systems to track the progress and impact
of the program.

In my opening statement I mentioned that we had administered
the program for 214 years. I should also point out that, during the
first authorized year of the program, funds were not received to
effectively carry out the program. The first funds were actually re-
ceived at the very end of fiscal year 1975 and began to be obligated
in fiscal year 1976. Funds are only now beginning to be expended in
significant amounts at the program level. The impact should truly
be felt over the next several years.

Let me 28k Mr. Nader to elaborate on evidence of progress in the
evaluation of the program to date.

Mr. Naper. We have very little systematic information available
to us on the juvenile justice system. One of the assessments that will
be supporting over the next 3 years will have as one of its objectives
the development of what essentially will be a youth c¢rime book.
Published on an annual basis, it will try to bring together the best
information available regarding the scope of juvenile justice system
problems and steps that are being taken to remedy them. Lack of this
data has been a long-standing problem in the juvenile justice system.

> TLet me share with the subcommittee additional information about
pregrams we now have operating.

Wérhave awarded substantial amounts of funds for the deinstitu-
tionalization of status oftenders, emphasized by the 1974 legislation,
Nearly $12 million has been awarded. At the end of 2 years, 23,000
children in several jurisdictions will have been served by these pro-
grams.

The cost per child will be approximately $420. Compared to the
roughly $9,000 per year cost of placing a child in an institution, it is
important to note the cost savings to the taxpayer, as well as the
more humane treatment for the child.

We just funded some programs in diversion. One of them is in
Puerto Rico. That is going to for a narcotic program. The cost per
child for those programs will be under $400. Again, the comparison
to traditional programing is certainly very positive.
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Mr. Corrapa. Why, BMr. Gregg, do you favor a 3-year extension of
the program as opposed to a 5-year extension as proposed by Senator
Bayh on the Scnate side?

Mr. Grege. This is in effect, sir, an administration position re-
garding the period of extension for the act. This is a reasonable
period. It gives assurance to State and local governments that, as-
suming progress in the program, the Federal Government will con-
tinue to support their cfforts. During the period there will be
continued evaluation of the program. At the end of the 3-year period
there will be another opportunity to assess the program.

Mz, Corrava. Now, with respect to the $75 million snggested ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1978, and the fact that we would leave
the question open for the 2 subscquent years, on the other hard e
have Senator Bayh, again on the Senate side, proposing $150 million
for fiscal year 1978 and up to $425 million by fiscal year 1982.

Is it because in the past the actual appropriation has been much
lower than the authorized level that you are proposing $75 million?
Would you please elaborate and explain why you have not followed
the other approach ?

Mr. Grega. Yes, sir, your suggestion is correct. It reflects, the
budget level for both this and the next fiscal year as contained in the
President’s budget proposals to the Congress. The proposed au-
thorization level of $75 million for 1978 is consistent actual appro-
priation request. For the subsequent 2 years such sums as may be
necessary would be authorized to be appropriated. I assume the actual
amount could be less or more than the $75 million figure in subse-
quent years.

Mr. Corrapa. Will the administration, based on the experience ob-
tained so far and that which may be obtained in the near future, be,
in your mind, in a position to determine the effectiveness of this pro-
gram? Which of its features might be expended and which might be
perhaps eliminated, if necessary on the basis of your review of the
entire situation?

Mzr. Grece. Very definitely. Mr. Nader can elaborate on the rela-
tionship between evaluation and the requirements of the act. There
is a very strong emphasis on evaluation, particularly with respect to
Special’ Emphasis programs. All of these programs are being in-
tensely evaluated.

I am confident that we will have a lot of knowledge in the not-too-
distant future regarding the impact of these programs.

I would restate, however, the earlier statement that data and in-
formation with respect to juvenile programs and institutions is quite
limited. We have underway efforts to improve information systems
concerning these institutions.

My, Nader can comment in more detail on the evaluation cfforts
ongoing in these programs.

Mr. Naper. I am excited about the way we develop our programs,
Congressman. Before we send out any notice that applications are
being solicited, we involve the evaluators at the very beginning. They
help us frame programs in a way that will insure meaningful evalu-
ation. In some instances, programs have been funded and evaluation
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not planned until 1 year after initiation. Then it is too late because
the information needed is not available. .

Our programs sre different. Before programs are started the evalu-
ation program is put in place and after a brief period of time we
are able to collect valuable information.

In the status offender program, from December 1976 to March of
this year, we have been able to determine that 6,000 children have
been served, 24 percent of those children were 15 years of age. The
majority of referrals ranged in the age from 13 to 16, 65 percent of
these youngsters were whife, 51 percent were fomale. Most were re-
ferred by the police and followed very closely by the schools and by
their own parents. 42 percent were classified as ungovernable. In
Puerto Rico some 400 youngsters in institutions are classified as un-
governable. Truancy and curfew violations fall a very distant third.

Eighty-six percent of these 6,000 youngsters receive move than one
set of services in the community. Only 7 percent were returned
through the system ngain because of an additional status offense.
This 1s after some 4 months. Tf you are able to hald people together
in the community for longer than 3 months, your chances of working
with them successfully are greatly enhanced. That is the kind of
evaluation and monitoring we ave doing. At the end of the program
we will be able to tell much more about what works, for whom, and
under what set of circumstances. That information will be made
widely available and can make a difference for other children.

Mzr. Corrapa. I don’t have any other questions, but I would like to
state that philosophically I am very much in favor of this program
and the efforts that we are doing and your administration is doing
in terms of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention are most
commendable.

However, it would be of paramount importance that as these pro-
grams continue we malke sure that we are responding to the funda-
mental objectives of the program and that, as you gather more
information data in terms of being able to evaluate the effectiveness
of the program, that we might be improving it in the future.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Avprews. Thank you, Congressman.

On my right—we don’t have any members of the minority with
us today, at least not yet, but Mr. LaVor is the minority counsel, and
a very fine one.

Mr. LaVor, do you have questions, sir ?

Mr. LaVor. Just one.

Mr. Gregg, I recognize the change you propose in 223(a)12 chang-
ing “must” to “may.” In your statement on page 5 you indicated that
10 States are presently not participating in the program. Do you
have any indication from the States that if this change is put into
law that they will move towards participation?

Mr. Greee. Yes. We have recently done a systematic survey of all
the States, both those participating in the formula program and
those not participating, to determine problems with respect to the
deinstitutionalization provisions and other reasens for nonparticipa-
tion. The status offender requirement is very significant, both for
those States that are participating and those that are not in terms of
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the latter’s concern about being able to meet the requirements of
the act.

Mr. Nader can comment more specifically on that.

AMr. Naper. The “must” to “may” change refers to shelter care. We
have always worked under the assumption that the statute did not
mean that every youngster taken out of an institution had to be
placed in a shelter care facility when the home was adequate. That
will help.

The modifications sections 223 (a) (12) and (13) in the statute will
relieve a great deal of anxiety on the part of nonparticipating States
regarding possible return of funds to the Federal Government should
they not be successful. We try to make it as clear as possible that the
requirement is a good faith requirement. What they have to do is de-
velop an adequate State plan. The good faith effort is judged on the
basis of that plan.

Some States have honest feelings that they cannot comply. They
say that they cannot in good faith take the money or implement the
program.

There is a range of issues. We are trying to meet each one. We are
trying every way we can because the numbers of kids we are talking
about is important. We are trying every way we can to get as many
States as possible participating in the program. We will then try to
work the problems out as we proceed.

Mr. LaVor. Following up on that, since so many of the standards
in the law require some action by State legislatures, is technical as-
sistance provided to State legislatures by LEAA and is that au
ongoing and expanding process?

Mr. Naper. Yes, we have two technical assistance activities going
in process. Assistanice may be provided to any one who requests it,
including State legislatures who are looking for model legislation or
cost-benefit analysis.

In addition one of the programs that we funded under the status
offender initiative was Legis 50, which used to be called the citizens
help program. It helps legislatures make decisions in a more in-
formed way.

In many States, the people at the State level feel that the enact-
ment of this legislation was very helpful. It forced some States to
enact their own legislation, legislation that had maybe been pending
for 2 or 3 years.

Mr. LaVor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Awnorews. Mr. Causey, counsel te the subcommittes, has a
couple of questions.

Mr. Causer. Mr. Gregg, do vou have any statistics whieh would
assist the subcommittee in understanding the percentage amount of
appropriated money that has actually filtered down to individual
programs in the various States?

Mr. (Grece. Yes, we do, we have very recent data on that and, if you
would like, we can submit that for the record. In my prepared state-
ment there is some data and I would like to amend the statement to
give you the most current information on that.

Mr. Axprews. When and how do you propose to do that, please?

Mr. Greea. Provide this information ?
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Mr. AxprEws. Yes.

Mr. Greee. We can leave it with you this morning.

Ml;. Axprews. Do you have it there so you could answer questions
on it?

Mr. Grece. Yes, sir,

Mr. Axprews. I don’t mean a lot of statistics, I believe his question
would call for only a figure answer of whatever percent or amount
it is.

Mr. Greee. This is with respect to formula grant programs. I
should add again that the fiscal year 1975 appropriations did not in
effect become available for obligation until fiscal year 1976. The bill
was signed into law about June 29. Iowever, we were only able to
begin obligating those funds in fiscal year 1976. $9,297,000 has been
awarded from fiscal year 1975 funds; $6 million of that has been
subgranted ; and $2,471,000 has been expended.

Of the 1976 dollars, there have been awards of $24,647,000, of
which $7,183,000 has been subgranted and $444,000 expended.

Mr. Axprews. May I ask what does “subgranted” mean?

Mr. Grege. These ave formula awards made to States. There is a
passthrough provision of two-thirds for local governments. Funds
are awarded on the basis of a plan required by the act. The States in
turn receive ap]zlicati()ns for the use of those formula funds from
State agencies, State gnd local governments, or other organizations.
The States subgrant the funds that have been awarded to them by
the Federal Government. ‘

This is, briefly, the delivery system. We receive the funds, we obli-
gate them to States who have approved plans, and they in turn sub-
grant the funds to other recipients.

- Mr. Causzy. I want to make sure I understand what you arve say-
ing. For fiscal 1976, of $24 million which LEAA had in its Juvenile
Justice Office, only $444,000 has actually been expended on programs?

Mr. Grege. That is correct, because the States, as I mentioned, re-
ceived the fiscal year 1975 funds first. Incidentally, the startup time
was great because States were not certain until fairly late in 1975
that there would actually be apprepriations for this act. Once they
were assured that appropriations would be made, they had to hire
staffs, develop plans, and get those plans submitted to LIBAA and
approved. This moved the process further into fiscal year 1976 be-
fore the States were prepared to utilize these funds.

Once they were in position to utilize the funds, they would, of
course, tend to use the fiscal year 1975 funds first. This accounts in
part for the slow rate of expenditure from the 1976 appropriations.

Mr. Causey. Let me ask vou this. In the bill, 6111, there is no pro-
vision to extend title IIT of the current act, which is the rwiaway
youth program. Understanding that that program is administered
through the Department of ITIZW, can you respond to why that pro-
vision, why that title has not been requested for an extension?

Mr. Grece. No; I am not able to respond to that.

Mr. Causey. Is your answer predicated on the reason that is an
HEW program?

Mr. Grece. Yes; it is currently a responsibility of ITIEWW.
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Mr. Causey. Has LEAA taken a position on the continuation of
that program? ‘

Mzr. Grege. Not to my knowledge, no, sir.

Mr. Causey. Mr. Nader, how many individuals are currently em-
ployed in the Office of Juvenile Justice?

Mr. Naper. We have 41 permanent approved positions within the
Office, with an additional 12 temporary positions, We will lose those at
some point when their temporary status expires.

Mr. Causey. Do you anticipate in future operations of this pro-
gram that the size of the staff would have to increase, decrease or
remain the same?

Mr. Naper. It is a teugh question to answer. We have a statutory
mandate and are meeting it.

Mr. Causey. Are you having trouble now with only 41 people in
that office? )

Mr. Naper. Yes; we are terribly understaffed. We have a myriad
of statutory responsibilities which are very exciting. If they were all
combined and totally operational we could make a tremendous dif-
ference, in our judgment, across the country. I have one person
responsible for training, yet we have a tremendous statutory re-
sponsibility for training. That training person we were able to get
only because I was able to arrange for one ITA person.

Mr. Cavsey. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Axprews. Going back to one of the questions proposed by
Mr. Causey, I understand you can’t make a fair judgment quite early
in any program in terms of what are the costs of stafling at the top
level versus how many of the dollars actually get down to where the
kids to be benefited are located. That would not be fair to take the
first year as any criteria. But let me ask, what do you contemplate,
assuming the program is extended for, be it 3 or 5 years within fiscal
year 1977 or 1978, or whatever you would consider a fair judgment,
at that point, how much of the money, assuming you got, we will
say, $75 million, what portion of that do you contemplate would
actually reach programs down where the kids are located? I think
that is what we are trying to get to.

Mr. Grege. Qur experience both with the Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act and with other Federal assistance programs indicates
that there is a fairly normal curve that programs follow in getting
expenditures out. In the early days of the Safe Streets Act, for ex-
ample, we saw a similar pattern that we are seeing here.

At this point under the Crime Control Act we are actually ex-
pending more money than we are receiving in appropriations because
of & build-up of unexpended funds from previous years. Money now
going out actually exceeds the funds appropriated; expenditures
have canght up and passed appropriations.

I would expect to see the same pattern emerge here. By next year
a substantially greater amount of these funds will be expended rela-
tive to the appropriations. In a couple of years, as we overcome cer-
tain difficulties in the program such as the problem with the status
offenders and the concern of some of the States about the chaotic be-
ginning of this program in terms of appropriations, as States become
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more confident the Federal Government is going to support this pro-
gram on a continued basis, we will see greater confidence on their
part in building up staff and getting the programs moving at the
Tocal level. That will be reflected in the expenditure rates.

Mr. AnxprEws. I guess what T am really trying to do is use a ques-
tion to make a statement. What T am concerned about is that so many
Federal programs seem to cccasion relatively mass expenditures for
persounnel, preparation of plans, or consideration of plans for all and
sundry things other than actually getting down to where the money
ig intended to be of some benefit to somebody other than employees
and staff.

TWith all due respect to sueh persons, it is not intended to be an
employment program, it is intended to get down to where there are
children with problems and the money be expended on the programs
actually theve for the children. I am just concerned that this effort
may, as is the case with so many others, become top heavy with the
money being drained off at the top level and I don’t mean that some
draining off of it isn’t appropriate, of course it has to be.

You have to have people to administer it. T assume you are doing
a good job. I don’t mean to imply I have any opinion to the con-
trary. But I believe T know of onc congressional district involving
the HUD program where certain discretionary moneys are placed in
the hands of the State director whereby he can expend this money
in certain communities or a certain community within a certain area
for community development benefits.

It was determined that the communities within that avea spent
more money preparing plans to be submitted whereby they hope to
become the recipients of that money than in fact the money that
was received. They spent more money applying for the money than
anybody got once the money was awarded.

Some of these things just become utterly ridiculous in the matter
of the money that is drained off at some level before it gets to where
]it is of some benefit to somebody. T am anxious that that not happen
iere.

The question, in my opinion, is still not answered. My concern is
that if you expend X dollarg in a given period, how much of that
money do you contemplate will get down to the kids involved, a half,
a third, or what?

Mr. Greco. Fighty-five pereent would be the specific answer. The
States are authorized to use up fo 15 percent of the formula grant
funds for the purposes of planning, analysis, technical assistance,
and so forth. So 85 percent will get down to the level of programs.

If T may, Mr. Chairman, T would like to indicate that we very
much share your concern about streamlining the method of delivering
funds and programs so that theve aren’t delays because of excess
redtape and papeirwork. We have been working very hard through
technical assistance and through streamlining our own guidelines to
try to minimize that.

Some of these programs by their nature do requiie a certain
amount of planning at the program level to make sure that the rela-
tionships of juvenile justice and law enforcement agencies ave co-
ordinated so as to make the programs viable.

&
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There ave some start-up issues with respect to programs like this,
If we want the programs to be effective, we have to allow at least
some time for communities and agencies to organize themselves in a
way that they can be most effective. This sometimes causes delay.
In terms of the delay caused by unnecessary planning, applications,
and paperwork, however, we ave very sensitive to that problem and
arc doing the best we can to minimize it.

Mr. Axprews. T don’t mean to be argumentative, but, as I under-
stand it, you say that 15 percent of the funds are utilized by the
States, or may be, in connection with administrative cost or prepa-
ration of plans, or something, and hence you assume that 85 percent
of the funds expended will actually reach down to the children.

Mzr. Greee. That is right.

Mr. AxpreEws. I don’t see how that could be, that would be 100
percent. That would leave no money to pay the salaries of the people
you have to administer the program. -

Mz, Greee. That is under a different budget. I am speaking now of
the formula grant program.

Mr. Axprews. What I am speaking of, I don’t care whether for-
mula grant program or what, I just want to know if through what-
ever authorization made, the total money you receive in a given year
for all the programs you administer, what portion of what do you
assume will get down to where the kids are?

Mr, Grece. It would be close to 85 percent. We only have a total
of 51 positions dedicated to general administration, planning, tech-
nical assistance, and evaluation of this program in our Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and 10 regional offices. I
don’t have the precise percentage in my head, but I would imagine
this is substantially less than the administrative costs for adminis-
tering assistance programs.

We did some comparative analyses last fall with other similar Fed-
eral assistance programs and found that in most cases, they were
staffed at 2 and 3 {imes our level. T can assure you that relative to
many other programs these costs are quite low.

Mr. AxprEws. Mr. Causey.

M. Causexr. Not to belabor the point. but to further clarify this
issue, using fiscal 1977 as an example, I think you have probably the
most recent figures we can use, how much of the budget that was ap-
propriated to the juvenile justice program for fiscal 1976 was ex-
pended on the National Institute for Juvenile Justice, which T
understand is a research program under the office ?

Mr. Greee. Yes. In 1976 $4 million was allocated for that func-
tion. Almost all of that was expended in fiscal year 1976.

Mr. Causey. Can you tell me how much money was spent for the
(oordinating Council and the National Advisory Committee from
the Office of Juvenile Justice?

My, Greae. For the concentration of Federal efforts, we expended
a total of $500,000 in fiscal year 1976. The Coordinating Council re-
ceived a modest amount. I don’t know that we have the figures on
that but we can provide them. o

Mr. NapEr. Let me tallc about the concentration of Federal effiorts.

We have two people working on the concentration of Federal
effort. Those two people have responsibility for providing staff serv-
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ices to the Coordinating Council, which is chaired by the Attorney
General, and also to the National .\dvisory Committee, appointed by
the President.

That workload entails fulfilling statutory responsibilities as well
as developing the Federal plan for juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention programs. It is a fair amount of work. The funds allo-
cated support the National Advisory Committee costs when it meets,
including the preparation of materials for review and the travel. It
covers a whole range of administrative costs that we must provide.
In addition, the Coordinating Council deeided that it would contract
with a private firm to see 1f they could determine how to deliver
Tederal funds at the local level on behalf of specific populations of
children in a way that was not too complex or cumbersome. We
have many Federal programs impacting on the same population of
children.

Mr. Axprews. 1 don’t want to prolong it further but it seems to me
obvious if you have not spent a great deal of money, apparently be-
cause of the lags you have spoken of, and so forth, but if you spent
$4 million on research and, say, half & million on seme council work
or what-have-you, that is money that I am talking about that is not
getting down to-the kids.

So you can’t, I don’t think, say that 15 percent of the total money
is kept for the States and hence about 85 percent reaches the kids. 1t
would not be anywhere near that, in my judgment.

I dare say half of it goes down to the kids, by the time you pay the
travel, salaries, retirement and the other things that go in, telephone
and everything, up here and then $4 million over here for research,
over here for coordinating councils, study groups and so on, it is not
getting to the kids. It is not a hundred percent getting to the States
and local level for the kids. '

Mr. Grece. It could be less than 85 percent and we will give you
the precise figures, but these are relatively modest costs for the con-
centration of the Federal efforts and the Coordinating Council. We
should not make the assumption that none of the research money
gets to the kids. The nature of some of these research projects are
such that we are providing services as we are doing research.

Perhaps Mr. Nader might comment on that.

Mr. Naper. When we talk of the Institute we are not talking of
just research. The Institute by statute has four responsibilities.

One is training. One program funded under the Institute out of
its $4 million budget was called “Project Read.” People worked with
in 448 correctional institutions across the country to help those
people better teach youngsters to read. These are youngsters who are
functionally illiterate in correctional institutions. They read at some-
thing like the four-and-a-half grade level. The total cost was some-
thing like $5 per child. Funds were spent for a program that trained
people who ‘then worked with some 6,000 youngsters across the
country.

Their average grade-level increase in reading was & year in 3
months. They put some 60,000 paperback books directly in the hands
of youngsters who previously had not had any interest in reading,
making them more employable, sparking their interest, and making

-
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them more favorable for entry back into the community. If you take
o look at the impact, it cost about $5 per child.

We trained some 600 judges and court-related personnel through
the Institute. We have a statutory mandate to develop standards for
juvenile justice programs. We plan for them to become the corner-
stone for reform in juvenile justice across the country.

We have the responsibility for information dissemination. There
is no place in this country where anybody can go and get accurate
information about what works, the nature of the problem, or how to
do something. We are setting up four assessment centers that will
provide this information as a matter of routine.

The evaluation and research work we do is dirvectly related to the
money we put in the field to work with kids. When we make a pro-
gram announcement we know as much about the topic as we can. We
get the information out to the field so those programs are the best
that can be implemented given the knowledge of the state of the art.
The $4 million is not being wasted. It is a good investment in the
long run.

Mor. Axprews. The children you teach to read, where are they?

Mr. Naper. In correctional institutions across the country,

Mr. Anprews. Not in publie, private or academic schools?

Mr. Naper. No. They have been kicked out of those schools. Those
schools have failed those youngsters terribly.

It is interesting to note that the Department of Health, Education,
and VWelfare gave an award to this particular program that we
funded for making an outstanding contribution to the development
of literacy in the United States.

Mr. Axprews. Are there other questions? Thank you.

Our next witness, is Arabella Martinez. Miss Martinez is the As-
sistant Secretary, Department of HEW, accompanied by Jeanne
Weaver, Acting Commissioner of the Office of Youth Development,
HEW.

Mr. Axprews. I presume we would like to spend twice as much
time as we have allocated, but we have witnesses running to about
4::30, so please be brief.

‘We will be pleased to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF ARABELLA MARTINEZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOM-
PANIED BY JEANNE WEAVER, ACTING COMMISSIONER OF THE
OFFICE OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT, HEW

Ms. MarTiNez. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T am pleased to have
this opportunity to come here today to discuss the Runaway Youth
Act, Title IIT of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974, and to advise you that we will be submitting a draft
bill to provide a 1-year extension of this legislation. During this
extension, we intend to assess our role in relation to youth and their
families and to consider future action in this area.

As you know, I have recently come to the Federal Government.
Although I have not had direct personal experience with the run-

89-699 O ~77-6



76

away youth program during its first 3 years, I am familiar with its
operation, Therefore, I will present an overview of the activities con-
ducted under its authority and will conclude by identifying some
concerns about the act which we are now addressing with HIGW.

The Runaway Youth Act was a response of the Congress to a
growing concern about a number of young people who were running
away from home without parental permission and who, while away
from home, were exposed to exploitation and to the other dangers
encountered hy living alone on the streets. The Federal program helps
to address the needs of this vulnerable youth population by assisting
in the development of an effective community-based system of tem-
porary care outside the law enforcement structure and the juvenile
justice system.

Tntil recently no reliable statistics were available on the number
of youths who run away from home. The National Statistical Survey
on Runaway Youth, mandated by part B of the act and conducted
during 1975 and 1976, found that approximately 733,000 youths
between the ages of 10 and 17 annually run away from home for at
least overnight,

Many of these young people are on the streets, surviving without
any form of assistance, and are continuously exposed to the vagaries
and dangers of contemporary street life. These youths, due to their
circumstances of being alone and friendless with little money, are
left with few choices for their survival—frequently living in con-
demned buildings or out in the open, trading their bodies for friend-
ship or food, and violating the law just to meet their basic daily
needs.

During the past 3 years, we have found that the youths seeking
services are not the stereotyped runaway of the 1960’s—the runaways
who leave a stable, loving home to seek their fortunes in the city or
to fill 2 summer with youthful adventures. Runaways of the 1970’
in contrast, are the homeless youths, the youths in erisis, the pushouts,
and the throwaways. These youths have no home; or they have left
home to avoid physical, sexual, or emotional abuse; or they have
been thrown out of their home by their parents or gnardians.

For many of these youths, leaving home is the only viable alterna-
tives. As a rule, they are fleeing from what they believe is an intoler-
able sifuation so they may attempt to live in a less painful, disrup-
tive environment.

The severity of the problems facing runaway youths todav is
clearly indicated by statistics related to why they run away from
home. Almost two-thirds of the youths seeking services from the
HEW-funded runaway projects cited family problems as the major
reason for seeling services. These problems included parental strife,
sibling rivalries and conflicts, parental drug abuse, parental physieal
and sexnal abuse, and parental emotional instability. Nearly an addi-
tional one-third of the youths were experiencing problems pertaining
to school, interpersonal relationships, and legal, drug, alcohol, or
other health problems. )

In many communities, the HIEW-funded projects constitute the
only resource vouths can turn to during their crisis. During fiseal
year 1977, $8 million have been made available to provide continna-
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tion funding to the 131 current cownmunity-based projects. These
projects include the national runaway switchboard, a toll-free hot-
line serving runaway youths and their families through the provi-
sion of the neutral communication channel, as well ns a referral
resource to local services.

The projects funded by HEW are located in 44 States, Puerto
Rico, Guam, and Washington, D.C. It is anticipated that these proj-
cets will serve more than 57,000 youths and their families during
fiscal year 1977.

Fach project is mandated by the act to provide temporary shelter,
counseling, and aftercare services, as required, to runaway youths and
their families. Counseling services are provided through individual,
group, and family sessions. Projects provide temporary shelter either
throngh their own facilities or by establishing agreements with group
and private homes. Many of the programs have also expanded their
services to provide education programs, medical and legal services,
vocational training, and rvecreational activities either directly or
throngh linkages with other community agencies.

At the termination of the services provided by the project, approx-
imately 49 percent of the youths served return to their primary
family home, with an additional 26 percent being placed with rela-
tives or friends, in foster eare or other residential homes, or in inde-
pendent living situations.

We are very concerned within FIEW about the severe problems
experienced by the young people whom we are serving. It is clear to us
that the problems of the population being served by the Runaway
Young Act have changed—many times they are indications of dys-
function within the family structure. Running away from home is a
response of youth to problems they are encountering within the
family setting. Pushing youth out of their home environments or
enconraging them to leave is often the vesponse of the parents. A
brief period of temporary shelter and counseling cannot adequately
address the needs of these youths.

Additionally, it has also become clear to us that family problems
are not the only cause of youths ruming away from home. Running
away is a manifestation of problems youths are encountering in con-
temporary society. Young people are experiencing crises related to
school. For these youths, too, a brief period of temporary shelter and
counseling cannot adequately assist them in dealing with their
problems.

Currently, we are examining the special needs of runaway youths
due to factors such as race, ethnicity, age, and sex. We are also look-
ing at the techniques and methods for providing services to prevent
the occurrence of runaway behavior. And most importantly, we are
exploring the provision of services te youth within a broader national
social services strategy which will minimize the fragmentation of
services and maximize their impact.

We, therefore, believe that it is essential that we identify more
precisely the service needs of youth experiencing crisis and examine
the most appropriate vehicles to deliver services to these vouths and
their families. As part of this effort, we must also carefully examine
whether services for runaways and their families should be provided
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separately from sercices for youth and families experiencing other
problems.

Based on the review of the information generated from our current
studies and from an examination of the role of HIEW in the provi-
sion of services to the broader population of vulnerable young people,
we propose to determine what modifications are required to respond
to the changing needs of these vulnerable youth. We invite your par-
ticipation in this process and hope we will be able to work together
to develop a sound strategy. For this reason, we are requesting only
a l-year extension of the act.

Thank you.

I will be glxd to answer any questions you may have.

Mr. Axprews. Thank you very much.

Congressman, de you have questions?

Mr. {'orrapva. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I would like to welcome Ms. Martinez to the hearings. I am
one of those who was very, very pleased by President Carter’s ap-
pointment of a Hispanic to the position of Assistant Secretary of
HEW, not only a Hispanic but a human being very much concerned
about the preblems she will be dealing with in her position.

T wonld like to ask you why in the draft of the Dbill presented
today to us only a I-year extension of this legislation is proposed?
As you know with respect to the other titles in this legislation we
are considerirg here in the House a 3-year term and in the Senate
some people are talking about the S-year term with rspect to other
provisions of the act.

‘Why would, in your mind, the Department be proposing just a
l-vear extension for the Runaway Youth Act?

Ms. Marmiwez. The reason we are proposing the 1l-year extension
is that we feel we need to take a very serious look at the program
and see how it can be integrated with the other HEW social services
which provide needed services for vouth. Right now it is a program
all by itself and it does not relate directly to the other social services
program.

We want to figure out how we can strengthen our youth services
by integrating and coordinating them. It is going to take us some
time to do that. As you knew, HEW is a big agency.

Mr. Clorrapa. Ms. Martinez, in your testimony, you have stated
that ‘the National Statistical Survey on runaway vouth found that
approximately 733,000 yonth between the ages of 10 and 17 annually
run away from home or for at least overnight.

I would like to know what percent of these are presently being
served hy IIRW with your limited resources, if you have any figures
available.

Ms. Marrinez. Approximately 4.6 percent are being served by our
projects.

Mr. Corraba. 4.6 percent?

Ms. Marrinez. Yes. About half of the runawavs run away to
friends or run away to extended families, so that the total number
of yvoung people on the streets is less than one-half of 133.000.

Mr. Corrapa. This would still seem very low in terms of those that
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ran away because of more serious problems, some of which you refer
to in your testimony.

Ms. Marrinez. There is no doubt we ave not serving the needs of
children who run away, we arve not serving them in terms of num-
bers that we should be. We are not the only source of service, how-
ever, to runaway youth.

Mr. Axorews. Congressman, may I interrupt? I need to go to the
floor in order to be there at 11 o’clock in order to get permission to
continue this session. If you would take over, please, until I get back,
I would appreciate it.

Mr. Corrapa. It is a full Hispanic takeover with me as chairman.

Ms. Martinez, do you believe that the present authorization for
the program is sufficient to carry out the lofty goals which the law
envisions?

Ms. Marrinez. In terms of carrying out the lofty goals it certainly
is not, sufficient. I think, however, we reed to evaluate those goals and
see what it is practical to do by Government and what it is important
for other private resources to do.

All of our resources, the entire $8 million is distributed to the

~ local program. We keep none of it here in Washington, D.C.

Mr. Corrapa. Would it be one of your priorities, or priorities of
the Department to see how services could be improved for runaway
youth in the near fuiure?

Ms. Manrinrz. We are keenly concerned about the plight of our
young people. There are myriads of programs serving them. All are
not just within ITEW but throughout the Federal Government. There
is great fragmentation among those programs and very little coordi-
nation.

Our effort during this next year is to see how we can better address
the needs of young people.

In addition, we are really beginning to take a serious look at the
role of the family in-preventing the kinds of problems which are
occurring with children and young people and I think one of the
primary functions of the family is to provide the nurturing cave of
these young people and keep them at home in that fashion and how
we strengthen the family I think is a very important consideration
in preventing runaway youth.

Mzr. Corrapa. T presume, I don't know, but in terms of the Run-
away Youth Act, are there any efforts in addition to providing the
immediate services they need while they do not have a home, or their
natural home, to look into problems of the family unit from which
he came and looking into the causes for frictions, or behavior prob-
lems within that family unit?

Ms. Weaver. That has been one of our very large concerns with
respect to running away. The nature of the programs we fund, how-
ever, are basically crisis intervention although the projeets usually
provide family counseling; simply because of their nature they are
unable to continue this over long period of time.

Although the project may refer the youth and his ov her family
to other community services to provide the family counseling or
family intervention about which you speak, the projects provide
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family counseling services on a more limited basis than I believe you
are speaking of.

Mr. Corrapa. Is there a problem in looking into this type of situa-
tion on a fragmented basis in terms of perhaps one agency providing
one specific service, mandated by bureaucratic programs, another
agency providing another kind of service but without anyone in par-
ticular taking it upon themselves integrally to look into the family
unit and have coordinated efforts by different agencies that look into
the entire problem in a more comprehensive way than on a fragmen-
tary way? What would be your comments with respect to that?

Ms. Weaver. In many cases the counselors in the project do provide
that service ard will refer the young people to the myriad of services
in the communities and work with the different service providers to
see that the youth is receiving the services and following up on the
young person.

I think you are correct, there are many, many services in the com-
munity and many times being an advocate for the young person to
see that all the services are available and received is a full-time job.

Mr. Corraba. Will the Department be looking into this question?

Ms. MarTinez. We are looking into the whole area of integration
and coordination of services. I think one of the real problems I have
seen since I have Leen in the Office of Human Development is that we
ha¢ programs which are so specifically targetecd to one population,
number one, and, number two, to a very specific problem of the indi-
vidual so that youn never have programs which deal with the,whole
person. There are few programs that do, but very few deal with the
whole individual. We deal with a specific problem with that person.

The second thing is that generally our programs have not ad-
dressed families, even the aid to families with dependent children,
the parents are looked at as trustees of the money, not of the children.

T think we have not done much in terms of trying to strengthen
families. In fact some of our policies and procedures seem to tear
families asunder.

I think the third thing we are deeply concerned about—I think
this speaks to some of the concerns of the Chairman of the committee,
is that the strengthening and building of community institutions is
very important and we have not had the capacity to begin to develop
coordinated services at the local level. e is right that there is a lot
of planning going on and one wonders what is the result of that
Elanning from all kinds of sources of money, but our efforts will

egin to be directed at how do we strengthen the agencies and get
better coordination among public and private agencies.

I think a fourth thing which is really critical, that is the whole
issue of the communities in which our people live, Much of the stress
comes from the kinds of physical and social environment in which
youth live and we have to begin to address and begin helping to
develop livable conimunities. '

My concern, when T speak about integration .id coordination is
really, how do we begin to make the delivery system of our country
more efficient and more effective, more accountable and more com-
passionate? That is an issue that ruts across all our programs,
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Mr. Corrapa. Ms. Martinez, one last question. Some groups have
suggested the desirability of transferring the jurisdiction of the Run-
away Youth Act from HEW to Action. Could we have our thoughts
or comments on that?

Ms. Marringz. I do not see Action in this kind of role because
they are basically a voluntary organization and we have a range of
social service programs which serve youth which Action would not
have and this is one part of those social service programs. We are,
as I said trying to develop a system of coordination but a transfer
is not something which I favor. I don’t see how they could provide
the kind of services we have. They don’t have the kind of services and
structures we have.

I think you should know that this Runaway money had been
deleted from the Ford budget and we really worked very hard to get
it back in, I think that shows the commitment of the HEW agency
to maintaining youth programs. I personally have a great commit-
ment to these programs and to their integration with our other pro-
grams for youth as weli as for families.

My, Corrapa. Thank you very much.

Perhaps Mr. LaVor, minority counsel, has questions and then we
will hear from Mr. Causey.

Mr. LaVor. In answer to a question from Mr, Corrada, you said
that none of the $8 million appropriated for this program are kept
in Washington. It is my understanding that you have 47 employees
in the Office of Youth Development, 37 in Washington, 10 in the
regions. Who pays their salaries?

Ms. Martinez. There is another line item for salaries and expenses
that is separate from program funds. This is the way the budget is
broken out. It is broken out by program operation and then there
is a line item separate and apart from all the programs, what they
call 8. & E., salaries and expenses. But that does not come as part of
the appropriation for the Runaway Youth Act; it is salaries and
expenses for the agency. The total 1s personnel 43, 10 in the regions
and 33 here. Also, of this number, only 10 people are in the Division
Okf the Office of Youth Development which administers the Runaway
iet.

Mr. LaVor. If LEAA has 41 employees to manage a $75 million
budget, what do your employees do with an $8 million budget and
why are so many people needed compared with the LEAA program?

Ms. Martinez, The majority of their budget is State formula
money, We have 131 projects which we fund. They have 50-plus
States which they fund. Qurs is a different kind of work that needs
to be done and that is why we need to have that kind of staffing.
There is a tremendous amount of work in terms of developing
cummunity-based programs versus just providing money and fiscal
relief to States,

Mr. LaVor. What do the staff people do then?

Ms, Martrvez. The Runaway Division and the regional office staff
work with developing the proposals to the office and in 8 years they
have put together 131 projects. They fund the projects. They monitor
and evaluate them. With an additional $1 millian we provide through
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the Social Security Act, OYD has undertaken a great number of
research projects which they have developed as well as monitored,
and they are beginning to put into operation. In addition, OYD
focuses on broader youth issues with HEW and now we can make
social services more responsive to the needs of young people. It is the
kind of role which I would categorize as grants management, research
management and program developmental management.

Mr, LaVor. How would you describe the runaway youth program
in HEW? Ig it primarily a service program or a research program?
How would you describe it?

Ms. Marrinez. The entire $8 million goes to services that are ap-
propriated for the runaway youth. We have added an additional
million dollars from the Social Security, section 426, to provide for
research. Initially, about $500,000 of the $8 million was used to do
the National Statistical Survey as called for by part B of the act. It
is a service program not a research program.

Mr. LaVor. You are saying of the $8 million none is used for
research or evaluation?

Ms. Marrinez. Not that I know of. We have provided another
million on top of the $8 million appropriation.

Ms. WEeaver. I prefer not to give the exact amount. It is a smaller
percentage used to provide technical assistance directly to the proj-
ects, although that is administered from Washington. It is actually
going in and working with the local projects.

Mr., LaVor. If T understand it right, you are saying all of the
money, with the exception of this few dollars going for technical
assistance, goes to projects which are hands-on projects for children?

Ms. MarTivgz. That is correct.

Mz, LaVor. Has there been any evaluation of this program done
by your office?

Ms. Marrinez. We arve in the process of completing an evaluation
of the runaway youth program.

My, TaVor. Completing or starting?

Ms. Marrinez. It is starting it.

Ms. Weaver. We will be getting initial interim reports and data
back hopefully in the fall. It is just being undertaken.

Mr. LaVor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.,

Mr. Corrapa. Mr. Causey.

Mzr. Cavsey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Ms. Martinez, in response to a question from the Chairman, you
referred to the commitment of XIEW to this program. I think the
question can be asked why has HEW only requested a 1-year exten-
sion whereas in the bill, FL.R. 6111, there is a request for a 3-year
extension of juvenile delinquency and in the bill in the Senate a
request for § years.

Ms. Marrinez, The only answer I can give is the one I gave you
before. That is, we want time to take a look at the program and this
is a request we are making for all car programs, not just the run-
away youth program. It was a decision made by the administration
to give the new administration time to evaluate, to take a look at the
programs as to whether they were really meeting needs or just spend-
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ing money, to take a look at how we could strengthen them and e
just need some time.

Mr. Causey. Is that true only within the Department of HIETW ¢

Ms. Marrivez. I really don’t know about any other Department,
to tell you the truth. .

Mr, Causey. With respect to the Juvenile justice program within
LEAA, has not the administration cleared a 3-year program?

Ms. Marrinez. I don’t know what the other departments are doing.
I know this is a policy in HEW. I don’t know who determines that
for some Departments and not for other Departments, but certainly
this has been the expression that we have heard by the President and
certainly by our Secretary.

Mr. Cavsey. You referred to the separate line item in the budget
for HEW for salaries and expenses. That line item pays for the
salaries and expenses of 43 employees and office expenses, is that
correct ?

Ms. MarTivez. Yes.

Myr. Causey. Do you know what the dollar figure is?

Ms. Marrvez, I don’t know what the breakout is for each indi-
vidual program unit. I can certainly get the figure. I don’ have the
figure with me.

Mr. Causey. Can you give me an estimation of the operational cost
of your office?

Ms. Marrinez, For the entire office?

. Mr. Causey. For operation of programs under the Runaway Youth
Act.

Ms. Marringz. I simply cannot. I will provide that information
in writing.

Mr. Causey. There is no way to estimate that figure?

Ms. Marrixnez. Noj there is no way to estimate it. We have just
one line item and I have not seen it broken out by programs.

Mr. Causey. Your response to the question from the Chairman
about the suggestion made by some that programs under the Run-
away Youth Act perhaps could be more effectively run through dif-
ferent agencies, specifically the ACTION agency, if I understand
your response, you felt ACTION was a voluntary program. Of the
43—you have 43 people in Washington, did I understand?

Ms. Marringz. Thirty-three in Washington, 10 in the field.

Mr. Causey. Ms. Weaver, do you have any estimation or any
specific figures, if possible, of the number of volunteers working in
any of the programs sponsored by HEW with respect to runaway
youth ?

Ms. Weaver. I would say the average number of volunteer per pro-
grem is between 100 and 150. Probably the average number of work-
ing volunteers which work on a regular basis would be 20.

Mr. Causey. Is there any way to give me a percentage of the total
number of people working in runaway youth programs under your
office, what percentage would be volunteer individuals?

Ms. Weaver. Couldd you repeat the question?

Mr. Cavsey. Is the percentage of people working in runaway
youth programs in your office 5 percent, 10 percent, 50 percent or a
higher percentage? '
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Ms. Weaver. The average number of staff per project would prob-
ably range between 7T and 12. If you are asking for a comparison of
the time put into each project by volunteers as opposed to staff
time——

Mr. Causey. Maybe I should rephrase my question. What I am
interested in finding out is the percentage of individuals who are
volunteers in programs, in the 131 programs under your office, with
respect to the total number of people in those programs.

Ms. Weaver. There are probably twice as many working volun-
feers as there arve staff.

Mr. Causey. What does the phrase “working volunteer” mean?
Paid individuals?

Ms. Wraver. No; volunteers as opposed to being on the list of
volunteers, those that actually work in the program, not paid.

Ms. MartiNez. Those devoting regular amounts of time rather than
those on a list of volunteers that come in maybe on a special occa-
sion. These are people consistently working on a volunteer basis.

M. Causey, The number of people paid in those programs would
be 33 in Washington and 10 in the field?

Ms. Marrinez. Each program unit or each project has its own staff.
These are paid by whatever organization we fund, that is between
7 and 12. We have funded 131 projects. The range of staff that is
funded by the project itself, not by the Federal Government directly,
they are not employees of the Federal Government. They are em-
ployees of the project and that is between 7 and 12.

Mr. Cacsey. Of the $8 million appropriation for fiscal 1977, how
much money has been expended in grant programs to date?

Ms. MarTivez. For 19777

Mr. Causey. Yes.

Ms. Wraver. We are just moving into our refunding continuation
cycle so probably beginning the 1st of May the money would actually
be expended. Our yearly cycle for continuation, or proposals, have
been received. They would begin about the beginning of April to the
Ist of May.

Mr. Causey. How about for fiscal 19767

Ms. Weaver. All of the money was expended.

Ms. Marrinez. It is such a tiny, little program it is easy to expend
all the money.

Mr. Cavsey. It is my understanding that your office is currently
entering into a contract to develop an evaluation instrument for the
office; is that correct?

Ms. Wraver. We are entering into a contract to conduct an impact
evaluation of the national program based on the sample of the
projects.

Mr. Causey. Has that contract been signed?

Ms. Marrinez. It has not been signed, it is going out for bid.

Mr. Causey. Do you have any estimation of the cost of that study?

Ms. Wraver. Yes; we do have an estimate of cost, but I believe
that that is privileged information until the project is actually let.

Ms. MarriNez. In getting bids, we can’t say what the price is. The
people have to come in with their bids. If we gave that out at this

&
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point, there would be no reason to go out to bids. People would just
bid on that amount of money.

Mr. Causey. Have you had an opportunity to review the amend-
ment proposed in the Senate bill introduced by Senator Bayh, S. 1021,
to the Juvenile Act?

Ms., Weaver. Yes, we have. .

Mr. Causey. Do you have any reactions to the amendment pro-
posed in that bill?

Ms. Wzaver. Again, I think our concern fits in with our overall
statement in the testimony. We have concerns about extending the
bill for 5 years until we have had an opportunity to look at the

‘needs of the young people we are serving and insure that the pro-

grams provided and authorized by the legislation are responsive to
their particular concerns. I think that is our primary consideration.

Mr. Causey. No further questions, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. LaVor. I would like to follow through on Mr. Causey’s ques-
tion. You have a contract being let for an impact evaluation study,
do you have some outside guess as to what that study is going to
cost? If $8 million was spent on surveys

Ms. Weaver. That is out of the $1 million of research funds from
section 426 of the Social Security Act.

Mzr. L.aVor. Even so, it is going to be less than $1 million, the cost
of the study, and I assume you have other things funded. Is there a
hallpark figure as to what that study would cost?

Ms. Wraver. We would like not to give that information publicly.
I will make it available to you personally if you would like, but I
will not make it public.

Mr. LaVor. No further questions.

Mr. Corrapa. There being no further questions, I would again like
to thank Ms. Arabella Martinez, Assistant Secretary of HEW and
Ms. Weaver for their appearance and testimony here today, which
I hope will prove to be valuable for the deliberatjons and actions of
this subcommittee.

Ms, Marringz. Thank you. We would like to leave with the com-
mittee our survey and also our annual report. Copies have come up
to the Hill already, but we thought we would bring these extra copies
along for you.

M. Corraba. Would you like this to be presented together with
your testimony as exhibits?

Ms. MarriNez. Very much.

Mr. Corrapa. It will be so considered for the purposes of this
hearing.

Now, we have gained about 14 minutes.

The next group of witnesses are scheduled for 11:30, but if they
are here, we would like to hear them.

Gordon Smith, director of the North Carolina Department of
Natural and Economic Resources, Law and Order Division; Sidney
Barthelemy, State Senator, Louisiana, representing the National
Conference of State Legislatures; Donald Payne, dirvector of the
board of Chosen Freeholders, Essex County, N.J.; Lee Thomas, di-
rector, State Planning Agency, South Carolina, representing the
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National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Agency
Directors; and Dr. Albert Reiss, member of the National Advisory
Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, accom-
panied by Marian Mattingly, member of the National .\dvisory
Committee.

PANEL PRESENTATION: GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CARO-
LINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES,
LAW AND ORDER DIVISION; DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR OF THE
BGARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY, N.J.; LEE

- THOMAS, DIRECTOR, STATE PLANNING AGENCY, SOUTH CARO-
LINA, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AGENCY DIRECTORS; AND
ALBERT REISS, MEMBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, ACCOM-
PANIED BY MARIAN MATTINGLY, MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mr, Corrapa. Are all of these witnesses here that I just mentioned?

Mr. Smith?

My, Sarrerr, Yes.

Mr. Corrana. Mr. Barthelemy?

He is not present.

Mr. Payne?

Mr. PaynE. Yes.

Mr., Clorrapa. Mr. Thomas?

Mr. Tmonras. Yes.

Mr. Corrapa, Dr. Reiss?

Mr. RErss. Yes.

Mz. (Corrapa. You ave accompanied by Marian Mattingly ?

Mr. Reiss. She is not with me.

Mr, ("orrana, She isn’t present. All right.

We have copies of the written statements of the gentlemen who
are now appearing as a panel and again T would repeat that, if you
could make a summary of the most important aspects of your testi-
gmn);, this would be sufficient. We will begin, of course, with Mr.

mith, '

STATEMENT OF GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES, LAW
AND ORBER DIVISION

Mr. Syrrrr. Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you. I
would like to give a brief historical perspective on North Carolina’s
interest in the program and what it has done to date in the area of
juvenile justice and to raise with you four issues we consider to be
most important for North Carolina and to answer any questions you
may have,

To begin with, in the summer of 1975 North Carolina submitted a
plan to IAAA to participate in the act. Tt received planning funds
for $45,000 and a formula grant for $200,000. '

L3
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The State appointed an advisory board and began to establish a
system for monitoring the program which we clearly intended to
implement. That fall it submitted a subsequent plan for the next
vear funding and at that time it received new guidelines which were
fully responsive to the congressional act that required more than we
had initially anticipated. Specifically LEAA informed us that we
would be required to show that the State had evidence that it had
authority to cause coordination of human services to youth and their
families with the advisory committee.

Second: It required that there be a specific plan for deinstitu-
tionalizing all status offenders from criminal facilities within 2
years; and, third: There were extensive requirements for data col-
lection that were beyond that which the State could do within a 2-
year time frame.

So there was extensive debate within the State on how to respond
to these requirements. Very clearly the State had the same objectives
that are articulated in the act, almost identical to the point that in
1975 the North Carolina General Assembly passed a bill requiring
all status offenders to be out of the training schools within 2 years.

Incidentally, that time is about up. It looks as though we will need
a-1-year extension on that in order to meet it.

Very clearly the State is interested in instituting the legislation to a
maximum degree. Likewise, the State supervisory board for LEAA
committed $2.5 million during the same period of LEAA funds to
deal with juvenile problems, which I might add is a 50-percent
increase above the minimum required by LEAA and Congress, That
is one of the top priorities of the C'riminal Justice Advisory Com-
mittee for the State of North Carolina.

Also, to give you some data to view the sitnation, the best data
we have indicates there were approximately 500 status offenders com-
mitted to training schools i the year 1975, Likewise, there were
approximately 5,000 status offenders held at one time in local jails
and detention facilities across the State.

With this data and trying to deinstitutionalize the State within 2
years, we estimated it would cost approximately $7 million to meet
that objective. The first year allocation from Congress through TEAA
to North Carolina would be $200,000. The second year it was in-
creased to $600,000. This past year, had we made application, we
would have received $1.1 million, which, as you can see, for 3 years
of funding would be approximately $2 million at a time when we
needed an estimated $21 million for 3 years.

With this kind of information and also thinking about the me-
chanics of trying to create $7 million of programs within a 2-year
period to meet this gnideline, we were reluctantly in a position
where we felt we could not honestly participate in the program. It
is not because we don't have the same objectives of the act. We have
almost identieally the same objectives. Flowever, the gnidelines were

'so stringent in requiring 100 percent deinstitutionalization as the

No. 1 requirement of the act, that we could not claim in good faith
we could meet the guidelines.

I know a number of other States may have similar problems and
situations that we have, yet they have elected to participate in the
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program. What that will mean in the future, I don’t know. I am
glad, T must say, that we are not looking for any kind of an aundit
& months from now to see whether e can comply.

I would like to ask for the funds but I am reluctant to say I think
we may have made the right decision and we hope you can change
the law so North Carolina can participate equally with the other .)O
States in this worthwhile program but in a manner which we can in
good faith tell you we will do a certain amount of work each year
Foward these goals and expect you to monitor our progress and see
that we can 1'e‘13011‘1bly do what we set out to do.

In the summer of 1976 we had to withdraw. I have mentioned
that the requirement was that we deinstitutionalize 100 percent. I
recognize that was reduced to 75 percent in 2 2 years, TUnfortunately
that would not have been possible because it requires 100 percent
deinstitutionalization in the future.

I think it is important for me to mention there is concern about
having 100 percent deinstitutionalization as a primary goal. I will
come back to that.

I would like to say we have continuously evaluated whether we
can participate. A number of people in North Carolina are interested

in the program and would like to participate but we have not been

able to because of these requirements.

I would like to add LEAA lias been most responsive in assisting
us in reviewing the data and information and has been most helpful
in this matter,

I would like now te go to four areas or concerns with the act that
we would like to ask that you consider.

The first major problem that we see is with section 232-A-12 of
the act requiring deinstitutionalization of the status offenders.

While we are in a minority of the States not participating, I
would like to suggest that we are far from having any less of a
commitment to ]avem]e justice. As T mentioned ezuher the C'riminal
Justice Advisory Committee is allocating far more than allowable
in the program. In the first period of the program we would need
$21 mllhon when the Federal act would allow only $2 million. It
would be extremely difficult to make up the balance.

Another thing T would like to mention about the deinstitutionaliza-
tion issue is that it is brought to the fore in this act. The cost of
deinstitutionalization is so O'I‘E‘lt that we can’t use the program to
deal with other issues. We are trying to deal with a complex prob-
lem, juvenile justice. One of the major problems is deinstitutionaliza-
tion but there are many other problems that need equal interest and,
unfortun'ltelv by emplnsmno' deinstitutionalizaties to the point 1t
is, we are not ‘able to look at the others and have money to deal with
it.

North Carvolina in the past 214 years has tried to divert juveniles
sent to the courts away from the juvenile system. This program was
implemented with TEAA funds about 2 years ago and the data we
have, we have 1 year of good data. The number of juvenile petitions
submitted to the court was decreased last year from the previous
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year and, as you know, with your knowledge of the criminal justice
system, all the data is going up, increasing crime rates, increasing
everything.

Here where we had a major half million dollar program of intake
counsels placed in the 30 juvenile districts in the State of North
Carolina, the number of petitions has not increased. I think it can be
partially attributed to this program, which could be an even more
effective mechanism if it were not for the import of the deinstitu-
tionalization.

Do you want to make it such a large priority that it almost over-
whelms planning to the point it is not possible to plan for other
things because there is not enough money to actually deal with this
problem?

As an alternative to this, I would like to suggest that you consider
allowing States to participate equally so North Carolina likewise can
participate by setting a standard of compliance supported with rigid
guidelines in monitoring of progress.

Mr. Corrapa. I will return the chairmanship to Congressman
Andrews.

Mr. Anprews. Thank you, Congressman Corrada.

Mr. Sarrrr. The other point I would like to make regarding de-
institutionalization is, as you know, the act requires 100 percent com-
pliance and I think it is important for you to know there are a num-
ber of juvenile justice officials in the State of North Carolina, includ-
ing judges, that have day-to-day experience with this who are con-
cerned that 100 percent compliance may be more than should be set
as o goal.

Th%, issue is what do you do with runaways and there can be other
situations where you may have a child and there may not he a better
alternative than a training school and I think that consideration
should be given to allowing with very explicit guidelines, a threshold
criteria through which a status offender could be placed in a training
school and, therefore, we would not have 100 percent institutionaliza-
tion.

I say this because T don’t, and T think a lot of people don’t, have
the answer of what to do with the runaway. If you have suggestions
on what we can do in the State of North Carolina, or if you do not
have complete answers, I would like to ask that you consider not
making it a 100 percent requirement. We would like to deinstitu-
tionalize status offenders out of institutions to the greatest degree
possible but we think in certain circumstances we should have that
as & back-up. ’

Mr. Axprews. You say the act requires what?

Mr. S»urm. It would require we take all status offenders out of
the seven training schools in North Carolina, which is a laudible goal.
However, a number of district courts just deal with juveniles on a
day-to-day basis who say that in some instances they have no alter-
native. If we do not have the alternative, there is a possibility in
some limited instances the court has less authority and control of
the situation.
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Mr. A~nprews, If you sent such an offender to a State institution,
such as a judge in certain instances says he must, then you mean
you are not eligible to receive moneys under this act.

Mr. Sarrrir. That is correct. The State of Novth ("arolina cannot

receive funds unless we commit ourselves to having 100 percent de-

institutionalization out of institutions, out of training schoels and
the county jails, which is frankly impossible.

Mr. Axprews. What does the word status mean ?

Mr. Ssari. They would not permit juveniles to commit acts cou-
sidered criminal if committed by adults. It is not desirable that they
necessarily be placed in an institution if, according to the act, we
can place them in secure facilities.

As you know, many counties in North Carolina cannot afford to
have a sccure facility for status offenders. As a matter of fact, 92 of
the 100 counties can’t have facilities even for the juvenile delin-
quency. This is the question I raised earlier. The act is so oriented
in dealing with the status offenders that we are not able to deal with
the juvenile delinquent. Should we be put in a straightjacket, or allow
the State to deal with the juvenile delinquency problem and the
status offender problem?

Mr. Anorews. You have to have the money sufficiently not to need
any money before you can get any money?

Mr. Sarrrire Yes; by suggesting that we try to have a possibility
of having & judge be able to use a Stafe training school, T don’t sug-
gest that we necessarily maintain the same sitnation. It may be de-
sirable to have explicit guidelines a judge would have to usa hefore
committing a status offender to a training school. The goal of the
Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Act is a good one, but we
may be able to deinstitutionalize 95 percent as a goal.

Mr. Axprews. ITow many States do not participate in this pro-
gram?

Mr. Sarrron I dow’t know the answer. I understand approximately
10.

Mr. Aw~orews, Do you know whether any of the other nine, or
whatever it is, are not within the act for the same reason?

Mr. Sarrrn. No, siv, I think going back just to make a few final
comments on the issue of deinstitutionalization, we are forced in
North Carolina by the act, if we implement it, to emphasize small
shelter care facilities for status offenders in the 92 of the 100 coun-
ties that den’t have that service when the counties are seeing an
even greafer need for providing specialized attention facilities for
juvenile delinquents to get them out of the county jails and we can’t
deal with that problem through this act, only as a secondary issue,
So we would recognize that there be a go~d-faith effort hy each
State to comply with the guidelines being set up, with guidelines for
exceptional situations such as runaways in other instances.

Now going to the second problem that we ses in section 223-A-3,
the advisory board makeup. For your information the North Clarolina
General Assembly created by statute a Juvenile Justice Planning
Committee just recently to try to coordinate and bring together all

)
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juvenile justice planning. Unfortunately the composition of this
board is different from the composition recommended by the——

Mr. A~xprews. Recommended or required ?

Mr. Satrrm. Recommended, actually by Executive order of the
Government, but the desire is that it be a committee made up espe-
cially of individuals with experience and expertise, to use words also
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act. It does not envision at
this time having the requirement of a large number of individuals
under 26 or 22 years of age. So we have the potential of needing to
create a second advisory committee and, if it would be possible to
allow a State to identify the advisory committee it deems best and
try to work this act through that committee without a lot of stringent
guidelines on the composition, it would be helpful for North Carolina.

As a third problem, section 223-A-5 requires that 66 2/3 percent
of the JJDP funds under the act

Mr. Axprews, I am sorry, but I did not hear you.

Mr, Sacrrir. Two-thirds of the money would have to be provided
for local government. North Carolina totally supports the concept of
providing funds for local government. However, we do endorse the
National Association of Counties’ proposals for providing “incentives
to States for establishing State subsidy programs to counties.” About
2 weeks ago the proposal being considered by the North Carolina
General Assembly was to allocate approximately $3 million for this
purpose using State funds. It seems to me it would be appropriate to
use the JJDP funds to supplement that effort by an extra $1 million,
bringing it up to as much as $4 million to deal with this problem of
the JJDP Act.

Our problem is the act as now written, if we try to implement it,
it would require us spending directly two-thirds of the money for
local government. We think it would be better to coordinate it with
a State subsidy program and possibly bring it through a State
agency. This is included in my written statement I have given you.

As a fourth and final suggestion, as you know, this act runs con-
currently with the Crime Control Act of the LEAA program and,
unfortunately, trying to combine the two acts is extremely compli-
cated and perplexing when you create guidelines that ultimately get
to the State and I think it is confusing to have different guidelines
for different pots of money. For instance 66 2/3 percent of the
money from the JJDP Act must be spent for local government. For
the LEAA program in North Carolina it amounts to 43 percent.
There are so many different percents in pots of money that it is
extremely difficult to keep everything in mind, especially to present
the program to the public so they can try to understand it and
appreciate it. It sometimes boggles their minds. Anything that ean
be done to bring simplicity to the program would be helpful. Some-
times I think I am going cross-eyed trying to keep up with the
guidelines.

One final comment about the program. As you know, LEAA re-
quires that 19.15 percent of the LEAA funds be spent for juvenile
justice. There, incidentally, is probably twice the percentage cost of
juvenile justice costs in North Carolina as opposed to the entire

89695 O~ 77 =7
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criminal justice system. We estimate the juvenile system in North
Carolina costs 10 percent of the entive system. Yet by LEAA require-
ments, it takes 19 percent. This is good, it makes it a top priority
but T think it is important for you to have this data to understand
it is quite a lot of money that the Governors Crime Commission now
putting in juvenile justice, in fact by requirement of Congress.

With that I would like to thank you for the opportunity to speak
with you and will be happy to answer any questions.

[The written statement of Gordon Smith follows:]

pe s
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SPEECH BY GORDON SMITH, IIT
TO HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

April 22, 1977

I would like to begin by expressing my appreciation to you
for offeri;g me the opportunity to appear before you today. Progress
in our efforts to deal with the problems of juvenile deliquency is
crucial if we are to make headway in the overall fight against crime
in this country, and I hope that these comments will be of use to you
as you pursue this goal. I will discuss first North Carolira's response
to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and will then
make a few recommendations for your consideration in the reauthorization
of the Act.

When Congress passed the JJDP Act in 1974, expectations across
the nation were high that its implementation would offer opportunities
for significant improvements in sexrvices to young people. Being in
general agreement with the JJDP Act's stated goals and anxious to parti-
cipate in an effort which promised to provide funds for these laudable
purposes, North Carolina determined to take part in the program developed
under the JJDP Act. The State submitted the required plan supplement
document in July 31, 1975 and, subsequently, recgived a formula grant of
$200,'000 in fiscal year 1975 funds along with a planning grant of approxi-
mately $45,000. Steps were initiated to comply with the various mandates
of the statute and the guidelines developed pursuantgto the Act, including
the appointment of an advisory board and establishment of a system for

monitoring. Almost immediately, work also began on the development of
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the FY 76 plan supplement document which was submitted in November of
1975. The guidelines for that document were much more extensive and
demanding than those for the FY 75 plan supplement document, and on
April 19, 1876, the State was informed of a number of major changes and
additions to its plan that would be expected prior to its approval. I
would like.to mention briefly several of those that caused us greatest
concern over our ability to meet them:

l. The State was called upon to provide a specific plan for
assuring 100% deinstitutionalization of status cffenders by August,
1977. This requirement I will discuss in more detail in a moment.

2. The State Planning Ayency was required to submit documented

. evidence that it had the authority to "be able to cause coordination
of human services to youth and their families." Though the state legisla-
tion which established the SPA and gave it a coordinating role was sub-
mitted, it was not deemed sufficient.

3. There were extensive requirements for data collection to
satisfy the guidelines for the detailed study of nee@s, although the
State's own timetable for the creation of a systemwide computerized
information system would have been disrupted by this demand.

Throughout the next few weeks, there was debate about the
ability of North Carolina to meet these and other stated criteria
for funding. The State's commitment to these goals of improving
serxvices to young people had already been made clear. The 1975
Session of the N. C. General Assembly had enacted legislation to pro-
hibit within two years the commitment of status offénders to the state's

training schocls and to provide a county-by-county assessment of the

AL
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needs of young people in the State, an action which affirmed the same
concerns as those expressed by the Congress with the passage of the JJDP
Act. And, at about the same time, the State's supervisory board for

‘the LEAA program indicated a similar concern with the allocation of an
amount. of excess of $2.5 millien in its FY 76 comprehensive plan to be
used exclusively for juvenile programs.

Although the data was very poor, the best statistical informa-
tion available showed that over 500 status offenders had been. committed
to training schools in 1975 and over 5000 status offenders had been held
in local jails and detention facilities. (The revised state law had
not dealt with issue of local detention.) Assuming that new shelter
programs in the communities would have to be developed to serve this
number of children each year to meet the mandate of the JJDP Act for
deinstitutionalization, it was estimated that the cost of carrying out
this program in the first year would be over $7 million., Aand even with-
out the consideration of funds, the mechanics of developing alternatives
in such large numbers were staggering. .

With these major constraints and other complicating factors
in mind, ultimately the only possible decision was to decline further
participation. Although there was a sincere concern for young people
and general agreement over goals, it was felt that it would not be
in the best interest of the citizens of North Carolina to accept funds
knowing it would not be possible to comply with Congressional require-~
ments.

On June 11, 1976, therefore, North Carolina formally withdrew
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from the program. The fact that a standard calliné for 75% deinstitu-
tionalization within 2 years had been issued did not alter our position,
since lu0% compliance still was ultimately required. Since June, 1976,
North Carolina has repeatedly reevaluated its position, but, not even
considering other less handicapping requirements, it hay remained a fact
that the State cannot in good faith affirm that the requirement for de-
institutionalization can be met.

I want to make clear the fact that LEAAR has attempted to be
responsive to our needs and understanding of our constraints. We have
found a willingness on their part to work with North Carolina in attempting
to deal with the obstacles to participation. LEAA has not been in a
position, however, to allow flexibility in deinstitutionalization and
other statutory mandates, and, therefore, agreement has not been possible,
in the final analysis.

With that historical perspective, I would like to discuss
briefly a few concerns of North Carolina with the JIDP Act which we
believe can be addressed by these amendments:

1. As evidenced by my description of our past participation,
North Carolina sees a major problem with Sec. 223 (a) (12) of the Zct
which requires the deinstitutionalization of status offenders. Though
North Carolina is one of the minority of states not participating, I would
not want you to think that our State is any less committed to the goal
of deinstitutionalization. We, perhaps, have taken a more conservative
approach than others. Believing that we could not, ;n good faith, state
that we could accomplish the Act's goal for removing status offenders

from secure surroundings within the time frame and with the limited

-
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regources that would be available for this purpose, we declined to
participate. Although the State is making every effort to remove

status offenders from its institutions, there is neither the money nor

vﬁhe time to meet the mandate of the JJIDP Act. North Carolina has
estimated, ‘as I have said, a cost of $7 million to provide the needed
alternative services for status offenders for one year. Our State's -
allocation under the JJIDP Act for the past three fiscal years combined
would have been less than $2 million. It is true that some other federal
funds are available to supplement state and local resources. This brings
me to another point, however. . The problems of the juvenile justice system
are many and complex. By focusing attention so sharply on just one of

those major issues, the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, the

JJDP Act may have had the effect, I fear, of diverting attention from a
comprehensive  approach. Certainly not all of our resources for new

efforts can or. should be earmarked for this one purpose, althuugh attempting
to meet this mandate would have required such an approach in North

Carolina. ’

As an alternative to the present wording and the proposals of
both Senator Bayh and the Administration, I would suggest that the standard
for compliance be a good faith effort, supported by rigid guidelines.
Frankly, many juvenile justice officials in North Carolina believe that
100% compliance may not be possible for many years. 1In our State, we

are attempting to develop a system of state-operated schools which offer
the best treatment services available anywhere for children placed there
by the juvenile court. In some few cases, which should be determined by
explicit guidelines, a judge may feel that services that can be provided

in this setting best suit a particular child's needs. Ox, in the case
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of a runaway, Secure custody may be necessary if there is any chance of
intervening in that child's situation. Particularly distressing in our
State is the fact that 92 of 100 counties have the county jail as their
only resource for the secure custody of juveniles. It is difficult to
force an enphasis on a small shelter facility for status offenders when
the counties see a crying need for a specialized detention facility that
would take all young people out of the often deplorable surroundings of
the jail. So, I recommend that a good faith effort at compliance be per-
mitted, with guidelines being set for the exceptional situations suéh as
those I have described. Further, the time frame: for compliance in this
manner should be expanded so that the total resources of the juvenile
. justice system could be marshalled to deal adeguately with all priority
issues, not just deinstitutionalization.

2. The advisory board required by Sec. 223 (a){3) of the JJIDP
also is a source of difficulty to us. The North Carolina General Assembly
has recently created statutorily the Juvenile Justice Planning Committee,
which is to be an adjunct committee to the LERA supervisory board. This
committee is mandated to plan comprehensively for the juvenile justice
system in our State. The composition of that committee is designed to
be broadly representative of experience and expertise in juvenile justice
and is believed to be the most effective mechanism for juvenile justice
planning in North Carolina. The composition, incidentally, does not
coingide with that required by the Act for the juvenile justice advisory
group, and, therefore, the participation of North Cafolina in this
program would recessitate another committee, a step that would only sexrve
to fragment our efforts., The legislation proposed by Senator Bayh, I

understand, would require policy-setting authority for those boards and

'3
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allow the boards to award grants and contracts, though in our State, at
least, a committee of a different-composition but similar purpose has
already been established. We agree that a juvenile justice advisory
‘group is essential, but we recomménd that its composition and role be
determined by each state, dependent upon its own needs.

3. Currently, each state is reguired under Sec. 223 (3) (5)
to make available 66 2/3% of its JJDP Act funds to local units of govern-
ment, though guidelines permit a partial waiver of this requirement in
some instances. North Carolina totally supports the concept of providing
funds to local governments for juvenile programs; however, we endorse
the prxoposal of the National Association of Counties for the provision
of ";..incentives to. states for establishing state subsidy programs
to counties..." and recommended that the JIDP Act provide the flexibility
within the reguirement to allow as much as 1009 nf the state's TINP Ant
allocation to be granted to a designated state agency for the purpose
of creating or supplementing a state subsidy program to counties for com-
munity~based services to youth. .

4. DLastly, I would like to mention a problem that I have noted
concerning the many requirements of the JJIDP Act. As they are briefly
stated in the legislation, they are diffieult to argue with, for their
purpeoses are laudable. When translated into operational guidelines,
however, they often become complicated and perplexing. It is confusing
to agencies and units of government with who the state planning agency works
to have a number of guidelines for Crime Control Act, funds and still others,
sometimes contradictory, for JIDP Act funds. The differing pass-through

requirements are one exampe; the additional data requirements are anothex.
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The guldelines (which, of course, are only outgrowths and elarifi-
cations of statements in the legislation) ought to' follow as nearly
as possible the Crime Control Act requirements and minimize additional
requirements, keeping in mind that although the JJDP Act ¢alls attention
to an area of special interest, we maintain a common goal to reduce crime
and delinqﬁency.

In closing, let me express again my appreciation for your attention
to.these concerns. I assure you of the commitment of North Carolina to
provide the best possible services to young people and to reducing and

preventing juvenile delinquency. I urge you to consider these recommendations

as you prepare for reauthorization of the JJDP Act. If you have any dquestions,

I would be happy to answer them.



101

Mr. Awprews. Gordon, I used to be chairman of the board of
governors in a Baptist Church and a lot of people wonld want to put
a check in the collection plate and designate that their money be nsed
for the building fund or foreign mission fund. That was always a
sort of joke. They designate their check for the building fund. The
deacons decide to put so much of the total amount collected into the
building fund. So you put their check in as part of that.

Why don't you give 19.15 or whatever of the LEAA money to
the juvenide program and correspondingly less of the State appro-
priated money. It is all the same, isn’t it? Take out of one pocket
more and the other pocket less. It all goes the same way. Isn't that
how ridiculous those formnlas are?

Mr, Sxrrm. Tt is extremely confusing. I wake up in the middle of
the night sometimes and start thinking of those percents and won-
der what I did.

Mr. Axprews. Are there questions, Mr. Congressman?

Mr. Cornrapa. No, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Axorews. Mr. LaVor.

Mr. LaVor. Following up on your concerns about the deinstitu-
tionalization priority in the present act, in the bill pending before
the committee, there is an amendment to change section 223-A-12,
change the word must to may, so it is permissive in the State. Would
that change alone solve your problem?

Mr. Saren. Not quite.

Mr. LaVor. What else would have to be done?

Mr. Sacrrm If T could see you after the meeting, T had not pre-
pared a written solution to include it. There would need to be a
slight addition in the sentence. I would like an opportunity during
the break to give that to you.

Mr. LaVor. Thank you. This is on the right traclk.

Mr. Sarrrr. Yes, sir.

, Mr. Axprrws. May T recognize Dr. Albert Reiss, and we will come
rack.

Dr. Reiss is a member of the National Advisory Committee for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

STATEMENT OF ALBERT REISS, MEMBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION

Mz, Rerss. T shall summarize briefly, and you have a copy of my
testimony.

T just want to say that I am pleased to represent the National
Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion before the subcommittee.

As you know, the Juvenile Justice Act provides for the appoint-
ment of the committee that T represent and we urge the Congress to
reauthorize the Juvenile Prevention Act of 1974, We voted on a
comprehensive set of regulations and we submitted those to Senator
Bayh on March 11 and I am transmitting some of those recom-
mendations now.
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I would like to simply summarize the main recommendations and
then answer any questions you may have.

Before doing so, however, I want to call attention to the fact the
staff of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
has been doing an outstanding job, but the level is below that we
think is necessary to carry out the important, complex and compre-
hensive responsibilities under the act. Indeed, as a committee pro-
vided for under that act, we are working without staff because it is
more important that they be assigned to other duties. Certainly the
level of staffing should be increased.

Let me twrn to specific recommendations. We believe that the Con-
gress and the President should support full funding for the re-
authorization and are concerned that the reanthorization provides for
$75 million whereas the current 1977 funding is $150 million and,
indeed, Senator Bayh, the Senate bill provides for $150 million with
annual increase for the § years recommended in that bill, but he
certainly feels that the level of funding ought to be at that current
fiscal

My, Axprews. I thought the authorization was $150 million but
the funding was $75 million.

Mr. Rerss. That is right, and we are suggesting full funding of
$150 million.

Mr. Anprews. I understood you to say the full funding now was
$150 million ? :

Mr. Rerss. No, the authorization. We are recommending full fund-
ing. I think some of the problems addressed here is not having
enough funding in the States in order to carry out the responsibilities
the act requires.

Second, the committee believes the 1974 act represented a landmark
achievement in helping prevent delinquency by removing inappro-
priate youths from the juvenile justice system and by providing them
with alternative methods of care for the deinstitutionalization of
status offenders.

The act provides the needed framework for combining the delin-
quency prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments
with those of the private sector. Thus, the committee endorses the
general philosophy and provisions of the act and recommends its
reauthorizaiion with only relatively minor changes. The committee
believes that LLEAA should continue to have jurisdiction over the
act. LEAA’s legislative mandates and organizational structure arve
closely related to those of the act and the committee believes that
LEAA’s administration has facilitated the act’s implementation.

The committee strongly recommends that the Presidentially ap-
pointed Assistant Administrator who heads OJJDP be delegated
all administrative, managerial, operational, and policy responsibilities
related to the act. The committee believes that some of these respon-
sibilities, which have been carried out to date by the LEAA Admin-
istrator, should have appropriately be delegated to the Assistant
Administrator in charge of this important national office. TTnder the
present arrangement, the Assistant Administrator bears the respon-
sibility without having the corresponding authority.




103

I should call attention to the fact that if one reads the 1974 act,
it would appear that the Assistanf Administrator has the authority
to do so, but in practice the Assistant Administrator has not had the
power and authovity to carry them out and anything that could be
done to strengthen that, the committee believes would make it pos-
sible to carry out the objectives more competently.

Second, another committee recommendation concerns the make-up
of the Coordinating Council. As you know, one of the most difficult
parts of the Federal efforts in juvenile delinquency is to try to co-
ordinate programs across the agencies and the 1974 act provided for
a Council chaired by the Attorney General with representatives of
major agencies to coordinate overall policy and objectives and pri-
orities in all Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

The committee believes that several additions to the Council mem-
bership would enable it to carry out these functions more effectively.
Therefore, the committee recommends that the directors of the Office
of Management and Budget, and the National Institute on Drug
Abuse as well as the Commissioner of the Office of Education be
added to the Council.

Third : The committee has several recommendations concerning the
matching requirements of the act. The committee believes there
should by a 10 percent hard match required for units of Government,
but that the assistant administrator should be permitted to waive
matching requirements for private nonprofit agencies. These agen-
cies are critical to the successful implementation of the act, repre-
senting the efforts of millions of citizens whose services could not be
bought at any price.

Furthermore, the involvement of these groups in providing services
for youths offers an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing
processing by the juvenile justice system. Many of the private non-
profit agencies operate on severely limited budgets and would not be
able to participate in the act if the match requirements were strictly
adhered to. The committee also recommends that the assistant ad-
ministrator should have authority to waive the matching require-
ments for Indian tribes and the aboriginal groups and to waive State
liability and to direct Federal action where the State lacks jurisdic-
tion to proceed.

The committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to
participate in the act’s formula grant program because of the require-
ment that participating States deinstitutionalize all status offenders
within 2 years. The committee believes that this problem could be
lessened and more States influenced to deinstitutionalize status of-
fenders if the assistant administrator were granted the authority to
continue funding if the State is in substantial compliance and believes
that the current wording proposed in H.R. 6111 may very well reach
that objective with the requirement and has an unequivocal commit-
ment to achieving full compliance.

Let me Dbriefly mention two or three other amendments that we
believe would be useful among the others that we suggest.

First: We believe that the scope of the Runaway Youth Act should
be broadened to include the phrase “other homeless youth.” The Run-
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away Youth Act has been interpreted to apply to young people who
are seen as running away from home without the ‘mthomh’ of their
parvents. It neglects what some people call the childven who ave
pushed out of “families who are not wanted at home and who are
therefore homeless and we believe that the scope of the act should
extend not only to runaways but to those who literally have no homes
becrase their families don’t want them.

7Mr. A~xprews. Walkaways.

i Mr. Ress. Walkaways is another. They are pushaways. So we rec-
¢mmend that it be so extended.

TWe also believe that the responsibility for that Runaway Youth
Act might better be transferred to the Qffice of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Pievention.

Another one is that we believe that the State advisorv group pro-
vided for in the act should be committees to advise the Governor and
State legislotnres as well as the State planning agencies regarding
juvenile delinquency programs and policies.

I should add that I currently am not only a member of the Na-
tional Advisory Committee but I serve as Chairman of the State of
Connecticut Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Group and
we fortunately have been asked on numerous oceasions to advise the
Governor with respeet to juvenile delinquency programs. Fowever,
we believe that should be a specific requirement to strengthen those
State advisory groups.

Second : We believe that subcommittees in the National Advisory
Committee should be supportive of the parent body. The current
legislation is not clear with respect to that.

TFinally, T would like to say that we are on record nas strongly
endorsnw continuation of the maintenance of effort provision. I
recognize in all deference to the immediately preceding testimony
from North Carolina that one way of looking at it is to say that
19-1)luq percent may be more than those programs are as a propor-
tion of the total hudget that the State allocates. Flowever, we note
at the same time that in such States one reason for noncompliance is
insufficient funding to even to execute even the deinstitutionalization
provisions.

So, if the current 19-plus maintenance of effort provision is suffi-
cient, T mean it is thought of as too much, it is certainly insufficient
to flccomphqh the objectives set forth under the act, so we strongly
encourage the maintenance of that provision.

Thank you.

[The full statement of Dr. Albert Reiss follows:]
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Mr. Chairman:

I am pleased to appear before this subcommittee as a representative of the
National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
The Committee urges the Congress to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice

and Delinqueney Act of 1974 and has voted on a comprehensive set of
‘recoxvnmendations regarding this legislation. These recommendations

were submitted to Senator Bayh, then chairman of the Senate Subcommittee
to Invéstigate Juvenile Delinquency, at his request, on March 11, 1977.

1 am pleased to submit these recommendations to you today, and I hope

that they will be helpful to you in your very important work.

The Nationai Advisory Committee was created by the Juvenile Justice
Act as part of a congressional emphasis on improving the coordination

of Federal juvenile delinquency programs. The Committee has 21 Presi-
dentially appointed members with wide ranging experience in the fields
of youth, juvenile delinqueney, and the administration of juvenile justice.
By law, one third of the members must be under the age of 26 at the time
of their appointment. This provision has brought to the group the views
and special concerns of the young in formulating publie poliey and in
developing programs for delinquency prevention and juvenile justice.
Committee membership is further strengthened by a requirement that

a majority cannot be full-time Federal, State, or local government em-
ployees. The Committee's makeup thus includes members from a number
of private agencies whose support and activities are essential for the

sucecessful implementation of the Act,

-
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The National Advisory Committee has three major subcommittees: The
Advisory Committee to the Administrator on Standards for the Administra-
tion of Juvenile Justice; the Advisory Committee for the National Institute
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; and the Advisory Committee

on the Concentration of Federal Effort.

The full Committee has met nine times. Early meetings served to orient

the Committee to the range of Federal programs and to its relationship
to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
and other Federal programs. Later meetings focused on specific issues
in juvenile justice and on partieular programs. The Committee developed

“aset of recommended research priorities for the National Institute, formul-

ated national standards for juvenile justice whieh have been submitted

to the Congress and the President, and prepared a set of objectives to
guide the Committee's activities over the next year. The Committee
#lso prepared and submitted its first report to the Administrator of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on September 30, 1976 which

includes 13 recommendations for improving the Federal juvenile delinqueney

prevention effort.

Before discussing specific recommendations of the National Advisory

Cohmittee I would like to commend the OJJDP staff for doing an out-
standing job in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile Justice JDP Aect.
¥ However, I would like to state for the record that the overall level of '
‘ staff support made available to OJJDP hes been unreasonably limited

in Yight of the importance, complexity, and comprehensiveness of the

responsibilities assigned. -

88-6888 O - 77 -8
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1 would now like to highlight a few of the recommendations of the National

Advisory Committee, as they are relevant to the proposed legislation:

— Congress and the i’resident should support full funding for
the 1874 Juvenile Justice Aet, including money for appropriate
staffing of the National Advisory Committee and the Coordinat-
ing Couneil on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention;

‘—  QJIDP should continue its efforts to devei;p a set of definitions
for ambiguous terms such as "juvenile deli;lquency," and "deten~
tion and correctional facilitiesy

—  The various agencies and bodies working in the juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention fields should make delinquency
prevention as well as juvenile justice a high priority in their
programs and activities;

— States and localities should develop supportive services for

~status offenders. Juvenile courts should not be involved in
such cases unless all o.'ther community resources have failed;
—  To improve Federal coordination of delinquenecy programs,
the Qffice of Management and Budget should be added to the member-

ship of the Coordinating Couneil,

Let me turn now to the National Advisory Committee's specific recommendations

on the legislation under consideration.

The Committee believes that the 1974 Act represents a landmark achieve-
ment in helping prevent delinquency by removing inappropriate youths

from the juvenile justice system and by providing them with alternative



109

methods of care. The Act provides a needed framework for combining

the delinguericy prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments
with those of thic private sector. Thus, the Committee endorses the general
philosophy and proy/isions of the Act and recommends its reauthorization

with only relatively minor changes. The Committee believes that LEAA
-should continue to have jurisdietion over the Aet. LEAA's legislative mandates
and organizational structure are closely related to those of the Aet and

the Committee believes that LEAA's administration has facilitated the

Act's implementation.

The Committee strongly recommends that the Presidentially appointed
Assistant Administrator who heads OJJDP be delegated all administrative,
managerial, operational, and policy responsibilities related to the Act.
The Committee believes that some of these responsibilities, which have
been carried out to date by the LEAA Administrator, should more appro-
priately be delegated to the Assistant Administrator in charge of this
important national office. Under the present arrangement, the Assistant
Administrator bears the responsibility without having the corresponding

authority.

Another Committee recommendation concerns the makeup of the Coordinating
Council. The Council is charged with making recommendations to the
Attorney General and the President with respect to the coordination of
overall policy and development of objectives and priorities for all Federal

juvenile delinquency programs. The Committee believes that several
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additions to the Council's membership would enable it to carry out these
functions more effectively. Therefere the Committee recommends that
the Directors of the Office of Management and Budget, and the National
Institute on Drug Abuse, as well as the Commissioner of the Office of

Education be included on the Council.

.The Committee has several recommendations concerning the matching
requirements of the Act, The Committee believes that there should be
a 10 percent hard match required for units of government but that the
Assistant Administrator should be permitted to waive matching require~
ments for private nonprofit agencies. These agencies are critical to the

successful implementation of the Act, representing the efforts of millions

of citizens whose services could not be bought at any price. Furthermore,
the involvement of these groups in providing services for youths offers

an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing processing by the juvenile
justice system. Many of the private nonprofit agencies operate on severely
limited budgets and would not be able to participate in the Act if the
match requirements were strietly adhered to. The Committee also recom-
mends that the Assistant Administrator should have authority to waive

the matching requirements for Indian tribes and the aboriginal groups

and to waive State liability and to direct Federal action where the State

laeks jurisdietion to proceed.

The Committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to participate -t
in the Act's formula grant program ‘because of the requirement that participat-

ing States deinstitutionalize all status offenders within two years. The

Committee believes that this problem could be lessened and more States

influenced to deinstitutionalize status offenders if the Assistant Administrator
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were granted the authority to continue funding if the State is in substantial AL aaas B
L Uresk tho eurrrunt - Mmo‘d‘-“'k'

amd pad
eompliance/with the requirement and has an unequivocal commitment U*AN: w”“"m )
to achieving full compliance. The Committee has also developed clearcw
guidelines defining conformity. .

A number of other amendments suggested by the Committee are:

- Regquire that State advisory committees a:j'vise the Governor
and State legislatures as well as State planning agencies regarding
juvenile delinquency policies and programming;

— Provide that the subcommittees of the National Advisory Committee
are subordinate to the parent body;

— Broaden the scope of the Runaway Youth Aect to include other
homeless youth;

- . Transfer responsibility for the Runﬁway Youth Act to OJIDP;

~ Improve the coordination of OJJDP's programs wifh the Office
of Education;

~~ Improve advocacy ac'tivities aimed at improving services to
youth affected by the juvenile justice system;

— Improve government and private programs for youth employment;

— Continue the maintenance of effort provision.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal presentation. I would like to
thank the Committee for the opportunity of testifying and I would be

pleased to respond to any questions the Subcommittee may have.
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Mr. Anprews. Thank you.

Are there questions?

Mr. Corrapa. No, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. LaVor. Dr Reiss, on page 5 of your statement you said the
committee believes there should be & 10 percent hard match for units
of Government, but the assistant administrator should be permitted
to waive matching requirements for private nonprofit agencies and
then about two sentences later you said many of the private non-
profit agencies operate under severely limited budgets and would not
be able to participate in the act if the matching requirements were
strictly adhered to.

On what basis do you assume all units of local government have
unlimited pots of money and would not be severely strained, too, and
is there any data to indicate that any States or units of local Gov-
ernment might drop out of the program if the hard match were
required ? :

Mr. Rerss. We have heard arguments on that side and we are still
looking into that question. You may be quite correct that it is too
stringent a requirement for units of local governments. We have
gathered considerable testimony from the private sector indicating
it is too stringent for that sector. I am saying we have not taken a
position except to say that for the present we believe it should not
be required.

Mr. Awprews. Mr. Thomas, you are the dirvector of the State plan-
ning agency of South Carolina? All right, we will be glad to hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF LEE THOMAS, DIRECTOR, STATE PLANNING
AGENCY, SOUTH CAROLINA, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
CONFERENCE OF STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AGENCY
DIRECTORS

Mr. Troass. Thank you. It is a real pleasure to be here repre-
senting our national association. I will be brief with my remarks.
Recognizing the time limitations, we are submitting a written state-
ment to the committee.

I would like to say that our national conference was a strong sup-
porter of this legislation in 1974 and strongly supports reauthoriza-
tion this year. We do feel that it has provided a focal point in many
States for drawing attention and coordination to the problem of
juvenile delinquency and improvement of the juvenile justice system,
We found a longstanding priority in many of the States to use funds
of LEAA on the juvenile justice system.

This act, however, has brought about an even sharper focus on the
issues that needed to be addressed, particularly deinstitutionalization,
separate of the adults and juveniles, particularly in detention facili-
ties and a system for monitoring those who mandate.

I would peoint out, as Gordon did, there have been a number of
problems as far as implementation at the State level. Those problems
have not resulted from a lack of commitment on the part of States
or local units of government to the legislation itself and to what the
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legislation was all about. I think States are committed to removing
status offenders from institutions to trying to provide services and
programs for juveniles. However, I think the specific parts of the
legislation that Gordon pointed out did present a number of prob-
lems to a number of States.

The major point I believe that caused a number of States not to
participate was twofold. First, the mandate for deinstitutionaliza-
tion of all status offenders within 2 years and, second, the level of
appropriation to carry out that mandate under this particular legis-
lation, The States that have not participated have varied since fiscal
year 1975 when we began impiementation. This year 10 States and
territories are not participating in the program, The first year it
started, 15 States were not participating. It is not the same States, it
changes each year.

One of the reasons for the change is because of the confusion and
lack of clarity on a national level as to what the deinstitutionaliza-~
tion mandate meant, what the sanctions would be if you didn’t comply
within 2 years, what was meant by substantial compliance, what was
meant by a good-faith effort. We got differing dirvections at different
times. We feel some of this confusion was because of a lack of com-
mitments on the part of the administration to implement this par-
ticular program. That lack of commitment we felt led to a lack of
dialog between the administration and Congress over what was meant
by these particular sections of the act.

We would propose, our national association would propose some
specific changes this year. Some of those changes are already incor-
porated in FL.R. 6111. We would propose, for instance, however, some
change to the section that deals with status offenders. Rather than
a 2-year mandate we would suggest that there be a 5-year plan for
deinstitutionalization of all status offenders in each State and that
that plan be established and agreed upon between the State and
LEAA with specific milestones for measuring success toward the goal
of complete deinstitutionalization.

We would suggest that the alternatives placement be broadened
to include a number of alternatives to institutions and we felt, as I
mentioned, that each State is unique, each State has unique problems
and each State’s plan should be negotiated between LEAA and that
State with the bottom line being 5 years and 100 percent compliance.

We feel that if this provision was made in this legislation and the
level of appropriation was a level of full funding, $150 million a
year, we feel the States not now participating in this act would sub-
stantially drop, a number of States would come in and fully par-
ticipate. They want to accomplish the same goal Congress does as far
as status offenders are concerned.

‘We would urge that one provision we noted in H.R. 6111 to change
the State supervisory boards to mandate representation by three of
the advisory board members not be included. The majority of States
have already included advisory board members on the supervisory
board. However, there again we feel that that is basically an issue
that should be left to the States.

The LEAA legislation, the Crime Control Act, each time it comes
up for reauthorization or amendment since 1968 there have been
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some changes to the supervisory board. For instance, last year there
were changes that mandated participation by the judiciary, specific-
ally participation by specific members, such as the Chief Justice. This
required a number of States this past year a change in legislation
that spells out representation on the supervisory boards.

In other States it requires taking people off, putting new people
on. We feel if this change is made now we will go through the entire
act again. It is very confusing for the administration of the program
at the State and local level.

Overall, T think that TI.R. 6111 basically represents the position
that onr conference would take, With the exceptions that I noted, we
feel the program should be authorized. We would encourage that the
authorization and appropriation level be at least at the $150 million
level for at least 2 more years. The 2-year reauthorization we think
is important, at least the 2-year reauthorization in that that would
hasically bring it into the same eycle that the LEAA or Crime Con-
trol Act is now.

TWe appreciate the opportunity to be here today and will be happy
to answer any cuestions.

Mr. Axprews. Thank you.

Any questions, Congressman?
Mr. Corrapa. Do you have any provision with respect to the sug-

gestion made that the youth runaway program be transferred from
HEW to ACTION?

Mur. Troaras. No; our conference does not have a position on that.
T personally would have a position. If it was going to be transferred,
T hope it would be transferred to LLIEAA. T feel the Runaway Youth
Act is not unlike a number of programs being administered under
the Office of Juvenile Delinquency.

Runaways constitute a major portion of the status offenders.

Mr. A~xprews. At present, what is the State required in terms—
what is the requirement that the State mateh funds, what is the
amount ?

M. Trroaas. The amount is 10 percent. It can be in kincl. We have
taken the position we would like the language to remain the same. It
can be in kind or cash match. That can be implemented, we feel, by
the States and loeal governments very effectively.

Mr. Axprews. What do you think of the requirements, as T under-
stand it, in the act that requires 15 percent of the money be received
by the State, that that be used for pianning purposes?

Mz, Trodras., I think the rvequivement is up to 15 percent of the
money could be used for plauning purposes. I think the majority
of the States don’t use that much for planning purposes. In my State
it would be like § percent.

I was listening to some of the stafing requirements. Tn my State T
have 32 people in my office and we administer all LEAA funds. We
have 51 active projects to date.

[The written statement of Lee Thomas follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the Committee.

On behalf of the National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators and as Executive Director of the Office of
Criminal Justice Programs of the State of South Carolina, I both welcome
and appreciate this opportunity to provide you with oxal and written
testimony on the matter of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinguency Prevention Act of 1974.

The National Conference

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administra-—
tors represents the directors of the fifty-five (55) State and territorial
criminal justice Planning Agencies. (SPAs) created by the states and
territories to plan for and encourage improvements in the administration
of adult and juvenile justice. The SPAs have been designated by their
jurisdictions to administer federal financial assistance programs
created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 as
amended (Crime Control Act) and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (Juvenile Justice Act). During Fiscal Year 1977,
the SPAs have been responsible for determining how best to allocate
approximately 60 percent of the total appropriations under the Crime
Control Act and approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations
under the Juvenile Justice Act. In essence, the states through the SPAs
are assigned the central role under the two Acts.

National Conference Perspective

The National Conference fully supports reauthorization of the
Juvenile Justice Act and continuation of the administration of Title IX

of the Act by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).
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However, the Mational Conference believes (a) certain requirements
of the Act must be modified to encourage realization of the totality
of the objectives of that measure and (b) the level of federal assistance
directed to the Act must be substantially increased to that end. The
National Conference agrees in principle with H.R. 6111, the Administration's
bill to extend and amend the Act. Specifically, the National Conference
supports four major amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act of 1974:

(1) the Act should be extended for two years at $150 million
per year;

(2) - Section 223 (a) (12) should be amended to require deinstitutionali-
zatic_m of status offenders over a five year period, with annual bench-
marks to be established for each state through individual agreements

made by LEAA with each state;

(3) sSection 224 (b) should be amended to limit LEAA's special
emphasis program to no more than 15 per centum of the funds appropriated
for Part B of Title II; and

(4) Section 223 (a) {17) of the Act regarding special arrangements
for state and local employees should be stricken.

Need For Faderal Assistance

As we in the states have refined the art of criminal justice planning

and research, one shocking fact has become increasingly clear: Jjuvenile
delinquency is a problem far more serious than many seem to belie_ve -
and it is growing worse each year. Although youngsters from ages 10

to 17 account for only 16 percent of our population, they account for

fully 45 percent of all persons arrested for serious crimes. More than

60 percent of all criminal arrests are of people 22 years .f age or

younger.

5
H
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The State Planning Adgencies have applied increasing amounts of
funds to address juvenile problems, and the programs which we have
developed have begun to reshape the nation's yoﬁth service systems. The
states have placed emphasis on deinstituticnalization of status offenders,
segregation of juvenile from adult detainees in correctional institutions,
community-based programming including shelter-care and foster-home
placement, youth service bureaus, and other programs aimed at diverting
juveniles away from the formal criminal justice system. These are the
types of pragrams which have been developed by the states during the
past eight years. This is whére the: emphasis has been and where it is
expected to continue to be.

We firmly believe that more programs and more new ideas are needed.
The philosophy in these programs is that juvenile delinquency should be
addressed at the community level and that large institutions do not
serve the rehabilitative needs of most juveniles. The community-based
prxograms, which have been established to date, have been too few in
number to show substantial impact on juvenile crime. The public demands
results and quite frankly,; we sense the beginnings of hardening public
attitudes in dealing with juvenile offenders. Those who once supported
a community-based approach may, out of sheer frustration, soon demand a
return ¢o institutionalization. We are uncomfortably close to coming
full circle.

In a number of cities, conflicts are already beginning tec develop
between law enforcement officials frustrated by large nubers of juveniles
arrested and released by the courts, and juvenile justice officials
equally exasperated by the lack of sentencing and programming alternatives.
There have, in some cases, been efforts directed at the establishment of

new maximum gecurity institutions for juvenile offenders. We do not
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believe this is the answer, but it is a manifestation of an uneasiness
in our cities and counties, about which something must be done.

We believe that community-based programs contribute to a reduction
in juvenile crime, and we continue to look to the Juvenile Justice Act
as a means to that end. We urgently need the Juvenile Justice Act to be

reauthorized and appropriations increased to expand our efforts. The

job of reducing juvenile delinquency has already begun in the states,

but it cannot be expanded as rapidly as is desirable ox improved without

¢ the additional resources that should be provided pursuant to a reauthorized

program.

Reauthorization Period and Funding Level

We support the reautl;orization of the Juvenile Justice Act for a
‘ . two year period at. $150 million per year.

The National Conference believes that because juvenile crime and
delinquency is essentially a local problem it is best addressed at the
local level. The Juvenile Justice Act is primarily a block grant

program which authorizes federal funding and technical assistance based

on problemg identified and strategies formulated at the local level. We
feel that it is important that the federal government continue to provide
this financial and technical assistance without federal direction,and
‘control.

The two year authorization is recommended so that the Juvenile
Justice Act and the Crime Control Act will both terminate at the end of
: Fiscal Year 1979. This will enable Congress to reconsider the two Acts
si‘multaneously 50 that the substantive direction and administration of
the: two Acts can be made mutually supportive. Moreover, a two year
reauthorization period will provide the Carter Administration with a

reasonable period of time in which to assess the juvenile justice program
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_and develop a long-range plan. The two year extension would also provide
the Congress with approximately four years' experience from which to
evaluate the operational and administrative activities under the Juvenile
Justice Act prior to having to make major structural changes.

The National Conference recommends that the program be authorized
at a level of $150 million per year, which is the same as the last year
of the authorization of the present enabling legislation. The purpose
of the Juvenile Justice Act is to increase funding for juvenile delinquency.
The Crime Control Act also provides funds for this purpose. Increased'
authorization and appropriation levels for the Juvenile Justice Act
should not result in equivalent decreases in authorization and appro:-
priation levels for the Crime Control Act, as has occurred in the past.

Congress should not play a shell game with appropriations for the two Acts.

Deinstitutionalization

We have every indication tha* states, even those not partiéipating
in the formal grant portion of the Juvenile Justice Act, support the
concept that "juveniles who are charged with or who committed offenses
that would not be criminal if committed by an adult should not be placed
in juvenile detention or correctional facilities". However, a major
factor for the 15 jurisdictions which decided not to participate in the
formula grant portion of the program in FY 1975, the 14 in FY 1976 and
the current 10 in FY 1977, and for the slow rate of subgranting and
expenditure of formula grants funds in participating states has been
related to the deinstitutionalization requirement.

Some’ states thought they knew what the requirement meant, and con~-
cluded they could not "in good faith" make a commitment to a requirement
for which they had insufficient resources and time to comply. Other
states were truly puzzled over the meaning of the section which was

"clarified" in different ways over a period of two years. Still other
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_states felt they could in good conscience make "a good faith effort and
commitment” to deinstitutionalization, but they were fearful of sanctions
if the requirement was not achieved. Many states were unwilling to move
forward until there was an indication that significant federxral funding
would be provided. Given the Ford Administration's efforts to stifle
the ‘program through the appropriations process, many states were not
willing to move until a clear indication of the direction of federal
funding emerged from the battle between Congress and the President.

The National Conference believes that the deinstitutionalization
reguixement of Section 223(aj (12) must be modified in such a way that
the states will have a reasonable time and resources to comply. The
National Conference's recommendations take the following form.

(1} The states should have five years of program participation to
deinstitutionalize. Many states had no or few resources available
for caring for status offenders outside of institutions at the time
of the passage of the Act. It takes significant time to get the
political commitment behind a major reduction effort, to develop a
network of service, and to have appropriate delivery mechanisms.

Two oxr three years is simply not enough time to produce the regquired
ingredients.

(2) Each state is extremely different. Appropriate, phased mile~
stones for each state should be negotiated by the state and LEAA.

This would enable there to be established reasonable and enforceable
benchmarks for each state.

(3) The alternatives for deinstitutionalization should be broad.
Placement in a shelter facility eliminates such community-based alterna-
+ives as (a) placement back in the parental home oxr in the home of a
relative or friend, (b) a foster home, (c) a day placement ox, (d) a

school placement.
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{4) The sanction for non-compliance should not be so severe that
states who are philosophically and politically committed to deinstitutionali-
zation would not dare to risk participation. We recommend that the most
severe sanction for failure to achieve deinstitutiqna]\.ization of status
offenders be denial of future formula grant funding. If states are
threatened with having to repay formula grant money and/or losing
juvenile.delinquency "maintenance of effort" money under the Crime
Control Act, we are certain even more states will decide to drop out of
the Juvenile Justice Act program.

We believe that with a ‘reasonable deinstitutionalization requirement
and adequate Juvenile Justice Act funding close to 100% of the states
and territories will participate in the program. Moreover, a reasonable
requirement and sufficient funding would also permit states to use some ’
of the Act monies on other juvenile justice priorities. States which
elected to participate in the progzam created by the Juvenile Justice
Act have found it difficult, indeed impossible, to do more with the
current level of appropriations than address the deinstitutionalization
and separation requirezngnts. The National Conference believes these
are worthwhile ends, but it believes also, as did Congress in legislating
the Act, that stroné initiatives must be undertaken to strengthen the
juvenile justice system and prevent delinquency as well as to deinstitu-
ticnalize status offenders and segregate adults and juveniles. The
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is currently in name @
only an act to improve juvenile justice and prevention delinquency.
‘Special Emphasis

The National Conference Supports an amendment to Section 224(b)
that would limit the special emphasis program to not more than 15 pexcent

of the funds appropriated for Part B. We believe that the major portion
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of the money and LEAA's effort should be in support of the formula

grant. Since the delinguency problem is essentially local, the major
funding should be under the control of state and local officials. The
National Conference believes that there should .not be two different
standards for discretionary programs under the two Acts. We do not know
of any meaningful policy distinction which would limit LEAA to 15 percent
under the relevant parts of the Crime Control Act but permit up to 50
percent of funds under Part B of the Juvenile Justice Act. The 15
percent limitaticn would create the same standard for both Acts.

Employee Protection

The National Conference recommends that Section 223(a) (17) of the
Act be stricken. Existing state and local laws appear to be adequate to
cover this area. It is also inappropriate for federal legislation to
deal with local an, individual employee relations, especially in areas
which are likely the subject of collective bargaining agreements. Units
of state and local government should not be reqguired by the federal
government to be the employer of last resort. When employees are no
longer needed, units of state and local government should not be reguired
to keep them on and th_ere.by create sinecure positions.

Comments on H.R. 6111

The National Conference is generally supportive of H.R. 6111. It
makes a number of substantive and technical amendments which should
improve the implementation of the Act. What follows are some specific
comments on a few key provisions of H.R. 6111.

(1) The National Conference supports Section 2 (4). The additiox;xal
word should clarify that the subsection deals with federal agencies and

prohibits LEAA mandating state units of government to comply.

89-699 O =77 «9
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(2) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (4). Ve would
prefexr the current language of Section 222 (d). The "in kj.nd" matching
provision for the juvenile justice program should be presexved. At a
time of severe state and local fiscal dislocation, it is counterproductive
to increase financial bhurdens on state and local communities. However,
we support the exception for private, non-profit organizations. Much of
+he money under the Act is to start up new private, ron-profit operated
programs in local communities. These programs will frequently be run by
newly formed or resource poor charitable corporations which cannct
provide match. The newly proposed Subsection (e) is not applicant if
the present “in kind" is retained.

(3) We support Section 3 (5). The major amount of juvenile
delinquency rehabilitation and prevention programs operate at the local
level.

(4) The National Conference supports the intent of Section 3 (13),
but would suggest that the better way to clarify this matter would be to
strike the phrase "but must be placed in shelter facilities", ending the
sentence after words "correctional facilities". This change provides
the states with greater f£lexibility and eliminates any misunderstanding
that placing a child in a statutorily undefined entity called a shelter
facility is the only alternative to institutionalization. Moreover, if
the words "shelter facilities" are used, LEAA must define the woxds
later. BAny such definition would run the dariger of excluding some
appropriate alternatives to institutionalization.

(5) The National Conference would add a section striking Sections
223 (a){17) for the reasons set forth earlier.

(6) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (14). As indicated

earlier, we would modify the deinstitvtionalization rxegquirement by pro-
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viding the states five years to achieve the target, with annual bench-
marks decided upon through negotiations between LEAA and the individual
states.

(7) The National Conference would add a section that limited the
special emphasis program to not more than 15 percent of the funds appro-
priated for Part B for the reasons set forth in the earlier discussion.

(8) 'The National Conference opposes Section 3 (24)(f). We support
the present language of the Act. We believe that funds not required by
a state or which become available following administrative action to
terminate funding should be ieallocated by Section 222 (b) as formula
funds and not as special emphasis funds to those participating states
which have shown an ability te utilize the funds.

(9) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (1) for the reasons
explained supra. Rathexr, the National Conference calls for a two year
authorization of $150 million per year.

(10) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (4) which would
require the chairman and two other members of the advisory group to
become members of the state supervisory board. While we support the
purpose of .the amendment to assure appropriate cooxrdination of the two
groups, we feel that it should be left to each state to work out the
appropriate liaison relationship. We feel that the composition of the
state supervisory boards should not be changed again as it has been by
amendments in 1970, 1973, 1974 and 1976 to the Crime Control legislation.
This change should have been required, if mexitorious, during the reauwthorization
of the Crime Contj.rol Act in 1976. Because state supervisory boards are
now required by the 1976 amendments to be established by statute, this
amendment: would require fifty-five jurisdictions to go to their legislatures
to secure the change. This will create significant implementation

problems in some states.
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Comments o