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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
ACT Ajl:IENDnIENTS OF 1977 

FRIDAY, APRIL 22, 1977 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SunC01\Il\II'1'l'EE ON ECONO:UIC OPPORTUNITY 

OF THE C01\IlIUTTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
TV ashington, D.O. 

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

Members present: Representatives Andrews and CorracIa . 
Staff present: ,Villiam F. Causey, counsel; Gordon A. Raley, 

majority staff; Fran Stephens; majority staff; and l\lartin La Vor, 
minority staff. 

Mr. ANDREWS. The snbcommittee will come to order, please. 
Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. Let me welcome you to the 

hearing. 
1£ I may, for purposes of t.he record, read a brief Rtatement. The 

Rubject of t.he Juvenile ,Justice ancI Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 lies within the jurisdiction of this subcommittee. Section 308 of 
the act provides that the programs funded through the Office of 
,Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the National Institute 
for .Tuvenile Justice, and the runaway youth programR of the Office 
of Youth Development of the Department of Health, Education and 
'Welfare shall expire the end of fiscal year 1976 11nless specifically 
reauthorized by the Congress. 

These hearings are for the p11l'pose of soliciting public and private 
reaction to legislation to extend and amend the 1974 act. Specifically 
H.R. 6111, a bill I introduced on AprH (j with Mr. PerkinR, chairman 
of the Committee on Education and Labor, would extend the act for 
3 years and provide for several amendments designed to strengthen 
and improve the efficiency and effectiveness of existing juvenile jus
tice ancl youth programs. H.R. 1137, introduced by Congressman 
Pepper, who will appear before the suhcommittee this afternoon, 
would CI't'ate a National Conference on Learning Disabilities and 
,Juveni1e DeHnquency. 

Finally, reaction is solicited to a proposal which wou1d authorize 
the Pl't'Rident to transfer the runaway youth program :from HEW to 
AOTION with congressional approval. 

[Text of H.R. 1137 and R.R. 6111 follows:] 
(1) 
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95T.H CONGRESS H R 1137 ls-rSEBBlON 
.0' 

IN THE ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JA~-UAIlY 4,1977 

Mr. PErl.>ER introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Educat.ion and Labor 

A BILL 
To direct the Coordinating COlmcil on Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention. to organize and convene a national 

conference on learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency, 

and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senal!e and House of Representa-

2 tives of. the United States of America in Oongress assembled, 

3 SHORT ~I.ITLE 

4 SECTION 1. This Act may bl:! cited as the "National Con-

5 ference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency 

6 Act". 

., 

• 

'. 

• 
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1 STATEMENT OF FINDINGS 

2 SEC. 2. The Congress hereby finds that-

3 (1) ilie United States has achieved great and sa tis-

4 fying success in making possible a better quality of life 

5 

(j 

7 

for a large and increasing percentage of i,ts citizens; 

(2) the benefits and fundamental rights of Ameri

can society ate often denied those chlldren :with specific 

8 learning disabilities; 

9 (3) there are eight millioll handicapped children in 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

the United States, two million of whom are identified 

as learning 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 guaranteed 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 tllemselves 

20 and their teachers; 

21 

22 

23 

24 

(6) the symptoms of learning disabilities are subtle 

and often go unrecognized by teachers, parents, and 

health and law enforcement officials, and, more impor

tantly, few understand that this handicap exists i 



4 

1 (7) learning disabilities tlmt go undetected contrib-

2 ute substantinlly to the increased rate of school drop-

3 outs, failUl'e to meet full potentinl, truancy, drug usage, 

'" 4 and juvenile delinquency and snch learning disabilities 

5 

6 

7 

exacerbate unemployment among youths; 

(8) learning disabilities are handicaps which must 

be approached from a multidisciplinary perspective in 

8 order that the full environmental field and configuration 

9 of e'Vents within which learning disabilities develop may 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

be evaluated and points of intervention and prevention 

be identified; 

(9) it is essential that all 1e"e1s of Government 

must necessarily share responsibilities for -

(A.) formulating (l, method of commnnication 

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 i and 

(10) a national conference un learning disabilities 

21 n.nd juvenile delinquency, preceded by State conferences, 

22 is the most suitable mechanism for coordinating an at-

23 tack on the multi fold problems of learning disabilities and 

2'1 juvenile c1elin'qucncy. 

• 

, 
• 

• 
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1 NATIONAL CONFERENCE ONLEAI1·NINO DISABILITIES 

2 AND JUVENJI,E DELINQUENCY 

3 SEC. 3. Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

4 ;Prevention .Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 et seq.) is 

5 alilended by redesignating part D as part E, by redesign at-

6 ing section 261 through section 263 as section 271 through 

'i section 273, respectively, and by inserting immediately after 

8 part C the following new part: 

9 "PART D-NATIONAL CONFEI1ENCE ON LEARNING 

10 

11 

DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

"DUTIES OF COUNCIL 

12 "SEC. 261. (a) The Coordinating Council on Juvenile 

13 Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall organize and oon-

14 vene a national conference to be known as the National .oon-

15 ierence on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency. 

16 The Conference shall be held in such plac~j, and at such times 

17 dnring 1979, as the Council considers appropri.ate. 

18 " (h) The Council, in carrying ol1,t its responsibilities 

19 WIder subsection (a), shall-

20 It (1) designate a coordinating comm~ttee in each 

21 State to organize and conduct a State or regional meet-

22 lng under section 263 in preparat;ion for the Conference; 

~3 " (2) prepare and make availabllil background ma-

~4 terials rela ting to learning ili::;1l1)ilities and juvenile de-

linquency and related matters for th'8 usc of re~resenta,., 
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1 tives to such State 01' regional meetings and to the 

2 Conference; 

3 "(3) extend advIce and technical and financialns-

4 sistance, by gran't, contract, or othorwise, for the orga-

.5 

6 

7 

nization and conveuing (If State and regionfil meetings 

under section 263 in preparation for the Conference; 

II (4) establish procedures for the provision of fl-

8 nancial assistance to representatives to the Conference 

9 who are unable to defray their expenses; 

10 ti \ 5) designate such repregcntativcs to the Con-

11 fercnce, ill additioll to represcntatives designated under 

12 . section 262 (a), as may b~: necesRary or appropriate 

13 to carry out the provisions of section 262 (b) ; 

14 II ( 6) publish and distribute the report Tequired by 

]'5 section 264 (a) ; 

16 It (7) provide for the production of a transcript of 

17 the proceedings of the Conference; 

18 "(8) deposit the documents and records of the Con-

19 

20 

ference, no later than thirty days after the President 

transmits the report required by section 264 (b), with 

21 the National Archives and Record Service, where such 

22 records shall be available for public inspection and use; 

23 and 

24 " (9) prescribe such rules as may be necessary to 

25 canoy out the provisions of this part. ' 



• 
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1 "COllIPOSITION AND l?UNOTIONS OI!' CONFERENCE 

2 "Sec. 262. (a) The Oonference shaH be cOmposod of-

3 It (1) representatives of locnl, State, regional, and 

4: national institutions, agencies, organizations, unions, 

. 5 

6 

associations, and any other groups which work to ad

vance the rights and meet the needs 'Of ehildl'en with 

7 specific leaming disabilities and juvenile delinquents; 

8 It (2) representntives of the edncation, health, law' 

9 

10 

11 

enforcement, and sooia1 science professions and disci

plines, and any other professions or disciplines as the 

Council considers appropriate, with special empha&is on 

12 the rcpresentation of children with specific learning dis-

13 abilities and juvenile delinquents; and 

14 " (3) representatives of individuals who have ex-

15 perienced learning disabilities, children with specific 

16 learning disabilities who have been institutionalized, and 

17 the parents of children with specific learning disabilities. 

18 " (b) The Conference shall-

19 

20 

"(1) assess the progress which has been made in 

.the private and public sectors ()f the Nat-ion with respect 

21 to the development, promotion, and delivery of quality 

22 servic£.S to children with specific learning disabilities as 

23 such children come to the attention 'Of education, hea~th, 

24 law enforcement, and labor authorities; 

25 " (2) develop It coordinated plan of cooperation, 
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1 between and within appropriai~ professions, disciplines, 

2 nnd agencies, for the efficient delivery of quU'lity services 

3 to Qhildren with spooific learning disabilities; 

4 "(3) broaden public awareness with respect to 

5 nature and symptoms of learning. disabilities, the re-

6 sources available tD the learning disabled, Ilud the special 

7 needs of children vvith specific learning disabilities; 

8 "(4) identify barriers and problems which prevent 

9 

10 

11 

the receipt of needed services by children with specific 

leaming disabilities; 

"(5) deveIDp recommendations for the removal of 

12 such barders and problems; 

13 " (6) establish a ·tiinetable fDr the carrying out of 

14 recommendations developed under paragraph (5); and 

15 "(7) carry out such other activities as the Confer-

16 ence considers necessary .or appropriate to assist in meet-

17 ing the special needs of children with specific iearning 

18 disabilitiEls. 

19 

20 

"STATE AND REGIONAJ, MEETINGS 

"SEC. 263. (a) The Council shall be responsible for fa-

21 cilitating the organization and convening of meetings, during 

22 '1978, in each State in preparation for the Conference. The 

23 COUTIcil may, in its discretion, facilitate the organization and 

24 convening of regional meetings in any case in which the 

• 

• 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7, 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

9 

COUlwil determines that meetings in particular States urc 

impracticable. 

tt (b) Any State or regional meeting which receives 

financial assistance under this part shall be conducted in a 

mannerwhiC'h seeks to carry out the requirements of section 

262(b}. 

" (c) The coordinating committee in each State or re

gion shall transmit to the Council a report no later than ~11rty 

days after the conclusion of the meeting involycd. Snch 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 shaH be made nnrler rules prescribed hy the COlIDCil 

and shall be consistent with the provisions of section 262 (a) . 

16 

17 

't (2) The total number of representatives selected under 

paragraph. (1) shall be no less than seven representatives 

18 and n.o more than ten representatives from each Statenr 

19 region. 

20 "REPORT 

21 "SEG. 264. (a) The Council shall transmit a report to 

22 the President and to each House of the Congress no later 

23 than one hundred and twenty days after the concl\lsion of 

24 the Conference. Such report shall be available to the public 

25 and shall contain a detailed statement of the findings and 
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1 recommendations of the Conference in accordance with the 

2 requirements of section 262 (b) • 

3 " (b) The President, no lawr than one hundred and 

4 twenty days after receiving the report required by subsec-

5 tion (a), shall transmit to each House of the Congress 

6 l"ecommendations with respect to matters discussed in such 

7 report. 

S ".AUTHORIZ.ATION OF .A.PPROPRI.A.TIONS 

9 "SEC. 265. There are authorized to be appropriated not 

10 more than $5,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this part . 

11 Sums appropriated under this section shall remain available 

12 for obligation until expended.". 

13 DEFINITIONS 

14 SEC. 4. Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and Delin- . 

15 quency Prevention Ant of 1974 (42 U.S.C .. 5603) is 

16 amended-

17 (1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph 

18 (12) ; 

19 

20 

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

graph (13) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon; 

21 and 

22 (3) by adding at the end thereof the following 

23 new paragraphs: 

24 "(14) the term 'Oonference' means the National 

C<>nferenc~ 'On Learning DisabilitiElI:! and, JuveniI~ 

• 

• 
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1 DeIinqutlncy orgnnized and convened under section 

2 261 (a) ; and 

3 "(15) the term 'children with specific learning 

4 

5 

. disnbilities' has the m(lanillg given it by section 602 (15) 

of the Education of the Handieapped Act, except that, 

6 in ,the administmtion of part D Qf title II of this Act, 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

changes in such definition recommended by the Com

missionF.)r of Education under section 5 (b) (3) Qf the 

Education fQr' All Handioopped Ohildren Act of 1975 

shall be taken into MC{lUnt." . 

TEOHNIOAL .AllfENDMENTS 

SEC. 5. (a) Section 206 of the J uvenile Justice and De-

13 linquency Prevention Act or 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5616) is 

14 amenaed by redesignating subsection (g) '!is SU'bsectron (k), 

15 and by inserting immediately after subsection (f) the follow-

16 ing new subsections: 

17 "(g) The Council may accept, use, and 'dispooe of con-

18 trihutions of money, services, or pl'Operty. 

19 "(h) The Council may use the United States mails in 

20 the same manner and upon the .same conditions as other 

21 departments 'and agencies of ,th.e F.edel'al Government. 

22 "(i) The Oouncil, to the extent it considens necessary, 

23 roay-

24 " (1) prooure supplies, 

property; 

89-699 0 - 77 - 2 

servicCll, and personal 
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1 "(2) enterinfuconti'acts; 

2 

3 

4 

5 

" (3) expend funds appropriated, donated, or re

ceived under oontracfs in order to (larry out its £unc

m.ODS and responsibill.ties; and 

" (4) exercise such powers as may be necessary to 

6 enable the Council to carry out its iunotions and re-

7 sponsibilities. 

8 "(j) The Council may delp.gate any of its powers to any 

9 member or employee of the Oouncil.". 

10 ('b) Section 206 (e) (3) of the Juvenile Justice and De

II linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5616 (e) 

12 (3)) is amended by inserting immediately -aft.er "personnel" 

13 .the £Qllowing: If, and procure ilie services of suoh experts und 

14 consultants,". 

• 

• 



• 

• 
>! 

• 
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[COMMITTEE PRINT] 
MAy 3,1977 

95TH CONGRESS H R 6111 1ST SESRION ••• 

IN THE ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

.APRIL 6, 1971 
Mr. ANDREWS of North Carolina (for himself and Mr. PUlKINS) introduced 

the following bill j which was referred to the Committee on Education and 
Labor 

[Str1ke out all atter the enacting clause and Insert the part printed In Itallc] 

A BILL 
To amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

of 1974, 'and for ()ther purposes. 

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

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

3 

4 

SHOR9: 9:'£9:LE 

SE09:'£ON 1. This Aet may be eitea as thA "Juvenile 

5 Jastiee ana Delinqaency PreYentien AmcnfiIncnts of 1977" . 

6 JUVENiLE .rUS'l'WE ",'tND DELINQUENOY PREYEX'l'IDN 

7 "-6FFIOE 

8 SEO. 2. (11) Scetion 201 (g) of the Juyenile JH.stiee 

9 H;Ua. DelinftHen6Y :rq'6yentien }"et Of 1971 1s amended 1)), 

10 strilcffig oat tlfu'st" ana inserting in liell thereof "seoond" . 

11 (b) (1) The fil'st sentenee of seotion 204 (b) (5) or 
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1 the J1iVeffile hstiee ooa Deli:RfJ:I:1:efJ:E!y' Pre'l9fJ:tiafJ: Aet a£ 
\ 

2 197 ~ is ttmoll:iloa by msertiBg "MEl the CesrElffiatffig CelHi 

3 .eil" siter "Advisery CafflfB:ittee". 

4 (2) SeetiefJ: 204 (e) (€l) a£ the MefJ:ile hstiee ooe 

5 DeliRl}:I:1oll:OY Pi'ovofttioll: hot s£ 1974 is ttmell:ftotl by ift 

6 serti:eg "afJ:El the CaarElffiatifJ:g COlHieil" siter ICAElvisery 

7 Oammittee". 

8 (8) SeeeefJ: 204: (f) ef the JR¥8fJ:i1e Jl:lStiee MEl Do 

9 Iffifj:liefJ:6J' PrevefJ:tiefJ: Aet ef 1,974: is arnsnEleEllly iBserti:eg 

10 "FeEleral" after "apl'rapriate 61:l:therity/'. 

11 (4) Seetioll: 204: (g) of tJBe JuveRilo Justiee afJ:El De 

12 IffiQl%8ll<lJ' PrevefJ:tien !...et sf 1974. is amended by strikiag 

13 gat "pail't" amI iflserti:eg iB lieu thereef "title". 

14 (6) SeoHoo 204 (j) ef the hvefti!e .-wstiee aBEl De 

15 liBqaefJ:ey ProvefJ:tiefl Aet of 1974 is 'amenEleEl by insertifJ:g 

16 "arga.B:isatisfJ:," after "agefJ:ey,", ooEl by strikffig elit "llltl't" 

17 a.Ba insertifJ:g if!: liea thereef "title". 

18 (6J Se'et~ft 204: (k) af the hvefJ:i1e Jtistiee Itll:a De 

19 linqaefJ:ey ?rev8fitiafJ: Aet a£ 1974 is amefJ:dea by striking 

20 euli "llal"t" aBe. msertiflg iH: liaa theree£ "title", ood---i)y 

21 striki:eg eat "the hveffile Delinqaell:ey Pi'oventiOll: hot (42 

22 u.s.a. 3801 et seq.)" MEl iftsertmg ill:' lieu theree£ "title 

23 ill oHms Aet". 

24 (a) Seetioft 206 (tI) of the hvenile Jlfstiee tlftEl De 

• 

.... 

• 
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1 liRll1feney Pfe'Vooaaa Aetaf 1974: is a.meaaoa hy skikiBg 

2 alit "slli" aad mserti:ag ift ROO: tB.efeffi "fffiH'''. 

3' . (a) Seetieft 908 (e) af the .taveffile .tasiiee Mt! De 

4 lffiqlieooy FravefttieR Ae!; ef 1974 is &meRded by StfikiRg 

5 elit Ute the AtlmiBish'tttet"', M60 by stfilsiBg eat "rthe AI! 

6 minis trattea sf". 

7 :FJiJDEHMl lcSSlS!F:A:NeE FOR S:f:A:Hl MID LOGAL PR(lOfuUfS 

8 SEe. 3, (a) 8eeiieR 991 8f the J1:tVenile hstiee Mil. 

9 DelinEJ:1:leney Pre"tTentien Aet ef 1974 is amended by strik 

10 iag sat "a,aEl IaeaJ gavCl'BffieRts", aBEl hy iHscftiHg "gl'affis 

11 &RIa" alter "taroagh". 

12 (b) (1) The thil'd seHteBee .e£ seetian 299 (e) af the 

13 Jl:lveffile Jasiiee ant! DeliaEJ:l:leRey Pl'eveooen lLet a£ 1974 

14 is amonded by strikffig aut "laea! gavofRfllents" aBe. msert 

15 ing in liea thereof "l:lRits a£ general laeal gavemmeat sr 

16 eembias,tiells tB.ereef". 

17 (9) The sessnd sOBteaoe of sestioa 22B (d) sf·the 

18 Jl:lvenae Jastiee aBd Delm/ltteRey Pr6ventiaft Aet a£ 1:9174 

19 is amoaded 'ay striking aat "er kiad", !las. by iasertmg 

20 "elfoOflt that a-ssistll;Ree extended t8 privltte neRprsfiter 

21 g&Ri£attaBa may be Rp ta 100 pef eeBtUHi' af the appravea 

22 oaste. af My assisted pragl'llH'l: ar aotivit,''' after "BY Bostien 

23 ~ 

24 (3) SoeHen :999 6{ th.~ {JirreJtHe JtUltiee ~a Delin 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 BeeR maae to 

I " 8 availab o .. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19· 

20 

21 

16 

• ft.iltl De 22 tare!4 enile Jastlee 
(i' Seettoll 9gB (a) (8) of~¥ aea 9y msel.ting ~ 7 • f 1974: IS tWleB 

23 

on entl:aR Aet a - • tl Mel the liHFl-ftOBey rre'V h eaf a peFto 
24 '1 t the ella bel £ the semieelon Ii 25 BetOre 

• 

• 



• 

• 

17 

1 £ellawiBg' "Pr , egrams aHa. prejeats a.e"ele 
2 may Be flmGea. a. • peel Irem the staQy 

I:lH ar paragmph (10) , 
3 Bleet the 't . pravHled tha-Hhey 

en ena fer aavaBeoG. teehBiqae-: 
4 ned therem",-pregrams ~ 

(5) ~h J! e nFst seBteBee ef rt~" se=B 22B ( ) ( 

6 hvefl:i1e Jl:lstiee Md D r
a10

) af tM 
• ~HHtl:teft~ Pre. aftti A 

7 IS ftmeae.eEl Iw st .:1." 6ft het (If 1974 

5 

J tralBg aat "ar B - h 

8 

B." • it Y 0e laeal geveffiifleat" ' 
y IBsertiBg graBtiS d" ' aBEl ttB- at"eF" .1.. f. 61' tttl',eligh", 

9 {O} Seeti6tt 223 (8;) (:te) 6£ the tTavenH J. ' 

t

IS ameBaeil 13· 1-..:1.' 

11 eli saBparagraph ID) if S.tl1dBg 
~ 7 aRQ 131 reeesi f 

10 DeliRftiteBey Pre'-e f AS 4lStlee ailE! 
. y ft laB uet ef lQ~14: ' 

12 (E) (F\ gilQY:B:g sliBpar~ 
J 7, (G) j aaEl flI) 

(

F as s1:lbpal'agt'fll1hs (D) 
13 ), aaa (G), respeeti .. 1'" (E)', .e J" 

(7) SasaeB 223 (a) (1~) £ P I et the Javeoo J ' 15eliBtJfteB~' Pre"eBti A -e1:lsti.ea aBil • aB :t±et af 1974: ' . 

14 

17 

lBleli thereaf "mar-" 

(B) Seetioo. 223 (e) 6£ th J ,- ' y , e 4heBIle Ju f 

19 at the etul thereaf the f 1 .: 7 1Bsertmg 
e Ie" mg Bew sente 

18 liBqtiSlley Pre"eBti A :nee 8:ll:a. De 
i 6ft et af 1974 is fMIiooded 13 - ' , ' 

~ ~,~~ 
20 ae leve eeHlfllianse with th 13' .9vl:H'&-OO e Sli !!eetleB: (a) l19~ 
21 HMlBt 'h'ithiB: th t ' ' \ / re(j:aife-e 'i\ a year time limitatiaft sh ' 

23 AdmiBiBtffiter !let ' ess t~ eFHldBes that the State' , l' IS 1ft SaBslmtt' 1 ' 

24 p%Ifllftee with the' .Ial eam-l'etJ:l:llremeRt ani! hss IBaa . 

25 prapriate exeeati¥s e1' 1 '1 ' e, threagh a.p-, egtfH~tl";e ,a,et' , 16B, Il>B: H:fteflafv6eail 
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1 eemmitmefl:t. t6 adh~e.ifl:g £tHl. Mmplillnee .within It IM5~ . -

3 (al (1) 8eetisfl: 294 (a) (5) sitlie JiJ:v:eBHe Justiee alitl 

4 BetiBflIieney Prev:enliioll Aet a£ 1974: is ameased .by strikiBg 

5 00{: "Ma" ttt the· ena tftm'ea!. 

6 fBt- SeeMen 994 (a) (S) a£ the J&vaffile J1:l:stiee aad 

7 DeHafllieaey Pre¥eatiaBAet af 1974, is ameadea By iaserting 

8 after "ae"t'ol&fl ana implemeat" the follawing: ", ~ 

9 ~i9B with the. Unitea. States OiIiee .sf Ealteatisn, Deptld 

10 meat. sf HealVh, EalteatiaB, aBtl WeUal'e;'!l-='ftaa By striki~g 

11 Sit!; the peli:tltl ttt the ena theresf !l:fl:a illser~ffi:g Ht lietl theret:lf 

12 III seIBieelen Mul "ll;Ba" I 

13 (8) Sestisll 224: (8)) sf the JH:~leBile Justiee Mid Dolin 

14 ~8lI:sy Pre:rlsatien Aet af 1974: is amenaea by a:Qdi£g a:t the 

15 eBa tHeraaf tha fellawmg aew para:gJ.!aFk i 

16 "(7) deT/elep tUld SIiPpSft pYegrMRs stressiDg aa 

17 '.'aeaey aetiyities aimed at impnw.ieg servie8s ta yaH~ 

18 ilBl'aetea 'by the j1:l:veBile jastiee system.". 

19 . (e) (1) SeeHaD. 227 ~a) a{ the JliveBile Jastiee ftfl:a 

20 Deli:nEJ:aeney Pi'eyenaen Aet a£ 1974: is amenaed by strikiBg 

21 elit "State, paBlie at' pl:i>,'ate ageBey, iastitatieD,. et' iaQiyidua:l 

2~(wkethe.r GHeetly SF thFeagk a State.9:F .1seal ageaeyt' 

23 B!!'la iBsertiBg ia liea tHerea£ "pRlllie aF prWate 'ageney, 

24 ei'ganil!atiaB.. iBStitRtisll, Sf iBt1i¥iaaal (whether direetly e1 

25 thresgft It State plftftBing ageney) ". 

• 

• 
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'1 .. .,(.,2) SeGti,~l~(.b) ,Qf .the Ju¥ellile JUiti'OlO a~ul De. 

',2 'li:eql:lea~ Pre'~ien .'Aet sf 1974 is' ameaGeG by. StrikiBg 

t ". tilia:ti· . .1: • '3 .. eu '.las ~':lBt:ttViGaQ1 U:BGeF this part.(~e~ 

4 li£eelily 6r thF6agh fb State agea~> aF'1ee&l &gaaey) " aaEl 

5 
II • a . ... . al'gtlBHlII; aB, IBstHfttiaB, ar ttl> 

6 . s:iwEiaal 1Hl-t:ler this title (whether Eli-reetly ar thr agh ,a ,II; 

7 SM .l?Itm:Biftg ageRey) ". 

S '(of) (1) -SeeaeB, 228 (ti) af. ~e Juvenile Justiea !Mi,tl: 

9' ,DelillE]:1:1:t)lley· Pr6VeftaaB Aet af 197!l is tml.eauea. by' strik~g 

10 .. eat IIHBaer· this p'art" MIG iBsertiBg in lieU.' th~fee£ "hy ~e 

11 '. Law EBf&Feemellt ASsfstelleeAamiBistffitt61l", efta hy strik-: 

12 iBgettt "ge per eeBtU:lR ef". 

13 (2) Seetiell 228 (e) af ~e hvefl:ile Justiee ooa Delift 

14 ~Bey':Pre¥eBtiaB: Ae't af 1974: is ameBdea By striking aat 

15 " ." .1 • " 1: ~1.. J! " • pare aRtI: msel'tffig 1B: ttEffi: t11ereSt title". 

16 (3) 'Sestiell 228 af the Juvenile J1:1:Stiao !Mia. DeliB-

17 

18· 

19 

20 

21 

22, 

23 

'1ueBey PrevaBtiell Aet af 1974 .. ia fllllaBa.aa hy aElamg at 

-the eBa tiiereaf tHe falle·.vmg Haw SH'BseetieBB-T 

"(e) IR the ease af Q gr&Bt U:BGer this part t9 QB fudiaa 

-tHee Sf ether 8:haHgiBflI graal?,' if the iLtimiRistmt91' aetEit'.: 

maas: that the tribe a1' grsHP Gaes Bat h!t¥esa4Jieient. 

ruaes BNaMaBle tia meet the laeal SHllre af the . eesa 6£. !l:B:y. 

pr9gra.m 91' prejeet te he fffi'lGea ffi'lGel' the gpQBt, .the Ad" 

24,:' miaietl'&tar 'ml\;yinereese the Federal shRl'e ef the eesl> 

25 tliereef ta the extent he Geemsneeessltfj'. Where a State. 
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. 2 ,,;;.. , . aree -ftBt 'Rf' ' 

..... as ImnQSmO' l' b!1! /:>. r eYt-
• 1: ""'I:> tHH1ttiij' a ±BEl' ,BIQB weB the A " 

3 la IllltRaril'leEl ta .' or c:! ,Elmiftlslifatffi:. 
VHih e date liabili . 

4 legal remedi ty lI:Rel may IH'ffSl:le ~ 
. es. as are HeeeSSQl'j'. 

5 "/P ~\:J='RH~t~h~e~~~~d~HffiHHffi' ~·s~uw~~' ~'~e~~'~~~~~~~ , """ l' etefHHBes aB th 13 ' 
6 talel'mB,tioo tvtnjl., 1,l t ' ,easls ef 

• ...t:ln..te ,,6 him Ei ' Ufiftg aay fiseal ,t. 

7 !lartias af the £ d yeM, tHat: a 
1lUlttS gl'antee ta trB: ' 

loaf the flraviBieBB f ' to QllpliaatHNl . . a seetten e09 af tit! I f 

, ne ere "db 
9 SQiat an =!U b ql:lll ey . the 1l;'R'Rji 

r ",j:H tf eeem.e : 1 1.. 1: 1: 8?".-atttl:t!la by yirtue af h ,., 

8 part lar that 4 ,,1 apphetMlt l:lflaei' this 
. :ttse!U yettJ.' wiH t h 

11 g' e atheg '13 
nme. gORITal ~Q S~ . cJ .BHI:HlS; 

. .8 ",t£aets A.et af 1968 th t . 

12 shall se !WGilable fer reallaeati .., a. p~ 
13 ,:,1 ~ " en \!:REier Beetien 2~ 4 af thi ~ B 

• 
15 

17 aild D 1: IheBile J1:lStiee 
. 9HBlfaar.au ~e'!": ~ . ,J " aBtulSn ft'Elt af 197 i ' 

16 

18 swikiB-g , . l'S 1tll.1enaea "by 
aat tlHesoehen (a) QfJ:Q a . d' , or Fe eS14R'l Iii 

19 HaBs. (i.) aBa ( 0' ' Sl1f1:lilg slibs~ 
0) as stWSeetieBs fa) aBa If' ' lQ~ , ~ J, l'espea~ 

{ 7 Seetl:en 24:1 (f) 'ef the Jj..' , ' 21 ~ Iheflile hs~e a.nd: D 

fJy PnlYeameB ... '\.gt '9f 1974 ,e 
22 jlarB:gl'80h I 1, \ ' ' fbS se redeSIgnated "by 

~ \, J 16 ameaQea lly lBsertb " 

20 .. 

23 Biter it (40) " • . IBg make gIEtlibs aBd" 

25 medi9Aely fe11ew
in

g .' as. Sli seetien (a) iIfi-o 
= see.ion 2il (f) at 

(8) Too saaseetisR dasignatea a' 

• 
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1 aBe. Delinquens • ~ . . ' yrSyenti9R ~'\et ef 1974 . 
2 By paragraph (1)" ' aa 8e l'eQ6s1gn8lteQ. 

, 18 reaeslgnated as b . 
3 l41 Sll sestil:lR ' \ ~ 7 SeetioR2H'9" £ ~gJi 

\07 01' the Ja"enil J . 
4 EJ:ileRBJ' PrevoRti ~ .eastlee Md DeliR 
5 on ~et -sf 1074, as so reaos' t ' 

grallh (1'. is a d IgRlrod By PtlFft 
7. men-ea by sVk' n IRO' eat "seb . 

6 Q,ftG insel'tmg"' r oseetlan (g) (
1
)" 

In :Ilea theree~ 'S b 7 '5", 8l'bseetien (~) (1\" . 
~ 7 Tifle If Of th J 7 • . .eavoftile JilsRee . 

8 PlefeHtioR :A:et of 197:1: . ' ana. ~ 9 IS Qmenaea By strikin ~ g eat seetieB 

10 
BEe. 5. ~OYlSlONS 

1:0 (!Ii) Th h " eeacling fe1" part D . 

.A:DMHfIS9?RA9?IVE 

12 Juvenile Jasti-ee &116. " ef :ti-tle II ef tho 
Delinql:l611ey Pren 

• 

11 

13 amendeil te Tead as f II ~ tantien Aet ef lQ74:is 
e ews: 

un -:Eillt9:! D A uBMINI8'!'RA'HVE P 11 ) OO¥I8IONS" 

r3 Beetien 2(;1 (13:) f th . ." 16 e He Jan'eail J " 
Ij:aeney PI"event" A • e 4istIee ana Defur. 

len ..... st ef 1974 . 

14 

15 

17 ffillows: IS amenilea t9 reaa as 

18 

.. 

(e) S " o· R fiRm expended" 
eettoR B gf! of th ~ . " 

25 ~. e lWeaile Jastieo!li a;P " 
eventlen ~\et ef 1974. . n elIBqaeney IS affiflnaea te reaa as fellows: 

24 
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1 u:APf'M6:A:BIbI9!Y O:F 09!:lIBR :A:B1tfHHS9!BA9?IVE P:ROVIGEONB 

2 "SEO. geg. The Admffiistrative previsiens of title I ef 

3 Mia OffifliauB Crimo Control anEl Safo Streets .. ~ ... et' of H168, 

4 desigaateEl as sestions 501} 504, 507, 509, 510, 511, 516, 

5 518 (e), 521, anEl 524: (a) ana (e)~h Aet, are inea¥-

6 peffitea horem as aElministl'ativo IH'evisio:as applieablo to this 

7 .AetA 

8 (a) (1) Seetion 268 (a) of the Jl:lVenils hstieo and 

9 DOlffi.€j:RCftey Pl"oTofttion Aet ef 1971 is ameae.oe. hy I.ltl'iking: 

10 oat "sRllseetieil fa)" ana inserting in lieR thoi'eof "subsea--

11 Mene (1) anEl (e) ". 

12 (2) Seetien 26B ef the Jli't'enile hstiee ood Delffi-. 

13 qReftey Pre'lootloR ~'\et of 1974 is amende a 1) addtflg at tlie 

14 efta tliercef the following ROW saBseetien i 

15 ." (e) The amentlments Hiade by Mie Jl:l:veffile Jl:l:stioe 

16 ana. Delinqaeney Pre-veRtioR A.l:Mna.man-te e!f9!(.7 shall take 

17 effeet on antI tl:ftOi' Oeteber 1, 1977.". 

18 ~MBN':E 9:'0 OMNIBUS ORIME OON9::ROL :AND f};A!FE 

19 S':EREE~B AO~ O:F 19se 

20 SEe. 6. Seeti&R 203 (8;) (1) of title I ef the OlllIliln15 

21 Crime Contrel and SMe StreetsAet of ares iB ameRe.ea by 

22 ae.arng: at t'he ene. thereof the fell owing: Rew sentonetl: "The 

23 ehairmaa ana. at least <two aaGi,tiona.:t'-1'l3:9mbers of any-ad-

24 'liBOry greap establishea ]?llFSl:laRt to seetion 223 (8;) (3) of 

25 the hveB:ile Justise 008. DelinqaeRoy ProV'entioR Aet of 

.. 

• 

• 
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1 19H she:Y be appointee. to the State plQIlll:lng- ageney US: 

2 1R'emBel'S thereof. These iRa.iv.iaaals may be eonsiaerea in 
, 

3 meeting the general repl'efJefltation reqtlii~emetlt3 of tfflf:! 

4 sabseeti9n." .. 

5 SHORT TITLE 

6 SEOTION 1. (a) This Act may be dted as the "Juvenue 

7 Justice and Del·i,nquency Prevention Amendments of 1.977" . 

8 (b) As used in this Act, the term "the Act" means the 

9 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

10 

11 

12 

JUVENILE JUSTIOE AND DELINQUENOY PREVENTION 

OFFIOE 

SEO. 2. (a) The following sect-ions of the Act 'are each. 

13 amended by striking out "Assistant" each place it. appears 

14 a.nd inserting in lieu thereof "Associate": sections 201, 204 

15 (i), 206(a) (1) and (b), 241,246. 

16 (b) Section 201 (g) of -the Act is amended mJ striking 

17 out "first" and inse1'ting in lieu thm'eof "second". 

18 (c) To '(1.881 .. tre that the delegation of authority to (he 

19 Associate Administrator mandated by -the Aot, including sec-

20 tion 545, is accomplished, seect'ions 2040) (1) (second 

21 appearance), 208 (b), (c), -and (e), 223 (14), (20), and 

22 (21),243(4),246, 249, 250, and 251 of the Act are each 

23 amended by inserting the word "Associate" prior to the 

24 word "Administrator" wherevm' it appea1's. 

25 (d) (1) Section 204(b) of the Act is amended by insert-
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1 ing immediately after "shall" ·in matter p)'eceding paragraph 

2 (1) the following: "with the assistance of ,'%ociate Ad-

3 ministrator". 

4 (2) The firlii sentence of section 204(b) (5) of the Act 

5 is amended by irwerting "and the Coordinating Council" 

6 after "Advisory Committee", 

7 (3) Section 204 (b) (6) of the Act is amended by in

S serting "and the Coordinating Council" after "Advisory 

9 Committee". 

10 (4) Section 204(f) of the Act is amended by inserting 

11 "Federal" after "appropriaJeauthority,". 

12 (5) Section 204(g) of the Aet·is {lmended by striking 

13 ou,t "part" and inserting in lieu .thereof "title". 

14 (6) Section204(j) of the Act is amended by inserting 

15 "organization," after "agency,", and -by striking out "part" 

16 and inserting in lieu thereof "title". 

17 (7) Section 204(k) of the Act is amended by striking 

18 out "pad' ·and insertiniJ in lieu thereof "title", ana by 

19 striking out "the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Act (42 

20 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.)" and inse1'ting in lieu thereof "-title 

21 III of this Act" • 

22 (e) Section 205 of ,ihe Act is amended by insertin.q im-

23 mediately befm-e the period {It the end of tIle first sentence, 

24 the following: "whenever the Associate Administrator finds 

-

• 

.' 
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1 the program or activity w be exceptionally effective or for 

2 which ·the Associate Administrawr finds exceptional need", 

3 (f) (1) Section 206( a) (1) of the Act is amended by 

4 striking out "·the Director of the Special Action Office for 

5 Drug Abuse Prevention" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 

6 Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, the Oommis-

7 sioner of the Office of Education, the Director of A OTION" , 

8 (2) Section 206( d) of the Act is amended by striking out 

9 "sial' and inserting in lieu thereof "four". 

10 (3) Subsection (e) of .section 206 of the Act '/,8 

11 amended-

12 (A) by striking out paragraphs (1) and (2); 

13 (B) by striking out "(3) The Executive Secretary" 

14 and inserting in lieu thereof "(e) The Associate Ad-

15 ministrator"; and 

16 

17 

18 

(0) by inserting "or staff support" after 

"personnel" . 

(g)(1) Section 207(c) of the Act is amended by 

19 inserting ", including youth workers involved with alterna-

20 tive youth programs" after "community-based programs", 

21 and by inserting immediately before the pm-iod at the end 

22 thereof the following: ", of whom at least th.ree shall 

23 have been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 

24 system" . 

25 (2) Section 207(d) of the Act ·b amended by inserting 
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1 at the end thereof the following new sentence: "Eleven mem-

2 bers of the committee shaZl constitute a quorum." 

3 (h)'(1) Section 208(b) of the Act is amended by insert-

4 ing ", the President, and the Oongress" after "the Admin-

5 istrator" . 

6 (2) Section 208(d) is amended by inserting "not less 

7 than" after "subcommittee of" and by st1iking out ", to

S gether with the Director of the National Institute of Oorrec-

9 tions,". 

10 

11 

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

(A) by inserting "not less than" after "subcom-

12 mittee of"; and 

13 (B) by striking out "to the Administrator" and by 

14 striking out "the Administrator of". 

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

16 follows: 

17 " (f) The Ohairman, with the approval of the 0 om-

18 mittee, shall request of the Associate Administrator such staff 

19 and other support as may be necessary to carry out the duties 

20 of the Advisory Oommittee.". 

21 FEDERAL ASSISTANOE FOR STATE AND LOaAL PROGRAMS 

22 SEa. 3. (a) Section 221 of the Act is amended by strik-

23 ing out "local governments" and inserting in lieu thereof 

24 "units of general local government or combinations thereof", 

25 and by inserting "grants and" after Itthrough". 

.-

• 

• 
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1 '(b) Section 222 of the Act is amended by striking 

2 out subsections (c) and (d). 

3 (c) (1) Section 223 ( a) (3) (0) of the Act is amended by 

4 inserting "business groups and businesses employing youth;" 

<~ 5 immediately after "pragrams;". 

• 

.~ 

• 

6 (2) Section 223 (a)(3) (E) of th6 Act is amended by 

7 inse'rting before the semicolon at the end thereof the following: 

8 It, of whom at leal'lt three are or have been under the juris-

9 diction of the juvenile justice system" . 

10 (3) Section 223 ( a) (4) of the Act is amended by strik-

11 ing out "local governments" the first place it 'appears therein 

12 and inserting in lieu thereof "units of general local govern-

13 ment 01' combinations thereof". 

14 '(4) Section 223 ( a) (5) of the Act is amended by strik-

15 ing out "local government" and inserting in lieu thereof 

16 "units of general local government or combinations thereof". 

17 (5) Section 223 (a) (6) of the Act is amended by strik-

18 ing out "local government" and inserting in lieu ·thereof "unit 

19 of general local government", and by insf11'ting "or to a 

20 regional planning agerwy" 'after "local government's st1'UC-

21 ture". 

22 (6) Section 223 (a) (8) of the Act is amended by ins61't-

23 ing before the semicolon :at the end thereof a period and the 

24 following: "Programs and projects developed from the study 

25 may be funded under paragraph !(10) provided that they 

89-B99 0 - 77 - 3 
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1 meet the criteria for advanced technique programs as spem-

2 fied therein". 

3 (7) The first sentence of section 223 (a) (10) of the 

4: Ad is amended by striking out "local government" and in-

5 serting in lieu thereof "unit of general local .qovernment or 

6 oombination thereof", and by inserting Ugrants and" after 

7 "or th1'ough" . 

8 (8) Section 223 (a) (10) of the Act is further amended 

9 by inserting "and to encourage a diversity of alternative.s 

10 within the juvenile justice system" after "correctional famli

n ties" .. 

12 (9) Section 223 (a) (10) (A) of the Aot is amended 

13 by inserting after "health services" the following: "twenty-

14: fotLr hour in-take screening, volunteer and crisis home pro-

15 9rams, day treatment and home probation". 

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

17 to read. as follows: 

18 10 (D) projects designed to develop and imple-

19 

20 

21 

22 

ment programs stressing advocacy activities aimed 

at improving services for and protecting the rights 

of youth impacted by the juvenile justice system;". 

(11) Section 223 (a) (10) (G) of the Act is amended 

23 by ir>.serting t'traditWnal youth" immediately after "reached 

24: by". 

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

• 

• 
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1 by striking out "that may inclttde but are not limited to pro-

2 grams designed ,to" and inser.f:ing in lieu thereof "are de-

3 signed to" • 

4 (13) Section 223 ( a) (10) of the Act is further amended 

5 by adding at the e;nd thereof the following new subpara-

6 graph: 

7 UrI) activities which establish standards f01' 

8 juvenile justice, based on the recommendations of 

9 the Advisory Oommittee on Standards;". 

10 (14) Section 223 ( a) (12) of the Act is amended to read 

11 as follows: 

12 " (.12) provide within three years after 'SUbmission 

13 of the plan that juveniles who are charged with or who 

14 have committed offenses that· would not be criminal if 

15 committed by an adult or such non offenders as dependent 

16 or neglected child1'en, shall not be placed in juvenile de-

17 tention or correcUonal facilities;". 

18 (15) Section 22f:(a) (13) of the Act is arneJ1'Uled by 

19 inse;rting "and youths within the purview of section 223(a) 

20 (12)" immediately afte;r "delinquent". 

21 "(16) Section 223 (a) (15) of the Act is amended by 

22 striking out "all", 

23 (17) Seooon 223 (a) (19) of the Act is amended by 

24 striking out "to the extent possible". 

25 '(18) Section 223(b) of the Act is amended by strilcing 
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1 out "consultation with" and inserting in lieu thereof "re-

2 ceiving and considering the advice and recommendations of". 

3 (19) Secti~ 223(c) of the Act is amended by inserting 

4 at the end thereof the following new sentence: "Failure to 
I 

5 achieve compliance with the subsection (a) (12) require- ... 
6 ment within the three-year time limitation shall terminate any 

7 State's eligibility for funding under this subpart unless the .;. 

8 Administrator, with the conc'urrence of the Associate Admin-

9 istrator, determines that the State is in substantial compliance 

10 with the requirement, through achievement of deinstitutional- • 11 ization of not less than 75 per centum of such juveniles, and 

12 has made, through appropriate executive or legislative action, 

13 an unequivocal commitment to achieving full compliance 

14 within a reasonable time not exceeding two additional years.". 

15 (20) Section 223(d) of the Act is am(ffU],ed by inserting 

16 "chooses not to submit a plan" -after "fails to submit a pZan,". 

17 (21) Section 223 of the Act is further amended by 

18 striking out subsection (e) . 

19 . ( d) (1) Section 224 ( a) (3) of the Act is amended by 

20 inserting after "system" the following: "including restitution 
:-; 

21 projects which test and validate selected arbitration models, 

22 such as neighborhood courts 01' panels and increase victim 

23 satisfaction while providing alternatives to incarceration for 

24 detained 01' adjudicated delinquents" . 

25 (2) Section 224(a)(4) of the Act is amended by strik- .' 
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1 ing all after "fm' delinquents" and inserting in lieu thereof 

~ "and other youth to help prevent delinquency". 

3 (3) Section 224(a}(5) of the Act is amended by strik-

4 ing out "'On standards for juvenile justice" and by striking 

>01 5 out "and" at the end thereof. 

• 

~. 

6 (4) Section 224 (a) (6) of the Act is a-mended by in-

7 sel'ting aftm' "develop and implement" the following It, in ca-

8 ordination with the United States Office of Education,", and 

9 by striking out the period at the end thereof and inse1'ting in 

10 lieu thereof a SB1nicoloo and "and" . 

11 (5) Section 224(a) of the Act is amended by adding at 

12 the end ,thereof the following new paragraphs: 

13 " (7) develop and support program,s stressing ad-

14 vocacyactivities aimed tat im'P'l'oving services to youth 

15 impacfJed by the juvenile justice system; 

16 1t(8) development, implement, and $/J/pport, in con-

17 junction with the United States Department of Labor, 

18 

19 

other public a'TI:d private agf/lWi,es and organizations and 

business and industry programs for youth employment; 

20 " (9) impr(Yl1e the juvenile justice system to conform 

21 to standards of due process; and 

22 "(10) develop and implement programs "elating 

23 to juvenile delinquency and learing disabiUties.". 

24 (6) Section 224(b) of the Act is amended to read as 

25 follows: 
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1 .. (b ) Not more than 20 per centum of the funds appro-

2 priated for each fiscal year pursuant to this part shall be 

3 available only for' special emphasis prevention and treatment 

4 grani<J and contracts made puriJUantto this section." . 

5 (e)(1) Section 225(c} (4) of the Act is amended by 

6 striking all after "to delinquents" and insB1,ting in lieu 

7 thereof "and other youth to help prevent delinquency.". 

8 (2) Section 225(c) (6) of the Act is amended by strik-

9 ing out·" on ~tandards for juvenile jmtice" . 

10 (f) (1) Section 227(a) of the Act is amended by striking 

11 out "State, public or private agency, institution, or individ-

12 ual (whether directly or through a State or local agency)" 

13 and inserting in lieu thereof "public or private agency, 

14 organization, institution, or individual (whether directly or 

15 through a State planning agency)". 

16 (2) Section 227(b) of the Act is amended by striking 

17 out I'institution, or individual under this part (whether 

18 directly or through a State agency or local agllncy)" and 

19 inserting in lieu, thereof "organization, institution, or in-

20 dividual under this title (whether directly or through a 

21 State planning agency)". 

22 (g}(1) Section 228(b) of the Act is amended by strik-

23 ing out "under this part" and inserting in lieu thereOf "by 

24 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration". 

• 

• 
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1 (2) Section 228(0) of the Act is amended by striking 

2 out "part" and inserting in lieu thereof "title". 

3 (3) Section 228 of the -Act is amended by adding at 

4 the end thereof the following new subsections: 

5 "(e) Financial assi.~tance extended -undm' the provisions 

6 of this title shall be 100 per centum of the app1'oved costs 

..... 7 of any p,'o[J,'am or activity, except that moneys 1'eceived 

8 undm' -this title shall not be used for plannin,fj and adminis-

9 trative services. 

• 

.>( 

• 

10 " (f) In the case of a grant under this pa1't to an Indian 

11 tribe or other aboriginal group, if the Administrator deter-

12 mines that the tribe or group dnes not have sufficient 

13 funds available to meet the local share of the cost of any 

14 program or p,'oject to be funded under ihe grant, the Ad-

15 ministrator may increase the Federal share of the cost 

16 thereof to the extent he demns necessary. Where a State 

17 does not have an adequate forum to enforce grant provi-

18 sions imposing liability on Indian tribes, the Administrator 

19 is authorized to waive State liability and may pursue such 

20 legal remedies as are necessary . 

21 " (g) If the Administrator determines, on the basis of 

22 information available to him during any fiscal year, that a 

23 portion of the funds granted to an applicant under this 

24 part for that fiscal year will not be required by the appli-

25 cant or will become available by virtue of the application 



34 

1 of the provisions of section 509 of title I of the Omnibus 

2 Orime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, that portion 

3 shall be available for reallocation under section 224 of thf.3 

4 title.". 

5 

6 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR .JUVENILE JUSTIOE AND 

DELINQUENOY PREVENTION 

7 SEO. 4.( a) (1) Seotion 241 of the Aot is amended by 

8 strilcing out subsection (e), and by redesignating subsections 

9 (f) and (g) as subsections (e) and (f), respectively. 

10 (2) Section 24.1 (f) of the Act, as so redesignated by 

11 paragraph 1, is amended by i~erting "make grants and" 

12 after" (4)". 

13 (3) The subsection designated as subsection (b) im-

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

15 nated by paragraph (1), is redesignated {zs subsection (g). 

16 (4) Section 241 (g) of ,the Act, as so redesig'nated by 

17 paragraph (1), is amended by strilcing out "subsection' (g) 

18 (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof "subsection 0) (1)". 

19 (b) Section 243 (5) of the Act is amended by inserting 

20 before the semicolon at the end thereof the following: ", such 

21 as assessments regarding the role lof family violence, sexual 

22 abuse or exploitation and midia violence in delinquency, the 

23 improper handling of youth placed in a State by another 

24 State, the possible ameliorating roles 'Of recreation and the 

25 arts, and the extent to which youth in ,the juvenile S1.1stem are 

• 

• 
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1 treated differently on the basis of sea; and tile ramifications 

2 of suell practices". 

·3 ( c) S e<1tion 245 of the Act w amended to read as follows: 

4 "SEG. 245. Tile Advisory Oommittee sllall advise, con-

"" 5 sult witll, and make recommendations to the Associate Ad-

6 ministrator concerning the overall policy and operations of 

.. 7 the Institute.". 

• 

• 

8 (d) (1) Section 247 (a) of the Act w amended by strik-

9 ing out "on standards for juvenile justice establwhed in 

10 section 208{ e)". 

11 (2) Section 247 ( d) of the Act w amended by inserting 

12 after subsection (c) the following new subsection: 

13 tI ( d) Following the submwsion of its report under sub-

14 section (b) the Advwory Oommittee shall direct its efforts 

15 towards refinement of the recommended standards and shall 

16 assist State and local governments and private agencies and 

17 organizations in the adoption of appropriate standards at 

18 the State and local levels.". 

19 (e) Title II of the Act is fU1·ther amended by .9triking 

20 out section 248. 

21 ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

22 SEG. 5. '(a) The heading for part D of title II of the 

23 Act w amended to read as follows: 

24 "PART D-AmIINIBlTRATIVE PROVISIONs" • 



36 

1 (b) Section 26i( a) 'Of the Act is amended to read as 

2 foll,(Jws: 

3 "(a) To carry out the purposes of this ,title thm-e ·is 

4 authorized to be appropriated $125,000,000 for 'the fiscal 

5 yem' ending September 30, 1978, and such 'SUms as are 

6 necessary for each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 

7 1979, and September 30,1980. Funds appropriated fdr any 

8 fiscal year may remain available for obligation until 

9 expended." 

10 (0) Secti'On 262 'Of the Act is amended·to 1'ead as follows: 

11 ";1PPLlOABILlTY OF OTHE~ ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

12 "SEa, 262. The Administmtive provisions of title I of 

13 the Omnibus (/rime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, 

14 designated as sections 13"01., 504, 507, 5'09, 510, 511, 516, 

15 /518(c), 521, and 524 (a) and (c) of such Act, arc incor-

16 porated herein as administrative provisions applicable to this 

17 Act.". 

18 (d)(1) Section 263(a) of tlte Juvenile Justice and 

19 DelinquenfY!J Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by striking 

20 out "subsection (b)" and inserting in liey. thereof "subsea-

21 tions (b) and (c)". 

22 (2) Section 263 of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

23 quenay Prevention Act of 1974 is amended by adding at the 

24 end thereof the following new subsection: 

• 

• 
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1 It (c) The amendments made by the Juvenile Justice 

2 and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977 shall take 

3 effect on and after October 1, 1977.". 

4 

5 

6 

7 

RUNAWAY YOUTH 

SEa. 6. (a) (1) Section 311 of .the Act is amended-

(A) by inserting in the first sentence "and short-

term training" after "technical assistance" and by in-

8 serting "and coordinated networks of such agencies" 

9 after "agencies"; and 

10 

11 

(B) by inserting "or otherwise homeless youth" 

immediately after "runaway youth" where it first 

12 appears and by deleting "rurlJlway youth" in the third 

13 and fou1,th sentences and inserting in lieu thereof "such 

14 youth". 

15 (2) Section 312 (b) (5) of the Act is amended by strik-

16 ing out "aftercase" and ins811ting in lieu thereof" aftercare". 

17 (3) Section 312 (b) (6) of the Act is amended by st1ik-

18 ing out "parental consent" and inserting in lieu thereof "the 

19 consent of the individual youth and parent or legal guar-

20 dian". 

21 (4) Secti.on 313 of the Act is amended-

22 (A) by striking out "State,", and 

23 (B) by striking out "$75,000" and "$100;000" 
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1 and inserting in lieu thereof "$100,000" and "$150,-

2 000", respectively. 

3 (b) Pm'" B of title III of the Act is amended by re-

4: desiginating the title of part B as "REOORDS" and striking 

5 out sections 321 and 322 and inserting in lieu thereof the 

6 following: 

7 "REOORDS' 

8 "SEa. 321. Record containing the identity of individ-

9 ual youths pursuant to this Act may under no circumstances 

10 be disclosed or transferred to any individual or to any 

11 public or private agency.". 

12 (c) Title III of .the Act is further amended by redesig-

13 nating part a as pa;rt D, by redesignating seotion 331 as 

14 sootion 341, and 'by inserting a;fter PaJrt B ,the following new 

15 part: 

16 "PAJlT a-REORGANIZATION 

17 "SEa. 331. (a) After Janwary 1, 1978, the Presi-

18 dent may submit to the Oongress a roorganization plan which, 

19 subject to the provisions of subsection (b) of this section, 

20 shall take effect, if such reorganization plan is not disap-

21 proved by a resolution of either House of Oongress, in ac-

22 cordance with .the provisions of and the procedures estab-

23 lished by chapter 9 of title 5, United Sta;tes aode, except 

24 to the ea;tent provided in this part. 

> ' .. ~ ... 

.. 

• 

• 
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1 " (b) A reorganization plan submitted in accordance with 

2 the provisions of subsection (a) shall provide-

3 "(1) for establishing within AOTION an Office of 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Youth Assistance, which shall be the principal a,qency, 

and the Director of AOTION shall be the p1'incipal 

officer, for carrying out title III of this Act,' 

"(2) that the transfer authorized by paragraph (1) 

8 shall be effective thirty days alte?' ,the last date on which 

9 

10 

11 

such transfer could be disapproved under chapter 9 of 

title 5, United States Oode,' 

"(3) that property, records, and unexpended bal-

12 ances of appropriations, allocations, and other funds 

13 employed, used, held, available, or to be made a'/)ailable 

14 in connection 'withthe functions of the Office of Youth 

15 Development within the Department of Health, Educa-

16 ,tion, and Welfare in the operation of functions pursuant 

17 to title III of this Act, shall be transferred to the Office 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

of Youth Assistance within AOTION, and that all 

grO;lIl.g, applications for grants, contracts and other 

agreements awarded 01' enterEd into by the Office of 

Youth Development shall oontinue in effect until modi

fied, 8uperseded, or revoked; 

«'(4) that all official actions taken by ·the Secretary 
1'1 

of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

h;is designee, or any other person under the authority 
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1 of title III 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 effeot until modified, 

5 superseded, or revoked by the Director of AOTION as 

6 appropriate; and 

7 " (5) that references to the Office of Youth Develop-

8 ment within the Depm·tment of Health, Education, and 

9 Welfare in any statute, reorganization plan, Executive 

10 

11 

order, regulation, or other official document or proceed

ing shall, on and after such date, be deemed to refer to 

12 the Office of Youth AssistJance within AOTION, as 

13 appropriate." • 

14 (d) 'Section 341 of the Act (as redesignated by subsec-

15 tion (cJ of this section) is amended-

16 (1) by striking out, ,in subsection (a), everything 

17 c:.fter "appropriated" and inserting in lieu thereof the 

18 following: "for the fiscal yea?' 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 U(b} The Secretm'Y (through the Office of Youth De-

25 velopment which shall administer this Act) shall consult with 

• 

• 
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1 the Attorney Gvil£eral (through the Assistant Administrator 

2 of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

3 tion) fm' the purpose of cOO1'dinating the development and 

4 implementation of pro,grams and activities funded under this 

5 Act with those related programs and activities funded under 

6 the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 

7 1974 and under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

8 Streets Act of 1968, as amended.". 

9 AMENDMENT TO OMNIBUS ORIME OONTROL AND SAFE 

10 

11 

STREETS AOT OF 1968 

SEa. 7. Section 203 (a) (1) of title I of the Omnibus 

12 Crime Oontrol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended by 

13 adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: "The 

14 chairman and at least two additional members of any adr 

15 visory group established pursuant to section 223 ( a/(3) of 

16 .the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 

17 1974 shall be appointed to the State planning agency as 

18 members thereof. These individuals may be considered in 

19 meeting the ge:neral representation requirements of this 

20 subsection." • 

21 AMENDJIENT TO TITLE 5 

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

23 Oode, first occurrence, is amended by striking out "tweniy-

24 five" and inserting in lieu thereof "twenty-six". 
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Mr. ANDREWS. The subcommittee has received, or will shortly re
ceive, written statements of those individuals appearing today. In 
order to allocate as mnch time as possible for questions from the 
members of the sllbcommittee, and from the staff, I request that 
those individuals appearing Jimit their testimony to a brief summary 
of their written statement. It is expected that 5 or 10 minutes will be 
adequate for that purpose. EYel'yonc, including myself, will greatly 
a.ppreciate your brevity. 

The first witness this morning is 1\11' .• r ames M. H. Gregg, Assistant 
Administrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, De
partment of .rustice, accompanied by, I believe-is this correct-Mr. 
Thomas .T. Madden, General Counsel, LEU, and Frederick Nader, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Office of Juvenile .rustice and De
linquency Prevention, also LEAA. 

If you will, 1\11'. Gregg, in whatever order you choose, proceed. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. H. GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, DEPART· 
MENT OF JUSTICE, ACCOMPANIED BY: THOMAS J. MADDEN, 
GENERAL COUNSEL, LEAA j AND FREDEIHCK NADER, DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE .Ii.ND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, I,EAA 

Mr. GREGG. Thank you, 1\11'. Chairman. 
,Ve appreciate t.he opportunity to testify in snpport of the re

l1.uthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. 

'With me, as you indicated, are 1\11'. Thomas Madden, LEAA Gen
eral Counsel, anc1Mr. Fred Nadel', Deputy Assistant Administrator 
for the Office of ,Tuvenile .Justice and Delinfluency Prevention. 

I do have a rather lengthy prepared statement. I appreciate the 
opportunity to submit the statement for the record and highlight 
certain significant points. 
LEAA~has now had 2lh 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. ,Ve also be
lieve that the design of the 1974 legislation has facilitated imple
mentation of the program anel contrilmtec1 to the substantial progress 
made in. achieving many of the ohiectives of the act. 

'While there have been some difficu1ties in implementation, these 
have been normal and rather l'ontine prohlems as are encountered in 
the early stages of any significant new Federal program. 

In short, Mr. Chaii'man, we are convinced that the program cre
nteel by the 1974 act is sonne1. Hence, the amendments ... ve are sup
porting are relatively modest lllld few in nnmber. However, there are 
two amendments of considerable significance. 

The first, of course, is the reauthorization provision which would 
extend the act another 3 years, tln'o\lgh fiscal year 1980, $75 million 
would be authorized for fiscal year 1978 and such sums as may be 
necessary for the 2 succeeding fiscal years. 

• 

• 
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This reauthorization will permit continuation of the considerable 
progress already made lUlder the 1974 act. It willl'easslll'e State and 
local governments concerI'ling 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 deinstitutionaJization of status offenders. The 1974 act re
quires that status offenders be deinstitntionalized ,vithin 2 years of 
n State's participntion in the formula grant program. 

Some States, despite st.rong efforts on their pnrt, will not be able 
to meet this 2-year deadline. Therefore, under our legislation, the 
Administrator of LEAA would be granted authority to continue 
funding for those States which luwe achieved substantial compliance 
with the deinstitutionalizntion requirement within the 2-yenl' limita
tion and which have evidenced unequivocal commitments to achieving 
full compliance within a reasQriable 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. 

1\>11'. Chairman, there are nine' other amE111dments proposed in the 
legislation. The details regarding these other changes in the act are 
included in statement that I haye submitted for the record. There
fore, Mr. Chairman, l\h. Nadel' and 1\11'. Madden and I will now be 
pleased to respond to any questions that you may haye. 

[The written statement o·f ,Tames Gregg follows:] 

89-S99 0 - 77 - 4 
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Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear today before this Committee to 

urge your favorable constderatton of legislation to reauthorize the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventton Act of 1974. 1 am joined 

by MI'. Thomas J. Madden, General COllnse1 of the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration, and Hr. Frederlc~ P. Nader, Deputy Assistant 

Administrator for the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Preventi on, 

As you know, the current Act is scheduled to expire at the end of the 

fiscal year, A proposal to p.xtend the legislation was transmitted to 

Congress by the Attorney 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 100~ fo~rd to continuing our efforts, and appreciate 

the concern of the Committee regarding this program. 
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In my statement today, I would ltke to discuss the progress made by 

LEAA in implementing the Act and then brtefly address our proposal to 

reauthori~e this important program. 

Juvenile delinquency continues to be one of the most difficult problems 

facing the Hation. Many factors contribute to a child's becoming delinq~ent. 

Emotional, physical, and behavioral problems playa part, as do the 

frustrations a child mee~s in a disadvantaged environ~~nt. Once a youth 

is labeled delinquent, this label may itself stimulate further misconduct. 

While the role of the Federal Government 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 local 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 Juvenile 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 (OJJDP1, 

is attempting to build'an effective program within the framework provided by 

the Act. utilizing resources available 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 functions of OJJDP 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 Programs 

and Technical Assistance, Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs, 

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 

and Concentration of Federal Effort. While these functions are closely 

interrelated, I will, for the convenience of the committee, 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 eightelm. Funds are awarded 

upon approval of a plan submitted by each state which meets the statutory 

requirements of the legislation. 

To date, 77 million dollars have been awaroea--forthe fDniiiiTiigraiirprogram. 

-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 dollars in fiscal 1977. 
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LEAA is concerned. however. that these funds have not been expended 

as quickly as we would have preferred. Of the 33.8 million dollars made 

available for fiscal years 1975 and 1976. on1~' two million dollars. or 

six percent, had been eXllended as of December ~\1. ~976. }~~"l:hermore. 

only 27 percent of the total formula grant funds for 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 it 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. 

• 

• 
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As required by the Act, at least tl;tO-tni.rds of each state's fOTTOu1a, grant 

funds are expended ttlrougb. local prograJOS. Not less tb.an 75 percent of 

tbe available funds are used for advanced techniques in developing, 

maintaini.ng, and expanding programs and services deslgried'to prevent 

juvenile delinquency, to divert juveniles from the juvenile justice system, 

and to provide community-based alternatives to juvenile detention and 

correction facilities. 

Sections 223(a)(12). (13), and (14) of the Act are central to its operation. 

These dea1 with deinstftutionll1ization 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 'cOinpliance with 

the Act's two-year tirneiframe for deinstitutionalizing status offenders 

pursuant to 223(a)(12), and the absolute prohibition of regular contact 

between adult and ju~enile offenders of 223(a)(13). 

LEAA has also experienced some problems in assuring tllat'tne states-meet;:he 

monitoring requirements of 223(a)(L4). The initial monitoring reports 

were required to be submitted by participating states on December 31, 1976. 

Frankly. we'were disappointed ~th the content of the ~jority of the reports 

received. Most states aid not presenf"a-iIi!quate hard'data-'tiiful1.o/TiiCllCilte 

the extent of their progress with the deinstitutionalization and separation 

requirements. In additfoli, fEiw provided base-line data that would be needed 

to demonstrate ·substantial cOllp1iance" with deinstitutiona1ization after two 

years. 
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As I will subs~quently discuss, the reauthorization bill which we have 

proposed will ease the doinstitutiona1ization requirement. This amendment, 

together with our commitment to continue the program, will probably result 

in sO.ne states reconsidering their decision not to participate because of 

the stringent deinstitutioTla 1 izati on requi rement. 

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 ~ill be provided in the report 

due on December 31, 1971. This is 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 eligible for funding 

under the farmula grant program. In addition, LEAA is making technical 

assistance available to assist those states t~~t are having problems 

providing the monitoring information currently required by LEAA guidelines. 

Both state and local efforts and n~tional initiatives are aided with 

technical assistance provided by OJJDP, Help is given intllePliliiriing, 

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 • 

• 

• 
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Techntcal ~ss1stance funds have been used to support our special emphasis 

intttati.Yes tn tba areal< of dei.nstttuttonaltzatton, diversion. and 

delinquency prevention. A~rd~ nere made to contractors with expertise 

in duHnquent behavtor and kr\O'Ifledge of innovative programs and techniques 

in the program area. Techntcal assistance also supports state planning 

agency activities to meet requirements of the Act. 

A technical assistance plan has been prepared to support OJJDP functions. 

The program includes quarterly workshops for regional and central office 

staff. This appro~ch assures a proactive rather than reactive technical 

assistance stance by OJJDP, since all personnel are kept infonned of 

de vel opments in impleJrenting the program. and the techniques which may be 

of as~'stance in improvi1l9 th!!flY'o"!fFcIll1;-

Special Emphasis Prevention and TreatJrent Programs 

An important element of the OJJDP effort is the discretionary fund which 

is to be used by lEAA for special empha~is prevention and treatment programs. 

Funds are used for implement1ng and testing programs in five generi.c 

areas: Prevention of juvenile delinquency; diversion of juveniles from 

traditional juvenile justice system process~ng; development and maintenance 

of corrmunity-based alternatives to trlldit"!onal fon1)S of inst1tutionaliationj 

reduction and control of juven~le 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. 
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Parameters for development of Spectal Emphasis.Program initiatives are 

as follows: 

--Each program initiative wi.ll focus on a specifi.c category of juveniles; 

--A specific program strategy will dtrect this focus for achievement of 
concrete purposes within a specifted 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 conceptualization 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 local government; 

--Program descriptioas and perfonnance 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 pro.9ram initiative 
"is based on an assessment of existing data and previous research and 
evaluation studies; each program is designed so that we can learn f"om 
it and add to our ~nowledge of programming in that area; 

--Selections are made through review and rating of preliminary 
applications. This results in selection for full application 
development of those proposals considered to most clearly reflect 
elements essential to achievement of program objectives. 

Ustng this approach, four speCial emphasis initiatives have already been 

announced. The first major initiative was announced in Harch 1975 and 

involved programs for the deinstttutionalization of status offenders. Over 

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

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

twelve million dollars were awarded. 

• 

• 
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Of the. tb.irteen projects funded; eleven .were actton programs to remove 

status offenders from jails. detentipn c~ters, a~d correctional institutions 

oyer two years. Nearly 24,OQQ juyent1es will be'affected in five state 

and six county programs through. grants Mitch range up to 1.5 million dollars. 

Of t~ total funds awarded, nearly 8.5 mt11ion dollars, or 71 percent of 

the total, 911'11 be available for contracts and purchase of services from 

private nonprofit youth serving agencies and organizations. 

A second special emphasis program ~s developed to divert juveniies from 

the criminal justice system through better coordination of existing youth 

services and use of community-based programs. This program is for those 

juveniles who would normally be adjudicated delinquent and who are at 

greatest risk of further juvenile justice system penetration. Eleven grants, 

totalling over 8.5 million dollars. have been awarded for two-year programs. 

A~ a result of planning and coordination with the Department of Housing and 

Urban Development. local housing authorities in I~D"s Target Project 

Program have been encouraged to participate in the diversion program. OJJDP 

gave special consideration in project selection to those programs which 

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

Several months ago, 3.2 million 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 Teac~er Corps received two 

1 ,million dollars for ten demonstration programs in low income areas directed 
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specifically at use of teacher skills to help students plan and troplement 

. workable programs to improve the school environment and reduce crime. 

The Office of Drug Abuse Prevention received funds to train and provide 

technical assistance to sixty-six teams of seven indivtduals to initiate 

local programs to reduce and control violence in public schools. The 

drug education training model and training centers will be utilized. 

OJJDP 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 sw~ller 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 mediation 

programs involving juveniles offenders in the District of Columbia; and 

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

coordinate local youth programs. 

~ I 

• 
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OJJDP has planned four addittona1 spec'a1 emphasts program initiatives 

for fiscal ~ear 1977. as fo11ats: 

--The Serious Offender Program will be destgned to rehabilitate 
the serious or chrontc juvenile offender. It is expected that 
projects will help deva10p links between organizations in the 
offenders' communities. A nattonal evaluation will examine 
the overall effectivenen of tlie program. as t~l1 as each 
alternative treatment S1tIrategy .. 

--The major pur'pose of t&.e Youth Gangs Program will be to develop 
and test effective means by which gang-related delinquency can 
~e 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 new-action programs which can impact on the youth of 
particular neighborhoods. 

--The Restitution Initiative will develop and test means of 
providing for restitution ~y juvenile offenders to the 
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 

Implementation. and Alternatives to Incarceration. 

National Institute for Juvenile 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 research sponsored 

or reviewed by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice ~nd Delinquency 

Prevention. Prior to announcement nf 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 i~ the program announcement. 
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The four major functions of the In~t'tute are informatton collection and 

dissemtnati'on, research and evaluation, development and review of 

standards, and traintng. As an tnfo.rmati.on center, the Instttute 

collects, ~thesizes, pub11S~. and disseminates data and knowledge 

concerrrin!] all aspects of deJi:nquency. Three topical Assessment Centers 

deal with Delinquent Behavior and Its Prevention. the Juvenile Justice 

System, and Alternatives to Juvenile J.ustice System Processing. Each 

center gathers data,. studies, and information on its topic area. A 

fourth t;oordinating 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 a comprehensive, 

automated information system tnat 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 being sponsored by 

the Institute. These studies will add to the base of knowledge about the 

nature of delinquency and success in preventing, treating, and controlling it. 

In the area of prevention, projects will be encouraged which increase our 

understanding of ~0cial factors that promote conforming behaVior and legitimate 

identities among youths and permit evaluation of innovative approaches to 

inducing such behavior. 

• 

• 
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The Institute sometimes funds unsoltctted researcn projects tbat address 

areas not tncluded tn the establtshed research program. UnsoHel.ted 

concept pa~ers are reviewed tWice each. year. Other fun-ds are 'set aSlaeT'Or 

untque research. opportuni,ttes tliat cannot be created through solkttations. 

These might consist of opportuntttes to conduct researcn in natural field 

settings such as those that woald result f~ legfslatfve 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 Fellows conduct research on juvenile delinquency 

issues while in residence at the Institute. 

In recent years, incre~sing attention has been· paid to the possibility of 

a relationship between learning disabflities and juvenile delinquency. 

Current theory and knowledge w.reinvestigated and a report completed under 

an Institute grant. While a relationship seems to exist between learning 

diffiCUlty-mnd ,juvenile delfnquency, there remains an absence of experill'.ental 

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

Another Institute-sponsored study seeks to determine the relationship between 

juvenile and adult Gffenses. The thirteen-month study will conduct extensive 

analys~s of data 'Coi1 ected on 975 males born in ;945 in Phl1adelohia.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 evaluati.on have concentrated on 

maximizing what ma,y be le.arned from th£ acti,on programs funded by OJJDP. 

on bolstering the ability of the. s.tate.s to evaluate their ('>''111 juvenile 

programs and to capitalize on what the,y 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 OJJDP. To implement the approach of OJJDP 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 t~e recommendations of th~ Advisory 

Committee on Standards. a Subcommittee of the National Advisory Committee 

for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A pa~er will be prepared 

describing possible action programs which could be unrlertak2n by the Office 

to implement the standards. Development of an implementation strategy will 

provide direction for OJJDP activities in coming years. 

• 

• 
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The Institute has broad authorttr to conduct tratning programs. Training 

is viewed as a major H,nk. 'lll the process of diss.E!II)inattng current 

tnfor:roation developed from researc~ evaluatton, and assessment acttvi.ttes. 

It is also an tmportant resource for 'lnsuri,ng the success. of the PJJDP 

program initiatives. 

t 

Two main types of training prog~ams are being utilized. National training 

institutes held on a regional flash acqualnt key policy and decision-makers 

~ith recent results and future trends in the fieJd 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 literacy 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 is -being, provideato -th-e National Correge of Juvenile 

Court Judges to provide training for 1,150-juvenile court judges and related 

personnel such as probation officers and district attorneys. 

89-699 0, 77 - 5 
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Concentration of Federal Efforts 

Under the tP.rms of the Juventle Justice Act, LEAA is assigned resronsibility 

for implementi.ng overall pOli.cy and developi.ng objectives and priorities 

for all Federal juveni.1e delinquency pro9,'ams. Two organizations were 

established by the Act to assist in this coordtnation. The Coordinating 

Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention is composed of the 

heads of Federal agencies most directly involved 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 Presidentia11y

appo',nted members must be under age 26 at the time of their appointment. 

The Coordinating Council has met eight times. Early meetings focused on 

general goals and priorities for Federal programs. Later meetinqs 

concentrated on policy options and the development of a Federal agenda 

for research into juvenile delinquency issues. The most recent meeting 

lias held jointly with the National Advisory Committee. 

The First Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs. 

developed by the Coordinating Council. provicled the foundation for futul'e 

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, 

.. 

r 
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In February 1977, the Second Ana1ys.:!.s and E.vahlattonof Federal .luvenne 

Delinquency PrOgrams was submitted to the rrestdent and Congress. Tnis 

report contains a detailed s.tatement of criteria developed for fdentifying 

and classifYing Federal juvenile delinquency programs. 

Integrated funding and prograJlllllltic approaches have been initfated among • 

rederal agencies tn selected projects. rn one example. the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development cooperated wfth OJJDP's diversion program by 

,prov1dlng"t'iliidirig .. to locales chosen as sites for dfversion projects. The 

Department of labor workedwtth OJJDP to establish priorities for CETA funds 

utilized for youth involved in OJJDP discretionary grant programs. An 

additional cooperative effort I previously mentioned is the transfer of 

.: 

~ OJJDP funds to the Office of Education to initiate programs to combat 

school violence. 

The National Advisory Commfttee has also met eight times. It has focused 

primarily on the orientation of members to their roles. their relationship 

to OJJDP and other juvenile. programs, and the development of a workp1an. 

Three subcommittees have been established: tbe Advisory Committee for the 

National Institute, the Advisory Committee on Standards for the Administration 

of Juvenile Justice. and the Advisory Commttee 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 recorrmendation of the National .A.<!vtsl)~y COllJTlitee and in cooperation 

with the Coordinating Council. OJJDP contracted with a private consulting 

firm to develop a major project to facilitate the coordination and 

mobilization of Federal resources for juvenile delinquency prograrrrning in 

three jurisdictions. The Coordinating Council and the National Advisory 

Committee participated in selecting demonstration sites and both orqanizations 

are currently monitoring program progress. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 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 stren~then 

the coordination of Federal efforts. The Coordinating Council would be 

authorized to assist 1n 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 Youth Act. 

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

input of the Advisory Groups established pursuant to the Act. our bi7l 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 Adroinistrati_on's ~roposal would make s"lgnificant cha.nges in the 

fonnul a grant ~rograro. The 1974 Act, as:tOu knO'l(, requtres that status 

offen,lers be dei,nst\tuttonaHzed wttlti,n tltO .rears of a state's participation 

tn the fonnula grant program. Our bill would grant the-·l\aiilinlstra~~5i' autlillrity 

to cont;:nl.\!~ fundtng to those states tlhtclt have acllteved substantial 

compliance. with tllis requirement within the two-year statutory per/G~ 

and have evtdenced an unequivocal commttment to achieving the objective 

within n reasonable time. 

The use of in-kind match:woUld be prohibited by the Administration bill. 

However. assistance to prfvate nonprofit organizations would be authorized 

at up to 100 percent of the approved ~osts of any ·program cr activity 

receiving support. In additdon, the Administrator would be authorized 

to waiye the cash match requirement, in whole or in part. for public 

agencies if a good faith effort has been made to obtain cash match and 

such funds wel'e not available. No change would be made to the provision 

requiring that programs receiving satisfactory annual evaluations contin~ 

to receive funds. 

Special emphasis school programs would be required to be coordinated with 

the U. S. Office of Educatton under tile propo!:;;l. A nel1 cate!lbfY of youth 

advocacy programs would be added to the listing of spe:ial emphasis programs 

in order to focus upon this means of Iiring1iig-:linprovements to the juvenile 

~Iustice systl!lll. 



The bill would authorize the Administrator to permit up to 100 percent 

of a state's formula grant funds to be uti.Hzed as match for other federal 

juvenile delinquency pl"ogram grants. This would increase the flexibtlity 

of the Act and permit maximum use of these funds in states which have 

been restricted in fully utilizing available f~d~ral 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 

waive state liability where a state did not have jurisdiction to enforce 

graNt agreements with Indian tribes. This parallels provisior.s new included 

in the Crime Control Act for othel" LEAA pro!lrams. 

The Administration proposal would authorize appropriation of 75 million 

dollars for progl"amS under the Act in fiscal year 1978, and such sums 

as may btl necossary for e;;~h of th~ two following years. The maintenance

of-effort provision, applicable to juvenile delinquency programs funded 

unt:\er the Crime Control Act, would be retained. The retention of this 

provision underscores the Administration's commitment to 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 Ju,'en'ile Justice and Delinquency 

Pr-eventior, Act. This would permit LEAA to administer the two Acts in a 

parallel fashiQn. Incorporated proVisions would include formali 4ed rulemaking 

authority. hearing and appeal procedures, civil rights compliance, 

record-keeping requirements. and restrictions on the disclosure of research 

and statistical information. 

• 
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Mr. Chairman. that concludes my for.roal presentation. We would now be 

pleased to respond to an.y Ilues.ti,ons Itb.i.ch. tbe cOllJlltttee mtgnt have. 



66 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do either of the other gentlemen have a brief state
ment to make ~ 

Mr. GREGG. No, sir. 
Mr. ANDREWS. On my Jeft, I should have introduced him earlier, 

is Congressman Corl'llda of Puerto Hico. I believe, Congressman, I 
will ask if you have questions 0"1: either of the three gentlemen ~ 

Mr. COnRADA. Thank you, :Mr. Chairman, I certainly do, but be
fore asking them, I would like to commend Mr. Gregg and the other 
members 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 YOIl have any statistics or data on the impact of 
the current program, whether there has been a reduction in the num
ber of juvenile of renders , repr.at offenders in crime, or any other data 
which would tend to evaluate the actual results of the program ~ 

:Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir, 'we do have some data. It is not as complete 
or adequate as we would prefer. ,Ve are going to ha\-e to deyelop 
better data and information systems to track the progress and impact 
of the program. 

In my opening statement I mentioned that lye had administered 
the program for 2% 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 ,yere actually re
ceived at the very end of fi~cal year 1975 and began to be obligated 
in fiscal year 1976. Funds arc only now beginning to be expended in 
significant amounts at the program level. The impact shou1d truly 
be felt over ~he next sm-eral years. 

Let me,)lsk Mr. Nader to elaborate on evidence of progress in the 
evaluation of the program to date. 

Mr. NADER. 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 cl'ime book. 
Published on an annual oasis, 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. 

"-, Let me share with the subcommittee additional information about 
pr~rams we now have operating. 

Ws'11ave awarded substantial amounts of funds for the deinstitu
tionalization of status offenders, emphasized by the 1974 legislation. 
2{early $12 million lUllf,; been awarded. At the end of 2 years, 23,000 
children in several jurisdictions will have been sen'ed by these pro
grams. 

The cost per child will be approximately $420. Compared to the 
roughly $9,000 pel' year cost of placing a child in an institution, it is 
important to note the cost sftvings to the taxpayer, as weU as the 
more Inullane treatm.ent for the child. 

,Ve just funded some programs in diversion. One of them is in 
Puerto Rico. That is going to for a narcotic prograJll. 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. CORRADA. "Why, Mr. Gregg) do you favor a 3~year extension of 
the program as opposed to a 5-year extension us proposed by Senator 
13ayh on the Sellltte side ~ 

Mr. GREGG. This is in effect, sir, an administration position re
garding the period of extension lor the act. This is It reasonable 
period. It gives assurance to State and local governments that, as
suming progress in the program, the Federal Govel'l1Jl1l'llt will con
tinue to support their elforts. During the perio(i 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. 

Mr. CORRAIJA. Now, with respect to the $75 millIon suggested ap
propriation for fiscal year 1078, and the fact that we would leave 
the question open for the 2 subsequent years, on the other har,.} we 
have Senator Bayh, again on the Senate side, proposing $150 million 
for fiscal year 1978 and up to $925 million by fiscal year 1082. 

Is it because in the past the actual appropriation has b~en much 
lower than the authorized level that you are proposing $75 million ~ 
'Would you please elaborate and explain why you have not follo"'ed 
the other approach ~ 

Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir, your suggestion is correct. It l'efiects, 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 1078 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 01' more than the $75 million figure in subse
quent years. 

Mr. CORRADA. Will the administration, based on the experience ob
tained so far and that which may be obtained in the neal' future, be, 
in your mind, in a position to determine the effectiveness of this pro
gram? 'Which of its features might he expended and which might be 
perhaps eliminated, if necessary on the basis of your review of the 
entire f;ituation ~ 

]\11'. GREGG. Very definitely. Mr. Nadel' call 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 arc being in
tensely evaluated. 

I am confident that we will have a lot of lmowledge 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. ,Ye have underway efforts to improve information systems 
concerning these institutions. 

]\11'. Nader can comment in more detail on the evaluation efforts 
ongoing in these programs. 

Mr. NADER. I mn 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 fl'l1me pl'ogl'l1ms in a "'ay that will insure meaningful evalu
ation. In some instances, pl'ograins have been funded and evaluation 
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not planned until 1 yeM after initiation. Then it is too hi-to because 
tho information needed is not available. 

Our programs arc different. Before programs arc started the evalu
ation program is put in placo and after a brief period of time we 
arc able to co1Ject valuable informat.ion. 

In the status offender progrnm, 1'1'0111 Decem.ber 1976 t.o 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 rangetl in the age from 13 to 16, 65 percent of 
these youngsters were white, 51 percent were female. 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 institut.ions are classified as un
gov~rnable: Truuncy and curfew violations fall a very distant third. 

ElghtY-£lX percent of tlwse 6,000 youngsters receive more than one 
set of services in the community. Only 7 percent were returned 
through the system again because of an additional status offense. 
'rhis is after some 4: months. If you al'l~ able to llo1d 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 are doing. At the end of the program 
we will be able to tell mnch more about ·what works, for whom, and 
under what set of circumstances. That information will be made 
widely available ancl can make a difference for other children. 

Mr. CORRADA. I don't. have any other questions, but I woulcllike to 
state that philosophically I am very much in fayor of this program 
and the efforts that we are doing and yonI' administration is doing 
in terms of. juvenile justice ancl delinquency prcwention are most 
commendable. 

However, it would be of paramount importance that as these pro
grams continue we make sure that we are responding to the funda
mental objectives of the program and that, as yon 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. 
1\£1'. ANDREWS. Thank you, Oongressman. 
On my right-we don't have any members of the minority with 

us today, at least not yet, hut. 1\11'. La VOl' is the minority counsel, and 
a very fine one. 

1\11'. I,a VOl', do you have questions, sid 
Mr. LAVon. ,Just one. 
Mr. Gregg, I recognize the change you propose in 223 (a.) 12 chang

ing "must)) to "may.)) In your st.at-ement on page 5 YOll indicated that 
10 States are presently not participating in the program. Do you 
have any indication from the States that if this chunge is put into 
1a.w t1Iat they will move towards participation? 

1\11'. GREGG. Yes. "Ve have recently done a systematic Slll'wy of all 
the States, both those participating in the formnl:t program and 
those not participating, to determine problems with respect to the 
deinstitutionalization provisions and other reasons for nonparticipa
tion. The status offender reqnirement. is vcry significant, both for 
t1lOse States t1Iat are participating und those that arc not in terms of 

• 
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th'3 latter's concern about being able to meet the requirements of 
the act. 

1\fl-. Nader can comment more specifically on that. 
Mr. NADER. The "must" to "may" change refers to shelter care. 'Ve 

haye ahyuys worked uncler the assnmption that the statute did not 
mean that every youngster t:tken out of an instit.ution 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 successfu1. 'Ve 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 faHh take the money or i.mplement the 
program. 

There is l~ range of issues. 'Ve are trying to meet each one. We are 
trying every way we can because the numbers of lads we are talking 
about is important. tVe are trying every way we can to get as many 
States as possible participating in the program. ''Ve wi11 then try to 
work the problems out as we proceed. 

1\fr. LA VOR. 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 aH 
ongoing and expanding process ~ 

Mr. NADER. Yes, we have two technical assistance activities going 
in process. Assistance may be provided to anyone who requests it, 
including State legislatures who are looki.ng Tor model legislation or 
cost-benefit analysis. 

In addition one of the programs that we funded under the status 
offender initiathre waS Legis 50, which lIsed to be called the citizens 
help program. It helps legislat.ures 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. LA VOR. Thank you, 1\fr. Ohairman. 
Mr. ANDREWS, 1\£1'. Causey, counsel to the subcommittee, has a 

couple of questions. 
1\fr. CAUSEY. Mr. Grr-gg, do yoU hllve any ShLtiS~il.ls which would 

assist the subcornmittee in 111Hlerstanning the percentage amount of 
appropria.ted money that has actually filtered down to individual 
programs in the various States ~ 

1\1r. GREGG. Yes, we do, we have very recent data on that and, if yon 
would 1ik'!) we can submit that for the record. In my prepared state
ment there is some data and I wonJd Jike to amend the statement to 
give you the most current information on that. 

Mr. ANDREWS. ·When and how do you propose to do that, please ~ 
Mr. GREGG. Provide this information? 
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l\Ir. ANDREWS. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. lYe can leave it with you this morning. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you llitYe it there so you could answer questions 

onit~ 
Mr. GREGG. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I don't mean (l. lot of statistics, I believe his question 

would call for only a figure answer of whatever percent or amount 
it is. 

Mr. GREGG. This is with respect to formula grant programs. I 
should add again that the fiscal year 1\)75 appropriations did not in 
effect become available for obligation lmtil fiscal year 1\)7G. The bill 
was signed into law about June 2\). However, we were only able to 
begin obligating those funds in fiscal year 1976. $9,297,000 has been 
(nmrded from fiscal year 1\)75 funds; $6 million of that has been 
subgranted; arld $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 subgrantcd and $4A:4,000 e:s:penc1ecl 

Mr. ANDREWS. l\fay I ask what does "subgrfmted" mean ~ 
l\fr. GREGG. These are formula awards made to States. There is a 

passthrough provision of two-thirds for local governments. Funds 
are awarded on the ba~;is of a plan required by the act. The States in 
turn receive apr,lications for the usc of those formula funds from 
State agencies, State rmcl 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. lYe receive the funds, "'e obli
gate them to States ,dlO have approved plans, and they in turn sub
grant the funds to other recipients. 

Mr. CAUSEY. I want to make sure I understand what you are say
ing. For fiscal 19'f6, of $24 milIion which LE.r.1-A had in its .Tuvenile 
Justice Office, only $444,000 has actually been expended on programs~ 

1.fr. GREGG. That is correct, because the States, as I mentioneel, re
ceived the fiscal year 1975 funds first. Incidentally, the startup time 
was great because Shttes w{'re not certain until fairly late in 1975 
thnt there would actually be appropriations 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 LE..AA and 
approved. This moved the process further into fiscal year 1976 be
fore the States ,vere prepared to utilize these funds. 

Once they were in position tv utilize the funds, tIll'.y would, of 
COUl':;e, tend to use the fiscal year 1975 funds first. This accounts in 
part for the slow rate of ('xpenditnre from the 1976 appropriations. 

1\fr. CAUSEY. Let 1111' ask yon this. In the bill, 6111, there is no pro
visioll to extellCl title III of the current act, which is the l'lmaway 
youth program. Understanding that t.hat program is administered 
through the Deprr,l'tment of ng,y, can you respond to why that. pro
vision, 'why that title has not been reqllrstrd for an extension? 

Mr. GREGG. No; I am not. able to respond to that, 
~rr. CAUSEY. Is your answer pl'edicatl'd on the reason that is an 

HE,y program ~ 
~rr. GREGG. Yes; it is currently a responsibility of HEll"'. 

• 

• 
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Mr. CAuSEr. Has LEAA taken a position on tlu' continuation of 
that program ~ 

l\Ir. GREGG. Not to my knowledge, no, sir. 
1\11'. CAUSEY. Mr. Nadel', how many individuals arc currently em

ployed in the Office or .Tuvenile Justicc~ 
1\11'. NADER. 'We have 41 permanent approved positions within the 

OIlice, with an additional 12 temporary positions. lYe will lose those at 
some point when their temporary status expires. 

Mr. CAusEr. 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 ~ 

l\fr. NADER. It is a tough question to answer. ,Ve havc a statutory 
mandate and are meeting it. 

lUI'. CAUSEY. Are you hnxing trouble now with only 41 people in 
that office ~ 

Mr. NADER. Yes; we are terribly understaffed. IVe 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 haye one person 
l'esponsible 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. 

lVIr. CAUSEY. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ANDREWS. G.:>ing back to one of the questions proposed by 

)11'. Causey, I understand you can't maIm a fail' judgment quite early 
in any program in terms of what are the costs of staffing at the top 
level versus how many of the dollars actually get down to where the 
kids to be benefited are loeatccl. That would not he fair to take the 
first year as any criteria. But let me ask, what do you t'ontemplate: 
assuming the program is exteuded for, be it 3 or 5 years within fiscal 
year 1077 01' 1978, or whatever you would consider a fair judgmcnt, 
at that point, how much of the money, assuming you got, we will 
say, $75 milJion, what portion of that do you contemplate wo~ld 
actually reach programs down where the kids are located? I thmk 
that is what we are trying to get to. 

Mr. GREGG. Our experience both with the Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act and with otlwl' 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 uncleI' the Crime Control Act we are actually ex
pending more money than Wi~ are receiving in appropriations because 
of a bUlld-up of unexpended funds from preyions years. ~1oney now 
going out actually exceeds the funds appropriated; expenditures 
hayc caught up and passed appropriations. 

I would expect to see the same pattern emerge here. By next year 
a substnutia11y greater amount of thrse funds wiJI be expended rela
tiye 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 approprhLtions, as States become 
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more confident the F<.'d<.'l'al GOYt'rnml'nt is going to support this pro
gram on a continued basls, we will Sl'l' greater confhlencl' on their 
piLrt in building up staff ar;d g"l'tting thl' programs moying at thl' 
lociI.11evel. That will be l'l'ftected in the l'xpentlitul'c rates. 

:Mr. ANDREWS. I gUl'SS what I am I'NtHy trying to do is llSC a. ques
tion. to make a statement. ·What I am cOllc(,l'nl'(l about. is that so many 
Federal programs seem to occasion rl'latiyely mass t'xpen(lit.m·l's for 
personnel) preparation of plans, or consideration of plans f01' all and 
sundry things other than actually gl'tting down to wherc thc money 
is intendecl to be of some benefit to somebody other than employees 
and staff. 

,Vith all due respect to SHch pl'r80118, it i8 not intended to be an 
employment program, it is intl'lHkd to get. down to ,,,,here thete are 
children with problems and the monl'Y he expended on the programs 
actually there for the children. I am jw:;t concerned that this effort 
may, as is the case with so many othl'l's, bl'come to-p heavy with the 
monl'Y being drainl'd off at the top lewel and I don't m(mn that some 
draining off of it i8n't appropriate', of .course it has to be. 

You have. to have people to administer it. I aSSl1lne you are doi.ng 
a good job. I don't. mean to imply I h:we any opinion to the con
t.rary. But I belieye I know of onl' congrt'ssiollal district involving 
the HUD program where certain discretionary moneys are. placNl in 
the hands of the State c1hwtol' whl'l'E'by he can l'x])('nd this monl'y 
in certain comlllimities 01' a cC'l'tain community ,,,Hhin a certain 1H'l'a 
for commnnity cley<:'lopment brnefits. . 

It was detel'mined that tIll' commnnitil's within that area spent 
more money preparing plan1l to be sllbmitted w11('1'ehy they hope to 
become the recipients of tIl at mont'y than ill fact the money that 
. was recl'ivec1. They spl'nt morl' mone~' app1ying for the money than 
anyhodr ~ot Ollee tll(' money ,ras a,Yarcleet 

Some of these things jU8t bl'come utterly ridiculous in the matter 
of the money that is drained off at. S0111e ll'vel before it gets to where 
it is of some benefit to SOJ11l'boc1y. I am anxious that that not happen 
here. 

The question, in my opinion, is 8tm not ans"\wl'e<1. My C011c('rn is 
thnt if yon expend X dollars in n. given pl'riod, how much of that 
money do you contemplate will get down to tIle kids iuyolnc1, a half. 
a third, or what ~ 

ilk GREGG. Eighty-five pl'l'cent. wOI1M be the s]wcific allSw('l'. The 
States are authorized to 118C l1p to 15 pelTl'nt of the fOl'mula grant. 
funds for the purposes of phmnlng, anal/si8, tl'clmlcal assistlmce, 
and so forth. So 85 percent will get down to the Jere] of programs. 

If I may, :Mr. Chairman, I would 111m to indicate that lye ye1'y 
much share your concern abont I'f-rcmnlining the method of delivering 
funds allll programs RO thnt thet·e. aren't delaYH l)('cansl' of exce8R 
redtape and pal(~ ... work. ,'Ye have he('}1 working wry hard throngh 
technical assistance lLlul through strenmlining our own guidelines to 
trY to minimize that. 

'Some of these program8 hy their llatl1l'e do requii'l' a. certain. 
amonnt of planning at the program level to l11ak(' smc that the l'l'la
tionships of juveni]("I; jnRtiC{\ find law enforcement agencies m:l' co
ordinated so as to make the programs viable. 

• 
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There are some start-up issues with respect to programs like this. 
H we want the programs to he eJfective, "'e han~ to allow at least 
some time for commnnitit's and agt'llcif>H to organize themselves in a 
way that they can he most. offrcth'e. ThiR sometimes causes delay. 
In terms of the delay cansed by lUlll('('esSal)'. planning, applications, 
and paperwork, however, we Ul'C vcry 8en81tlve to that problem and 
arc doing the best we can to minimize it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I don't mean to h{' argulllcntativr, but, as I under
stancl it, you say that 15 pcrcent of the funds are utilized by the 
States, or may be, in connection with adminiHtrative cost or prepa
ration of plans, or something, and hrnce you aH8Ull1C that 85 percent 
of the funds expended will actually reach down to the children. 

1\11'. GREGG. That is right. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I don't st'c how that could he, that w011ld he 100 

percent. That would leave no mOlley to pay the 8ulal'ies of the people 
yon have to administer the program .. 

:\11'. GREGG. That is under a difi'er('nt budget. I am speaking now of 
the formula grant program. 

:Mr. ANDREWS. 'What I am speaking of, I don't care whether for
mula grant program or what, I just want to know if through what
('vel' authorization made, tIl(', tohiJ money you rec('iYe in a giyen year 
for all the programs you administer, ·what portion of what do you 
aS8ume will get clown to where t11(\ kids are? 

flrr. GREGG. It would be close to 85 percent. lYe 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 Delinqllency Prevpution and 10 regional offices. I 
don't have the precise p(,l'centagc in my head, but. I would imagine. 
this is substantially less than the administrative costs for adminis
tering assistance programs. 

We did some comparatiYe analY8cs lust fall with other similar Fed
eral ussistance programs and found that in most cases, they were 
staffed at 2 and 3 times 0111' lcvel. I can assure you that relative to 
many other programs these costs are quite low. 

1\11'. ANDREWS. Mr. Cansey. 
:Mr. CAUSEY. Not to bl'lubor the point. hut to fnrther clarify this 

iS8ue, using fiscal 197'7 as an C'xample, I think you have probably the 
most recent figures we can use, how much of the hudget that was ap
propriatecl to the juvC'nile jU8ticc progl'um for fiscal 19'76 was ex
}>C'ncled on the National Jn8titllte for .Juvmile .Tustice, which I 
understand is a research program under the office? 

Mr. GREGG. Yes. In 1976'$4 million WllS allocated for that nmc
tion. Almost all of that wns expended in fiseal year 1976. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Can you ten me how much money was spent for the 
Coordinating Council an.d the National Advisory Committee from 
the Office of Juvenile .Tnstice? 

Mr. GREGG. For the concentration of Federal efforts, we expended 
a total of $500,000 in fiscal year 1976. The Coordinating Council re
ccived a modest amonnt. I don't lenow that we have the figures on 
thnt but we can providC' them. . 

:Mr. NADER. Let me· talk about the concentration of Federal efficiHs. 
1Ve have two people working on the concentration of Federal 

effort. Those two people have l'C'sponsibility for provid111g staff ~erv-
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ices to the Coordinating Conncil, which iR chaired by the Attorney 
General, and also to the Natiollal .\.(lYisol'v Committ<.'e, appointed by 
the President. . 

That workload entails fulfilling statutory responsibilities as well 
as developing tho Federal plan for juvenile justiee and delinquency 
prevention programs. It is a fair amount of "\york. The funds allo
cated support tho National Advisory Committee costs when it meets, 
including the. preparation of materials for reyiew and the travel. It 
coyers a whole range of administrntin~ costs that we must provide. 
In addition, the Coordinnting Council dechled that it would contract 
'with a privnte firm to see if they could determine how to deliyer 
Federal funds at the locnl level on behalf of specific populations of 
children in a way that was not too complex or cumbersome. ,Ye 
have many Federal programs impacting on the same population of 
children. 

nfr. ANDREWS. I don't want to prolong it fnrther hnt it seems to me 
obvious if you IULYe not spent a great deal of money, apparently be
cause of the lags you han~ spoken of, and RO forth, but i~ yon spent 
$4 million on research and, say, half It mil1ion on some 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. It 
would not be anywhere neal' that, in my judgment. 

I dare say half of it goes clown to the kids, by the time you pay the 
tra\'el, 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 cOllncils, 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 f(11' the kids. 

1\11'. GREGG. It could be Jess than 85 percent and "\YC will give you 
the precise figures, but these arc relativcly mockst costs for the con
centration of the Federal efforts and the Coordinating Council. ,Ve 
should not make the assumption that none of the research money 
gets to the kids. The nature of some of these 1'l'search projects are 
such that we are proyic1ing services as we are doing research. 

Perhaps Mr. Nader might comment on that. 
Mr. N~\DER. ,Vhen we talk of the Institute we are not talking of 

just research. The Institute by statute has foUl' responsibilities. 
One is training. One progl:am funded under tIl('. Institute out of 

its $4 million budget was callec1 "Project Reacl." People "\yorked with 
in 448 correctional institutions across the count!'y to help those 
people better teach youngsters to reacl. These are youngsters who are 
functionally illiterate in correctional institutions. They reac1 at some
thing like the fom-anc1-a.-half grade 1<wel. The total'cost was some
thing like $5 pel' child. Fnnds ,,'e1'e spent for a program that trained 
people who then worked with some G,OOO youngsters across the 
country. 

Their avernge grade-lenl increase in reading was fl, year in 3 
months. They put some GO,OOO paperback books directly in the hands 
of youngsters who pre"iolls1y had not had any interest in reading, 
making them more employable, sparking th<.'ir interest, and making 
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them more favOl:able for l'ntl'Y back into the community. If yon take 
a look at the impact, it cost about $5 }Jl'l' child. 

",Ve trained some 600 judges and cOUl't-relatl'd })('r80nnl'1 through 
the Institute. 1Ve have a statutory mandate to c1evl'lt>p standards for 
juvenile justice programs. ",Ve plan for tlH'll1 to become the corner
stone for reform in juvenile justice across the country. 

""Ve have the responsibility for information dissemination. There 
~s no pln~e in this country where anybody can go and get accurate 
mformatIOn about what works, the nature of the problem, 01' how to 
do somethin~. ",Ve are setting up four assessment centers that will 
provide this mformation as a matter of routine. 

The evaluation and research work we do is directly related to the 
money ... ye put in the field to work with kids. ",Yhl'n we make a pro
gram announcement we know us much about the topic as we can. ",Ve 
get the information out to the field so those programs are the best 
that cnn be implemented given the ]mowledge of the state of the art. 
The $4 million is not being wasted. It is a good investment in the 
long run. 

Mr. ANDREWS. The children you teach to read, where are they ~ 
Mr. NADER. In correctional institutions across the country. 
1\11'. ANDREWS. Not in public, private or academic schools~ 
1\1r. NADER. No. They have heen ldckl'd out of those schools. Those 

schools have failed those youngstl'rs terribly. 
It is interesting to note that the Department of I-Il'alth, Education, 

and lVelfare gave an award to this particular program that we 
fundl'd for making an outstanding contribution to the development 
of literacy in the United States. ' 

~1r. ANDREWS. Are there other questions ~ Thank you. 
Our next witness, is Arahel1a l\Iartinl'z. Miss Martinez is the As

sistant Secretary, Department of HE,)!, accompanied by .Tl'anne. 
",y l'aver, ~\..cting Commissioner of the Office of Youth Development, 
HE",V. 

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

",¥e will be pleased to hl'ar 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 DEVELOPlIIENT, HEW 

Ms. nfARTTh"'"Ez. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman and Jnl'mbl'l's o'f tIll' committee, I am pll'ased to have 

this opportunity to come here today to discuss the Runaway Youth 
Act, Title III of the ,TuYl'nilc Justice an(l Delinquency Prewntion 
Act of 1974, and to advise you thut we will be suhmWing a draft 
bill to provide a I-year extension of this ll'gislation. During this 
extension, we intl'nd to assess our role in relation to youth and their 
families and to consic1l'r fntnre action in this area. 

As you know, I luwe recently come to the Federal Government. 
Although I haye not had direct personal experience with the run-
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away youth program during its first 3 years, I um familial' ,,-ith its 
operat'ion. Therefore, I will present an m-en-iew of the uctiyities con
clucted under its authority and will c011cl11clc by icle>l;tifyillg SOIllC 

concerns about the act which we are now addressing ,nth HE'V. 
The Runa"'ay Youth Act was a response of the Congress to a 

growing concern about a number of young people ,,-ho wcre running 
away from home without parental permission and ,,-ho, "'hile away 
from home, were exposed to exploitation and to the other dangers 
encountered by liying alone on the streets. The Federal program helps 
to address the needs of this yulllerable youth popUlation by assisting 
in the deyelopment of an effectiYc community-based system .of te~n
porary care outside the hny enforcement structure and the Juyemle 
justice system. 

rutil rccclltlv no reliahle statistics were availahlc on the> ullmber 
of youths who i'un away from home. The National Statistical Surrey 
on Runaway Youth, mandated by part B or the act and condndecl 
during 10'i5 and 1076, found that approximately 733,000 youths 
between the ages of 10 and 17 annually run away from home for at 
least oyernight. 

Many of thes~ young people are ~n the streets, slllTh-ing with~ut 
any form of assIstance, and are contl1~uously exposed to the yagarl~s 
and dangers of contemporary street hfe. These youths, due to theu' 
circumstances of being alone and friendless with little money, are 
left with fe\y choicf's for their survival-frequently Ih'ing in con
demned buildings or out in the open, trading their bodies for friend
ship or fooel, a'nel violating the law just to meet their hasic daily 
needs. 

During the past 3 years, we have found that the youths seeking 
servi~es are not. the RtCl'eotyped rUl1n;way of the 1060's-the runltways 
who Jeaye It stable, loying home to seek their fortnnes in the cit-y or 
to fill a summer with youthful adventures. Runaways of the 1070's 
in contrast, are the homeless youths, the YOllths in C'risis, the PlIRholltR, 
and the throwaways. These youths lutve no home; or they haye left 
home to avoid pliysical, sexual, or emotional abuse; 01" they haye 
been thrown out or their home by their parenfs 01' guardians. 

For many of these youl-hs, leaving home is the only viable ftlterna
tives. As a rule, they are fireing from what they helie\-e is an intoler
a.ble sih~afion so they may attempt to live in a less painful, disrup
tIve enVIronment. 

The sen'lrity 0-£ the problems facing runawlty youths toelav is 
clearly indicated hy statiRtiC's related to why they'run away from 
homf'. Almost two-thirds of the youths seeking services from I-he 
HE1V-fllnded rnnltway projPcts cited family prohlf'ms ns the maior 
1'(>ason for sf't"Jdng services. These problems included parental strife, 
sibling l'inlries and conflids, parental drug abnse, parental physical 
and sexual abuse, and parental emotional instability. Nearly an 'ac1di .. 
tional one-third of the youths were experiencing problems l)('rtaining 
to school, interpersonal relationships, and legal, drug, alC'ohol, or 
otlwr lwulth problems. -

In many commu71ities, the HE1V--fllndecl projrcts C'onstitntp, 1'11(> 
only l'esol1l'C'P yonths cnn turn to d11l'ing thpir crisis. D11l'ing fiscal 
year 1077, $8 million IHlye been made available to proYide ront-inna- • 
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tion funding to the 131 current community-based projeets. These 
projects inrlude the national runaway switchboard, a toll-free hot
line seITing l'unaWlty youths and their families through the provi
sion of the nentrnl' communication channel, as "'ell as a referral 
rl'SOlll'Ce to local sen"ices. 

The projects funded by HgW are located in 44 States, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, und ·Washington, D.C. It is anticipated that these proj
ects -will Sel"re mor~ than 5'7,000 youths and their families dudng 
fiscal year 107'7. 

Each 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 indiyidu!lJ, 
group, and family sessions. Projects provide temporar.y shelter either 
through their own facilities or by establishing agrl'l'l11ents with group 
and pl'hrate homes. Many of the programs have also expnnded their 
ser\rices to provide education programs, medical and legal senrices, 
vocational training, and rer-reational activities either directly or 
throngh linkages with other community agencies. 

At the termination of the services provided by the project, approx
imately 40 percent of the youths served return to their primary 
fnmily home, with an additional 26 percent being placed "rith rela
tives 01' friends, in foster care 01' other residential homes, or in inde
pendent living sitnations. 

·We are very concerned within HE,V abOllt the severe problems 
expel'iencedhy the young people whom we am serving. It is clear to us 
that the problems of the population Leing served by the Runaway 
Young Act have changed-mallY times they are indications of dys
function within the family structure. Running away from home is a 
response of youth to problems they llre encountering within the 
family s~tting. Pushing YOl!th out of their home environments or 
encouragIng them to lellYe 1S often the response of the purents. A 
brief period of tempor:1ry shelter and counseling cannot adequately 
address the needs 0-£ these youths. 

Additionally, it has also become clear to us that family problems 
are not the orily cause of yonths rUl1l1ing away from home. Running 
away is a mani"festation of problems youths are encountering in con
tl'mpOrfil'Y society. Yonng peoplt' fire t'xpC'riC'ncing crises related to 
school. For these youths, too, a brief period of temporary shelter and 
c0ll1lseling cannot adequately assist them in dealing with their 
problems. 

Currently, we are examining the special needs of runaway youths 
due to factors snch as race, ethnicity, age, and sex. ·We nre also look
ing at the techniCJ.ues and methods for 'proYiding services to prevent 
the occurrence of rUlmway beluwior. And most importantly, we are 
explol'hlg the prO\rision of services to- youth within a broader national 
social services st-rategy which will minimize the fragmentation of 
sel'\'ices nudmaximize' their impact. 

lYe, therefore, beHeve tlmt it is essential that we identify more 
precisl'Jy the servicc needs of youth ('xperiencing crisis and examine 
the most al)propriate yehicles to deliver seryices to these youths and 
their families. As part of this effort, we must also carpfnUy examine 
whether services for runaways and their families should be provided 
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separately from serdces for yonth and families experiencing other 
problems. 

Based on the review of the iniormati0n generated from onr Clll'rent 
stndies and from an examination of the role of HE'Y in the provi
sion of services to the broader population of nllnerable ;pmng people, 
we propose to determine what modifications are required to respond 
to the changing needs of these vulnerable youth. 'Ye im·ile your pfir
ticipation in this process and hope ,,·s will be ahle to work togr.>thl'l' 
to develop a s~uncl strate~'y. For this reason, we are reqneGting only 
a I-year extensIOn of the act. 

Thank you. 
I ,yiH be gl~.d to ans'wer allY qnestions you may have. 
1\Ir. ANDHEWS. Thank you very much. 
Congressman, do you have questions ~ 
1\[1'. ('ORItADA. Thank you, Mr. Ohairnutll. 
First, I wonld ]ike to welcome Ms. Martinez to the hearings. I am 

one of thos~ who WfiS very, very pleased by President Onrter~s ap
pointnwnt of a Hispanic to the pm;ition of Assistant Secretary of 
HE'Y, not only a Hispanic hut i1 human being very much concerned 
about the problems she will be dealing with in her position. 

I wonld like to ask you why in the draft of the bill presented 
today to us only n I-year extension of this legislation is proposed ~ 
As yon know with respect to the other titles in this legislation W(~ 
nrc cOllsideripg here in the House a 3-year term and in the Senate 
some people are talking about, the a-year term ,yith rspect to other 
pl'oyisions of the act. ' 

1Vhy woul~l, in your mind, the Department be proposing just u, 
I-year extenSIOn 'for the Runaway Youth Act? 

l\Is. MARTINEZ. The reason we are proposing the I-year extension 
is that we feel we need to take a very serio11s look at the program 
and see how it can be integrated with the othl'l' HE1V social SelTicl's 
which provide needed services for youth. Right now it is a program 
all by itself and it does not relate directly to the other social serdce>l 
program. 

1Ve want to figure out how we can strengthen our youth serdcC's 
by jntegrating" and coordinating them. It is going to· take 11S some 
time to do fllat . .As you knew, HE'V is a big agency. 

1\fr. Cmm.\PA. ~fs. Martinez, in your testimony, you haye sbi'Nl 
that ·the National Statistical Survey on rmumay youth fonnel that. 
approximately 7:33,000 YO'lth between the a,ges of 10 and 17 annnally 
run alyay from home or for at 'least. oYernight. 

I would like to know what percent of these are prl'sentlv being 
served by IIE'V ,yith your limited resources, if you have all}~ figures 
available. 

l\~s. :MAnTINEz. Approximately 4.6 percent are being Sl'lTC'd by our 
prolecfs. 

~fr. ('ORRAD.\. 4.6 percenH 
~rs. M.\H'I'INF.Z. Yes . .About half of the rl111a,YaYS 1"nn a,YfU{ to 

fl·iends or run ailay to extended families, so that thE' total number 
of yonng 1)('opl(' on the strl'l'tR is ll'sH thnn ol1<,-lH1lf of 1~~.OOO. 

lUI'. ('omuD.\. This would still seem yery low in terms of those that 
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rnn away because of more serious problems, some of 'which you refer 
to in your testimony. 

Ms. MARTINEZ. Tilere is no doubt we are not selTing t he needs of 
children who run {tway, we are not serving them in terms of num
bers that we should be. ,Ve are not the only source o:f serrice, how
ever, to runaway youth. 

1\11'. ANDREWS. Congressman, may I interrupt ~ I need to go to the 
floor in order to be there at 11 o'clock in order to get pE'l'l1lission to 
coutinue this session. If you would take over, please. until I get back, 
I would appreciate it. 

Mr. CORRADA. It is a full Hispanic takeover with me as chnirrnan. 
Ms. Mnrtinez, do you believe that the present authorization for 

the program is sufficient to carry out the lofty gonls which the lnw 
envision's ?: 

1\Is. MARTINEZ. In terms of carrying out the lofty goals it cC'l'tainly 
is not sufficient. I think, however, we r.eed to entluate those goals and 
see what it is practical to do by Goyernment nnd what it is important 
for other private resources to do. 

All of our resources, the entire $8 million is distributed to the 
local program. ,Ve keep none of it here in 'Washington, D.C. 

Mr, CORRADA. ,Vould it be one of your priorities, or priorities of 
the Department to see how services could be impl'orNl for l'ulltnmy 
youth in the neal' futUl'e~ 

Ms. l\Lm1'INEZ, ,Ve are keenly concerned about the plight of our 
young people. There are myrhtc1s of programs sel'dng them. All arc 
not just within HE1Y but throughout the Federal Gon:l'Jlment. There 
is P;l'Ilflt fragmentation among those programs and Yel'y 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 serions look at the 
role of the family hl' pl'eventiJig the kinds of prohlems which are 
occurring with children and young people and I think olle of the 
primary functions of the family is to pro\'ide the nnrtUJ'ing ('are of 
these young l)eople and keep them at home in thnt fashion and how 
we strengthen the family I think is a Yl"ry important consideration 
in pl'eYenting runaway youth. 

Mr. ('ORR.\D.\. I presume, I don't know, but in te1'111S of thp Run
nway Yonth A('t, are there any efforts in addition to IH'oyi<ling the 
immediate senices the;v need while they do not luwe a home, or their 
natural home, to look into problems of the familY unit from which 
he ('a111e and looking into the causes for frictions; 01' behftyiol' prob
lems within that family IDlit? 

:\fs. 'YF..\VER .. That llas been one of our yery large ron(,prns with 
respect to l'u11l11ng away. The nature of the programs wp fund, how
eyer, are basic:llly crisis inter\'enfion althong-h the Pl'oj('l'ts usually 
prodc1e famHy ('ounseling; simply bel'a\l::,' of thC'ir nature they iU~ 
unable to continue this o,-e1' long period of time . 

• \Jthough the project may l'l,fer the youth and his 01' hC'r family 
to other community services to proyidp the family counseling (;n' 
family intPl'\'ention about which you spenk, the l)1'ojectR prn:,itle 
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family couilseling services. on a more limited basis than I believe you 
are speaking of. 

Mr. CORRADA. Is there It problem in looking into this type of sitrl~
tion on a fragmented basis in terms of perhaps one agency providing 
one ::;pecific service, mandated by bureaucratic programs, another 
agency providing another kind of service but without anyone in par
ticular taking it upon themselyes 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 n fragmen
tary way~ 'What would be your comments with respect to that~' 

Ms. "WEAVER. In many cases the counselors in the project do pi."oyide 
that service aLd will refer the young people to the myriad of services 
in the communities and work "with the different senice proyiclers to 
see that the youth is receiving the services and following up on the 
young peruon. 

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

Mr. CORRADA. 'Will the Department be looking into this question ~ 
Ms. MARTINEZ. 'Ve are looking into the whole nrea of integration 

and coordination of services. I think one of the real problems I have 
seen since I have been in the Office of Human Deyelopment is thnt we 
ha "{j programs which are so specifically targeted to one population, 
number one, and, number two, to a very specific problem of the incli
vidual so that yon neyer have progrnms which denl with the,whole 
person. There nre few programs that. do, but very fe"w deal with the 
whole individual. We deal wi~h a sJ2ecific problem with that person. 

The second thing is thnt O'enerally our prog'rams have not ad
dressed families, eyen the aid'to fnmilies "with dependent children, 
the parents are looked at as trustees of tIle money, not of the children. 

I think we have not dOlle much in terms of trying to strel1f?:then 
families. In fuet some of our policies and procedures s~em to tear 
families asunder. 

I think the third thing "we are drepJy concerned about-I think 
this speaks to some of the concerns or the Chairman of the committee, 
is that the strengthening and building of (,OllllllUl1ity institutions is 
very important and w(> have not hncl the capacity to begin to deyelop 
coordinated services nt the ]ora1 leyel. He is right thnt there is a lot 
of planning going 011 and one wonders what is the result or that 
planning from nll kinds of sources of money, but our efforts ,Yill 
begin to be directed at how do we strengthl'll the agencies and get 
better coordinntion among public nnd privnte ngencies. 

I think a fourth thing which is really t'ritical, th!\t ill the whol\, 
issue of the communities in which our people lin. :Much of the stress 
('omes from the kinc1f{ of physical ancI social environment in which 
youth live and we 1111\'e to begin to address and begin helping to 
deyelop liYllble communities. . . 

My concern, when I speak about inte,grntioll .Hl coordinntion is 
really~ how do we beb>1n to make tlwc deliwl'Y sy:;tem of our conntry 
more efficiE'nt and more effectivE', more !\c'('otmtnhle find more cOJU
pas5ionat(>~ That is an issue that I'\lts across all our Pl'OgrulllS. 
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1rIr. CORUADA. :Ms. Martinez, one last question. Some groups lutye 
suggested the desirability of transferring the jurisdiction of the Run
away Youth Act from HE"y to Action. Could we han~ our thoughts 
or comments on that? 

Ms. MARTINEZ. I do not see Action in this kind of role because 
they are basically a voluntary organization and we h[we a range of 
social service programs which serve youth which Action would not 
have and this is one part of those social service programs. ,Ye are, 
as I said trying to deyelop 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 haye. They don't have the kind of serdces 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 HE,V 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 well as for families. 

Mr. CORRADA. Thank you very much. 
Perhaps Mr. LaVor, minority counsel, has questions anrI then we 

will hear from Mr. Causey. 
Mr. LA VOR. In answer to a question from Mr. Corrada, yon ~aid 

that none of the $8 million appropriated for this progl'llm are kept 
in ·Washington. It is my understanding that you have 47 employees 
in the Office of Youth Development, 3'7 in ,Vashington, 10 in the 
regions. "Vho pays their salaries ~ 

:.vIs. MARTINEZ. There is another line item for salaries and expenses 
that is separate from program funds. This is tha 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 S. &: E., salaries and expenses. But that does not come as part of 
tIm appropriation for the Runaway Youth Act; it is salaries and 
expenses for the agency. The total is personnel 43, 10 in the regions 
and 33 11el'e. Also, of this number, only 10 people are in the Division 
of the Office of Youth Development ·which administers the Runaway 
Act. 

Mr. L.lVOR. If LEAA has 41 employees to manage a $'75 million 
budget, what do your employees do with an $8 mi1lion budget and 
why are so maIlV people needed compared with the LEAA program? 

~1s. MARTINE·Z. The majority of their budget is State formula 
lllOIl(:'Y. We have 131 I>rl)~\·('tR which we fund. They have 50-plus 
States "'hich they fund. Ours is a different kind of work that needs 
to be done and that is why we need to have that kind of staffing. 
Th~r(.' is a tremendous amount of work in terms of developing 
{'ummullity-based programs versus just providing money and fiscal 
relief to States. 

:Mr. LA VOR. What do the staff people do then? 
~fs. MARTINEZ. The Runaway Division and the regional office staff 

work ,,·jth developing the proposals to the office and in 3 years they 
haye put together 131 projects. They fund the projects. They monitor 
and evaluate them. 1Vith an additional $1 miIli,'In we provide through 
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the Social Security Act, 01:.m has undertaken a great number of 
research projects which they have deyeloped as well as monitored, 
and they are beginning to put into operation. In addition, OYD 
focuses on broader youth issues with HE,V and now "'e 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 rumnvay youth program 
in HE,V ~ Is it primarily a sen'ice program or a research program ~ 
How would you describe it ~ 

Ms. 1\:L\R'l'INEZ. The entire $8 million goes to serdces that are ap
propriated for the rmul,wa.y youth. ,Ve have added an additional 
million donal'S from the Social Security, section 426, to provide for 
research. Initin.lly, about $500,000 of the $8 million was used to do 
the National Statistical Survey as called for by part 13 of the act. It 
is a service program not a research program. 

Mr. LA Von. You are saying of the $8 million llone is used for 
research or evaluation? 

Ms. 1\fAn'l'INEZ. Not that I know of. ,Ve lUlYe proyided another 
million on top of the $8 million appropriation. 

1\Is. 'YEAVEU. I prcier not to giYe the exact amount. It is a smaller 
percentage used to provide technical MsiHtance directly to the proj
ects, although that is administered fro111 'Vashington. It is actually 
going in and working with the local projects. 

1\11'. L.\ \T ou. If I 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 ~ 

1\Is. 1\LmTINEz. That is correct. 
Mr. LAVOU. Has there been any evaluation of this program done 

by your office ~ 
Ms. 1\LmTINEz. ,Ve are in the process of completing an evaluation 

of the rttna,,,ay youth program. 
]\fl'. LAVon. Completing or starting? 
1\1s. 1\LmTINEz. It is starting it. 
1\Is. ,VEAYER. ,Ve will be getting initial interim reports and data. 

back hopefully in the fal1. It is just being undertaken. 
Mr. LA Vou. Thank you, ~rr. Chairman. 
Mr. CORUADA. Mr. Causey. 
:Mr. CAUSEY. Thank you, 1\11'. Chairman. 
~Is. :JIartinez, in response to a question from the Chairman, you 

referred to the commitment of HE,Y to this program. I think the 
question can be asked why has HE,Y only requested a I-year exten
sion whereas in the bill, r-Ln. 6111, there is a request. for a 3-year 
extension of juvenile delinquency and in the bill in the Senate a 
request for 5 years. 

~Is. 1\Lm'l'I~Ez. The only answer I can gi ve is the one I gave you 
before. That 1S, we want hme to take a look at the program and this 
is a request we are making for all onr programs, not just. the run
away youth program. It was It decision made by the administration 
to gh'e the new administration time to eYaluate, to take a look Itt 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 ,ye could strengthen them and we 
just need some time. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Is that true only within the Department of HE"\Y~ 
Ms. MAll'rINEz. I really don't leno'," about any other Department, 

to tell yon the truth. 
Mr. CAUSEY. "\Vith respect to the Juvenile justice program within 

LEAAl has not the administration cleared a 3-year program.'~ . 
Ms. M.\Rl'INEZ. I don't know what the other departments are domg. 

I know this is a policy in HKW. I don't know ,,'110 determines that 
for some Departments andllot fol' other Departments, but certainly 
this has been the expression that we have heard by the President and 
certainly by our Secretary. 

1\11'. CAUSEY. You referred to the separate line item in the budget 
for HKW for salal'ies and expenses. That line item pays for the 
salaries and expenses of 43 employees and office expenses, is tlmt. 
correct? 

1\1s. MA llTINEZ. Yes. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Do you know what. the dollar figure is? 
Ms. MARTINEZ. I don't know what the breakout is for each incli

vidual program unit. I can certainly get the figure. I don't have the 
figure with me. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Can you give me an estimation of the operatiOlhtl cost 
of your office ~ 

Ms. l\LmTINEz. For the entire office? 
Mr. CmSEY. For operation of programs under the Runaway Youth 

Act. 
1\1s. l\LmTINEz. I simply cannot. I will provide that information 

in writing. 
Mr. CAUSEY. There is no way to estimate that figure? 
~Is. l\L\RTr~mz. No; there is no way to esthnate it. ,Ve 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 AOTION agency, if I understand 
your response, you felt AOTION was a voluntary program. Of the 
4::1-you ha"e 43 people in 1Vashillgton, did I understand ~ 

Ms. MARTINEZ. Thirty-three in "Washington, 10 in the field. 
. ]\fl'. CAUS}~Y. :Ms. ,Veaver, do you have any estimation or any 
spec'ific figures, if possible, of the number of volunteers working iil 
any of the programs sponsored by I-IEvV with respect to runaway 
youth~ 

:JIs. 'YEAVER. I would say the average l11unber of yoluntl'er per pro
gI'~m is between 100 and 150. Probably the average number of work
ing yo]unteers which work on a regular basis would be 20. 

]\fl'. CAUSEY. Is there any way to give me a percentage of the total 
number of people working in runaway yonth programs under your 
office, what percentage would be volunteer indiyiduals? 

)ls. 'YEAYER. Could you repeat the question? 
Mr. eUTSEY. Is the percentage of people working in runaway 

y?uth programs in your office 5 pErcent, 10 percent, 50 percent or it 
hIgher percentage ~ 
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Ms. VVEAVER. The average number of staff per project would prob
ably mnge between 7 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. ,Vhat 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. 

1\is. VVEAYER. There are probably twice as many working VOIUll

teers as there are staff. 
Mr. CAUSEY. "What does the phrase "working yolunteer" mean? 

Paid individuals ~ 
Ms. "WEAYER. No; volunteers as opposed to being on the list of 

volunteers, those that actually work in the program, not paid. 
Ms. MARTINEZ. Those deyoting regular amounts of time rather than 

those 011 a list of volunteers that come in maybe on a special occa
sion. These are people consistently working on a yolunteer basis. 

Mr. CAUSEY. The number ot people paid in those programs would 
be 33 in ,Vashington and 10 in the field ~ 

Ms. MARTINEZ. Each program ullit or each project has its own staff . 
These are paid by whate"er organization we fund, that is between 
7 and 12. vVe 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 Goyernment. They are em
ployees of the project and that is between '7 and 12. 

1\11'. C.I.T"SEY. Of the $8 million appropriation for fiscal 1977, how 
much money has been expended in grant programs to date? 

Ms. l\IARTINEZ. For 1977 ~ 
Mr. CAUSEY. Yes. 
Ms. 'YEAYER. "Ye are just moving into Olll' refunding continuation 

cycle so probably beginning the 1st of May the money would actually 
be expended. Our yearly cycle fol" continuation, 01' proposa1s, have 
been receiyed. They would begin about the beginning of April to tlle 
1st of l\Iay. 

Mr. CAUSEY. How about £01' fiscal 1976? 
Ms. 'YEAYER. All of the money was expended. 
Ms. ltLmTINEz. It is such a tiny, little program it is easy to expend 

all the money. 
Mr. CAUSEY. It is my understanding that your office is currently 

entering into a contract to develop an evaluation instrument for the 
office; is that correct ~ 

1\1s. ,VEA-VER. "Ve are entuing into a contract to conduct an impact 
evaluation of the national program based on the sample of the 
projects. 

1\'11'. o.mSEY. Has that contract been signed ~ 
1\1s. 1\Lm'l'INEz. It has not been signed, it is going Ollt for bid. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Do you lun-e any estimation of the cost of that study? 
1\1s. "WEAYER. Yes; we do have an estimate of cost, but I believe 

that that is privileged information until the project is actually let. 
Ms. l\IARTINEZ. In getting bids, we can't say what the price is. The 

people haye to come in with their bids. If 1ye 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. Haye 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. ,\TEAVER. Yes, we have. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Do you have any reactions to the amendment pro

posed in that bill? 
Ms. '¥EAVER. Again, I think our concern fits in with our overall 

statement in the testimony. "Ve 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 responsiyc to 
their pn,rticuln,r concerns. I think that is our primary consideration. 

Mr. CAUSEY. No further questions, Mr. Chairmn,n. 
Mr. LAVOR. I would like to follow through on nIl'. Cau~ey's ques

tion. You have a contract being let for n,n 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. "VEA YEn. That is out of the $1 million of research funds from 
section 426 of the Social Security Act. 

Mr. LAVOR. 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 
ballpark figure as to what that study would cost? 

Ms. WEAVER. 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. CORRADA. There being no further questions, I would again like 

to thank Ms. Arabella Martinez, Assistant Secretary of HE,V and 
Ms. "Veaver for their appearance and testimony here today, which 
r hope will prove to be valuable for the deliberations and actions of 
this subcommittee. 

Ms. MARTU{EZ. Thank you. ,Ve would like to leave with the com
mittee our survey and also our annual report. Copies have come up 
to the Hill a1ready, but we thought we ·would bring these extra copies 
along for you. 

Mi .. CORUADA. ,Vould you like this to be presented together , .... ith 
your testimony as exhibits ~ 

Ms. 1vLm'rINEZ. Very much. 
1vfr. CORItADA. 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 Caro}ina Department of 

Natural and Economic Resources, Law and Order Division; Sidney 
Barthelemy, State Senator, Louisiana, representing the National 
Conference of State Legis1atures; Donald Payne, director of the 
board of Chosen Freeholders, Essex County, N.J.; Lee Thomas, eH
rector, State. Planning Agency, South Carolina, !'epresenting the 
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National Conference of State Criminal ,Tustice Planning Agency 
Directors; and Dr. Albert Reiss, member of the National Ach'isory 
Committee for ,Tuvenile .Justice and Delinquency Pr<.wention, accom
panied by Marian Mattingly, member of the N ational ~\.dvisory 
Committee. 

PANEL PRESENTATION: GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CARO
LINA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES, 
Ll!lW AND ORDER DIVISION; DONALD PAYNE, DIREOTOR OF THE 
BetARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY, N.J. j LEE 
THOMAS, DIRECTOR, STATE PLANNING AGENCY, SOUTH CARO
LINA, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING AGENCY DIRECTORS j AND 
AIJ3ERT REISS, ME1vIBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, ACCOM
PANIED BY MARIAN MATTINGLY, MEMBER OF THE NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

1\11'. Corm.\DA. Are aU of these -witnesses here that I just mentioned? 
1\11'" Smith? 
1\11'. EbnTIT. Yes. 
1\11'. CORnAD.\. 1\11'. Rarthelemy~ 
He is not present. 
Mr. Payne ~ 
Mr. P.\YNE. Yes. 
Mr. CORRADA. 1\11'. Thomas ~ 
Mr. TnollIAs. Yes. 
l\{r. CORRAD,\. Dr. Reiss~ 
Mr. REISS. Yes. 
Mr. CORRADA. You are a("('ompanic-c1 by )[arian )Iattingly? 
Mr. REISS. She is not wi.th me. 
1\1r. C'Olm.\DA. She isn't. present. Alll'ight. 
lYe have ('opies of the -written stateinents of the gentlemen who 

are now appearing as a panel and again r would repeat that, if you 
could make a summary of the most. in11)ortant aspects of your testi
mony, this "'ould be sufficient. lYe will begin, of course; with 1\11'. 
Smith. 

STATEM.ENT OF GORDON SMITH, DIRECTOR, NORTH CAROLINA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES, LAW 
AND ORDER DIVISION 

Mr. S:WITTT. Thank yon for the opportunity to speak with you. I 
woulcl1ik.e to gh'e a brief historical perspective on North Carolina's 
interest in the program and what it has done to date in the area of 
juvenile jlJstice and to raise ,yith you foul' issues ,ye consider to be 
most important for North Carolina and to answer any questions you 
may haye. 

To be}tin with, in the SUll1l11E'r of HI'i!) North Oarolina submitted a 
plan to LE\AA to participate in the act. It receiyec1 planning funds 
for $45,000 ,Qnd a formula grant. for $200,000. . 
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The State appointed an advisory board find begfln to establish a 
system for monitoring the program which we clefirly intended to 
implement. Thfit fall it submitted a subsequent plnn for the next 
year funding and fit thfit time it receh-ed new guidelines 'which ,,'ere 
fully responsh'e to the congressional act tlmt l'equil'ed more than "'0 

had initially anticipated. Specificfilly LgAA informed us that we 
would be required to show that. the State had eyidence that jt had 
authority to cause coordination of human serdces to youth and their 
families with the advisory committee. 

Second: It required that thete be a specific plan for deinstitu
tionalizing aU statns offenders from crimiJ1fi,l facilities within 2 
yem·s; and, third: There were extensh'e requirements for data col
lection that were beyond that which tho State could do within a 2-
year time frfilne. 

So there ,,'as extensive debate within the State on how to respond 
to these requirements. Very clearly the State had the same objectiyes 
that aro firticulated 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 "'ithin 2 years. 

Incidentnlly, that time is about up. It looks as though ,,'e 'will need 
a I-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 
defil with juvenile problems, which I might adel is a 50-percent 
increase abore the minimum required by T..IEAA and Congress. That 
is one of the top priorities of the Criminal Justice Adyisory Com
mittee for the State of North Carolina. 

Also, to gh'e you some data to view the situation, the best data 
we have indicates there were approximately 500 status offenders com
mitted to training schools iu the year 1975. Likewise, there were 
approximately 5,000 status offenders held at one time in local jails 
mld detention facilities across the State. 

'Vith this dahL 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 LEAA 
to North Carolina would bo $200,000. T11<.' second year it was in
creased to $600,000. This past year, had w'e made 'application, WE} 

would have l'ecei"ed $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. 

\¥ith 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 ,guideline, 'we were reluctantly in a position 
where we Telt we could not honestly participate in the program. It 
is not because we don't have the same objectives of the act. 'Ve have 
almost id('ntically th(' same objectives. Howev('r, th(' gnid(']iJl(,S were 
so stringent in requiring 100 percent deinstitutionaJization 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. "That that will mean in the future, I don~t. know. I am 
glad, I must say, that we are not looking for any kind of an audit 
6 months from now to see whether we can comply. 

I would like to ask for the funds but I am relrictant to say I think 
we may have made the right decision and "lye hope you can ehange 
the law so North Carolina can particip'ate equn11y with the other 50 
States in this worthwhile program but'in a manner which ,,-e can in 
good faith tell yon we will do a certain nmount of work ('ach year 
toward these goals and expect you to monitor our progress and see 
that 'we can reasonably do ,,,hat we set out to do. 

In the summer of 1976 we had to withcb:aw. I han mentioned 
that the requirement ,yas that we c1einstitutionalize 100 percent. I 
recognize that was reduced to 75 percent in 2 years. Fnfortunately 
that would not have been possible because it. requires 100 percent 
deinstitutionnJization in the future. 

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

I would like to say we have continuously m-aluated ,,,hether we 
can participate. A number of people in North Carolina are interested 
in the program and would like to participate but we ha,'e not been 
able to because of these requirements. 

I would like to add LEAA has been most l'esponsiYe in assisting 
us in reviewing the data and information and has been most helpful 
in this matter. 

I would like now to go to four areas or concerns with the act that 
we woulc11ike to ask that you consider. 

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

'While we are in a minority of the States not participating, I 
would like to suggest that ,ve are far from hn;dug any l('ss of a 
commitment to jm·enile justice, As I mentioned earlier, the Criminal 
.rustice Ach-isory Committee is allocating far morc than allowable 
in the program. In the first period of the program we ,,-ould need 
$21 million 'when the Federal act would allow only $2 million. It 
would he exfTemely dHficult to make up the balance. 

Another thing I woulc1like to mention about the deinstitntionaliza
Hon issue is that it is brought to the fore in this aet. The cost of 
deinstitutionalization is so great that we can't use the prop;rnm to 
deal with other issues. ",Ye are trying to deal with a complex prob
lem, jm'eni1e justice. One of the maior probl('ms is deinstitutional1za
tion but there are many other problems that need equal interest and, 
unfortunately, by emphasizing deinstitutionalizutio'l to the point it 
is, we are not able to look at the others and ha,'e money to lleal with 
it. 

North Car01ina in the past 2112 years has tried to cliYert juveniles 
sent to the COl1l'ts a,vay from the juvenile system. This program was 
implemented with LEAA funds about 2 years ago and the data we 
haYe, ,,-c haye 1 year of good elata. The number of jln'enile 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 pro_gram or 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 
pnrtially nttributed to this progrnm, 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 lnrge 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 ril:,vid 
guidelines in monito;r.·jng of progress . 

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

1\'11'. ANDUEWS. Thank you, Congressman Cormda. 
Mr. S~nTH. The other point I would like to make regarding de

institutionalization is, as you know, the act requires 100 percent com· 
pliance nnd I think it is important for you to know there nre a num
ber of juvenile justice officials in the State of North Carolina, includ
ing judges, that have day-to-qay experience with this who nre con
cerned that 100 percent complIance may be more than should be set 
ns a goal. 

The is~ue 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 
nlternative than a training school Iwd 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 trnining 
school and, therefore, we would not have 100 percent institutionaliza
tion. 

I say this because I don't, and I 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 Carolin!t, or if you do not 
have complete answers, I would like to ask that you consider not 
mnking it. a 100 percent requirement. 1Ve would like to deinstitu
tionnlize status offenders out of institutions to the greatest degree 
possible but we think in certain circnmstances we should have that 
as a back-up. 

Mr. ANDREWS. You sn,y the act requires what~ 
Mr. SlIrITJI. It would require we take all status offenders ont 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 instnnces they have no alter
nntive. 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. ANDREWS. If you sent such an offender to a State institution, 
such as a judge in certain instances says he must, then yon mean 
you are not eligible to receive moneys uncleI' this act. 

Mr. S:mTlI. That is correct. The State of NOl'th Carolina cannot 
receiYe funds unless we commit ourselves to haying 100 percent c1e
institutionalization out of institutions, out of training schools and 
the county jails, which is frankly impossible. 

~Ir. ANDREWS. '\Vhat does the word status mean 1 
Mr. S:'I£l'£H, They would not permit juveniles to commit acts COH

sic1C'rec1 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 yon 1n1Q"w, many counties in North Carolina cannot afford to 
111","e tt secure. facility for status offenders. As n matter of fact, 92 of 
the 100 counties can't httvo facilities cyen for the juyenile' del in
Queney. This js the question I raised earlier. The act is so orient'CCl 
in dealing with t11e status offenders that we al'e nnt able to deal with 
t.he jnvC'uiie delinquent. Should we be put in a stl'nightjaclwt, or nllow 
the State to d~(lJ with the juyenile delinquency problem (md the 
status offender problem 1 

nIl'. ANDREWS. YOll have to hni'e the money sufficiently not to need 
any money before yon ean get any money 1 

Mr. S:mTlT. Yes; by suggesting that we try to haye a possibility 
of having It judge be able to use a Stille training school, I don't sng
!lest thflt we necessarily maintain the dame situntion. It may be de
sirable to have explicit' guidelines a judge would haye to llS~ b"Torc 
cOIDl:"t1itting a status offender to a tr(lining school. The goal of the 
Juvenile ,Tustice Delinquency Prevention Act is a good one, but "'e 
may be able to deinstitutionalize 95 percent as a goal. 

Mr. ANDREWS. How many States do not participate in this pro
gram~ 

Mr. SlIIITIT. I don't know the nnswer. I understand npproximately 
10. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do yon know whether any of the other nine, or 
whatever it is, nre 110twithin the act for the same reason ~ 

Mr. S:.'IIlTJI. No, sir, I think going back just to make a few final 
comments on the issue of deinstitutionaliztttion, we nre forced in 
North Carolina by the act) if we implement it. to emphasize sman 
shelter care facilities for status offenders in the D2 of the 100 conn
·ties that don't hnye that senrice when the counties are sreing an 
even greater need for providing specin.lized attention facilities Tor 
juvenile delinquents to get them out of the county jnils (mel we can't 
deal ,,·ith that problem through this act, only as n secondary issue. 
So we would reco.rrnize that there be a go~d-fltith effort hI' each 
State to comply with the guidelines being set up, with guidelines for 
ex(,pptional situations snch us rnnnwnvs in other insl"nnces. 

Now ,!!;oing" to the second problem that we ses in section 223-A-3, 
the f[(h'isol'Y board makeup. For ;yonI' informntion the North Carolina 
General ~\.ssembly Cl'enj'ed by statute tt .Tuvenile .Tnstice Plnnnin!r 
Committee just recently to try to coordinate and bring together nll 
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juvenile justice planning. Unfortunately the composition of this 
board is different from the composition recommended by the-

Mr. ANDREWS. Recommended or required ~ 
Mr. SMITH. Recommended, actually by Executiye order of the 

Government, but the desire is that it be a committee made up espe
cially of indh-iduals with experience and expertise, to use words also 
in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act. It does not elwision nt 
this time having the requirement of a large number of indiYic1uals 
under 26 or 22 years of age. So we have the potential 01: needing to 
create a second advisory committee and, if it would be possible to 
anow a Stnte 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 ,T.TDP funds under the act--

1\fr. AXDREWS. I am sorry, but I didllot hear you. 
Mr. SlIHTII. Two-thirds of the money wmild haye to be prodded 

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 proyiding "incentiyes 
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 .T.TDP funds to supplement that effort by an extra $1 million, 
bringing it up to as much as $4 million to deal ,,,ith this problem of 
the J JDP Act. 

Our problem is the act as now ,vritten, if ,ve try to implement it, 
it would require us spending directly two-thirds of the money for 
local government. lYe 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 lun-e giyen you. 

As a fourth and final suggestion, as you know, this act runs con
currently ,vith the Crime Control Act of the LEAA program and, 
unfortunately, trying to combine the two acts is extremely compli
cated and perplexing ,,-hen 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 percmit of the 
money from the .T.TDP Act must be spent for local goyernment. For 
the LEAA program in North Carolina it amounts to "13 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 ean try to understand it and 
appreciate it. It sometimes boggles their minds. Anything that can 
be done to bring simplicity to the program ,,,ould bl' helpful. Some
tin,1es ~ think I am going cross-eyed trying to keep up with the 
gmdelmes. 

One final comment about the program. As you know, I.JEAA re
quires that 19.15 percent of the LEAA funds be spent for juvenile 
justice. There, incidentally, is probably t,,-ice the percentage cost of 
jm-enile justice costs in North Carolina as opposed to the entire 
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criminal justice system. We estimate the juvenile system in North 
Carolina costs 10 percent of the entire system. Yet by LEAA require
ments, it takes 19 percent. This is good, it makes it a top priority 
but I think it is important for you to have this data to understand 
it is quite a lot of money that the Goyernors Crime Commission now 
putting in juvenile justice, in fact by requirement of Congress. 

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

[The written statement of Gordon Smith follows:] 
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SPEECH BY GORDON SMITH, III 

TO HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

April 22, 1977 

I would like to begin by expressing my appreciation to you 

for offering me the opportunity to appear before you todal" 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 Caroli~a's response 

to tl,e Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and will then 

make a few recomrnefi~~tions for your consideration in the reauthorj.zation 

of the Act. 

When Congress passed the JJDP Act in 1974, ex~ectations 3cross 

the nation were high that its implementation would offer opportunities 

for significant improvements in services to young people. Being in 

general agreement with the JJDP Act's stated goals an? 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, received 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 pursuant, to the Act, including 

the appointment of an advisory board and establishment of a system for 

monitoring. ADnost 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, 1976, 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: 

1. The State was called upon to provide a specific plan for 

assuring 100% deinstitutionalization of status offenders by August, 

1977. This requirement I will discuss in more detail in a momen·!:. 

2. The State Planning Agency 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 fcw 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 

services to young people had already been made clear. The 1975 

Session of the N. C. General A~sembly had enacted legislation to pro

hibit within two years the commitment of status offenders to the state's 

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

.. 
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needs of young people in the state, an action which affirmed the same 

cOncerns as those expressed by the Congres£ 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 million 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 

.,rograms in the comm\lnities 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. And even with

out the consideration of fUnds, the mechanics of developing alternatives 

in such large numbers were staggering. 

Nith 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 

knowlng 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 calling for 75% deinstitu

tionalization within 2 years had been issued did not alter our position, 

since luO% compliance still was ultimately required. Since June, 1976, 

North Carolina has repeatedly reevaluated its position, but, not even 

considering other less handicapping requirements, it haM 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 LEAA 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 JJDP 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 l.ct 

which requires the qeinstitutionalization of status offenders. Though 

North Carolina is one of the minority of states not participating, I would 

not ",ant you to think that our State is any less committed to the goal 

of deinstitutionalization. Wo, perhaps, have taken a more conservative 

approach than others. Believing that we could not, in good faitil, state 

that we could accomplish the Act's goal for removing status offenders 

from secure surroundings ~lithin the time frame and with the limited 

• 
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reSources 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 

the time to meet the mandate of the JJOP 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 JJOP 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 juven:;'le justice system 

are many and complex, By focusing attention so sharply on jUst one of 

those major issues, the deinstitutionalization of status offenders, the 

JJOP 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 suc~ an approach in North 

Carolina. 

As an alternative to the present wording and the proposals of 

both Senatqr Bayh and the ]l.drninistration, I would suggest that the standard 

for compliance be a good faith effort, supported by rigid guidelines. 

Frankly, many juvenile justice officials in Nqrth Carolina believe that 

100% compliance may not be possible for many years. In our State, we 

are attem~ting to develop a system of state-operated schools which offer 

the best treatment services av~ilable anyr,1here for children placed there 

by the juvenile court. In some few cases, which should be deternlined by 

explicit guidelines, a judge may feel that services that can be provided 

in this setting best suit a particular child's needs. Or, 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 t~at 92 of 100 counties have the county jail as their 

only"resource for ~he secure custody of juveniles. It is difficult to 

force an emphasis on a small shelter facility for status offenders when 

the counties see a crying need for a specialized op.rention 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 such as 

those I have dpscribed. Further, the tune frame: for compliance in this 

manner should be expanded so that the total resources of the juvenile 

justice system could be marshalled to deal adequately with all priority 

issues, not just deinstitutionalization. 

2. The advisory board required by Sec. 223 (a) (3) of the JJDP 

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 co~mittee to the L~~ superyisory board. This 

committee is mandated to pla.n comprehensively for the juvenile justice 

system in oUr State. The composition of that committee is designed to 

be broad17 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 

coincide with tha·t required by the Act for the juvenile justice advisory 

group, and, therefore, the participation of North Ca;olina in this 

program would recessitate another committee, a step that would only serve 

to fragment our efforts. The legislation proposed by Senator Bayh, I 

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

• 
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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 he en established. We agree that a juvenile justice advisory 

'group is essential, but we recommend that its composition and rol" be 

determined ,by each state, dependent upon its own needs. 

3. Currently, each st.ate is required 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 requirp~ent in 

some instances. North Carolina totally supports the concept of providing 

funds to local governments for juvenile programs; however, we endorse 

the proposal of the National Association of CountieG for the provision 

of " ••• incc:ntives to-states for establishing state subsidy programs 

to counties .•• " and recommended that the JJDP Act provide the flexibility 

within the requi.rement- to allow as mnoh t'lR ] 009. nf thA .F;trttp'R .T.Tnp Ar.r 

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. Lastly, I would like to mention a problem that I have noted 

concerning the many requirements of the JJDP Act. As they are briefly 

stated in the legislation, they are diffioult to argue with, for their 

purposes are laudable. When transl~ted into operational guidelines, 

hOliever, 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 JJDP Act funds. The differing pass-through 

requirements are one example; th~ additional data requirements are another. 
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The guidelines (which. of course, are only outgrowths and clarifi

cations of statements in th~ 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 calls attention 

to an area of special interest. we maintain a common goal to reduce crime 

and delinq~ency. 

In closing. let me express again my appreciation for your attention 

to these concerns. I assur~ you of the commitment of North Carolina to 

providE) the Dest )?ossible 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 yo'.!. have any questions. 

I would be happy to anSwer them. 

• 
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l\fr. ANDREWS. 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 used 
for the building fund 01' foreign mission fund. That was always It 
sort of joke. They designate their check for the building fund. The 
deacons decide to put so much of the total amonnt ('ol1erted into the 
building fund. So you put their check in as part of that. 

'Why don~t you giye. If).Ii> 01' whateyer of thl' LEAA mont','1 to 
the juvenile pi'ogram n.nd correspondingly less of the Rtltte appro
priated money. It is all the same, isn't it~ Take out of one pocket. 
more and the other pocket less. It aU goes the same way. Isn't that 
how ridiculous those formulas are~ 

Mr. S~rl'rJI. It is exh'emely confusing. I wake up in the middle of 
the night sometimes and start thinking of those percents and WOI1-

del' what I did. 
}\fl'. ANDREWS. Are there questions, Mr. Congressman? 
Mr. CORRADA. No,l\Ir. Chairman. 
l\fl'. ANDREWS. Mr. LaVol'. 
Mr. LAVon. Following up on yonr conccrns n bont the. dt'institu

tiollalization priority in the pl:esent act, in the bill peneling before 
the committee, there is I\n I\mendment to change section 223-A-12, 
change the ,,"otd must to may, so it is permissive in the State. ,Vould 
that. change alone soh"e your pl.'Oblc1ll? 

l\fl'. S"!\r1'L'JI. Not quite. 
l\fr. LAVOR. ,\That else wouldluwe to be done ~ 
Mr. S~rr'l'Tr. If I could see you after the meeting, I had not pre

pared It written solution to include it. There would need to be a 
slight addHion ill the sentence. I would like an opportunity during 
the break to gi\'e that to you. 

Mr. LAVon. Thank you. This is on the right tmck. 
l\fr. fhIITH. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Axnm:ws. )fay I l'l'cognize Dr. Albert Reiss, and we will com(' 

back. 
Dr. Reiss is a member of the National Advisory Committee fOl' 

.hlYenile .Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

STATEMENT OF ALBERT REISS, MEMBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE FOR J1JVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION 

1I~1'. REISS. I shan summarize briefly, and you havc a copy of my 
testImony. 

I ;ust want to say that I am pleased to represent the National 
Advisory Committee on .Tuvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Preven~ 
tion before the subcommittee. 

As you know, the ,TuyeniJe Justice Act provides for the appoint
ment of the committee that I represent and we urge the Congress to 
reauthorize the .Tuvenile Pre\Tention Act of 19'74. ,Ve voted on a 
compl'ehensiye 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 can attention to the fact the 
staff of the Office of Juvenile .Tustice 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
hensiye responsibilities nnder the act. Indeed, as a committee pro
vided for uncle-r that act, we are working withont stuff bp('ansp it is 
more important that they be assigned to other duties. Certainly the 
level of staffing should be increased. 

Let me turn to specific recommendations. lYe believe that the Con
gress and the President should support full funding for the re
authorization and are concerned that the reauthorization provides for 
$75 million ·wherens the current 197'7 funding is $150 million and, 
indeed, Senator Bayh, the Senate bill provides for $150 million "with 
nnmml increase for the 5 yenrs recommended in thnt bill, but he 
certainly feels thnt the level of funding ought to be nt that current 
fiscal--

Mr. ANDREWS. I thoug-ht the nuthorization was $150 million but 
the fuuding was $75 million. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I understood you to say the full funding nm\' was 
~Wm~®¥ . 

.Mr. REISS. No, the authorization. lYe are recommending full fund
ing. I think some of the problems addressed here is not lun-ing 
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 delill
quency prevention efforts of Federnl, 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 
reauthorizn::ion ·with only relatively minor chang-es. The committee 
believes thnt LEAA should continue to have jurisdiction oyer the 
act. LEAA's legislative mandates and organizational structure are 
closely related to those of the act and the committee believes that 
LEA.i\..'s administration has facilitated the act's implementation. 

The committee strong-Iy recommends that the Presidentially ap
pointed Assistaut Administrator who heads O.T.IDP be dele!~ated 
all administrative, manageria~, operat~onal, and policy rps])onsibilities 
related to the act. The C0l11l11lttee belJens that some of thpse res])on
sibiliticJ, which have been carried out to date by the LE.AA Aclmin
ish'atOl', should have appropriately be delegated to the Assistant 
Administrator in charg-e of this important national office. l'nder tIle 
present arrang-ement, the Assistant Administrator bears the respon
sibility without having the corresponding authority. 

.. 
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I should call attention to the fact that if one reads the 1974 act, 
it would appear that. the Assistant Administrator has the authority 
to do so, but in practice the Assistant Administrator has not had the 
power and autho"t'ity to carry them out and anything that could be 
done to strengthen that, the committee believes ,vould 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 Councilmem
bership would enable it to carry out these functions more effectively. 
'rherefore, 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 b~ 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 ,vhose selTices could not be 
bought at any price. 

Furthermore, the involvement of these groups in providing selTices 
for youths offers an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing 
processing by the juvenile justice system. Many of the prh'ate 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 wah'e 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 c1einstitutionalize 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 R.R. 6111 may very well reach 
that objective with the requirement and has an unequi,'ocal commit
ment to achieving full compliance. 

Let me· briefly mention two or three other amendments that we 
belieye would be useful among the others that we suggest. 

First: ,Ye believe that the scope of the Runaway YOl~th Act should 
be broadened to include the phrase "other homeless youth." The Run-
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a:way Youth ~\.ct has been interpreted to apply to young people who 
are seen as l'unning away from home ,,-ithont the anthority of their 
parents. It llrglec'ts ,diat some people can the children" who are 
pushed ont of families who are not ,yanted at home and ,,-ho are 
therefore homeless and we belie .. e that the scope of the act should 
I:xtend not only to runaways but to those ,,-ho literally lun-e no homes 
beC:>:i:lse their families don;t want them. . 
f)fr. ~\Xf)m:WR_ 1Yalkaways. 
! l\fr. REISS. 1Y-alkamlYs is another. They are pusha,,-ays. So "-I: rec

ommend that it be so extended. 
1Ye n1Ro lw1iI:Yr that the l'rsponsihilit)" for j-hnt Hllllfmay YOllth 

Act might beHel' be transferred to the Office of ,Tunnile .rustice and 
Delinquency Pll~yentioll . 

..:\.nofher one is that -we believe that the State ach"isorv group pro
-dded for in the aet should be committees to addse the GO'"HnOr and 
Stntl: lrgislf1tlll'rs as wen as the Statr planning agrncINl rrgal'c1ing 
junmile (le1inqnency programs and policies. 

I should add that I currently am not only a memhH of the Na
tional Ach"isOl'V Committee but" I sene as Cilairman of the State of 
Connecticut ,Trinnile .Tustice and Delinqnency Prenntion Gronp :md 
we forhmately haye been asked on n11merous occasions to ach"ise the 
Gowrnor ,yitl! respect to juvenile delinquency programs. Howeyer, 
we beliew that should be a specific requirement to strengthen those 
State advisory gronps. . 

Second: 1Ye belie\-e that snh('ommittees in the National ~\ddsory 
Committee should be supportiye of the parent borly. The cnrren't 
legislation is not clerrr ,,-ith respect to that. 

Finally, I ,,"onld like to say that ,,-e are on record as strongly 
endorsing continuation of the maintenance of effort proyision. I 
recognize in rr1l deference to the immediately preeecling testimony 
from Xorth Carolina that one way of looking at it is to say that 
lV-plus percent may be more than those programs are as a propor
tion of the total hndget that the Sfate allo('ates. HmyeYer, we note 
at the same time that in such States one reason for noncomplinn('e is 
insufficient funding to even to execute e,·en the deinstitntionnlization 
provisions. 

So, if the rnrrent Hl-plns l11nintenan('e of effort proyision is snffi
cient, I l1wan it is thought of as too much, it is ('ertainly insnffil'ient 
to accomplish the objectiYes set forth uncleI' the act, so ,ye strongly 
en('ourn,ge the maintenance of that pro,·ision. 

Thank you. 
[The f1111 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 Delinquency Act of 1974 and has voted on a comprehensive set of 

recommendations regarding this legislation. These recommendations 

were submitted to Senator Bayh, then chairman of th,e. Senate Subcommittee 

to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, at his request, Qn 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 National 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 delinquency, 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 public policy 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 

successful 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 Juvenilt'! Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 

and other Federal programs. Later meetings focused on specific issues 

in juvenile justice and on particular programs. The Committee developed 

a set of recommended research priorities for the National Institute, formul

ated national standards for juvenile justice which have been submitted 

to the Congress and the President, and prepared a set of objective" to 

guide the Committee's activities over the next year. The Committee 

also prepared and'submitted its f¥,st report to the Administrator of the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on September 30, 1976 which 

includes 13 recommendations for improving the Federal juvenile delinquency 

prevention effort. 

Before discussing specific recommendations of the National Advisory 

Committee I would like to commend the OJJDP staff for doing an out

standing job in carrying out the purposes of the Juvenile Justice JDP Act. 

However, I would like to state for the record that the overall level of 

staff support made available to OJJDP has been unreasonably limited 

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

responsibilities assigned. 

89-699 0 - 77 - 8 
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I 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 President should support full funding for 

the 1974 Juvenile Justice Act, including money for appropriate 

staffing of the National Advisory Committee and the Coordinat

ing Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; 

OJJDP should continue its efforts to develop a set of definitions 

for ambiguous terms such as "juvenile delinquency," and "deten

tion and correctional facilities~' 

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 other community resources have failed; 

To improve Federal coordination of delinquency programs, 

the Office of Management and Budget should be added to the member

ship of the Coordinating Council. 

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 

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

the delinquency prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments 

with those of the private sector. Thus, the Committee endorses the general 

philosophy and pro1i'isions of the Act and recommends its reauthorization 

with only relatively minor changes. The Committee believes that LEA A 

ilk • should continue to have jurisdiction over the Act. LEANs legislative mandates 

• 

and organizational structure are closely related to those of the Act and 

the Committee believes that LEANs 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. 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 included on the Council . 

. The Committee has several recommendations concerning the matching 

requirements of the Aot. The Committee believes tha.t 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 :>evel'ely 

limited budgets and would n~t be able to participate in the Act if the 

match requirements were strictly 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 

lacks jurisdiction to proceed. 

The Committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to participate 

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 u '" " /I_~ 
a....J ~ 'It-->l 1;(...,. ~ ~6 (>"-'7>hJl.J;J- 1"' .... 

compliancefoith the requirement and has an unequivocal commitment ~~~. 
to achieving full compliance .. The Committee has also developed clearcut ~ 
guidelines defining conformity. 

A number of other amenciments suggested by the Committee are: 

Require that State advisory committees a~vise the G')vernor 

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 Act to include other 

homeless youth; 

Transfer responsibility for the Runaway Youth Act to OJJDP; 

Improve the coordinat~on of OJJDP's programs with the Office 

of Education; 

Improve advocacy activities 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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1\{r. ANDREWS. Thank you. 
Are there questions? 
Mr. CORRADA. No, illr. Chairman. 
Mr. I..IAVOR. Dr Reiss, 011 page 5 of your statement you said tJle 

committee belie\'es there should be It 10 percent. hard match for umts 
of Government, but the assistant administrator should be permitted 
to waive matching requirements for priyate nonprofit agencies and 
then about two sentences later you said many of the prh-ate non
profit agencies operate under seyerely limited budgets and "'ould 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 gOYe1'nmellt haye 
unlimited pots of money and would not be severely strained, too, and 
is there any elata, to indicate that any States 01' units of local Go\'
ernment nlight drop out of the program if the hard match "yere 
required? 

Mr. REISS. ",Ye haye heard arguments on that side and "'e are still 
looking into that question. You may be quite correct that it is too 
stringent a requirement. for units of local goyernments. ",Ve haTe 
gathered considerable testimony from the prinl.te sector indicating • 
it is too stringent. for that sector. I am saying we haye not taken ft 
position except to say that for the present we believe it should not. 
be required. 

Mr. ANDHEWS. :Mr. Thomas, you are the director of the State plan
ning agency of South Carolinft? 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. Tno:lL\s. 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 :t strong sup
porter of this legislation in 11)74 and strongly supports reauthoriza
tion this year. l'{e do feel that it has provided a focal point in many 
States for drawing attention and coordination to the problem of 
juvenile delinquency and impl'oYement of the juyenile justice system. 
",Ve found a longstanding priority in many of the States to use funds 
of LEAA on the jllYenile justice system. 

This aet, howeye1', has brought about. an even sharper forus on the 
issues that needed to be addressed, particularly deinstitutionalization, 
separate of the adults and jm'eniles, particularly in detention facili
ties and a system. for monitoring those who mandate. 

r would point ont, as Gordon did, there haye been a number of 
problems as far as implementation at the State leye1. Those problems 
haye not resulted from a lack of commitment on the part of States 
or local units of goyernment 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 
progrnms for juveniles. However, I think the specific parts of the 
legislation that Gordon pointed out diel 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 deinstitutiona1iza
tiol1 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 
yen.r 1975 when we began im;plementation. This year 10 States and 
territories are not participn.tmg 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 WflS meant by substantial compliance, what was 
meant by a good-faith effort. ':Ve got differing directioI:.!~ at different 
tim.es. ",Ve 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. 

':Ve would propose, our national association would propose some 
specific ('hanges this year. Some of those changes are already incor
porated in H.R. 6111. ",Ve would propose, for instance, however, some 
change to the section that deals with status offenders. Rather than 
a 2-yea1' mundate we would suggest that there be a 5-year plan for 
deinstitutionalizatioll of all status offenders in each State and that 
that, plan be established and agreed upon between the State and 
LEA":\,, with specific milestones for measuring success to'ward 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. 

lYe 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. wonld sub
stal1tiaI1y drop, a number of States would come in and fuUy par
ticipate. They want to accomplish the same goal Congress does as far 
us statns offenders are concerned. 

,Ve would urge that one })l'oyision we noted in H.R. 6111 to change 
the State supervisory hoards to mandate representation by three of 
the advisory b.oard mell1ber~ not be included. The majority of States 
lULye already lllcluded adVIsory board members on the supervisory 
board. However, there again we feel that tllat 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 lutye been 
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some changes to the supervisory boal'(1. For instance, 1nst year there 
'Were changes that mandated participation by the judiciary, specific
ally participation by specific members, such as the (,hief .Tustice. This 
required a number of States this past year a change in legislation 
that spells out representation on the sur>el'dsory boards. 

In other States it requires taking people off, l)utting new people 
011. ,Ye feel if this change is made 110,," "we will go thr011gh the ent"ire 
act again. It is Yery con-£nsing for the administration of the program 
at the State and local leye1. 

O,"ernll, I think that H.R. 6111 basically represents the position 
that our conference would take. ,Vith the exceptions that I noted, we :» 
feel the program should be authorized. ,Ve would encourage that the 
authorization and appropriation leyel be at least at the $150 million 
le\"el for at least 2"more years. The 2-year reauthorization ,ye think 
is important, at least the" 2-year reauthorization in that that ,yonld 
basically bring it into the same cycle that the I~EAA. or ('rime ('on-
trol Act is now. 

,Ye appreciate the opportunity to be he1'e toclay and will be happy 
to answer any questions. 

1\11'. A~DnEws. Thank vou. 
Any questions, Congre~sman ~ • 
n~r. ('OTITIAD.\. Do you haye any provision with respect to the sng-

gestIOn made that the youth runaway program be transferred from 
HE,y to .A(,TION~ 

:Mr. Tno)L\s. No; our conference does not have a position on that. 
I personally wonld haye a l)osition. If it "was going to be transft'rred, 
I hope it would be transferred to LEAA. I feel the Runa,my Yonth 
Ad is not unlike a nnmht'l" of programs being administt'rt'd under 
the. Office of .Tnyenile Delinquenc-y. 

R1111a,yays ('onstitute a major portion of the status offenders. 
Mr .• \~DRF:WS. At prest'nt, what is the State required in tt'rms

,yhat is the. requirement. that the State match funds, what is the 
amount~ 

Mr. TJIQ)L\s. The amount. is 10 percent. It can be in kind. ,Ye l1aye 
taken the position we lYouldlike the language to remain the SI\111e. It 
can he in kind 01' cash match. That can be implemented, ,Ye feel, by 
the States and ]0('(\1 go,ernments Yery effectiyely. .. 

:\11' .• \~Dr:EWS. \'iTJlat do you think of the. requirements, as I under-
stand it, in the aet that requires 15 perc-ent of the monev be receiYed 
by the State, that that he used for p',anning purposes? . 

:\11'. Tno)f.\s. I think the requirement is up to 15 perct'nt of the ~ 
money could be used for pImming pnrpoEJes. I think the maiority 
of the States clon~t use that much for p1nnnmg purposes. In my State 
it wnuld be like 5 percent. 

I ,,,as listC'ning to somp of the staffing r('fjuir(,l11<'nts. Tn nw Stat(' I 
haye 22 people in my office and \\"e administer aU LEA..:\, funds. ,Ve 
han~ 51 actiye proiects 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 oral and written 

testimony on the matter of the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

The National Conference 

The Na.tional 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 

runended (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 

approxirrately 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 

aXe 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 II 

of the Act by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

• 

• 
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Uoweve:!;, the National Conference believes (a) certai)l requirements 

of thEe Act must be modified to encourage realization of the totality 

of the objectives of that measure and (b) the level of federal assistance 

dix'.ected to the Act must be substantially increased to that end. The 

National Conference agrees in principle with U.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-

zation 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) Section 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 (al (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: juvenile 

delinquency is a problem far more serious than many seem to believe --

and it is growing worse each year. Although youngs.ters from ages 10 

to 17 account for only 16 percent nf our population, they account for 

fully 45 percent of all persons arrested for serious crimes. More thru. 

60 percent of all criminal arrests are of people 22 years ~i age or 

younger. 
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The State Planning Agencies have applied increasing amounts of 

funds to address juvenile problems, and the programs which we have 

deqeloped have begun to reshape the nation's youth servi~e systems. The 

states have placed emphasis on deinstitutionalization 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 programs which have been developed by the states during the 

past eight years. This is where 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 

programs, which have been established to date, have been too few in 

number to show substar.tial. 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 to institutionalization. We are uncomfortably close to coming 

full circle. 

In a number of cities conflicts are already beginning to develop 

between law enforcement officials frustrated by large numbers 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 ~ecurity institutions for juvenile offenders. We do not 

• 

• 
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believe this is the answer, but it is a manifesta·tion 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 1:0 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 rapidiy as is desirable or improved without 

the additional resources that should be provided pursuant to a reauthorized 

program. 

Reauthorization Period and Funding Level 

We support the reauthorization 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 problem:> 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 

contro1. 

The two year authorization is recommended so that the Juvenile 

Justic~ Act and the Crime Control Act will both terminate at the end of 

Fiscal Year 1979. This will enable Congress ~o reconsider tQe two Acts 

s~ultaneously so that the substantive direction and administration of 

the two Acts can be made mutually supportive. Moreover, a two year 

reautho=ization 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 s~ould not play a shell game with appropriations for the two Acts. 

Deinstitutionalization 

We have every indication thar states, even those not participating 

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 s'tates 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 deinstitut~onalization, but they were fearful of sanctions 

if the requirement was not achieved. ~~y states were unwilling to move 

forward until tilere was an indication that significant federal 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 

requirement of Section 223 (a) (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 or three years is simply not enough time to produce the required 

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 altern a

~ives as (a) placement back in the parental horne or in tile horne of a 

relative or friend, (b) a foster horne, (c) a day placement or, (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 deinstitutiq~~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 

elect~d to participate in the prognam 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 ~equirem7nts. The National Conference believes these 

are worthwhile ends, but it believes also, as did Congress in legislating 

the Act, that strong initiatives must be undertaknn to strengthen the 

juvenile justice system and prevent delinquency as well as to deinstitu

tionalize 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 ~IDphasis 

The National Conference supports an amendment to Section 224(b) 

that would limit the special emphasis program to not more than IS percent 

of the fWlds appropriated for Part B. l-1e 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 delinq~ency 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 limitation 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 ah. individual employee relations, especially in areas 

which are likely the subject of collective bargaining agreements. Units 

of sta-te and local government should not be required 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 required 

to keep them on and thereby 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 ~le 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 (1). The additional 

word should clarify that the subsection deals with federal agencies and 

prohibits LEAAmandating state units of government to comply • 

B9-699 0 - 77 - 9 
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(2) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (4) •. \'!e would 

prefer the current language of Section 222 (d). The "in kind" matching 

provision for the juvenile justice program should be preserved. At a 

time of severe state and local fiscal dislocation, it is counterproductive 

to increase financial burdens on state and local communities. However, 

we support the exception for private, non-profit organizations. Much of 

the money under the Act is to start up new private, non-profit operated 

programs in local communities. These programs will frequently be run by 

newly formed or resource poor charitable corporations which cannot 

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 flexibility 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 words 

later. Any such definition would run the danger 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 deinstitutionalization requirement by pro-

• 
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viding the states five years to achieve the target, wit!1 annual bench

marks decided upon through negotiations between LE~ and the individual 

states. 

(7) The National Conference would ~ 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 0EPoses 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 reallocated by Section 222 (b) as formula 

funds and not as special emphasis funds to those participating states 

which have shown an ability to utilize the funds • 

(9) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (1) for the reasons 

explained supra. Rather, 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 coordination 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 meritorious, during the reauthorization 

of the Crime Control 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 

probl~~ in some states • 
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Comments on H.R. 6092 

The National Conference is generally opposed to H.R. 6092. It 

makes numerous substantive and technical amendments which would make 

more complex the operation of the Juvenile Justice and Crime Control 

Acts. What follows are some specific comments on key provisions of H.R. 

6092. ~ 

(1) The National Conference opposes Sections 2 (1), 2 (2), 2 (5), 

2 (6), 2 (7), 2 (9), 2 (10), 2 (24), 3 (1), 3 (41), 3 (44) and any other 

sections which wrest control of the Juvenile Justice Act from the 

direction of the Administrator and vests it in the hands of the Assistant 

Administrator in charge of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention. 

A major problem with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention has been that it has virtually been a separate agency within 

LEAA, over which the former I~ Administrator exercised very little 

control. The Office has operated largely independent of the rest of 

LEAA in such areas as guidelines development, monitoring, financial 

management and program development. What is needed is far greater 

control and coordination by the Administrator over this entity running 

adrift. 

Present Section 201 (d) of the Juvenile Justice Act indicates that 

all powers of the Assistant Administrator are subject to the direction 

of the Administrator. Throughout the Act authority is vested in the 

Administrator. Examples are Sections 202, 203, 204, 221, 223 (c) and 

(d), 224,225, 226, 228, etc. In practice, the Administrator has failed 

to exercise that power, but delegated it to the Assistant Administrator. 

• 
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Section 527 of the Crime control Act permits the Assistal)t Administrator 

under the direction of ~~e Administrator to coordinate juvenile justice 

activities. Some people have interpreted this section as giving final 

authority to the Assistant Administrator. Since this interpretation is 

problematic, perhaps Secti~n 527 is better deleted than ret~ned. 

In light of all the sections of the Juvenile Justice Act, it was never 

intended that the Assistant Administrator would ever have dictatorial 

powers. 

Rather than deleting the power and authority vested in the Admin-

istrator as suggested by H.R. 6092, perhaps it should be increased by 

adding the words "and control" after the word "direction" and deleting 

Section 527 of the Crime Control Act. 

H.R. 6092 would cause further separation and. confusion at both the 

LEAA and state level. There would likely be two bureaucracies rather 

than one, with different administrative procedures, programmatic priorities 

and operating philosophies. At many points of operation, the criminal 

justice system is the same for adults and juveniles. The same crime 

prevention, police, courts resources and activities deal with juveniles 

and adults. It is artificial to conceive of the activities of these 

agencies as entirely separate. If the two LEAA programs are permitted 

to operate separately, one LEAA policy for adults could conflict with 

another LEAA policy for juveniles. We don't need a double-headed hydra. 

Additional reasons for the National Conference's opposition to the 

bill concern sections 2 (3),2 (4), 2 (5), 2 (7) and 2 (9) of H.R. 6092 

which further add to the weight of bureaucracy by increasing the number 

and pay of high level executives. Section 2 (28) creates another grant 

making organization. 
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(2) The NationaL Conference specifically opposes Sections 2 (9), 

which would add a Section 202 (f). This new section would grant the 

Assistant Administrator open ended powers, making the Assistant Administra~ 

tor the "czar" of juvenile delinquency. As a result the formula grant 

program could become only an illusory block grant program since alL . 

effective power would rest with the Assistant Administrator. 

(3) We oppose Section 3 (3) Which would prohibit a state from 

increasing a grantee's matching share over a period of time, leading to 

a full assumption of cost at the end of an appropriate period. 

(4) The National Conference opposes Section 3 (4) which would 

require 10 percent of the formula grant to be allotted'to the state 

advisory group and Section 3 (8). It makes no sense to fragment the 

fund administration and increase the number of decision-making bodies. 

Either the state supervisory board is the appropriate decision-maker, or 

it is not. An advisory group with grant-making authority is no longer 

advisory. Why increase the administrative costs of the program? 

(5) The National Confex:ence ~ Sections 3 (6) and 3 (7) 

changing the requirements for the advisory groups. Constant changes in 

direction in composition x:equirements only lead to incx:eased frustra

tion, changing group dynamics and upheaval. The new people called for 

by Sections 3 (6) and 3 (7) can already be members of the advisory 

groups. HowevE~, by making these new requiLernents, changes will occur 

in most advisoxy groups; and a period of reeducation will have to occur 

before effective action can be undertaken. 

(6) The National Conference ~ Sections 3 (20), 3 (21), 3 

(22), 3 (23) and 3 (28). Rather than lessening the requirements for 

• 

• 
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deinstitutionalization of status offenders, these sections increase the 

burdens and harshen the sanctions. As a result, the number of states 

that opt to continue participation in the program can be expected to 

decrease dramatically. 

(7) Section 3 (29) is opposed. Funds not applied for should be 

reallocated as formula funds to participating states. 

(8) The National Conference opposes Section 5 (1). We believe 

that a two year authorization of $~50 million per year is advisable. 

:r,~" summary, the National Conference can find little good to say 

about H.R. 6092. It makes a few technical improvements which are the 

same or similar to H.R. 6111. However, the vast majority of provisions, 

if enacted, will cause maladministrAtion and non-participation. Because 

of the plethora of changes recommended, many provisions were not commented 

upon as they could be. 

Mr. Chairman. you have heard from a representative of counties 

advocating federal incentives for state subsidies to local units of 

government. We, like the National Conference of State Legislatures, 

oppose this proposal. The objection is tha; the program would u~e a 

portion of federal funds to re~lard or penalize states which provide 

their own general fund subsidies to local government. Because of 

varying financial conditions among the states, some states may be able 

to subsidize local prevention and correctional programs while other 

states have insufficient revenueS to provide subsidies. We find it 

abhorrent that the federal government should be asked to mandate state 

governments be required to subsidize local government. It is our feeling 

that ur~ts of local government should present their cases to the 

state legislatures and seek state funds directly without relying on 

the federal governmeQt to mandate state action • 
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Mr. Chairman, the National Conference appreciates the opportunity 

you have provided to us to make our views known. 

Attached for your information is a copy of the National Conference's 

proposed amendments. 

• 

• 
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Proposed Amendments 

(1) Amend Section 204 (f) to read: "The Administrator may require, 
through appropriate authority, Federal departments and agencies ••• " 
(additional word underlined). -------

(2) Amend Section 223 (a) by substituting the word "develop" for the 
word "implement" .. 

(3) Modify Section 223 (a,) (12) to indicate that deinstitutionalization 
should be achieved within 5 years,. with reasonable annual benchmarks 
agreed upon by LEAA and the state planning agency. Delete the phrase 
"but must be placed in shelter facilities". 

(4) Delete section 223 (a) (17). 

(5) Amend Section 224 (b) to read "not more than 15 percentum of the 
funds appropriated ••• " (change underlined). 

(6) Amend Section 261 (a) to provide for a two year authorization 
at $150 million per year. 
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~fr. ANDHEWS. If there are no other questions, "we lun'e a yote on 
the Honse fioor again, so I guess "'e "will just recess until 2 o·clock. 

Is ~Ir. Payne here? 
:Ur. P.\.YNE. Yes. 
)11' .• \..XDHEWS. I hate to start us off late; by late I mean haying 

something left over from the morning, but I don't. know anything 
else to do. ,Yould it be conyenient for you to come back? 

Mr. P.\YNJo,. I have to take a plane back this rLfternoon to my home 
State and "would be unable to testify. I understand your problem but 
I will be unable to stay. 

Mr. ~\.xDnEws. Congressman Con ada does not !lave to Yote, so he 
will stay and hear you. I will go vote and then come back. 

:Mr. ('onu.\D.\ [presiding]. All right, Mr. Payne, you may proceed. 
lYe haye your written testimony, of course, and if you would care 
to sunl1na1'ize, it, then we could ask you some questions. 

Please go ahead. " 

STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR OF THE BOARD OF 
CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY, N.J. 

)11'. P.\YXB. Thank yon very much, I appreciate the opportunity 
to address your eOll1mittee and appreebte your taking this time to 
conform "\\'ith my schedule. 

I am the c1il~ector of the Board of Chosen Freeholders, Essex 
County, X.,T.. past president of tlw national board of Y)1CA's, amI 
chairman of the X ational Association of Counties P.olicy Subcommit
tee on ,Tu\'enile ,Tustice. I am here today to present testimony "'ith 
respect to n.R GllI, the reauthorization of the .Tm'enile ,Justice and 
D('linquel1cy Pre\'ention Act of IV74. 

I woulrl just like to state that "we snpported the act in 1974 when 
it ,,'as first enacted and we strongly support the reenactment of this 
act . 

• Tust quickly, because of the time, and I sha11 try to make it as brief 
as possible, I "ill try to deal with the major section of our interest 
in the act ,,'h1('11 deals "with a substantive program for the current 
.TuYenile ,Tustice Act. 

As mentioned in my statement, many States haye been unable to 
participate in the program because they haye been unable to conform 
with the proyisions of the act so far as deinsti.tutionalization of the 
status offender and the separation of youthful offenders from adult 
offenders and we feel that the amendment that "'e are offering to the 
act "would assist Korth Carolinn and other States in qualifying and 
thereby being able to participate in the act. 

I ",ill just read "ery quickly that segment of om plan. 
The need for programs to deinstituticnalize status offenders from 

secure detention and to separate juyeniles from adnlts in traditional 
('orrectional facilities has been ,,'en documented. The recent stndy of 
thE' Children's Defense Fund outlining in sometimE's graphic 'and 
painful tE'rms what happens to youngsters placed in adult jails points 
to national disgTa('E'. The reeidiyism rates ar.e JmLR....dramatic mani
festation of this dilemma. "What then can we do? 

lYe, the Kational Association of Counties, think a maior part of 
the answer lieH ,,,ithin the prol"isions of the ,Tuvenile ,Justice Act, but 

• 
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for lack of liotice, emphasis, or funding, has been insufficiently recog
nized up to this point. 1Ye call your attention to the State subsidy 
programs outlined in section 223 (10) (II) of the act. 

MI\ Chairman, we suggest today that State subsidy programs, 
given proper legislative emphasis and adequate funding, could be 
useful and highly successful tools in achieving the results desired in 
section 223(12) and (13) and thereby open the door to more States 
participating in the act. State subsidy programs of one kind or 
[mother currently exist in at least 17 States and giyen us reason to 
think they may be effectiYe in this instance . 
. State subsidy programs have a number of attributes deselTing of 

attention. Once instituted, they tend to become long-term programs. 
They intimately iIlYolve not just the States but the myriad of locn,} 
public and private agencies concerned with juveniles in a program 
in which they ]uwe a direct interest. 1Ye no longer "will ]uwe just 
another Federal program with Federnl dollars to be used while they 
last on short-term endeayors. State subsidy programs often require 
substantial commitment by local Government. commitment likely to 
engender serious efforts. 1Ye feel that that will giye them additional 
fUllds, but they ,,,ill be committed to seeing that the funds are utilized 
properly. 

Consequently, State subsidy programs encourage partnerships be
tween the puhlic and private sectors and intergoyernment coopera
tion. They encourage long-term planning and coordination not only 
of governmental resources and programs but of those substantial 
efforts sponsored and managed by nonprofit printte organizations 
which in many communities provide the bulk of the services directed 
toward juveniles. 

This aftel'lloon Chris ::\Iould and the others from the pl'iYate sector 
will outline that. 

1Ye belieye that if State subsidies did no mOre than encourage 
coordination, cooperation and planning they could be defended on 
this basis alone. 

State subsidy programs are versatile and can be used to encourage 
a wide yariety of specific goals. States currently utilizing subsidy pro
grams use them to finance (a) community alternatiyes to incarcera
tion, (0) approaches to youth deyelopment rmd delinquency preven
tion, (c) diversion programs and (d) coordinated youth sPl'Yices at 
the county level. 

1Ye have included some descriptions of how subsidy programs work 
as an addendum to this testimony for your information .. 

Mr. Chairman, the National Association of Counties respectfully 
urges that Congress giye serious consideration to establishing a new 
title to the Juyenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention Act: One 
that would provide for an independently funded program of State 
subsidies ,yhich would «(() reduce the numbe,r of commitments to any 
form of juvenile facility, (0) increase the use of nonsecnre comnni
nity based facilities, (c) reduce the use of incarceration and detention 
of juveniles, and (d) encourage the development of an organizational 
and planning <;apacity. to coordinate youth development. and delin
quency preventIon sernces. 

1Ye urge that the title be funded separately to infuse new and 
needed funds directly into programs encouraging deinstitutionaliza-
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tion and the care of children deinstitutionalizecl or c1inrtec1 from 
institutions. Such an effort would i11ustrate to State gonrnmenj·s 
that the Federal Goyernment considers deinstitutionfl.1izrrtion of suffi
cient importance to warrant a special fiscal and legislatin effort by 
the Congress, anel implicitly, by State and local goyernments as ,,"ell. 

We haYB included specific draft language and an ac1c1enchllll to this 
testimony which while requiring a great deal of work by legislntiye 
draftsmen, ncvertheless will givc YOIl SOIlW sense as to onr intentions. 
Features of the proposed program include: 

Incentives to State go,"ernments to form subsidy programs for 
units of general purpose local gonrnments to encourage deinstitu
tionalization and encourage organizational and plannin£!." capacities 
to coordinate youth de,"elopment and delinquency preyention sen"ices; 

Fiscal assistance to the States in the form of grants based upon 
the State's under 18 popUlation; 

Requirements that. the State provide a 10 percent match and that 
the State in turn may require a 10 percent match from participating 
local governments; 

Provisions that subsidies may be distributed among indh"idual 
units of local general purpose govel'11ments in those States not choos
ing to participate, in the subsidy title prm"iding proper application 
be made; 

Submission of a plan by the States to LEAA. for implementation 
of the subsidy program; 

Proyisions that alIo" funds to go to States with existing snhsidy 
programs to either expand those programs 01' begin new programs 
consistent ·with the purposes of the new title; , 

Prohibitions against the use of Federal moneys in States already 
having subsidy programs to replace existing funding; 

Requirements that private nonprofit agencies be prime participants 
in subsidy programs through contracts with local gOYernments; 

Authorizations for the next :3 years of $50, $75 and $100 million 
respectively. 

Significantly, the concepts we have outlined have be~n denloped 
in cooperation with such organizations as the National Lea~ue of 
Cities, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the Na
tional Youth Alternatives Proiect. 

1\Te would like for yon to consider this and ,ye fpel some of the 
problems stated preyious1y by former witnesses and also I agree that 
other homeless youths should also have an opportnnity to participate 
in the Runaway Ohildrens Act because it is our feeling, too, that we 
could deal with more preyention and I personally feel that at some 
other time we really need to take a serious look at the whole preven
tion part of thi.s act. 

I thi.nk the. act should be funded, as we said, but there ]weds to 
be a totally different look at a comprehensiye plan on juyenile de-
linquency in our country. . 

lIfr. ('ORR.\DA. Addendnm A and B aUached to the testimony of 
l\fr. Payne shall be admitted and made part of the record together 
with his testimony. 

[The formal stntement and attachments of nil'. Payne follow:] 

, 
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STATEMENT by tJ 
NACo 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 
1735 NEW YORK AVE., N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006' (202) 785-9577 

STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE 

DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY 

ON BEHALF 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 

ON 

THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT (H.R. 6111) 

BEFORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY, COf.1MITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL 22, 1977 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
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STATEr·1ENT OF OONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ESSEX COUNTY, 
NEW JERSEY, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON EcdNDr1IC OPPORTUNITY, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
APRIL 22, 1977. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, I AM DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, ~ 
ESSEX COUNTY, NEW JERSEY, PAST PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL BOARD OF Y.M.C.A"S,--r~~ 
AND CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES* POLICY SUBCOMMITTEE ON 

JUVENILE JUSTICE. I Ar1 HERE TODAY TO PRESENT TESTH10NY WI:rH RESPECT TO H.R. 6111, 

THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 19~ 0 i 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES WAS AN EARLY SUPPORTER OF THE JUVENILE 

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT. WE SUPPORTED IT WHEN IT WAS FIRST 

INTRODUCED FOR MUCH THE SAME REASONS WE SUPPORT ITS REAUTHORIZATION TODAY. THE 

ACT OFFERS THE SINGLE MOST PROMISING FEDERAL COW1ITr1ENT TO OUR NATIONAL EFFORT 

TO SALVAGE THOUSANDS OF OUR YOUNGEST CITIZENS FROM THE RAVAGES OF A DETERIORATING 

SYSTEH OF JUVENILE JUSTICE: A SYSTEM THAT INCARCERATES YOUNG PEOPLE FOR STATUS 

OFFENSES, A SYSTE~l THAT JAILS YOUNGSTERS WITH ADULT CRH1INALS: A SYSTE~l WHICH 

OFTEN DENIES CHILDREN BASIC HUMAN RIGHTS. 

THE ACT ITSELF ADDRESSES THESE ISSUES IN A NUMBER OF I·IAYS. MOST IMPORTANTLY, 

IT PROVIDES SUBSTANTIAL FOCUS ON PREVENTION, ON KEEPING CHILDREN FROH EVEII 

ENTERING THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM THAT HAS PROVEN TO BE SO HARHFUL TO THEIR 

DEVELOPING INTO RESPONSIBLE MEr1BERS OF SOCIETY. 

* The National Association of Counties is the only national organization 
representing county government in the United States. Through its membership, 
urban, suburban and rural counties join together to build effective, responsive 
county government. 

The goals of the organization are to: 
- improve county governments; 
- serve as the national spokesman for county governments; 
- act as a liaison between the nation's counties and other levels of 

government; 
- achieve public understanding of the role of counties in the federal system • 

• 
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AT THE LAST ANNUAL CONVENTION OF OUR ASSOCIATION. OUR MEr~BERS ADOPTEO A NEW. 

AND WE THINK. PROGRESSIVE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PLATFORM. 

OUR POLICIES REFLECT A GROYlING AWARENESS ON THE PART OF THE NATION'S COUNTIES 

THAT THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IN OUR COUNTRY IS DESPARATELY IN NEED OF REFORM 

AND THAT COUNTY GOVERNMENT HAS BOTH A RESPONSIBILITY AND AN OPPORTUNTIY TO 

HELP AFFECT THAT REFORM. IN SOME RESPECTS. I BELIEVE OUR POLICIES ARE EVEN 

r~ORE PROGRESSIVE THAN IS THE ACT WE ARE HERE TO TALK ABOUT TODAY. OUR POLICIES 

CALL FOR THE Cor~PLETE REr~OVAL OF STATUS OFFENDERS FROM THE JURISDICTION OF THE 

JUVENILE COURT. A PROGRAM OF STATE SUBSIDIES. ABOUT IoIHICH I lULL SPEAK IN A 

MOMENT. AND A CALL TO COUNTIES TO ACTIVELY DEVELOP ORGANIZATIONAL AND PLANNING 

CAPACITIES FOR THE COORDINATION AND REGULATION OF YOUTH DEVELOpr~ENT /lND DELINQUENCY 

PREVENTION SERVICES IN THE Cor·1MUNITY • 

~lR. CHAIRMAN. MUCH OF THE DEBATE THAT HAS TAKEN PLACE flITH RESPECT TO THIS 

LAW HAS REVOLVED AROUND TWO HIGHLY CONTROVERSIAL PROVISIONS: PROVISIONS HHICH 

ARE GIVEN MUCH OF THE BLAME FOR A NUt1BER OF STATES NOT HAVING PARTICIPATED IN 

THE ACT. THESE PROVISIONS ARE SECTION 223(12) AND (13) WHICH MANDATE THAT STATUS 

OFFENDERS MUST BE PLACED IN SHELTER FACILITIES RATHER THAN DETENTION OR CORRECTIONAL 

FACILITIES. AND THE COMPLETE SEPARATION OF JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFENDERS HITHIN 

SECURE INSTITUTIONS. WE ARE PLEASED TO NOTE THAT ONE OF THE PROPOSED A~IENDMENTS. 

IF ADOPTED. WILL n1PROVE SECTION 223(12) BY MAKING THE USE OF SHELTER FACILITIES 

OPTIONAL RATHER THAN MANDATORY. 

THIS PROPOSED AMENDMENT RECOGNIZES THAT THERE ARE WORTHHHILE ALTERNATIVES 

FOR STATUS OFFENDERS OTHER THAN SHELTER FACILITIES. CERTAINLY. PLACING THE 

CHILO SAFELY IN THE HOME HOULD HAVE TO BE ASSIGNED TO THE HIGHEST PREFERENCE • 
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ANOTHER PROPOSED AMENDMENT HOULD EXTEND THE TIME LIMIT TO FIVE YEARS FOR 

DEINSTITUTIONALlZ1NG STATUS OFFENDERS-- PROVIOED A STATE HAS IN "SUBSTANTIAL COH-

PLIANCE" AFTER TWO YEARS. SUBSTANTIAL C011PLIANCE IS DEFINED AS 75% DEINSTITUTION-

ALIZATION. WE BELIEVE THAT TO DEMAND A BLANKET 75% COMPLIANCE FOR EACH STATE 

~n,HIN THO YEARS WITHOUT REGARD FOR THEIR DIFFERING RESOURCES IS UNREALIS,IC, 

PARTICULARLY IN LIGHT OF THE HISTORY OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THIS ACT. 

THESE CHANGES ASJDE, IT IS ADMITTEr: THAT IN S011E INSTANCES THERE IS OUTRIGHT 

PHILOSOPHIC OPPOSITION TO THE CONCEPTS PUT FORTH IN THESE THO PARAGRAPHS, BUT MORE 

Jl·IMONLY, THE DOLLAR COSTS OF COMPLIANCE ARE SO PROHIBITIVE THAT SOME STATES 

HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN PROGRAt4S SPONSORED BY THE ACT. THIS 15 AN 

EXTRE11EL Y SAD COt4MENTARY CONSIDERING HHAT HE KNOH ABOUT THE CONDITIONS THESE 

SECTIONS SEEK TO RE~lEDY. THE SITUATION THE ACT ADDRESSES IS NOT SI11PLY THAT OF 

,HE YOUNGSTER ALREADY IN JAIL OR DETENTION BUT OF !HE YOUNGStER ~IHO I1AY HELL 

END UP IN JAIL IF THE COt4MUNITY FAILS TO PROVIDE COW1UNITY BASED SERVICES DESIGNED 

TO PREVENT JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. 

,HE DILEMMA FOR I1ANY COMNUNITIES IS THAT SERVICES FOR YOUNGSTERS ARE INTER-

THINED HITH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. A CHILD MUST TOO OFTEN PENETRATE THE 

SY5,TEH BEFORE HE CAN RECEIVE HELP. IN t4Y STATE OF NEW JERSEY HE ALREADY HAVE A 

LAt REQUIRING TilE PHYSICAL SEPARATION OF STATUS OFFENDERS FROM DELINQUENT CHILDREN. 

STATUS OFFENDERS MUST BE HOUSED SEPARATELY IN A NON-SECURE SHELTER FACILITY. 

THE PROBLEM HOWEVER, IS THAT WE DO NOT HAVE A SYSTEt4 IN PLACE TO PREVENT 

A CHILD FRON GOING ,0 SHELTER IN ,HE FIRST INSTANCE. ONLY 3 COUNTIES IN OUR 

STATE OUT OF 21 HAVE A YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU: ONLY 35 MUNICIPALITIES OUT OF 600 

HAVE YOUTH SERVICE BUREIIUS. HE CLEARLY NEED A GRASSROOTS NETHORK OF ORGANIZATIONS 

TO COORDINATE YOUTH SERVICES AND TO DIRECT YOUNGSTERS AND THEIR FAt4ILIES TO 

• 
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NEEDED SERVICES - PRIOR TO ANY CONTACT WITH THE SYSTEM. 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES STRONGLY SUPPORTS THE CONCEPTS ARTICULATED 

IN SECTION 223(12) AS PER THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT AND (13). BUT THE FACT REMAINS 

THAT THESE PARAGRAPHS. WHILE CORRECTLY IDENTIFYING GOALS. DO NOT POINT TO A REALISTIC 

FINANCIAL STRATEGY BY WHICH THOSE GOALS MAY BE ACHIEVED. THE FACT REf.1AINS THAT 

IN STATES AND COMMUNITIES THAT DO NOT ALREADY HAVE COMMUNITY BASED PROGRAMS AND 

SHELTER FACILITIES TO DIVERT STATUS OFFENDERS FROM THE JUVErIILE JUSTICE SYSTEr4. 

OR WHICH DO NOT HAVE SEPARATE FACILITIES FOR THOSE ALREADY INCARCERATED. OR WHO 

MAY BE INCARCERATED IN THE FUTURE. THE ACT OFFERS LITILE FINANCIAL HOPE FOR 

ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE. 

THE REASONS ARE SIMPLE: IN FISCAL 1977. $75 MILLION DOLLARS HERE APPROPRIATEO 

FOR FINANCING ALL OF THE PROGRAMS OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

ACT. ONLY PART OF THAT MONEY WAS DIRECTL V AVAILABLE FOR USE BY LOCAL GOVERN,·IENTS. 

OF THAT 11HICH ~IAS AVAILABLE, PROGRAMS SEEKING ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION FOR 

STATUS OFFENDERS OR FOR PROVIDING SEPARATE FACILITIES FOR THOSE NHO HAVE BEEN 

INCARCERATED, HAD TO COMPETE InTH A ~IYRIAD OF OTHER HORTHHHILE ENDEAVOR~ FOR SCARCE 

RESOURCES. THE RESULT WAS THAT r4ANY COUNTIES HITHOUT HELL DEVELOPED PRdGRAMS OR 

RESOURCES HERE NOT "BLE TO COME UP flITH THE SUBSTANTIAL IrlVESTr4EtlTS REQUIRED TO 

COMPLY HITH SECTION 223(12) AND (13). 

I HANT TO Er1PHASIZE AGAIN THAT HE THINK THERE IS I~IPLICIT IN SECTION. 223(12) 

AND (13) AN OBLIGATION ON THE PART OF THE COMMUNITIES ATIE~IPTING TO COHPLY 

filTH THESE SECTIONS, THAT THERE BE ESTABLISHED HITHIN THOSE COHMUNITIES 

ORGANIZATIONAL AND PLANNING CAPACITIES TO COORDINATE YOUTH DEVELOPNENT AND 

DELINQUENCY SERVICES. IT SEEr·IS TO US TO I4AKE LITILE SENSE TO 14AKE INDIVIDUAL 

REFORNS FOR CHILDREN ALREADY IN TROUBLE IF HE DO NOT SDr1EHOH ADDRESS PREVENTIVE' 

PROGRANS IN A SERIOUS f1ANNER OR IF SERVICES FOR TROUBLED CHILDREN ARE NOT PROPERLY 

89-699 0 - 77 - 10 
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PROVIdED. TO ACCOMPLISH THIS, WE MUST INSURE THAT HE HAVE AGENCIES AND 

VOLUNTARY SERVICES IN PLACE THAT ARE CAPABLE Or MEETING THE NEEDS OF YOUNG PEOPLE 

PRIOR TO ANY CONTACT WITH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

THE NEED FOR PROGRAMS TO DEINSTITUTIONALIZE STATUS OFFENDERS FROM SECURE 

DETENTION AND TO SEPARATE JUVENILES FROM ADULTS IN TRADITIONAL CORRECTIONAL 

FACILITIES HAS BEEN WELL DOCUMENTED. THE RECENT STUDY OF THE CHILDRENS DEFENSE 

FUND OUTLINING IN SOMETIMES GRAPHIC AND PAINFUL TERf1S HHAT HAPPENS TO YOUNGSTERS 

PLACED IN ADULT JAILS POINTS TO A NATIONAL DISGRACE. THE RECIOIVISM RATES ARE 

BUT A DRAf1ATIC NANIFESTATIPN OF THIS DILEMMA. WHAT THEN CAN WE DO? 
'1Y"',.:.t;t.....:...~. 
WE~THINK A f1AJOR PART OF THE ANSWER LIES lHTHIN THE PROVISIONS OF THE JUVENILE 

JUSTICE ACT, BUT FOR LACK OF NOTICE, EMPHASIS, OR FUNDING, HAS BEEN INSUFFICIENTLY 

RECOGNIZED UP TO THIS POINT. WE CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO THE STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAf1S 

OUTLINED IN SECTION 223(10) (H) OF THE ACT. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE SUGGEST TODAY THAT STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS, GIVEN PROPER 

LEGISLATIVE Et·1PHASIS AND ADEQUATE FUNDING, COULD BE USEFUL AND HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL 

TOOLS IN ACHIEVING THE RESULTS DESIRED IN SECTION 223(12) AND (13) AND THEREBY 

OPEN THE DOOR TO MORE STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE ACT. STATE SUBSIDY PROGRA~lS 

OF ONE KIND OR ANOTHER CURRENTLY EXIST IN AT LEAST SEVENTEEN STATES AND GIVE 

US REASON TO THINK THEY MAY BE EFFECTIVE IN THIS INSTANCE. 

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAf1S HAVE A NUNBER OF ATTRIBUTES DESE.RVING OF ATTENTION. 

ONCE INSTITUTED, THEY TEND TO BECOME LONG TERM PROGRAMS. THEY INTIMATELY INVOLVE 

NOT JUST THE STATES BUT THE f1YRIAD OF LOCAL PUBLIC AND 'PRIVATE AGENCIES CONCERNED 

~lITH JUVENILES IN A PROGRAl1 IN WHICH THEY HAVE A DIRECT INTEREST. WE NO LONGER w t I..L.. 

• 
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, 
HAVE JUST ANOTHER FEDERAL PROGRAM WITH FEDERAL DOLLARS TO BE USED WHILE THEY 

LAST ON SHORT TERM ENDEAVORS. STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS OFTEN REQUIRE SUBSTANTIAL 

COMMITMENT BY LOCAl. GOVERNMENT-COMMITMENT LIKELY TO ENGENDER SERIOUS EFFORTS:...-GJ 

CONSEQUENTLY, STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS ENCOURAGE PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN THE 

PUP~'C AND PRIVATE SECTORS AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION. THEY ENCOURAGE 

LONG TERM PLANNING AND COORDINATION NOT ONLY OF GOVERNt4ENTAL RESOURCES AND PROGRAMS 

BUT OF THOSE SUBSTANTIAL EFFORTS SPONSORED AND MANAGED BY NON-PROFIT PRIVATE 

ORGANIZATIONS WHICH IN MANY COMMUNl TIES PROVIDE THE BULK OF THE SERVICES 

DIRECTED TOWARD JUVENILES.~E BtLIEVE THAT IF STATE SUBSIDIES DID NO MORE THAN 

ENCOURAGE COORDINATION, COOPERATION, AND PLANNING. THEY COULD BE DEFENDED ON 

THIS BASIS ALONE. 

STATE SUBSIDY PROGRAMS ARE VERSATILE AND CAN BE USED TO ENCOURAGE A IHDE 

• VARIETY OF SPECIFIC GOALS. STATES CURRENTLY UTILIZING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS USE 

THEt·l TO FINANCE Cal COMMUNITY ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION. (b) APPROACHES 

TO YOUTH'DEVELOPMENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, (e) DIVERSION PROGRAMS AND (d) 

COORDINATED YOUTH SERVICES AT THE COUNTY LEVEL. 

WE HAVE INCLUDED SOt1E DESCRIPTIONS OF HOW SUBSIDY PROGRAMS HORK AS AN 

ADDENOUM TO THIS TESTIt10NY FOR YOUR INFORMATION. 

MR. CHAIRNAN. THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES RESPECTFULLY URGES 

THAT CONGRESS GIVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION TO ESTABLISHING A NEI; TITLE TO THE 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT: ONE THAT WOULO PROVIDE FOR 

AN INDEPENDENTLY FUNDED PROGRAt1 OF STATE SUBSIDIES loiHICH HOULD (a) REDUCE 

THE NUMBER OFCOt1MITHENTS TO ANY. FORNOF JUVENILE FACILITY. (b) INCREASE THE 

USE OF NON-SECURE CO~V1UNITY BASED FACILITIES. (e) REDUCE THE USE OF INCARCERATION , 
ANO DETENTION OF JUVENILES. (d) ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ORGANIZATIONAL 
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AND PLANNING CAPACITY TO COORDINATE YOUTH DEVELOPt~ENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

SERVICES. 

WE URGE THAT THE TITLE BE FUNDEn SEPARATELY TO INFUSE NEH AND NEEDED FUNDS 

DIRECTLY INTO PROGRAMS ENCOURAGING DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION AND THE CARE OF 

CHILDREN DEINSTITUTIONALIZED OR DIVERTED FROM INSTITUTIONS. SUCH AN EFFORT 

HOULD ILLUSTRATE TO STATE GOVERNMENTS THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CONSIDERS 

DEINSTI.TUnONALIZATION OF SUFFICIENT IHPORTANCE TO HARRANT A SPECIAL FISCAL 

AND LEGISLATIVE EFFORT BY THE CONGRESS, AND It-IPLICITLY, BY STATE AND LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS AS WI':LL. 

HE HAVE INCLUDED SPECIFIC DRAFT LANGUAGE AN AN ADDENOUt1 TO THIS TESTIt10NY 

HHICH HHILE REQUIRING A GREAT DEAL OF WORK BY LEGISLATIVE DRAFTSMEN, NEVERTHELESS 

WILL GIVE YOU SOME SENSE AS TO OUR INTENTIONS. FEATURES OF THE PROPOSED PROGRAM 

INCLUDE: 

INCENTIVES TO STATE GOVERNMENTS TO FORM SUBSIDY PROGRAMS FOR UNITS OF 

GENERAL PURPOSE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS TO ENCOURAGE DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION 

AND ENCOURAGE ORGANIZATIONAL AND PLANNING CAPACITIES TO COORDINATE 

YOUTH DEVELOPHENT AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION SERVICES, 

FISCAL ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES IN THE FORM OF GRANTS SASED UPOII THE 

STATE'S UNDER 18 POPULATION, 

REQUIREr1ENTS THAT THE STATE PROVIDE A 10% HATCH AND THAT THE STATE IN 

TURN MAY REQUIRE A 10% NATCH FROM PARTICIPATING LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 

PROVISIONS THAT SUBSIDIES MAY BE DISTRIBUTED At·IONG INDIVIDUAL UNITS OF 

LOCAL GENERAL PURPOSE GOVERNMENTS IN THOSE STATES NOT CHOOSING TO PARTICIPATE, 

IN THE SUBSIDY TITLE PROVIDING PROPER APPLICATION IS 1·1ADE, 

• 

• 
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SUBMISSION OF A PLAN BY THE STATES TO LEAA FOR IMPLHIENTATION OF THE 

SUBSIDY PROGRAM, 

PROVISIONS THAT ALLOW FUNDS TO GO TO STATES WITH I=X!STING SLJiiSIDY PROGRAMS 

TO EITHER EXPAND THOSE PROGRAMS OR BEGIN NEW PROGRAMS CONSISTENT HITH 

THE PURPOSES OF THE NE~I TITLE, 

PROHIBITIONS AGAINST THE USE OF FEDERAL MONIES IN STATES ALREADY HAVING 

SUBSIDY PROGRAMS TO REPLACE EXISTING FUNDING, 

REQUIREI-IENTS THAT PRIVATE NON PROFIT AGENCIES BE PRHlE PARTICIPANTS 

IN SUBSIDY PROGRJI.I-IS THROUGH CONTRACTS WITH LOCAL GOVERNI-IENTS, 

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR THE NEXT THREE YEARS OF $50, $75 AND $100 I-IILLION 

RESPECTIVELY. 

SIGNIFICANTLY, THE CONCEPTS WE HAVE .OUTLINED, HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED IN 

COOPERATION ~IITH SUCH ORGANIZATIONS AS THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, THE 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRII1E AND DELINQUENCY AND THE NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES 

PROJECT. q~ 
........... ~ 

MR. CHAIRMAN, WE HAVE CARE FULL Y REVIEWED THE PROPOSED AMENDI-IENTS TO THE 

ACT INCORPORATED IN H.R. 6111 AND FINO THAT HE ARE iN SUBSTANTIAL AGREEMENT WITH 

f~OST OF THEM. THE AUTHORITY OF THE ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 

DOES INDEED NEED TO BE STRENGTHENED AND MORE SPECIFICALLY DEFINED IN ORDER TO 

BETTER FULFILL THE INTENTIONS OF THE CONGRESS IN CREATING THAT POSITION, AND 

WE ARE PLEASED TO SEE SUBSTANTIAL LANGUAGE TO THIS END. WE ARE ALL AWARE OF 

THE DIFFICULTIES THAT AN ABSENCE OF SUCH AN ENPHASIS HAS HAD IN THE PAST. 

EFFORTS TO EXTEND THE ACT FOR AN ADDITIONAL FIVE YEARS IS CERTAINLY IN 
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ORDER. OUR PROBLEMS ARE NOT GOING TO DISAPPEAR OVER NIGHT AND A SUBSTANTIAL 

COMMITMENT BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HILL BOTff INCREASE CONFIDENCE IN THE ENDURANCE 

OF THE PROGRAM AND PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR HUCH NEEDED LONG TERM PLANNING. 

WE BELIEVE THE AUTHORIZATION LEVELS SET FORni IN THE BILL FURTHER INDICATE 

THE CONGRESS I COWUT/1E11T TO HELPING SOLVE THE PROBLEMS INHERENT IN OUR JUVEHILE 

JUSTICE SYSTEI,! AND R~PRESENT REALISTIC LEVELS OF DOLLARS THAT CAN BE WISELY SPENT. 

IN OUR TESTIHONY BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOW1ITTEE U\ST WEEK WE CALLED 

FOR FULL FUNDING OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT, USING 

THE AUTHORIZATION FIGURES OF H.R. 6111 AS A BASIS, NEXT WEEK WE INTENO TO DO THE 

SAME BEFORE THE SENATE APPROPRIATIONS CONMITTEE. 

NACo CONTINUES TO SUPPORT THE PREFERENCE FOR THE ALLOCATION OF UNUS,ED 

FORMULA GRANT MONIES FOR SPECIAL a"PHASIS GRANTS IN THOSE STATES THAT HAVE CHOSEN 

NOT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PROGRAMS SPONSORED BY THE ACT, WE DO NOT BELIEVE 

THCtT STATES AND THEIR LOCAL GOVERNI"ENTS THAT CHOOSE NOT TO PARTICIPATE BECAUSE 

hEY ARE NOT ABLE TO COMPLY WITH CERTAIN PORTIONS OF THE ACT SHOULD BE PENALIZED 

BY NOT RECEIVING FUNDS FOR flORTHY PROJECTS. SHOULD nlEY BE, IT WOULD BE THE 

JUVENILES IN THOSE STP,TES WHO WOULD BE MOST AFFECTED, NOT THE ELECTED OFFICIALS 

HHO CAN NOT OR HILL NOT COMPLY WITH THE ACT. 

NEH PROVISIONS WHICH WOULD ALLOH UP TO 100% OF A STATES FORHULA FUNDS TO BE 

USED AS HATCHES FOR OTHER FEDERAL JUVENILE DeLINQUENCY PROGRAI1S ARE ALSO WELCOME. 

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMEN1S CONTINUE TO SUFFER THE EFFECTS OF THE RECESSION 

AND HILL LONG AFTER THE PRIVATE ECONONY HAS RECOVERED. THIS PROVISION HILL 

ALLOH GREATER FLEXIBILITY ArID ENCOURAGE BETTER FUNDED JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS • 

• 

• 
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DESPITE THE MANY mPROV£HENTS IN THE ACT, ONLY A FEW O~ WHICH ~IE HAVE 

C0I4MENTED UPON, THERE ARE STILL AREAS DESERVING OF ADDITIONAL CONGRESSIONAL 

ATTENTION. FOR EXAMPLE, PROVISION HAS NOT BEEN MADE FOR THE REPRESENTATION OF 

EITHER STATE OR LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS OTHER THAN JUDGES ON THE NATIONAL 

ADVISORY CO~~ITTEE. WE THINK THIS OHISSION CRUCIAL IN LIGHT OF THE ROLE 

ELECTED OFFICIALS PLAY IN OUR JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEH. THEIR PARTIC IPATION 110ULD 

LEND CREDIBILITY AND EMPHASIS TO RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY THE CO;'IMITTEE AND ~/OULD 

HELP ENSURE THAT THE COMMITTEES RECOMMENDATIONS WERE CAREFULLY CONSIDERED BY 

LEM. WE BELIEVE THE NEW REQUIREMENT THAT SOME ME~IBEP.s OF THE COMMITTEE HAVE 

EXPERIENCE IN THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM IS A STEP IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION, 

BUT WHY NOT GO ONE STEP FURTHER AND PROVIDE FOR THOSE ImH BROAD GOVERNHENTAL 

EXPERIENCE PARTICIPATE AS WELL. 

WE ALSO NOTE, IN THE SAME VEIN, THAT PROVISION HAS NOT BEEN HADE FOR THE 

REPRESENTATION OF LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS ON THE STAT PLANNING AGENCY ADVISORY 

GROUP. 14E THINK THE STATE. PLANNING AGENCY IS THUS DENIED A VALUABLE SOURCE OF 

EXPERIENCE AND SUBSEQUENTLY SUPPORT FOR ITS EFFORTS. IT SEEMS LOGICAL TO US 

THE THE ENTIRE JUVENILE JUSTICE COMMUNITY BE SURVEYED I-lITH RESPECT TO STATE 

PLANS AND THAT WITHOUT LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS AND IMPORTANT SEGHENT OF THAT 

COHflUNITY IS IGNORED. 

WE ~1(lULD ALSO RECOHMEND CHANGES IN THOSE PROVISIONS THAT PROVIDE FOR PLANNING 

MONIES. REPORTSBAVE BEEN RECEIVED THAT PLANNING MONIES HAVE NOT BEEN PASSED 

THROUGH TO LOCAL GOVERN~IENTS IN SOME STATES. WE BELIEVE THERE SHOULD BE A 

HANDATORY PASS THROUGH OF THESE P!.ANNING FUNDS JUST AS THERE IS FOR FORHULA 
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ALLOCATIONS. PLANNING IS EVERY BIT AS IMPORTANT AT THE LOCAL LEVEL AS IT IS AT 

THE STATE LEVEL. IF THERE ARE NO PLANNING MONIES, PROGRAMS ARE HIPLEflENTED 

WITHOUT ADEQUATE COORDINATION OR EVALUATION. DOLLARS FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE 

PROGRAMS ARE SCARCE. WE CAN ILL AFFORD NOT TO USE THEM WISELY. SHORTCHANGING 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN PLANNING, RESEARCH AND EVALUATION NONIES IS INCONSISTENT 

WITH THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. 

FURTHERNORE, WE STRONGL't URGE INCREASING THE OVERALL AMOUNTS OF PLANNING 

FUtIDS TO REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCIES AND UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT. THE 15% CURRENTLY 

PROVIDED, EVEN WHEN IT REACHES THE LOCAL LEVEL, IS NOT SUFFICIENT TO MEET PLANNING 

NEEDS. 

MR. CHAIRMAN. WE Cot<IMEND THE CONGRESS IN ITS DEDICATION TO ADDRESS THE 

PROBLEMS OF JUVENILE JUSTICE IN A FORTHRIGHT I1ANNER. WE HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE 

THE NEW ADMINISTRATION IS EQUALLY Cot1MITTF.D. COUNTY GOVERNMENTS LOOK F.ORWARD TO 

A NEW PARTNERSHIP WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNt1ENT IN THIS EFFORT. 

IN CLOSING, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES URGES REAUTHORIZATION 

OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT AND REQUESTS THAT SERIOUS 

CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO INCLUSION OF A NEI'l TITLE PROVIDING FOR A PROGRAt1 

OF STATE SUBSIDIES TO BETTER ACCOMPLISH THE PURPOSES OF THE ACT. 

• 

• 
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Addendum A 

DRAFT: Language for neW title to Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 

Delete paragraph 10 H of Section 223, Title II; inc1ude this languar,e as a 

new title IV and renumber everything therp~fter 

TITLE IV State. Subsidies 

PURPOSE OF TITLE 

This title provides a federal incentive for the establishment of voluntary 

state programs that will, through the use of subsidies to units of general 

purpose local governments: 

(a) reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to any form of 

juvenile facility as a percentage of the state juvenile population; 

(b) increase the use of non-secure community based facilities as a 

percenta.ge of t{ltal commitments to juvenile facillties; and to 

(c) reduce the use of secure incarceration and detention of juveniles; 

(d) encourage the deVelopment of nn organizational and planning capacity 

to coordinate youth development and delinquency prevention services 

and to ensure for service delivery accountability. 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

The Administrator is authorized to make grants to states to accomplish the 

purposes of this title. Funds are to be allocated annually among the states on 

the basis of relative populaej,on of people under the age of eighteen pursuant to 

regulations promulgated under this part. Funds for part Cd) will only be provided 

if, in the opinion of the Administration, states are in substantial compliance 
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with ode or more of parts (a), (b) or (c) listed above; or if the administration 

is satisfied that there are currently being conducted programs to achieve the 

goals outlined in (a), (b) or ec). 

Funds remaining unallocated at the end of a fiscal year shall be reallocated 

among participating states, as defined in this title, in a manner consistent with 

and in proportion to the original grants to those states. 

Financial assistance extended to the states under this title shall be pre

dicated upon a state contribution to the subsidy program of not less than 10% of the 

amount determined to be that state's share of the federal monies available under 

this title. 

States may not withhold amounts in excess of their own contribution for 

administration of the subsidy program. 

NONIES ALLOCATED TO NON-PARTICIPATING STATES 

Monies that are earmar.ked for particular states under the allocation formula, 

but which remain unallocated because those states do not choose to participate 

in the program, shall be deposited in a general discretionary fund under the 

direction of the Administrator. 

Those monies will be used to fund, upon application as provided by regulations 

promulgated undcl,' this title, progr3ms sponsored by indtvidual units of general 

purpose local government in those states not participating in the program. The 

funds available for this purpose must be used in non-participating states, but, 

at the discretion of tbe Administrator, not necessarily in the proportion mandated 

by the original allocation formula. The Administrator "HI, however, be responsi

hle for enduring that funds from the discreti(."ary fund established by this title 

be dIstributed equitably mnong the stntes and that their use be consistent with 

the purposes of Chis ri:le. 

• 

• 
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Those units of general purpose local government in participating states 

that submit acceptable applications for assistance under this title may, at the 

discretion of the Administrator, be required to provide a match, not to exceed 

lOr. of the total federal dollars prOVided; and that match, if required, will be 

consistent with all monies provided under this program within that state. 

PARTICIPATING STATES 

States will be required to give notice to the Administrator of their in-

tention to participate in this program within 30 days of the enactment of this 

title. In those states where an act of the legislatures are not in session, the 

Administrator will hold f~nds for those states in trust until 30 days after the 

convening of that legislature to ensure the opportunity for participation. 

PLAN FOR PARTICIPATION 

Following notification of the Administrator of an intent to paricipat .. , each 

state will have 120 days to submit an acceptable plan to the Administrator for 

the establishment of a state subsidy program consistent with the purposes of this 

title. The Administrator may, at this discretion, extend the 120 day planning 

period, wl1en it is in the best interests of the states and the federa.l government. 

An acceptable plan will include programs that will promote the purposes of 

this title, will utilize the contracted services of private non-profit youth 

services agencies to promote the purpose of this title, will provide adequate 

reporting and auditing requirements to enSure the expenditure of funds are con-

sis tent with the intent of this title, and will comply with regulations promulgated 

under this title. 
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DRAFTING OF TilE STATE PLAN 

The state subsidy plan submitted to the Administrator .. ill be the product 

of a joint and cooperative effort by officials of the state government, repre

sentatives of general purpose urdto, of local government wif3tin the state and 

spokesman for private non-profit youth service agencies l<ithin the state. 

The Administrator will notify states of the acceptability of their plans 

,dthin 30 days of their receipt. Plans which are not acceptable will be commp.nted 

upon by the Administrator and the states given opportunity to resubmit. 

THE SUBSIDY PROGRAH 

Local government programs receiving funds through state subsidy programs must 

be consistent with the purposes of this title. States requiring matches from 

participating units of general purpose local governments may not require t:hat those 

matches exceed 10% of ~he federal monies in each project funded. States are not 

required to stipule,te such matches. Experlmentation among the states is encouraged 

with Various kinds of subsidy programs. 

,.sTATES HITII EXISTING SUBSIDY PROGRAH5. 

States which have already instituted subsidy programs may participate fully 

in the program established by this title. Funds from this title may be used to 

expand existing programs in those states already having programs or they may be 

used to start new programs so long as all programs utilizing these monies are con

sistent with the purposes of this title. Federal funds may not be Hsed to re

place existing state or local efforts in existing subsidy programs. 

• 

• 
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PARTICIPATION OF PRIVATE AGENCIES 

This title recognizes the important role private non-profit youth service 

agenciEls can and should play in resolving delinquincy related community problems. 

Units of general purpose local governments recieving funds under this program 

are urged and encouraged to utilize private non-profit youth agencies to help 

accomplish the purposes of this title through contracted services when feasible. 

Nothing in this title shall give the federal government control over the staffing 

and personnel decisions of private facilities recieving funds under this pro-

gram. 

AUTIlORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

• To carry out the purposes of this title there is authorized to be appropriated 

$50 million for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977; $75 million for the 

fiscal year ending Sept~ber 30, 1978; and $100 million for the fiscal year 

ending September 30, 1979. 
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Addendum B 

California 

Cal ifornia operates a $21 mill ion program of probation subsidies: countie~ 

apply to be reimbursed for each youthful offender they keep at home who ~lOu1 d 

otherwise go to a state institution. The state then pays the county the per capita, 

per day expense that would have been incurred. The state also offers a $2.8 

million subsidy program for residential and day-care programs (provided in 24 

of California's 58 counties). The Department of Youth Authority also administers 

$200,000 in special program funds, and is now trying to pry loose some state 

money for a nel~ subsidy program that would fund local youth service bureaus. 

Hinnesota 

The Hinnesota Community Corrections Act of 1973 provides state funds to 

counties or groups of counties with populations of 30,000 or more that write 

a comprehensive plan for community corrections. This plan must apply to offenders 

of all ages. 

The formula by which funds are distributed is based on per capita income, 

per capita taxable value, and per capita expenditures for each 1,000 people 

in the population for corrections, and' the percentage of county population between 

6 and 30 years old. (This formula matches a county's correctional needs to 

its abil ity to pay, and makes up the difference). 

By allowing groups of counties to get together and devel()p a plan, Hinnesota 

opens up the possibility of comprehensive services to rural count"ies. 

f1issouri 

f1issouri passed legislation a year ago that mandated the Division of Youth 

Services to provide subsidies to local governments for the development of community-

• 
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based treatment services. But the state has not yet appropriated maney to 

launch the subsidy pragram. ~lissouri 's Division af Youth Services is working 

within the limits of the funding it has now to start the subsidy program, and 

is looking for other sources of money. 

New York 

New York appropriated $20 million this year to cities and counties that 

develop both a plan for comprehensive youth services, and the means to carry it 

out. Counties may receive $4.50 for each resident under 18 years old if they 

meet eligibility requirements and file a County Comprehensive Plan. A maximum of 

$75,000 is available for County Youth Service Bureaus. Counties put up a dollar 

for each dollar they receive. 

To encourage developing and carrying out a comprehensive plan, the state 

charges counties 50 per cent of the cost of keeping th~ youth they send to state 

institutions. 

Vi rQird.!... 

Viginia has had a program of subsidies to counties for 25 years, but only 

in the past five has the prograr.J been well-funded. The state reimburses 80 

per cent of the costs incurred by counties to develop youth service programs. 

The state will also reimburse 66 per cent of staff salaries, 100 per cent of 

operating costs, and 50 per cent of capital expenditures (to $100,000) for 

community residential programs. 

The state offers to administer local programs directly, and assume all 

costs except for housing, furnishings, and maintenance. Virginia makes special 

funds available to courts for alternative boarding of children in facilities 

or foster homes, and for transportation, court-ordered tests, and diagnosis. 

Virginia plans to spend $40 million in the next blo years for community 

based youth programs. 
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Mr. CORRADA. Thank you very much for presenting to us the ex
perience and needs of your counties in the area of jllyenile pl'e,-en
tion and juvenile justice. 
If I understand your statement correctly, you hold that ('Yen by 

liberalizing the mandate for the deinstitutionalization, still flome 
jurisdictions ,,-ould be very far from either reaching substantial 
compliance due to the low level of appropriations. 

I take it you would like n higher authorization and appropriation. 
'What levels do you envision ~ 

:Mr. P.\.TNE. You nre speaking of tlie deinstitutiol1!llization? I don't 
know the specifics. 

Mr. CORRAD.\' 'With respect to the-
Mr. PAYNE. Ac1dendr. .. 
Mr. CORR.\D.\. To the act in general, all the pl'odsions. 
1\Ir. P.\YNE. Our position is that this addendum be a separntely 

funded prm-ision and that it be funded 'with $50 million for the first 
year fisc!)J ID7'7, $75 million for fiscal ID78 and $100 million for fiscal 
:tD7D. Therefore, whatever the level of the current authorization of 
the act, ,ye support that amount. Our provision, Ollr amendment is n, 
separately funded part. 

Mr. CORR.\D.\. So this would be in addition to authorizations and 
appropriations 11nder the existing title of the act? 

Mr. P.\YNE. That is correct. In other ,Yords, our position, as you 
know, the act was initially passed without appropriations b~' the 
Ford administrntion and then I belie,-e gradually upgraded from 
$30 to $50 to $75 million for the first 3 years. OUl' position is it is 
totally inadequate to deal ,yith the a,Yesome problems of jUYeuile 
delinquency and jUYenile delinquency prm-ision and that is ,yhy we 
are suggesting andl'equesting that' this segment of our addendum be 
separately funded to the le,-el we suggest. 

1\.£1'. CORRADA. ,Vith respect. to the dl.'institntionalization I.'fforh:;, 
both by the States !~ncl as may be mandated by Congress, where would 
tha.t leaye us if the additional title was to be enacted? 

Mr. P.\YXE. It is our feeling that the subsidy plan ,yould thereby 
giye substantial snms of moneys to the jurisdiction responsible for 
the institutionalization, for example, our State did in fact pass !\, 

law in ID74 which mandated the separation of status offenders from 
other juyenile delinquents. It was !\, tremendous burden and strai.n 
on the'multicountry goYernmellts because there was not a State fiscal 
note attached to the deinstitutionalization and it therefore bore heav
ily on tlw connty tnx basI.'. 

But we conformed with the la,,, since it ,vent throngh the legisl!\'
ture. Onr feeling is that the subsidy programs ,yill henefit States that 
have been unable to 1110ye into the mandates by rOBareS8 as relates 
to the deinstitutionalization and the separate of y011thf111 offenders 
from adult offenders. 

Mr. rORR.\D.\. Mr. La VOl', any qnestions? 
Mr. Causey. 
:Mr. CSeSEY. 1\£1'. Payne, in Section 3(a) of H.R. 6111 and other 

sections would strike the phrase "local goyernments" that are in the 
current a~t: A~ renresenting the counties, do yon take a position on 
that prOYlSIOn III H.R. 6111? 

• 
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Mr. PAYNE. No, I was not that familiar with that section but 
according to anI' staff member we do not Taxor that prm-ision. As 
has been mentioned, if you would like onr position for the record, 
,,-e will haye it drawn up and submitted to the committee's hearings. 

Mr. C,\USBY. I would like to go back to ~nrr. Smith for one moment, 
if I may. 

You mentioned in your testimony that approximittely 10 percent 
of the funds utilized for county funds were devoted to the jmTenile 
system. "What percentage of serious crime in North Carolina is com
mitted by juYeniles? 

Mr. Sl\UTH. I don't ha\ye the answer. I will be glad to try to get 
the information back to you next week. I couldllot help with that 
question. 

Mr. CAUSEY. One final question dit'ected to all three of yon. I would 
like your reaction to this language, if I may, referring to section 
332( c) of the act. If the last sentence read failure to achieye com
pliance with subsection (A) 12 requirements that within the 3-yeltr 
time limitation shall terminate any States eligible for funding under 
the subparts unless the Administrator determines the Sblte is in sub
stantinl compliance with the requirements through achiewment of 
deinstitutionalization of not less than 75 percent of such junniles 
and made throng]1 appropriate legislative or executi,-e action ,,-ithin 
a reasonable time not exceeding 2 additional years. ,Vhat that lan
guage does is (lsse-ntially reverse~ the tlme period spedfie-d in that sen
tence. It "would make- the first requirement 3 years instead oJ 2 and the 
second requirement 3 years instead of 2 years. 

'Wou]d that in all three of your estimates ease the burden so far 
as the compliance problem you mentioned? 

nIl'. S:UITII. The concerll we still haye is that in some cases it may 
be necessary to place it status offender in nn institution because that 
is the only ayai1able treatment selTice that. the State or city 01' county 
gm'el'l1ment has ayailable. 

The question sti1lremains about the need to haye the potential use 
of a training school for it status offender, when there is no alterllatiYe 
to that. That is, the 100-percent issue I think needs to be gh'en 
thoug-ht to, that there may be exceptions when it is in the best inter
ests of the child that the child be in the institution and that is why 
I am raising the question about perhaps-and again this is just off 
the top of my head-perhaps flO percent or 95 percent, or eYen 99 
percent of the deinstitutionalization is Yery good as an ultimate gon' 
but I think there may be instances "where a child may need to ha 
institutionalization, oi· a status offender, for the best interests of the 
child or the threat of that for the best interests of t11e Cl1i1c1. 

Mr. TnmrAs. One, as I mentioned, our association has adonted a 
position we would like to see a 5-year time frame for deinstitutionali
zation. For a lot of the Stittes that wouldmeall 3 more years. ,Ve 
haye been in it 2 years. I think by changing that langua~e from 2 
to 3 years you moye in om' direction. ",Ye hope you go the whole 
way for the 5-year phaseout. 

The important point from our point of view, eaell State is unique 
hl this particular instance as it is in a lot of others. But a lot of 

89-699 0 - 77 - U 



156 

States ,yere already moying forward, as Gordon pointed out in North 
Carolina. 

In our State, South Carolina, we were doing very little in that 
area until we began to participate in this act. Now, it is difficult, 
difficult in a lot of States, and I think each State needs to be looked 
at separately, individually and phaseout plans for that State deyel
oped and our position was 5 years would be an appropriate time to 
do that. ,Ve feel that particularly with this effort, for instance in 
my State, when we started it off we found it has taken a substnntial 
amount of time to gear up the fiscal movement that was necessary. 
In other words, to address the issue of status offenders dealing with 
the judges, dealing w'Hh whole jurisdictions to deyelop the lund of 
service delivery system that is necessary as an altel'l1atiYe to institu
tions. 

For instance, to determine what alternatives there are for local 
detention, you really get into the guts of the juvenile justice system 
as to what basically your family courts are all about ,yhen you start 
talking about ho-w to deal with status offenders. 

You have to address so many of those basic foundation issues in 
your State in order to bring about deinstitutionalization nnd other 
conferences feel that 2 or 3 years is just not adequate time unless your 
State was already moying in that direction. That is why we sup
ported a 5-year time. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Does the act require that all status offenders be 
placed in other than penal institutions? 

Mr. SlIIl'rII. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDREWS. 'VeIl, in the other than the penal institution, what 

could you call them? 
1\11'. SlIIITH. Training schools or-in the county jails In North 

Carolina, that is the only alternative that is there in many cases. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do these training schools, they don:t haYe any ,yay, 

nearly the degree of security, I presume, that a regular penal insti
tution does? 

Mr. SlIIl'rrr. That is correct. The C. A. Dillon is the most secure of 
the six training schools. They have various degrees of security. 

Mr. ANDREWS. ,Vhat I am thinking of there, I used to be a solicitor. 
I know in some instances you get a person who comes into court and 
you can only determine sufficiently to obtain a cOlwiction that that 
person has done something that might be determined to be a status 
offense. But you have aU and sundry information that leads the 
solicitor or the judge to believe tha.t this person not only has com
mitted certain status offenses, but in fact has committed yarious 
breaking and entering and robbery and various and suudry other 
things, but you don~t have sufficient evidence to chnrge such" person 
with that so you put the person in one of these low secul'ity places 
and immediately he escapes and again you have an kinds of iilforma
tion-he is picked np again and there is an sorts of information that 
leads you to belieye that iu the interim again he has committed rob
beries, brenk-ins and so forth, and the judge, it seems to me, should be 
le·ft tht' option to 1>(,1'hl1p8 dptrrmine it is in thr lwl't int('rests of the 
community as well as to the individual he be placed in an institution • 
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where there is more security than mi.ght be [ty[tilable in this phce 
that we [tre trying to force the judge to put him. 

I don~t think that [t judge ought to have the anthority that his 
tWe and office implies, not be told by somebody up here that he mnst 
place eyery youthful offender of [t cert[tin type in [t certain institu
tion. You [tre t[tking fny[ty [t prerogative and '''isdom, I think of 
having hopefully a competent judge adjudge each case based on 
circnmstances [tnd we c[tn't. sit, up here [tnd write this 1l1alldatory 
kind of legislation. 

l\fr. SlIIrl'II. Some district court judges [tre indic[tting to us if they 
don't h[tve the option of the training school then in a sense it t[tkes 
away the authority or it can ultimately the respect of court, and that 
happened in North Carolina in the past few yeal'S in a rather hrge 
city. There was a family with a child. The f[tmily had to move to 
Jap[tn. The child did not want to leave the city and the issue came 
before the court wlmt to do with the child, [tnd the child and the 
court's only [tlternative was to s[ty our only option is to ho.,-e yon in 
the tmining school or else go with your parents. Because the option 
of training schools was there, the child was only a statu~ offender, the 
child decided to go with her parents to .Tapan beCfi11Se the conrt had 
the option for the status offender to go to the training school. ,Tust 
the option helped keep the child with the parents. 

If the act were implemented in North Carolina today that judge 
with that situation would have been [tble to do nothing. It wOllldlllLYe 
left the judge withot~t any [tuthority bec[tuse he had !10 alternatin~ 
proposal for the famIly. 

Now, I would like to make one suggestion, if I may, for you to 
consider. In section 223 (a), item 12, smne issue we have been ([tlking 
about, section 12. If there were two changes, I haye done this in a 
hurry. It may need to be tightened up a little bit. There were two 
changes th[tt I suggest you consider. It now re[tcls, Provide within 2 
years after submission of the plan that juveniles ,,,ho [tre charged 
with or who have committed offenses that would not. be criminal if 
committed by [tn [tdult shall not. be placed in juvenile detention or 
correctional facilities, but mllst be placed in shelter facilities. 

The present suggestion is to amend that by striking "must" and 
m[tldng it "m[tY." I would like to suggest two other alternatiyes th[tt 
you might consider. 

Xn1l1hC'l' 011C', it says pl'oyidC' within 2 YC'!U'i). I ,yould snggC'st yon 
consid('1' litriking' 2 YC'lU'S and s[ty proviclC' within a spC'cifil' timp pC'l'iorl 
agreed upon by the State and LEA1\., that this is again a specific 
time periocl agreed upon between the State and LEAA. This would 
allow for d('[tling with thC' varions clegrC'('s of developn1C'nt each State, 
at the present time has on this issue. 

Then to continue on, I WOllld suggest in addition to the sentence 
after the, I ,,,ill go [thead and re[td, provide within a specific time 
pE-riod agreed upon behyeen the State and LEAA after a iUYE'llile 
who has bE-en charged with or committed offenses that wO'.lM not be 
criminal jf committed by an [tdult, shall not be placed in a juvenile 
detention or correctional facilities-and here we go [tgain-with the 
exception when placement is the only [tYai1[tble alternative, as cer
tifieci by a written statement of the court. 
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Now, that would allow the judge to have the authority which most 
courts and judges need to operate. It may, I haye written this in a 
hurry and please know my concern is to reduce the number of status 
offenders in institutions across the State and it may be possible to 
tighten this up a little bit so that it not be abused by what I gave 
you as a quote as a possibility that this should be tightened up. 

I haye done this in a rush but I think this is the section in there, 
they are the two areas that. need to be looked at. 'What I suggest 
here for your consideration would be two approaches. One is \0 get 
the agreement be made between the Federal and State goyel'.lr.lent 
to meet this goal on a timehtble, where there would be cor..tinuous 
monitoring and, second, it would allow for the situation where the 
judge is confronted with the problem and needs to haye an alterna
tiYe and otherwise would not have one. 

MI'. P.\Y)m. On your quei-ltion l'arlil'r, I think that status ofl'endl'r. 
onc(> hl' yiolatl's tIll' conditions. th(>n can hl' (·hargNl as a l10Jhltatwl of
fend(>r. So. I think that the notion that you han It strict confonnitv 
with the status ofi'(>1Hl(>l' can be separut(>(l. .A. jnclgl' <loes have thl' 01)
tion if. for l'x!unpll'. thl' status offl'lHll'l' runs a,yay from tIll' facility. or . 
HIH'ltl'l'. and COIlll'S bark bdorl' tIll' judgl' again. tIll' juclgl' has tIll' right 
tJll'n to han' a clifi'l'rl'nt disposition bl'C'ause hl' has violatl'd tIll' law. 

I think there are options and, in my opinion, mandating that l:ltatus 
ofi'l'ndcl's are compl('tl'ly separatcd from otlll'r yonthful oifl'nclel'S does 
not, in my jl1dgml'nt. f01'rl' thl' in<1gl' to conform or take Ilwa)' 
judgment from the jUdge. He does Imve an opportunity if that status 
ofi'ender does violate the law-the right. that he has been given to be 
in a shl'ltl'l'. and I bl'lil'vl' that making tlll' time frall1l' a little bit 
longl'!' ,,"ouM soml'what l'ase the problem of moving into the sl'parnte 
facilitil'S. 

But there are still States that do in fact Jack the funds. That is 
why we continually support the subsidy program separately funded 
to assist States, like we have heard from North Oarolina, in par
ticipating in the full act by the separate amendment that we have 
for the current act. 

Thl' otl)('r thing that wns ml'ntiOlll'd by tlll' gl'utlemnll. who left. 
is that therl' nl'ecls to be diifl'rl'ut ways to look at pl'eYenting dl'lill
quency from ocrul'l'ing. In the exnmpll' given herl' in Xorth Onro
lina, there should be some other option to the training school. The 
youth is not reaily breaking any kind of law. My estimation is if he 
doesn't want to go to .Japan, I h-now a lot. of businessmen who don't 
want to go, so to penalize him by an option of going into a training 
school, where you have all kinds of offenders, I guess he took the 
least of the two evils. 

In my opinion there needs to be a total look at other options, in 
that we need to have some kind of youth home like we have in the 
university for college students. There needs to be, in my opinion, a 
place where a youngster could leave his 11Ome, even if he wns 15, 
without running away, and say that my father is an alcoholic and 
hl' bt'ats 1111' and my lllotlll'r is ncwr hOlM and tIH'I'l' aI'l' 10 kids in the 
little project where I live, and I want to leave because I want to 
haye the opportunity to have a better way of life. 

• 

• 



•• 

~ 

I. , 

159 

And rather than having to go to a judge and to be there as a statns 
offender or juvenile delinquent, there should be some way ,,-here the. 
youngster could be able to come out of that institution, that home 
and have an opportunity to have a better ,vay of Hfe in n g-roup-type 
room where he could get whatever kind of guidance he l1l'l'ded_ Right 
now there is none. He has to come through the criminal justice sys
tem. Aud that, I feel, is unfortunate. 

Mr. ANDImws. ,Ve have one other witness scheduled for the mol'll
ing session, right ~ 

}\fl'. OAUSEY. Yes. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I agree somewhat with what you have said. I don't 

know that that is within the purview of our consideration really, 
though. You can undertake to establish FedE:ral aid totally financed 
facilities throughout the 50 States, and so forth, to that end, but 
certainly not in this act. But I do follow what you say and I am sure 
it has much merit. 

Mr. CORR.\DA. lYe thank Mr. Smith and Mr. Payne and Mr. Thomas 
for their presentations and testimony which I ain sure will prove of 
great yulue to the subcommittee. 

Thank you yery much, gentlemen . 
Mr. SlItITJI. ,Ve thank you for the opportunity to talk with yon. 
Mr. ANDREWS. IVe haVl1 one of the witneRses of this panel, Mr. 

Sidney Barthelemy, and ,ye will go ahead with the hearing and listen 
to him now. 

iVe have your written testimony and we would suggest, as we lUlYe 
to the other witnesses, since we have your ,vritten testimony, that you 
summarize and add anything else that you ,,-ould like to conmient 
on at the time. 

STATEMENT OF SIDNEY BARTHELEMY ON BEHALF OF THE 
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

Mr. BARTH1~LElIIY. As you all know, I represent the National 
Conference of State Legislatures which is comprised of the Nation's 
7,600 State legislators and their staffs from all 50 Stutes. I am an 
officer of the COlllmittee on Criminal Justice and Oonsumer Affairs, 
and my remarks today will present the policy of this committl'e and 
the State-Federal Assembly. 

I "wiH be as brief as possible. 
On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures I 

would like to reaffirm our support. for the objectives of the .Tuyenile 
.Tustice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 19'74. Particulady we 
strongly feel and emphasize the delinquency proyiskll aspect. of the 
act. because efforts to help people before they become career criminals 
can dramatically change the future of thousands of ciHzens. 

The National Conference would like to make some recommenda
tiOllS for your consideration particularly in the area of what you 
!la.ve been discussing recently with the counties, giving the States 
some additiolUtl time to conform to tIm law of the deinstitntionaliza
~ion. of .the status offenders and not placing juveniles in correctional 
l11StItutlOl1S. 
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I, myself, support those objectin~s very strongly hut there are 
members ,Yithin the Conference ,,,ho do not p!tl'ticipate in the act 
basically because of th~ 2-year l)l'oblem that they have and the 
lack of <funds they haye in ti'ying to 11ll111ement the 1)l'ognun. 

,Ve in the State of Louisiana haye inmlemented the act and are 
still trying to find moneys to develop the shelter facilities you a1l were 
talking about recently. The problem is one of finance and clE>veloping 
a1tel'll!ltives to the correctional im;titutions and ,ye woulcl hope that 
yon would consiclf'r giving those Statf's that are showing good faith 
etTort to moye in the dil'Pction of the cleinstitutionalization, that you 
"'onld give them some additional time to consider maybe 3 years fOl' 
those Statf's showing good faith efforts with the fnll complianpe 
maybe with!r~ fi yel~rs. I think that would help a lot of States out who 
shonld partH>Jpatt' 11l the act. 

Also, we would like to recommend that YOll consider amending 
section 223 (A) 12 as proposed in your bill by deleting the word "must" 
ond insertin!.!; the word "may~' bf'fore the phrase the requires that 
status offenders be placedln shelter facilities. 

On the requirement of compliance with in 2 years. that also is very 
difficult for States to act on. Another change the Conference advocates 
concerns section 223(.1\)3 and the State juvenile achrisory .groups. 
,Ye snpport the change proposed by Senator Bayh in Senate bi1l1021, 
which woulc1require the ad\risory group to adyise State legislature 
groups on juyenile delinquency matters. 

Speaking for myself and colleagues in the 50 States, we are always 
interested in advice from the interested groups such as the State 
acldsory groups. If the advisory groups are to be useful in our efforts 
to reform the juyenile justice system, then they should be permitted 
to do 1110re than merely adyise on the LEAA plans which the State 
submits to the Federal Government. 

Our policy position also recommends chang-es to the distribution 
of funds enumerated in section 224(B) which currently allows the 
Fec1erol Goyernment to return 25 to 50 percent of the funds for its 
speci11.1 emphasis progl'llms. In a progrrt111 which is premised on the 
block grant apnroach, the bulk of funds should be distributed through 
State al1d local mechanisms. lYe, therefore recommend that the curl''':lt 
language be changed from. a 25- to 50-percent range to a fin: 15 
percent of funds for Federal programs. 

}\fl'. Chaim1all and members of the committee, I feel tllat tIle 
fiUC('NiS of this program to a lal'g"f' extent cl{'l1ends on the commitment 
of fnnds by Congress and tIle President. Since passage of this 1and
mark act in 1074-, we in the States have been disappoi.nted by the lack 
of commitment in the Federal executive branch. 

The Crime Control Act progl'llms of the Law Enforcf'ment Assist
ance Administration haye a1ways been more important to the previous 
ndministrntion than were in the juvenile delinquency efforts. 

In my opinion. tllis illustrates the backward logic Vllich has 
plagued onr criminal justice system for decades. ,Ve place lIlOl'e 
emphasis on dealing with crime [tfter it has been committed, by 
equipping police with fancy equipment and multiplying the capacity 
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of our courts and correctional faeilities to deal with individuals 'who 
have already made a career out of crime. 

In my opinion, if we are ever to curb the intolerable rate of crime 
in the United States we must engage in efforts to curb juvenile 
delinquency. It is the juvenile we can help and steer InnlY from a 
lifetime of crime. If ,ye miss the opportunity to prO\Tide assistance 
to a young person we ha,-e probably foregone the chance to rehabilitate 
that person at a Jater date. 

The startling fact that over 50 percent of the nrrests in this country 
are of younbYSfers behYeen the ages of 10 and 17 is sufficient evidence 
to ,mrrant a concentrated Federal-State effort to prevent and deter 

...... juvenile delinquency. 
In my State of Louisinna I convinced my col1l:'agues in the State 

legislature to fund a juvenile delinquency prevention program which 
created a youth development program in a New Orleans neighbor
hood. It is a local association composed of neighborhood people who 
Ih-e in the neighborhood and who operate the program. Through this 
program we provide recreational services and reading services to 
youngsters in the community. It is this type of program which is 
necessary if ,ye are to give -young people alternatives to a life of 
delinquency. The rate of unemployment among teenagers is at a 
record high and the minority teenager unemployment rate exceeds 
50 percent. 

If we don't provide const.ructive alternatives for these young 
people, we should not. -be surprised when they engage in acts of 
delinquency. 

Thank you. 
[The complete statement. of Sidney Barthelemy follows:] 
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NR. CHAIRMAN, IT IS MY PLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU AND THE DISTINGUISHED 

MEf1BERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY OF THE COMMITTEE ON 

EDUCATION AND LABOR. 

I AM HERE REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

WHICH is COMPRISED OF THE NATION'S 7,600 STATE LEGISLATORS AND THEIR 

STAFFS FROM ALL FIFTY STATES. I AM AN OFFICER OF THE COMMITTEE ON 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS, AND MY REMARKS TODAY WILL PRESENT 

THE POLICY OF THIS COMMITTEE AND THE STATE-FEDERAL ASSEMBLY. 
"t 1.tJ11-L- DE- A~ flrt.lt:/::' A.1 PdJ:.r,I'I.LC;. 

ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

WOULD LIKE TO REAFFIRM OUR SUPPORT FOR THE OBJECTIVES OF THE JUVENILE 

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENfY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974.~ CONGRESSIONAL 

HEARINGS ARE SIMILAR TO OUR STATE LEGISLATIVE HEARINGS, I AM CERTAIN THAT 

AT EVERY HEARING WITNESSES HAVE TESTIFIED THAT JUVENILE DELINQUENCY IS 

THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM IN OUR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM TODAY. 

FEEL STRONGLY ABOUT DELINQUENCY PREVENTION BECAUSE OUR EFFORTS TO HELP 

YOUNG PEOPLE BEFORE THEY BECOME CAREER CRIMINALS CAN DRAMATICALLY CHANGE 

THE FUTURE FOR THOUSANDS OF OUR CITIZENS. 

THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES HAS CONSISTENTLY SUPPORTED 

THE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACT AS EVIDENCED BY OUR ATTACHED POLICY POSITION. 

ON THE BASIS OF THIS POLICY, I WOULD LIKE TO OFFER ADVICE TO THIS 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON A FEW OF THE ACT'S PROVISiONS AND SUGGEST SOME ADDITIONAL 

CHANGES. As YOU UNDOUBTEDLY KNOW, A NUMBER OF STATES HAVE REFUSED -0 

PARTICIPATE IN THIS PROGRAM, BECAUSE THEY FELT THE FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 

WERE TOO STRICT AND UNREASONABLE, THIS LACK OF PARTICIPATION BY SOME 

STATES BOTHERS ME, BECAUSE EVERY STATE IN THIS NATION HAS AN ACUTE 

NEED TO DEAL WITH JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS 
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223(A)(12) AND 223(A) (13) ARE THE PRIMARY OBSTACLES TO PARTICIPATION BY 

THESE STATES, BEFORE I SUGGEST CHANGES TO THESE PROVISIONS I WANT TO 

STRESS THAT I FULLY SUPPORT THE OBJECTIVES OF THESE TWO SECTIONS AND 

FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT STATES AND LOCALITIES SHOULD DEINSTITUTIONALIZE 

STATUS OFFENDERS AND SHOULD NOT PLACE JUVENILES IN THE SAME CORRECTIONAL 

FACI LITI ES WITH ADULTS, I FEEL) HOWEVER, THAT CONGRESS SHOULD UNDERSTAND 

THE DIFFICULTIES STATES AND LOCALITIES HAVE HAD IN COMPLYING WITH THESE 

PROVISIONS, THE FEDERAL LAW SHOULD BE SENSITIVE TO GOOD FAITH EFFORTS 

BY STATES AND LOCALITIES WHICH MAY FALL SHORT OF TOTAL COMPLIANCE, 

WOULD THEREFORE, LIKE TO SUGGEST THE FOLLOWING CHANGES TO THESE SECtIONS, 

FIRST, AMEND SECTION 223(A)(12) AS PROPOSED IN HR 6111 BY DELEIING 

THE WORD "~lUST" AND INSERTING THE WORD "r'JAY" BEFORE THE PHRASE WHICH 

REQUIRES THAT STATUS OFFENDERS "MUST" BE PLACED IN SHELTER FACILITIES, 

SECONDLY, REQUIRING COMPLIANCE WITH THESE TWO SECTIONS IN TWO YEARS IS 

UNREASONABLE AND UNLIKELY TO OCCUR IN VERY MANY JURISDICTIONS, THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT SHOULD RECOGNIZE GOOD FAITH EFFORTS BY STATES TO ACHIEVE 

COMPLIANCE WITH THESE PROVISIONS THROUGHOUT THEIR JURISDICTIONS, BUT 

WE MUST DEAL WITH THE REALITY THAT TOTAL COMPLIANCE CAN NOT BE REALIZED 

IN EACH OF THE THOUSANDS OF JURISDICTIONS IN EVERY STATE IN TWO SHORT 

YEARS, FOR THESE REASONS WE SUGGEST THE LANGUAGE BE CHANGED TO REQUIRE 

SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE WITHIN A THREE YEAR PERIOD AND FULL COMPLIANCE 

IN A FIVE YEAR PERIOD, 

ANOTHER CHANGE WE ADVOCATE CONCERNS SECTION 223(A)(3) AND THE 

STATE JUVENILE ADVISORY GROUPS, WE SUPPORT THE CHANGE PROPOSED BY 

SENATOR BAYH IN S, 102l WHICH WOULD REQUIRE THIS ADVISORY GROUP TO ADVISE 

THE STATE LEGISLATURE ON JUVENILE DELINQUENCY MATTERS, SPEAKING FOR 

MYSELF AND MY COLLEAGUES IN THE FIFTY STATE LEGISLATURES I CAN ASSURE YOU 

• 
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THAT WE ARE ALI~AYS INTERESTED IN ADVICE FROM EXPERIENCED PERSONS IN 

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE FIELD SUCH AS THE MEMBERS OF THESE STATE ADVISORY 

GROUPS. IF THE ADVISORY GROUPS ARE TO BE USEFUL IN OUR EFFORTS TO 

RE,FORM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM THEN THEY OUGHT TO DO MORE THAN MERELY 

ADVISE ON THE PLANS WHICH A STATE SUBMITS TO THE FEDERAL-GOVERNMENT. 

~OUR POLICY POSITION ALSO RECOMMENDS CHANGES TO THE DISTRIBUTION OF 

( FUNDS ENUMERATED IN SECTION 224(B) WHICH CURRENTLY ALLOWS THE FEDERAL 

GOVERNMENT TO RETAIN 25% TO 50% OF THE FUNDS FOR IT'S SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

PROGRAMS. IN A PROGRAM WHICH IS PREMISED ON THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH, 

THE BULK OF FUNDS SHOULD BE DI~TRIBUTED THROUGH STATE AND LOCAL MECHANISMS. 

WE THEREFORE, RECOMMEND THAT THE CURRENT LANGUAGE BE CHANGED FROM 

A 25% TO 50% RANGE TO A FLAT 15% OF FUNDS FOR FEDERAL PROGRAMS. ~ 

NR. CHAIRMAN, YOU ARE LIKELY TO HEAR FROM REPRESENTATIVES OF COUNTIES 

ADVOCATING FEDERAL INCENTIVES FOR STATE SUBSIDIES TO LOCAL UNITS OF 

GOVERNMENT. PERSONALLY, I FAVOR SUBS IDlES TO LOCAL UNITS OF GOVERNI1ENT 

FOR THE PREVENTION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. OUR OBJECTION TO THESE 

PROPOSALS IS THAT THEY WOULD USE A PORTION OF THE FEDERAL JUVENILE 

DELINQUENCY FUNDS TO REWARD OR PENALIZE STATES WHICH PROVIDE THEIR OWN 

GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIES TO COUNTIES. BECAUSE OF VARYIN~ FINANCIAL 

CONDITIONS AMONG THE STATES, SOME STATES MAY BE ABLE TO SUBSIDIZE LOCAL 

PREVENTION AND CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS WHILE OTHER STATES HAVE INSUFFICIENT 

REVENUES TO PROVIDE SUBSIDIES. Ir IS FOR THESE REASONS THAT WE THINK 

IT IS INAPROPRIATE FOR THE FEDERAL LAW TO PROVIDE REWARDS AND/OR 

PENALTIES TO THE STATES FOR THIS TYPE OF ACTIVITY. IT IS OUR 

FEELING THAT IF COUNTIES NEED AND WANT STATE GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIES 

FROM THEIR OWN STATE LEGISLATURES THEY SHOULD THEN PRESENT THEIR 

CASES TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE AND SEEK STATE FUNDS DIRECTLY WITHOUT 
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RELYING ON THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO MANDATE STATE ACTION. 

~ MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE I FEEL THAT THE SUCCESS 

[OF THIS PROGRAM TO A LARGE EXTENT DEPENDS ON THE COMMITMENT OF FUi,DS 

BY CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT. SINCE THE PASSAGE OF THIS LANDMARK ACT 

IN 1974, WE IN THE STATES HAVE BEEN DISAPPOINTF.~ BY THE LACK OF COMMITMENT 

IN THE FEDERAL EXECUTIVE BRANCH. THE CRIME CONTROL ACT PROGRAMS OF THE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION HAVE ALWAYS BEEN MORE 

IMPORTANT fo THE PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION THAN WERE THE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

EFFOR1S. IN MY OPINION THIS ILLUSTRATES THE BACKWARDS LOGIC WHICH HAS 

PLAGUED OUR CR I MI NAL JUST! CE SYSTEM FOR DECADES. ilE PLACE MORE EMPHAS I S 

ON DEALING WITH CRIME AFTER IT HAS BEEN COMMITTED, BY EQUIPPING POLICE 

WITH FANCY EQUIPMENT AND MULTIPLYING THE CAPACITY OF OUR COURTS AND 

CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES TO DEAL WITH INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE ALREADY MADE 

A CAREER OUT OF CRIME. IN MY OPINION IF WE ARE TO EVER CURB THE INTOLERABLE 

RATE OF CRIME IN THE U.S. WE MUST ENGAGE IN EFFORTS TO CURB JUVENILE 

DELINQUENCY. IT IS THE JUVENILE WE CAN HELP AND STEER AWAY FROM A LIFETIME 

OF CRIr~E. IF WE MISS THE OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO A YOUNG 

PERSON WE HAVE PROBABLY FORGONE THE CHANCE TO REHABILITATE THAT PERSON 

AT A LATER DATE. THE STARTLING FACT THAT OVER FIFTY PER CENT OF THE ARRESTS 

IN THIS COUNTRY ARE OF YOUNGSTERS BETWEEN THE AGES C~ 10 AND 17 IS SUFFICIENT 

EVIDENCE TO WARRANT A CONCENTRATED FEDERAL-STATE EFFORT TO PREVENT AND DETER 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY~ 

IN MY OWN STATE OF LOUISIANA) I CONVINCED MY COLLEAGUES IN THE STATE 

LEGISLATURE TO FUND A JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM WHICH 

CREATED A YOUTH DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION IN NEW ORLEAN& THROUGH THIS PROGRAM 

WE PROVIDE RECREATIONAL AND READING SERViCES TO YOUNGSTERS IN THE COMMUNITY. 

IT IS THIS TYPE OF PROGRAM WHICH IS NECESSARY IF WE ARE TO GIVE YOUNG 

• 

• 



167 

PEOPLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE LIFE OF DELINQUENCY, THE RATE OF 

UNEMPLOYMENT AMONG TEENAGERS IS AT A RECORD HIGH AND MINORITY 

TEENAGE UNEMPLOYMENT EXCEEDS 50%, IF WE DO NOT PROVIDE CONSTRUCTIVE 

ALTERNATIVES FOR THESE YOUNG PEOPLE, WE SHOULD NOT BE SURPRISED WHEN 

THEY ENGAGF. IN ACTS OF DELINQUENCY, ANOTHER FEATURE OF THIS NEW ORLEANS 

PROGRAM IS READING ASSISTANCE, STUDIES OF JUVENJL~ DELINQUENTS IN 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS HAVE SHOWN THAT THEY HAVE A VERY LOW READING 

ABILITY, IT IS ALSO KNOW THAT READING ABILITY IS A PROBLEM WITH STUDENTS 

WHO DROP OUT OF SCHOOL, IF WE ARE TO GIVE THESE YOUNG PEOPLE A CHANCE TO 

COMPETE IN OUR SOCIETY AND HELP THEM AVOID CRIMINAL ACTIVITY THEN WE MUST 

HELP THEM GAIN THE NECESSARY SKILLS TO COMPETE, AFTER EIGHT YEARS OF LEAA" 

CRIME CONTROL PROGRAMS CONGRESS SHOULD NOW REALIZE THAT THERE IS NO SHORT 

TERM SOLUTION TO OUR CRIME PROBLEM, THE BEST WE CAN HOPE FOR IS TO IMPROVE 

OUR SYSTEM OF JUSTICE, ENGAGE IN PREVENTION OF CRIME, AND HOPE TO REDUCE 

LONG RANGE CRIMINAL !l.CTIVlTY, IF WE CONTINUE TO ACCEPT THESE INTOLERABLE 

LEVELS OF UNEMPLOYMENT FOR TEENAGERS AND DO NOT ENGAGE IN MASSIVE PREVENTION 

EFFORTS IN OUR SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES WE CAN ONLY EXPECT OUR CRIME 

PROBLEN TO CONTI NUE, 

ON BEHALF OF T~E STATE LEGISLATORS, YOU CAN BE ASSURED OF OUR SUPPORT 

IN THESE EFFORTS TO CURB JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, WE WI~L DO OUR BEST TO 

REFORM STATE LAWS AND PROVIDE PROGRAI~S IN OUR STATES, AND HOPE THAT YOU 

WILL ASSIST US IN THESE ENDEAVORS, 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 

Juvenile Delinquency 

The NCSL commends Congress for the passage of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency prevention Act. We do feel that in order 
for the states and the federal government to implement the goals 
of the legislation, the Administration and the Congress should 
seek appropriations in the full amount autho~~zed by the Act. 

We feel the prevention, control and treatment of juvenile 
delinquency should be one of the highest priorities of our 
criminal justice system. Coordinative efforts should te implemented 
among the many federal and state agencies, both private and public, so 
that services to our nation's youth are maximized. The prevention 
of juvenile delinquency should be recognized as the key to reducing 
crime in this country. Programs should therefore be committed to 
basic prevention, with special attention to home, school and 
community centered programs aimed at youth in danger of becoming 
delinquer, t. 

Recognizing the very serious problem of violence in·our nation's 
schools, the NCSL supports the addition of a section to the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act which would provide 
grants to the states to help make our schools safe. 

The NCSL urges Congress to extend and relax the deadlines for 
compliance wich the federal Juvenile Justice Act requirements 
which deal with status offenders and the incarceration of 
juvenile offenders with aodult offenders. 

No more than fifteen percent of the appropriated funds should 
be made avaklable for federal discretionary programs, with the 
balance allocated to the states and localities in the form of a block 
grant. 

The NCSL opposes any amendments to the Act .. hich would offer 
financial incentives only to those states whi~~ provide subsidies to 
county government. 

• 

• 
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}\fl'. CORRADA. Thank you. We commend you for your statement 
and, of course, the National Conference of State Legislatures for your 
interest in this legislation. Public Law 93-415 mandates policies 
related to juvenile delinquency that require action on the part of 
State and local gOYel'l1ments. But l'egardless of how much money is 
invested, our effect will continue to be Ibnited if we are unsuccessful 
in sensitizing States 10 Oul' philosophica.1 approach to these problems, 
which is; Hamely, from a societal standpoint, rather than a strictly 
criminal approach. I sincerely hope that. we can find some type of 
mechanism whereby we can assist State legislatures and their ap
propriate committees so they can effectuate State laws which are more 
111 concert with our congressional intent. 

Congressman Andrews ~ 
l\fr. ANDREWS. I just wondered, completely and aside, but. I kno,Y, 

this one committee of criminal justice and consumer affairs committee, 
I can't understand why they are placecl in one committee. ·What is 
the relationship? 

l\fr. BARTIIET,El\ry. In many cases when you come to Congres~) you 
find your committee structures already established i so did I when I 
came to the National Conference of State Legislatures. So I really 
cannot offer any enlightenment on why thesp, two committees were 
joined together. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I appreciate your statement and I largely agree with 
it. I appreciate we have the opportunity here in Congress to work 
with State legislatures and their associations I think share pretty 
much the same goals we do here. I think that is the means by which 
we will get some improvements in this legislation and hopefully 
accomplish its purpose by mutually working together. 

Thank you for coming. 
Mr. CORRADA. ,Ve will now recess until 2 p.m. at which time we will 

continue with the public hearings. 
[lV"hereupon, at 12 :55 p.m., the hearings were recessed, to reconvene 

at 2 p.m., the same day.] 
AFTER RECESS 

[The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., Hon. Ike Andrews, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.] 

Mr. ANDREWS. Let the subcommittee resume for the afternoon 
seSSIOn. 

"Te are honored to have as our first witness our colleague and 
distinguished friend from Florida, the Honorable Claude Pepper. 

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

:NIl'. PEPPER. l\{r. Chairman and members of your subcommittee, I 
thank you very much for the privilege of being here with yon this 
afternoon and I am grateful to you as friends and colleagues for this 
privilege to speak on H.R. 6111, a bill to amend and extend the 
.Tuvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1074. I would 

,..,. also like to commend the Chairman and members of his subcommittee 
for undertaking this inquiry into tlus continued challenging problem 
of youth crime. 
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The problem, of course, is a very difficult one, a very complex one. 
r was Chairman of the House Select Committee on Crime for 4 years 
and ..,Ye tried to make an intelligent inquiry into this matter. 

In my committee, we heard testimony from judges, Federal and 
State, from law enforcement officials, and experts from many criminal 
justice sectors, about what might be done to improve the administra
tion of our criminal justice system, and more importantly about what 
might be done to provide for justice in the administration of that 
system. 

But I came here toelay, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub
committee, to emphasize the prevention element. I have learned that 
the most productive returns that we can get fol' the expenditure of 
our public moneys with respect to crime is money spent on the 
prevention of crime, especially youth crime, aimed at citizen participa
tion. 

Let me give you one summary of testimony given by .Tudge 
Orlando a juvenile judge from Ft. Lauderdale, Fla., who waf. 
offered, I believe, the head of maybe the .Tuvenile .Tustice and .Tuvenile 
Prevention Department by the Administration. He said that he took 
10 boys who had been in serious trouble before his court and he 
dropped them into a program that had to do with training for some 
sort of maritime work. 

They were in the program for a year. At the end of 11 months 
not one of those boys had dropped out of the program. 011(' of them 
got fL job for about $5,000 a year in Orlando, Fla., carrying out the 
work he was trained to do in this program, and everyone of them was 
anticinating completing the program without having been in any 
trouble at all and showing all prospects of becoming law-abiding 
and productive citizens. 

Now, those ..,yere 10 very bad boys that had come into the judge's 
juvenile court for the conimission of crime. So it shows ..,yhat can be 
done in a nreventive way. 

You will recall, I am sure, the overwhelming vote 3 years ago 
which resulted in the passage of the Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. The prevention of juvenile crime was officially 
recognized, in a bipartisan fashion, as It national priority. If the need 
for a comprehensive, coordinated apnroach to the crime generated by 
youth \yas clear then-it is increasingly so now. 

With the passage of this act, Congress in its findings stated that: 
The high incidence of delinquency in the United Rtates today rei"ults in 

enormous annual cost and immeasurahle loss of human life, personal !'ecnrity, 
and wasted human resources ancl that juvenile delinquency con!'titutes a 
growing threat to the national welfare requiring immediate and comprehensive 
action by the Federal Government to reduce and prevent delinquency. 

I strongly concur with thE'se findings. Quite obviously yonth crime 
poses an eyer-increasing threat to the national welfare, and we 
should continue to yisualize juvenile crime preyention as a naH/nul 
priority. 

I am particularly concerned about it. as Chairman of the House 
Committee on Aging because so many of the old people of the 
country are ,-ictims of crime, and particularly juvenile crime. 

The bill before the suucommittee today is a reflection of our 
recommitment to that national priority, mid I am gratified to note 

.-
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our President's endorsement of the continuation of this act, and 
statement that: 

Both the commentators and the statistical evidence now point to the fact that 
court reform, corrections, and juvenile justice are the cri tical elements in 
improving crime control. 

I share the President's views, but add that I do not feel we can 
allow to merely maintain this act, but, rat,her we must provide foi' an 
increased authorization level for a sufficient period of time to assure 
and solidity our efforts in the direction of delinquency prevention. 
It is simply not enough to maintain authorizations at the 1977 level 
for a perlOd of 3 years. Therefore, I urge you to consider the valuable 
information and the work this office has already generated in the 
short 3 years of its existence and provide for an increase in the 
authorization level suggested in H.R. 6111. 

Mr. Chairman, I also want to commend the Subcommittee on 
Economic Opportunities for offering the American people a hearing 
on H.R. 1137, a bill of vital concern to me and all those who know or 
are the learning disabled. 

I was honored to be joined in the introduction of this legislation 
by my able and distinguished colleagues, the Honorable Augustus F. 
Hawkins and the Honorable Torn Railsback, with the endorsement 
of over 60 cosponsors. My amendment to the JtlYenile ,rustice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act would provide for a national Conference 
on Learning Disabilities and ,Tuvenile Delinquency for the pUl'pose of 
formulating a method of communication whereby existing knowledge 
and the results of ongoing research may be disseminated; to develop 
a coordinated plan of cooperation among disciplines in the delivery 
of services to the learning disabled; and to enable experts to design 
legislative recommendations upon which the Congress might act at 
the earliest possible time. 

l\Iay I add that just, a little bit ago there was a national conference 
here of people dedicated to this program and 8,000 people were 
gathered here from all oyer the country in furtherance of this kind 
of approach. 

Pemlit me to pose the most obvious question: ,,\Vhy a National 
Conference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency? I 
introduced this legislation because of my background and association 
with youth, hoth handicapped and delinquent. 

The first legislation I introduced as a Senator in 1937, was a bill 
to provide funds for the education of all types of physically handi
capped children. It was not until 1954 that legislation was enacted to 
accomplish that purpose. It took Congress 20 years after the introduc
tion of my legislation to recognize and begin to meet the unique needs 
of the handicapped. It took 20 years more for Congress to recognize 
that not all handicaps are visible-for during the 94th Congress the 
definition of handicapped was amencled to include those youth with 
learning disabilities. I am eagerly awaiting the regulations which 
will implement this legislation whIch were due November 2!), 1976. 

Congress has done much for the handicapped youth of our Nation. 
,,\Ve 110 longer expect handicapped youth to succeed, or reach full 
potential, without special assistance. However, the symptoms of the 
invisible han~licaps referred to as learning disabilities are so subtle 
they often go unrecognized by all with whom the child interacts, 

89-699 0 - 77 - 12 
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More importantly, few people understand that such a problem even 
exists. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to submit, when I finish my statement, 
a letter from a lady who IS a member of the staff of the House 
Committee on Aging whose own son is a person who has these learn
ing disabilities. She points out in her letter-that is to go into the 
record-this case. 

If throughout their learning years, the learning disability remains 
undetected, the youth may become a far greater risk with respect to 
law and custom than youngsters not handicapped with learning 
disabilities. 

The frustration from the inability to learn, and continuous aca
demic failure, is a heavy burden for a child to bear. This burden can 
become unbearable when no one recognizes the problem. It is under
standable that the unidentified ]earnmg disabled youth will exhibit 
restlessness in classroom situations, suffer from boredom, and even
tually drop out of school. It is well established that the learning 
disabled are the largest category of children to drop out of school-
100,000 each year. 

T..Iast, there will be those who will act out their frustration in delin
quent ways. A study by the National Institute of Mental Health 
revealed that as many as '75 percent of the children who find them-
selves in juvenile detention centers suffer from learning disabilities. 
In a report recently published by the General Accounting Office, it 
noted that 90 percent of the adjndicated delinquents tested by the 
State of Colorado's Division or' Youth Services were clingnosed as 
having learning problems. Additionally, vo percenf of the girls tested 
in a Tennessee State reformatory were 2 to 7 years below their grade 
in reading. 

vV"hen I served as the chairman of the House Select Committee on 
Crime, I found that oyer one-half of an our serions crime is yonth
related. :Mol'c importantly, however, the committee findings rewaled 
that if there is anyone common characteristic about a delinquent 
child, it is not that he has long hair, 01' is ,yhite or black-but rather 
that they are educationally disadnmtagecl.. 

In testimony before the committee, .rudge Frank A. Orlando, 
Broward County Juyenile Court, Ft. Lauderdale, Fla. said: 

TlUl.t most delinquent children, IiI,e most of the 110rmnl pOlmlntion hnye 
normnl intellectual potential or c;npacity. Wilen they nre teRted academically, 
Ilowe,'er, we note thnt this achievement often is fnr helo\\' chronologicnl grade 
plnce. In other words, a child may be ill the ninth or tenth grade, hut we lind 
thnt he is achieving on the fourth or fifth grade ill terms of l'eacling anel 
arithmetic reaRoning. One of the first symptomR of clelinquellcy is tl'l1nnCJ' from 
8('11001. l'lle literature, llationally, shows that this is a comlllon )Jrolllem. 
r ... ocally, from the experience of many )'eal'S and hundreds of CIll';eR, I clm say 
that this seems to be one of the fil'st symptoms we see l'egnl'ding delinquency. 

This is one of the outstanding juyenile judges of the country. 
Judge Orlando added: 
If we are eyer going to be successful in prevention, it is necessnr)' for us to 

• 

vroYide the youngster with the means to successfully express himself ill the • 
ucndemic setting. Not being ahle to do so at present causes the child to becollle 
clisel~chantecl, "ery rightly, with the school experience and pretty SOOI1 causes 
him to drop out. 
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"Ve aU know how we dislike or are embarrassed to be pointed out 
or observed by our associates as unable to keep up as it were. Niaybe 
some of the students laugh at him because he makes an obvious mis
take or he becomes the subject of some ridicule by the other students, 
or the teacher may make disparaging remarks about him. He is sen
sitive about that subject and ill a little bit he gets embarrassed and 
drops out of dchool because he does not want to endure that em
barrassment. 

Although statistics varied by locale, witnesses in virtually an or 
our hearings pointed out the causual relationship between inappro
priate educational experiences and dropping out and crime. 

The Ohief of Police of Miami told me 90 p('l'cent of the young 
perpetrating crime were school dropouts. 

As you might expect, the learning disabled child is not Ollly a 
victim of an educational system which does not understand the prob
len1. 1Vhen the learning disabled youth enters the law enforcement 
or judicial process, a host of additional problems come into heing. 
The policeman, the probation officer, and the judge, ';\"110 haye not 
had special training in this llrea, cannot recognize the subtle symp
toms of this disability. Moreoyer. when concerned parents seek rrdrice 
from medical practitioners in the helief that their child's learning 
problems stem from medical ills-more often than not they ,,·ill he 
disappointed by the physician's inability to detect the problem-if 
it is a learning disability. As a consequence the learning disabled 
offender continues to be more handicapperl by our society's ignoranc(' 
of his nroblem than by the learning: disability itself. 

Although I believe the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, on the whole, has made a saluatory contribution tmy!trd the 
suppression and punishment of crime in this country, I belien, n 
significantly increased emphasis should be focused on the prenntin>, 
utlpects of juvenile crime, in which respect I think the Law Enforce
ment Administration is doing and has h~en doing too little. 

It has been 8 years since the findings of the Crime Committee 
were made ayaHable. I belie,ye that, ,ye cannot afford to wait another 
12 years, as we did with the handicapped, to begin to provide for 
this yulnerable, long-underserved population. 

Recently the National Institute of Juvenile .Tustice and Delin
quency Prevention granted a $1.5 million to the Associnl'ion for 
Children with Learning Disflbilities and Creighton FniYel'sity Insti
tute for Business, La,,,, and S;)cial Research to inyestigate the rela
tionship between specific leal'l1ing disabilities and jmTenile delin
quency. The purpose of this research is 3-fold: 

One, to study the incidence of learning disabilities among non
delinquents, probationers, and incarcerated delinquents; two, to in
itiate a remediation program for delinquents; and three to e,·alnate 
the remediation program. Dorothy Crawford, the national project 
rlirector of this grant, will testify today that the findings of their 
study will coincide in a timely fashion ,yith the State and National 
Conferences I have proposed in my amendment. 

Some might sng-g:est that the 'White House Confe1'Pnce on Children 
and Youth scheduled for 1980 might be the more appropriate yehicle 
f01' accomplishing the purpose of my amendment. However, I have 
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investigated this possibility, and in my yie"w of my findings, I have 
concluded this is not the appropriate forum. 

In a memo to me dated April 19, 1977, Charlotte Moore of the 
Education and Public 'Welfare Division of the Congressional Re
search Serdce stated in summary: 

, •. In re\'iewing past "White House Conferences and cnrrelltl~· Rchec1nlecl 
ones, we call Ree 110 indication that learning disabilities and their rf,la tiol1!'~hips 
to delinquency IIllYC been or SOOIl are liJ{ely to be a major focus of discussion 
at a 'White House conference. 

I ,,,ould like to request that her entire statement on this matter he 
included in the hearings record at thjs time. 

n.R. 1137 provides for an authorization of $5 million. lYe han not 
held a similar national conference since 1971 11lld, therefore, the 
prei'ious appropriations of approximately $2 million are not realistic 
in terms of our experience with inflation. 
If ,ye examine the budget of a contemporary national study panel 

-the Commission on Federal Papprwork-we find a budget of 
$4,100,000 of actual funds for fiscal ~'par 1976 and an actual allot
ment of $2 million for the transitional quarter. 

In the conference we propose preparatory sessions be llPld around 
the country with legal, medical and education professionals, parpnts, 
teachers, State officials, and children with lC'arning disa.bilities. This 
w(;lU~d iIwolve simi1ar staff and trayel costs as the Paperwork Com
mISSIOn. 

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members, the cost for crimes 
committed by juveniles is estimated to be about $16 billion annually. 
It is time "e provide for this authorization. 

The most compelling evidence I have :illstiiying the need for this 
conference is the response I hfi,ye received from the attorneys general 
and commissioners of education in the States, District of Columbia, 
and the territories and possessions. 

IVhen we introduced the bill I wrote to these State officials to 
inquire about whnt, if UlW, efforts "Were being made in the States to 
determinE! the relation or learning disabilities to juwnile delinquency 
and related offenses. 

I received 37 responses from t1le commissioners of education and 
28 from the attorneys general, and I have attached a summary to my 
statement. 

Let me give an example: 
We recognize the needs of this population in our State and agree that 

learning disabilities are linl,ed with the increaRecl rate of Rchool clropouts, 
youthful unemployment, failure to reach full potential. truancy. drug abuse. 
drug usage and juyenile delinqtH'ncy, Ref>ources in our State are not acceptable 
enough for us to Imow all that is ayailahle. However. WI' will give Suit the 
resonrces of whirh we are aware. Signed 'Vayne Teague, 

Here is another: 
I am grateful a 1Iemller of the House of RepreSei\tnti,,{>s if! concerned enough 

to seek OIl a national leyel solutiOllR te· the many edu('atiollal and social 
problems that ('onfrol1t IIrhan systC'ms. You cun C'xpect cooperation of the 
public s('110018 of the Distri(·t of Colmuhia in your efforts to assess and explore 
alternatives of provi<1illf; sen'ires to the learning r1i~abled. 

• 

• 
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I have a number of attachments from tIlE'Be State officials. 
My concluding statement is it is clear the officials were i1\.lf in eyery 

instance using the same definition of learning disabilities. HOWeVel\ 

1 was impressed by the fact that 26 States have some program pro
viding for the education of the learning disabled. This indicates 
there is a readiness and a need now to inyolve the States in the pro
posedmulticlisciplinal'Y conference in order to strengthen our system 
of education and provide justice for millions of our youths with 
hlYisible lumdicaps ! 

1 ask your consent, Mr. Ohairman, that two statements whidl 1 
submit along with my statement, one of 'which is from the lady on 
my Aging Committee staff whose child has learning disabilities be 
incorporated ill the recoru following my remarks. 

Mr. ANDREWS. It is so ordered. 
[The formal statement of Congressman Pepper and supplemental 

materials follow:] 
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'I • 0 I" The Library of Congress 

:: .. } Cong"";"""! R"",,,", S""", 
~~ Washington, D.C. 20540 

April 19, 1977 

TO: Honorable Claude Pepper 
Attn: Cat~y Cardner 

FROM: Education and Public Welfare Division 

SUBJECT: Recent lolhite House conferences and their attention to juvenile 
delinquency and/or learning disabilities 

This is in response to your request for background information on tIl!! 

la'st lolhite House Conference on Children and Youth and the extent to which 

it covered the subject of juvenile delinquency and/or learni,lg disabiliti.es. 

This is in relation to your testimony before the Subcommittee on Economic 

Opportunity'on your bill to have a White House Conference on Learning Dis-

abilities and Delinquency. 

The 1970 White House Conference on Children and Youth was separated 

for the first time into a conference on children and a conference on youth. 

The White House Conference on Children waS held in December of 1970 and 

addressed the problems of children up to age 14. Although a good portion 

of this confere~ce was devoted to education questions, the subject of 

learning d£sabilities and delinquency was not specifically discussed nor 

were there reco~~endations in this area. 

TIm White House Conference on Youth, held in the Spring of 1971 was 

more conce.ned with questions on juvonile justice and the legal rights of 

youth than the earlier conference and was also concerned with education, 

• 
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but, again, did not specifically address the question of learning disabili-

ties and their relationship to delinquency. We are enclosing the chapter 

of the report of the conference on Legal Rights and Justice. As you can 

see, the recommendations in this c~apter go far beyond questions of the juv

enile justice system per ~ into such areas as the 18 year old vote, capital 

punishment, victimless crime, vene~eal disease, legal education, etc. 

You also asked about the delegates to the lfuite House Conference on 

Youth, and .. hether they included juvenile justice "experts." We were unable 

to locate a iisting of the attendees, but according to the conference re-

port two-thirds of the delegates were young people between the age of l~ and 

24, who were generally representative of the U.S. population. According to 

the report, 

The Legal Rights and Justice Task Force delegates 
included a 17-year-old unwed mother who spent two years 
in a Connecticut cor~ectional institution, a Massa
chusetts youth who works as a probation officer for the 
Boston Hunicipal Court, and a young lady who serves on 
the Burbank (California) City Youth Council. 

The adults who attended were described by the report as representatives of 

the "power structure," from such sources as Federal, State and local gov-

ernment, education, business, industry, labor, the media, religion, etc. 

For your further information, the 1980 conference relating to children 

and youth will be a White House Conference on the Family which has already 

been funded as such. Therefore, it would appear even less likely that the 

subject of learning disabilities and delinquency would be discussed in 

this forum than at a cOliference on the problems of children and youth • 
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We additionally investigated whether a "~ite House Conference on Educa-

tion may have or soon might address the problem of learning disabilities as 

the problem relates to juvenile delinquency. The last such conference was 

held in 1965 and although there wa~ a paper presented on Educating the Hand

icapped, there was no specific discussion of learning disabilities. Legis-

lation enacted in 1974, the Education Amendments (P.L. 93-380, title VIII, 

Section 804), authorized the reconvening of a White House Conference on 

Education in 1977, but this provision was never funded. 

In reviewing past White House confzrences and currently scheduled ones, 

we can see no indication that learning disabilities and their relationships 

to delinquency have been or soon are likely to be a major focus of discussion 

at a White House conference. 

We hope tha~ this information will be usefcl to you in your testimony. 

Please let us know if you have any further question. 

Charlotte Moore 
426-5867 

• 
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STATE PROGRN~S FOR LEARNING DISABLED CHILDREN 

2. Responses from Health ar.d Human Resources Adminilitration 
( Included in count headed under the Commissioners of Education 

12 Responses from Commissioners of Education 

28 Responses from Attorneys General 

Education for juveniles limited to Rehabilition programs: 
commissioners of Ec?ucation. ' •••••• 6 
At.torneys General'................ 4 

Have held conferences under the aegis of: 
Commissioners of Education ••••••• 8 
Attorneys General •••••••••••••••• 1 

Zrave not .de.alt pr!i:marily with the provision of services to deal 
with learning disabled children: 
commissioners of Education ••••••• 13 
Attorneys General •••••••••••••••• 9 

Have recognized the need for implementing programs for the 
learning disabled: 
co~~issionars of Education ••••••• 7 
Attorneys General .••••••••••••••• 11 

Have begun to design or implement a program.for children in 
specif.ic learning disabilities: 
commissioners of Education ••••••• 26 
Attorneys General •••••••••••••••• 7 

States providing for guidence and coordinc,tion of County service 
agencies to ~eet tee special needs of pupils with school attendance 
problems or school beha.vior problems e.g. drug usage, truancy, etc.: 
Commissioners of Education ••••••• 2 
Attorneys General .••••••••••••••• 3 

Acknowledged and referred my inquiries to officiuls in their 
state who are responsible for education: 
Con~issioners of Education ••••••• 3 
Attorneys General •••••••••••••••• 14 
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JIIMF.5 1". SOUTHERL.AHD 
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%%3; RA'I1I'JftM Housr; C\n'1C£ DUiLDIfoIQ 

W .... IflHQTOH. D,C. 2.05t5 

DONPEl'IT 
EUJ9VAUGHN 

DllITftll.'TOI'J'lC.r. 
ROoK 823 ftmQM. BIJ'II • .Dtt-Kl 

MIA.NI,FLOftIeJ, 3.."030 

You will please pennit me to direct your attention to correspondence 
I recently received from Ms. Lorren Roth, on my Aging COlllllittee staff, and 
from Mr. Jack Hill, a detective with the D.C. Metropolitan Police Depart
ment for almost twenty years, regarding their personal experiences 11ith 
children with learning disabilities. 

I hope you will be able to include their statements in the Hearings 
Record fo~ H.R. 6111 and H.R. 1137. 

Kindest personal regards, and 

Believe me, 

Honorable Ike Andrews 

~
wa sincerely, 

aW 
Me ber of Congress 

Chainnan, Subconmittee on Economic Opportunities 
House Conmittee on Education and labor 

Enclosures 

• 

• 
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w.~. ~ouse of l\epre~erttatibes 
s;,ded Itommittee on ~llililJ 

mn~blnnton. ~.It. 205\5 

April 21, 1977 

Honorable Claude Pepper 
Chairman 
House Select Committee on Aging 
Washi ngton, D. C. 20515 

Dear Hr. Pepper: 

ROIIOtT e. WtlNER 
'lOT~GI!UCTOft 

JAMES A.IIIRE'NrlAN 
"'''T.1'C'TtlI; CHAI!l:WAN 

~bDSlTA DRETICH 
toI\MOI';n'fSTMteCI"tt:f!OW 

I have recently become aware, through Kathy Gardner, 
of your long and diligent efforts on behalf of Learning 
Disabled Children. 

Hy son, David, has just recently been tested for 
learning disabilities at the Kingsbury Center here in 
Washington, D. C. After years of wondering what the problem 
was, 1 finally have confinnation of my opinions and feelings 
abuut my son. David, it seems, is indeed learning disabled. 
However, his disability is very slight, making it even more 
di ffi cult to di scern. 

From my years of experience with David, I am convinced 
that something must be done to maKe teachers, counselors, 
principals, and all those who \~ork with children aware 
of what a learning disability is. These people must be 
able to recognize these children when they are confronted 
with them. We are losing these children because their 
problem goes undetected. No one, not even a child, will 
purposely subject themselves to frustration, defeat and 
allxiety day after day in a school situation where no one 
understands -- they drop out! Then we really lose them. 

This letter is just to let you know how grateful I am 
for your efforts and to say I am proud to be a member of 
your staff on the Committee on Aging. 

~~?:a-
Lorren V. Roth 
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'The H.R. 1137, THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 
LEARNING DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY ACT, which 
has been introduced b, Congressman Claude Pepper and his thirty 
co-sponsors could probably become one of the most important pieces 
of legislation in I'ears, and could conceivably have a very long range 
effect on the entire population. 

The legislation at this particular tL'l1e is extremely important 
because it will deal with problems that are not recognized in most 
cases until the damage has been done, and in many cases has reached 
a point of no return. The results are tragic to the child who i9 
affected because it will in most cases, determine his future and have 
a great bearing on his parents. 

Having been associated with this problem personally for the 
past several years I can attest to many of the problems that are not 
recognized. The end result of such a situation can in many cases 
totally wreck a very happy home environment. However if this 
partio.:u1ar bill would become law, these problems could hopefully be 
made a thing of the past and eliminated for future generations. 

HOW THE PROBLEM BEGINS 

My wife and I after seven years of marriage and no children 
decided to adopt a child and rer.eived a beautiful son, aged 2-1/2 
months. During early childhood he wa"s the perfect child. He was 
very disciplined, very happy child who was also very healthy and 
appeared to be a normal growing child who would lead a normal growing 
up period that would lead to a normal happy future. The problems began 
to show when he entered school, a pattern of behavior that indicated 
that he must be the center of attention by becoming mildly distractive 
by constantly talking in the classroom. However, aftel school he 
would become very passive once again. 

Throughout the coming school years, the problems became 
more serious and the behavioral problems led to the learning disa~ilities 
because he became more and more disruptive to the class and had to be 
excluded from the classroom as a result. When he constantly became 
excluded from the classroom, the classes would continue without him, 
thus resulting in his falling behind the other class members in his 
school work and his becoming more frustrated in his every day life, 
as well as in school. 

Each session that was held between the parents and the teachers 
was always "your son has the ability to do the work, (which we already 
knew) but he won't behave in the classroom. He is constantly talking, 
he won't do the work that is assigned to him, etc., etc., ". All the time 

• 

.. 
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he was not learning nearly what he should have for his age, yet 
he continued to be promoted by the school system because, to 
quote one school principal, "we know he has the ability to do the 
work so we won't hold him back a year." Although we vigorously 
objected to this, the principal would not hold him back, although 
we told him that he would not be able to do the next year's work in 
a higher gra6e if he is unable to do the work in his present grade. 
Over our objections and the school officials saying, "it is just a 
stage he is going through and he will outgrow it," he was promoted. 

Why should we be alarmed and stunned when a survey is 
made public that students graduating from high snhool cannot read 
the label on a can of soup or comprehend the job application or have 
the slightest idea of how to complete it. We should be irate, not 
shocked that we have stood by and allowed the school systems become 
what they are today, allowing the students to control the schools as 
they see fit, rather than supplying the guidance and the curriculum 
that they need to survive in the world. 

No longer can these problems be looked upon as "it is just 
a stage he is going through and will outgrow it, " we must be able to 
recognize the problem and most important we must be wllling to face 
the fact that it is <k true problem and not a "stage." It is a problem 
that must be dealt with at an early age. 

Not all people are blessed with the ability to grasp and 
understand what they hear or read for the first time. Many of us 
must study a subject over and over in order to get the most of what 
we should. When a small child enters school and is faced with this 
problem he becomes frustrated, sometimes hostile, develops dis
ruptive behavior and generally becomes more of a discipline problem. 

WHAT ARE THE ANSWERS TO THE PROBLEMS 

As our son grew older and the behavioral problems began to 
increase with greater frequency at school, the pattern of behavioral 
difficulties began to increase at home. I must say that I too began 
to feel that my wife was exaggerating his behavioral problems when I 
was not at home, and that she did not understand boys, since she had 
no brothers and had only been around girls growing up. However his 
problems increased and we began to see a change taking place in our 
everyday lives as a result. We became frequently involved in argu
ments which usually occurred over something that our son had done. 
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Eventually this behavioral problem became evident to our 
friends and some close friendships faded into the past. Because 
this pattern had become obviously a problem that threatened not 
only our son's future, but was beginning to strain our own relation
ship, we contacted our family physician who recommended a 
psychologist who worked with him on numerous occasions with 
some small improvement noted. However the psychologist found 
him to be a normal healthy child of average intelligence, who was 
slightly hyperactive. He did not feel that he needed to be placed 
on any medication at that time. 

Unfortunately the problems continued as he grew and moved 
further on into the school grades. Not only did he fail to show 
improvement into his studies, his discipline problems became more 
serious. Out of desperation we took him to see a psychiatrist who 
after approximately 45 minutes said that he was reaching puberty 
too fast and could not handle his present problems successfully. 
At his recommendation, a series of tests were set up for, brain 
scan, EEG, skull X-rays, hearing test and eye examination. The 
result of this testing was that there was no organic brain damage, 
but he did need glasses. 

However we did, on the advice of the psychiatrist set up an 
appointment with a psychologist. In my own personal opinion, this 
was a total waste of time and money. For example our son responded 
to a question, "what would you do if your parents sent you away to 
a military school?" His response to that question was something 
like, "I would probably kill myself." Right away this man called me 
in and said, "do you know that your son is suicidal?" My son was 
10 years old at the time. In my opinion if every person who ever 
made a statement that he would kill himself or herself was suicidal, 
then about 3/4 of the world would be "suicidal." 

After a period of time seeing this man three times a week, 
he decided that he would give us an assigned time each week which 
regardless of whether or not we could keep the appointment wewould 
be billed. When I informed him that my job was not one that per!Ilitted 
me to absolutely control my hours and would not pay for an appointment 
we could not keep, his response was, "well it is obvious you cannot 
afford me," and suggested that there were other services available 
through the county. His diagnosis of the case: our son was suicidal, 
and we could not afford his services. 

• 

• 
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It was about this time that Prince Georges County established 
a school for children with behavioral and learrting disability problems. 
After extensive studies and meetiuga of various school groups our son 
was accepted into the day program which entailed--a one hour bus ride 
each way. As a result of this arrangement, little progress was noted 
in the problem, even with a more relaxed program during the summer 
months. Unfortunately the 3Umml!r months began to create more 
serious problems in his behavior and we began to seek help to have 
him committed for the help that we felt he really needed. Again the 
county recommended the same school only this time in a residential 
program which they had not been ready for previously. The .facility 
was clean and well kept, but was not structured to deal with the 
problems. The discipline was very lax and as a result manifested 
the pl'oblems, instead of correcting them. Eventually the staff at this 
school said they could no longer handle our son's problems and 
decided that he needed to be placed in an institutional atmosphere where 
he could be more closely supervised. 

INSTITUTION _(l;ARE 

We were recommended to the Psychiatric Institute of the 
District of Columbia where we were able to have our son admitted on 
an emergency basis and where they also have a school program to 
insure that the children have the opportunity to continue their ",ducation 
without undue loss of the educational process which many state~run 
institutions faU to provide. We were both completely frustrated at this 
!,oint and we would have settled .for a1mo~t any ret",(l'iy. Also the very 
capable young lady who had worl<ed with our son dL.,:ing the time he was 
in the county~run facility had been instrumental in aiding us in getting 
our son admitted to the Psychiatric Institute. She too had become 
totally frustrated and despondent by this situation. 

During the months that he has been confined to the Psychiatric 
Institute we have seen an am1izing change. Not only have we seen 
a change in his behavior and attitude, but the improvement in his 
school work had probably been the most pleasing. Our greatl;!st problem 
previously is that he would walk out of the classroom and not do his worle. 
Now he stays in the classroom, does his work, does the work correctly 
then helps the other students who are having difficulties with the work. 
After his 12th birthday and continued improvement in school, it was 
decided to t1'Y him in three junior high classes, and hI;! has handled 
these equally as well • 
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DO LEARNING DIFFICULTIES AND BEHAVIORAL 
PROBLEMS LEAD TO JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

The answer to this in my opinion is most definitely, yes. 
The problems we had with our son were many. He had been smoking 
for a number of years, he had stolen money from my wife and I, 
his babysitters and other relatives, and would lie about it later. 
Often he would ,:0 things out of impulse, realizing afterward that 
what he had done was wrong then he would lie about this to cover 
!limsel£. He was also under the impression that if he had money to 
buy candy, cigarettes, etc. for the other children they would be his 
friends. Other problelns were running away from home, which he 
did three times, playing with matches and setting fires. Had we 
allowed this pattern of behavior to continue it would have only been 
a matter of time until he committed a more serious offense and ended 
up in juvenile court as a defendant. 

When children have difficulty in school learning, they become 
disruptive to other students to teachers who do not recognize his 
problem and are apt to look to other methods to handle the problem. 
Several years ago a neighbor of mine told me that both of her parents 
were teachers and that some of the students were to disruptive and 
didn't want to learn that the student s that did want to learn were 
being affected. Their remedy was to bring comic books to school for 
the disruptive children so that they could teach the others. 

Several years later, I had received an assignment to a school 
for a shooting. A teacher had been shot to death in her classroom 
by her ex-husband. While examining the crime scene, I noticed that 
several desks located in the back of the room had open comic books 
while the rest had open text books. This is not the answer .to .the 
learning dif£icult~"s or the behavioral problems of children. 

When the children with these problems are constantly placed 
on suspension from a school because of their behavior they fall further 
behind in their school work therefore manifesting the problem. 
Eventually, if this is looked at by school administrators as the answer 
to the problem, the frustration of the child will not be eased but will 
be magnified. The end result will be that the child will become a 
juvenile delinquent without guidance or motivation. 

• 
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OTHER PROBLEMS 

Some of the other experiences that we as parents have 
encountered with our son that no doubt have been noticed by other 
parents who care, is the relative indifference we have encountered 
with business people. For example our son took $20. 00 from us 
and spent a good portion on candy for his friends. When I confronted 
the manager of the store about a 10 year old boy spending that kind 
of Inoney for candy, he just shrugged his shoulders and said, "he 
is a good boy, " he never did give Ine an answer as to whether or not 
he thought it strange that a 10 year old boy would have $20.00 for 
candy. This saIne man was also selling cigarettes to Iny son as 
well as other children in the neighborhood who were also under age. 
Even the district Inanager's attitude was siInilar when I called to 
complain about this probleIn. Their only answer was that parents 
send young children to the store to get cigarettes for theIn and if 
they didn,;!: give theIn the cigarettes the parents would be upset and 
it would be bad for business. 

These saIne business places also allow under-age kids to 
hang around and play pinball Inachines creating a nuisance to other 
patrons and usually wasting Inoney that could be put to better use. 
If a parent refuses to give a child Inoney to play the pinball Inachines 
he will steal money £rOIn his parents or others. Even though there 
is an age liInit as to how old a child Inust be to play these Inachines, 
the eInployees never challenge any of the children as to their age. 
This type of attitude by business people will only help to create 
juvenile delinquency. 

One of the largest problems that we face today whether we want 
to adInit to it or not, is the perInissive parent or the parent who makes 
excuses for the child instead of Ineeting the probleIn head on. A couple 
of years ago I was introduced to a young boy.that my son knew in the 
neighborhood. My son wanted him to stay for lunch, which was agree
able with Ine and while \Ue were in the car on the w;;,y to the store, Iny 
son said, "hay dad, he has a real 25 caliber gun." When I asked hiIn 
if this was right he said yes, and reInoved a real 25 caliber automatic 
iroIn his pocket which at this point I was looking down the barrel of. 
r took the gun away fr()In hiIn and checked to see if it was loaded. 
F()::tunately it was not, and when I asked hiIn where he got it he said 
that h" had found it in the woods. The gun was in alInost new condition 
and thel''! is no way he found it in the woods. 1 contacted his parents 
and his mt-ther acknowledged the fact that he bad a gun some weeks 
earlier and },e had told her that he had gotten the gun from another boy • 
She said that si.e had told him to take the gun back and thought that he 
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had. She described the gun that he had and it was the same one that 
I had taken away from him. Later that same day his father came by 
our house and left a note in the mailbox explaining to me that the 
first story his son had told about finding the gun in the woods was 
correct. True the gun was unloaded at the time, but had he been 
able to get ammunition the story could have been tragic as we have 
seen many times. before. Making excuses and failing to keep tabs 
on children in cases such as this help to create delinquency problems. 

COSTS AND RED TAPE 

When a child such as ours begins to develop the problems 
such as he did, the expense is staggering. Fortunately we were 
lucky enough to have insurance that covers such treatment as he is 
now undergoing for a full calendar year. However, the schooling is 
not covered by insurance. Alt..11OUgh the public school system had 
recommended his placement ill the institution and had documentation 
covering his entire school career from day one, the school board did 
not complete the paper work until March 8th of this year to send the 
recommendation to the state board in Baltimore. It took another 
month before th"y came to the decision to authori.ze payment of the 
tuition and then sent a le~er to the county telling them to make the 
payments from November of last year to July of this year. With 
a11 the documentation that was available to these people it is ridiculous 
that it took six months to clear. In the meantime my wife and I have 
been responsible for paying the tuition. At the present time, the 
total bill for the hospitalization, doctor and school is approximately 
$35,000. The results we have seen make it well worthwhile since we 
now are able to be relaxed in knowing that our child will now grow up 
to be a good citizen with opportunities to complete his education in 
the proper manner. Had it not been for our insurance, we have no 

. idea how we would have been able to finance this, but we would not have 
stood by to see him r\.1.ined at his early age and eventually going to jail. 

Unfortunately most people are not lucky enough to have 
insurance with such extensive coverage, and many will not face up to 
the fact that a child has a problem until it is too late. If a child is 
allowed to contin\.1.e without help until be becomes older, the more diffi
cult it bec,?mes for him to be helped. 

WHA T CAN BE DONE TO RECOGNIZE THE PROBLEM 

After being pushed from piller to post so to speak, over the 
years, and having very little or no results until we went to the 

• 

-¥' . 

• 



• 

• 

189 

Psychiatric Institute, it has become very obvious to me that there 
is a dire r.eed for training in the medical and social work fields 
especially for people who want to specialize in the psychiatric 
field. It would also be beneficial to future teachers to be trained 
to recognize the srmptoms because they are the ones who are with 
the children when a majority of the problems begin to show. 

My wife and 1 are delighted that this problem is finally 
being recognized on the national level by the introduction of this 
bill, and we both support it wholeheartedly. It is a problem that 
has been overlooked too long and a problem that is every growing. 
Millions of children regardless of their backgrounds and social 
standing have been affected by this learning disability and behavorial 
problem. It is a problem that must be brought to the attention of the 
public because we did not understand what it was all about until we 
had the problem. 

My wife and I are very willing to devote our time and energy 
to any project that' comes out of the legislation. Having been in law 
enforcement work for almost twenty years I can see the benefits of 
this bill from two sides, that as a parent and as a police officer • 
The long range results of such a bill would be a noticeable decrease 
in juvenile delinquency and a better educated young man and woman whc 
will become productive leaders instead of dependant adults or 
criminals. 

Jack B. Hill 
11420 Carroll Avenue 
Beltsville, Maryland 20705 
(Detective, Metropolitan Police 
Washington, D. C.) 



190 

Mr. ANDREWS. 'We are happy to have had you here. 
Mr. PEPPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Next we have Congressman Jim Santini from 

Nevada. 
",Ve look forward to hearing from you as briefly as you can afford 

to make it. Your full statement 'will be entered in the record. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM SANTINI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 

Mr. SANTINI. Thank you. I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before you and share my views on H.R. 1137, a bill I cosponsored 
which will amend the .Tuvenile .Tustice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 to provide for a National Conference on Learning Dis
abilities and Juvenile Delinquency. This bill represents an important 
step to'ward understanding and preventing the outrageous increase 
in crime generated primarily by our Nation's youth. 

Some of what I have to say will draw in substance from the 
committee record on this issue reI ated to my experiences as a former 
district court judge, JP, court defender, potential juvenlle delinquent 
-I suppose some would assert that potential vms realized. In any 
event I think this is a matter of significant importance that seems to 
get lost in two sort of conflicting cross currents. On the one hand, we 
have the desirable sort of emphasis being placed within the criminal 
justice system; that is, to do something to divert the potential 
juvenile delinquent from being stuck behind bars as a rational solution 
to juvenile problems. 

On the other hand, we haye education working vigorously to sort 
out the basic learning problems which have been experienced. The 
chairman has seen over the years many kinds of federally emphasized 
programs "'hich assist in this area. 

I hope this can bring into confluence concentration on the overlap
ping natme of the pl'oblE'm that it is both criminal and education. 

The State of )leyada, within the context of a population in excess 
of 600,000, is realizing the opportunities to reach out, spot the 
problem-the learning disabilities-and find the solution. 

From my service as a district court judge, it has been in the urban 
centers. Here the system is compounded with the complexity of 
social and political problems. And certainly education is part of that. 

The .Tuvenile .rusticE' and D:.>linquency Prevention Act of 1974 was 
designed with the principal objective of diverting youth from the 
jailhouse and trying to put them in a productive capacity. 

",Ve have a long ",'ay to go, Mr. Chairman-I am sure you appreci
ate that far better than most-in resolvi11g that kind of dilemma. 

,Ve have sort of pntchwork, haphazard, willy-nilly kinds of policies 
that may exist. in l\fevada in a limited sphere. In Nevada, a small 
population State, indiyic1ual pilot programs operate in urban centers 
with varying c1E'grE'E's of success. But there is no uniform focus and 
concentration of any kind on the problem. 

I think my servic"e on the Select Committee on Aging has brought 
into focus tIle particular emphasis on this problem as it impacts on 
the aging of this country. 

• 
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The Select Committee 011 Aging recently approved a report pre
pared by the Subcommittee 011 Housing and Consumer Interest, o£ 
which I filn [t member, entitled "In Search o£ Security: A National 
Perspective on Elderly Crime Victimization." 

The report suggests the serious dimensions of this problem. In 
Boston, £01' example, elderly victims o£ crime are more frequently 
held up by robbers between the ages of 10 and 19. In "Wilmington, 
Del., a recent example showed 85 percent of those arrested ror 
committing crimes against the elderly were between 12 and 21 years 
old. In Kansas City approximately 60 percent of the offenders were 
teenagers. In Baltimore, 43 percent of the crimes against the elderly 
were committed by jm'eniles under the age of 18. 

There is a distressing correlation between juvenile crime and the 
victim being the senior citizen. I would hope that the legislative 
proposal you are examining this afternoon and will consider in depth 
at a later date will offer rational examination of this kind of problem. 

The N ationnl Institute of Mental Health has established that a 
learning disability is the greatest single reason children drop out of 
school, at a rate of 700,000 a year. And 75 percent of these children 
find themselns in juvenile detention centers. 

Those 'who are deficient in perhaps learning or in social o1?portunity 
are labeled as criminals. I think the justice system IS moving 
ponderously, but I hope moving toward getting the criminal label 
off the educationally disablec\. That probably is the indicia of 
criminal activity that we have in this country hl terms of youthful 
offenders. The youthful person who can't cope in school is the pro
spective youthful offender. 

The policeman, the probation office, the judges, or those not. having 
the training in this area, don't have the time or money to cope. 
Typically in most of our urban centers they are virtually'turnstyles 
of administration.of justice. They are trying on a mass basis to reach 
out and cope with the prob1em rather than resolve it. 

I think a national focus is desperately needed in this area. 
The subcommittee belieyes that if efforts toward preyenting de

linquency and other negative effects of learning disabilities are to be 
snccessful, it is paramount that all facets of the community with 
whom the disabled interact must be sensitized to the symptoms of 
their problems. 

This shared kllo,vlec1ge should be incorporated into the curriculum 
for teachers, social ,Yorkers, probation officers, and nIl those involved 
in the juvenile justice system. 

Thank yon, Mr. Chairm<lll, for considering my views on this subject. 
[The statement of Congressman Santini follows:] 
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I want to thank the Ch~irman and Members of this Subcommittee for 

extending me the opportunity to app.ear before you today to present 

testimony in support of H.~. 1137, a bill I cosponsored,which will amend 

the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 to provide 

for a National (,'inference on L!,anling Disabilit,ies and Juvenile D,elinquency. 

This bill represents an important step toward understanding and preven~ing 

the outrageous increase in,crime,generated primarily ~y our Nation's yout~. 

Much of what I have to say will draw upon my experience as a Repre

sentative from the State of Nevada, as a former'District Court Judge, and 

as a Member of the House Select. Committee on Aging •. 

You will ~e interested to learn that the State of Nevada's Department 

of Education is concerned about ~he negative effects currently recognize~ 

as associated with learning disabilities that rem~in undetected and therefore 

untreated -- and Nevada is doing something about it. Currentl~, we are 

funding over 200 programs which have been designated to provide services 

f~r -students with learning dis!l~i'lities. Also, the University of Nevada, 

with c:,mpuses at La,s Vegas .. and Renp, .provide,,: training for teachers who 

work with students who are id.ent;l:fied as learning disabled. Additionally, 

the Nevada Department of Education 'lOd the Special Education D~part,,:ent, 

at the University of Nevada have collaborated with the National CqJlege 

of State JudiciarY,to conduct. conferences. Judges come from every state 

to attend training sessions, which,i~clude information on learn~ng 

disabilities as i,t relates to juvenile delinquency. The magnitude of this 

problem. is just beginning to be realized not only in the State of N~vada, 

but across the country • 
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The Juvenile Justice a~d Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, which 

you will recall was enthusiastically endorsed by both Houses, embodied the 

principle o.f diverting you~h from the juvenile ~ustice ·~ystem, whenever 

possible. It also recognized that while efforts must be directed at 

preventing delinquency, there ~as an equal need. to deliver servic~s and 

attention in such a way .and at such a time as to prevent the de'Telopme~t of 

criminal careers. 

I support. this principle. As a former District Court Judge, I have 
. , 

found that simply putting youths behind bars without any knowledge of 

disabling conditions--such as learning disabilities ·which·could be a 

• contributing f;tctor. in the youth's involvement--does not meet their needs' 

nor those of society. Judges an~ all court personnel need to know more 

'about the conditions of learning disabilities. We need to k~ow how to 

better identify the learning disabled, both in the educational process and 

at the point where he or she enters the judicial system. Lastly, we need 

to kno\~ what services might be,most appropriately provided when these 

youth ~re brought before the atten~ion of the court. 

As a member of the Select Committee on Aging, I again state my support 

for H. R. 1137. I have already,.related the problems relevant t;? lear,ninlj: 

disabilities. and its correlation with juvenile delinquency. This .becomes of 

major import when ~pe recognize5 that most of the crimes perpetuated against 

the e14erly are committed by juvenil~s. 

The Select C9mmittee on Aging recently approved a report prepared by 

its Subc~mmi.~tee on HOllsing and Consumer Interests, of which I am a ,member, 

entitled "In Search of Security: "A National Perspective on Elderly Crime 

Victimization." CD 
-I '. . 

, , ... 

• 

..... 

• 
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This ~eport clearly documents that the youth of Ame~ic~ are attacking, 

stealing f~om, and generally victimizing the cld. Statistics from 

various cities in the United States attest to this: 

Boston: Elderly victims of crime are more freque~tlY held up by robbers 

bet~~en the ages of 10-19. 

Wilmington, Delaware: An arrest-related sample showed that 85 percent of 

those arrested for committing crimes against the elderly were between 

13-21 years old. 

Kansas City: Approximately 60 percent of the offenders were teenagers. 

Baltimore: Forty-three percent of the crimes committed against the elderly 

were by juveniles under 18. 

These four cities merely represent a microcosm of the situation as it noW 

cxipts across the nation. 

Further, the National Insitute of Mental ne~lth has established th~t 

a learning disability is the greatest single reas~n children ~rop out of 

school--700,OOO each year--and 7,5 percent of these children find themselves 

in juvenile detention centers. 

As the learning disabled youth enters the law enforcement or judicial 

process, a host of addi.tional problems come into being. The policemen, 

che probation officer, and the. judge;' who have not had special train, 'i,ng 

in this area, clinnot recognize the subtle symptoms of this disability. 

As a consequence, the learning disabled offender continues to be more 

handicapped by ou~ society's ignorance of his problem than by the learning 

disability itself. The Subcommittee believes the best hope for reducing 

cFime against the elderly is to redpce juvenile delinquency and youth crime. 



196 

In addition, the Subcommittee believes that if efforts toward pre-

ven''''ng delinquency and other negative effects of learning disabilities are 

to be successful, it is paramount that all facets of the communicy with 

whom the learning disabled interact be sensitized to the existence ana 

~ symptoms of their prOble~ThiS shared knowledge should be incorporated into 

~the curriculum for teachers, social workers, probation officers, and all 

those involved in the juvenile justice system. 

A National Conference is the most propitious mechanism, with 

demonstrated potential, for broadening-public awareness regarding the negative 

effects of undetected learning disabilities and for identifying barriers 

which prevent these youth from receiving needed services~ 

In closing, I would like to thank the members of the Subcommittee for 

aff~rding me this-opportunity to express lLy ;;upport for this legislation • • 

• 
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1\£1'. ANDREWS. Thank YOil, Mr. Congressman, we appreciate your 
fine statement. 

Next we have foUl' persons who appear jointly. That is Christophel' 
1\:L Mould, Flora Rothmn,ll, Lenore Gittis Mittelman and ,Villinm 
Treanor. 

PANEL PRESENTATION: CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL 
COUNSEL, NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH; FLORA 
ROTHMAN, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK FORCE, NATIONAL COUNCIL 
OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC. j LENORE GITTIS MITTELMAN, 
DIRECTOR, JUVENILE JUSTICE PROJECT, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE 
FUND, INC.; AND WILLIAM TREANOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES PROJECT 

Mr. ANDREWS. I ·would ask that whichever wouldlike-woulc1 you 
introduce yourselves and proceed? 

This is a bit embarrassing but we have a time limit for the total 
witnesses and I hate to omit the last two or three and the only way 
we can avoid that is to stick to the schedule . 

,Ve hope the foul' of you can finish your testimony hopefully by 
:3 o'clock. 

,Vhntever order you chose, do you have a chairman? Flip a coin, 
or what? 

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER M. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH 

1\£1'. MOULD. I am general counsel of the National Collaboration 
for Youth and I thank the chairman for this opportunity to appear 
before the committee today. 

IVe are greatly appreciative of that. 
I might say I am here in a representative capacity beyonct my own 

organization .. About 4 years ago 12 l1atiOl~al youth servIng organiza
tions came together out of a mutual concern for prevention of de
linquency in this country, which was mushrooming and is continuing 
to mushroom. 

Today I am here representing Boys' Olubs of America, Boy Scouts 
·of America, Camp Fire Girls, Inc., 4-H, Future Homemakers of 
America, Girls Clubs of America, Inc., Girl Scouts of the USA, 
National Board of YWCA, National Ooullcil of YMCAs, National 
Federatiot~ of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers, National 
.Tewish ,Yelinre Board and Red Oross Youth Service Progrl11l1s . 

.As yon are a·ware, these organizations have been helping youth for 
decades. 

I will try to summarize the basic points in the statement we have 
given the chair. 

I will start out by not doing another litany of the scale and scope 
of the nature of the problem. I think you have an ample on the 
record already . 

,Ve !\re convinced that this act, which now needs l'ene,vaI, when it 
was passed was landmark hI its quality and the opportunity it then 
presented to the country to start doing something aLout this massive 
problem. ,Ve think it would be equally landmarked if it is not renewed 
and extended. 
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Our organization would specifically recommend thnt the Juvenile 
Justice Act be 1:el1ewed nnd extended for nn nclditionnl 3-year period. 

:My statement would include support for renewal nnd extension of 
title III, the Runnway Act portion. 1Ve think we nre just beginning 
to see the system start; to tnke hold using the tools thntthis nct 
represents to make a dent on this service problem. . 

However, money is at the heart. of more progress and we f(~el that 
the appropriations to date measured against the authorizations for 
the past 3 years have been pale and anemic and are inconsequential 
measured against the scale of the problem. 

I think you "will find in my prepared stntement the appalling fact. 
the Government is directly spending on sport fish and wildlife pro
tection infinitely more than on this problem, which, as Congressmnn 
Pepper just testified, may be costing upwards of $15 billion a year 
in terms of vandalism and crime. 

We think in terms of the authorization that we would recommend 
for the next 3 yenrs, nuthorization levels of $150 million the first year, 
$175 million the second nnd $200 million the third year. This will 
begin to put us in the ball park as far ns the scale of dollars needed 
to seriously ndclress the problem. We would suggest to the committee 
we need to keep our eye on the appropriation level for the Safe 
Streets Act. 

As you are aware, there is a so-called maintenance provision im
posed on thnt net by the Juvenile ,Tustice Act whereby 10.5 percent 
of that rpproprintion ench year must go to juvenile justice programs 
because that is a percentage. 

If the downward trends of LEAA Safe Streets Act appropriations 
continue, that obviously will affect the total pool of funds to be used 
for delinquency prevention purposes. 

We hope the committee will bear that in mind and see to it that 
that does not happen. 

",Ve specifically oppose any relaxation at all of the requirements 
in the Juvenile Justice Act that requires States to deinstitutionalize 
status offenders within 2 years of their partici1?ation of the act. 

We feel a relaxation at this tillle would be a backward step and 
perhaps C&,llse a sensation or relaxation towards accomplishing that 
worthy objective. 

rYe are concerned from great experience through our local affiliates 
as well as nationally, with the level of financing in a given award. 
Specifically we are recommending that nonprofit, private sector or
ganizations that undertake programs under this act be allowed 100 
percent financing. 

Our organizations today face real problems in terms of staying 
alive financially. In lllany cases we are existing in part under reserves 
from LEAA assistance programs. If that funding diminishes, juvenile 
justice expenditures will also diminish. 

",Ve must. find a way of securing alternate financing behyeen the 
typicall0-percent cash hnrd match up front combined with that. need 
2 or 3 years d01Yll the pike. It has substantially impeded our efforts 
in the kind of activities this act contemplates. 

I think I will stop there and thank you for your attention and this 
opportunity to testify. 

[The written statement of Christopher M. Mould follows:] 

• 

• 
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Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Collaboration for 

Youth, I want to thank you and the Subcommittee for the invita~ion 

to testify before you on H.R. 6111. We welcome the opportunity to 

share our views on juvenile justice and delinquency prevention - a 

matter of increasingly critical'i~porcance to this nation. This 

testimony is endorsed by the organizations listed at the conclusion. 

Indeed, it was a mutual concern over escalating delinquency 

and the future of young Americans that led twelve national youth 

serving organizations to join together as the National Collaboration 

for Youth about four years ago. The member organizations are: 

Ar Boys' Clubs of America 
(l.u· J Boy Scouts of Ame,rica 

Camp Fire Girls, Inc. 
4-H 
Future Homemakers of America 
Girls Clubs of America, Inc. 

Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. 
National Board of YWCA 
National Council of YMCAs 
National ~ederation of Settle
ments & Neighborhood Centers 

National Jewish Welfare Board 
Red Cross Youth Service Program~GJ 

Our organizations collectively are serving in excess of 30 million 

boys and girls from a diverse and broad cross-section of this nation's 

young people from rural and urban areas, from all income levelS and 

from all ethnic, racial, religious and social backgrounds. We cite 

this to help you recognize that our organizations represent valuable 

resources that can be tapped in cooperative ventures with federal 

leadership and funding. We have the experience of working with children 

and youth, many of whom are poor -- poor in economic resources, poor 

in spirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienated, children 

". 

• 

• 
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who are troubled, and children who get into trouble, very real trouble. 

We have the expertise of tens of thousands of full-time profession

al staff, b~th men and women, who believe in the importance of their 

work in youth development, who are particularly committed to the need 

for diverting children from our outmoded American juveni.le justice 

system. 

We have the service of hundreds of thousands of volunteers, men 

and women dedicated to helping y~:lUng people grow and develop into 

contributing citizens in their own "right. They are people who realize 

that this is the only ner.t generation we've got. 

We also have the support of hundreds of thousands of concerned 

business and professional leaders across the country. These people 

lserve on our local and national boards of directors. These are men 

and women of substance, who genuinely care and actively support programs 

designed to help the youth of America. 

And we have billions of dolla~s in capital investment in 

equipment and facilities. Billions of program dollars have been 

expended by our organizations. But only within the last decade 

have we fully recognized and begun to focus on the youth '~ho are 

most troubled and alienated. We have had to broaden our more 

traditional approaches to begin to include concentrated efforts 

with those in the greatest need. Through national leadership turning 

the spotlight on the problems of the poor, we have increasingly used 

our resources to provide positiv; program opportunities and 

environments for a wider spectrum of young people. "~ith the addition 

of adequate federal leadership, direction and funding, these resources 

could be multiplied many times over in their effectiveness in 

reaching girls and boys who most need help • 
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Our first priority, at the inception'of the National Collaboration 

for Youth, was enlisting th~ Federal government in a comprehensive 

effort to prevent and treat youth delinquency. Legislatively, our 

hopes were fulfilled in 1974 with enactment of Public Law 93-415, in 

siqnificant measure a tribute to the leadership of Congressman 

Augustus Hawkins. 

It is of course that Act., the Juvenile Justice & Delinquency 

Prevention Act, which expires this year and H.R. 6111 would renew 

and extend. 

Mr. Chairman, we strongly endorse the rene\~al and extension 

of P.L. 93-415. We would urge the Congress to make this extension 

at least three years in duration. 

The need for this lclgislation is, if that is possible, even more 

profound now than at the time of its original enactment. The ne~lS 

media provide us with an hourly and daily litany of school violence, 

substance addiction, gang resurgence, vandalism and violent crime 

sufficient to persuade even the most casual observer that this coun·try 

is failing on a massive scale to meet the needs of its young people. 

The price being paid in terms of deaths, injuries, property damage 

and, most important, wasted human potential ~s staggering. 

The price in taxes for school security and repair, for increased 

police'manpower, for incarceration facilities and correctional 

personnel, etc., is itself of monumental proportions. 

While the Juvenile Justice Act is no panacea, it does provide . 

a Federal commitment for the first time to addr~ss youth delinquency 

and its prevention head-on. It does provide the tools with which we 

can start to fashi9n services and programs for young people to maximize 

their positive human development. It does mandate the collaboration 

of the public and the private sectors on prevention and treatment of 

• 

• 
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delinquency, a partnership indispensable to any progress. It dqes 

put the Congress on record as saying that prevention is the indisput

able key to the reduction and elimination of youth delinquency. It 

does authorize desverately needed funds. 

Has the full potential of the Act been proven since its passage? 

By no means. The time has been too short and the appropri~tions too 

smali. Moreover, the previous Administration was aatively opposed to 

funding of the Act and in numerous ways administratively delayed and 

impeded implementation of the Act. Furthermore, many states opted 

not to participate in funding under the Act because the appropriations 

were so small that the allocable dollars did not justify the required 

administrative and programmatic efforts. 

Remarkably, almost three years since the Act was passed, LEAA 

has yet to award its first grant specifically for prevention of 

delinquency! 

On the positive side, the Act has induced numerous states to 

make definite progress toward the deinstitutionalization of status 

offenders. The requirement of the Act that participating states 

complete that process is, in our view, both sound and of major import

ance. We do not favor a relaxation of the existing deinstitutionaliz

ation requirement, confident as we are that LEAA can and will be 

reasonable in its enforcement thereof. 

The Act has served to initiate a valuable planning process in 

participating states, to identify needs, to set priorities and to 

allocate resources specifically to prevent and treat delinquency. As 

required by the Act, that planning process is beginning to bring 

together the public sector and the private non-profit sector, a too 

rare event in the annals of criminal justice planning • 

89-699 0 - 77 - 14 
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LBAA funding has enabled ten of the Collaboration's member 

agencies and six other major natiorial voluntary agencies to jointly 

undertake, with their respective local affiliates, action to build up 

the capacity of the private voluntary agencies to deliver needed 

community based services, in partnership with public agencies, to 

status offenders in Tucson, Arizona; Oakland, California; Spokane, 

Washington; Spartanburg, South Carolina; and a service district in 

Connecticut. 

The progress evident at these and other sites toward deinstitution

alization of status offenders would not have occurred absent the Act's 

requirement. Retention of that requirement and development of these 

public/private partnerships to enhance capacity to deliver a variety 

of supportive services to status offenders is critical if de

institutionalization is to be achieved and if status offenders are 

to have their chance to become positive and responsible members of 

society. 

Witho~t the renewal of P.L. 93-415, Mr. Chairman, such approaches 

to prevention and treatment of delinquency will wither on the vine .. 

The beginning of hope for the future of many young people will sputter 

out if this landmark legislation is allowed to expire, erasing a vital 

Federal cOIDnQtment to young people and depri~ing promising initiatives 

of the.wherewithall to continue. 

We are, of course, heartened by the new Administration's proposal 

to renew the Act for another three year period, following its recommend

ation to maintain Fiscal Year 1978 funding at the $75 million level 

of Fiscal 1977 instead of the prior Administration's proposal of 

$35 million. 

• 

, 
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The subject of funding .for implementation of the Act has 

greatly concerned us from .ij::s enactment and continues to do so. 

The appropriations made so far pale in comparison with authoriza-

tion levels. As indicated earlier, a significant number of states 

either delayed participation under the Act or opted not to participate 

because the available funds were not worth the effort. 

Mr. Chairman, this government directly spends more money 

annually on sport fishing and wildlife than is appropriated for this 

Act which is focused on helping and protecting our very own children. 

The annual expenditure per capita to incarcerate a juvenile offender 

far exceeds the cost of a year at Harvard University! We spend 

infinitely more on processing and jailing offenders than we do on 

preventing the offenses from occurring • 

Our spending priori ties are not supportable when lie look at 

what is happening to our young people who are our only future. 

We urge your leadership to secure authorizations of $150 million, 

$175 million and $200 million respectively to fund the Juvenile Justice 

Act for the next three fiscal years. Such levels will hopefully 

induce non-participating states to elect to participate and will begin 

to allow a level of effort commensurate with the scale of the nation's 

delinquency problem. 

We would respectfully point out to this Subcommittee that should 

there be an erosion of the dollars available for juvenile justice 

expenditures under the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, 

the recommended authorization levels for the Juvenile Justice Act 

WOUld, to that extent, be less than What is needed.' This is a very 

real concern of ours since the "maintenance of effort" requirement 

earmarks a percentage of the total Safe Streets Act appropriation 

for juvenile justice rather tllan a specific sum. Accordingly, if 
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the downward trend of the Safe Streets Act appropriations continues, 

the amounts earmarked for juvenile justice expenditure will 

correspondingly diminish. We need your leadership to assure that this 

does not work to reduce, rather than increase, the aggregate dollars 

available for juvenile justice initiatives. 

Related to the critical subject of dollars is the issue of 

so-called matching requirements under Section 222 (d) of P.L. 93-415. 

Our organizations 'and our local affiliates have experienced LEAA 

imposition of a hard cash 10% m~tch. In many cases this has either 

made the undertaking of new initiatives impossible oi in others 

very onerous. 

In today's real world, private non-profit organizations are 

doing well if they operate on a break even basis. Too many are 

operating at a deficit and drawing on li~~ted and dwindling reserves. 

Contributions and other revenues are not keeping pace with inflation.' 

As costs ,escalate, our sector cannot, as business can, simply pass 

on those costs to the recipients of our s~rvices. 

As we struggle to' simply maintain our leve~. of services, we do· 

not have the spare cash to match a grant to enable us to initiate new 

services or expand established programs. Moreover, we always face the 

dilemma of financing the continuation of programs and services once 

LEAA funding terminates, which is typically two or three years from 

the first award. The combination of the up-front cash match and the 

limited duration of funding allm-1ed by LEAA in practice, in too many 

cases, effectively precludes privat~ non-profit.agencies from under

taking badly needed new initiatives. 

For these reasons, we would urge this Subcommittee to amend 

P.L. 93-415 to provide for 100 percent funding of approved costs of 

assisted programs or activities of private non-profit organizations • 

• 
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We would also ask that this Subcommittee communicate to LEAA 

an intent that programs assisted under the Act not be limited to two 

or three years' funding provided that such programs or activities 

are, on the basis of evaluation, accomplishing their stated and 

approved objectives. 

As this Subcommittee well knows, the best of legislation can 

fo~der in implementation due to the manner and means of executive 

administration. In the case of the Juvenile Justice Act, we have 

experienced ongoing problems as'to the manner and means of its 

administration at LEAA too numerous to totally enumerate here. 

In our experience, the Assistant Administrator and the Office 

of Juvenile Justice & DelinqUency Prevention have been wholly 

dominated and subordinated by LEAA superstructure and the bureaucratic 

patterns and policies developed for administ:ering the Safe Streets 

Act. The Juvenile Justice Act and the office it created, have, 

in practice, been treated by LEAA leadership as a mere appendage 

to its mainline crimin.al justice programs and their mandate, the 

Safe Streets Act. Implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act has 

almost been smothered in in.appropriate regulations t policies, and 

guidelines developed for the very different 9afe Streets Act program 

and simply engrafted onto the Juvenile Justice program and office. 

We would respectfully suggest that vigoroUS Congressional 

oversight of LEAA's administration of the Act is needed. An example 

would be the need to assure the establishm8nt by LEAA of a credible

system for monitoring LEAA's compliance with se~tion 26l(b) of the 

Juvenile Justice Act, the so-called "maintenance of' effort" provision • 
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The Act should be amended to give the Assistant Administrator 

the authority to make grant awards under the Act instead of reserving 

that authority to the Administrator. The Assistant Administrator is 

presumed to have special knowledge.of the juvenile justice ~ield 

which the Administrator cannot be presumed to possess. 

Through legislation, or other appropriate means, the initiative 

of Congress is needed to assure adequate staffing of the Office of 

Juvenile Justice generally, and particularly for the support of the 

Federal Coordinating Council and the National Advisory Committee. 

created by the Act. The staff fot the National Advisory Committee 

ought to be accountable to the Committee Chairperson. We would 

urge amending the Act, with regard to the states, to require that the 

chairperson of the required state advisory committees and perhaps 

one or two other members. of such committees be made members of the 

state supervisory boards overseeing criminal justice plan~;ng. This 

should give greater assurance that the work of the state advisory 

commi,ttees is not carried on in splendid, but relativaly impotent 

isolation from decision making. 

Mr. Chairman, we are mindful that young people are the nation's 

greatest natural resource and that this places a special responsibility 

on this Subcommittee as it carries out its mandate. Most of those 

young people cannot vote and therefore are without a voice in public 

policy. deliberations and decisions. This fact underscores the very 

crucial role this Subcommittee has in protecting the present and 

£uture of American young people. We have every. confidence you will 

fully meet that responsibility. 

Our organizations, with years of experience working directly 

with youth, would welcome the opportunity to be of assistance to this 

Subcommittee as it works to assure that young people are given the 

• 

• 



• 

• 

209 

opportunity to achieve their fullest human potential. 

Than~ you Mr. Chairman. 

This statement is endorsed by the following organizations: 

Boys' Clubs of ~nerica 
Camp Fire Girls,. Inc. 
Girls Clubs of America, Inc. 
Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. 
National Council of YMCAs 
National Federation of Settlements 

& Neighborhood Centers 
National Jewish \~elfare Board 
Red Cross Youth Service Programs 
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Mr. ANDREWS. If I may make one comment. 
At least in general, the problem thaJ we are running into is not 

being able to get funds into a State because they do not have the type 
of facilities you suggest .. ,Ve cannot change the composition of local 
gove1'l1ments. The problem is, in part, that States such as North 
Carolina, where we have too many counties, and you and I cannot 
change that. This is a relatively small State, populationwise, with 
100 counties~ and you wind np with counties with as little as 6,000 or 
8,000 people in them, yet they have an independent court system. 

So you are saying to It State like North CaroIina, you have to have 
such a center in that county, when it only has 6,000 or 8,000 people in 
it. It means building the facility, provide aid and so forth, and 
utilities for it, and put some kind of a staff over there when in all 
probability there 'would be very few times in the year when you 
would have anyone in it. It is rather inconceivable that they ,yould 
have such a facility. They do not have such a facility for the 
juvenile delinquent, let alone for the status offender. 

So they would have to have a jail for the adults, and a juvenile 
delinquency faeility of some kind for juvenile delinquents, and a 
third such facility, then, for these status offenders. That is three 
facilities to be manned, and to have restaurant services with grade A, 
which is required by another section of the Federal Government, 
et cetera, when most of the time they would have nobody in there. It 
becomes sort of facetious somewhere along the line. 

I don't know that we can answer all the problems here one way or 
the other. It is very complex. 

Mr. MOULD. ,Ve are hopeful that LEAA can be reasonable in the 
enforcement of that requirement, assuming that it is preserved. 

The other comment that I would make 1S this context, where there 
is a limitec1need in terms of offenders, I would hope that organiza
tions like ours can contract with the county to provide the kind of 
facilities we are talking about. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I would invite your organizations to make an effort 
to do that. Something like that may be the answer. I don't mean to 
imply that there should not be an effort. It seems that the way it is 
worded now, as it applies in those situations, it becomes rather 
ridiculous, really. 

The better answer, probably, would be if North Carolina would 
amend its laws in such n. way as to permit the judge in that county 
to cause the young person anpearing before him to be sent to such 
a faci1ity some place in the State, other than within the county. ,:Ve 
cannot .change the State law here, so I don't know quite what the 
answer IS. 

I wish that we had more time to work on it. This bin has to be 
marked up and leave this subcommittee next week, and we just 
engaged this problem this morning, which is obviously late. 

,:V ould the next person please proceed ~ 

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTH1JIAi'i, JUVENILE JUSTICE TASK FORCE, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, INC. 

:Mrs. ROTH)IAN. I am Flora Rothman, chairman of the .Tustice for 
Children Task Force of the National Council of Jewish Women. My 
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remarks will be based on my experience in that role as "\vell as a 
member of the National Committee on Juvenile .Tustice and De
linquency Prevention. 

Several of the changes I would recommend in the bill, as presented, 
ha,-e been l'eflected in the Senate version of the bill S. 1021, S('nator 
Bayh's version. Among tlwse, as I note in my formal statement, :is 
grenter powel' yested ill the Assistttnt Administrator to fu1fill the 
responsibilities giyen him under the act and to extend that authority 
over juvenile programs funded under the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act. 

Tn addition to that, se\-el'al items in Senator Bayh's bill refer to 
additional duties of the Rational Advisory Committee, t\yO of which 
I would like to point to as being particularly needed. One "'ouM be 
that the Advisory Committee's recommendations, "which are mandated 
on at least an annual hasis, be directed to Congress and the President 
as well us the LEAA. This, I think, would considerably help Congt'ess 
oversight efforts in this matter. 

In addition, it. would recommend that the National AdvisOl'y Com
mittee take on the training of State advisory groups . .As you kilO'" 
the act. req1.1ires that. pal,ticipa.ting States appoint such advisot·y 
groups in the area, of juvenile justice. Reports from many States 
indicate that this is necessary if State level implementation is to be 
achieved. 

I would like to turn now-leaving some other items in my formal 
statement for your later reading~to section 223, and most particularly 
to the deillstitutionalization of status offenders. 

Perhaps no other section of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 has had such significant impact on the 
juvenile justice system of this country. It is the provision that fi.nally 
put. into action the recommendation that has been made by national 
commissions and authorities over many years. 

I speak to this particularly because the National Council of .Tewish 
Women in its own study of justice programs for children aronnd the 
country were appalled to learn the extent to which noncriminal 
youngsters were locked up throughout the country. 

Not only is this an injustice to children, but we regard it as a 
gross waste of valuable and limited juvenile justice resources. ""Vhat 
,,"e have been learning, since the passage of the .T,TDPA is that dein
stitutionalization of status offenders is quite practicable where there 
is a commitment to do it. 

In some States, the resistance of those with a stake in the status 
quo continues to be an obstacle. But, to paraphrase Hamlet, "The 
:fault lies not in the la"w, but in themselves." I would point particularly 
to such States as New York State, which at one time had 11a1f of 
training population comprising statns offenders, and at the end of 
.T anuary did not have one status offender in a training school. 

I would point to Florida where the head of the division of youth 
services developed a system of yolunteer beds to be available for 
children with crisis needs, rather than lock them up in detention 
centers or jails. 

I would point to the State of West Virginia which although had 
not been originally a participant in the Juvenile Justice Act, just 
these past few weeks has had, (1) a Supreme Court decision in that 
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state 'which barred the locking up of status offenders in secure 
facilities and, (2) passed a new juvenile code which expressly forbids 
this being clone to status offenders. 

It is for this reason that we feel thnt this provision can and should 
be retained. 'We are particularly distressed that in the attempt to 
compromise it, H.R. 0111 does not even define s\lbstantial compliance 
or reasonable time. 'Ve feel that this will encourage those Stutes 
which have chosen not to even attempt this, to continue in that 
opposition. 

I quite agree, Mr. Ohairman, that yon in this room cannot change 
what happens in the States. But I do believe that Congress can lead. 
One way that Congress leads is in how it chooses to spend its money. 
Therefore, the enforcement of that provision which would bar States 
receiving juyenile justice funds, I think, is a very important portion 
of that act. 

I would go further and endorse Senator Bayh's recommendation 
that this withholding of funds include maintenance of effort funds 
as well. 

Turning to iuuding, the effort to secure adequate funding to 
implement the act has been an arduous one from the beginning. The 
original authorization thut Congress had passed has never been 
followed. ,Ve hope that this Congress will make every effort to 
provide the money necessary to accomplish the effort that it has 
envisioned. . 

lYe, therefore, urge that the appropriation for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1978, be $150 million. The danger that Chris Mould 
has pointed out in the weakening of State juvenile justice efforts as 
LEA.A funding has decrease!i, and therefore the mri.ntenance of 
effort share has decreased, is a very real one in many States. 

Therefore, I think that it is particularly necessary that the funding 
under the Juvenile Justice Act be raised accordingly. 

Once again, may I express my ttppreciation for having this 
opportunity . 

.Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very much. 
[The written statement of Flora Rothman follows:] 
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'!he National Council cf Jewish Womt:!n, a social action ar.d cc:mmunity servic:;e 

organization of 100,000 women in sections aeraSD the country, has" since its in

ception 84 years ago, been concerned w1th the welfare of ~bildren and youth. In 

1974, the members of the National COWlcil of Jewish WomeIl conducted a national 

survey of juvenile justice "hieh resulted in the publication of a :report, "CHIlDREN 

WITHOUT JUSTICE'. " 

A Symposium on status Offenders was sponsored by the National COWlcil ot Jewish 

Women in f976. The National COWleil of Jewish Women '5 sponsorship of the Symposium 

adds to the organization '5 list of prideful achievements in a moat significar.t way. 

Justice William O. DouglaS., in his foreword to NCJW's penetrating survey, said that, 
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Subcorrunittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Edllf.t ~'ion and Labor 

House of Repr~sentatives 
Hcaring, April 22, 1977 

Statement of Flora Rothman, 
Chairwoman, .Tustice For Children Task Force 

National Council of .Tewish Women 

Thank you "for' this opportunity to appear before you. 1 am Flora Rothmnn. 

Chairwoman of the Justice For Children Task Force of the Nationa 1 Council of 

Je .... ish Women. My statement is based on the experience of the National Council 

of Jewish Women's involvement in juvenile justice throughout the country, as 

well as my personal.experience as a member of the 'National Advisory Committee 

on .1uverdle Justice and Delinquency Preventi.on and as a participant in state 

and local juvenile justice efforts. 

For the most part, these remarks will be addressed to proposed amend-

ments to the .Juvenile .Iustice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. National 

Council of .lewish \.tomen was part of the widespread citizen effort to secu re 

passage of the Act, so we share. 'With you In the Congress the desire to mukc 

its implement.tion effective and a true reflection ot the legislative intent. 

Tt is with this goa I in mind tha t T would like to discuss some 0 r the propos a ls 

made in HR611l •• well as in Senator 'I.yh's Sl021. 

'{nder Sections 201 and 202, several differences he tween the two pro-

posed sets of amendments deal with the Office of Juvenile Justi.:e and Delinquency 

Prevention and its administration. Most particularly. '11021 would vest greater 

pllwer in the Assistant Administrator as chief executive of the Office and ''''0\11,1 

cxL..md the Office's authority over juvenile programs funded under the Ol1lnihu5 

Cl'tl"!:! Control and Safe Streets Act. Both warrant support. Reinforcing the 

Assista.nt Administrator's control over his Office is appropriate to his responsi-

bilities in aSSUring implementation oC the JlDPA. Including other I.EAA-funded 

juvenile programs in the Office's respol1sibil ities would SPeak directly to 
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the Office's mandated role as coorulnutor of federal erCorts--a role I,·hid, il~ 

the General Accounting OHice's stllay had indicated, reqllil'es stron'~ ""1'1"'\( 

by Congress and the Administration, 

. 'Jnder Section 208, Dllties 0 f the Advisory Commi ttee, S I 021 WOII I d provi de 

tha t the Advisory Commi ttee' s recommendations be made to COllJress and the 

President as ,<ell as to the Ll,AA Administration. This >:o\lld serve to $upp,'rl 

Con?ress' oversight efforts and should be included, In addition I would 

endorse RIO~I's prOVision expanding the National Advisory Com"'ittee's role 

to include the tl"alnlng of state F.dvi~ory q,roups, Reports rrom many st"l~S 

indicate that'such support is nc.ces:;ory if state-levc-l implementation iR tp 

be achieved. would 'also urge support of Sl02l's proposal rein(orcin)l t' ... 

Act's provision for independent staff for the Advisor:-- Comrnittee if the Co",-

mittee is to fulfill its mandated duties. 

'1nder Section 2'3, SlO:n »ould strengthen state advisory groups' role 

in c',e development of state plans. Tltis warrants your consider"tion since in 

the past Sl'me state planning agencies and supervisory boards have not <;iven 

juv('nile justice and delinquency prevention high priority, Advisory groups, 

Teilectinll public concern and relevalll experience, would help. strengthen efforts 

to ~eal with these areas, 

Several prOVisions under Section ~2;l are concerned with deillstitutiollali-

z~tion efforts. Perhaps no section of the JIDPA has had more siAniCicant impat't 

on juvenile justice than 2')(a)(12). "'hich called Cor the deinstiLutionali""tj,," 

oC status offende", This provision finally put into action a recommendation 

made by lli-ttiornl commissions and other authorities over man)" veal's. 

T speak to this with Some feeling since the National Council of lewish 

Women meml,ers "ho participated in our original .fustice For Children study were 

a'ppa lled to learn that non-crimina 1 -younJ\sters comp~ised So large a proportion 

of the children locked up in their states, Not only is dlis an injustice to 

children but in light of public concern with serious crime ir. is an inexcusable' 
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use of juvenile justice resources. 

What we have learned since the passap,e of tlte .I1J)PA is that the cidnsLi-

tutionnlization <,f,status offenders is quite practicable--wltere there is a 

commitment to do it. In some states the resistance of those with a stalc;e in 

the status quo continues to be. ,an obstacle. But. to paraphrase lIamlet, uThe 

fault lies not in the Law, but in themselves. " 

It is with this background that we urge the following: 

J. That Section 213 (a, (12) be expanded to include 
, 
such non-

offenders as dependent or neglected children." 

That Section 223(a)(13~ emphasize the effort ")' includin~ 

all children listed under (a)(12.) among those to ',e barred 

from contact with adults in jails. Indeed, we would go 

furL11er and urge that such placement be totally forhidden 

not,merely protected by segregated cells. 

3. That Section l.23(a)(14) include non-secur<> facilities among 

those institutions to b'c: monitored to a~sure that both the 

spirit and the letter of the law are observed. 

That ::\ection 223(c) outlining enforcement of this effort, 

include, in the penalty for non-compliance) withholding of 

maintenance-or-effort: runds. Furtl.,.ennore J although we would 

urge that the provision ba maintained undi hated I as in the 

origina 1 Act if a compromise is to be made in terms of 115U I)_ 

5 tantia L camp 1 iance \\ and " reasonab Ie time ,\'\ t.lw t these he 

cLearly defined. S102l sugf~ests 75~·. [or the ronner and three 

years for the latter. If anything, 'We rep,ard these as too 

generous. 

Finally, in regard to the deinstitutionalizBtion effort, we would suggest 

that it wilt be as effective as its enforcement is ol,served. Should the cut-ofr 
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o[ juvenile justice funds to a slate be ,_arranted, it "ill take the strOI1l! 

support of a Congress "hieh stands br its principles to see that the mandatu 

is a bse rved , 

In rep'ard to Section 214(0)(7), we welcome the addition of youth advocacy 

to t',e list of I'pecial Emphasis programs. hut would recommend broadening II 

to include matters of d:\hts as well as services. 

In regard to the development of st"ndards, two alllendments recommended 

in 51021 are neressar~' to c1ahfy an amhilluity in the J.lIlPA, 'rile deletion 

of the words "on Standards for Juvenile' luslice" in 5ecLi,'n ~~(c) (II) an" 

of "on Standards for luvenile .Justice estahlished in section (.:108 (0)" fro," 

Section 247(a) would clarify t!,e role of the standards group as a sub-cOMl'liU'c(' 

of the ~ational Advisory Committee. We assume that Congress intended to 

have the full Advisory Committee approve and recommend standards. not merely 

a S-person sub-committee. 

Although we would sug .. est sev"r"l "dditional changes the above reflecl 

our ,najor concerns except, of course, for funding., 

The effort to secure adequate fundinp, to implement the JlDPA has "C!!11 

an' arduous one. 'fhe ol'ip,inal authorization rccommenc.lcd COL" the first three 

years has never heen followed. We hope that this Conf!rCSS will make every 

effort to provide the money neCeSSBl"y to acco:nplis~1 the eff"lrt it envisioneJ. 

We therefore urge that t!le appropriation [or the fisca I yea,' endin~ Septem"e,' JO, 

lQ78, I.e SlSO millioil, with arll.lIIal increments of $';15 milli"n over the next [,,:or 

yea,' • as reco.,mcnded in SlO?I. 

Once ClAain. may 1 expre~s my :lppreciation for the opportuni ty tll pn.tsctlt 

these views. 

IN/I 
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Mr. ANDREWS. May we have the next speaked 

STATEMENT OF LENORE GITTIS MITTELMAN, DIRECTOR, JUVENILE 
JUSTICE PROJECT, CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND, INC. 

Mrs. MITTET,l\IAN. I am Lenore Gittis Mittelman of the Children's 
Defense Fur~d of ~he '7Vashington Respar~h Project, and we very 
much appreclate tIns opportunity, 1\11'. ChaIrman, to comment on the 
reauthorization of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act 
of 1974. 

I will restrict myself to comments on a few of the issues that we 
have touched on in our written statement, just those issues that we 
consider most crucial. . 

'Ve are concerned, jnst as the otllPr people. at the table are con
cerned, that the administration, H R. 6111, and Senator Bayh's 
S. 1021 prOTJose changes that seemingly undermine the act's mandate 
that State deinstitutionalize offenders within 2 years of submission of 
Stnte plans. 

The initiftl decision to incorTJorate the 2-year requirE'ment in the 
statute was basec] nnon a clear body of evidence that institutionaliza
tion of status offenders in rE'motely placed, large warehonsing insti
tutions, bereft of services. wns totally destrnctive to the children and, 
indE'ed. nrovided them with excellent schooling in crime. 

Conditions in these institutions created settings in which the truant 
learned we11 fr(,'l the mng.C!;er alld the runaway learned equally as 
well from the ranist. Both children and societv were irrevocably 
damaged. This evidence has not changed, and the requirement for 
deinstitutionalizntioll. hnsec1 upon i·he evidence, should not change. 

Nevertheless, both bills change the reqnirement for fnn comn1iance 
within 2 years by providing that substantial compliance is also 
acceptable' if a State has mnde an unequivocal commitment to full 
comnliance within a rensonable time. 

This is very serious. becftnse presently the law sets n. cleftI' standftl'd 
which requires the. deinstitutionalization of status offenders within 
2 years, and a State in compliance only if it conforms to that 
standard. If a State does not deinstitutionalize within 2 years, it is 
in violation of the law. 

However, under the proposed changes the act would essentially 
provide thftt a State is in comnlianre with the law even if it is only 
in substantial complianee. The full compliance standard becomes 
meanhlg]ess because it allows a state to be in noncompliance, yet still 
be in conformance with the Jaw. . 

If a State is presently not. in full compliance, the agency admin
istering the act. the Office of .Tuvenile .Tustice and Delinquency 
Prevention, luts the power to negotiate with the State to bring it into 
full comnliance. 

O.T.TDP rrlways hrrs the discretion to be rensonftble in negotirrtions, 
and indeed must. he to retain its credibility with the Strrtes. However, 
the requirement. for full compliance gives O,T.mp the tool it needs 
in negotiations 'with the States to work out compliance mechftnisms. 

Therefore, we oppose allowing a State either 3 years above the first 
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2 years, or a reasonable time after the first 2 years for deinstitutionali
zation of status offenders. Deinstitutionalization will never happen 
if the requirement is so weakened as to aHow States either 5 years 
or an undefined period in which to accomplisl1 it. 

I ·would like to add here that I have recently come from a State 
that has just been described by Jnora. Rothman, New York State, 
which has accomplished the c1einstitutionalization. It can be done. 

Indeed, we believe that new legislation sllOuld strengthen the 
commitment to deinstitutionalize. 'Ve fully support Senator Bayh's 
proposal to maIm a State ineligible for its maintenance of effort 
funds under the Safe Streets Act if the State is not in compliance 
with deinstitutionalization requirement. 

This gives LEAA a badly needed tool for negotiations with the 
States to bring them into compliance. The amount of funds available 
under the J JDP A has not yet been large enough to be effective. 

A lot of people here have expressed a concern with section 
223 (a) (12 L where status offenders must be placed in shelter facilities, 
whether it should remain or whether it should be changed to "may 
be placed in shelter facilities." 

"We think that it is part of a larger problem, and we should 
address it in that manner. 'Ve are troubled by the use of the term 
"shelter facilities" in that section because "shelter facilities" is not 
dofined in any place in the act. Neither the administration bill nor the 
Bayh bill propose any changes in the use of the term. Used alone 
without any further elaboration, the term "shelter facilities" has 
many different meanings. 

It is used to describe facilities of different sizes in both urban and 
rural areas. It is used to refer to facilities with different levels of 
security. Facilitjes used for different groups of children, for example, 
dependent or neglected children and status offenders. 

Further, it applies to facilities for temporary placement prior to 
adjudicatiOll as well as to facilities used for both temporary and 
permanent placement subsequent to adjudication. Frequently there 
are 110 requirements concerning the extent and quality of services 
that must be provided to children placed in shelter facilities. 

For the above reasons, we do not believe the term "shelter facilities'l 
should be retained in the act. Further, we would like to propose that 
any substitute language describing alternative facilities where status 
offenders must be placed, embody the following requirements: Any 
alternative placement should be in the least restrictive alternative 
appropriate to a child's needs and within reasonable proximity to the 
child's family and home community. The facility should be reql,.lired 
to provide appropriate services, including education, health, voca
tion~l, social and psychological guidance and other rehabilitative 
serVICes. 

It appears that both the administration and Senator Bayh are 
replacing this by the yery proposal that people have been discussing. 
"Ve believe that such a change increases the potential for the place
ment of status offenders in inappropriate facilities, even though the 
intention was to increase the alternative placement. The problem is 
the change would apply nationwide. 

1I9-S99 0 - n - is 



220 

,;V e think thnt this would clearly defeat one of the original pur
poses of the act which is to c1endy limit the types of facilities in 
which stahlS offenders can be placed. "Ve believe that a better solu
tion to the problem of increasing alternntive for status offenders is 
to redefine the alternative facilities in which status offenders can be 
placed under the act. 

I just would like to sny n, few words on one other subject, and that 
is on the question of children who are held in adult jails. In ,Tanuary 
of this year, the Children's Defense Fund released n study of children 
in adult jails. I hope that most of you have copies of that study, 
otherwise I wi1l see to it thnt. the subcommittee has it on Mondny. 

I WillllOt repeat the findings that. we have made in that study, I 
just would like to point out that the jniling of children has been 
condemned for ovel' a century. It is harsh and unnecessary. It is n 
tragedy for any child to be held in jail. It is also n travesty because 
the overwhelminp.; majority of children in adult jails are not eyen 
detai.ned for "dolent crimes. They cannot be considered n threat to 
themselyes to their communities. . 

In our study ,ye found that only 11.'7 percent of jailed children 
were charged with serious offenses against. persons. The rest, 88.3 
percent, 'were charged with proDPrty or minor offenses. :Most alarm
ingly, 1'7.9 percent of jailed children had committed stntus offenses. 
That. is, truants and runaways ,,'ere held in jnils, under abysmal 
conditions, easy prey for hardened [tdu1t criminals. An additional 
4.3 percent of the jailed children had committed no offenses at. all. 

Section 223(2) (13) of the .T.TDPA restricts use of jails for 
juveniles only by providing that children hnve no "regular contact" 
with adult offenders. Our study has shown that "this prohibition 
cannot protect childrl'n from physical or sexual abuse mw more. than 
State Jaws with similar provisions hnve protected children in the 
past." 

How'ever, we have recommendE'd that the F~dernl Goyernment 
should set n date after "'hich no Federal law enforcement aiel ,yi1l be 
granted to any state that continues to 110ld children of :iuYenile comt 
age in nny COITE'cfional facnity, including jails or lockUps. 

'Ve have rl'commenclec1 and we continue to recommend that the 
,Tuveni1e .TusticE' Section be amended to require state nlans to include 
pro\'isiol1s for any incarceration of children in jails within 12 months. 

We further recommend that section 223(a) (13) be amended by 
deleting the ,yore1 "regular" so that all contact between children and 
adult offenders in correctional institutions is completely prohibited. 
'Ve think there is little disagreement that children l1eed protection 
from il1cai'cerated adults. This is one way to provide them with more 
protection than e:ll.';sts under Federal requirements. 

Thnnkyou. 
[The written statement of Lenore Gittis Mittelman follows:] 

PREPARED STATE)fENT OF LENORE GITTIS :\IITTEL;\fAN, THE CHILDREN'S DEFENSE 
]'UND ON RF_AUTHORIZATION Ob' THE JUVE"ILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE
VENTION ACT OF 1974 

I thank yon for giving the Children's Defense Fund of the Wn!':hington 
Research Proj!'!ct the opportunity to present testimony on proposed amendments 
to the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act of 197~. CDF is a 
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national, nonprofit, public interest child advocacy organization created in 
1973 to gather evidence ahout, and address systemntically, the comlitiol1s and 
needs of AmerieaIl children, We have issued a number of reports on specific 
problems faced by I!u'ge numbers of children in this country, and will issue 
se\'eral more in 1977. IVe seek to correct problems unco\'ered by our research 
thr{lugh federal and state administrative policy changes and monitoring, 
litigation, public information and support to parents and local community 
groups representing children's interests. 

Our monitoring of federal programs designed to provide services for children 
in the areas of llealth, education, child welfare, child de\'elopment aml fnmil>' 
sllJ.lport ha ye naturally leacl us to our interest in the jil"enile justice system 
and those children caught up in it. The Juvenile Justice Divi;(iol1 of the 
Children's Defense I!'uud, formerly in New York City under the direction of 
the Honorable .Justine Wise Polier, conducted a study of children in jails as 
well as a more broadly focused study of nOIHlelinquent c1lilclren, ineluding 
status offenders, who are in placement out of their homes. 

It is clear to us that often children subject to juvenile court jurisdiction are 
the verr SRme children who were deprived, and continue to be deprived, of 
those essential developmental, educational and support sen'.ices that han' been 
CDF's traditional concern, Too often for these very same youngsters there are 
additional sets of problems can sed by failures and inadequacies within the 
juvenile justice system. Thus the Children's Defense Fund approaches the 
.Tm'enHe Jtlstice Act ''lith the understanding that a federal delinqllencr 
program cannot solye all the problems caused by the failures of the other 
systems that impact on children. Howeve~', we do helieve that there mu~t 111.' a 
vigorous feeleral delinquency program that responds to the very real prohlems 
imposecl upon children by the clear inadequacies in the juvenile jnstice system. 

We appreciate the past efforts of both the House and Senate o\'erRight 
committees on important issues affecting children caught up in tIle jU\'enile 
justice system and are grateful to have this opportunitr to appeal' before you 
and offer our comments on a number of proposed amendments. 

STA'rus DFFEXDERS (§§ 223(a) (12) & 223(C» 

1. Requirement tor Deinstit·rttio/laUzat-ion within two yeal'8,-We are cou
cerned that both the .Administration bill, H,R. 6111, ancI Senator Bayh's hill, 
S1021, propose changes that seemingly undermine the Act's llIandate that 
State~ deinstitutiOllUlize status offenders within two years of submission of 
state plans. The initial decision to incorporate the two year requirement in the 
statute was based upon a clear body of evidence that institutionalization of 
status offenders in remotely placed, large warehousing institutions, hereft of 
services, was totally destructive to the children and, indeed, provic1ec1 them 
with excellent schooling ill crime. Conditions in these institutions created 
settings in which the truant learned well from the mugger and the runaway 
leamed equally us well from the rapist. Both children and society were 
irreYocably damaged, 1'his evidence has not changed, and the requirement for 
cleinstltutionalization, based upon the evidence, should not cllUnge. 

XeYertheless both bills change the requirement for full compliallce within 
two years by providing that "substantial compliance" is also acceptable if a 
State has made an unequivocal commitment to full compliance within a 
"reasonable time", Presently the law sets a clear standard, It requires 
deinstitutionalization of status offcnders wiithin two years, anel a state is in 
compliance only if it conforms to that standard. If a State does not deinstitu
tionalize within two year!), it is in "jolation of the law. However, under the 

-pJ:.Q))osed changes the act would essentially proyide that a state is ill 
compffirnce with the law even if it is only in substantial compliance. The full 
compliance standard hecomes meaningless because it allows a Statc to be in 
nOll-compliance yet still be in conformance with the law. 

If a State is presently not in full compliance, the ugency administering the 
act, the Office of Jm'enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, has the power 
to negotiate with the State to bring it into full compliance, OJJDP always has 
the discretion to be reasonable ill negotiations and indeed must be to retain 
its credibility with the States. However, the requirement for full compliance 
gives OJJDP the tool it needs in negoti(!.ting with the States to work out 
compliance mechanisms, . 
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Therefore we oppose allowing a State either 3 years ahoye the first 2 years 
or a reasonahle time after those first two years for deinstitutlollaIizntion of 
status offenders. Deillstitutionalization will neyer happen if the relluiremellt 
is so weakened as to allow States either 5 years or a t'edefined period liS 
follows in which to accomplish it, 

§223(a) "". such plan must 
(12) proyide within two years after submission of the plan that 

jU\'cniles who are charged with or who haye committed offenses that 
would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall not he placed in 
juvenile detention or correctional facilities (, but must be placed in 
shelter facilities). SlIch juveniles -must be placel~ in facilitil!s that (Ire 
the least restrictive alternatives (lp}Jl'o}Jl'iate to their needs. Thcse 
facilities must bc in reasonable pro:rimit'Y to the family aneZ home 
commu.nities Of the jll1.'enilcs, taT.ing into account any specialneerls of 
the j'u.veniles and shan proville the services Ilesc/'ibe(l in section 
1&8(1);' 

Indeed, we helieT'e that new legislation should strengthen the commitment to 
deinstHutionalize. We fully support Senator Bayh's proposal to make a State 
ineligihle for its maintenance of effort funds under the Safe Streetf; Act if the 
Stllte is not in compliance with deinstitutionalizatioll requirements. ~'his giYes 
I,EAA !l badly needpc1 tool for negotiating with the States to hring them into 
compliance. The amount of funds uYailahle under the JJDP~\' has not :ret been 
large enough to be effectiYe. 

2. Shelter Facilities (§223(a) (12) ).-This section provides that status of
fenders, hoth those charged and those who have committed offense!;, cannot be 
placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities but " .. " must be placed in 
shelter facilities." We ure troubled by the use of the term "shelter facilities" 
which is not defined any place in the Act. Neither the Administration nor 
Senator Ba~'h has proposed any changes ill the use of the term. 

Used alone, without fnrtIler elaboration, the term "shelter facilities" has 
many different meaning!>. It is used to describe facilities of different sizes ill 
ho1"h urban aJl(l rural areas. It is used to refer to facilities with different l!:Yels 
of security and facilities used for different groups of children, i.e., depell(lent 
or neglected chHdren and status offenders. Further, it applie!> to facilities for 
temporary placement prior to adjmlication as well as to facilities used for both 
temporary and permallent placement subsequent to adjudication. Frequently 
thel;c are no requirements concerning" the extent and qualit:r of sen"ices tImt 
must be proyidell to children placed in shelter facilities. 

For the above reasons, we do not belieye the term "shelter facilities" shoulcl 
he retained in the Act. Further, we would like to propoRe that mIl' SUbstitute 
language describing alternative facilities where status offenders must be placed 
embody the following requirements: Any aItel'llatiYe placement should be in 
the least restrictiye alternative appropriate to a child's needs and within 
reasonable proximity to the child's family and llOme communitj:' '.rhe facility 
should be required to provide appropriate services, including education, health, 
vocational, social and psychological guidance and other rehabilitative sNTices. 

It appears that Senator Bayh und the Administration both attempt to 
enlurge placement options under this section by proposing that " ... must be 
placed in shelter facilities" be changed to ". " " may be placed in shelter 
facilities." In fact, we belieYe that such a change increases the potential for 
the placement of status offenders in inappropriate facilities anel defeats one 
of the original purposes of the Act which is to clearly limit the types of 
facilities in which status offenders can be placed. "lYe believe thut a better 
solution to the problems of increasing alternatives for status offenders is to 
redefine, as follows, the altel'llatiYe facilities ill which status offenders can be 
placed under the Act: 

§223(a) " ... such plan must 
(12) proYi<le within two years after submission of the plan that 

jUT'elliles who are charged with or who have committed offenses that 
would not be criminal if committed by an adult, shall be placed in 
juvenile detention or correctional facilities (,but must be placed in 
shelter facilities). SjICh juveniles must be IJlacetL bL faCilities that (Ire 

1 Deleted material In parentheses, new mV.terlnl Itnllc. 
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thc least rcstriotive alternatives appropriatc to their lIeells. 'l'hesc 
facilitic8 must l)c 'in ')'CUS01l00!O 1Jl'oximity to the family (!1I(l home 
communities of thc juvcnilcs, takinu into account any spccial 1/cclls of 
thc juveniles, aneZ s7wll prot'flle the SCI'ViCC8 llescribcel in scctiOlt 
103(1)j' 

CHILDREN IN "\DULT JAILS (§ 22S lU) (13) 

In .Tanuary of this year CDF released its study 011 Children in Adult .Tails. 
I will not repeat many of our :findings since most of yon haye receiYed copies 
of the study. Howeyer, I wish to recall for YOu that the jailing of chilelreu has 
been condemed for nearly a century as 11 cruel and uunecessllry practice. It is 
often prollibited by /::ltate laws yet it pel'sists in every region of our country. 
E,'eryday across this country thousands of children al'e subjected to the harsh 
reality of jail, too often to theil' everlasting damage. 

It is a truge{1y for any child to be held in jail. It is also a travesty hecause 
the OI'erwhelming majority of ,children in adult jails are not even detained for 
violent crimes anel CUllllOt be considered a threat to tllemselYes nor to their 
communities. In our stutly Wf~ found that onl~· 11.7% of jailed chHdren were 
charge(l with serious offenses against persons. The rest-88.S'/o-were cllUrged 
with property or minor offenses. lIIost alarmingly, 17.9% of jl1iled children had 
cOIlllllitted status offenses. That is, truants and runaways were heW in jails, 
under abysmal conditions, easy prey for hardened adult criminals. An additional 
4.3% of the jailed children had committed no offense at all . 

Section 223{a) (IS) of the .JJDPA restricts use of jails for juveniles only b~' 
providing that children lJa YEl no "regular contact" with adult offenders. Our 
study has shown that "this prohibition cannot protect children from physical 
or sexual abuse any more than state laws witll similar provisions llUye protected 
children in the past." 'We haye recommended and we continue to recommend 
that the JJDPA should be amended to require state plans to include l)roYiRions 
for ending the incarceration of childrel! in jails within 12 months. In addition 
we l'eeommell(l that the feelel'lll government should set a date after ,yhich no 
federal law enforcement aid wm be grunted to fillY state that continues to ho1cl 
children of juvenile court age in any correctional facility, including jails or 
lockups. , 

l!'urtherl we recommend that §223(a) (13) be amended lJy deleting the word 
"regular" so that all contact between children and adult offenders in correc
tionalinstitutions is completely prohilJited. We thinl, there is little disagreement 
that children need protection from incarcerated adults, This is one way to 
prodde thelU~vith more protection than exists unde~' pI'esent federal require
ments. 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT (§ 201 (b» 

TIle J.TDPA requires that LEAA devote 19.5% of its 1972 Safe Streets funds 
to jm'enile jnstice. However, tlle·re is no mechanism that contai.ns information 
nor reveals that this is happening. "TITe propose tllfit the Act be amended to 
require LEAA to establish a mo:nitoring system to tracl, compliance with this 
requirement. 

UATCH nE;QuIRE~fENT <§ 222 (d)) 

'fhe statute presently gives the LEAA Administrator discretion to reqllire 
cash or in-kind matching fund!l. Senator Bayh's umell(lments retain that 
discretion. Howe,'er. the ~\dminilstration's amendments delete the possibility 
of in-kind match find only permit cash match, We strongly oppose tile 
Administration's proposal. RemoYing the possibility of in-kind match effecth'ely 
destroys the ability of many private organizations with fuuding prolJlems to 
apply for grants. We Imo\\' that organizations, even some of the larger private 
llonprofits, have funding problems under present economic c01l(UtioJls. Further, 
the propose£1 changes handicap small agencies and organizations which are 
developing innovative programs Ulud cannot secure money from financially 
troubled municipalities and counties. In short, the deletion of the possibility 
of the use of In-ldnd match hampers the priYate sector in deyeloping and 
implementing t1le ldnds of programs envisaged by the Act. 

, Deleted material in parentheses, new n1llterlnl Italic. 



224 

S'fNftJ Al)VISORY COU'NCILS-STNrE PLANNING AGENCIES (SPA'S) 

',t'hel'e hnve been problems in n number of Stntes in that SPA's hnYe not ht'en 
,.;lylng Advisory Councils sufficient opportunity to "nc1vise nll<1 tommlt" ill the 
formation of state plans, Too often SPA's have submitted State plallf: to 
A<l\'lsory Councils directly before sllbmitting them to lVashillgton, 'l'lIiR is in 
dire('t contruvention of the purpose of the Act in creating State .A<h isory 
Councils. Ac1visory Councils are to provide citizen participation in tlle planning 
process, lYe ask you to consider inlposing a reasonable time frame upon the 
process, or, as hac been recommemled by other organizations, statutorilr 
requiring submission of Advisory Council comments on state plans along with 
submiSsion of the plnn. We wish to add to this last recommemlation a further 
coudition thut the SPA's be required to submit in writing its reasons for not ~ 
accepting specific Ad"isol'Y Council proposals. 

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to 1)J;eSent our concerns to you, 'We 
belieye the .r;fDPA has enormous 1)otential In aIding both States and 11l'iYate 
oi'ganizatiol1s to address the problems of juvenile delil1quenc~' and Its 11l'eyeu-
tiOll. We hope to see tl1at potential realized. ,,-

::M:r. ANDREWS. :Mr. ,Villi am Treanor. 

STAT~~:MENT OF WILLIAM W. TREANOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES PROJECT 

Mr. TREANOR. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Nation's youth 
workers, I would like to thank you and the subcommittee for this 
opportunity to testify. 

NYAP is a nonprofit public interest group that ,,;orks, 011 behalf 
of alternative, community-based youth serving agencies SUdl as youth 
service bureaus, hot lines, drop-in centers, runaway centers, youth 
employment programs, and alternative schools. . 

In other words; Congressman, a lot. of these people are the fo1lrs 
are dealing 'with when these programs are funded, that are out there 
doing the direct service work. 

"With few exceptions, we strongly snpport S. 1021, Senator Bayh's 
amendments to the ,Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention ..:\.ct. 
vVe are gmteful for the efforts which Senator Bayh !mel his staff hay'e 
made to solicit input from youth workers across tIm conntry, Ull(l are 
gratified to see that most of our recommendations have been incor
porated into S. 1021. 

I wish to highlight our support of those amendments whie11 ndc1ress 
the following issues: 

One is the requirement that the National Adyisory Board on 
Juvenile .Tustice and Delinquent Prewntion wi1l include youth 
workers' im'ohecl with alternntive youth programs nnd the ,dde
spread empowerment of youth workers thronghout the ncf, so that 
the people who nre actually providing the services llUve some input 
into the policy. 

The strengthening of the powers of the assistant administrator nnel 
the ndcHtioll of staff to tlle Office of .Tun~llile .rust1{'e and Delinquenrv 
Prevention, I think that this came ont pretty clearly this morning. 
I know, an evidenee to th(' contrary, there nre some Federal gOY81'll

'ment offices thnt aTe understaffed. It nlmears to me, si.nce we \\1'(' in 
daily contnct ,,·ith the Office of .Juvenile .Tustice, that they are, indeed, 
very understaffed. 

• 

• 
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The allotment as proposed by Senutor Bayh of at lenst 10 percent 
of State funds be used in Sl1pport of the Stnte .)uy(;)uile .Tustice ~\..d
visory Group. It is an fLttempt there on the part of Senator Buyh to 
empower the St'ate juyenile groul?s so thnt they can get tll.e training 
and support needs thut they reqUIre to do an effective job 11l mnkmg 
policy in the area of jUYenile justice und delinquency prewntioll. 

Currently, the State advisory boards are not working yery ,,'ell ns 
a result of a whole series of problems. Young people, for the most 
part, arc not employecl by anyone and they "haye to traYl'l nn th(> 
way across the Stnte und come to these ach'lsory bonrd mCl'tings, nnd 
be away from school often, nlld sometimes they don't get nny tl'lH'l'l 
allowances, so it is yery difficult. to get young people iIlYolwd in 
developing the State plan. 

'Ya support special funds for youth advocacy programs and the 
provision of the Rlula'way Youth Act for coordinated net\yorks of 
youth programs. I also wouldl1ke to add my voice in sapport of tlIe 
deinstitutionalization compliance requirement. thnt is ill the current 
bill and shoulclremain intact. 

The role of the State .Tuvenile .Tustice Advisory Group should he 
strengthened by mandating representation of one-third of the m(,111-

bel's of the State Advisory Board should nlso serve on th(' State 
Criminal .Tustice Planning Board. Currently there does 110t 11(,('('S
sarily haye to be any relationship between the two groups, so the 
recommendations of the State Advisorv Board are often O\'(,1.'mled 
by the State boarc1. v 

In terms of the appropriation for t11e .Juvenile Justice ..:\ct, 011ce 
again I would snpport Senator Bayh's recommendation of $150 mil
lion. I think that this is a minimal appropriation, frnnkly. One of 
the reasons that we have the problem with this big infrnstl'u('tlll'e is 
that these programs are funded at a sufficient level to support the 
bureaucrncy, hut they are not funded at a sufficient level to snpport 
th$ direct sl'r\'ice program. The first things funded are all the h1ll'eall
crats, the planning. mechanisms, the things that yon spoke of this 
morning. Then a proportionately ~mall slut~'e of the money is going 
to find lts own way down to the dIrect serVlces. The correct solntion 
to that problem is to increase the appropriation, alldl1ot. to hlcrease 
dramatically the administration. 

'Ve strongly support the Senator's recommendation to ehnnge the 
Runaway Act which would raise the appropriation to $211 minion 
from the currently authorized $10 million. l\fy feeling is that this 
program is. serYing approximately 39,000 young people a :yeal'. 

I am usmg the figure that was quoted tlllS morning of three
quarters of a million runaways a year, and 50 percent of them do 
not need the service. You are talking about one-third of n mllHon 
runaways a year who do need some kind of a short-term ser\'ic('. 

Clearly, the HRW program is reaching no lUore than 10 }1('1'('cnt 
of the young pe0ple. So to raise the ap1)ropriatioll to $% million 
would only selTe approximately 20 or 25 percent of those young 
people who are in need in this very cost effective progrnm. 

'Ve also support mising the maximum amonnt of the grant to I\. 

runaway center from $75,000 to $100,000, and changing the priority 
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of giving grants to programs with program budgets of less than 
$100,000 to programs with budgets of less than $150,000. This act 
was written in 1971, ancl the rate or $100,000 is to keep it in line -,yith 
inflation and other rising costs. 

:Most workers in these programs, Congressmen, are making $8,000 
a year. Also, as w.as mentioned this morning, there is a large number 
of yohmteers working in these programs. These are not overfullc1ec1 
or overfinanced bureaucratically top-heavy programs. 

Finally, the Runaway Youth Act should be amended to include 
$750,000 funding provision for a 24-hour toll-free telephone crisis 
line. This national hotline would assist a rlUIHway youth in initiating 
a reconciliation process with his 01' her family and enable runaway 
centers to communicate with service providers in the rUllInvay's home
town. 

This program is currently ftmc1ed. It is a runaway switchboard in 
Chicago. It is operating, really, without the kind of congressional 
support that I think is important. It is a very successful program. It 
was highlighted on the Today show· just last Monday, and it is some
thing that is worthy of continued support from the Congress, and 
should be recognized as such in the RunH.way Youth Act. 
~hat concludes my remarks, and thank you again for the oppor

tumty. 
[The written statement of 'William IV. Treanor follows:] • 
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TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM w. TREANOR BEFORE THE HOIJSE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY IN REGARD TO THE 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT. 
APRIL 22, 1977 

My name Is Bill Treanor. I have been involved In youth work and the 

development of natIonal youth policy since founded one of the nation's first 

runaway centers nine years ago. have been involved wIth the draftIng and 

monItoring of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the 

Ru .. away Youth Act since 1971. For the past 3! years I have been Executive 

DIrector of National Youth Alternatives Project. NYAP is a non-profit public 

interest group, that works, on behalf of alternative, community-based youth 

serving agencies such as youth service bureaus, hot lines, drop-in centers, 

runaway centers, youth employment programs and alternative schools. We do 

much of our work via al I iance \~ith state-wIde youth work coal i tions. 

With a few exceptions,· NYAP strongly supports S. 1021, Senator Bayh's 

amendments to the Juvenile Justice anJ Delinquency Prevention, Act. We are 

grateful for the efforts whl ch Senator Bayd and !Ii s staff have made to 

solicit input froOl youth workers across the COIJl1try, and are gratified to 

see most of our recommend~tlons incorporated into S. 1021. 

We wish to highlight out support of those amendments which address the 

following issues: 

The requirement that the National Advisory Board on Juvenile 

Justice And Delinquent Prevention will include youth workers' involved 

wi th a 1 ternati ve youth programs and the wi despread empowel'ment of 

of youth workers throughout the Act. 

The special insights and talents of direct service youth workers 

must be more effectively drawn upon if the Act is to continue to be 

implemented as the innovative effort which Congress intended • 
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The strengtheninq of the powers of the Assistant Administrator and 

the' addi tion of staff to the Office of Juveni Ie Justice and Del inquency 

prevention. 

Although former Assistant Administrator, Milton Lugar, and the staff 

are to be commended for a job well done, it is, unfortunately, only a 

"job well done" because of the limited powers of the Assistant Administrator 

and shortage of the staff at the Office of Juvenile Justice. 

The allotment of at least 10% of state funds in aupport of the State 

Juvenile Justice Advisory Group. 

We have reports of many State Juvenile Justice Advisory Groups being 

stifled in thp.ir performance because of limited staff support, paltry 

travel and per diem reimbursement for members and lack of training especi

ally those under 26 years of age. This amendment Is essential if Congress 

is serious about youth participation in the development of juvenile Justice 

po'licy. 

Special funds for Youth Advocacy Proqrams and Title III funds for 

"Coordinated Networks" of youth programs. 

The funding of such programs has an especially high multiplier 

effect. Youth ~Iork coal itlons can contribute significantly towards the 

development of a progressive youth serv'ing system if advocacy funds are 

avai lable. 

I am submitting for the record a list of 37 of these youth advocacy 

networks across the country. NYAP believes these coalitions to be 

especially deserving of consideration and support. We believe that sup

port by LEAA's Office of Juvenile Justice of youth advocacy programs 

should be of the highest priority. 

'. 
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The authorization ~f the Runaway Youth Act at $25 million for each 

year rather than the current $10 million. 

ThIs appropriaton jevel would provide for funding of up to 300 

runaway centers across the country. 130 are currently funded by HEW. 

Raising the; maximum amount of a grant to a runaway center from 

'$75,000 to $100,000; and changing the priority of giving grants to pro

grams with program budgets of less than $100,000 to programs with budgets 

of less than $150,000 • 

This change is based upon computations of the actual cast of oper

ating programs designed to provide services to runaway youth and their 

families. Also, the Congress should reaffirm that the purpose of the 

Runaway Youth Act is to provide services to runaway youth and their fami

lies and not to provide HEW with research data. 

Our exceptions and additions to the Senator's amendment~ are as follows: 

The deinstltutionalization compliance reguirement should not be 

relaxed. 

The thousands of young people whose, future would be jeopardized as a 

result of inappropriate confinement are more important than capitulating 

to some state's inability to develop an' effective system of community 

based agencies. 

The State Juvenile Justice Delinguency Prevention Advisory Groups 

should be strengthened even more than S. 1&21 proposes. The State 

Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Advisory Group should have the 

right of approval over the state plan. Citizen representatives from the 

State Advisory Groups should be appointed to the SPA supervisory board in 
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such numbers as to constitute one third of the board. If state govern

men.ts, Including the LEAA State Planning Agencies, would work in close 

partnership with private non-profit youth agencies, I believe that every 

state could participate in the Act and meet all of Its requirements. 

The Runawav Youth Act should include a $750,000. funding provision 

for a 24hr. toll free telephone crisis line. This national hotline 

would assist a runaway youth in initating a reconciliation process with 

his or her fswily and enable runaway centers to communicate with service 

providers in the runaway's hometown. 

This concludes my formal remarks. have intentionallY kept my remarks 

brief to provide ample time to answer any questions from the members of the 

subcommittee. • 

~ .. 
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A LI S'< OF YOUTH ADVOCACY NETWORKS 
\ (gr"uped by Federa I Reg ions) 

FEDERAL REG I ON r 

Burl ington Youth Opportunity Federation 
94 Church Street 
Burl ington, Vermont 05401 
Liz Anderson 802/3f3-2533 

Boston Teen Center Alliance 
178 Humboldt Ave • 
Bos ton. Massachusetts 02121 
Rodney Jackson 617/442-1055 

Connecticut Youth Service Association 
c/o Bloomfield Youth Services 
Town Mall 
800 Bloomfield Avenue 
Bloomfield, Connecticut 06002 
John McKevitt 203/243-1945 

ctlcut Host Home Association 
2c ,'lley Street 
III I I im311t ic, Connecticut 06226 
Fr. Halcolm MacDowell 203/633-9325 

New Hampshire Federation of Youth Services 
c/o The Youth Assistance Project 
1 School Street 
Tilton, New Hampshire 03276 
Li Iy CuI ian 603/286-8577 

FEDERAL REG I ON II 

Coal ition of New York State 
Al ternatlve Youth Services 

1 Lodge Street 
Albany, New'fork 12207 
Newell Eaton 518/434-6135 

Garden State Crisis Intervention Assoc. 
7 State Street 
Glassboro, New Jersey 08028 
Paul Taylor 609/881-4040 

Neli Jersey Youth Service Bureau Assoc. 
1064 C linton Avenue 
I rvl ngton, New Jersey 0]111 
Elizabeth Gegen 201/372-2624 

New York State Association of 
Youth Bureaus 

515 North Ave. 
Ne~1 Rochelle, New York 1080'1 
Paul Dennis 914/632-2460 

FEDERAL REGION III 

Baltimore Youth Alternative Services 
Association 

c/o The Lighthouse 
2 lIinters Lane 
Baltimore, Maryland 21228 
01 iver Brown 301/788-5485 

Federation of Alternative Community 
Services 

c/o Second Hile House 
Queens Chapel /Queensbur'Y Road 
Hyattsvl lIe, Haryland 20782-
Les Ulm 301/779-1257 

Maryland Association of Youth 
Service Bureaus 

c/o Bowie Youth Service Bureau 
City Building 
Bowie, Maryland 20715 
Carolyn Rodgers 301/262-1913 

lIashington D.C. Area Hotline Assoc. 
P.O. Box 187 
Arlington, Virginia 22210 
Bobbie Kuehn 703/522-4460 

FEDERAL REGION IV 

Flor·fda Network of Runaway and 
Youth Serv fees 

919 E. Norfolk Ave. 
Tampa, Florida 33604 
Brian Oyak 813/238-7419 

o 1830 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NW, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20009 
[j 1346 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 

202 234-6664 
202 785·0764 
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FEDEML REGION V 

Chicago Alternative Schools Network 
1105 II. Lau renee Avenue (#210) 
Chicago, Illinois 60640 
Jack lIuest 312/728-4030 

Chicago Youth Network Council 
721 N. LaSal Ie (#317) 
Chicago, I I I Inols 60610 
Trish DeJean 312/649-9120 

Enablers Network 
100 II. Franklin Ave. 
Minneapol is, Minnesota 55404 
Jackie O'Donoghue 612/871-4994 

ESCALT 
924 E. Ogden Avenue 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211 
Or. Andrew Kane 414/27J.-4610 

F,,'eration of Alternative Schools 
" Lake Street 

.:~, Minnesota 55407 
~avid Iw,by 612/724,,2117 

111 inols Youth Service Bureau Assoc. 
23 N. 5th Avenue (#303) 
Maywood, Illinois 60153 
Rick King 312/344-7753 

Indiana Youth Service Bureau Assoc. 
104 Chicago Street 
Valparaiso, Indiana 46383 
Denni s Morgan 219/464-9585 

Michigan Assoc. of Crisis Services 
c/o Riverwood Community MHC 
127 East Napier Avenue 
Benton Harbor, Michigan 49022 
Kelly Kellogg 616/926-7271 

Michigan Coalition of Runaway Services 
2D43! East Grand River Avenue 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 
Bill Szarfarczyk 517/279-9759 

Hlchigan Youth Service Bureau Assoc. 
c/o Newaygo Co. Youth Service Bureau 
P. O. Box 1138 
IIhite Cloud, Hiehigan 49349 
Don Switzer 616/689-6669 
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Milwaukee Hotl ines Counci 1 
2390 N. Lake Drive 
Hih/aukee, IIlsconsln 53211 
Annette Stoddard 414/271-4610 

Ohio Assoc. of Youth Service Bureaus 
c/o Allen County Youth Service Bureau 
114 East High Street 
LIma, Ohio 45801 
Bruce Haag 419/227 -II 08 

Ohio Coal ition of Runaway Youth and 
Family Crisis Services 

1421 Hamilton Street 
Columbus, Ohio 113201 
Kay Sat terth~Ja i te 614/294-5553 

Wi scons i n Assoc. for Youth 
Kenosha Co. Advocates for Youth 
6527 39th Avenue 
Kenosha, \~isconsin 53140 
Michael Gonzales 414/658-4911 

Wisconsin Network of Alternatives 
in Educa ti on 

1441 N. 24th Street 
Milwaukee, lIisconsin 53205 
Michael Howden 

FEDEML REGION VI 

Oklahoma Youth Service Bureau Assoc. 
c/o Youth Service Center 
319 North Grand 
Enid, Oklahoma 73701 
Terry Lacrosse 405/233-7220 

FEDERAL REGION VII 

Iowa Youth Advocates Coalition 
712 Burnett Avenup. 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
George Belitsos 515/233-2330 

FEDERAL REGION VIII 

Colorado Council of Youth Services 
212 E. VermiJo 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903 
Jan prowell 303/471-6880 

• 

• 
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A LIST OF YOUTH ADVOCACY NE1WORKS - PAGE THREE 

FEDERAL REGION IX 

Arizona Youth Development Assoc. 
c/o Maicopa County Youth Services 
1802 East Thomas Road (Suite 3) 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 
Cl ifford McTavish 602/277-47011 

Community Congress of San Diego 
tl72 Morena Street 
San Otego, California 92110 
John ~/edemeyer 714/275-1700 

FEDERAL REGION X 

Alaska Youth Al ternatives Network 
cIa The Family Connection 
428 East 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 9550J 
Melissa Middleton 907/279-3497 

Oregon Coalition of Alternative 
Human Services 

P.O. Box 1005 
S~lem. Oregon 97303 
• ,'!9rna Pierce 503/364-72.80 

Wush,rJ~o~ Association of Community 
Youth S~~ntjces 

P.O. Box 18644 
Colunbla Station 
Seattle, Washington 98118 
Barry Goren 206/322-7676 
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1\:[r. ANDREWS. Thank you very kindly. 
Counsel has a question. 
1\:[r. CAUSEY. There is one question that I would like to address 

particularly to 1\:[r. Mould and to Mr. Treanor. 
Mr. Mould, it is my understanding that you used to ,york ,yith the 

Action Agency, as the Director of the Domestic Operations Diyision 
'of that agency. 

l\fr. Treanor, you, obviously, closely wor~,: with the runaway prob
lems. 

There has been a suggestion that has been proposed to permit the 
President authority to transfer existing runaway youth programs 
from the Office of Youth Development in HE,V, to the Action 
Agency. 

I was wondering if the two of you could comment on that proposal. 
l\fr. l\fOll.D. The comment would come from me versonally. My 

organization has not considered this. I think that it might make some 
sense in reflecting about it. The scale of the rnna,vay program. is such 
that, obviously, it is tremendously oyer-shadowed by the scale of the 
HE,V bureaucracy. It ;ust clearly cannot be given the kind of pri
ority attention by HEV,T leadership that it could in a smaller agency, 
such as Action. 

I have a hunch that the kind of spirit of the runa,yay program, 
what it is supposed to do and does for people, is mnch more con
sistent with the character of the program already housed in the 
Action Agency. 

Action, as yon know, does have current grantmaking authority and, 
therefore, has the capacity and the experience with grant programs. 
So there would not be that technical problem of lULYing to learn 
from scratch. 

I think that the quality and spirit of the leadership of Action is 
kind of exciting these days. I think that it could do much for the 
runaway program. I would favor that kind of a shift. 

Mr. TREANOR l\fy first concern w'ould be that if such a trrrnsfer 
took place, the programs that are currently operating, there should 
not be some kind of a bureaucratic shuffle. There have to be guaran
tees that this would not happen. 

It is certainly feasible. I heard the representatives from HE,,\! 
testify this morning that there are J 00 or 150 yolunteC'l'fl who arC' 
working in many of these programs. These are, essentially, volunteer 
programs already. 

I think that there are some problems in looking at the rnnaway 
program in the context of social welfare. It is a very unique kind of 
It program, anc1 you cannot set np a multipurpose center or commu
nitv center of some kind. and this is ,yhet'e you go for selTices. 

These are young people who have broken out of an these other 
systems, court systems, family systems, et cetera, whil'h we haye in 
this COlll1try. You have to have a place where they will voluntarily 
come. These are voluntary referrals by young people of themselyes 
to these programs. 

Action, I think. could wen keep the integrity of that kind of a 
program iI}tact. There are a great number of visitors working as 
counselors 111 these programs. 

.",. 
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I am also concerned, as I look at the existing Runa'ntY Yonth Act, 
that it is basically a direct service program, but there is the tendency 
to gather research data. I think that Action has that orientation. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Mrs. Rothman or l\frs. Mittelman, can you help us 
with the definition of substantial compliance. In reading yom state
ments, you ducked the issue. You did not give us a definition of 
substantial compliance. - . 

Mrs. ROTIHIAN. My problem with substantial compliance, I sup
pose is that there is eHher compliance or there is not compliance. flo, 
my assumption woulc1 be that if 'lye are going to play around ,dth 
the term like substantial compliance, it at least says, I haye not fin
ished the job, but I luwe almost finished it. You will haye it next 
week. That is substantial compliance, particularly if you can check 
me again next ,veek. If you just leave it open, then I don't- think 
that it means anything. 

Mr. CAUSEY. The proyision in S-1021 -would satisfy you? 
Mrs. ROTIH(AN. As I noted in my statement, if anything, they are 

overly generous. I would really like to see them eyen further limited. 
I really think that it is possible. 

I think that beyond that, the important thing ,yill be to ,,-hat 
extent, whateyer limit is set, will be enforced. I think that the, office, 
if it is really going to enforce as the la,Y requires, it is going to require 
a great deal of support from Congress because I imagine that tht're 
will be some very upset states. 

I think that the Members of Congress will haye an obligation to 
stand for the princip1es of the act. 

Mrs. MITTEL:UAN. ,Ve avoided trying to define substantia1 com
pliance, bec!luse we were trying to ayoid substantial compliance. ,Ve 
are opposed to the insertion of that statement in the statute, again, 
because we think that full compliance is the aim of the statnte. The 
Office of Juvenile ,Tustice still has the discretion to negotiate ,dth 
each State according to whatever particular problems and considera
tions each state has. 

You are not immediately declared in noncompli ance because it has 
not quite reached the statutory limits. I think, for example, defining 
it as 75 percent is, again, too generous. I agree with :Mrs. Rothmall, 
if compliance is at percent, if yon say 85 percent, why bother with it. 
Stick to full compliimce, and try to negotiate with States, again, 
based on the realities of what exists in each State. 

So, I really cannot- define substantial compliance because I see it 
as being not particularly helpful in the context of this art, if it is 
included in the statute. 

1\:11'. OAUSEY. Thank yon. 
l\fr. ANDRE"'S. Thank you. We a-ppreciate your being hel'l~. 
The last group that we are going to hear from cOllsists of threr, 

per80ns, Dorothy Orawford, Albert Katzman, and Dr. l\falTill 
Gottlieb. 

Do you have any order that yon prefer, or is it immaterial ~ 
Mrs. CRAWFORD. I think that it. is immaterial to us. ,Vith your per

mission, I will go ahead and start. 

89-699 0 - 77 • 16 
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STATEMENT OF DOROTHY CRAWFORD, NATIONAL PROJECT 
DIRECTOR FOR LEAA STUDY ON LEARNING DISABILITIES AND 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

, 
l\fr's. CRAwFonn. I would like to thank the committee and the chair

man for permitting me to come and appear before von in snpport of 
H.R. 1137. My name is Dorothy Crawford, and I ~yi1l present testi
mony in a thl'eefold fashion. No.1, I am a national member of the 
board of directors of the Association for Children with Learning 
Disabilities. Second, I serve ACLD on a l1ationa11y funded project 
by IJEAA as national project director for the ACLD Research and 
"Pt:'7i onstration. Third, as the parent of an adolescent with learning 
disability. 

I wonld snppose that probably more than anything, if I were to be 
asked for my reasons for appearing before this committee, my very 
committed involvement in the field of learning disabilities, and even 
now with the possible correlation of juvenile delinquency, it is be
cause I am the parent. of Ull adolescent wth learning disabilities. 

I have sat today, and I have listened to statistics about these chil
dren, children like mine. 1Irfany of them are very devastating kinds 
of statistics. "We are talking about human beings, Mr. Chairman, and, 
very briefly I wonld1ike to address the committee regarding children 
rather than statistics and programs. I will refer to my own child as 
a typicalvdolescent with learning disabilities. 

Most adolescents with learning disabilities in the U.S. today are 
children that began to pass in the primary grades, or eyen prior to 
that, or children that Vi'ere not recognized as haying' It handieltpped 
condition. In our own case, we sought services for olir child for seyen 
years before we found the true problem. 

Even bt'fore we. knew for certahl that he would be ahlt' to function 
in society, because we had been told so many times that it wonld not 
be the case, as paJ.'t'nts we wert' v<.>ry cognizant early that 1lt' waR handi
cappecl in some condition, even though many of the professionals 
said that this was not the case. • 

Consequently, with children who are my son's age, they did not 
receiYe services in their early school years, and they are childrl:'ll that 
now, as adolescents, are far behind educationally. Many of thl', chil
dren of friends who are parents with children who ha,e dhm,bilities 
no longer know where they are. They haTe dronpecl out. They bwe. 
dropped ont of school, dropped out of society. ,Ve do not kno,,' "hat 
has happened to them. 

I had thought that perhaps we were reaching the point in this 
country where we wonld find now mandates for special education 
would proyide apJ)l'opriate sPITices for these children. Howeyer. iust 
this past weekenc1 I appeared on a radio program in New York City, 
,vhich was a 3-hon1' program called ron£erence ra1l, the listening 
audience was permitted to can and ask any kind of onestions relating 
to the topic which was juvenile delinquency llnd disabilities. I was 
appalled to find that in 1977, we are ;llst about where we were 7 
years ago. There are still many, many children not served. and many, 
many parents not knowing what has happened to their children, and 

~. 
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the children have become involved in some kind of a delinquency 
syndrome. 

So I would like to say, as in my written testimony, there is not 
much time left for the Jeffs of the day, because time is running out 
for them. Resources at the junior high or high school level are a step 
prnctically void in this country. These are the youngsters, of C0111'se, 
that do drop out of the main stream, and we do not even have_ioea
tional progrl,\ms for this type of a youngster. Many of our vocational 
programs are academically based, and the child simply cannot func
tion in that manner. 

I also find it yery disturbing to speak before audiences in Yariol1s 
conferences across the country, and finding that the majority of the 
audiences are very provincial kinds of auchences. In other words, if 
it is a topic that would involve law enforcement in any way what
soever, these are th~/people that are there. Anything having to 'with 
education, we find that these are the people that are there. ,,'iTe find 
two separate kinds, and cur children fall within those two kinds, 

It would seem only logical to me that one of the best ways that we 
could bring about a solution for the problems of the youngster with 
leltl'lling disability would be through H.B,. 113'7. 

Two years ago actually, LEAA funded a study about current 
theory and Imowledge on leuTning disabilities and the correlation to 
juvenile delinquency. Almost concurrently there was a study under
taken by the General Accounting Office. Those studies are nmv :wllil
able. 

The General Accounting Office did find that there was approxi
mately 26 percent of the youngsters in this country who are jm"enile 
delinquents have a learning disability. The LEAA study has Iound 
that as far us current theory and knowledge were concerned, they 
could classify substantial data available with controlled studies as to 
whether or not there was any kind of a causal link between learning 
disability and juvenile delinquency. 

As one of the purposes of the ACLD R. & D. proiect is to provide 
this elata, and I would like to go on record to state that in accordance 
with our time line at the present time, we will have very timely data 
available for R.R. 113'£, for the State symposium and also for dis
semination of the final study at a national conference. 

I would like to thank the committee for permitting me to comment 
and talk before thern today. I am not going to take any further time 
because the hour is growing late, and I Imow that the other two 
gentlemen would like to say a few words. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you for your statement and YOUl' brevity. 
I hope that this will be·n, precedent for our other two distinguished 
guests. 

[The written statement of Dorothy Crawford follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, 

it is my pleasure to appear before the Committee in support of 

HR #1137. Hy testimony is three dimensional in scope: (1) as 

a Board member of the National Association for Children wl.th 

Learning Disabilities (ACLD); (2) as the National project 

Director for the ACLD Research and Demonstration Program; and, 

most importantly, (3) as a parent of an adolescent with learn

ing disabilities. 

ACLD is a parent oriented non-profit organization with 

state affiliates in 49 of the 50 states. ACLD's primary pur-

pose is to actively see}, and employ every possible method to 

ascertain all those with learning disabilities receive the 

appropriate,services necessary to ~nable them to become pro-

du~tive and responsible adults. Along with the purpose of the 

organization, ACLD's five major goals to be reached via an inter

disciplinary approach are: 

1. Encourage research* 

2. stimulate development of early detection programs 

and educational techniques. 

3. Create a climate of public awareness and acceptance. 

4. Disseminate information. 

5. Provide advocacy for the learning disablta. 

* Albert Katzman and Dorothy Crawford, members of ACLD's 
Adolescent Affairs Committ~e, wrote the grant proposal 
entitled, "ACLD-R&D Project, investigating the link be
tt-:een learning disabilities and juvenile delinquem:y", 
recently funded by LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice, 
Grant No. 76-JN-99-0021 • 
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For a number of years, some members of ACLD have expressed 

growing concerns over the vast number of children with problems 

that were becoming problem adolescents, Studies were giving 

evidence that many children with learning disabilities were, 

as adolescents, becoming involved in a delinquency syndrome. 

Consequently, two years ago, I undertook (with a great de~l of 

i~put and support from ACLD's Adolescent Affairs Co~~ittee) to 

write a grant program proposal on behalf of ACLD and its state 

affiliates. The objectives of the program were almost identical 

to those of HR Hl137. Please permit me to set forth the objectives, 

need, the expected results and factors of uniqueness of the 

proposal. I do this in order to stress the timeliness and need 

for a national and state symposia on LD/JD. 

The proposal read as follows: 

A. QEi~~: 

Present a series of sympcsia on the subject of Learning 

Disabilities and Delinquency. The series of symposia will com-

prise of ten (10) per year for a period of two (2) years. At 

the end of the two-year period each state of the united states 

will have had confreres in attendance/participating in two (2) 

symposia. 

Through the symposia bring together the various disciplines 

inv~lved with the juvenile. Disciplines such as: 

(1) Juvenile Judges 
(2) Probation, parole and corrections personnel 
(3) T,egislators 
(4) Civic leaders 

• 
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(6) Teachers 

241 

(7) Social workers/counselors 
(8) Law Enforcement Agencies 
(9) Defense attorneys 

(10) School Administrators 
(11) Medical/allied professions 
(12) Mental health staff 
(13) State Universities - representation from 

schools of edUcation and law 
(14) State Department of Education 
(15) Parents 
(16) Members of news media 

The first year series of symposia will be structured to 

instruct and present the problem of learning disabilities and 

its correlation to juvenile delinquency to the confreres. The 

symposia will be on a regional basis, dividing the states into 

ten (10) regional areas. 

First year symposia Objectives as follows: 

1. To promote awareness and community concern for 
the learning disabled adolescent in trouble. 

2. To develop awareness of the relationship between 
learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency 

3. To increase understanding of the overall complexity 
of the problem of learning disabilities--espeGially 
the social and educational aspects of the problem; 
but also to include the neuro-psychological and 
bio-medical. 

4. To suggest methods for professional organizations, 
private and governmental agencies to utilize the 
information gained to meet the educational and 
social needs of learning disabled youth in the 
criminal justice system. 

National consortia (by state) "'ill follow the series of 

symposia. Makeup of each consortium to be of select representa

tives from each discipline represented at each symposium . 
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consortia objectives ~s follows: 

1. Develop a working relationship among the various 
groups. 

2. Create research and program development. 

3. Disseminate information on subject matter. 

4. Create a public forum for anyone involved or 
interested. 

5. Create public awareness and recognition of the 
p.rcblem. 

6. Plan models for diagnosing the prohlem and develop
ing relevant educational and rehabilitation programs 
for youth with learning disabilities. 

The second year series of symposia \~ill be structured to 

provide the solution. The second year confreres would be primarily 

those participating in the consortia. Other interested and in-

volvea individuals would, of course, be welcome. 

The second year symposia objectives as follows: 

1. Present summaries from each consortium -- research 
and program development or model plans. 

2. Develop methods of implementing model plans. 
(See *6 of consortia objectives) . 

3. Follow-up of first year presentations. 

Overall objective as follows: 

1. Prior to comple~ion of project a model program 
(see #6 of consortia objectives) be developed for 
implementation in at least twenty (20) per cent 
of the United States--in other words, at least 
ten (10) states. 

B. Need: 

We must address the problems of learning disabilities if 

we are to understand at all and deal with a large bulk of the 

• 
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delinquent population. The need for assistance is evidenced by 

the following problems to be addressed: 

1. The United States recidivism rate in delinquency 
is 8~%. Recent studies are showing that between 
70% and 90% of the delinquents in this country 
are clinically diagnosable as learning disabled.* 
*(Colorado and Berman studies) 

2. A school drop-out rate nationally of 40%. 

3. Both previous figures suggest that 40% of our 
efforts educationally and 87% in the field of 
corrections are totally irrelevant. 

4. The continuing downward trend of the average age 
of the delinquent child; today, approximating 
13 1/2 years of age. 

The fact is, for the junior and senior. high school youngster, 

there are virtually no services or resources available to hir,\ for 

his learning disability. He must make it on his own, and usually 

in the so-called mainstream. The alternative is to become a 

drop-out. The vocational educational programs, by and large, 

are not responsive anymore than high school academic programs are. 

Further, the young adult has to compete in the mainstream of 

the labor market as well. Finally, this gap in knowledge with 

its attendant lack of sensitivity is almost a universal condi

tion within the Juvenile Justice System, and beyond it, with 

the Juvenile Corrections System. 

While some monies have been channeled into the area of 

Juvenile Delinquency in its correlation to Learning Disabilities, 

it has usually been to support in-service training programs for 

corrl~ctions personnel or similar programs for special education 

staff. This has, in some instances, been someHhat helpful. 
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However. the people reached. were the same provincial groups that 

have unsuccessfully tried to approach this problem area all alon~ 

and all alone. The result has been to maintain the cloistered 

nature of these mutually closed 9roups. 

One group usually does not know what the other is doing, 

or what problems they may have in common. Nore important, the 

larger and probably more potent, the community is also unaware 

of what is going on. 

It seems only logical that by bringing together all in-

teres ted , involved, and concerned people that viable solutions 

will ensue. 

C. Expected Results: 

By transcripts and video tapes proceedings will be developed 

from each symposium to be distributed to interested and partici

pating agencies/individuals. 

This kind of approach will result in: 

1. The broadest distribution of information across 
the nation. 

2. The continuity of information and education over 
a period of time. These symposia will be designed 
to be progressive. The tapes and proceeuings will 
become a viable. dynamic and current resource to 
all concerned; a kind of living and grOldng text
book. 

3. Constant stimulation to local areas to do their 
own research. program development, etc. 

4. The possibility of bringing together a greater 
variety of professionals over a period of time. 

5. A constant public forum available to anyone doing 
research to report current findings. 

• 
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6. A vehicle by which this problem can be kept out 
in the open rather than behind closed doorS. 

7. A public endeavor rather than a closed professional 
project. 

The greatest measurable benefit will be in taxpayer dol-

lars saved. For every delinquent rehabilitated, statistics in·-

dicate a ta~ savings of roughly $500,OOO.00--criminal career 

cost of $250,000.00 in court handling and another $250,000.00 

in propert~ loss. The unme,ii\;..,urable benefit wil). be in the sav-

ing of human lives -- delinquents rehabilItated to become productive 

adults. 

D. Factors of Uniqueness: 

The broad spectrum makeup of symposia confreres is an 

ideal and unique way to bri~g people together who normally do 

not associate together. They will be able to look at their 

varying responsibilities with respe'ct to the relationships be

tween learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. 

The,reiore, some main factors of uniqueness will be: 

1. It will bring subject matter out of its provincial 
parameters and into the open pUblic forum. 

2. It will allow each participant an opportunity to 
identify with the problem f.rom his own point of 
view--his own discipline, and allow each parti
cipant to formulate his potential contribution 
of response according to his own sphere of in
fluence. 

3. It will involve the private citizen, the parent, 
who ultimately is the appropriate and most effective 
catalyst. 

4. It will be the most effective public education/ 
public deVice in bringing together numbers and 
varieties of disciplines who seldom before have 
worked together on any common problem . 
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Following submitting the above-mentioned proposal, LEAA 

informed us that a grant had been awarded to the American Institutes 

for R,esear,ch (AIRl to ',lnd.ertake a study 0;1; current theory and 

knowledge of a correlation between learning disabilities and 

juvenile delinquency. Almost concurrently the General Account-

ing Office (GAOl commenced a study on a possible link between 

LD and JD. The Comptroller General of the United States stated 

in the final report: 

"We made this review because of the llation' s growing 
juvenile delinquency problem and the mounting evidence of 
a correlation between children with learning problems and 
children demonstrating delinquent behavior patterns." 

The GAO Report set forth some stark revealing data: 

"There is little doubt that most juvenile delinquents 
have behavior problems in school, and many may be 'academic 
underachievers'--pupils of normal inteliigence who are two 
or mo.r.e years below the level expected for their ability. 

"GAO investigated. underachievement among juvenile 
delinquents in institutions and found that about one
fourth of those tested. by education consultants in 
Connec'l:icut and Virginia institutions had primary 
learning problems or learning disabilities. 

"Whether these disabilities caused delinquency is 
uncertain. 

"Compensating for or correcting such disabilities 
is justified for its own sake. It just ~ have the 
added dividend of reducing delinquency. There is 
room for much improvement in this regard in the public 
school system and in institutions housing delinquents. 

"--Four of the five States visited by GAO-
California, Connecticut, Texas, and Virginia-
had no accurate estimates of the prevalence of 
learning disabilities among school-age children. 

"--Correctional institutions were not effec
tively identifying and treating the learning problems 
of delinquents and were constrained from doing so. 
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"Where institutions had attempted to meet the 
delinquents' educational_needs 

"--the detailed evaluation needed to determine 
a child's specific problem either was not done or 

"--if done, the prescribed recommendations were 
not received by the teacher, or the teaching staff 
was not trained adequately to implement or interpret 
the recolTlIOendations." 

The AIR Study, published April, .1976, concluded, "the 

case for LD/JD causal relationship is weakly documented. It 

has been made, to the extent that it has been at all, primar5.1y 

through the observational evidence of professionals who work 

with delinquent youth." The academic authorities on delinquency, 

those who were consulted, were skeptical that LD is a decisive 

factor in any significant proportion of cases. It further stated, 

"But it is in no sense accurate to claim that the r.D/JD link 

has been disproved. No study has set out to compare LD among 

delinquents and non-delinquents and discovered th",t the inGi-

dence rates are equivalent. And there is a ~rnel of usable 

quantitative evidence that does support the existence of un

usually high rates of perceptual disorders among delinquents. ,. 

AIR-recommended that the office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) priorities be: (1) undertake 

research to determine the incidence of learning handicaps, in-

eluding LD strictly defined, among a few basic populations; and 

(2) a demonstration project to test the value of diagnosing and 

treating LD, as an aid to rehabilitation of serious juvenile 

offenders . 
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From the re{;ommended priorities AIR made to the OJJDP, 

the ACLD-Research and Drunonstration project was born. I am 

the National Project Director, as stated earlier. 

A brief description (purpose statement) of the Project 

reads thusly: 

"purpose Statement 

"The R&D program has three major components. The 
components are inter-related to facilitate collecting 
data. 

"An incidence study (first component) will be used to 
investigate the incidence of LD among two groups of 12-15 
year old males. One sample will be of adjudicated delinquents; 
the other group will be among officially non-delinquent male 
public school students. Part of the process will be the 
adoption of a specific definition of learning disabilities 
as well as the identification of operation~l criteria; 
both of which may serve as precedents for future programs. 
The incidence study's purpose will be twofold: (1) to 
provide baseline data on the occurrence of LD, and (2) "to 
identify the target population from which to draw the 
subjects in the remediation part of the study. 

"The second component of the project is a remediation 
instructional program for a selected group of adjudicated 
delinquents. Members of this group will receive intensive, 
individually planned remedial instruction that is designed 
to ameliorate the effects of their particular LD. The 
treatment program is not designed to duplicate or replace 
the special programs that are now offered to the youth; 
rather, it is designed to assess the effects of particular 
treatment variables on LD and JD. A second, comparison 
group of delinquents will receive services that are now 
available to them. Specifically, the purpose of the re
mediation intervention component is to implement a demon
stration program to test the value of diagnosing and treat
ing LD as an aid to rehabilitation of juvenile offenders. 

"The third and last component is an evaluation study. 
The evaluation is two-fold: a formative evaluation that 
will help keep the progress of the remediation program 
'on track' towards a successful conclusion; and a summative 
evaluation that will assess the remediation program's 
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overall success after its conclusion. Specifically, 
the evaluation will measure the impact on educational 
achievement resUlting from a program that is designed 
to counter the effects of LD, and the impact of remedia
tion on subsequent delinquent attitudes and behaviors. 

"Through the incidence and demonstration study, data 
will be accumulated to be assessed and validated by the 
research team (evaluators). Four very specific objectiven 
are set forth as follows: 

"1. The difference in the incidence of specific learn
ing disabilities between delinquent and non-delinquent 
youth. 

"2. Difference between delinquent probationers and 
those institutionalized. 

"3. The impact on the educational performance and 
related behavior of LD youth resulting from programs 
designed to remediate the effects of specific learning 
disabilities. 

"4. The impact on subsequent delinquent behavior after 
remediation programs for the specific learning disabilities • 

The Ultimate objective is to provide information that will 
assist in the development of informed policy with respect 
to LD and delinquency prevention." 

Examining the time1ines of HR #1137 ~nd the ACLD-R&D 

Project, we find they uniquely coincide. Screening of records 

and identifying the target population are already underway. 

The remediation program will be commencing by June, 1977; pre-

liminary data will be available by early 1978; post-remediation 

testing will be completed by September 1, 1978; and the final 

report should be submitted by early 1979. This timeline indi-

cates that data on the incidence study and remediation programs 

for replication would be ~vailable for dissemination at the 

state symposia of HR ~ll37. Additionally, the final statistical 

analysis of the entire research and demonstration program could 
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be available for the National Conference on Learning Disabilities 

and Juvenile Delinquency as written in HR #1137. It is important' 

to us that the ACLD-R&D Project data be utilized and riot per

mitted to collect dust on a closet shelf. 

The state symposia for LD/JD is long overdue. The objectives 

are timely and pertinent. Certainly sufficient time must be given 

at each state symposium to educate and broaden public awareness 

as to the nature and symptoms of learning disabilities; the re-

sources available, if any, for the learning disabled; identify 

barriers and problems which prevent the receipt of needed ser

vices by children with learning disabilities. All this along 

with disseminating data from various studies now underway on 

the subject. 

The National Conference provides the opportunity to con

sider each state's recommendations and needs to provide full 

services for children with learning disabilities; presentation 

of research data and model remediation programs (if not repetitions 

from state symposia). The conclusion of the National Conference 

would be objectives #6 and *7 of HR #1137: 

(6) Establish a timetable for carrying Gut recommenda
tions for the removal of barriers and problems 
whiCh prevent the receipt of needed services by 
children with specific learning disabilities; 

(7) Carry out such other activities as the Conference 
considers necessary or appropriate to assist in 
meeting the ~pecial needs of children with specific 
learning disabilities. 

If we are to treat the problem of LD rather than the 

symptom, it is vital that all disCiplines recognize and under
I 
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stand the problem. Also, to successfully prevent delinquency 

in the learning disabled, it is critical that the entire com

munity l~ho come in contact with these youth be educated to the 

existence and nature of their problem, 

The third dimension of my presentation is from the p~rent's 

perspective. I refer the Committee to the enclose~ article about 

my son, Jeff, and the copieD of his letters to Pres"ident Nixon 

and God. 

Can you imagine the de»th of Jeff's despair that moved him 

to appeal to the highest court of all for assistance? Can you 

imagine the helpless rage and frustration his father and I have 

bad in seeking non-existing services for him? Can you imagine 

the fear we have of losing this young man in one of the "cracks" 

of society (drug abuse, welfare, criminal justice system, etc.)? 

Please understand my sepse of urgency; Jeff is not atypical of 

an adolescent with learning disabilities--he is most typical! 

Jeff Crawford would be an adjudicated delinquent if it had not 

been for an understanding Judge and the fact he has a good 

strong home base--his family. 

The summation of the article states, "11e Ire taking it", 

his mother said, "one day at a time." Nell, Mr. Chairman and 

members of the Subcommittee, without awareness, recognition, 

and appropriate services, time is running out for the "Jeffs" 

of this country. I implore you to exercise your prerogative 

as members of this Subcommittee to approve HR ffl137 • 

89-699 a - 77 - 17 
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.In closing, I would like to gratefully acknowledge the 

efforts of the Honorable Claude Pepper, Augustus F. Hawkins 

and Tom Railsback for their astute foresight, compassion and 

concern in identifying the needs of LD children through HR #1137. 

Thank you. 
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[From the ScottSdale (Az.) Dall.1" Progrrss, lira, .I, 11l7G] 

,IEFF'S STOI~Y: A :MOTllER \VItO 'WOULDN'T Q1::1T CHANGED LIFE Fan SON 

(By Liz Doup, Women's Editor) 

Uke most l6-year-olds, he's not particularly anxious to spend a lot of time 
with a stranger who wants to know all about his life. But 11e is pOlite and 
patient and mayhe a little ner,'ous as l1e 8ho\\'s his movie equipment, his hohby, 
aud talks ahout film aud script and how lie puts it all together. 

At the other end of the room, his mother listens. She alreac1y 11as .• aid that 
some day, some time, she should take her sou's life and put it together in a 
boole. If she did, it would read something like this ... 

,Jeff Cra,yford lllay have been trying to tell people something from the 
beginning. For this Rh negath·e baby, W110 had. to have 11is blood ch,t ... ged at 
birth, it didn't look lil,e a good start. And it only got worse. 

From the time lle was 3 to the time he was 10 the Crawford femiIr went 
from doctor to doctor, clinic to clinic all across the country trying to find what 
was wrong with their son, why he wllsn't functioning, learning. 

He was taken to :\Iayo Clinic. 
He didn't talk until he was 7 and that was only after intense work with a 

speech therapist. 
They were told he had a mild form of cerehral palsy. 
They were told he was mildly retarded. 
They were told he had an IQ of 52 . 
Thp,y were told he wasn't retarded. 
They were told lIe had an IQ of 115. 
They were told he could he autil::tic. 
~'he Crawfords were told so many different things by so many different people 

that they had no real idea of what was wrong with their son at an except that 
the child wasn't progressing. 

At one point, Cra,vford said, .Teff should have been in the fourtll grade but he 
couldn't eyen function at tlle first grade level. Finally, she said, be was taken 
to the t;niversity oJ: :\Iinllesota Hospital and admitted to the psychiatriC' ward 
where he was studied for six weeks at a cost of $1,000 a week. 

People watched him while he slept. 
People watched him in a classroom situation. 
People watched him play; they watched him eat. 
And what they finally learned about their 10-year-old son was this: .leff had 

se,'ere learning clisaililities in all four areas-visnal, auditory, spatial relations 
and motor coordination. 

In other words something wasn't clic]dng correctly ill the boy's nenrological 
makeup. While his vision was all right, he didn't see words as they were 
printed on the page, he saw onl~' the l>nc],ground. Sounds, instead of passing 
through his brain, remainetl there aml "piled up" on each other. 'l'he sound 
of his mini-bike running, whicll he rode just once, reverberated in his lIead for 
three days. 

He couldn't orient himself and would put his socks on his llands. TIis gross 
coordination was bad. 

Knowing what was wrong leel them to the next step. 
They heard ahout a school in Denver "'hich tl}ey thought could help him. 

They had to sign over their guardiam,hip, give up most visitation rights and were 
left to hOlle for the hest. 

The school, which cost $9,000 a year, proved an emotional disaster for both 
the 10-year-olel bo~ anel his family. ~'he parents felt he was ph~'sicall3' and 
emotionally uncared for and the boy appealeel to his family not to abandon him. 

"I almost lInd a nerYOUS breakdown during this time," Crawford said. After 
about four montlls in that school they went to court to Will back their guru'dian
ship and took him ont. 

TIe went bac];: to :Minnesota with his family and academicall~' began to 
improve in schools there with teacl1ers who took lots of time with llim. 

"The ki(l had school, school, school," Crawford shruggeel which today she 
acknowledged was a mistal,e. "If I hael any advice to gi':'e to n parent I would 
sal', 'Look ut tlle child as R whole human being. He must learn to <le"elop 
socially and emotionally. If he can get along with his peers, he'll malte it.' 1.'he 
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thing is," she addec1, "you don't thinl;: about that when your child has stood 
still for six years." 

In 19iO the family moved here for her asthma and Jeff eventually was en
ro11eo. in l.'ueblo which at that time was ungraded. 

His mother began Yolunteering to help start LD programs ill the school and 
then "liyed at the legislature" to get some political action for LD programs. 
She wouldn't quit until she did. 

In the meantime Jeff finished at Pueblo and went on to Saguaro. Just recentI~· 
he has transferred to Lucky 13 but wants to get lJUck to Saguaro in the falL 

In his studies Jeff was doing okay in a public school, his mother said. "It 
was the social aspect that was his undoing." 

He needs structure, she said, and couldn't quite handle all the freedom. 
"At one time," she added, "because he was so liked, he has a good nature, I 
didn't thin!;: he'd haye any trouble with his peers. Bnt: as a child he wasn't able 
to learn good habits. He wasn't in a home, he was in institutions." 

For the future, Cl'Uwford and Jeff both talk about a job in the field of the 
arts. He's done stage makeup, paints well and is totally self-taught. 

"'Ve're taking it," his mother said, "one day at a time." 
As a. child, Jeff would come home from school and cry, saying he didn't want 

to be mentally retarded, Dorothy Crawford said. "The neighborhood mothers 
would lJUll the kids off the streets when 11e was outside because they knew he 
rode the bus for the mentally retarded," she said. 

In a story that takes no less than two hours to be told, Doroth~' Crawford 
recounted the doctors, the clinics, the schools her son has ueen exposed to. 'Vhen 
last tested, her son's IQ was evaluated at 135, definitely above ayeruge. Yet 
during the course of the years they had been told he was retarded, had an IQ 
of 52 and should be in an institution. 

For the past fiye years, Dorothy Crawford has seryecl as the state president 
f.or the Arizona ASSOciation for Children with Learning Disabilities. The group 
is a salvation for many parents, she noted, because it lets them know they're 
not alone in their problems. 

Worldng on his own, 16-year-olcl ;r~ff Crawforcl 1ms a creative flair. Explain
ing how the film editor operates, he talks about his favorite hobby, film making. 
The young man also paints and has worked as a makeup artist in area plays. 
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STATEMENT OF ALBERT ,K'ATZMAN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FAMILY 
AND YOUTH SERVICES, MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES 

Mr. KATZ)IAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, ,,·ill try to match 
the br~vity but. I am not sure that I can be as successful. I am p:rate
fnl for the opportunity to be able to speak to H.R. 6211 and S. 1021. 
I come, reany, wearing two hats und one is as a professional who has 
been yery intimately involved with juvenile delinquents for quite a 
number of years, particularly in the inner city of Detroit. 

I have been resi)onsible, actually, for all of the services and pro
grams offered in the ~retropolitan Detroit area by the Michigan De
partment of Social Services. I have claily conhtct with these kids. 

I also come \yearing another ha,t and that is as a parent of a learn
ing disabled child, a very active and continued active member of the 
same. organization as Mrs. Crawford, the Association for Children 
With Learning Disabilities. 

Today, in order to keep it brief, I would defer from gettinp: into 
the professional aspects of the bills, and focus primarily on n.R. 
1137 in a general term. I woulcllike to reduce it also, as Mrs. era wford 
did before me, to somewhat more human dimensions and S1wak yel'y 
briefly to a couple of examples, perhaps, with a couple of 'footnotes 
to the written remarks that I have submitted to the committee. 

For one, I indicated in my statement an example or an must ration 
of what was very typical a dozen years ago, and is unfortunately 
very typical today, the determination by a school system that they 
lHLve no program for a kid who appears to be emotionally impaired 
and retarded. 

The parents are asked to remove the child from the system, and to 
find outside help. I describe that child ill my written remarks as, 
today, 12 ysars Jater, entering his senior year in an Eastern (,ol1ep:e, 
planning to p:o to a Jaw school, and very confident that he "will be 
accepted; an accomplished sailor, a nayigator, a Jicensed pilot, and a 
kid that was thrown out of the school system because he was con
sidered to be mostly impaired and mildly retarded. 

This is a condition which, unfortunately, prevails still too far and 
too widely today. For that reason, among others, ,ye are hopeful that 
the support of H.R. 1137 will result in some material action by the 
Government in disseminating information and alerting the cOlnmll
nities to this kind of. condition. 

Out of this sort of illustration, I think, we can draw a conclusion 
that would lead to some optimism, and some other points. One in 
terms of optimism is that something can be done, remediation can be 
effectiye if it is appropriate, and if it is timely, and if it is sustained. 

Two, an impairment of this natnre can be lifelong. By that I would 
go back to the illustration and point out that this young man sti11 
requires certain compensatory techniques to be employed in order to 
maintain the progress that he has been making for the last 11 years . 
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The research that is coming in is rather sparse and it is rather 
equivocal. H\.lt in an attempt to review ,,,hut was ayullable, and un
fortunately I did not find too much, ,,,hat I did find was that some 
studies which, in effect, indicated this kind of interesting phenomenon, 
for a population of adolescents and young adnlts which had been 
identifiecl as learning disabled, those who ha.d ha.d timely l'<.>mec1ia.tion, 
susttdnecl intervention and support by both professionals and parents 
were found-thi.s was R doctoml thesis that ,\"Us done ~ y<.>urs ago, it 
,vas found that the entire popuhtion that was identiHec1 were func
tioning in communiti.es, in employment situation ,,,h1Ch "were at least 
equal to the national norms in terms of income, and in most rases 
were a.bclve it. 

There were n 11tllnber of these people ic1('utifiecl as dentists. There 
,,,ere teachers. There was a school administra.tor. There 'YflS a C'olle.!!e 
department hea.eL, and there were a number of othel' declining l)ut 
stm impl'essh-e roles that these people ,vere carrying out. 

In a further study: it was found that a 1111lnber of the"coe kids, 
retroSl)ectiYely, no'y young a.dnlts who were fnllctioning in the r0111-
munity ,vho hac1not had the kind of remediation that we nre tnlldng 
about, but had in most cases the support of the parents, the n~('ogni
tion and the knowledge in their case that they had this kind of an 
impairment, were funCtioning nt lesser roles, hut neYeri"he1ess were 
functioning' and splf-sustaining- in the community. They were not 
el1tiJ:ely happy "with the 1el·el of performan~e. that they were aL They 
felt they had potentially a, grea.tel' capabIlIty, but they were C011-

structiYely employed and effectiYe members of the community. 
In another study, and perhaps we can skip that and go to the G.\O 

study, we fonnd the kids, for example j "ho did not han the re
mediation or the necessary kind of support that the families ran 
brin . .!! to bear in spite of the frustrations, that this proportionate 
]lumber of them end np in the juyenile r.orrectional systems. 

~':OW, "we in our organization have trouble with the definition as 
does the entire country, nnd a.s does this Congress at the present time. 
But we 10l0W that this is a, real phenomenon. lYe are able to identify 
it in terms of its essential chnl'fLcteristics and ,ye are a.})le to reeognize 
and ackno,yledge that goin.c:{ from the yery severe to the Y('l'V mod
('rate point of impairment that fa.11swithin this rategol'y"\Ye f'iJ)eak oT, 
and we hear professionals speak of, anywhere from 1 pe1'renl" Renrelv 
(llsablec1 to as much as 15 percent mildly or moderately disabled. 
Those figures ran yary, depending on the conrts, 

In no rase haye ,ye fonnd anyboc1v "who says. that 2() perrent of t1w 
ponulation is lea1'l1ing disabled. We fonnd in a very rigid stncly, 
which is yery rOl1ser·va.tive as ,ye view it, that 26 per('pnt of the 
population of ;nnl1ile corrertion systems in five States are definahle 
as spprifirally learning disabled, allclllp to no percent of tlH' p0]1111a
fion of kids in jllYenile correction syst(,lnS I'111'Oughollt the ronl1h~y 
nre impaired in one fashion or another rela.ted to, and possibly ic1£'n-
tifiable as learning disabilities. . 
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I think that it is a yery disturbing kind of a conclusion, nud a 
disturbing piece of data. "\Ye feel that 1137 is the kind of nction that 
ought to be supported in order to alert the rest of the conntry todny 
to this. 

One other point thnt I "\,ouldlike to mnke is in terms of ontcomes 
with l'egnrcl to these kids thnt nre in tllese institutions. Here I ('1m 
speak again in very personal terms. 

There hns been in 'ltIichignn, for example, n s"\Ying-away from the 
reliance on the institutionnl placement, at least into the training 
schools, in the pnst several years. Along with that was an in(,1'ease 
in'the development of community resources. 

This permitted our training school to refine and impro\"e their 
skills and techniques nnd internntion strntegies. For eXill1lplt', it 
gave them time to replace the unskil1ed staff, to increase the lew1 of 
skills, to add to the tmining, to chnnge a great denl of the kinds of 
services and strt1tegies and intel'Yentions within these training sehoo18. 

vVe found that there were some useful results, for example. The 
problems of mm1agel~ent of k1ds "\yere markedly redneed. The tnUll1cy 
rate fro111 the tmimng school dropped dmmatically. The anrn,'!e 
length of time that boys were staying was reduced from, 1!i to n.hout 
1.5 months. For girls it went down from close to 19 months to 
around 12 months. 

I also found one disturbing factor. ,Yitll all of those impl'ol'enwnts, 
when the kids 'were released from those training schools and returned 
to what we call "after care programs," the rate of recidi.yis11l did 
not go down. 

As a concrete example, we did a study for the last 6 months of 
those released from the training schools, anel we found---

In the last 6 months, we came out "\yith a study where we found 
that kids recently released from the training schools, after 30 clays 
we had 29 percent recidivism rate and after 12 months "\ye had a 51) 
percent recidivism rate. 

:Mr. ANDREWS. I don't understand what that term means. 
1\'[1'. IC'lT''::\fA::-T. Additional police contacts, most of them leading to 

arrest and yery often a return to the training school. 
The recidh'ism rate is dne to the failure of the kids to failing to 

rem,lin ontside of the training system. The fi.Q.'nres l1utionallv < for 
many years haye ranged anywhere from 60 to 85 percent l'('ridh'ism 
for kids "\,"ho are cfllH!:ht up in the juvenile correction system. 

In effect, I am saying that although we may be improving' (,prtain 
compunents of onr juvenile correction system, if "\ye aren't ahlC' to 
a(kqufltely and eff('ctivelv im1)rov('. the aftercare s(,lTieN; that go with 
that, then we nrel"irtnally wastin.Q.' our time. 

Out of this, I wonld like to l)oint out that we shonlcl be in terms 
of imnlementinr.( a program designed and embodied in 1137, target 
this kind or information not iust to the people within the eorrecfion 
systpm, or "\yithin the juvenile justice system, but to those D('op1e 
and those institntions in the community that impact on the adolescent 
or the young adult. 
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It would be superfluous to repeat the kind of statements that have 
been made particularly by Mrs. Crawford about the fact that as the 
kids grow older, part of the success is that we hare ,,-itnessed in the 
early elementary years, so ftlr as mobilizing and delinring sel'dces, 
and identifying the kids that need them with respect to" learning 
disabilities, and in fact with respect to other handicapping condi
tions, we haye made that ayailable as the child gets older. It iH not 
avail~ble in the junior high schools. It is practically nOll-existent ill 
the 11lgh schools. 

Certainly, from my example of recidivism, in the community at 
large, for those kids who are pushed out and who "ind up in training 
schools and then are released back to the community, the recidiyisl11 
rate is that high that, in eifect, we can conclude there is nothing going ~. 
for them in the community. 

We need the kind of thing that 1137 can bring to bear. "We mnst. 
target not only for the eclucators, not only for those ,,-ithin the 
juvenile justice system, but outside of the juvenile justice system as 
well. 

Thank you, gentlemen. • 
Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you very kindly. 
[The 'written statement of Albert Katzman follows.] 
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STATEME~ ON SUPPORT OF H.R. 1137 

Delivered before the House Sub-Committee 
on Economic Opportunities of the Committee 
on Education and labor 

By: Albert Katzrr.all 
Program Manager 
Delinquency Prevention Services for Wayne County 
Hichiga~1 Department of Social Services 

April ZZ, 1977 
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Twelve years ago, a school social worker visited. the home of a second 

grader to advise the mother to get outside help for her son. He not only 

could not read or lea~, suggesting retardation, he was unable to attend, 

was easily distractIble, was poorly coordinated, hyperactive, and had poor 
J 

recall, suggesting some emotional disorder. He would have to be removed 

from his class, and in fact, from the system. They had nothing for him. 

Today, that same youngster is in his senfQr year at a college in 

Massachusetts and is applying to the law schools of Yale, Duke, and 
a Harvard. Because of his volunteer work and knowledge in the area of 

juvenile law and delinquen~y, he is tpaching an undergraduate course on 

the subject. Hardly sounds emot~onally impaired! 

He is also a commercially licensed and instrument rated pilot, a Skilled 

racing sailor and navigator. Hardly sounds retarded! 

His symptoms were those of a classical dys1exic, with impairments in 

both the auditory and visual areas. Many of those symptoms persist today. 

And tMs too conforms with our knowledge that, while the research at this 

juncture is equivocal, .the preponderance of evidence and empirical data 

lean strongly to the likelihood that, to one degree or another, such a 

condition is life long. 

The young ~n described above is by no means a unique case. He is 

simply one of a multitude whose number we haven't yet determined because 

we haven't yet reached many segments of our population, nor delineated the 

outer limits of this disability. 

Twelve years ago, when exclusion and ignorance was the standard, l1e 

found enough parents and perceptive professionals in Michigan who had borne 

• 
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witness to the same devastating experience, so that, almost by spontaneous 

colltlustion, ar. asso::iat1on for children with learning d1sabilit1es was 

fo~d. ~ 

We discovered th&t this same explosion had been, and was being repeated 

across the country. Along with it, States were tak1ng action, many adding 

mandatory special education statutes to their laws, with most inserting II 

new special category, the learning disabled. 

In these intervening years~ programs and services have proliferated at 

II remarkable pace. At last reading, 46 States have mandatory requirements 
I 

for special educatfon. C011eges of educatfon are training certifiable 

specialists in learning disabilities. Projects, research, and services 

are developing in the public and private sectors of medicine, psychology. 

physics, and several others. 

A.C.L.D. has also grown apace. With chapters and affiliates now in 

49 of our states, and active colleagues in at least 14 countries, this 

organization reflects one of the most incredible and one of the most 

effective voluntary consumer movements on the contemporary scene. And 

perhaps no better testimony to voluntarism by these thousands of fiercely 

dedicated and committed people can be made then to point to the A.C.L.D. 

national office in Pittsburgh, which, even this day. employs exactly one-one 

only-full time paid employee! 

Those early yeaf$, early, yet so recent that they are not yet behind us, 

were dedicated to leg1timizing learning disabilities, to opening doors, 

mobi11zing resources, getting services operational and getting them 

delivered. 



264 

The focus, as a matter of course, was on early childhood and the 

elementary school yea_rs.~ Quantum gains have been achieved in these few 

short years. But muc~ rema1ns to be done, and much remains to be learned 

1n the doing. 

What we are also discovering, we older members particularly, is that 

turning around the institutions and individuals impacting on children in 

their formative years 1s only part of the task. 

As the organization moves nnto its own adolescence, and because our 

children are into that stage too, we find-that the wheel has to be re-
4 

invented. For as our youn6 people cope with high school, with the post 

high school institutions. with the career and labor market, and too often, 

w1th juvenile justice and corrections systems, we are discovering that most 

institutions and individuals dealing in these areas must be enlightened 

and turned on. So many doors are still closed to these kids. 

The distressing feature that drives us, that gives an added significance 

to the import of H. R. 1137, is that those doors opened for the younger chi1 d, 

those gains obtained during the early years by no means carry a lifetime 

guarantee. 

The flexibility of a school setting that takes into account the need 

for special techniques, such simple but profound correctives as a quieter 

corner to t~ke into account the distractibility factor, perhaps untimed 

teaching and test schedules to accomodate the illusively complex neuro

muscular and cognitive integration and processing mechanisms, this 

flexibility cannot necessarily be left behind as the child grows older arid 

moves into new buildings and new systems. 

• 

• 
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Many manifestations of toe handicap will yield to the remediation steps 

taken. Many of these are coupled with maturation that, singly 'or jointly, 

produces an encouraging reduction of the symptomatic behavior. But we are 

becoming increasingly aware that many of the primary improvements do not 

ever remediate, do not disappear with maturation. 

Our young pilot who aspires to be a lawyer, must continue to work twice 

as hard, must still find a quiet retreat in ol~er to compensate for his 

.~- perceptual handicap and his distractibility. He has made it his business 

• 

• 

to find schools and instructors that understand and accomodate to these 

requirements. 

We need, therefore, to continue the process of informing, of enlighten

ing, of demanding, of insisting that changes are in order, that doors must be 

opened, that it can payoff. 

There is yet another element in this equation, possibly more important 

than any other, that we do well to consider. 

As a parent, and active memb~r of A.C,L.~., I have travelled and dealt 

extensively, not just with advocates and converts, but more importantly with 

cynics and doubters. As one example, for some years, two other fathers along 

with myself, have formed a team to meet with other fathers of l.d. children 

in groups as arl'anged by various chapters and affiliates. 
c 

There is a process that is almost invariable in its unfolding. Xnitial 
c. 

hostility and strained tolerance, followed by openly expressed anger and 

resentment - directed at the child. Then guilt and uncertainty sets in. 

This is most frequently followed by remorse. One can almost measure the 

sense of relief as the father acknowledges, sometimes openly, sometimes to 
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himself, that his son or daughter has been short-changed by the community, 

that he himself has been'guilty of supporting this injustice, and that it 

need not and should nqt be. It is a relief to know that, while learning 

disabilities is complgx and difficult to get a handle on, it is real. It 

isn't just an escape, an excuse; it is a known and remediable quantum. 

It takes the investmant of the professional community, but fundamentally 

important, and most critical of all. it takes the conviction and consistent 

support of the parent or significant adults, in order to preserve the 
o 

integrity and insure the investment of the child in the 'Process I 

i & 
As the child advances to adolescence, and as his focus and referral 

sources divest somewhat from his parents to other adults and to his peers, 

the gains achieved in early childhood are subject, once again, to the test 

of credibility and survival. The emotional strength derived from early and 

cons;stantly supportive experiences can work to sustain the adolescent through 

the later difficult years. 

Unfortunately, where the environment is unyielding, the gains too often 

appear to lose ground. '·And where no early support was available, disaster 

is generally the consequence. 

No wonder perhaps, our fears about disproportionate numbers of these 

youth ending up in juvenile corrections systems are being substantiated by 

such studies as that of the General Accounting Office, which fi~ds over 25% 

of their sample of youth in corrections programs with primary learning 

disabilities. 

If \'Ie have difficulty defining and getting a handle on learning 

disabilities, it i~ no less the situation with juvenile delinquency. And 

• 

,.: 

• 
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it has been around a lot longer w1th a lot more visibility than learning 

disabilities. 

After all the yeats of practice, of research and review, we have, at 

best a portfolio defioition under which is subsumed a host of other 

definitions, theories, and approaches, none of which have effectively 

served to achieve the ultimate resolution of the problems of delinquency. 

In just the past ten years the field as a whole swung from a heavy 

reliance on the large institutional setting for adjudicated delinquents 

to a much greater emphasis on community based resources and services. 
• j 

The bonus for training schools was the opportunity for these 

institutions to turn their energy to reaching back to their original 

programs and purposes. Relieved of the overcrowding, particularly with 

its occupanying mix of minor status offenders squeezed in with street-wise 

character disordered felons, finally, they could focus on improving their 

lntervcntive techniques, raising the skill levels of staffs, employing more 

sophisticated and more appropriate procedures. and doing more meaningful 

follow~up research. 

Michigan 1s a typical example. From 1969 to the present, training 

school facilities were reduced by a third. A higher ratlo of staff to 

inmates was achieved; better educated, better equipped, and more competent 

staffs were installed. Improved program and service delivery techniques 

were developed. A positive peer culture system, for example, was instituted, 

and intensive training in this modality was provided. Bette~ educational 

services were"brought to bear. More flexibility in the apportionment of 

time, including visitations, off-ground work and study programs, releases, 

etc., became the rule • 
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The results were encouraging. Truancies dropped sharply. Control and 

management problems were'reduced significantly, Average length of stay came 

down from 13 months to., 1 ess than 10 months. 

The institutions,)./ere beginning to live up to their original promise. 

But one other major factor did not change, which was most disturbing, 

The rate of recidivism remained constant. 

last year, 30% of the youngsters released from these training schools 

had further police contacts witRin 90 days of their release. And within the 

f1rst 12 months of release, 59% had fprther police contacts! 
• 

These f1gures, 1ncidentally, fall within the range of what is generally 

considered the national norm. Recidivism among adjudicated juveniles has 

been estimate~ to range around 60% to 65% nationally, an estimate which has 

been constant for many years. 

The most troublesome aspect is that this figure still pertains after we 

have comforted ourselves that our institutional services are much improved 

and that youngsters are,benefiting thereby. 

It merits a closer look. We find, as did the G.A.O. study and others 

like 1t, that the Michigan training schools know and do from little to nothing 

about individual handicaps, individual diagnosis, and prescriptive remediation. 

The G.A.O. study further determined not only that "Correctional institutions 

were not effectively identifying and treating the learning problems of 

delinquents and \rere constrained from doing so,· but also that among the 

non-adjudicated, community based youngsters, "Four of the five States visited 

by G.A.O •••• had no accurate estimates of the prevalence of learning 

d1sab1lities among school aged chP ~rl:r"" 

• 

.' 

• 
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It should be acknowledged that no evidence yet exists which convincingly 

demonstrates that timely and specific remediation of a primary learning 

impairment will 1n its"~lf reduce or eliminate the incidence of juvenile 

delinquency, and it should be acknowledged that there is a far greater 
j 

effort manifest in the educational community to provide services consonant 
t 

with our growing data base and technological kno~lledge. But the depressing 

and inescapable conclusion is that (a) the gap between the moral, legal, and 

public cOITir.1tment to this effort and the implementation In the field, is still 

far too large, (b) the gap \lMWe larger as we advance to the secondary levels, 

and (cl the parallel picture of depressingly high recidivism among the 

adjudicated dl!linquents, artd the fall'out among 1 earnl ng di sabl ed &dol escents 

in the community, adds urgency to the task of informing, educating, mobilizing, 

and ser\'ing. 

H.R. 1137 is a vitally important and vita11y needed step in this 

direction • 
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Mr. A.NDREWS. Last is Dr. Gottlieb, I believl'. 

STATEMENT OF DR. MARVIN GOTTLIEB, DEPART:ra:ENT OF 
PEDIATRICS, UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 

Dr. GOTTI,lEB. I will not refer to my prepared statc;'Ilwltl, but I 
will just reflect for a moment on a problem as seen through the eye., 
of the phYslciJlll 01' pediatrician. I can only tell you that I am SOllll'

what app'al1ed by the fact that learning disabiliiy, nnfol'i1mat('ly, is 
not associated with a rash, because if it had been associated with a 
rash, we "wouldlun-e been yery cognizant of an epidemic that has hit 
our Kation. 

'Ye are talking about literally an army of some 2 to 3 million 
children who daily will he forced to compromise not only their edu
cational skills, but their total persona] iIlYolYement as well. '''' e are 
tulldng about a (li~order whidl has been labeled "im-isible," perhaps 
because of our (Jwn inadequacies profpssionally i)l hping alllp to 1'('c

ognize the visibility of this disorder. 
T\Te are talking about a condition "which takes young people "who 

want to achie,-e for mother and father, ,,,ho want to achieye for 
teacher, who want to achieve in the eyes of their peers, who want to 
experience something in the way of a snccess experience, but are 
neyer able to do so. 

As a result of these continual fl'llstl'lltions and pressures, they end 
np, unfortulllltely, in many instances as second rate C'itizenR. I haw 
heard today, dm:ing the past 6 OJ.' '7 hoUl's, lots of discussions about 
million.; of dollars being used in the rehabilitntion of children who 
might unfortunately have had a preyemable type of a disorder had 
it been detected enrly enough. 

I "ould conclude by a plea flS a pediatrician who is yery cognizant 
of my responsibility to treat not only rashes and diarrhea and rolir, 
but very much jnyohed ,yith the child's educational health because 
it affects his entire social and emotional cleyelopment as wel1, hy 
pledging to yon that with the proper resources, the proper awareness 
on the part of the public, the professional community will do their 
best in order to help these young people. 

Thank you. 
[The written statement of Dr. Marvin I. Gottlieb follows:] 

'''!. 

• 

.~ 
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A STAmOO IN SUPFORT OF: 
H,R, TI37 - TI£ NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING DlSABILlTlES AND 

IlELlNQLENCY PREVENTION Acr, SPONSORED BY CONGRESSI1:N 
CLAlIDE PEPPER, AUGUSTUS F, HAWKINS AND Ti1'1 RAILSBACK, 

APRIL 22, )377 

ffiESENTED BY: ~INI .• GOTTLIEB, M,D" PH,D" F,A,A,P, 
PROFESSOR· OF PEDIAlRICS 
CHIEF, SECTION OF DEVELOPMENTAL AND BEHAVIORAL PEDIATRICS 
DIRECTOR, CLINIC FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHIlDREN 
lHE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE CENTER FOR THE HEALlH SCIENCES 
DEPARm:NT OF PEDIATRICS 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 
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LEARNING DISABILITIES IS A VICIOUS CHRONIC HIINDICAPPING DISORDER OF 

CHILDHOOD Tf'lA.T w,y CU[}1INATE AS A PSYO-KlSOCIAL DISASTER FOR THE VICTIM AND 

AS AN OVERWI-E[}1It-ll FINANCIAL OBLIGATION FOR SOCIETY. THE LEARNING-DISABLED 

CHILD, IF NOT DETECTED EARLY AND PROVIDED WITH t£ANINGFUL REHllBlLITATION, 

WiLL WASTE INTELLECTl.L1\L POTENTIAL AND SOCIAL PRODUCTIVITY. ON BEHALF OF 

THE MILLIONS OF CHILDREN WHO ARE AFFLICTED WITH THIS DISORDER, A VOICE OF 

APPRECIATION TO CONGRESSMEN PEPPER, HAWKINS AND RAILSBACK FOR THEIR CONCERNS 

AND PIONEER EFFORTS TO II'PRO'/E THE QUALITY OF LIFE FOR THESE YOlJllG CITIZENS. 

TO BE PROVIDBl THIS OPPORTU-lITY TO SERVE AS AN ADVOCATE FOR SEVERAL 

MILLION CHILDREN IS A PROFESSIONAL HONOR THIIT I WILL TREASURE GREATLY. TO 

SERVE THESE CHILDREN BY PRESENTING THEIR CASE BEFORE SO DISTINGUISHED AN 

ASSEMBLY IS A RESPONSIBILITY THAT I FIND SQ"flIWIT AWESQ"E. I WILL TRY TO 

EFFECTIVELY REPRESENT THESE CHIlJ)REN, FOR THEIR CAUSE IS OF GREAT SIGNIFICANCE 

TO THE FUTURE OF OUR SOCIETY. 

MY PRESENTATlCl'l WILL NOT DWELL HEAVILY ON STATISTICS, IIHICH ATIESTS 

TO THE W,GNITLDE AND URGENCY OF THF. rSSUE BEING DISCUSSED. I FEEL CERTAIN 

THAT OTHt:RS PRESENTING TESTIMONY ARE BEITER VERSED AND /lORE CAPABLE OF 

REPORTING Cl'l CURRENT STATISTICAL DOCUMENTATIONS. I \\OULD HOWEVER LIKE TO 

SHI\RE WITH YOU THE IMPRESSla.lS AND FEELIt-llS OF A CONCERNED PHYSICIAN, A 

PEDIATRICIAN, WHO HOLDS WITH HIGH REGARD THE PHILOSOPHY THAT EDUCATIONAL 

HEALTH li. A !'fE)ICAL RESPONSIBILITY. COMPREHENSIVE HEALTH SERVICES FOR 

CHILDREN IMPLIES A TOTAL DEDICATION TO ALL OF A CHILD'S NEEDS, INCLLDING: 

EDUCATIONAL. BEHIIVIORAL, SOC IAL AND OOTiONAL DEVELOPMENT. 

• 

• 
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CONSERVATIVE ESTIMA.TES SOOGEST TWIT APPROXIMA.TELY ThO TO THREE MILLION 

CHILDREN, WITH AVERAGE OR BETTER THAN AVERAGI; INTELLIGENCE, HAVE LEARNING 

DIsABILITIES, IT IS RECOGNIZED THAT THESE CHIt..rnEN WILL EXPERIENCE DIFFICULTY 

IN THE CONVENTIONAL CLASSROOM AND WILL BE l.tWlLE TO lEAAN AT A RATE <AND 

QLlII.LITY) CCJM'1ENSrnATE WITH nl4T OF THEIR PEERS, THE NLMBERS OF CHILDREN 

J-lANDICIl,PPED BY DISORDERS OF LEARNn~ IMPLlES THAT WE ARE DEALING WITH A 

PROBLEM OF EPIDEMiC PROPORTIONS, THE LOSS OF EDUCATIONAL POTENTIAL IF 

MEASURED IN A Cl1'\Ui.ATIVE PERSPECTIVE, REPRESENTS A NATIONAL CRISIS·, THE 

REPROCUSSIONS OF LEARNING DISABILlTIES, WHICH EXTENDS FAR BEYOND THE CLASSROOM, 

FLRTHER ATTESTS TO THE CRITICAL NATURE OF THE DISORDER, THE COMPLICATIONS 

WHICH FESTER DURING THE SCHOOL YEARS, CAN ERUPT AS DEPRESSED INTELLECTLtAL, 

SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL DEVELOPMENT, DLRING ADOLESCENCE, THE COMPLICATIONS ARE 

OFTEN MANIFESTED AS rU,,'ISOCIAL ATTITUDES AND ACTIVITIES, IT IS APPARENT 

THAT THE CHILD IN "EDUCATIONAL JEOPARDy" IN ACTUALITY FACES A "TOTAL JEOPARDY", 

IN THE RELATIVELY BRIEF INTERVAL REQUIRED TO READ THIS TESTIMONY, MANY 

CHiLDREN WILL BE CQt'MITTING CRlf'ES AGAINST PERSON, PROPERTY AND THEMSELVES, 

IN MY CITY WE CAN ANTICIPATE OVER lOAX)) COMPLAINTS AGAINST JLNENILES EACH 

YEAR; IN THE NATION PROBABLY OVER A MILLION COMPLAINTS WILL BE REGISTERED. 

MANY, MANY t1'JRE JLNENILE CRIMES AND DISTURBANCES WILL REMA.IN UNREPORTED, IF 

CONVERTED INTO LOSS OF DOLLARS BY OUR SOCIETY, THE FIGURES hOULD BE STAGGERING, 

IF CONVERTED INTO LOSS OF HlWIN POTENTIAL, THE IMPACT hOULD BE ALARMING AND 

SHAMEFUL, ASSLMING TWIT A RELATIONSHIP EXISTS BEl1I'EEN LEARNING DISABILITIES 

AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, THWl THE CHALL8~GE IS ONE THAT WE CANNOT AFFORD TO 

IGNORE, HO\\EVER A NOTE OF OPTMISM IS TO BE SOUNDED BECAUSE IF THE RELATIONSHIP 

IS REAL THAN WE CAN BE THINKII-xl OF TERMS OF PREVENTION, THE PROBLEM OF THE 

LEARNING DISABLED CHILD BECMS A VERY PERSONAL ISSUE FOR ALL OF US, FOR IT 
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PROFOLMJLY lNFLlJENCES TI-E QUALITY OF OUR LIFE AND THE PROGRESS OF OUR SOCIETY. 

IN OUR EXPERIENCES OVER THE PAST SEVEN YEARS IN MEMPHIS, hE HAVE CM 
-

TO RECOGNIZE A PROFILE OF THE LEARNING DlSABLED CHILD THAT APPEARS TO BE 

UNIVERSAL IN CHARACTER. REGARDLESS OF CAUSE, THE LEARNING-DISABLED CHILD 

W NOT DETECTED DURING THE PRESCHOOL PERIOD. M-lEN FORWILLY CHALLENGED WITH 

THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS"," THE CHILD BEGiNS TO REVEAL M:AKNESSES IN HIS/HER 

ABILITY TO LEARN. THE REPEATED FAILURES AND FRUSTRATIONS ENCOUNTERED DURING 

THE SCHOOL YEARS ARE CCWOUNDED,AS BEHAVIORAL OVERLAYS FURTHER CLOUD THE IS!><JE. 

AS A CONSEQUENCE OF REPEATED PRESSURES AND FAILURES, THE CHILD IS VULNERABLE 

TO A VARIETY OF SELF-DEFEATING STRESSES \';HICH Mll.Y ULTiMll.TELY CAUSE PSYCHOSOCIAL 

DI STLRBANCES. 

THE TEIl,CI-ER Mll.Y BE CONFUSED BY THE CHilo's ERRATIC AcAoEMIC PERFORWINCES, 

TI-E DELAYS IN ACQUIRING BASIC EDUCATIONAL SKILLS AND THE BEHAVIORAL REACTIONS, 

BECAUSE THE CHILD APEARS TO HAVE AT LEAST AVERAGE INTELLECTl.lI>.L ABILITIES. THE 

PARADOX IS MISLEADING AND FREQUENTlY THE CHilo IS ~;I'SlABELED A';; "pooRLY 

M:lTlVATED" • PRESSURES BY THE TEACHER TO IMPROVE EDuCATIONAL PERFORMANCE ARE 

USI.ll\LLY OF LITTLE VALUE AND THE CHI LD PROGRESSIVELY FALLS FURTHER AND FURTHER 

BEHIND HIS CLASSMlITES. THE PARENTS ARE SIMILARLY CONFUSED AND FRUSTRATED. 

\';HEN BRlllES, DEPRIVATION OF PRIVILEGES, PUNIS~NTS AND "EXTRA woRK AFTER 

SCHOOL II FAILS TO ACHIEVE TIE DESiRED RESULTS, THEY w"y BEGI"N TO HAABOR .FEELINGS 

OF GUILT. 

THE CHILD, THE VICTm, IS DESTINED TO SUFFER THE ",OST. AS THE CHILD 

WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES FACES REPEATED FAILURES AND RI:JECTIONS, AS THE 

PRESSURES FROM PA~ENTS AND TEACHERS INCREASE, AS CLASSROOM EMBARASSMENTS AND 

• 

• 
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CONFUSIONS PERSIST THE STAGE IS 'SET FOR DEVELOPING A MYRIAD OF SELF-DEFEATING 

ATTITUDES. lJErERIORATING RELATIONSHIPS WITH TEACHER'; PARENTS AND PEERS W>.Y 

BE W>.NIFESTED AS FEELINGS OF ANXIETY, HOSTILITY, DEPRESSIQ'l, REJECTION AND 

PARTICULARLY POOR SELF-CQ'lCEPT. AS CONFIDENCE AND SELF-ESTEEM CONTINUE TO 

ERODE, ACTING our BEHAVIORS INCREASE. A VICIOUS CYCLE IS ESTABLISHED IN 
" . 

WHICH DEPRESSED lEARNING SKILLS AND BAD BEHWIORS AlX3MENT ONE ANCTHER. IF 

THE TEACHING APPROACHES ARE NOT !>PDIFIED AND THE EDUCATIONAL ENVIRiJN1'1ENT t¥JJE 

!>PRE pOSITIVE, THE GAP IlEThEEN pOTENTIALS AND ACHIEVEMENT WILL ~IIDEN 

DRAW>.TI CftU.Y. 

,. 

THE CHILD MP IS iJ'JABLE TO GAIN ATTENTION AND RECOGNITION IN THE CLASSRQ0'4 

OR HQ'-lE flAY SEEK THIS RECOGNITIQ'l BY AGGRESSIVE OR J-klSTILE ACTS ON THE STREET. 

THE CHILD \\l1O CANNOT ACHIEVE SU::CESS EXPERIENCES IN THE CLASSROOM OR AT !{)ME W>.Y 

SEEK HIS REWARDS BY A LESS ACCEPTABLE BEHAVIOR. PERf VIPS THE CHILD WHO HAS BEEN 

UNABLE TO lEARN A FORM OF ACCEPTABLE CG"MUNICATION VlITH HIS PEERS, TEACHERS AND 

PARENTS, I~ILL ADOPT A MJRE PHYSICAL AND ANTISOCIAL t-UHOD OF EXPRESSING HIMSELF. 

NO ONE ENJOYS BEING A PERPETUAL LOSER. CHiLDREN ARE NO EXCEPTION TO THIS RULE. 

TO CONTINI.l<\LLY BE A LOSER IN A SmlNG SUCH AS A CLASSROOM, IN WHICH YOtil PEERS 

OBSERVE YOUR LACK OF SUCCESS, IS EVEN I'~E PAINFUL. IT IS WITHIN THE CONTEXT 

OF POOR PERFORf'ANCE IN THE CLASSRDCt4 AND ITS SllB-'lEQ\JENT EFFECT ON FAMILY LIFE 

AND SOCiAL DEVELOPMENT THAT SEEDS OF JUVENILE DELINQLF..NCY ARE SPAIINED AND 

NURTURED. 

AS A PHYSICIAN CONCERNED WITH 'THE WELFARE OF CHILDREN, I AM ANXIOUS TO 
. " 

ASSIST THE CHILD WI'TH DISOP.DERS OF lEARNING: AS I WCXJLD TIiE CHILD WITH ANY 

CRIPPLING DISEASE. DISORDERS OF lEARNING ARE NO LESS A MF.DlCAL PROBLEM THAN 

THE OlALLENGES OF INFECTIOUS DISEASES, M:TABOL1C PROBLEMS OR CONGENITAL ANQY,~LIES • 
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11-E RESPONSIBILITIES F~ THE PHYSICIAN ARE IM'OSING, IN AS MlX:H AS HE IS THE 

FIRST PROFESSIONAL TO BE CHARGED \)11TH THE TOTAL CARE OF THE INFANT JIND CHILD, 

IT IS INClMlENT UPON THE PHYSICIAN TO THINK IN TERMS OF LEARNING DISORDERS AND 

11-EIR EARLY DETECTION, THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS HAS ADDRESSED 

ITSELF TO THIS COMITM:NT (SEE APPENDIX I: --.JL), RECENT SUGGESTIONS FOR 

RECERTIFICATION PROGRM-IS HAVE SIMILARLY STRESSED THE IMPORTANCE OF A 
. .. " .. - .' .... -

COM'ETENCY IN lEARNING DISABILITIES, SCHOOL HEALTH, BEHAVIORAL DISORDERS, AND 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY (SlOE APPENDIX J...J, 

PROBLEMS OF LEARNING JIND BEHAVIOR ARE RELAT.lVELY RECENT ADDITIONS TO 

THE CURRICULUM FOR MEDICAL STUDENT EDUCATION, DURING THE PAST DECADE WE 
" " 

HAVE WITNESSES A MJDIFICATION OF PEDIATRIC PRIORITIES IN hHICH CHRONIC 

HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS OF CHILDHOOD HAVE ASStJM:D MJRE SIGNIFICANT STATURE, 

IT IS WITHIN THIS SHIFTING OF PRIORITIES THAT LEARNING DISABILITIES HAS BECCH: 

AN IM'ORTANT ASPECT OF PEDIATRIC TRAINING PROGRAMS, AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 

TENNESSEE ceNTER FOR THE HEALTH SCIENCES/LE OONHEUR CHIlDREN'S HOSPITAL 

TRAINING PROGRAM IN PEDIATRICS, MEDICAL STUDENTS AND PEDIATRIC HOUSESTAFF ARE 

PROVIDED LECTURES, CONFERENCES AND CLINICAL EXPERIENCES FOCUSING ON THE 

LEARNl"NG-DisAsLED CHilo (SEE APPENDIX --..lL, ...-.L: -L, --.liJ, THERE IS 

AN EMPHASIS PLACED ON THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THESE HANDICAPS AND THE ENSUING 
, " 

BEHAVIORAL DISRUPTIONS, A MODEL TO PROVIDE INCREASED UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

LEARNING-DISABLED CHILD AND THE RESULTING BEtylVIORAL DISTURBANCES WAS 

oRGANIzeD ni MEMPHIS IN 1970, THE ;,pDEL HAS THREE MoijoR 0l3JECnVES~ TEACHING, 

SERVICE AND RESEARCH: AN EMPH4SI'S HAS BEEN PLACED oN THE ,-"MINING OF PHYSICIANS 

TO APPRECIATE THE NATrnE OF LEARNI"NG i)JsABILITI-ES: (SEE APPENDIX D, 
IN THe PERIoD FRO'! 1970 TO 197/, ArPROXI;¥.TELY 2:00 CHIlDREN HAVe HAn EXTENSIVE 

DIAGNOSTIC E.VN:uATIa.is-: AliQ-tIT fill VMIABLES ON eACH CHILD HAVe BEEN TABULATED 

• 

• 
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AND THE RESULTS ARE TO BE COMPUTERIZED. FROM THIS U'lIQLE AND EXTENSIVE DATA 

BASE, WE ARE I-k)PING TO GAIN INSIGHTS INfO TI£ HIGH RISK FACTORS, THE KEY 

DIAGNOSTIC FEATURES AND THE SCREENING DEVISES TO BETTER IMlERSTAND THE 
LEARNING-DISABLED AND BEHAVIORAI.-DlSTURBED CHILD. THE DATA BASE WILL ALSO 

PROVIDE A NEW SET OF CURIOSITIES THAT WiLL GENERATE ADDlTl~L RESEARCH 

INTERESTS. CONGRES~ PEPPER, HAWKINS ANn RAIl:'saACK'S pRoPOSAL HAS ALREADY 

STlM.JLATED JOINf RESEARCH INTERESTS AMONG SEVERAL INSTITUTIONS: lX'lIVERSITY 

OF TENNESSEE, I'EMPHIS SPEECH AND IiEARING CENTER AND I'EMPHIS STATE UHVERSITY. 

INVESTIGATORS FROM THESE INSTITUTIONS HAVE BEGlX'l TAKING AN EXTENSIVE LOOK AT 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LEARNING DISABILITIES AND BEHAVIORAL DISTUREANCES 

SUCH AS JUVENILE DELINQUENCY. 

THERE ARE MANY QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED, MIINY DlLEM'VlS TO BE RESOLVED, 

REGARDING THE LEARNING-DISABLED CHILD AND THE JUVENILE DELINQUENT. AREAS TO BE 

FURTHER EXPLORED INCLLDE: 

(1) A CCWREHENSIVE UNDERirANnI"NG OF THE lEAANl"NG-DlsABLED CHILD WHICH '. . ..... - ,.-. 
PROVIDES INSIGHTS INTO THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN NEUROLOGICAL, EDtr..ATlONAL, 

EM:lT1~L AND SOCIAL MIITURATION. 

THEY RELATE TO HIGH RISK FACTORS ENCOlNfERED DURING GESTATI~L LIFE AND EARLY 

CHILDHOOD. 

CRITERIA W"HCH ME THE BASIS FOR CLASSIFICATION OF LEARNING DISORDERS. 

(4) ASSESSIN:, THE THERAPEUTIC APPROACHES BEi"r.i:; liiI LI zED, TO DETERMINE 

THEIR EFFECTIVENESS: SIMIlARLY Cot.fiR(iVER~IAL rHE.~PEi.inc APPROAcHES NEED TO BE 
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EXPLORED AND THEIR VALUES CLARIFIED. 

(5) M:THODS OF niCREASING puBLIC AwARENESS - A PUBLIC EDUCATla-l PROGRJIJ'l -

TO CALL ATTENTIa-l TO THE NEED fOR INCREASED SERVICES. 

(6) TO DEVELOP BETrER LIMOS OF PROFESSIONAL CCX11JNICATION (PHYSICIANS, 

PSYCHOLOOISTS, TEACHERS, PARENTS ETC.) IN ORnER TO MAxiMIZE AN INTERDISCIPLINARY 

EFFORT. 

THESE ARE Bur A FEW OF THE CHALLENGES FAW-i:3 PROFESSIONALS IN AITEMPTING 
. . ... . 

TO RESOLVE 11iE RELATIONSHIPS BEThEEN LEARNING-DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE 

DELINQUENCY. 

H.R. 1J.37, AS SPct'lSORED BY THE HONORABLE CONGRESSMEN PEPPER, HAWKINS AND 

RAILSBACK IS A GIAffT STEP IN HELPING TO RESOLVE IWlY OF THE PROBLEM AREAS. 

THE BILL ADD.RESSES ITSELF DIRECTLY TO THESE ISSI£S AND PROVIDES AN OPPORTLtHTY 
~ . . 

FOR PROFESSIONALS AND PUBLIC TO SHARE IN A GREAT SERVICE TO SOCIETY. AS A 

PROFESSIa-lAL, I SEE IN THIS MUCH NEEDED LEGISLATIa-l AS: 

CD A NATIONAL FORI1'1 FOR THE CENTRALIZATIa-l AND DISSEMINATION OF 

CRITICAL INFORt-'ATIVE . Jll\TA, CONCERNING LEARNING DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE 

DELINQUENCY • 

(2) AN OPpORTUNITY FOR ENH6.NCING CcM.,UNICATION BE"TWEEN PROFESSHiNALS WiD 

MUST WORK COOPERATIVELY TO SOLVE PROBLEMS. 

(3) A cOoRnINATlOO OF EFFoRTS TO AuGMoo OUR FLtID OF KNO~UDGE REGARDING 

LEARNING DISABILITIES AND JUVENILE DELINQUENCY, TO HELP AVOID DUPLICATION Bur 

TO ENCOURAGE NEW CURIOSITIES ABOur THE PROBLEM. 

• 

• 
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(4) AN OPPORTLNITY TO CCWINl£ THE NATIONAL M::M:NTlJ.l REGARDING LEARNING 

DISORDERS AND BEHAVIORAL PROBLEMS, IND.SED A REKINDLING OF AN A~IAAENESS AND 

CONCERN ABOUT THESE PROBLEMS. 

(5) A t1:THOD OF FOCUSING NATI~ AffiNTION ON A SEVERE PROBLEM THAT 

TJ-REATENS OUR SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC PROORESS AND STABILITY. 

IN CONCLUSION, AS A VERY CONCERNED PHYSICIAN AND CITIZEN I HAVE AlTEMPTED 

TO APPROACH MY PRESENTATION IN A PROFESSIONAL A"W£)SPHERE. 1 \\QULD APPRECIATE . -
A FEW M:11::NTS OF YOUR TIf'1E TO REFLECT ON SOM: VERY PERSONAL FEELINGS I\'--IICH I . . . . 
HAVE CONCERNING THE lSSUE BEFORE US. 

. .. 
IN AS MUCH AS I REGARD LEARNING DISABILITIES AND SOCIAL WASTAGE AS ,AN 

URGENT PROBLEM OF NATIONAL I/-,,pORTANCE. I \\oULD HOPE THAT THESE TESTI~IES, 

AND THE DECISIONS TO BE WIDE, hOULD llilI. BE COMPROMISED BY: 

(1) PROLONGED DISCUSSIONS AND SE1WITIC ARGLMENTS ABOUT DEFINlTlONS OF 

LEARNING DISABILITIES. THe CHIlo IIHo H4S A DIFFICULT TIf'1E AT SCHOOL, REGARDLESS 

OF ETIOLOGY OR CLASSIFICATION SCHEM4, HAS POTENTIALS FOR DISTURBED AlTITUDES AND 
.- . 

BEHAVIORS. ALL CHILDREN WITH lI".PAIRED LEARNING ARE VULNERABLE TO SOCIAL 
.. 

ECON0I1IC AND OOTIONAL COMPLICATIONS. LET US FOCUS ON THE CHILD AND NOT ON 

HIS LABEL. 

(2) DELAY OR PROCRASTINATHlN OF ouR EFFORTS TO SUPPORT nilS LEGISLATION. 

A l'I£lNM:1ffi.M HAS BEEN GENERATED DURING THE PAST DECADE TO FOCUS ON THE LEARNING

DISABLED CHILD. ANYTHING SHORT OF QUICK AND SOLID SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSAL MIGHT 

GENERATE APATHY. NEEDLESS TO SAY FOR THE CHILDREN, AND THEIR FAMILIES ~n-o ARE 

so VITALLY INVOLVED, A St,NSE OF URGENCY PREVAILS AND LNNECESSARY DELAYS CAN BE 
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MEASURED IN LOSS OF HllWI POTENTIALS. 

(3) DECISIONS TrtA,T THE PROJECT I"S TOO COSTLY. THE COST IN LOSS OF 

HL.M<i.N POTEtfflAL CANNoT BE t-EASUREn: THE cOST IN SOCIAL REHABILITATION, !lI!W.GE TO 

PERSON, SELF AND PROPERTY ARE. i-1EASURABLE AND UNDERSCORES THE NEED FOR ACTION 

NOW. THE COST OF LOOKI~ FOR METHODS OF PREVENTION ARE DIFFICULT TO ESTlI>1ATE. 

THE COST OF REHABILITATION IS TERRIBLY DEf>1ANDING. CAN WE AFFORD TO ALLOCATE 

TEN THOUSAND OOLLARS EACH YEAR FOR THE CARE AND FEEDING OF OOE. ADULT PRISONER 

AND SPEND NO OOLLARS IN DEVELOPING PREVENTIVE PROCEDURES? PROCEDURES h1-lICH 

COULD HAVE SPARED AN INNOCENT CHILD A LIFE WHICH WOULD EVENTUALLY PLACE HIM 

BEHIND BARS. IF PREvErmON M:RE POSSII3LE BACK IN THE CHILD'S CLASSRroM, 

WOULD IT NOT HAVE BEEN MJRE ECONOMICAL TO HA.VE INVESTED OUR DOLLARS AT THAT 

TIME? 

(4) PLACIl\I3 THIS ISSUE WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF OTHER PROBLEMS REQUIRING 

LEGISLATIVE AND SOCIAL CONCERN. TO DILUTE THE PROBLEMS OF LEARNING DISABILITIES 

AND JlNENILE DELINQUENCY, BY INCORPORATION INTO OTHER ISSUES, DEEM'HASIZES TIE 

l"AGNITUDE OF THIS SUBJECT. THE l.EARNING-DiSABLED CHILD AND THE JlNENILE 

DELINQUENT IS A 11'HQUE PROBLE.", THAT REQUIRES A CONCEf1'iEll CCJtoMll'HTY AND 

PROFESSIONAL EFFORT. IT APPEARS TO STAND ALONE AS A CHlILLENGE TO BE RESOLVED. 

(5) TO SPeND TIME AND ENERGIES LOOKI·I\~ FOR ALTERNATE METHODS OF 

APPROACHI~ THE ISSUE. A NATIONAL CONFERi:NCE IS ONLY llliE. METHOD OF SOLVING 

PROBLEMS BUT IT IS A GOOD STA~T. IT IS OF PARTICULAR IMPORTANCE WITH 

LEARNING-DISABILITIES AND JLNENILE DELINQUENcY TO CREATE A FORLM FQ,~ 

CCM>1UNICATlON BEThEEN DlFi'EREl'<'T PROFESSIONALS. WE I>1AY NOT BE ABLE TO 

UNDERSTAND THE I.EARNING-DiSABLED CHILD UNTIL WE LEARN BETTER WAYS OF 

Ca«JNICATlNG WITH ONE ANO'!t!ER. 

• 
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(6) A NATIONAL CONFERENCE WILL FOCUS PUBLIC AND PROFESSIONAL 

AmNTION UPON A PROBLEM OF NATIONAL PRIORITY. Th'E END RESULT WILL I-PPEFLILLY 

BE TO CRE'ATE fW AOOSP'rlERE OF INTENSE INTEREST AND CONCERN. AIDING 

THE YOUTH OF OUR NATION IS A PROFESSIONAL CHALLENGE BlIT />'ORE SO A PUBLIC 

OBLIGATION. 

ONCE AGAIN MY SINCERE APPRECIATICI'I FOR THIS lIN I QUE OPPORTlINITY TO SERVE 

CHILDREN. I HOPE THAT MY CClo"MENTS IN SOME SWILL WAY WlY HELP TO IMPROVE THE 

QI.Jl\LITY OF THEIR LIFE AND THE PROGRESS OF OUR SOCIETY. THANK YOU • 



282 

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you . very much, all three of YOll, for being 
here and making yery fine statements. I assure you that this sub
committee will giw most serious consideration not only to "what yon 

'have said, but what you have recommended to us. 
Thank you very much for coming. 
I believe that this concludes our list of "witnesses. lYe "will now 

adjourn, and the subcommittee will meet again on Thursday in this 
1'00111 at 10 o'clock. Thank you for being with us. 

["Thereupon, at 4.:40 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon
vene Thursday, Apnl 28, 197'7.J 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record fo11o,,-s:] 

• 

• 



\ 
. ., 

~: 

• 

• 

283 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT 

STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE TOM RAILSBACK 
APRIL, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity 

to present my statement on legislation which I introduced and which is 

presently pendi~,';; before this Subcommittee. I am also aware that there 

is an adm,i.nistration bill that has been introduced by Chairman Andrews, 

and which is also pending before this Committee. In 1974, I was involved 

in the formulation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

and have worked in the area of juvenile delinquency since I was in the 

Illinois legislature. 

As you are aware, the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Assistance Program 

authorized under Titles II and III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Act of 1974 is due to expire September 30, 1977. Briefly, Title II established 

a major grant program fOI' activities aimed at the prevention of juvenile 

crime and the improvement of the juvenile justice system which is 

administered by the office of Juvenil e Justice and Del inquency Prevention 

within the Depal'tment of the Department of Justice's Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEM). My bill provides for a five year extension of this 

program with a funding level of $150 million for FY 78 and increasing to 

$250 million for FY 82, The administration's legislation provided only for 

a three year ~e~tension at a funding level of $75 mill ion, and "such sums as 

necessary" for FY 79 and FY 80. This funding level is far too "iow and 

inadequate to meet the problem of juvenile delinquency . 

89-699 0 - 77 - 19 
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This issue of juvenile delinquency is a very real national problem. 

According to F.B.I. crime index figures, over 2,078,459 juveniles under 

the age of 18 were arrested in 1975. Crimes committed by young people 

under the age of 25 cost the nation over $15 billion annually. This 

is 75 percent of the annual national cost of crime. 

Another concern is what happens to the juveniles who are arrested. 

The Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and the Administration 

of Justice, on which I am the ranking minority member, has jurisdiction 

over the Federal prisons. During the last five years, I have visited 

and talked with many administrators, correctional officers, and ~nmates. 

While I am talking primarilY about adult correctional institutions: 

many juveniles are confined to these places. At the present time we do 

not even have accurate figures on juveniles in adult institutions. 

It has been estimated that the number of young people in these jails is 

b>!tween 100,000 to 500,000. Last year in Federal prisons alone there l.ere 

over 20 homicides and it is estimated that over half of all Federal inmates 

were sexually assaulted. I am quite sure these figures would be much 

higher in our state prisons. We ali know, and so do our children, that 

they are prime prey for assault and physical abuse in adult facilities. 

Our prisons are also considered to be excellent training schools 

in crime. The rehabilitation programs have not been successful. 

It should not be a surprise when figures show that three out of every 

four juvenile offenders who are committed will commit subsequent crimes. 

1 certainly think that this is one of the saddest indictments of our 

criminal justice system. It is particulary sad when one realizes that 

often the juveniles committed are "status offenders." Had they been 

• 

• 
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18 their actions would not have been a crime. OVer 25% of 

juveniles being detained are status offenders. In other words, many 

are runaways or tru,ants. 

In doing research for a recent speech, I was amazed at the lack of 

information we have available on the institutionalization of juveniles. 

We have the information on how many crimes juveniles commit and the 

cost to this country. But, we do not know how many juveniles are in 

adult institutions, and whether they are separated from adults. 

We do not even know how many juvenile institutions we have in this 

nation and where they are located. 

In other words, we are quick to place blame on juveniles but 

slow to learn when we have failed to make an)' headway in correcting 

the problem. If I have learned anything in my experiences with prison 

reform and the juvenile justice system, it is that progress sometimes 

comes slow and must sometimes be measured in millimeters. But, 

do feel that we are making headway. 

The Juvenile Justice Act provides that "status offenders" must be 

removed from juvenile detention or correctional facilities and placed in 

sheltered facilities. The Act also states that juveniles confined in any 

institution cannot have any regular contact with adult inmates. These are 

two important steps in improving the juvenile justice system and I am hopeful 

that compl iance will be met this fall. It is important that Title II funds 

be continued so that the programs and research in the area of juvenile 

delinquency can be continued, It is equally important that Title .III which 

provides funds for runaways and other homeless youths be continued. Such 

shelters act to keep youths from the horrible experiences of jails and 

also provide the first step in returning home. I cannot stress enough the 

need for the continuation of these programs. 

Thank you . 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON LEARNING OISABILITIES 
STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE TOM RAILSBACK 

APRIL, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity 

to briefly address the Committee in support of H.R. 1137, the National 

Conference on Learning Oisabi1ities and Juvenile Delinquency. This 

bill ~Ias introduced by my colleague Claude Pepper and Congressman Hawkins 

and I are Prime Sponsors of this legislation. 

The area of learning disabilities is one we know exists. Yet, it is a 

problem about which we have little knowledge or with which we have not become involved. 

In speaking with teachers in Il1Y district, I find that there are many definitions 

for learning disabilities. Some teachers and educators include those who have 

normal intelligence but cannot read. Others include those with mental retardatior. 

and motor function problems. We do know, however, that many of our children have 

thi s problem. 

One issue I am very interested in is that of juvenile delinquency. 

Studies show that there is a definite relationship between the success 

of an individual in school and juvenile delinquency. Our society places 

a great deal of emphasis on the importance of school and a good education. 

Inability to achieve even average grades or success in school is an extremely 

frustrating experience. Also, the lack of a high school diploma also means 

the lack of a good job. It is not surprising that these unsuccessful stUdents 

will develop anti socia 1 tendenci es. In a study done in Colorado, stati sti cs 

showed thatgO.4 percent of juvenile delinquents had a learning disability. 

I am sure that if our Federal and state institutions were surveyed we would 

find that over 50 percent of the inmates had not completed high school. 

,... 
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1 was pleased when my state. Illinois, passed a special euucatioo bill 

in 1965. This bill classifies fourteen learning disabilities and mandates 

that the school district must provide services to these students. This 

has not solved the problem. but I feel that this is an effective start 

and of course there are f;lany other students with these problems in many 

other states. 

This bill will provide for state and a national conferences on the 

problem of learning disabilities. The conferences will assess the 

progress that has been made and develop a plan to coordinate cooperation 

between professionals and agencies along with making recommendations on 

programs to assist the learning disabled. These conferences. 1 also feel. will 

help to make the public aware of this problem . 

I again wou)d like to thank the committee fQr the opportunity to present 

this statement and would again like to urge a favorable report on this 

legislation. 

Thank you • 
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DON YOUNG 
CONGR£Sstu.H FOR ALL AUsK.\ 

CCMMITTttS: 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR 

AFFAIRS 
MERCHANT MARINE AND 

FISHERIES 

QCon!lre~~ of tbe Wnfteb ~tate5 
1L}oll9'e of l\epre9'entlltibe9' 

U1l111bfnntoll,3D.\!:. 20516 

April 7, 1977 

Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic 

Opportunity 
320 CROB 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

I am aware that your Subcommittee will begin 
hearings on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act on April 22, and I wanted to request 
your consideration of two points that I feel ~re 
important in order for Alaska to continue to par
ticipate in the program. 

Rections 223 (12) and (13) of the Act require 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 
IZiD LoNGWORnt BUILCIHG 
TatPHOHE 2OZ/Z1S-571i5 

DISTRICT OFflCES 
tl5 U.S, FEDERAL BUILOINQ 
ANCHoRAr.E, ALAs!U. 99stJI 

TREPHOHE9rJ7/El9.'S37 

::Ol U.s. FEDERAL BUILDING 
FAIRBANKS, ALA$KA U701 

TELUHOHt9D1/4S6-6949 

that participating states ensure that status offenders 
be deinstitutionalized and juveniles are not held 
with adults in detention facilities within a two year 
time-frame. 

Due to physical and financial limitations, Alaska 
cannot respond to these mandates in all areas of the 
State within the limited time. As you well know, Alaska's 
small population spread across its vast geograph presents 
unique problems in making equitable services available 
to all areas of the State. 

In many areas, shelter alternatives for status 
offenders who cannot be returned to their homes are 
presently non-~xistent; and, where they do exist, they 
are not geared to handling children who may be out of 
control from alcohol abuse. providing one of these 
shelters facilities in Alaska easily equals the State's 

. ' 
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yearly allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act funds. 

The Division of Corrections estimates it will cost 
at least $100,000 to modify one state facility for the 
separation of juveniles and adults. At least five 
other facilities are in need of this kind of modification, 
and there are any number of small facilities under local 
jurisdiction in remote areas that are out of compliance. 

In order for Alaska to continue to participate in the 
juvenile justice program, amendments to this Act during 
its re-authorization must: 

1) Permit states to proceed with the implementation 
of the Acts major objectives at a pace that is 
appropriate for each state and: 

2) Permit states to expend allocated funds to 
effect the implementation of sections 223 (12) 
and (13) on the basis of local needs rather than 
federal requirements. 

The need to provide services to youth and equitable 
juvenile justice throughout Alaska is critical. I urge 
your assistance in making this Act viable for juveniles 
in all states, those that do not have the financial 
capabilities for immediate compliance as well as those 
that do. Historically Alaska's statutes have supported 
the philosophy and intent of the Juvenile Justice 
Delinquency and Prevention Act, and it is my hope that 
the Act will be amended to permit our continued participation. 

sin;yelY, 

D~ 
Congressman for all Alaska 

DY:pm 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET IYO')? 1 '177 

WASHINGTON. D,C. 20503 

Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education 

and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

!l?R 2 i) 1971 

This is in response to your request of April 11, 1977 for 
the Director's comments on H.R. 6111, the "Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977." 

This legislation was proposed by the Department of Justice 
in keeping with the Administration's commitment to reduce 
juvenile delinquency in the United States and improve -the 
criminal justice system's overall response to this problem. 
Therefore, enactment of H.R. 6111 would be consistent with 
the Administration's objectives and we urge its early 
enactment. 

Sincerely, 

~n,.~ 
/::~~~L~~LFrey / 

Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 
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Governor Otis R. Bowen, Indiana -- Chairman 
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The National Governors' Conference strongly supports extension of the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We believe that this legiala-

tion has Significantly assisted state and local governments deal with one of 

our country's most pressing social problems, juvenile crime and juvenile 

justice. Because criminal justice and law enforcement are larllely state an:! 

local issues, the Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention Act cannot, of it-

self, eliminate juvenile crime. However, it has proved a crucial tool for state 

and local government in helping them in their efforts to bring juvenile crime 

rates under control. 

The National Governors' Conference supp<>rted the Act's FY 77 funding level 

and it believes that FY 78 funding should be at least $75 million as requested by 

the Adminis tratien. Accordingly, we believe that in addition to extending the 

program for three years Congress should assure that its authorization level is 

high enough to accommodate at least a $75 million funding level for FY 78, and 

necessary in~reases for subsequent fiscal years. In that respect, the raauthori-

zation language in HR 6111 seems appropriate because it acknowledges that Congress 

must set funding levels for subsequent fiscal years basel on the program needs at 

that time. We do suggest, howev'ar, that the FY 78 authorization level should be 

increased to $100 million to allow the Administration to seek a supplemental 

appropriation, if it chooses. 

In too many cases program authorization levels have had little relationship 

to actual appropriations. They have too often served as artificial program ceilings 

Congress never inteo<led matching. With the passage of the Budget Control Act, 

Congress now sets individual program funding levels as parts of larger general 

funding categories, thus making individual program funding part of a more rational 

overall scheme. In this context, HR 6111' s proposed new Sec.26l(a) would allow 

Congress th" flexibility to determine necessary funding levels without raising 

expectations by setting unrealistic authorization levels. 

.* 
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This provision pIeces a special responsibility on the au~horizing 

cormnittees, however. They have an obligation to conduct ongoing oversight of 

the program to better enab).e them to make specific and meaningful recommenda

tions to both the Budget and Appropriation Committees early in each congressional 

session. A failure to express their views would be an abdIcation of substantive 

legislative responsIbility to funding committees which do not possess the same 

measure of program expertise. We trust that it is the intention of this subcol!!

mittee to conduct such oversighta 

Of equal concern to the Governors is the fact that one fifth of the States 

do not now participate in the program. In prior years that figure has been even 

higher, which inaicates that the program's impact has not been as widespread as 

we would hope. The reasons for nonparticipation largely center on Section 223(a) 

(12) and (13) which require deinstitutionalization of status offenders and separ

ation of adult and juvenile offenders in corrections facilities, respectively. 

Several States may philosophically disagree with the concept of deinstitutionaliz

ation; they may believe that so-called status offences are appropriate and that 

existing state law sh~uld not be changed in order to ~e eligible for funding under 

this Act. That is a matter for each Stats to decide. But for those States which 

may agree to comply but which find that the two year compliance period is too 

rigarous, Some accommodation should be made. In this respect, we believe that the 

proposal. in HR 6111 which allows States greater flexibility to comply with 223(,,) 

(12) is an improvement. Those States which philosophically disagree with the 

requirement may continue to do SQ. However, for those Statec which are attempting 

to comply with 223(a) (12) but have foup.d it impossible to do so within the prescribed 

two year period, it is appropriate that the Administrator I,ave the flexibility to 

extend the complianc~ pt:!:i.od for a reasonable pedod of time. We suggest that Duch 

a proviSion authorize the Administrator to allow a State three rather than two years 

to comply with the provision, plus an additional two years if the Stat:e is making 
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a diligent effort to attain the goal of deinstitutionalization and can demonstrate 

significant progress in me<!ting that goal. 

The same argument ahould apply to the separation requirements of 223(a) (13) 

for States which find it impossible to give immediate as/iurance of compliance but 

~J~::t:ch ca.n do so if given a reasonable extension of time. We suggest that the same 

discretion provision apply to 223 (a) (13) as would apply to 223 (a) (12) . 

We would add a caveat here. Questions are being raised among many juvenile 

officials whether the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is becoming 

a status offendee !dW. By that we mean that in attempting to comply with 223(a) (12) 

with its high artendant costs, States are being diverted from other worthwhile 

delinquency prevention efforts. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to carefully 

examine this issue as part of its oversight function. 

We urge that the work of the Office of Juvenile Jus tice and Delir1quency • Prevention be more closely coordinated with the work of LEAA, in which it is housed. 

The "maintenance of effort" provision in Sec.520(b) of the Crime Control Act assures 

that nearly twenty per cent of the Crime Control Ace funds are spent for juvenile 

delinquency prevention. That effort should be closely coordinated with the work of 

the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Unfortunately, it is 

the experience of many that such coordination is often lacking. This will assure 

that available resources are used to the best advantage. A strengthening and upgrad-

ing of the head of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention would 

help to bring this about. 

We elso urge the Agency to coordinate its discretionary grant efforts more 

closely with the States. The delinquency pr1>vention efforts of the Crime Control 

Act should mesh with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to promote 

a comprehensive juvenile justice program at the state and local level. 

Compared with many other federal programs, the funding level for the Juvenile 
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Justice and Delin'luency Prevention Act remains relatively small. Nonetheless, 

this program confronts and deals with one of the mosl: critical social issues 

facing American today. We support the program and we support its purpose. We 

urge Congress to move rapidly to reauthorize this valuable program and to appro-

priate sufficiE!Iltfunds to allow federal, state and local juvenile justice 

agencies to carry out its directives. 

• 

.' 



--------------

296 

NAnONAL LEAGUE OF cmES UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 

STATEMENT 

., 
,"' . 

On :gehalf Of 

i!" 

THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES 

AND 

THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF J.lAYORS 

• 
Before The 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

of the 

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

April 27, 1977 

1620 Eye Street, N.W .. Washington D. C. 20006/202-293-7300 
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The National League of cities and the United States 

Conference of Mayors appreciate the opportunity to comment 

on bills to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act of 1974. Our remarks are directed both to 

S. 1021 and H.R. 6111. 

Juvenile crime f~gures continue to escalate at an alarming 

rate. Combined with t~e idleness created by diminished job 

opportunities for our younger people, this trend seems destined 

to be with us for a long time. When the Juvenile Justice Act 

was signed into law in the fall of 1974, it showed great promise 

as an instrument to assist local governments in their fight 

against juvenile crime and delinquency. It proposed progressive 

steps to insure that young delinquents would not develop into 

chronic adult offenders. Provisions requiring the deinstitution

alization of status offenders and the separation of adults and 

juveniles in detention facilities were consistent with policies 

adopted by NLC and USCM. Opportunities fOk local government 

to develop community-based programs for juveniles were welcomed. 

It is with some reluctance then, that we must conclude that the 

federal juvenile delinquency effort has not, in our judgment, 

fulfilled its promise. 

In Optober 1976, we surveyed some large city criminal 

justice planners and officials to discover the extent of their 

input into the state planning process for programs administered 

by the LEAA Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP). We found that only one-third of 39 large cities with 

populations over 250,000 surveyed had received any funds from 
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any portion of the program. Ten cities had been denied plan

ning involvement ~ecause of decisions by their state planning 

agencies (SPAs) not to participate. 

The questions asked in the survey were similar to those 

included in a survey taken in January of 1976, immediately after 

first year plans under the Juvenile Justice Act were due from 

the SPAs. While improvements occurred between the t,~o survey 

periods, many of ·the problem areas identified in the earlier 

survey continued to be noted by respondents. 

Under the Juvenile Justice Act, SPAs are required to seek 

the "active consultation and participation" of local governments 

in developing statewide juvenile justice plans. This local 

planning input has not been present. Of the 29 cities in parti

cipating states, 21 percent had never been contacted by their 

SPAs about plan lnput. While this is an improvement over last 

January when 43 percent reported no input, it remains dismally 

lm~. Only 31 percent reported frequent contact. 

To determine whether large city planners believed their 

input to be adequate, the survey asked respondents if they felt 

they had been "actively consulted" abo'~t plan development. 

Thirty-one percent replied "yes," 45 percent "no," and 24 percent 

were unsure. 

In addition to mandating "active consultation and partici

pation" of local governments, the law also requires that the 

state juvenile justice plan indicate that the "chief e>.:ecutive 

officer of local government" has designated that planning 

responsibility to a local agency. Planners \~ere asked if their 

mayors or city managers had been invited or directed by the SPA 

.' 
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to meet this requirement. Only 25 percent responded in the 

affirmative. In one state it was reported that the SPA had 

defined the regional planning unit (RPU) as "local government" 

and designated the RPU director as the local chief executive. 

This clearly violates the spirit and letter of the Act. 

Another way to guage large city planning participation in 

the Juvenile Justice Act is to assess what resources have been 

made available to them for that purpose. Under the Act, states 

are permitted to retain 15 percent of their total Juvenile 

Justice Act allotment for planning purposes. However, the Act 

stipulates that the "State shall make available needed funds for 

planning and administration to local governments within the 

State on an equitable basis." Planners were asked if they had 

received any planning funds. Only three of the 29 respondents 

had received planning money by October of 1976. 

Criminal justice personnel were also asked if their cities 

had received any money from any segment of the Juvenile Justice 

Act, including planning, special emphasis, and formula funds. 

Sixty-seven percent indicated that they had not. Thus, after 

three years of implementat;.on, the Act has not had any substantial 

impact at the local level. 

Obviously, ,the level of appropriations for juvenile justice 

and delinquency prevention programs has contributed significantly 

to its ineffectiveness. Recognizing the reality, however, that 

it is unlikely the Congress or the Administration will dramtica11y 

increase spending for OJJDP, we suggest a reallocation of funds 

to provide more money for action programs. 

89-699 0 - 77 - 20 
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In the belief that planning and administration for 

juvenile justice can be combined Idth general criminal justice 

planning, we are willing to sacrifice our small share of these 

funds so that more action dollars are available. SPAs and 

regional and local criminal justice planning units were develop

ing plans for the expenditure of regular LEAA funds on juvenile 

justice programs prior to the passage of the Juvenile Justice 

Act. They can continue this process. In fact, an amendment to 

the Crime Control Act of 1973 required that states develop com-

prehensive plans for juvenile justice in order to receive LEAA 

approval for the overall criminal justice plan. <:rherefore '~e 

recommend that in light of the limited funds available, the 

law be amended to disallow the use of any portion of the formula 

grant for planning and administration. 

Current law provides that not less than 25 percent nor more 

than 50 percent of the funds allocated under Part B--Federal 

Assistance for State and Local Programs--shall be available 

only for special emphasis gran~s from the Administration. We 

propose reducing this to 15 percent and 25 percent, respectively. 

This would free up more funds for state and local government to 

expend on juvenile crime and delinquency programs. 

Still another method to stretch the juvenile justice and 

delinquency prevention dollars is to better link federal programs 

at the local level. While the federal coordinating council 

mechanism is probably sufficient for achieving coordination 

among programs operated by various federal agencies, work needs 

to be done in the cities and counties to insure that coordination 

exists at all levels of government. For example, financial 

• 
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incentives could be provided to local governments which link 

diversion and other community-based programs to the youth 

employment programs contemplated under the proposed new CETA 

Title VIII. The incentive might be the abolition of cash match 

for local projects which use two or more federal programs to 

provide services to delinquent youth. 

Turning to H.R. 6111, specifically, we believe that the 

amendments in the House bill are basically sound. However, the 

relaxation of the status offender deinstitutionalization require

ment should, in no way, reflect an intent on the part of Congress 

to abandon this goal. We would also urge an increase in the 

authorization level from $75 million to $150 million for FY 78. 

To summarize, the National League of Cities and the united 

states Conference of Mayors recommends that the House Subcommittee 

on Economic Opportunities consider tne following points in 

reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act; 

• Eliminatiun of juvenile justice funds for 

state planning and administration. 

• Reduction percentage allocations for special 

emphasis grants. 

• Provision of financial incentives to local 

governments which link two or more federal 

youth service programs. 

• Use of caution in relaxing the requirement 

that status offenders be institutionalized. 

****** 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 
CONTINENTAL PLAZA • 411 HACKENSACK AVENUE. HACKENSACK, N. J.07601 • I20U 488.0400 

April 25, 1977 

Nr. William F. Causey, Counsel 
Subconmrl. ttee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Nr. Causey: 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on H.R. 6111 currently pending before 
the SubcOJlBni ttee on Economic Opportunity. The extension and 
amendment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974 is of great concern to NCCD. I \. 
The attached has been prepared for submission to tile Subcolrnnittee • 
Due to the brief notification, I have touched only on the issues 
of major concern to NCCD. Please feel free to request further 
infOrrnationcrrationa1e as needed. 

S~ere1Y, I, 

/l~ . .-.---... . , . , a1 \UUtl\ 'I" 1LQia. /1 ..... 

/~~j Gwen Ing;;~ IJ 
~jdiith Services 

GI/erk 

Encl. 

OFFICES IN; CALIFORNIA. GEORGIA. HAWAII II INDIANA. MICHIGAN. NEW JERSEY II NeW MEXICO. NEW 
YORI( CITY. OHIO. OKLAHOMA. TEXAS. WASHINGTON, O. C •• RESEARCH CENTER; DAVIS, CALIFORNIA 
NATIONAL CENTER FOR YOUTH OEVElOPMENT: HACKENSACK, NEW JERSEY. VIp· ROYAL OAK, MICHIGAN 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CIID IE NID DELINQUENCY 

SUBNITI'ED TO TIlE 
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APRIL 25, 1977 
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Since its passage, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency has 

followed the implementation and progress of the Juvenile Justice and Delin

quency Prevention Act of 1974 with concern and ~terest. We believe the 

JJDP Act is a definite step forward in the provision of humane and appro

priate services to youth coming in contact with the law. We appreciate 

this opportunity to submit our thoughts on the extension and amendment 

of the JJDP Act to the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity. 

We urgently support the extension of the Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Nationwide participation in the 

deinstitutionalization of status offenders has acquainted NCCD with the 

impressive progress of mallY states. South Carolina has moved 50% of 

incarcerated status offenders into community placement in less than one 

year. Connecticut will reach full compliance (removal of all status offenders 

from institutions) within a feW months. Under Act 509, Arkansas mandates 

the deinstitutionalization of all status offenders. Utah has passed into 

law H.B. 340 which docriminalizes runa\iays and "ungovernables." Such 

effective action would not have been possible without the stimulus of the 

QJJl1P Act. States considering or initiating compliance efforts need the 

long-tem assurance and financial support outlined in H.R. 6lll. 

While l'18Ily advocacy agents express concern over the amended time of 

compliance, NCCD is more concerned over the urgency of extension. The 

transitions, outlined in the JJDP Act, take time. As the progress of 

states achieving compliance is shared with those in non-compliance, many 

of the present doubts a.TJ.d suspicions should be alleviated. We urge that 

• 
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the amended bill all0l4 the flexibility needed for all states to eventually 

come into compliance. 

Unfortunately rnaily states feel time is needed to build community 

residential facilities for status offenders. Such thinking threatens a 

new system with old myths. Development of a community system of jncar

cerative facilities is ~ the purpose of this Ar:.t. Current facts show 

that the same abuses occurring in state institu.tions are easily duplicated 

in private comnunity facilities. The Act was originally designed to pro

mote the provision of supportive services, not residential facilities, to 

youth in a community setting. We tmderstand the proposed amendment of 

Part B-Section 223(a) (12) as clarifying this point by allowing other 

community placement than residential. It is tmfortunate that the term 

"shelter" has been misinterpreted to mean a long-term residential facility • 

Nr..cn urges strict standards to guarantee the use of "short-term' nonsecure 

residential facilities only when needed. Major emphasis should be on the 

development of support services designed to maintain the majority of 

offenders in a "natural" home setting. Besides being more cost effective, 

this suggestion allows existing agencies to expand their capacity to 

serve this population. 

Consistent ldth the above suggestion, Necn supports foster homes as 

alternative placement only lihen ''natural'' homes are inadvisable. Mr. Peter 

Edelman, Director of the New York State Division for Youth, supports the 

belief that the potential for foster homes has not yet been tapped. In 

remarks before the February meeting of the Ne14 York Coalition for Juvenile 
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Justice and Youth Services; he said: 

"There are 100 new family foster care slots. By the way, I 
want to stress that ironir.ally, or tUlpredictably, getting new 
foster families has been the easiest thing to do. There is a 
mythology out there that says people don't want to take care 
of difficult adolescents." 

An innovative program by the Florida Division of Youth Services has utilized 

the same principle of horne placeme(t by recruiting voltUlteer foster homes. 

850 voltUlteer foster homes handle the placement of status offenders at less 

than one-sixth the expense of traditional detention. 

The clause providing assistance to private nonprofit organizations 

at up to 100% of the approved cost of any assisted progra"l is appropriate. 

However, we ,,'Ould be remiss if we did not remind the Subcommittee that the 

same level of match to the private nonprofit sector was possible tUlder the 

'74 Act, but denied by the LEAA administration. FotUldations and corporate 

supporters perceive juvenile justice and delinquency prevention as well

supported by federal monies and have allocated contributions to other areas 

of social concern. This misconception has greatly hindered ftUldraising 

efforts. This should not lead to a federal misconception that private non

profit organizations are in any way lacking in concern or ability. 

The allocation of monies to provide staff for the Advisory Committee 

is long overdue. Activities and efforts have been greatly hindered due to 

a lack of staff. It is unfortunate that such valuable time has been lost 

in the utilization of this Cormittee. The potential of the Advisory 

Committee cannot be realized tUltil such staff is provided. 

NCCD supports an authorization of $75 million for the first fiscal 

year. We suggest the development of strict standards to guarantee the 

major use of such ftUlds for the provision of support services to status 

I 
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offenders li.ving in "natural" or foster homes. Caution should be taken 

that the dispersement of such funds not duplicate the services of other 

federal efforts. For example, monitoring standards should assure that 

new programs in delinquency prevention represent an agency expansion of 

capacity to serlre those in danger of delinquency. 

Due to the time limitations imposed by your notification, the National 

Council on Crime and Delinquency h:ls outlined its major concerns related 

to 'P1'esent hnplementation and pending amendments to the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention k:t of 1974. 'The Subcommittee on Economic 

Opporttmity has a great responsibility before it. 'The spirit of this law 

was to: 1) deinstitutionalize those juveniles whose behavior had never 

warranted an incarcerative atmosphere; 2) to develop the capadty of 

existing agencies in ~~e community to better serve this population of 

youth; 3) to promote collaboration among and between federal, public end 

private agencies concerned with. youth in danger of delinquency; and 4) to 

move this nation tOl~ard a more humane and appropriate delivery of services 

tn youth reacting to family, school and social problems. 

'Thank you for this opportuIli ty to express our thoughts a:.L :oncerns 

to the Subconnni ttee on EconD1'1ic Opporttmi ty. The National Council on 

Crime and Delinquency is willing to help the Subcommittee in any way 

consistent with our philosophy and policy stands • 
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the notional cooiition for CH I LD REN'S JUS TI CE 
66 WUhersptlon ,5treet • Prlnatton, N. J. 08540 • 609·924.0902 

el3 Nollcnal Preu Sulldlll; • Wathlngton, D. C. 20045 • 202·347.7319 

William Cllusey, Counsel 
House Subcommittee on 
Economic Opportunity 
320 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear ),jr. Causey: 

April 25, 1977 

On behalf of the Coalition, I would like to th'mk you 
for the opportunity to comment on legislation -to extend and 
amenu the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974. 

Throughout the past year, coalition staff have been working 
closely with administrators of juvenile corrections programs in a 
number of sta-ces. We have seen first hand the posi ti ve impact the 
Act's deinstitutionalization requirement has had on state juvenile 
justice systems. Even states such as California that opposed the 

Board 0' Trust ... 

G~orge Gallup, Jr. 
Chairman 

Or. Ruth love, Ph.D. 
Vrte Chairman 

)c$eph H. Rodriguez 
Secretory 

J. Edward Meyer III 
Treasurer 

Han. Julian Bond 
Hon. Mllllcon! n.nwld. 
Rosey Grier 
Mathilde !Crlm. Ph.D . 
Korl Mennlnaer. M.D. 
lUC'1 Jorv1s 
Stvds Terkel 
KenneTh Wooden 

time limit for releasing noncriminal children from penal institutions 
contained in the 1974 Act have, once they set their minds to it, made 
astonishing progress. Ninety-two percent of all California's status 
offender children will be out from behind bars by the end of the yaar. 
Officials from that state and many others, including Virginia, Florida, 
New York, Iowa, Minnesota, and Maryland have used the Federal requirements 
as a lever to pry loose funds from th.ir own state legislatures for the 
establishment of alternative, community-based facilities to serve status 
offender youth. We hope that Congress, as it con"iders changing the 
deinstitutionalization requirement, keeps in mind the rapid progress 
that has been made in numerous states over the past two years, even in 
the face of lowered appropriations. Instead of watering down t.his 
important section of the Act, consideration should be given to increasing 
formula grant f'mds so that the fifty states can complete the process 
of deinstitutionalization successfully. 

We are grateful for Congressman Andrews I interest in and concern 
for the nation's troubled children and are confident that he and the 
other members of the Subcommittee will do their best to ensure a bright 
!J1d productive future for t;'em. 

with best wishes, 

/~t:::: Kathleen Lyons 
Washington Rep esentative 
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The National Coalition for Children' s Justice is grateful for the 

opportunity to comment on legislation reauthorizing the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. We approach this legisla"lon 

from the point of view of an advocacy organization, concerned with the rights 

and treatment of institutionalized youth. 

Although implementation of theAct under the previous Administration got 

off to a slow start, the Coalition feels strongly that it carries great 

potential for reducing juvenile crime and developing alt"rnatives to massive 

scale incarceration of troubled youngsters. Since the£Act was passed in 1974, 

efforts underway in many states to overhaul outdated juvenile codes and modernize 

the juvenile court system have picked up considerably. This is no accident. 

We urge Congress as . it considers amending the Act this year not to lose sight 

of its tremendous value as a spur to states and communities across the country 

to develop effective and humane programs for troubled youth. Existing momentum 

must not be lost; rather, we urge that the precepts set down in the.·~~74'Juvenile 

Justice.andDelinquency Prevention Act be reaffirmed and strengthened. 

The Coalition supports amendments contained in both a.H. 6111 and S. 1021 

to strengthen the office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention within 

LEAA and to give the Assistant Administrator clear authority over all LEAA-funded 

delinquency prevention programs. Ne also endorse efforts to beef up the Federal 

and stata juvenile justice advisory boards and believe the proposal contained 

inR.R.6Ul. to require membership of advisory board representatives on state 

criminal justice..planning boards as well, should receive serious consideration, 

Part B, the formula grant section of the Act, is the heart of the, Federal 

initiative to improve the juvenile justice system. Congress has·-set. out modest 

requirements that states mu~t meet in order to be funded under·thi~ SP.ction while 

' . 
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at the same time providing the states sufficient flexibility to establish 

innovative responses to local needs. Part B requires staten to adopt 

comprehensive plans for delinquency prevention and treatment, to remOve status 

offenders from correctional settings within a two-year period, and to prohibit 

the intermingling of juvenile and adult offenders in correctional facilities. 

At the time the lali was passed, approximately 70% of all incarcerated females 

and 23% of incarcerated males fell into the status offender category. For 

a number of years, experts have felt that these troubled youngsters, who have 

committed no offense for which they would be charged if adults, would be better 

served by diversionary programs outside the juvenile justice sys·tem, thus 

freeing up the latter to deal more effective~ with serious youthful offenders. 

This provision of the Act more than any other has been a catalyst for change, 

encouraging stetes and communities to establish new' ". facilities and services 

for their status offender population. Congress should not now draw away from this 

important commitment to helping troubled youth by either extending the two-year 

time limitation for deinstitutionalization contained in the original Act, as 

suggested in s. 1021, or by accepting the Administration's language which, in 

fact, makes the "full compliance" standard meaningless because it allows states 

to be in non-compliance and still conform to the law. \~e are sympathetic to the 

problems that some rural parts of the country are having in meeting the 100% 

deinstitutionalization requirement but feel that a weakening of the Federal 

wil~at this poin~ will cut the ground from under state administrators in their 

efforts to secure support for community-based alternatives to incarceration from 

their Oh"tl legislatures and governors. The rapid progress toward deinstitutionalization 

achieved by such diverse states as California, New York, Virginia, and Florida 

show that this goal can be achieved if a firm commitment exists at the state and local 

level to its realization. The Coalition strongly urges that if the compliance period 

must be extended, it be for no more than an additional year, thus giving stetes 

~)' 
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three full years after Federal funding to develop the care and 

treatment resources necessar,r to salvage this most vulnerable part of 

our youthful population. .This subcommittee has heard testimony that even 

in the ten states not presently receiving formula grants, efforts are 

underway to remove status offenders from correctional settings. If this 

is the case, these states should very soon be in a position to guarantee 

compliance with the Act's requirement for total deinstitutionalization two 

years henqe and thus become eligible for formula grants. Deinstitutionalization 

is a desired goal, not only for reasons of efficiency and cost but, more 

importQJltly, because it is just. the vast majority of juvenile correctional 

facilities are not very nice places to be: to subject noncriminal cbildren 

to the debilitating effects of chronic neglect and social isolation, and 

to the continual threats of physical assault, rape, and drug dependence which, 

unfortunately, characterize institutional life is simply wrong. Congress should 

not be a party to it. 

Section 223(a) (12) of the Act can be further strengthened by adopHng 

an amendment proposed by Senator Bayh \ihich prohibits incarceration of dependent/ 

neglected children as well as status offenders. J:t is only common sense that 

these children, many of whom have been abused and neglected in their homes, not 

be placed in settings where they are high risk candidates for continued mal

treatment. The Coalition has been urging Congress for some time to show at 

least a minimal concern for these children by enacting a prohibition against 

incarceration such as is contained in S. 1021. 

There has been a good deal of debate over whether status offenders "must" 

or "may" be placed in shel:ter facilities. The intent of Congress in formulating 

the original deinstitutionalization requirement is eleal' but people have been 

confused over what constitutes a "shelter facility." . Congress, obviously, doesn't 

want to preclude the possibility of utilizing other suitable placement alternatives 



312 

such as returning the child home or placing him/her in a foster or group home. 

We believe that~ the least complicated way of solving this problem is to delete 

the clause after "correctional facilities" so that paragraph (12) simply 

requires removal of status offenders from juvenile detention and correctional 

facilities without trying to define permissible substitutes for incarceration. 

If this is done, however, it should be made clear in th~ hearings record that 

Congress intends that nonsecure, small, community-based facilities such as group 

homes be madewailable for placement of noncriminal youngsters. 

The other reform that Was required of states participating under the Aat 

is contained in paragraph (13) and relates to the intermingling of juvenile ... 

with adults in prisons and jails. As the law now reads, "regular contact" is 

prohibited between these two groups. Unlike the deinstitutionalization mandate, 

this requirement has not really had appreciable affect on the jailing of children • 

As has been IlJted by other witnesses, children are often sexually molested or 

subjected to other forms of abuse at the hands of adult pri&oners. The Coalition 

believes that the time is ripe for Congress to require ~tetes, over a two-year 

period, to remove ~ juveniles who have not been waive red to adult/criminal court 

from the nation's jails. Although we would lilte to see a halt put to the jailing 

of young people regardless of th» criminal charges against them, the exception 

outlined. above, which would permit the continuation of housing "waivered" juveniles 

in adult penal institutions, ensures that urban areas that jail large numbers of 

serious juvenile offenders would be able to comply with a minimum of difficulty. 

In regard to section 224, the special emphasis program, the Coalition 

supports amendment~ contained in both the Bayh and Administration bills authorizing 

the use of these funds for youth advocacy programs. ·In order for a private 

nonprofit advocacy organization to take part in this ne\'( initiative, however, we 

believe it necessary to remove the hard match requirement. The majority of 

existing advocacy groups operate very close to the fiscal bone and, in our opinion, 

, ... 
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would not be able to participate _, in special emphasis programming if a 

cash match is required. 

In setting future funding levels and determining the length of the 

reauthorization period, several important factors need to be taken into 

account. ~he Act should be renewed for a minimum of three years which 

will give states the assurance they need that the Federal will has not flagged. 

However, the Coalition feels that the five-year reauthor.ization period proposed 

in S. 1021 is excessive. Since Congress will not have the opportunity for 

a sustained examination of the Act this year due to time constraints exacerbated 

by the new budget process, an opportunity for evaluating progress under the 

law should be provided for in the not too distant future. 

We join with other organizations testifying in cautioning Congress to 

consider the effect of lowered appropriation levels under the Safe Streets and 

Crime Control Act on state juvenile justice programs in setting authorization 

ceilings for the J 'venile Justice Act. \qe support an authorization level of $100 

million for IT '78, rising to $150 million in IT '79 and to $200 million in FY '80. 

We recommend that Title III, the Runaway Act, be renewed as is for two years 

which will give the Department of Health, Education and Welfare the time it has 

requ~sted to integrate this program within a comprehensive national policy for 

children and youth. The Coalition would alSo like to endorse Representative 

Pepper's proposal.:for' a Jlational:; conference "on 'learning disabilities. Far 

too little attention has been given to the relationship between learning 

problems and antisocial behavior. It is our belief that many of our juvenile 

institutions could be emptied if ways were found to help children with 

learning disabilities succeed in an educational environment . 
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We would like to concluce our :testimony with a recomm'mda'tion that 

Congress hold additional hearings on juvenile justice issues that have 

not received sufficient consideration because of time pressures dUl'ing the 

reauthorization process. Among the subjects ripe for discussion are Senator 

Birch Bayh's proposal to create a national child advocacy office within the 

Justice Department; methods of monitoring the maintenance of effort requirement 

for juvenile justice programming included in last year's amendments to the 

Safe Streets Act; the effects of longterm institutionalization on children; 

and alternatives to incarceration that have been developed around the 

country by creative and caring youthworlters. The Coalition hopes that this 

Subcommittee will find an oppor.unity this summer to explore these issues, 

thereby reinforcing Congress's commitment to the establishment of an effective 

national pOlicy of delinquency prevention. • 

• 
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NORTH CAROLINA LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES 
1010 RALEIGH BUILDING' P,O. BOX :1069/ RALEIGH. NORTH CAROLINA 27502 /PHONE (919) 834-1311 

April 26, 1977 

Congressman Ike Andrews 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320 
Cannon 1I0use Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Ike: 

I hope things a1;e going well in Washington. From what "e read in the 
papers there appears to be a lot happening "ith the ne" administration 
and with Congr~ss. In my new pOSition with the League of Municipalities, 
it appears almost mind boggling if not frightening. I do look fOr>lard 
to working with you and your staff in the formulation of policies and 
providing some response to congressional proposals. 

Approximately two weeks ago, WilHam Causey asked that I submit a statement 
regarding my impressions of and experience with the Juvenile Justice 
Delinquency and Prevention Act. I am enclosing the congressional testimony 
that I developed and ,.sk that you and your Subcommittee revie" and 
consider my comments. I appreciate the opportunity to provide these 
statements to YOll and hope that they >lill be of some benefit to you, 
your staff, and your. Subcommittee in its important deliberation. If I 
can be of further assistance to you in this regard, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

I will be meeting with Arch this week and will inquire if the girls in 
the office are making him work enough. Hy best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 

Edwin L. Grifffn, Jr. 
Director J Intergovernmental Programs 

ELG:bhm 

Enclosures 

OFJ.1CFRS 
Pftl:Jtl1t - SimOtl C. r.o Mllyor, Kinston 
Fmt I< In Ff~tt;i(tf' E. Tumagl!, Mayer, Jtocky Mounf 
St""r..t I ,,"t'i'''t$Uhni Mn,J.fayt'f, Glttnsborn 
ThIrd t"lul'rIfidtl"lt Brown. Ma.yoT~COncQrd 
,r,ntFttJl.:itllt Fn.n1din Mayor~ "'Jnllon-Salem 
I"ur.lrl~·;:o lJlffa", S. LtJg}!. Wilson 

89-699 0 - 77 - 21 
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STATEMENT 

Mr. Edwin L. Griffin, Jr. 

To The House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 

April 26, 1977 

I would like to begin my statement by expressing my appreciation to 

you for alloWing me to comment on the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and 

Prevention Act and @~ecifically amendments which would alter the existing 

Act and subsequently its administration. My remarks do not represent 

official North Carolina League of Municipalities' policies, but do 

reflect my professionsl experience and feelings regarding the criminal 

justice system and specifically the juve!ule justice system in North 

Carolina. 

PREFACE 

Children are our most valuable resource. The future is dependent 

upon acceptance of the responsibility regarding our next generation. 

Children are a politically popular topic. but as an(\ggregate themselvea, 

they do not represent a mature responsive lobbyins effort. They cannot 

go to Congress and explain their difficulties. We rely on adults to 

determine the appropriate methods of addressing juvenile or children's 

needs. I am not about to suggest that children bave a self-determination 

in their destiny, but I em adamant in my poaition that we do examine, 

reasonably, the alternatives end programs which Will have an effect on 

the improvement of their treatment end the quality of life available to 

them. 

We must be cognizant to be determined in our efforts to improve the 

plight and opportu~ities fer children and yet not be overzealous in our 
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enthusiasm to the point of being impractical in our methodology. In so 

doing, we can avoid an "overkill" situation where little good is achieved 

regardless of the credibility of the goal. We have experienced this in 

North Carolina and in many other states with the Juvenile Justice Delinquency 

and Prevention Act. The present guidelines and requirements, designed 

to improve the situtation for children (juveniles), take such giant 

strides in such a limited time frame that this process and schedule 

required simply eliminates, both financially and logistically, the 

possib1ity of accepting Juvenile Delinquency and Prevention Act funds. 

In the following remarks, I wish to address some aspects of the Act 

which might be considered that would allow for participation by the 

State of North Carolina and many other states. 

Although my remarks are designed to respond to the issue of the Act 

and avsi1sbilitY of funds, my interest~ and concern is with improving 

the juvenile justice system and opportunities to improve a successful 

way of life for children who are in some difficulty, or by environment, 

will soon face difficulty. Through sensitivity and swareness on the 

part of Congress in developing the legislation, and a common sense 

approach to administering the program on a local, state, and particularly, 

federal level, the use of these funds have the potential for great 

assistance in changing young lives in trouble. I hope that effoI't is 

realized I 

EXTENSION OF THE ACT 

It is my under~tsnding that amendments to the Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention Act extends that Act for three years with ~75 million 

which is the current level of appropriations, but only one-half of the 

authorization. If. one is going to make the effort to improve the 

juvenile justice system by providing an Act more p8~atable to non

participating states, then one must likewise be prepsred to adequately 

.~-
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fund the same. I will not Buggest a dollar amount but recommend that an 

in~,reaa(\ be considered of a least the percent of difference of those 

present non~participating states to the whole, plus 6% for all inflationary 

consideration which still just allows us to maintain our present level 

of economic support and assistance. It is my opinicn that if adequate 

funds are provided by Congress to address this most complex and perplexing 

problem, and some reasonable assurance that support will be maintained 

f~c a period of time,. then local governments psrticularly" as well as 

p.ivate non-profit agencies, will have the incentive to address locally 

tnis problem. Juvenile programs are expensive. To provide an incentive 

finanical support cannot be token. 

Several estimates have been made in North Carolina regarding the 

cost of deinatitutionalization of atatus of!enders. This cost includes 

the development and provision of alternative services for one year. The 

most reasonable estimates of the cost involved ranges between seven and 

nine million dollars. North Carolina'a annual allocation under the 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency ?revention Act for the past three 

fiscal years combined would have been less than two million dollars. 

DEINSTlTUTIONALIZATION 

New amendments offered to the Act still requires completion, to a 

major degree, of deinstitutionalization two years from the date of 

submission of the state's plan. In my opinion, first of all, two years 

is not a reasonable time to expect this phenomena to occur nationally. 

Second of all, the time frame involved should be tied to the acceptance 

of the state's plan and not the submission of the state's plan. More 

congressional definition is urged in establishing "good faith effort" 
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which might qualify for a waiver from the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, who would be the grantor. 

A five-year epproach, with emphasis on as great a percent as possible 

the first three years, appears to me to be reasonable and practical. 

This allows for II comprehensive approach for improving the juvenile 

justice system as well as addr<!!lsing one justifiable, identifiable 

problem within that system. A nstura1 response is what do we say to all 

the children who suffer the consequences of institutionalization for the 

next three to fivc years? My respon~e is Simply, what do we say t~ the 

children who w11l not obtain help for ten years in those states who are 

unable to accept the federal assistance due to the requirements of the 

Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act? Once again being 

practical in our methodology allows us to reach a complex goa11 

THE NEED TO BE EXPLICIT 

Experience with LEAA on a local level, where these programs will be 

made or fail, has been less tlmn productive, to be polite. Congress 

should not leave with bureaucrats the autonomy that allows them to skirt 

Congressional intent by noting the generality of the language of the 

Act. Children sre too important for some uninformed, unexperienced 

bureaucrat to affect by promulgating rules and regulations that supersede 

or dilute the intent of Congress. I can reference ona specific and 

consequential case in point which has a direct relationship to consideration 

of grants under the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act. 

Just last year the City of Raleigh, North Carolina, WaS involved in 

two grants which exceeded a quarter of a million dollars of LEAA funds. 

The grants were properly developed and submitted in accordsnce with the 

, ... ' 
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submission requirements of the State Planning Agency. There is a 

ninety-day requiremant i~ the Cmnibus Crime and Control Act which requires 

that the projects be QPproved or disapproved, and reasons for such 

disapprove1 must be provided to the applicant wit hi" ninety days of 

sub:niosion of an application. The North Carolina State Planning Agency 

after failing to approve or disapprove and notify the City of Raleigh 

asked that the LEAA Office of General Counsel provide a ruling on the 

ninety-day requirem2nt. The Office of. General Counsel did so by saying 

that the bet only requires that approval or disapproval be made within 

Lne ninety-day period, and in effect, gave the State Planning Agency an 

indefinite period of time to notify the applicant regarding the action 

taken by the State Planning Agency. Shock and disbelief only minimize 

our review of the legal opinion. However, this does point out what 

bureaucrats can do to Congressional intent. I was involved in testimony 

reg~rdin8 amcndm~nts to the Omnibus CrfWe Control Act in 1973 and specifically 

aware of the Congresuiona1 concern regarding the turnaround of applications. 

I heartily suggest that &pecific wording be noted in any amendments to 

t.he Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act regarding the grant 

administration procedure! 

A COMPRRHENSIVE APPROACH 

We have a serious conC2rn regarding Dtatus offenders in institutions. 

The problem is being publicized and recognized as action is now being 

fomulated to address this problem. However, our problems ~lith children 

relate to a much broader base of difficulties and extend in many areas. 

In order to properly address the juvenile justice syst~ ~nd the multiplicity 
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of problems that System faces, we must be comprehensive in our approach 

to children. Deinstitutiona1izatinn is a part of the answer which will 

begin to address many problems of children. It is not the whole answer 

nor does it satisfy all key requirements of addreSSing children's 

difficulties. By providing a longer time frame to deinstitutionalize, 

we likewise provide more time in gathering resources that will address 

adequately the various issues which must be resolved. 

SHELTER CARE 

I urge that Congress encourage the use of shelter facilities in the 

Juvenile Justice Delinquency anu Prevention Act, but do not restrict the 

deinstitutionalization process to shelter care facilities. We are 

beginning to seriously explore the needs of children and development of 

alternatives to address their problems. As we ~nter this pioneering 

effort, I am confident that alternative reSOlll:CeS will be developed snd 

variations will be made which will be diff.,·,'ent from the prescribed 

definition of shelter care. Therefore, t ask that consideration be made 

for latitude in this requirement. 

SECTION 228 

It is my understanding that by deleting the "25% of" in Section 228 

(c) that will allow the use of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention 

Act funds for aLthorized match for other federal grants up to 100% of 

the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act fund allocation. I 

would note that the goals and philosophy of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency 

and Prevention Act are, within themselves, laudable and commendable and 

should not be sacrificed or diluted as an expedient method of addressing 

• 
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the match requirement of other federal grant programs. If these funds 

ara to be used for such matching purposes I encourage you to ensure that 

they do, in effect, address the stated purposes of assisting with the 

goals characterizp.d in the Act. 

IN-KIND MATCH 

Having had the opportunity to direct two regional criminal jusLice 

planning and administration programs for the past four and one-half 

years in North Carolina, I can attest in all candor to the gross adminiatrative 

difficulties associated with in-kind match, particularly with v~iability 

and auditing requirements. There may b~ a legitimate need, pa~iCU1~lY 

on the part of non-profit organizations, to ueed the match 1]rOvis0n of 

in-kind. However, if consideration is allowed for such participants, it 
./ 

is only fair and just to provide accommodation for local government 

utilization of such a match procedure. One may wish to emphasize cash 

match and allow the state planning agency the discretion in permitting 

in-kind match where a good faith effort is made. In permitting such, it 

should be deemed that in-kind match ia the only practical match alternative 

for the subgrantee to accept a grant which would benefit the juvenile 

justice process and/or system. 

NORTH CAROLINA LEGISLATURE COMMITMENT 

The North Carolins General Assembly enacted legislation that prohibited 

the comattment of status offenders to the state's training schools after 

two years. This law was passed in accordance with the provisions ~~ the 

Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act in attempting to emulate 

the goals 8e~ at a national level. However, after the law waS psssed, 

89-699 0 - 77 - 22 
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it became quickly apparent that in North Carolina's situation the goal 

was practically impossible to obtain in that time period. Likewise, a 

county by county assessment of the needs of the youth in each county is 

to be made and a report provided to the General Assembly regarding the 

needs and resources in each of North Carolina's 100 counties. Once 

again this references a comprehensive approach which is necessary in 

dealing with this most complex problem. The North Carolina legislature 

is generally interested in the development of youth program~ and alternative 

placement of status offenders. Its commitment has been shown and will 

be shown in its legislstive record. 

GOVERNOR HUNT'S COMMMITMENT 

Newly elected Governor .Tames B. Hunt, Governor of North Carolina, 

has made several strides in formulating commissions snd programs which 

will significantly sssist in the juvenile justice system in North Carolina. 

Governor Hunt is working with the North Carolina General Assembly in 

reorgsnizing the stste's supervisory board of the LEAA program. The new 

Governor's Crime Commission represents appointees from a variety of 

backgrounds, many of which are responsive to, or are associated with 

juvenile or youth problems. Likewise, Govenlcr Hunt has appointed a 

Juvenile Justice Planning Committee, and Juvenile Code Commission. He 

has also appointed a juvenile court judge to be the Secretary for the 

new Department of Crime Control and Public Safety. Under the leadership 

of Governor Hunt, North Carolina is well on its way to improving the 

juvenile justice system and problems associated with status offenders. 

Time is important. though, in developing proper plans; and money is an 

integral part of administering those plans. 

• 

• 



-------------------- ------

325 

CONCLUSION 

In my remarks I have noted several specific a~e8S of concern and 

also the important philosophical approach to a national funding effort 

for state and local programs. Although my remarks r.lflect specifically 

my experience in North Carolina, I cannot help bItt believe that the 

situation that rlorth Carolina presently finds itself in, also is characteristic 

of many other states who sre desirous of improving their juvenUe justice 

system. We find that e lack of financial resources, the unavailability 

of data and the embryonic development of programs precludes our being 

able to provide instant remedies for age-old problems. If Congress is 

going to be seriouB about addressing a national problem of juvenile 

delinquency, then it must consider the entire nation and the problems • associated in dealing with this national effort from fifty statea and 

not from a few who can make tremendous progress in a limited period of 

time. North Carolina's commitment cannot be eq.~led in terms of our 

interest and concern for our youth. We only need to be given the -. 
reSources and latitude to develop programs which address our specific 

problems so that our goals may be realized and our children have B 

better life. 

I appreciate, once again, thic opportunity. I hope my remarks have 

been of value to you in your deliberations. If I can be of further 

assistance to you, please do not hesitate to contact me. I wish you 

well as you play sn important part in developing our youth and the 

future of ou~ country • 

• 
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i5TATEMENT OF HON. MAUGAUET C. DRISCOr.L, PRESIDENT, XATIOXAL COUXCIL OF 
JUVENILE COURT JUDGES 

l\fy name is Margaret C. Driscoll, and I am President of the Xational 
Council of Juvenile Court Judges and Chief Judge of the Connecticut Juvenile 
Court. 

I speak here on behalf of the National Council of Jtl'rcllile Court Judges, and 
on hel1Ulf Of that Council I thank ·you for inviting the Council to present its 
vie\ys to the Committee on this most important piece of legislation. I also speal, 
ns an e}.:perienced judge of the Connecticut Jm'enile Court with sm-enteen (17) 
years on that bencll. ~ry jurisdiction extends oyer a population of one million 
(1,000,000) from the New York to the iUassaclmsetts line, and includes urban, 
sul.mrhan, im1ustrial, rural, wealthy, poor and midcUe-class areas. 

At the outset, I want to commend the Congress and particularly this Sub
Committee, for the initial enactment of the Juvenile .Tustice und Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974. ·Whatever problems some of the provisions have 
created, and there are some, the overall effect of the Act has been to provide 
our juvenile courts, the National Council of JuYenile Court Judges, and our 
juvenile court personnel throughout the country with programs, resources and 
facilities which were heretofore llOt available. 

The National Council, for example, has been a major beneficiary of the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, herein after referred to as "L.E.A.A.", 
through grants of funds to train family and juvenile court judges a11(l other 
court persOllnel. The Council wus either the first, or among the first, judicial 
organization to train judges-with programs beginning in the 1950's. ",Vi tIl the 
advent of L.E.A.A. funds, the original somewhat limited "efforts have been 
expanded to provide four (4) two week training programs a yeal', and one 
week graduate sessions at our Juvenile Justice College at the UniYersit~· of 
Nevada. 

In addition, we have held management institutes for juvenile jnstice man
agers, training institutes witll tIle National Legal Aid and Defenders Associa
tion, und with the National Association of District Attorneys, the T.atter 
fuudecl by the registration fees, but with uttendance in many instances made 
possible by State planning committee grants of L.E.A.A. funds to the partici
pants. 

Our research center in Pittsbnrgh is also funded by L.E.A.A. to collect the 
data formerly gathered by HEW of the operations of juvenile courts through
out the country. Part of the assignment is to redesign the Illodel so that the 
data collected will have some uniform meaning and use. 

I am sure that there has been an enormous impact from these programs; 
by increasing the Imowleclge of judges and other court personnel of tlle law and 
the behavioral sciences and by expanding their horizons to include the experi
ence of other judges throughout the country, there cannot help hut be all 
impro\'ement in the quality of juvenile justice on the national I;cene. And 
with an improved method of gathering and assembling data on the operations 
of the system, we will he better ahle to judge what the system is doing. 

The effect of our training programs throu~hout the countr~- depends, of 
course, both on the quality of the program itself and on the number of judges 
and court related personnel who attend it. Since the numher has continued to 
rise from 1,127 in fiscal year 1969 to 5,279 for fiscal year 1976, it is perhaps 
permissible to assume that the quality has been at least reputec1h' high enough 
to attract this increasing number of participants. And while the numher of 
participants seems high, we estimate that only about one third of aU judges 
presently exercising juvenile jurisdiction have been through the program. 
Consequently, there is stillmucil to be done. 

Nevertheless, on a national basis, Professor Rohert ~rartinson, often quoted 
as an authority for the statement that no treatment works, in up dating his 
research 011 recidivism among juveniles, has discoyered that the rate for 
juyeniles is under 30 percent. 

But, this is only part of the storr, for all of us in the juvenile court fieW 
have had the opportunity to receive L.E.A.A. flmds through our State plmming 
commissions . 

In m)' O\1'n State, for example, we have strengthened our eourt administration 
by the creation of the position of State director of pl'ohation sen'ices, and the 
post of research director, both funded by L.E.A.A. initially, and both being 
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absorbed into either the juvenile court budget, or the budget of the State 
JUdicial Department. 

lYe hnye also been able to create resources to expand the dispositional 
alterllatives availnble to the court by the llse of L.E.A.A. funded progrums. 
'l'hese include a volunteer program now built into the budget, a vocational 
probation program ill the process of being included into our budget, a court 
clinic, an intensive probation program and an intake project which includes 
guided group interaction, parent-effectiveness tmining amI tutoring, as some 
of the resources for keeping youngsters at home, in school and out of trouble. 

You may ask about our success rate. Whatever the reason, police screening 
programs, tIS well as youth service bureaus funded by L.E.A.A., at least in part, 
may well share the credit, if there is any-the referrals to the juvenile court 
for 1976 were 2,000 less than for 1975 (13,000 as against 15,000). 

Our statistics show that 68 pel'cent of all referrals in 1975 were first 
offenders. You may be surprised b know, in contrast to some national 
statistical reports, that only 11 percent of all offenses referred to the 
Connecticut court in 1975 were "status offenses". 

While no one can pinpoint the cause of these statistics, I would thinl, that 
the implementation of the juvenile delinquency act must certainly be credited 
for whatever improYements have occurred, and for this, this committee and the 
Congress are responsible. In fact, it is difficult to see how what has been done 
in increasing programs and resources and facilities for youngsters could have 
other than a beneficial effect. 

It is, therefore, of the utmost importance that thIS effort be continued at 
least at the present rate of funding, and hopefully at an increased rate. On no 
account shoulcl the amount available to implement this act be reduced. 

'l'here are, however, !3ome things which ought to be changed in the language 
of the act. The major areas where changes are needed include the provisions 
concerning status offenders and the definitions of correctional facilites and 
shelter care. The changes we recommend are appended to this statement. 

'Yhat onr suggested amendments would do is to change the focus of the act 
from status offenders to those committing repeated violEnt offenses. Under our 
proposal, those offenders who are adjudicated as such on the basis of the nature 
of the offenses they commit, their past record, social history and clinical stUdies 
would be required to be placed in correctional facilities separate from other 
juyenile offenders. 

MONITORING 

Further, the definition of correctional facility would be limited to public 
training schools operated by local, city, state or federal government units. 
We would alsv suggest that the definition of community based facility be 
changed to eliminllte the requirement that the community and consumers be 
illVolyed in the planning, operation and evaluation of the program since this 
would mal{e it very difficult for almost any community based program to 
qualify. 

The proposals we are making are the result of a number of considerations: 
1. The major problems States faced in attempting to attain full compliance 

with the act's mandate of deinstitutionalization-and which now are acknowl
edged by the proposed amendment of "substantial compliance". 

2. '.rhe difficulties involved in defining "status off:mder"; forty-seven varia
tions were enumerated by the council of State governments. 

3. The fact that the definition of correctional facility excluded status 
offender:; from private boarding schools, group homes, treatment centers, etc., 
because they housed some youngsters charged with or adjudicated for a 
delinquency because these facilities do not use the offense to determine whether 
a child needs their program. 

4. The assumption. that the ultimate evil was a secure placement rather than 
the dangers which confront children who roam the streets of our cities-dangers 
like those exposE~d in the press in recent years: the l\Ianson cult: the mass 
murders in Texas: male prostitution of 13 year olds in San l!'rancisco, etc. 

In addition, we felt thnt the emphasis should be on proyicling appropriate 
care and treatment for all the youngsters in trouble with the law, not just fo • 
those committing the "status offenses". And we also felt that if any special 
emphasis was appropriate, it was in providing more options for courts in 
dealing with th~ youngsters whose repeated and violent behavior make them a 

,.. -
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danger to tile community. Certainly this would seem appropriate if the 
Martinson figures of 30 percent recidivism are accurate. 

Finully, we saw as one major assumption underlying the whole question of 
segregating' youngsters who had committed status offenses, the theory lIsed in 
the adult court that the offense should be the determining factor in deciding 
what disposition was appropriate. This is an attack Oil We basic philosophy of 
the jm'ellile court-that the offense is only one of many factors to be considered 
in determining what is the best way of preventing the child from repeating his 
behavior. 

Again, if the under 30 percent recidivism figure is accurate alld the 
Connecticut statistics bear that out-Whatever is heing done is more snccessful 
than not. What remains to be done is to reduce that 30 percent to zero. That 
is ,vhere we think the emphasis should be. 

o For all these reasons, we are recommending the appended suggested changes 
and we are urging that you increase the funding fot" implementing this act. 
'What is needed is even more evidence of a national concern for our cllildren . 

.. '" 'rhe ultimate test of our humanity lies in 110'" we treat our troubled and 
maladjusted youngsters-Who will be our citizens of tomorrow. 

• 

• 

'We appland your Committee and the Congress for giving the children of our 
country, at long last, some of the attention they have lacked in the past on a 
national basis, and with the exceptions noted, we pledge continued support of 
your efforts. 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO J.J.D.P. ACT 

Repeal Section 223 (a) (12) in its entirety and redesignate Subsections (13) 
through (21) of Section 223(2) as Subsections (12) through (20). 

Amend redesignated Section 223 (a) (13) (present Section 223 (a) (14) as 
follows: Insert" (1)" between the words "insure" and "that", 

Delete "and (13)". 
Insert the following after the comma which "follows the words "are met": 

"(2) Tllat ([11 juveniles in detention or correctional facilities receiYe prope~' care, 
treatment and e{lucation. (3) That juveniles who have cOlnmit€d acts which 
wonld be criminal if committed by adults, and who, aner consideration of their • 
offenses amI past records and their social and clinical stUdies, are designated 
dangerous and violent offenders, shall not be placed in the same correctional 
facilities with other juvenile offenders," 

After the above amendments redesignated Section 223 (a) (13) will read as 
follows: 

"Provide for an adequate system of monitoring jails, detention facilities, and 
correction!tl facilities to insure (1) tltat the reqnirements of Section 223(a) (12) 
are met, (2) that all juveniles in detention or correctional facilities receive 
proper care, treatment and education, (3) that juveniles who have cOIllmitted 
acts Wllich would be criminal if committed by adults, and WllO, aner considera
ti.on or their offense and past records aml their social and clinical studies, are 
designated dangerous and violent offenders, shall not be placed in the same 
correctional facilities with other juvenile offenders, and for annual reporting 
of the results of such monitoring to the administrator," 

SOTE: Sectioll 223 (a) (12) in the above amended redesignated Section 223 (a) 
(13) is tIle present Section 2'23 (a) (13). 

Section 103 (12) is repealed and the following substituted in lieu thereof: 
"The term 'correctional institution or facility' means any public training 

school provided by the local, county, State or Federal Governments for juveniles 
adjudicated as delinquent." 

Parenthetically, it would also appear some definition of shelter care should 
be included and that the definition of community based facilities could be less 
detailed and, therefore, easier to effect I!ompliance by omitting, in particular, 
the words: rt •••• which maintain community and consumer participation in the 
planuing, operation, and evaluation of their programs .... " Section 103(1) . 
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The Academy for 
Contemporary Problems 

OPERATED BY: 

Councll of Stal& Governments 
International City Management A.ssoclalion 
National ASSOciatIon of Counltes 
National Conference of Siale LegIslatures 
National Governors' Conference 
National League 01 Cities 
US. Conference of Mayors 

1501 NEIL AVENUE 1 COLUMBUS. OHIO 432011 (614) 421-7700 

Wa$hmOlonOiIlw. 
2030 M STREET N W I WASHINGTON 0 C 200'361 (202) 467·6625 

Mr. William F. Causey, Counsel 
u. S. House of Representatives 
committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. causey: 

April 21, 1977 

Enclosed please find ten copies of my testimony relating to 
H.R. 6111, prepared pursuant to your letter of April 11, 1977. 
r hope the Subcommittee members find it useful. Under separate 
cover, you will be receiving an equal number of copies of two 
publications, published by the Council of State Governments, 
relating to P. L. 93-415, whi.ch should be incorporated into and 
made a part of my testimony. 

Thank you for the opportunity to serve. 

JLW:sc 
ENCLOSURES 

Very truly your/} Ie. 
I I JjuUzl'C. 

~r " 
J eph L. White 

low 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

My name is Joseph L. White and I am presently a Fellow in Social 

Policy at the Academy for Contemporary Problems. '-"'Fl)e Academy is a 

non-profit public foundation ClIffied and operated by a consortium of 

the following seven national public interest groups: Council of State 

(Dvernments; International City Management Association; National 

Association of Counties; National Conference of State Legislators; 

National League of Cities; and U. S. Conference of Mayors. By way of 

personal. introduction, I am an attOl.'ney, and hold a Bachelors degree 

in Political science ann a Master's degree in Social Work. I have 

served as Director of the Ohio State Planning Agency for Criminal 

Justice (SPA) and as Director of the Ohio Youth Cornrnissi011. Without 

question, these two agencies are the ones in Chio most affected by 

H.R. 6111, and I have some basis for understanding their concerns. 

In addition, I serve as a permanent consultant to the Council of State 

Governments and, in that capacity, was the principal author of two 

major Council publications directly related to the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974; namely, Status Offenders: A 

Working Definition (CSG, Lexington, 1975), and Juvenile Facilities: 

Functional Criteria (CSG, Lexington, 1977). I believe it is a fair 

statement that a large part of my professional life, and most 

particularly in the past two years, has been directed toward issues 

raised by the passage of the Act two and a half years ago. 

After a careful review of H.R. 6111, I have concluded that most 

of the proposed amendments deal with bureaucratic relationships and 

internal politics about which I could offer little counsel. However, 
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there are four amendments to Title II, Part B, and one to Title IX, 

Part 0, to which I would like to offer some reaction. In Part B, I 

refer specifi~ally to amendments (4), (9), (13) ~.d (14). 

The present status of P.L. 93-415 among state and local officials 

is far from solid. Both elected officials and juvenile program 

administrators are extremely wary of this federal initiative, despite 

the incentives offered within its grant-in-aid provisions. The 

concerns roughly break down into three categories: those relating to 

fiscal impact; those relating to the extent of program modifications 

which LEAA will require as the minimum standard for compliance; and 

those relating to the underlying understandings of Congress in passing 

the Act in the first place, not all of which are universally shared. 

EVidence of the disinclination to unequivocally support the legislation 

can be easily discerned. Numerous States have refused to apply for 

funds, an unheard-of situation under similarly structured federal 

programs. Many States change their positions from time to time. 

The Act is attacked simultaneously as too weak and as too 

demanding. And, n-.ost significant, in those States where participation 

has been unwavering since 1975, very little tangible evidence can be 

found ~hich would trace substantive, statewide changes to the funds 

received under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. 

Because of these factors, I would strongly recommend that the 

COngress adopt a fairly conservative position with respect to 

substantive amendments. Fo.r eX3mple, an elimination of in-kind match 

(Amendment 4), and its correlative mandate for cash match, could not 

corne at a worse time for state and local governments. Not only are 

• 

• 
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the full in£lationary effects of the 1974 oil embargo now being felt 

in the public sector, but reduced congressional appro~r~ations for 

the Omnibus Crime Control Act have forced more st~~e and local 

governments to commit additional funds to continue projects in danger 

of being defunded. Deletion of this proposed amendment would have 

no fiscal impact on the federal budget, but would greatly contribute 

to the willingness of state and local governments to participate. 

Some will argue that the escape clause offered through the 

passage of proposed section 222 (e) effectively allows for an 

amelioration of this condition, while permitting a more effective 

use of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act funds as 

leverage. In my judgment, this argument is spurious for a number of 

reasons. First of all, the issue of whether match is to be cash or 

in-kind is a matter of public policy which is within the domain of 

the legislative branch to decide. It is not a power that should be 

delegated to the e~ecutive branch. Equally important is an awareness 

of how the LEAA program, under both Acts which it administers, has 

become politicized. It is difficult enough to try to operate a 

national grant-in-aid program without creating no-win situations for 

the Administrator. If an SPA makes a formal determination, as 

contemplated in subsection (e), the Administrator will either have to 

acquiesce or face severe external pressures which he cannot effectively 

withstand. If an SPA refuses to make such a formal determination, the 

Administrator will find himself in a position of trying to arbitrate 

between a State and its local subdivisions. If unsuccessful, he cannot 

waive the need for a foonal determination by the SPA. If successful, 
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he will have earned for his labors the undying enmity of at leas~ one 

state planning agency. In short, this proposed amendment is replete 

with mischief. As a final point, the leverage strategy simply has 

not proven workable. Cash match is not likely to be available if it 

is waivable. 

with respect to Part B, Amendment 9, I cannot understand the 

basis for its inclusion. Unless ·the absence of such language has 

caused LEAA problems of which I am unaware, the amendment would 

appear to be redundant. 

My major criticism of the Bill, however, must be reserved for 

Part B, Amendments 13 and 14. By far, the most critical sentence of 

the entire Act, within the contexts of state participation and 

compliance, is Section 223(a) (12). The three major concerns which 

I enumerated earlier in my testimony have all converged in the 

highly emotional, public debates concerning this subsection. After 

two years of careful study into the history and possible meanings 

of Section 223(a) (12), my own conclusion is that, while attempting 

to be ~equivocal, Congress said more than it wanted or ne~ded to 

say in order to accomplish its objective. If my analysis is correct, 

the intention was the removal of status offenders from detention and 

correctional facilities, not the creation of a network of residential 

facilities for status offenders known as shelters. This latter 

objective, to the extent that it was a matter of concern, was better 

addressed in Sections 223(a) (10) and 312. The purpose of Section 223 

(a) (12) can be best understood in terms of its mandate for removal, 

not a mandate for placement. With this in mind, I would suggest the 

following substitution for Amendment (13): 

• 

• 
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(13) Section 223(a) (12) is ruuended to read as fOllows: 
(12) provide within four 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, Gr such non
offenders as dependent or neglected children, 
shall not be placed in juvenile detention or 
correctional facilities. 

The substitution would create several advantages over the present 

legislation and proposed Amendment (13). It would: 

1. Clearly focus upon the issue of deinstitutionalization~ 

2. Eliminate present confusion over the nature and 

definition of shelter facilities, 

3. Simr,lify monitoring for the :.'urpose of determining 

compliance; 

4. Expand the options available to courts without 

distorting the English language. For example, 

are homes for unwed mothers, group homes or mental 

health centers shelter facilities, or are they 

illegal placements for all status offenders? 'The 

ehange from "sha1ln ·to "may" inadeqllatelyaddresses 

the issue presente~; 

5. Allow States to more responsibly project costs, 

calculate the difficulty of compliance and counter 

local opposition to the entire Act because of this 

single subsection, and 

6. Eliminates the need for Amendment 14, which has 

similar flaws to those found in proposed Section 

222(e). If Congress comprehends the difficulty 

of rapid compliance by States, then it should 

extend the time limit a reasonable period rather 

than imprudently delegating that authority and 
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thereby exacerbating an already politicized situation. 

As a final reaction to the Bill, let me simply add my voice to 

countless otherc regarding the F.Y. 1978 authorization of S75,000,000. 

What can Congress hope to accomplish by establishing such a ceiling? 

Translated into state dimensions, the F.Y. 1977 allocation to Ohio, 

the sixth largest State containing 5% of the natio~'s population, 

amounted tv less than $2,500,000. That amount could have been spent 

in anyone of Ohio's six most populous cities without making an 

appreciable dent in the demand for services within those cOlrununities. 

Instead of trying to ascertain what minimum level of appropriation 

will whet state and local appetites, it seems to me that a far more 

equitable measure would be an appraisal of the Act's fiscal impact • upon political subdivisions and an appropriate means of determining 

federal financial responsibility. 

If I may be permitted, Mr. Chairman, I would like to raise two 

issues which are not addressed in H.R. 6111 and which, in my opinion, 

should be considered by Congress at this time. I refer, first, to 

the intended relationship between block grants to the States and 

discretionary funds to be categorically allocated by LEAA 

and, second, to the absence from the Act of certain critical 

definitions. 

The Act clearly contemplates a block grant program, similar to 

that administered under the Omnibus Crime Control Act. Title II, 

Part B, Subpart I, addresses the manner in which formula grants may 

be granted to States for the purpose of complying with the Act. But, 

at the same time, the Act created an affirmative duty, on the part of • 
LEAA/OJ,JPA, to accomplish a parallel set of objectives found in 

• 
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Parts A, Band C of Title II. These latter duties not only conflict 

with LEAA's grants management role, within the context of the block 

grant program, but also appear to reduce the attention OJJPA has 

given to financially and technically assisting the States. For 

example, in fiscal year 1977, LEAA allocated roughly $47,000,000 to 

States under the formula grants; it also spent about $47,000,000 in 

special emphasis programs, notably deinstitutionalization, delinquency 

prevention and diversion. More significant, perhaps, is the fairly 

even distribution of manpower, within LEAA, of persons assigned to 

administer the block grant program under Part B, Subpart I, and those 

assigned to carry out the Congressional mandates in Subpart II. The 

result is that States are not receiving realistic levels of financial 

or technical assistance to ensure the modifications envisioned by 

Congress while, at the same time, the special emphasis projects are 

being funded in those States outside of the planning structure set up 

for the fonnula grants. The results could have been predicted and 

should have been foreseen. 

Let me hasten to add, Mr. Chairman, that my criticism is not 

leveled at LEAA's stewardship. Given the legislation, coupled with 

the past three appropriations, no other situation was likely. In one 

Act, Congress created one block grant program and two categorical grant 

programs (one in Title II and one in Title III). Since LEAA would 

probably be held more severely accountable by the Congress for the 

special emphasis programs than for the block grant programs, the 

preoccupation is appropriate and bureaucratically justified. This is 

particularly true, given the LEAA regional office structure, already in 

place and charged with the responsibility of managing the crime Control 

Act block grant program. But the fact is that these two Acts are 
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exquisitely different, requiring dramatically different policy 

determinations and organizational behavior. While they can both be 

managed within the same agency, they cannot and should not be viewed 

as symbiotic, federal initiatives. 

The current deficiencies which were caused, in my opinion, by the 

variegated objectives established by Congress, could be greatly 

alleviated by adequate funding for the juvenile program. But, in the 

long, run, the issue is more basic than that: Congress should decide 

whether it believes that more fundamental social benefits will accrue 
\ 

to children through financial incentives to units of general purpose 

government, characterized by the block-grant approach, or whether it 

believes they can be Lest achieved through highly-focused, special-

emphasis, categorical grants. If Congress could articulate this 

policy issue through the amendments, OJJPA could more effectively 

l~nass its meager resources to satisfy that facet of congressional 

intent that is considered most critical. 

My final testimony relates to the other major omission in H.R. 6111, 

which would p~~petuate a current deficiency in the Act. Both of the 

Council of State Governments' publications, referenced earlier, resulted 

directly from the absence of fundamental, statutory definitions without 

which the Act cannot be effectively or faithfully administered. 

Instead of reiterating the problem in this testimony, I have asked 

the Council to forward to you ten copies ot each publication under 

separate cover. Since the Juvenile Facilities publication will not 

be fully printed for another two weeks, I ask your indulgence in 

reviewing xeroxed copies of that manuscript without the benefit of 

its appendices and tables. As a reference, however, I will indicate 

the most noticeable and regrettable omissions from Section 103 of the 

• 
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Act: 

1. status offense; status offender 

2. delinquency; delinquent 

3. juvenile detention facility 

4. juvenile correctional facility 

5. shelter facility 

6. juvenile, adult 

For a discussion of the implications of these definitional problems, 

I respectfully direct your attention to the final chapter of the 

Juvenile Facilities publication. 

I Mr. Chairman, this concludes ,my testimony and I appreciate the 

opportunity you have afforded me • 

89-699 0 - 77 - 23 



340 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention &: Control 

6th Floor, 444 Lafayetto Road 
ST. PAUL 55101 

AprU 22, 1977 

Mr. William F. Causey, Counsel 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Oear MJ::. causey: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your request for 
comments on H.a. 6111, a bill to extend and amend the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (P .L. 93-415). I 
am sorry my comments are delayed but my appointment became effec
tive April 18th and your request just came to my attention. 

Minnesota has been supportive of the Juvenile Justice Act and 
our agency is generally supportive of the recommended changes. 

If we can provide additional information for this subCOmmittee, 
please contact our agency. 

Sincerely, 

C}j.t'1'~<L-- O'~IJ><-O~ 
~CQUELl:NE O'DONOGHUE 
Executive Director 

JO/AJ/mbc 

APR J 9 1817 

, ... 

• 

• 
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toledo 
lucas county 

criminal justice 
regional planning 

unit 
316 n. mlchlgon street suite BOO toledo. ohio 43624 

April 29. 1977 

William F. Causey, Counsel 
Subconmittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear fir. Causey: 

,. 1977 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your request to provide cOll111ents 
concerning H.R. 6111. I am sorry for the delay in respondin~ but I only 
recently received your correspondence. Due to the time constraints I will only 
make a few cOll111ents. If more time becomes available I would be glad to provide 
an in-depth analysis. 

First, if crime can be impacted it will be through ~lOrking with our youn9 people. 
We must be able to prevent juveniles from becoming "first offenders". It was 
not until the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 that such 
resources became available with the necessary program flexibility. 

Secondly, I believe we have learned that pumping large amounts of money into a 
problem without proper prior planning only complicates the situation and wastes 
precious resources. The planning capability must be strengthened at both the 
state and local level ~!ith adequate support for researc~ and development efforts. 

Re,earch is an integral part of planning and program development. It must become 
a part of our decision making process at all levels of government. It cannot 
remain an ancillary function that is performed to generate data ~Ihich does not 
impact programmatic decision. Research must be supported as part of the planning 
process as close to the problem being resolved as possible. 

Thirdly, we can not afford to further fragment our planning efforts. ,he prob
lems of delinquency in this country have a direct bearing on the problems of 
crime. Every effort should be made to assure that cooperation and co~rdination 
are a by-product of the legislation that you are deve10pi~g. Criminal Justice 
Coordinating Councils, State Planning AgenCies, and Regional Planning Units have 
made tremendous gains in these areas since 1968. Much remains to be done and I 
hope that your legislative efforts will serve to assiGt ar,d improve existing 
efforts in these areas. 

1111 
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Finally, I stronqly urge you to encourage the sub-committee to consider eliminat
in9 "mickey mouse" funding constraints such as matching funds, 'in-kind, etc. ~te 
spend too much tir.1e on artificial pursuits to satisfy fundinCj requirements ~Ihich 
do not have anything to do with reducing delinquency, crime, or assurino local 
support for programs in the future. 

~!ore resources are needed from federal, state and local government alon9 with an 
increased commitment. I do not bel ieve local government can afford to make lonq 
range commitments when the federal government does not. Lonq range planning at 
the local level requires 0 funding cOlJ'lllitment for specified dollar amounts for 
at least five years. In otherwords we have to knO\~ what the rules are and what's 
available. We can not plan effectively when the legislation is changed regularly 
and we do not know how much money ~Iill be available. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, ,~ 

~C:s-
~a'r: "K~ce • 

Executh'e Director 

GKP:rs • 

• 
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APR 2 8 1977 }I'IC CITYOFBOSTON/YOUTH ACTIVITIES COMMISSIONI73HemenwayStreet/(617)266-7600 

KEVIN H. WHITE, Mayor 

DONALD B. MANSON, Executive DlrrJctor 

Mr, William Causey 
Counsel 

April 22,1977 

Sub-Committee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear ~lr. Causey: 

First,let me thank you for your letter dated April 11,1917 
regarding the J.J.D.P.A. legislation pending before the Sub-Com
mittee. 1 have followed this Act closely and have a particular 
interest in it because of its important impact on the juvenile 
justice system. 

After reading the proposed changes, 1 have to take issue 
strongly with the proscription of in-kind matching funds for 
municipal governments. Recognizing the economic climate of the 
Northeast and in particular, the financial crisis facing cities 
like New York and Boston, r find the exclusion of an in-kind 
matching fiption as a general rule to be insensitive, and places 
an undue urden on a city like Bost'~n. Not only is is a diffi
cult financial obstacle, but introduces a cause for friction with 
the State Planning Agency wi th respect to determination as to a 
waiver of the cash-match requirement. 

I suggest that some consideration be given to drawing up 
guidelines that removes arbitrary determinations by the SPA's 
with respect to allowing a lraiver. Particularly important 
would be such things as local tax ratos, bonding deteTminations, 
etc. Only introducing national guidelines for waiver determinations 
can we expect equal and fair treatment. 

DBWifw 

5i/)1.37
Y

/ ~;~~ 
Donald B. ~[anson 
Executive ~irector 
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.JAY s. HAMMOND 
GOVE:~NCR 

APR191977 

STATE OF ALASKA 

OFFICE: OF THE: GOVERNOR 

JUNSA,U 

The Honorable Ike Andrews 
Room 228 
Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

April 12, 1977 

Alaska is completing its second year of participation 
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. As you may be aware, Sections 223 (12) 
and (13) of that Act require that participating states 
ensure that status offenders be deinstitutionalized and 
juveniles are not held with adults in detention facil
ities within a t\qO 'year time-frame. 

It has become clear that Alaska cannot respond to these 
mandates in all areas of the State within the limited 
time. Alaska's climate, geography, and population sig
nificantly impact its ability to implement and comply 
~7ith this Act. Alaska's total population is 404,000, 
equal to that of El Paso., Texas. In terms of people, 
Alaska is a small town, but in terms of area it is vast. 
Alaska is 1/5 the size of the cont~nental United States 
stretching across four time zones and larger than the 
combined areas of Texas, California, and Montana. Alaska 
sprawls over 586,400 square miles, and two-thirds of it 
is under ice all of the year. . 

• I 
There are more than two\~undred native villages in Alaska, 
some of them with a population ofJless than twenty-five. 
Many of these villages are as muc~ as 500 miles from the 
nearest service center and most of those centers, like 
Barrow, Bethel, Nome, and Kodiak, are between 50 ana 450 
miles from major areas like Fairbanks, Anchorage, and 
Juneau. 

There are only 7,270 miles of highways in Alaska, and 
2,157 of them are paved. All Southeastern Alaska com
munities are accessible only by boat or air, and air 
travel is the only connection between bush villages 
and the populated areas. Telephone communication is non
existent in many villages. 

• 

• 
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Congressman Ike Andrews April 12, 1977 

Environment factors which affect the development of 
human services in Alaska have b,~en compounded with growth 
and change in the State in recent years. Urban areas 
have had to grol~ rapidly to meei: the sophisticated demands 
of development, and many indigenous people are struggling 
with the transition between village life and urban ways. 
Consequently, Alaska has the highest rate of residential 
alcoholism in the country, the highest child abuse rate, 
one of the highest suicide rates, and a divorce rate 
that is 57% higher than the national average. Juveniles 
behveen the ages of 10 and 18, who represent 12% of the 
State's total population, account for 53% of Alaska's 
Part I criminal offenses. 

In many areas of the state, shelter alternatives for 
status offend_ers who cannot be returned to their homes 
are presently nonexistent; and, where they do exist, 
they are not geared to handling children ~:ho may be out 
of control from alcohol abuse. Providing one of thase 
shelter facilities in Alaska easily equals Alaska's yearly 
allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act funds. 

The Division of Corrections estimates it will cost at 
least $100,000 to modify one state facility for the 
separation of juveniles and adults. At least five other 
facilities are in need of this kind of modification, and 
there are any number of small facilities under local 
jurisdiction in remote areas that are out of compliance. 

In order for Alaska to continue to participate in the 
juvenile justice program, amendments to this Act during 
its re-authorization must: 

1) Permit states to proceed with the implementation 
of the Act's major objectives at a pace that is 
appropriate for each state and; 

2) Permit states to expend allocated funds to effect 
implementation of Sections 223 (12) and (13) on 
the basis of local needs rather than federal re
quirements. 

The need to provide services to youth and equitable juvenile 
justice throughout Alaska is critical. I urge your assist
ance in making this Act viable for juveniles in all states, 
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congressman Ike Andrews April 12, 1977 

those t~at do not have the financial capabilities for immed
iate compliance as well as those that do. Historically 
Alaska's statutes have supported the philosophy and intent 
of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention Act, 
and it is my hope that the Act will be amended to permit 
our continued participation. 

.-
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April 14, 1977 

The Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
The united States House o~ Representat~ves 
228 Cannon HoUse O~fice Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

The need to provide equitable juvenile justice services 
to Alaskan children continues to be critical. 

After two years of participation under the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, Alaska 
cannot fully meet the requirements of sections 223 (12) and 
(13). Although Alaska statutes, case law, and court rules 
have been in agreement with the Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention Act for as long as twenty years, the 
fiscal and financial realities of delivering juvenile 
justice services on an equitable basis in all of Alaska, 
preclude our state from meeting the mandated time frames 
of the Act. 

Current Alaska Division of Corrections' estimates for 
modification of one state facility for the separation of 
juvenile and adult offenders is $100,000.00. At this point, 
five additional facilities need similar modification. Due 
to the limited funds received by Alaska for planning and 
implementation under the Act, no accurate data exists on the 
needs and costs of the many small facilities under local 
jurisdiction in the remote areas of the state. In fact, it 
is still difficult to ascertain when these facilities simply 
serve as the only available building where any child can be 
housed for safety sake as opposed to the instances where a 
child has actuall~ entered the justice system. We can, 
however, project that most local facilities will require 
major modification. Additionally, shelter alternatives for 
Alaska's juveniles do not exist. To provide one such facility 
at current building costs, will easily consume the yearly 
Alaskan allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre
vention Act funds . 
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The current juvenile justice emphasis in Alaska has 
been on prevention. !,t is an approach which I believe is 
most cost effective as well as philosophically sound. 

Because the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency ~re
ven-tion Act has afforded better planning and focus on 
juvenile problems in Alaska, I would like to see continued 
Alaskan participation. To do so, the state will require 
that modifications be made to the Act during its reauthor
ization. One of the following amendments would permit 
Alaska's continued participation: 

1. Permit states with vast rural areas to 
participate under a substantial compliance 
requirement, for example a compliance of ninety 
percent; or, 

2. Permit the Assistant Administrator of LEAA 
to grant exemptions to the current requirements 
of one-hundred percent compliance under 
specific criteria to be established by Congress; or, 

3. Exclude from consideration, when viewing 
compliance, communities which have a population 
of less than 1,000 people and which are uncon
nected by roadways; or, 

4. Extend the mandated time-frames for 
compliance and increase the federal financial 
support for states where unique climatio and 
cultural conditions severely h~mper imple
mentation under traditional federal revenue 
formulas. 

It is my belief that Alaska can be in eighty to ninety 
percent compliance, in its five major urban areas, within 
a short period of time. Similarly, it is reasonable to 
estimate that remote villages, just this year receiving 
telephone service, will need at least six years and a 
significant amount of increased planning and implementation 
funds in order to be in compliance. 

• 

• 
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I assure you that Alaska wishes to continue its 
history of equitable and progressive juvenile justice 
planning and services. Our continued participation in 
the Act will, however, depend on the state's financial 
ability to do so within more flexible time frames. We 
request that federal allocations and time frames under 
the Act be made more flexible for those states, like 
Alaska, who are ~ndeavoring to comply. 

2300 Lord Baranof Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Enclosure: 1 
GHR:bb 

J]:;"';fl. (R,~ 
Ga~l H. Rowland 
Chairman 
Governor's Advisory Board 
on Juvenile Justice 
Member 
Governor's Commission on 
the Administration of Justice 
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INTRODUC'j' ~ ON 

T r you liv!'! in Darroy,' and are unemployed, and your roof le'll.;:; and 
it is thirty deForees below zero, and your child is in Anchorap,p. 
to get an education, and crime is said to he 100~ alcohol rRlated, 
and thp major source oj' revenue in Barrow is from nlcohol, II nel 
there are nine ypar olr! alcoholics, Bnd thert: n1"I' 110 pln;vrrounrls, 
and it j s dark all winter, and a judf,e in FaiL'hanf;(l closp.s yout" 
jail becaUB!'! it is unsafe: it is not too difficult to identify 
the problems, but it is very difficult to identify solutions. 

If you live in Ketchikan and it rains more than 100 inches a year, 
and it is isolated on a lonr, island, and most jobs arc dependent 
on trees and fishinr, and world markets, if the juvenile officer 
position was defunded and a status symbol for a kid is to p;et into 
enouRh trouble to p,et Dent out, and people from the upper part of 
the Sta te keep flyinR in and telling you how to solve your prohlems: 
it iB not too difficult to identify the pt"oblemr;, but it in not 
always easy to come up with solutions. 

J r YOll 1 i vp in Anc:h6r'.J(~e and it in F,rowinr: 1 i kl' el·:\7.y rind t.h"l'I' nrc 
more tlmn 20,000 new cars on the streets in one yea I' nnd jObR on 
·the Slope pay a fortUne and the average income ('xcncc}:> ja'),ooo, and 
both Mom and Dad work to pay the rent, and school F,ets 0\1 t at 
2:00 p.m. and tht're iG no place to RO and no way ro r:nt Lhl'l'I' if 
there were. it is fairly easy to identify the problems and to think 
of a few solutions. 

Ii yo~ nrc at. thl) Crime l'rpvention TaBI( Forcn JnP()tin·'~ and you are 
a planner, you say the prahl ems are sudden economic growth and 
development, transient people unemployment, and CaRt of honzinl';. 
If you are at the Task Force meeting and you arc an employer of the 
justice or social service system, you talk aDout lack of funds for 
programs, im'lIfficient data to identify the problem, and no altern'1-
tive service:. If,You are a police officer at th", meeting, you talk 
abollt lack of specialized training, lack of t"ecrpa tiona1 faei li ties, anel 
lack of community involvement. If you are at tht' meeting and you are 
at the meeting and you are a volunteer citizen, you talk about housing, 
schools, playgrounds, and jobs. 

The rural people with their sparce and low dt'nsity pO[lulation, their 
marr;inaJ. economies, and their homogeneous ~ulturnf', live with t.h" 
symptoms of crime daily: they live so close to h::wic sllt'vival t.h'l t 
solutions within their communities have :!>lmost ceased to he identi.fiable 

The urban pco[llp. with their rapid growth and hir,h ci()nsi l.y p"l'ul:1tion 
with their boom-or-bust economies, with their incrnasinr:ly hp.tcrop;n
neous cultures, latch on to one or two visible solutions and believe 
that all their problems will go away. 

'rho urban solutions arc: "~Ie need planning and vial)le alton)') ti'les." 
The rural reply iSI "Planning by whom and alternatives to what?" 

[From: The Juvenile Justice Community crime Prevention Standards and 
Goals T~sk Force Report, 1976] 

• 
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Alaska Youth Advocates, Incorporated 
SUSAN C. GORDON 
EXECUTIVI; DUU:CTOIt 

April 15, 1977 

The Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
The United states House of Representatives 
228 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear ~~. Andrews: 

529 I STREET 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 
TELEPHONE (907) 2.74.6541 

Alaska Youth Advocates, Inc. wishes to express its 
con corns about the recently introduced Juvenile Justice 
Amendments Act of 1977, S. 1021, and to urge your assistance 
in making this Act responsive to juvenile justice needs in 
Alaska. 

Alaska is now completing its second year of partici
pation in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act of 1974. The State of Alaska has historically and 
repeatedly made strong commitments to the idealS expressed 
in the Act. However, despite good faith efforts and because 
of situations particular to Alaska, our state's ability to 
continue participation under the reauthorization act of 1977 
is doubtful. Specifically, the mandates set forth in 
Section 223 (12) and (13), requiring 100% compliance with 
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the 
complete separation of juvenile and adult offenders in 
detention facilities, appear impossibl~ for Alaska to meet 
under the proposed three-year time frame. 

Alaska is an incredibly complex stat~, presenting 
problems reflective of those nationwide, as well as some 
unique to Alaska. Environmental, cultural, and sociolog
ical factors critically hamper Alaska's development and 
delivery of human and judicial services. It is these same 
factors which preclude Alaska from developing, within a 
three-year time period, the range of shelter and detention 
alternatives required to assure compliance with the Act. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS' JOE ACTON • JoHN HAVELOCK. RAE ANN HICKLING • WILLIAM H. JACOBS • CEciLIA 
KLEINKAUF • JACK KLEINK"UF • ANDY LINN • JEAN MATHIS 

MEMBER OF THE UNITED WAy OF ANCHORAGE to MEMBER OF THE ANCHOnAGE YOUTH Al.TERNATIVE SERVICE NETWORK 
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Vast land areas and harsh climatic conditions serve to 
limit conventional transportation and communication services 
to the urban areas of Anchorage and Fairbanks. Other than 
the two surface roads connecting these cities, there are no 
other major roadways in Alaska. The rest of the state is 
virtually dependent upon air travel. The smaller communities 
are accessible only by small aircraft, weather permitting, 
when the gravel landing strips are either completely' 
frozen or dry. Until this year, communication sEr~ices 
to the majority of smaller communities and villages was 
limited to bush radio communication. 

There are nearly 200 native villages in Alaska. Seventy 
percent of the state's 55,000 Eskimos, Indians, and Aleuts 
reside in these villages. Some of these villages are 500 
miles from the nearest service center. Even the service 
areas are remote by "lower 48" standards. Nome, the north
west regional center, is a popUlation area of about 3500 
people. To travel from our state capitol to Nome requires 
a three-hour jet airplane ride, with a change of airplanes 
in Anchorage. 

Juvenile justice needs and problems are as complex as 
Alaska's geographic and demographic conditions. :;::le great 
need which Alaska has to continue participation in the Act 
is evidenced by the severity of its juvenile justice problems. 
Alaska has the highest rate of child abuse, the highest rate 
of residential alcoholism, and one of the highest rates of 
suicide in the country. Incidences of running away, juvenile 
delinquency, and divorce are out of control. Alaska's 
response to its needs and problems, in specific reference to 
the Act's mandates, varies considerably from the village to 
the service center to the urban a.rea. 

For example, many Alaskan villages, with populations as 
small as 25 people, have no local law enforcement or social 
service personnel. The village is dependent upon the nearest 
service center for judicial and social services. It may take 
a day or a week for the traveling social worker or state 
trooper to reach the village. If a young person is out of 
control because of alcohol, or is in physical danger because 
of abuse or neglect, o~ is a danger to the community, the 

•• 

• 

• 
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village's only available response is to detain the young 
person in whatever facility exists until he may be sent 
to the nearest service center. This facility may be a 
relative's home or it may be a one room shack designated 
as the jail. It is difficult to even document what occurs 
in some of the more remote areas of Alaska. We do know, 
however, that these situations affect a very few juveniles. 

The service centers, population areas ranging from 
1,000 to 5,000 people, offer the next level of services. 
But, shelter and detention alternatives are presently non
existent in most of these centers. Providing one small 
shelter facility in a rural area of Alaska ~lOuld easily 
equal Alaska's yearly allotment of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act monies, which is $200,000. 
Status offenders and delinquents who cannot be returned 
to their homas most often are sent to one of the facilities 
in Anchorage • 

The urban areas of Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and 
Ketchikan offer the highest level of services. The level 
of services varies even among these areas, with Anchorage 
being at the most sophisticated end of the scale. In 
Anchorage, separate juvenile/adult facilities exist, and 
shelter and group home alternatives begin to meet Alaska's 
need for these facilities. 

These harsh realities are essential factors which ou~ 
state must consider when preparing to assure 100% compliance 
with Section 223 (12) and (13). Alaska can presently assert 
that it is in substantial compliance with these mandates. 
Furthermore, we can and are prepared to assure that within 
the three-year time frame, our urban areas will be in full 
compliance and our rural service centers will be in sub
stantial compliance. But, regardless of philosophical 
commitment and ~:ithOllt considering cost and benefit effective
ness factors, most rural Alaskan villages will be unahle to 
comply with the Act's requirements. 

Alaska's continued participation in the Act therp-fore 
becomes contingent upon Congress further amending the Act so 
as to permit the continued participation of states that do 
not have financial or other capabilities for immediate and 
total compliance. One of the following amendments to the Act 
would accomplish this needed modification • 
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1. Amend the Act to permit states with va~t 
rural areas to participate under a substantial 
compliance requirement, for example a compliance 
of 90 percent; or, 

2. Amend the Act to permit the Assistant 
Administrator of LEAA to grant exemptions to the 
current requirements of 100 percent compliance, 
uhder specific criteria to be established by 
Congress; or, 

3. Amend the Act to exclude from consideration, 
when viewing compliance, communities which have 
a population of less than 1,000 people and which 
are unconnected by roadways; or, 

4. Amend the Act to extend the mandated time 
frames for compliance and increase the federal 
financial support for states where unique climatic 
and cultural conditions severely hamper implement
ation under traditional revenue sharing formulas. 

On behalf of the Board of Directors and the Staff of 
Alaska Youth Advocates, Inc., I urge you, Mr. Andrews, to 
encourage and support an appropriate amendment which will 
make this Act a viable one for our state. 

Sincerely, 

·~7// 
-~~S- ~~ 

- Susan C. G~rdon ~ 
Executive Director 

SCG:bb 
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I.LIU M "I " wl!stl!rn uniDn al gram 

2-051086E122 05/02/77 ICS IP~MTZZ CSP WSHB 
5184741602 HGM TOM! ALBANY NY 100 OSM02 035S? EST 

HONORABLE I~E ANDREwS 
EDUCATION AND LABOR COMMITTEE 
US HOUS~ OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON DC 20515 

MAY 3 7977 

STRONGLY OPPOSED TO PROVISION rONTAINED IN HRbll1 AS REPORTED BY 
SUBCOMMITTEe ELIMINATING ~NY MtNIHUH AMOUNT OF FUND FOR SPECIAL 
EMPHAS1S PROGRAM TO BE AOMINISTF.RED BY OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTXCE AND 
DELI~QUENCY PREVENTION. HOPE YOU WILL RESTORE CURRENT LAW WHICH 
MANOATES MINIMUM OF 25 PERCENT OF JJDP FUND FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 
PROGRAM 

PETER A EDELMAN, DIRECTOR 
NEW YOR, STATE DIVISION FOR YOUTH 

15155 EST 

MGHCDMP MGM 

80-699 0 - 77 - 24 
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, Deportment of Soclol Services 

DIVISION OF HUMAN DEVELOPMEN.T ' 

April 26, 1977 

Representative Ike Andrews 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

RE: Juvenile Justice Amendments Act of 1977 

Dear Representative Andrel~s: 

State Offi •• 
State Olliee Building 
, Illinois Street 

Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
605-224-3115 

The South Dakota Runaway Youth Services Program ~/as funded 
in FY77 to provide those services required under Ti tl e II r of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. Four 
private non-profit youth serving agencies with residential components 
are providing services to runaways outside of the juvenile justice 
sy~tem in Sioux Falls, Huron, ~litchell and Rapid City under an advance 
payment agreement with our office. The Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 
would prohibit a state agency, such as ours, from participating in 
funding under the Runal~ay Youth Act. He oppose this change for the 
follol~ing reasons: 

(1) It is not economically feasible fay' a single non"profit 
agency to ~/ri te a grant for runaway servi ces; 

(2) No single private non-profit youth serving agency with 
existing residential capacity has the volume of runa~/ays necessary 
to. justify a program; 

(3) A coalition of private non-profit agencies l1ith existing 
resicential capacity does not exist and hence the administrative 
capacity to ~/rite the grant and administer a multi-site program is 
not available; 

(4) The Office on Children and Youth ~/as not compensated for 
administrative services and hence administrative costs v/ere non
existent and the entire grant I'/ent for services. 

If the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act excludes 
all state agencies from receiving funds the necessary leadership 

IH2rlHIIII 1i-------------c .. rUIUlIIUI 
An Equal Opportun!lv/Alfirmatlve Action Emplover ••••• 
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in So~th Dakota to provide services through a coalition or network 
wi 11 be absent. 

The Office of Youth Development, at the regional and national 
level, felt our approach was an innovative way for a small and very 
rv.ral state to handle its runaway problem. !L the Runaway Youth Act 
is qmended to p2'ohit £. ~ ~ ftc!!!!' paI'ticipating "then. 2'WUl1iIay 
seZ'IJices in Sou"th Dakota wUZ be !E!!-e:cistent. We hope that the 
proposed amendment to Section 313 will be reconsidered or at the 
very least amended to allow rural states to participate when no 
existing coalition or network is in existence. South Dakota's 
current program is innovative and it is the most reasonable and 
cost effective method available. 

In the best interests of children and youth ••• 

'TY~ 

~y M" elsen 
Dire or, Division of Human Develo~ent 

GM:mm 
cc: Governor Richard Kneip 

Dr. Orval Westby,.Secretary, Department of Social Services 
Jeanne Weaver, OYD-HEW 
Al Martinez, Region VIII, OYD-HEW 
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North Carolina Department of Crime Control~ '::'77 
and Public Safety 

Stele Highway Pluel 
Alcohol Law Enforcement 
Crimi Cornrel Olvi,lon 
Natlont' Ou.rd 
CIvil Prepar.cfn.SI 
Civil AlrPattol 

MAY 9 1977 JAM\:S B. HUNT, JR., GOVERNOR 

April 29, 1977 

J. PHIL CARLTON, SECRETAKY 

GORDON SMITH, III, DIRECTOR 

CRIME CONTROL DIVISION 

The Honorable Ike Andrews 
House of Representatives 
Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressnlan Andrews: 

On behalf of Governor Hunt, I want to thank you for the 
opportunity you gave the staff of the Governor's Crime Commission 
to express some of North Carolina's concerns regarding the reauthori
zation of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. As 
you know, North Carolina is committed to the general goals of the 
JJDP Act and hopes that the reauthorized Act will permit the flexi
bility that would allow us to participate in the program. 

I would like to note again three areas that cause us 
greatest concern and restate some alternate wording for the legisla
tion which we discussed with your staff earlier: 

1. The requirement for the de institutionalization 
of status offenders as presenl:ly stated and 
as proposed by both Senator Bayh and the Adminis
tration cannot be met by North Carolina. It is 
not possible to state, in good faith, that we 
can meet that mandate with the given time frame 
and with the limited resources that would be 
available for that purpose. Further, we feel 
that 100% deinstitutionalization may not be 
possible for many years. In some few cases I 
which should be determined by explicit guidelines, 
a judge of the juvenile court may feel that services 
that can be provided in a secure setting may 
best meet a particular child's needs. \'/e suggest 
rewording Sec. 223 (a) (12) to read: 

P. O. BOX 27687, RALEIGH, N. C. 27611 919/733··i974 
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provide within five years after 
submission of the first plan that 
each state statistically show at 
least a 75% reduction in the number 
of juveniles charged with or adjudi
cated for offenses that would not be 
criminal if committed by an adult 
and placed in detention or cor
rectional facilities. 

2. We propose a change in Sec. 223(a) (5) which now 
requires that the State make available 66 2/3% 
of its JJDP Act funds to local government. North 
Carolina totally supports the concept of providing 
funds to local governments for juvenile programs; 
however, we recommend that the JJDP Act provide 
the flexibility to allow as much as 100% of each 
state's JJDP Act allocation to be granted to a 
state agency for the purpose of creating or 
supplementing a state subsidy program to coun~tes 
to provide community-based services to youth • 
Under this proposal, the follovling wording would 
be inserted after the word "basis": 

or if the state utilizes its funds 
for a state subsidy program to counties 
to provide such services. 

3. Our final recommendation relates to Sec. 223 (a) (3) 
which provides for an advisory group. The North 
Carolina General Assembly has recently created 
statutorily the Juvenile Justice Planning Com
mittee, which is to be an adjunct committee of 
the Governor's Crime Commission. This committee 
is mandated to plan comprehensively for the 
juvenile justice system in our State. The composi
tion 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 coincide with that required by the Act 
for the juvenile justice advisory grouP? and, 
therefore, the participation of North Carolina 
in this program would necessitate another committee, 
a step that would only serve to fragment our efforts • 
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I understand that one proposed amendment would 
require policy-setting authority for those 
boards and 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 feel that its composi
tion and role must be determined by each state, 
dependent upon its own needs. We suggest, 
then, that items (A) through (E) be deleted 
from this section and particularly emphasize 
the need to omit items (A), (D), and (E). 

We appreciate your interest in learning our concerns and 
are grateful for your efforts on behalf of the young people of our 
State. _ If there is any way in which we may assist you as you pro
gress toward reauthorization of the JJDP Act, please let us know. 

~~elY, ~ 

(~(/2:i;~ 
/ J. Phil Carl ton 

Secretary 

~. 

• 
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Juvenile Rights Project 
American Civil Liberties Union' Foundation 

Rena K. Uvllle, . 
AClU 22 East 40 St,ee' 
New York. New York 10016 
12121 725·1222 

April 26, 1977 

Committee on Education and Lebar 
House of Representatives 
United Stat"s Congress 
Washington, D. C. 

Gentlemen/Ladies: 
Re: H.R. 1137 and H.R. 6111 

Stephen W. B'l<ler 
AClU 10 South 10 St,eet 
R;<hmond. %9;n10 23219 
(8041 644·B022 

On behalF of the Juventle Rights Project at the American Civil liberties 
Union, I am writing to oppose the two, above-menttoned btlls. I wHl briefly 
outline the besis For my opposition separately below. 

H.R. 1137: This bill would estcblish local and national conterences on 
learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency, along with the bureaucratic machinery 
thought necessary to bring these to Fruition. While I Feel that public eFForts at 
providing educational and other services to the learning disabled are a worthy subject 
of Congressional attention, it is Fundamentally unwise to grOltp this attention with 
the subject at juvenile crime. Although not expressly set forth, ir is apparent that 
the philosoph, behind the bill regards learning disabilities among the Nation's youth 
as one of the root causes of juvenile delinquency. There is evidence indicating a 
high proportion of learning probl"flls among the delinquent population. Bur like research 
which found· high marijuana use among heroin addicts, the early research date on learning 
disabilities and juvenile crime indicate nothing approaching a cause and effect relotion. 
Despite this weak evidentiary correlation, wide publicity associating these two phenomona 
would Follow From the bill's enactment. From a civil liberties perspective, this would 
represent an unfair labelling at LO children as delinquent or pre-delinquent. 

The delivery of equitable and eFFective educational services ta handicapped 
children is a ~vbject of deep concern to the Juvenile Rights Project. Slle Kruse v. 
Campbell, C.A. No. 75-0622-R (E.D. Va.), Opinion and Order of Iv\arch 23, 1977, 
handled by the authr. -{:e:lpjl"''';:- sed:) The enactment of P. L. 94-142, lh e 
Education of All Handicapped Children Acr, evidences that the Congress also shares 
this concern. But the proper and fair delivery of public:: services to LD children does 
nat require that their interests be comprised by adding the burden at criminal labels 
10 their already difficult future. The money which would be spent as result of H.R. 
j 137 would be mare effectively used if it simply went into service delivery systems 
fa- the learning disabled, such as that required by P. L. 94-142. 

Edward J. Ennis, PresIdent· Aryeh Neier. Execuliv(t Vice President. Samuel Hondel, Rolland O'Hare, Harriet Pitpel. Barbara Preiskel, 
Marvin Schachler. Vice _ Presldenls • WInthrop Wadleigh. TreilStlrCr • Norman Corsen, Osmond K. Fraenkel. Ruth Bader Ginsburg, 
General Counsel-· MelVin L. Wull. Legal Director ~ Vincent McGee, Nallonal Program Director. 

ConltlbuUons to the American Civil Ubenles Union Foundation are deductible ler Incom~·I8)( purposes 
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H.R. 6111: The ACLU opposes this bill because It weakens the federal 
commitment 10 decriminalizing Ihe treatment of juvenile status offenders. Amending 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, the bill would replace 
the present state obligation towithaaw statu. offenders from penal facilities WIthin 
two years with only a voGue requirement that ~uch be done "within CI reosonable 
time". Section 3 (c) (8). As set forth on the enclo:ied statement to Ihe Senote 
Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, it is both grossly unfair and 
counter-productive to allow non-criminal children 10 be locked up in penal focillties. 
If anything, the federal commitment to this principe I should be strengthened, not 
weakened. 

If J can be of any further assistance to the Committee on these or orher 
matters, please let me know. 

SWB:jo 

V"" ""', "~".M 
< ep en W. Bricker 
Attorney-at-law 

• 
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473:') Rivoli Drive 
l;acon, Georgia 31204 
April 2l, U77 

'i'he Honor(lble Ike Andrp.ws, ae~jre:::ent{\tive 
nhairman, House Subcorr.rnittee on Economic Orportunity 
United 't!Ctes }i.:lUse of Repre5~nt~tives 
Room 300 Cannon House nfEice lJuilc1ing: 
Hashington, P.C. 20510 

r;ear Re~resentntive Andrcl'ls: 

',s a memb"r of tieor"ia's Juvenile Advisory Committee to the State 
Crime Commission, I am quite cmcerned about the anjll'orriations for 
LEa.!\. T~hich are un·'er c')nsideration. I ~'lOuld ul'f;e full and adequ3i:e 
ap"ropri:'tions for the LF:.'\.,\ progrAm so thrt thr> St~te progr;'.ms aimed 
at more comnunity bn,<::;ed altern,~tiv"'s for troublpd youth and deinsti
tutionAlization of st\tus offerners can continue or be expnnded • 
We feel that in Georgin I~e are llk"tking some headway in this effort 
and would be quite discouragpd to find ou.' funding decrea'led. 

Also, and for the same reasons, T woul:l uree reauthorization of 
the JJDP Act for another three yeRr term. 

Thl1nk you for your time and consideration on this m tter. 

Sincerely, 

Od~c~r!I~~ 
Patricia W. Bass 
(Nrs. Thomf's L.) 

l!:17'1 
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LOCATEO ON 8TH AVENUE 
~ BLOCK EAST OF SUMMIT STREET May 4, 197.f1A'f 9 

Mr, Ike Andrews 
Chairperson, Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

Enclosed please find copies of letters written 
by young people who are currently staying at Huckleberry 
House, a Runaway Youth Act funded shelter. 

We recently hed a discussion in the house about 
the Runaway youth Act and the pending renewal of 
the Act. These young people wanted to make you aware 
of their concerns and interest in the continuation 
of the Act. 

Thank you for your interest and consideration. 

KLS/mm 
encb 

Sincerely, 

Kay Satterthwaite, 
Program Coordinator 

MAILING ADDRESS, 1421 HAMlET STREET •. COLUMBUS. OHIO 43201 

DONATIONS ARE TAX OEOUCTlalE 

" 
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.... \ W (. ~he citizens' 
~T~ committee on youth 

~00j~ 
;.r~~ 2147 Central Avenue 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45214 
(513) 381-3425.381-3214 

May 4, 1977 

The Honorable Ike Andrews, Chainnan 
House Sub-Committee on Economic 

Opportuni ty 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

lut"er W. Chu;ch 
ExeciJtlvc Director 

The Citizens' Committee on Youth is the official tax-supported 
agency designed to helP deal with the problems of Cincinnati youth. 
As both service provi der and "cata lyti c agent for coordi nation and 
communication," we see the great importance of the reauthorization 
of the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. In 
addition, we see the Bayh Amendment (S.B. 1021) as adding great 
strength to the original Act; the Bayh Amendment encourages creative 
yet coordinated approaches to the complex problem of juvertile de
linquency. 

Therefore, we encourage you to support the reauthorization of 
the Juvenile Justice and DelinquencY Prevention Act. and we most 
heartily endorse the Bayh Amendment to this Act. 

Yours truly, 

c:'-'!o~ "'S ~, .. ,-J 

George J. Penn, Coordinator 
Com.~uni ty Youth Servi ce Bureau 

GJP/le 

c,,!-Rep-rot;IItaLi ,e RelleH 11. 1I1tli+ 
IlePIE.CII_dS1 • '11", II 'bbmat 

Offlnn .,.d [xecutl_1I Commltt,,, 

Mr. bo ... !d tillman, Presl:'e,.t 
Mr. Poul Aruon. Vi,o Prcslde!'!t 
MI. Gus lloUey, Vlca PII:sIdcI'lJ 
Mn. Hepe Flemt't.5etretory 
Mi'. Johr1leahr. ltecsur(,>f 
Mr. Ocvld Altmcm .. ~lIeeul've ;:omm,t!ea 
Mr. David Sch~flllg. EIIett.fH"ct Cemmlttlle 

Board Mombu5 

Mr. Cho.·~s C Balll)rW 
Mr. William H. £?ov<1 
Mr. Jchn ButkovIch 
Mt T~tn.Co,scdv 
Mr Roy Clerk 
MJ. Arlhvr Hull 
Mt Gerald Klein 

Mr. Jerome MOl'llgo" 
Sisler Matgarat Ann Moliler 
Mr Charles B. NuckaU$ 
Mr. EdwIn C, P,lcct 
Mr. "SIeve R~l!clI 
Mr. W. G. Scinsheiml!( 
M,. Bailey Tume, 
Mr. Albert Von Hag1!/t 

"htlll! af Office Mllmhtl 

Rev. James H. Gatle .. d 
Mr. Hotard Goldberg 
Cal. Carl V. Goodin 
Rev. Tl!curns.eh X, Gtaham 
Dr. Arr.old lelf 
Mr. Bret J. MeG/nnn 
Mr. Seth Siapies 
MIs. Bobble Steme 
Dr. OcfICIld Waldrip 
Mr. Jerome Wild 

if, 

• 

• 



.1 

·9 

• 

• 

f"ke. 

369 

THE UNIVERSITY OF' GEORGIA 
SCHOOL OF SOCIAL wonl<. 

ATHIC:HS, GI::ORC,,, 30602 

April 21, 1977 

The Honorable~ Andrews, Representative 
OIairman, House Subcommittee on Economic Opporttmity 
United States House of Representatives 
Room 300 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

~PR '2:. \97 
,,\ 

I am deeply concerned about the possibility that there may be 
a reduction of funds for FY78 for the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) Program. 

In Georgia, we have used these funds to effectively reduce the 
incidence of JUlTenile Crime in some areas, and to set up diversionary 
programs for StatuS, Offenders. Because l;e used the method of satura
tion funding (concentrating on the counties with the highest juvenile 
crime rate), we have just now begtm. to fund programs in smaller citios 
and in rural corrmunities. The need for prevention programs is great, 
and we still have a way to go to provide alternatives so that no 
Status Offender is held :in jail.. 

We are gradually moving in the direction of state and local fund
ing for these programs, but for the next fel; years we need Federal 
help in introducing nel; programs into areas not yet covered. 

Some of our funding is being used to train staff employees, 
and to set up appropriate evaluation procedures. Both of these 
p:tograms are badly needed. 

I urge you not to cut the LEAA funds for FY78 - and to encourage 
the reauthorizatIOn of the JJDP Act for thrf!'~ years. The children 
of Georgia will thank you. 

SD:bkj 

Sincerely Yours, 

k~JfL'~JJ1.S,W, 
Sophia Deutschberger 
Member - Advisory Committee 
on JUlTenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 

AN EQUAL. OPPORTUNITV/AF'f'IRMATIYE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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A~" 21 1977oHIO COALITIQIl 
RllJAWAY YOUTH JIND FPMILY CRISIS SERVICES 

1421 HAMLET STREET, COLUMBUS, OHIO 43201 (614)-294-5553 

OFFICERS 

KAY Sri.TTERTHWAITE, EXECUTIVE 
TE4EPHONE: (614)-294-5553 

BOB ME:UM, TREASURER 
April 20, 1977 TELEPHONE: (513)-621-1522 

Mr. Ike Andrews 
Chairperson, Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Representative Andrews: 

The Ohio Coalition represents people involved 
with providing services to runaways and their families 
throughout the state of Ohio. We have reviewed the 
ammendment submitted by Senator Bayh reo Senate bill 
1021, Title III, Runaway Youth Act, and have adopted 
the following position: 

"On behalf of the Ohio Coalition of Runaway 
Youth and Family Crisis Services and the youth 
and families served by its member agencies, we 
strongly support Senator Birch Bayh's Ammendments 
to the Runaway Youth Act (Title III of Senate 
Bill 1021). The ammendments of this bill reflect 
an increased sensitivity to the rights of young 
people and allow for more realistic funding levels." 

We urge you to do what you can to implement 
these ammendments. 

We would also like you to consider an additional 
arnmendment that would clarify Runaway Service provisions 
in other social welfare legislation. We would like 
to clarify that the young people who receive service 
at runaway centers on a voluntary basis are considered 
to be in need and this need is documented by personnel 
authorized to "place children" for the purpose of 
federal reimbursement. 

We would suggest language such as • • • "young 
people who voluntarily seek and receive services 
f.rom Runaway Centers as outlined in the Act shall 
be considered to be in need and this need is docu
mented by personnel authorized to place children for 
reimbursement under other social welfare legislation. 

" •••• AN OHIO NETWORK OF SERVICES DEDICATED TO THE BETTERMENT OF YOUTH AND FAMILY LIFE" 

•• 
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Nothing in the Act shall prohibit runaway centers from 
rece;tving reimbursement under other applicable social 
welf<lre legislation." 

There has been some question as to whether run
aways who seek and receive services are in "authorized 
placement", even though they are receiving 24 hour 
care. This would clarify the situation so that for 
other federal programs "authorized placement" would 
not be the determining factor for reimbursement • 

Before Title III of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Act of 1974, most runaways were handled 
almost solely by traditional methods of incarcerating 
or "placing children" in custody through Child Welfare 
or court services. with the advent of the community 
alternatives for runaways, the concepts of emergency 
shelte.r as a voluntary "placement" augment this defin
ition, but most Federal and state statutes still use 
"authorized placement" to mean longer term, non-crisis 
situations. Language to include voluntary oervice 
provisions as equivalent to laws (state and Federal) 
authorizing placement of children would go a long way 
to clarify this situation and make services provided 
by Runaway Centers eligible for reimbursement under 
other social welfare legislation. 

If we can be of help to answer any questions 
on this issue or can supply information, please 
feel free to call me at 614-294-5553. 

Thank you for your time and interest in our 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 

w~~/¥:aa?f ¥ 
Chairperson, Legislative Committee 

WDM/mm 

89-699 0 - 77 - 25 
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COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLIDIBTA 

WASHINGTON.D.C.20004 

POl.LY SHACKlETOti 
Ccu~,,"n~W.>d3 

Honorable Ike Andrews, Chairman 
Subcon:mittee on Economic Opportunity 
Con:mittee on Education and Lacor 
u. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Congresscan Andrews: 

April 20, 1977 

Thank you for imTiting me to submit a statement for the 
hearing record on bill IIR 1137, wbicb would call a national 
conference on learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. 
My statement is enclosed. 

Yours si~ce'rely, 

po~ ~etoCft" f ~ 
Chairperson 
Committee on Human Resources 

and Aging 

• 

• 
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COUNCll. 01' THE DISTRICT ,OJ,' COLmmIA 

WASIU}lGTON. D. C. 20004 

Statement of Councilmember Polly Shackleton (D-Ward 3) 

submitted to the 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportur.ity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
for hearing on R.R. 1137,'on 

April 22, 1977 

I 

The District of Columbia City Council, where I chair the 

Committee on Human Resources and Aging, has oversi2ht over the 

Department of Human Resources. That Department operates Children's 

Center, the facility which houses both detained and committed 

juveniles. 

! am pleased to submit for the record a statement in support 

of bill H.R. 1137, which would call a national conference on learning 

disabilities and juvenile delinquency. The idea that disabling 

'conditions could be a contributing factor in-a youth's involvement 

in criminal behavior has not been adequately addressed by either the 

educational or judicial systems. It is obvious that simply putting 

youth behind bars does not meet their needs Or those of society. 

We need to know more about the conditions of learning disabilities, 

their relationship to behavior, and how to batter identify the 

youth so disabled both in the educational process and at the 

point where he enters the judiCial system • 
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The definition of 'learning disabilities' as used in 

this bill, however, would exclude a significant percentage 

of the youth who enter the juvenile justice system. If left 

unamended, you will exclude, amongst others, mentally retarded 

and emotionally disturbed youth. P.L. 94-142, The Education 

for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, included the mentally 

retarded and the emotionally ~isturbed persons in the general 

thrust of its concerns. P.L. 93-415, The Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, also specifically 

included mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed youth 

in the scope of its provisions. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 

which this bill would amend, was designed to improve the 

juvenile justice system and to help support efforts to divert, 

where appropriate, yo~th from the juvenile justice system. 

States are just now becoming aware that the court system is 

not systematically intercepting the mentally retarded or 

the emotionally disturbed youth who are brought up on charges. 

The net result of that i~adequacy can be seen in the juvenile 

detention populations, where we are finding a significant 

number of such persons receiving little or no appropriate 

services. 

From my own visits at the Ch:f.J.dl;en!s Center, and from speak:j.ng 

with interested judges in the Superior Court, ! can see we have a problem 

• 

• 
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identifying emotionally disturbed and mentally retarded persons at 

the court stage. The obviollsly mentally retarded person will be found 

incompetent to stand trial. The moderately retarded person often 

slips through and is sentenced to a correctional program totally 

unsuited to his needs. I suspect that the District of Columbia's 

situation is representative of a problem to be found across the 

United States. 

I am concerned that the national conference called under the 

proposed amendment to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Act will set the tone of federal involvement in juvenile ~~stice 

programs tor a considerable time. Given the fact that what is proposed 

is a national conference, I suggest that the definition of learning 

disabilities be broadened so that the disabling conditions which affect 

behavior, and potential susceptibility to invnlvement in criminal 

behavior because of the disability, be inclu1~~. 

We are enteriny/a crucial stage in developing supporr. for and 

attention to the typ~S of problems faced by the mentally retarded 

and the emotionally disturbed youth. I believe that we will find 

that learning d1.sabilities will overlap to a considerable extent with 

these two populations. I suggest that we include from the outset 

these two categories in the definition of learning disabilities for 

the purpose of the proposed conference. In this manner, we will be 
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continuing the spi, It and purpose of the public laws passed over the 

last few years. 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to submit these views 

for the record. I have attached p~oposed wording for the amendment 

suggested herein. 

:)
~ •. 

• 

}.. .' 

• 
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PROPOSED CHANGE TO PAGE 10, Bt11 HR 1137, line 3, et seq. 

"(15) The term 'chi1dren with specific learning disabtlities' 

has the meaning given it by sec. 602 (15) of the Education for 

All Handicapped Children Act, except that, in the administration 

.. J. 
of Part D of Title II of this Act, changes in such definition 

.... recommended by the Commissioner of Eduaation under section (5) 

(b) {3} of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 

shall be taken into account, and that the term shall include 

mentally retarded and emotionally. disturbed youth." 

• 

• 
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Re: Hearings on H.R. 1137, the National Conference on Learning 
Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency Act 

STATEJolENT BY THE HON. BRUCE VENTO (D. /iii"..,....) 

The need for extensive study into learning disabilities and its 

link with juvenile delinquency has never been greater. This 1egisla-

tion takes a giant step forward by recognizing the necessity of 

researching both these problems from an interdependent view. The 

time has arrived when we must acknowledge the recent clinical evidence 

that there is a high probability of correlation. 

In Minnesota we have been looking into this connection on a 

limited basis for the last few years. The Minnesota Department of 

Education has informed me that they have found it necessary to cate-

go~ize these two problems together into a division called Special 

Learning and Behavior Probl~s (S.L.B.P.). Projections show that over 

30,000 juveniles in Minnesota will be classified in this category by 

the end of this year. Approximately 4% of all children in our 

schools suffer from special learning disabilities. 

I was personally shocked after reviewing statistics from Minnesota 

on the extent and severity of delinquency that takes place. In Minn-

esota, of all arrests that 'were made over the ;>ast two years, 41% 

were juveniles 10 to 17. Even more alarming is the fact that of 

arrests made for the most serious crimes (rape, murder, larceny, theft, 

etc.) over 60% were juveniles. Over 35,000 juveniles were arresteJ 

in Minnesota alone this past year. 

• 

• 
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In Saint Paul, Minnesota the public school syseem has for the 

past 10 years had what are called Behavioral Learning Centers 

(S.L.C.'s). These centers are based on the philosophy that it is 

better to invest the money nOw in correcting a learning disability 

than it is to spend the money on juvenile correctional facilities or 

prisons at a later time. This program started at the elementary 

level but has now been followed up with secondary level B.L.C.'s. 

Over 14 schools in Saint Paul have a B.L.C •• The need for programs 

to combat learning disabilities is obvious. 

Recent guidelines published in the Federal Register give a new 

definition of learning disability. It states eight areas that can 

be evaluated to determine a learning disability: reading, spelling, 

math, oral expression, listening comprehension, ~ritten expression, 

reading comprehension and math reasoning. 

The juvenile detention facility in Saint Paul, Minnesota did a 

study on just the first three criteria listed above to see how sig-

nificant reading, spelling and math learning disabilities were in 

relation to delinquency. They found that 76% of the delinquents that 

they dealt with had disabilities in those three areas. The director 

of that study informed me that he believes that if we only attacked 

the problem of reading we would significantly lower juvenile delinquency. 

As was pointed out by the Hon. Claude Pepper in the Congressional 

Record of January 11, 1977, "Informal statistics have shown that Okla-

homa has a linkage of about 85 percent between youth crimes and dis-
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abilities, and the percentage in Minnesota is in the upper 80 IS. If 

these statistics are true we have certainly been doing a poor job of 

preventing delinquency. It is no longer adequate to say that a child 

did not do wQ~l in school and therefore became delinquent. Knowing 

why he did not do well, however, can prevent duplication of failure." 

Obviously, not all students who have learning disabilities turn 

to juvenile delinquency, and not all delinquents h~ve what is defined 

as a learning disability. However a strong correlation does appear 

to exist-- one that I believe deserves to be investigated. 

As a teacher I believe that it is imperative that we state our 

commitment to dealing with this problem. I am hopeful that this 

legislation will educate the general public on the extent that learning 

disabilities occur and will provide for further exploration into the • link between learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. 

I believe that the federal government must share the responsibility 

for establishing a comprehensive plan for dealing with this problem. 

This legislstion will provide information on a variety of issues 

that we presently do not have enough facts to deal with. School drop 

out rates, drug use, truancy and other problems that plague our 

schools today may have a high correlation with learning disabilities. 

I hope that our commitment to this problem does not end with the 

enactment of this legislation. This is only the first step in dealing 

with learning problems and juvenile delinquency. We not only have 

a commitment to these young people but we have a responsibility. 

• 
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April le, 1976 

The Honorable Ike IIndrews, Chairman 
Sub-Committee for Economic opportunities 
Committee on Education and Labor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews: 

':.?R 8 5 197, 

I am writing in strong support: of H.R. 1137 National Conference 
on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile Delinquency, introduced by 
the Honorable Claude Pepper in January, 1977. 

As a psychologist who has worked in the Denver ~uvenile Court 
for some ten years and now as Chief Psychologist at Children's 
Hospital in Denver, I cannot emphasize strongly enough the need 
for the kind of public education and awaraness that the implemen
tation of this bill will provide. 1 personally hava been activ~ 
in this very area for most of my professional career and have 
seen the positive results of just such an approach. As a matter of 
fact, this very bill is prima facia evidence of what I am speaking. 
r am taking the liberty or enclOSing a copy of a letter of intent 
addressed to the Honorable Sam steiger (March 16, 1975) in which 
our goals and proposals in this direction are outlined. This bill, 
or course, goes much farther than was earlier suggested. The 
plan to have a ''White House Conference" aa an end goal is, in my 
opinion, of critical importance. l~ith a recidivism rate of 87% in 
delinquency and rising, it is obvio~s that new and innovative 
approaches must be developed. 

It is also obvious that many segments of our population, both 
public and professional, are in one way or another touched by the 
problem of delinquency. For this reason, I would strongly urge 
the recommendation that the public be more involved in the planning 
of the national r.>eetings, in participating in them, and in having 
access af attendance. I liould suggest that the ASSOCIATION FOR 
CHILDnEN WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES be designated as a co-director or 
partner, along with the COORDINATING COUNCIL eN JUVENILE JU~T!CE AND 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION in the development of this program. The 
A.C.L.D. organization, through j,ts Adolescent Affairs C.ommittee, 
already has several years' experience in just such conferences and 
meetings throughout the United States. A.C.L.D., it seems to me, 
can add the balance that will insure, in part, the representation 
of both the involved public and the consuming public. By this system 
of checks and balances a far more effective program can be developed • 
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I also respectfully enclose a chapt.er I authored for 
Dr. Helmer Jolyklebust's book ent~tled PROGRESS IN LEAR.'IIIIG DISABILITIES, 
VOL. III, Grune and Stratton, 1976, which outlines many of the arguments 
that could be related here. 

I thank you for the opportunity to comment by this letter. 

Sincerely, 

tJtf.~t.-.£;?~~ 
CDP:hw 

Chester D. Poremba, Ph.D. 
Chief Psychologist, Children's Hospital 

2 encl. 

cc: Congressman Claude Pepper 
Room 2239 Rayburn House Office 
Rayburn House Office Bldg. 
W<.shington, D.C. 20515 

• 

J 

• 
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Honorable Ike F. Andrews 
Chairman SUbcommittee for 
Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education & lab~r 
228 Cannan Hause Office Bldg. 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Andrews; 

383 

APR 26 1811 

1446 Garfield 
Denver, CO 80206 
t\pril 21, 1977 

I am writing this letter to give my fullest support on House 
Bill 1137 National Conference on Learning Disabilities and Juvenile 
Delinquency Act introduced by Congressman Claude Pepper from Florida. 

I myself have a learning disability and was not diagonized until 
I was 26 years ald. I tao have experienced many of the problems that 
the L. D. Child, Adolescent and Adult encounter. However, thanks to 
some very beautiful people such as my mather, a few teachers, college 
professors,I9~~rick Roth and Dr. Poremba. I have overcome some of 
the obstacles that face L. O. persons. ' 

There are so many L. D. persons Who are less fortunate then me. 
Studies have shown that over 90% of our juvenile delinquents have been 
diagonized as having learning disabilities. 60% of the people today 
in penal institutions have learning disabilities. Today many students 
are doing poor in school, flunking out yet these students have average 
or above average intelligence but because of society failure to recognize 
these problems these kids are draping out of society, turning toward to 
alcohal and drugs. 

It's time now as a nation that we take on the problem of learning 
disabilities and bring it ollt in the open. The LEAA is doing an excellent 
job but I believe citizens represent&tion should be represented wH/1 this 
bill. Therefore, I am suggesting that funds be alloted to the National 
Association for Children with learning Disabilities Adolescent Affairs. 
Through this passage and the work of the National ACLD we can see the goal 
the Association set forth when founded back in the early 60's and that is 
Help Stamp Out learning Disabilities. 

This bill would open the door to so many people who all there lives 
have been called dumb, lazy, stupid, & no good. It truly would be a be
ginning of a new era and the reduction of crime, vio'lence, drug useage, 
ac~olism and suicide, 

I am enclosing two articles which briefly tell you of some of my ex
perience I have encountered. I would like to close with a verse from a Song 
Pete Seeger wrote called One Man's ttand§ "If two and two and fifty make a 
million we'll see that day come round, we'll see that day come round,"~(m 
Learning Disabilities will be stamped out! With Passage of Bill 1137 it 
could be done. 

Kindl~ Youf!.~ .J-
~ ~ "C-t.l.;1~{t, \ 
Hal Ewoldt, 
President Denver Chapter ACLD 

o 




