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UNITED,$TATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADryllNISTRATION 

, ' WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PFlEVENTION 

,p.' , 

PROGRAM ANNOUNCEMENT 

J J= , 11 r~', :; 
~'NATION~L'INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE 

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

,\ l\ M\ 8 \971 

-~ , 

Pursuant to the authority of the Omni bus Crime Corver-01'and 'Safe Streets 
t\ct of 1968, as atpended, ang the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
P\1evention Act of 1974, the Law Enforcement Assistance I:\dministratiori3 ' 

is giving major priqri,ty to the diversion of youth from the juveni'le 
,justice system through use of Omnibus Crime Control discretionary funds. 
Only a limited number of programs can be funded tl)rough this effort. 
Careful ,evaluation will be initiated at the beginning of the program in 
order to provide irifprmation about the most workable approaches. This 
effort will aSl?ist loc'al jurisdictions and States i.n planning and 
implementing similar programs in the future under- reqUirements of the 
ne\lC9uv~ni1e Justicean~ Delinquency Prevention legislation." 

.i,:{r·'~· '~'':-; '-'.- "r; ,,' ',': . 

Becauser"of y6'ur intere,st in the welfare of youth, we felt it ,important 
to notifY you of this effort. This packet contains all necessary 
inform~tionplertainingito the pr~liminary application for Federal 

Ilass;stance. under thi,s nationa, 1 pro,gram. The preliminary appljcations 
))should be sent tQ,th~ Offtce of Juvenile Justice and Delinque'ncy 

C, Prevention, LEAA, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.G. 20531 
by June 4, 1976. Upon rece;ipt, the OJJDP ,will conduct an initial 
screening to determine ,those preliminary applications meeting eligibility 
and capabi] i ty conditi ons bas'ed on the, speci fi cati ons and gui del ines . 
provided in this ,packet. Upon making this determination, ·not·ifications 
wi 11 be sent;, to app 1 i cants not meeti ng these condi ti ons and cop; es of 
the remaining appl ications will be forwarded to ,the cognizant SP~~r\~ 
Regional Office for review. Review conducted at this point by zQJ b 
reviewers will consider the degree to' which applicants meet the selection 
criteria. Refer to the enclosed Guideline Manual Section in completion 
of preliminary applications. 

f' 

oApplications will be rated and judged on the basis of al) selection 
criteria outlined in the enclosed guideline. You will note that these 
crite'ria emphasize development of non-duplicative,workab1e a.nd realistic, 
programs which achieve specific objectives. Should you have any questions 
concerning application submission, I would suggest that you contact 
yOUr State Planning. Agency, LEAA Regional Offices or the Ofn,ce of 
Juvenile Justice~rd Delinquency Prevention 'in Washington. 
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the Office of Juvenile Justice a~d. 
It is perhaps usefu~ to note that der two statutory funding.auth~r1t1es. 
Delinquency Prevent10n opera~es un . t nt with the policy d1rect1on of 
While the diversi~n program 1s.cons1s ef the Juvenile Justice and. 
the Office establ1s~ed by se~t~~~420~h~ fundinq authority is Sect10n 
Delinquency Prevent10n Act 0 . ' . Control and Safe Streets 
453(4) and 455(a)(2) of the Omn1bu~ Cr1me the olicy direction of the 
Act of 1968, as amended. ~n C~~;Y1~9t~~tJ'uven~le Justice and Delinquency 
Office as required by Sectlon ~t to waive any of the statutory re-
Prevention Act, LEAA has no ~uthor1.Y control Act funds. Therefore, 
qui rements app 1 i cab 1 ~ tOtCh)mnl bU~. ~~~~~ y eq~i rements for grants funded 
the Agency cannot wa1ve e cas 
with Parts E or C Crime Control f.unds. . 

. .,,' ation of conditions which result 1n 
In the·-fina.l analys1S, th: amel1~r nile justice system is everyone1s 
the involvement of yo~th 1n the JUv~ societal institution can uni-
responsibility. No s1ngle a~ency 0 1 ro ram to modify the dele-
laterally plan or implement a suc~e~~~~ce~sa~y stigmatization thro~gh 
terious and costl~ c~n~eque~ceslodefense, and correctional ~roceS~1ng. 
law enforcement, Jud1c1al, ega and other sprvice provlders 1S 
Intensive traini~g of pol~ce, cO~~;d youth are t~ be handled e~fic;cntly 
an absolute requ1rement~ 1f trou initiative. Most important 1S the 
and humanely thro~gh ~h1S progr~mof those community forces --schools, 
active~nd intens1ve 1nvol~em~~h and social se~Vice agencies:- as well 
religious leaders, mental ~a lto participate in decis10ns and 
~~ 1 ~~~:~t~h~~~ ~~~e~~Ui~!i; ~~~~h~~~'hoodS and 1 i ves. . 

. . t initiative, cooperative p~ann1ng 
It is hoped that throug~ th1S ~a~e~ involving public and prlvate 
and program imp~ement~t1on act1v1t1~s, Your participation is encouraged. 
voluntary agenc1eS, w1ll be fostere . 

j}~'1r/~ 
I\khard W. Velde 

Administrator 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION e 

ANUNCIO DE PROGRAMA 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE 
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Conforme a las disposiciones aplicables de la Ley MiscelanE!a 'Para el , 
CO,,9.trol del Crimen y Seguridad en las Calles de 1968, segun enmendada, 
as; como la Ley de Justicia Juveni1 y Prevenci6n de la Delincuencia de 
1974, la Administracibn para Ayuda y Mantenimiento de 1a Ley (Law En
forcement Assistance Administration - LEAA), le esta dando preferencia 
a programas disenados para desviar a jovenes del sistema judicial 
utilizando para"ella una cantidad limitada de fondos discrecionales. 

Al inicio de cada programa una evaluacion detal1ada sera 1levada a cabo 
para asi poder determinar los metodos, y programas mas efectivos. Dicha 
evaluacion permitira a jurisdicciones locales y estata1es, el planificar 
e implementar programas similares como 10 requiere la antes referida Ley 
de Justicia Juvenil. 

Debido al gran interes que existe en el 'bienestar de j'6venes en general, 
creemos importante el notificarle sobre este programa. Adjunto a esta 
notificaci6n encontrar~ literatura con informaci6n sobre las gestiones 
relacionadas con la solicitud preliminar para fondos federales bajo este 
programa nacional. Las solicitudes preliminares deberan ser enviadas a 
la siguiente direcci~n: 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Del inquency 
Prevention 

633 Ind'iana Avenue, N. W. - Room 444 
Washington, DC 20531 

Cuando 1a Oficina reciba su soliCitud, la misma ser-a examinada para 
determinar eligibi1idad conforme a las estipulaciones y condiciones con
tenidas en la literatura adjunta. Al hacerse dicha determfnacic>n, las 
solicitudes rechazadas seran devueltas. 

Aquellas solicitudes que satisfagan las condi~~ones aplicables seran 
referidas a las Agencias Estatales de Planificacion (State Planning 
Agencies) asi como a la Oficina Regional correspondiente de la LEAA: 
Estas entidades0entonces examinaran, en detal1e, dichas solicitudes, y 
determina~n elgrado de conformida~ de cada una .. de estas en 10 que 
respecta a los elementos de seleccion. 

Las solicitudes preiiminares"ser-an evalu9das conforme a los criterios 
(elem~ntos) de selecci6n enumerados en el panfleto (manual) adjunto. 
Notara que dichos elementos enfatizan el desarrollo de programas reali
zables y que a la vez tengan como meta objetivos espec1ficos y definidos. 
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Solicitudes pre1iminares seran recibidas por 1a Oficina de Justicia Juveni1 
dela LEAA hasta el 4 .de Junio de 1976. Si desea mas informacJon sobre 
este programa communrquese con su Agencia Estatal de Planificacion (State 
Planning Agency), 1a Oficina Regional aplicable de 1a LEAA 0 con 1a 
Oficina de Justicia Juveni1 de la LEAA en Washington, D. C. (Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention). -. , , 

Debe de notarse que 1a Oficin~ de Justicia Juvenil opera bajo dos distintas 
autorizaciones de naturaleza legislativa. Por un lado, los esfuerzos en
caminados a desviar jbv~nes del sistema de justicia criminal se describen 
en la seccion 201 de 1aLey de Justicia Juve~il y Prevenci6n de 1a De1in
cuencia de 1974. Por otro lado, la autoridad, para hacer disponibles fondos 
federa1es se estipula en las secciones 453,(4) .. \1 455(a)(2) de la Ley 
M~scelanea para e1 Control del Crimen y ~eguridad en las Calles de 1968, 
segun enmendada. Llevando a cabo la politi.ca p6blica de la Oficina de 
Justicia Juvenil, como 10 requiere la Seccion 527 de la antes referida Ley 
de Justicia Juvenil, la LEAA no tiene la autoridad para obviar ninguno de 
las requisitos estatutarios que son aplicab1es a fondos provenientes bajo 
lo. Ley Miscelanea. Por ende, la LEAA no puede obviar los requisitos d,: 
proveer fondos en especie (cash) para parear subvenciones ~ue 1a Agencla 
hidere con fondos provenientes de' las partes C 0 E de la Ley Miscelanea. 

En ultima instancia, el minirnizar las condiciones que conducen al en
volvimiento de jovenes en el sistema de justicia juvenil es la responsa,.. 
bi1idad de todos. Ninguna agencia 0 entidad social puede unilatera~~ente 
planificar a implementar un programa que sea condu~snte a la reduccl0n 
de las circumstancias que contribuyen a la maculaclon, completamente 
innecesaria~ que es el resultado de intervenciones par parte de agencias 
a cargo del mantenimiento de la ley, tribunales, asistencia legal y 
correccionales. 

El adiestrar, en forma intensiva personal policiaco judicial y otros pro
veedores de serv;cios dentro del sistema de justicia juveni1, es absolu
mente necessaria. Esto es, si es que 5e quiere bregar en una forma 
efectiva y humana Gon los jovenes que seran la clientela bajo este programa. 
Mas importante aun es la participaci~n activa de 11deres de la comunidad, 
de entidades privada's, agencias que proveen servicios.de ~~lud mental y 
servicios sociales, a51' como de los padres y los proplas JOVenes que par
tipan de una forma u otra en aquellas decisiones que puedan tener impacto 
en las vidas de dichos jovenes. 

Tenemos la esperanza de ~ue ~ t~aves d~~este esfuerzo, se estimule la 
cooperaci6n entre agencia~ publicas y entidades privadas en 10 que respecta 
a planificar e implementar',proyectos bajo este programa. 

RichardW. Velde 
Administrador 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

news 
r1®O@@@@ 
Pubtlc Information Office 
Telephone f2021 376-3820 

FOR RELEASE AT 6:30 P.M.' E.S.T. 
THURSDAY,. APRIL 22, 1976 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Washington, D.C. 20531 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Pldministration will provide $10 

million for public and private agencies with innovative programs that 

will divert juvenile offenders from the juvenile justice system, it was 

announced today. 

LEAA Administrator Richard W. Ve1de said that "while there are 

si gni.fi cant vari ations among youthful offenders, many juveni 1 es engage 

in episodic acts of lawbreaking that disappear as they grow older." 

"For these youth, the diversio'n effort should provide more effective 

and 1 ess expen~;-jve treatment. It shou1 d upgrade the range of community 

resources so that vie may forego formal court processing or incarceration," 

Mr. Velde said. 

Diversion'of juveniles from the criminal justice system was authorized 

under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

Although LEAA will continue to provide funds for juvenile programs 

throughout the country, the di vers ion program "wi 11 be concentrated in 

urban areas where the most extensive juvenile delinquency problems ex"I'st," 

according,to LEAA Assistant Administrator Milton Luger, who directs 

LEAAls Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
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Applications are invited from public and private non-profit organi

zations outside the formal structure of the juvenile justice system in 

cities of 250,000 or more; counties of 350,000 or more; contiguous 

multiple jurisdictions of 500,000 or more; states with populations 

under 500,000; and Indian tribal groups on reservations of 4,000 or more. 

All interested groups should submi~ preliminary applications of no 

more than 12 pages in accordance with the guideline issued for this 

program. After a preliminary screening, LEAA will ask for expanded 

proposals. The deadline for preliminary applicat'ions is June 1,1976. 

Applicants may secure program guidelines from their state criminal 

justice plannin~ agency, LEAA Regiona1 Office, or the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis

tration, 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20531 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 
ADMINISTRATION . 
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M 4500.1 D CHG-l 
April 12, 1976 

CHAPTER 12. INTRODUCTION TO JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS (X) 

122. PURPOSE. 

a. The objectives of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency 
Prevention, as mandated by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, P.L. 93-415, are to make grants to and 
contracts with public and private agencies,. organizations, 
institutions, or individuals to: 

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

(2) Develop and maintain community-based alternatives to 
traditional forms of institutionalization. 

(3) Develop and implement effective means of diverting 
juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice and 
correctional system. 

(4) Improve the capability of public and private agencies and 
organizations to provide services for delinquents and 
youths in danger of becoming delinquent. 

(5) Facilitate the adoption of the recommendations of the 
Advisory Committe~ on Standards for Juvenile Justice and 
the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

,(6) Develop and implement model programs and methods to keep 
students in elementary and secondary schools and to 
prevent unwarranted and arbitrary suspensions and 
expulsions . 

(7) Develop and maintain programs which prevent and control 
juvenile delinquency. 

b. The objectives of the Office as mandated by the Crime Control Act 
of 1973, P.L. 93-83, are to develop programs which would have a 
significant impact on both the high rates of crime and delinquency 
and on the overall operation of the juvenile justice system. 
This objective is consistent with LEAA's mission to "develop, 
test and evaluate effective programs, projects and techniques 
to reduce crime and delinquency. II 

Chap l2/Par 122 
Page. .~9 
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Apri 1 12, 1976 

123. SCOPE OF PROGRAMS. 
a. Programs will be announced in the following general areas: 

(1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

Diversion of juveniles from the ~uvenile justice system. 

Program for reducing serious crime committed by 
juveniles, through advanced techniques for changing 
the behavior of serious juvenile offenders and other 
strategies aimed at the settings and groups 
through'which serious juvenile crime occurs. 

. \\. 

Program for the prevention of[l~uvenile delinquency ~.4 
through se 1 e~te~ s tra tegi es . ~}11 ch . support ~eve 1 opment"/ 
of constructlve patterns O~~Juv~nlle be~avl~r t~rough 
improving the capacity of agencleS and lnstltutlons 
responsible for supporting youth development. 

'b. The program objective, description, and specifications for 
chapter '14 and 15 will be issued as changes to thl S. . 
Manual as the prog}'am areas are developed by the offlce. 

.c. The program for the deinstitutionalization of status .offenders 
is deleted from the discretionary grant program. ThlS was 
chapter 27 of M 4500.1C dated November 22, 1974. 

d. 

Chap l2lPar 123 
Pag~ 100 
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CHAPTER 13/ DIVERSION OF YOUTH FROM OFFICIAL JUVENILE 
JUSTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING (Xl) 

PURP9SE. Pursu~nt to Sections 224(a)(3) and 527 of the Juvenile 
Justlce and Dellnquency Prevention Act of 1974 and Sections 301 
and 451 of the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968, as amended the 
pur~ose of,~his program is to design and implement demonstration 
~roJe:ts winch ~eve10p and test effective means of diverting 
Juvenlles from lnvolvement with the traditional juvenile justice 
s~st~m.at the critic~l .points of penetration, and to determine the 
slgnlflcance of provldlng effective and coordinated services to a 
portion of those youth diverted. DIVERSION PROCESS, for the 
pur~oses of this program initiative, is defined as a process 
~eslg~ed ~o r~duce the further penetration of youths into the 
Juvenl1e ~ustlce system: Diversion can occur at any point following 
app~ehensl0n by the pollce for the alleged commission of a 
dellnque~t act a~d pr~or ~o a~judication. It focuses on specific 
alte~natlves to Juvenl1e Justlce system processing which are 
outslde the system, including provision of services and complete 
release. Th~ diversion process makes use of a range of community 
resources WhlCh support the normal maturation of children. and 
~ee~s.to remedy specific adjustment problems depending on-the 
lndlvldual needs of youth. OTHER DEFINITIONS essential to 
completion of applications are provided in paragraph 133 of this 
cha~ter. ~upplementary material referenced in this Guideline is only 
aval1ab~e ln the ~rogram.Announcement issued April 1976. It can 
be obtalned from the Offlce of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, Washington, D.C. 

a. Major Program Goals. 

(1) To reduce by a significant number, adjudication of juveniles 
alleged to be delinquent in selected jurisdictions over 
a three year period . 

. (2) To achie~e a ~ore comprehensiVe and coordinated approach 
to th~ d~verslon p~ocess through redirection and expansion 
of eXlstlng commumty resources and provision of more 
cost-effective services. 

(3) To reduce delinquent behavior of those youth diverted by 
p~oviding effective services to that portion of youth 
dlverted who need such services. 

(4) To ~m~rove t~e quality and efficiency of juvenile justice 
declsl0n maklng • 
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b. Subgoals. 

c. 

(1) 

( 2) 

To develop and strengthen community-based service 
models which encourage youth employment and 
youth participation in decision making. 

To enable the juvenile justice system~ as a result of 
diversion of 1 ess serious offenders" ,to concentrate more 
of its resources on the juveni 1 ~ offender whose " 
offenses preclude consideration for diversion. 

Program target is youth who would otherwise be adjudicated 
delinquent. While automatic exclusion of children 
alleged to have committ~d serious offenses is inconsistent with 
the aims of diversion~ youth charged with such crimes as murder~ 
forcible rape or armed robbery are not generally considered 
appropriate for diversion unless substantial evidence supports 
their not being a further danger to the community. Youth who 
would normally be warned and releas~d~ screened and referred 
to community services~or released by the court are not the 
target for this program. Using data on the number of youth 
adjudicated in 1975~ each community will define the target 
population by precise criteria, identify the critical points 
of penetration into its jurisdi.ction's juvenile justice s~stem 
and develop action projects which reduce further penetratlon by 
this target~population. 

125. WORKING ASSUMPTIONS. The program is based on the foll owi ng assumptions: 

a. When viewed as a process, operat~ng.witryin a ~onti~uum.from 
police warning and release to adJudlcatlon~ dlversl0n lmpacts 
the effici ency of the enti re system a t the, vari ous 1 eve 1 s of 
official action. Thus, the juvenile justice system is likely 
to become more efficient and effective at each level as a 
result of increased diversion. 

b. While there are significant variations ~mong youth!ul ~ffenders, 
many juveniles engage in episodic acts of lawbreaklng lnter
spersed with longer periods of law-abiding conduct. More 
often than not, such lawbreaking is transitory and disappears 
as youth grow older, with or without juvenile jus~ice system 
intervention or special services. Thus, a good number of 
youths can be diverted without referral for services or further 
system supervision. 
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c. Variations in police reporting procedures, organization of 
juvenile courts, child welfare and other components of the 
community juvenile justice system markedly influence the 
handling of lawbreaking youths in different jurisdictions. Thus, 
community toleration of contemporary youth behavior as well as 
organizational willingness and capacity to respond constructively 
to youth problems significantly affect diversion rates. 

d. Negative labeling, with the consequence of stigmatization,_ 
suggests that there is a relationship between formalized court 
processing and future delinquency. While research findings 
have not been definitive, if community stigmatization has the 
likely effect of reinforcing or per.petuating delinquent behavior, 
diversion of youth from formal processing is an approach which 
merits further testing. 

EVALUATION DESIGN. The evaluation will seek: 

a. To determine the extent to which diversion can occur at the 
most critica(p~ints in juvenile justice system processing 
and result in a ~eduction in adjudication. 

il 

b. To assess the impact of diversion programs on juvenile 
justice system processes and procedures. 

c. To determine the extent to which services were redirected 
and coordination increased. 

d. To determine whether the target population benefits more 
from diversion with services than from diversion without 
services. 

e. To determine the relative impact of diversion vs. traditional 
juvenile justice system processing on social adjustment and 
delinquent behavior. 

f. To assess the impact of a range of alternative diversion 
services on social adjustment and occurrence of delinquent 
behavior. 

g. To compare the cost of traditional juvenile justice system 
process i ng wi th a lterna ti ve forms of d i vet's i on. 
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127. PROGRAM STRATEGY. 

'f / 

a. Program Impact. Applications are invited which propose action 
programs to divert increased numbers of juveniles at the most 
critical points of penetration into the juvenile justice system. 
While program design will vary according to the characteristics 
of jurisdictional needs and resources, the overall program 
thrust, in all instances, should: 

(1) Identify and address existing problems and procedures 
in the diversion process. 

(2) Provide legal safeguards to protect the rights of youth 
participating in diversion. 

(3) Provide solutions which reduce fragmentation in the 
youth services delivery system and focus resources upon 
those children at greatest risk of being further 
involved with the juvenile justice system. 

(4) Strengthen existing service components to facilitate 
P4blic and private coordinated service delivery. 

(5) Include program approaches which test new concepts in 
service delivery, develop or refine service models 
suitable for replication in other areas, and include 
innovative media techniques for increasing publ ic .\ 
understanding of the program. 

b. Proposal Development. Project proposals wi 11 be developed in two 
phases. A preliminary application w~ll be submitted 'and a 
limited number of applicants will b.e invited to prepare full 
program designs based upon <the degree to which tneir 
prelimin.ary design meets the statediselection criteria. The 
Offic;e of Juveni 1 e ,Justice and Del inquency. Prevention will 
provid~ technical assistance, through use of consultants and 
staff, with program development. Those'applications will be 
selected for grant award which are judged to meet all selection 
trit~ri~ at ~he highest 1evel. 

c. Range and Duration of Grants. Awards \for this program will be 
for a three year peri od, funded in annqp 1 increments. LEAA I S 
commitment to continue in the second ar\l~,third years 'is 
conti ngent upon sa ti sfactory grantee pe)~formance in achi evi ng 
stated objectives:in the previous progr:am year(s) and 
compl iance with the terms and conditioris of the grants. No 
continuations are contemplated beyond the third year. It is 

" ...... 

Chap l3/Par 127· 
Page 1Q4 

. . "\-' 

\ )J\ 
\ \ 
'\ \ 
. \) 
.. I) 

o 

o 

. \ 

.-

d. 

'. 

M 4500.1D CHG-l 
April 1~,1976 

anticipated that grants will range up to $2.0 'million for a (( 
three year period with grant size based upon the number of 
juveniles served, complexity of problems addressed, and the 
juri~diction:s capacity to absorb the program after this . 
fund1ng term1nates. Funds for this program are allocated 
under the Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968, as amended. 
Pursuant to Sections 306(a) and 455(a) of the Crime Control Act, 
funds awarded in response ~o this Guideline require a 10 
percent cash match. 

Program El i gi bi 1 i ty . 

(1) While this program is subject to the policy direction of the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention as 
prescribed in Section 527 of the Juvenile' Justice Act of 
1974, the authority to use Part E funds for this program is 
Section 453(4) of the Omnibus Crime Cont~ol Act of 1968, as 
amended. This authority permits no waiver of statutory 
requirements applicable to Part E funds. 

(2), Public and Private non-profit organizations and agencies 
'are eligible to apply, but if selected must become' 
~ubgrantees of one of the eligible groups listed. 
1n paragraph 127d(3) below. 

(3) Programs must meet eligibility requirements for Part E 
d.:iscretionary funds as established in M 4500.1D, July 10, 
1975, Chapter 1, paragraph 4b. Discretionary grants 
authorized under Part E (Grants for Correctional Purposes) 
of the Act can be made only to State Planning Agencies, 
local units of government, or combinations of local units 
of government. 

(4) Pursuant to Section 453(4) of the Omnibus Crime Control 
Act of 1968, as amended, projects are eligible which 
service those youth within the cognizance of the juvenile 
court system upon entry into the program. While projects 
are expected to meet the eligibility requirements under 
this Section, police functions "and some service components 
considered essential to program effectiveness, but not 
clearly meeti,ng requirements for Part' E,will be funded 
under Part'C of the Omnibus Crime Control Act. 

o •. 
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e. Applicant Eligibility. Applications are invited from public 
and private not-for-profit organizations and agencies in: 
(use 1970 U.S. Census Reports) 

(1) Cities of 250,000 or more. 

(2) Counties of 350,000 or more. 

(3) Contiguous multiple jurisdictions of 500,000 or more. 
(This could include 1 or more counties or an entire state). 

(4) States with populations under 500,000. 

(5) Indian tribal groups on reservations of 4,000 or more. 

f. Applicant Capability. While applications may. reflect the partici
pation of several public and private youth serving agencies and 
organizations, the official app1 icant must meet the fol'lowing 
condi ti ons of speci a 1 capabi·l ity. 

(1) 

, ' 

f I 
... 

Be located outside the formal structure of the juvellile 
justice system while having the capacity to involve law 
enforcement agencies and courts in development and implemen
tation of the overall program. 

(a) Multiple-function agencies administering a variety of 
planning and human resource program components as well 
as juvenile justice system components (intake, 
corrections, after-care) are considered to be outs'ide 
the formal structure for purposes of this response. 
Although multiple-function agencies m~y,app1y, then~ 
justice system components may not adm1n1ster the 
project, but 'may operate components through contracts. 

(b) While'law enforcement agencies, juvenile courts and 
probation departments do not meet the capability requ;'re
mentsfor applicants, in all instances they are expected 
to playa major role in planning and implementation of 
the proj~ct. Support for their functions must be 
reflected in coordination mechanisms, budget and 
program design~ 

(c) Where private youth serving agencies are applicants, 
public youth serving agencies are expected to playa 
major role in planning and implementation with support 
provided for their functions as outlined in 'paragraph 
127f(1)(b) abov~. 

,-
y .. 

, . 

Chap 13/Par 127 
Page 106 

'. -

. .' 

128. 

\ 

c 

. --..:-

/. 
I , ' 

'-----------------===~_~~ .. ,I-.. , 
-----~~ 

'( 2) 

(3) 

Have substantial responsibil 't 
plan~ing, standard setting ~n~ for ~~Ovi~ing leadership in 
servlces as evidenced b' coor lnatl0n of youth 
based community sanctio~ :~~tutory aut~ority or broadly 
newly created or already esta~~~p~rJ'bln combination with a 
responsibility. lS e udget foy' this 

Have the demonstra~'ed b'l' 
management and fi s~a 1 ~;p~ 1 1 ty or ~xperi ence to develop 
of ,a multi-dimensional p~o~I~!m~Ssentlal to the coordination 

(4) Be able to provide access to d t . 
evaluation of projects funded ~ a essentlal to the national 

In response to this Manual 
PREL1MINARY APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS '". ' 
consi'st.of a preliminary project desi nThlS lmtlal a~plication will 
addenda. Where data are notavailabl~ iOf tl.2 pafges Wltq sypporting 
the Preliminary Ap l' " . d' n lme or submlss10n of 
from what sources P ;~~tldon, 1n 1cate when they can be obtained and 

. 1S ocument should include: 

a. Stateme~t of Need. (Inc1 Ude Addendum I ;n Pre 1 ;m;nary App 1; cat; on. ) 

(1) Br1efly ~escribe th~jurisdict' , 

(2) 

(3) 

an~ d~mographic char!~cteristic~on ~~ t~~mfs of socio-economic 
pnnc1pal impact for' th' . en 1 y the area(s) of 
in the addenda on the ~~m6~~gr~m: Pr~vide statistical data 
the entire jurisdiction as wel'f .luihem~es unde.r 18 for 
population densit.' as e 1mpact area(s); 
adul t and youth :Y" clr1me r.ates; school drop-out rates' 

unemp oyment statistics. ' 

~sing'b~~pplement V (flow..,cha'rt) as a mOdel document and 
escrl e fully the'flow of th h .,' 

justice system. De'scribe t~~U t \f?Uhgh th~ juv~nile 
process in terms of ordina es a lS ed dlVerslOn 
behavior, administrative P~~~!d~~ codes rf~u~ating juvenile 
court~, law enforcement agencies es ~r fO 1C1es e~isting ill 
agenCles. Describe thi ' ,sc 00 sand soc1al 
considered to be primarif;o~~~ts o~ programs which are 
identify the clientele 1verSlOn se~vicesu and 
D~scribe and prioritize a~~o~r~~~ oft~~rv1hces p~ov!ded. 
dlversion process and related w~ 1n t e eX1st1ng serv1ces. . 
Describe the major point f' , 
~enet:ation for all yout~ ~en~~~~~~le ~~stice system 
1dent1fy the most critical p 't lng e.system and 

Oln s a ong w1th reasons for 
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their designation. Identify those juveniles penetrating 
the system at each pOint of penetration and describe them 
in terms of socio-economic characteristics and official 
offense re.cords for 1975. Indicate the number of 
juvenil~s.to be diverted-at each point in this program. 

.'I 

Data requested in paragraph 128(a).{a) and (3),are 
critical to selection of preliminary ~\pplicati(Jns as 
they document 'the basis for selectiopJiof the target 
population and describe the diversion process now in 
effect. 

b. Project Goals and Objectives. 

(1) Identify the target population and designate the critical 
points of penetration. Define program goa1s and 
objectives in terms of expected decreases ln actual 
numbers of youth officially processed at each of the 
specific points of penetration and expected reduction 
of delinquency adjudications within the target jurisdiction. 
Identify the major problems to be addressed in the 
diversion process in terms of expected changes in official 
processing by juvenile justice system agencies; capablllty 
and focus of existing public and private youth services 
programs; community capability for planning and 
coordination; expected benefits to juveniles affected. 

Define objectives for each of the problems identified in 
measurable terms, i.e ... , specific activities in relation 
to expected results. 

c. Methodology. Develop a methodology in accordance with ~he 
specifications outlined in paragraph l28b above. Identlfy 
any significant problems which would need to be addressed . 
in order to achieve the objectives of the program and explaln 
proposed methods for resolving. Identify specific agree~ents 
essential to project success and describe your progress ln 
securing them. Copies of agreements consummated should be 
inc 1 uded in the addenda. 

Ii 

d. Benefits Expected. Describe expected imp~ct u~o~ ~out~ involve~ 
in the diversion process, as well as the Juvenl1e Justlce ~~~ 
system (court, pol ice and correctional facil ities), school system~"._jJ 
public and private service providers and other rel:vant ' -' 
institutions in the affected jurisdictions. Identlfy the 
expected positive and'negative ~mplications of this impact. 
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e. Capability of ApPlitant. Describe the nat~re of your 
accountability for services to juveniles as specified in 
paragraph 127f, experience of key personnel, fiscal experience, 
kind and scope of program(s) administered, relationships with 
organizations, institutions and interest groups vital to 
achievement of stated goals. Identify sources and amount of 
your operating budget, and describe your agency's policy
making structure, relationship to or location within county, 
city or state government. 

f. Evaluation Requirements.' Provide assurance that your project 
would cooperate fully in the evaluation effort as outlined 
in paragraph 131d of this ehapter, and that access can be 
secured to essential juvenile justice',system data. Identify 
the data \~outinely recorded by the police and juvenile court 
and indicate whether it is computerized or manually stored. 

g. Budget. Develop a preliminary budget in accordance with 
specifications outlined in paragraphs 128b and c of this 
chapter and paragraph 131d whichreflects'expenditures over three 
years. 

129. APPLICATION REQUIREMENT~. (These are not to be addressed in the 
Preliminary Application.) 

a. Program Goals. Restate the program goals and objectives 
pursuant to instructions in paragraphs l28a and b. 

b. Problem Definition and Data Needs. Information provided about 
problems within the jurisdiction's diversion process, charac
teristics of the target population, proposed solutions, and 
documentation of the critical points of juvenile justice system 
penetration are essential to review and selection of projects. 
City and state comprehensive criminal justice plans should be 
used as resources in meeting data reqUirements. The following 
info~~ation, if not already provided in the a~denda to the 
preliminary application must be provided in the application. 
If information was provided, refer to that document in 
accounting for data'required in each of the categories outlined 

... below: 

(1) A socio-economic profile of the jurisdiction with such 
demographic data as are necessary to document crime rates, 
racial/ethnic population, adult and youth unemployment, 
population density, school enrollment and drop-out rates. 
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A system description and flow chart of official processing, 
including but not limited to juvenile justice system 
agencies (police, courts and correctional institutions). 
Agencies with authority to refer to court for official 
action should be included along with an explanation of 
the nature of their authority. 

Statistical documentation of juveniles entering the system 
at each point of penetration over the past year. (1975) along 
with their ages, offenses, socio-economic characteristics, 
and disposition by the processing agency using the model 
flow chart provided in S~pplement V. 

A description of the statutory rules, codes, and 
ordinances governing juvenile behavior; a description 
of administrative procedures (including formal or informal 
policies) which regulate or prescribe methods for 
responding to juvenile behavior in juvenile justice 
system agencies and others capable of initiating court 
referral or other official action. 

(5) An inventory of public and private youth serving agencies 
with known diversion functions or services, described in 
terms of selection criteria, major foci, operating budget, 
geographic location in relation to the target popu~ation 
for this program, number of youth served~ and commltment 
to participation in this program. 

(6) Identification of gaps in services, anticipated need for 
modification in scope or thrust of existing services 
along with an explanation of anticipated problems in 
closing gaps or in achieving modifications considered 
necessary to support a more effective diversion process. 

Program Methodology. Basad upon the information provided in 
this paragraph, develop a project design which provides·a 
clear description of the following: 

(1) The target population arId selection criteri g for 
juveniles participating in the diversion process. 
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The range of public aDd private services to be provided 
to the target population including a description of 
(a) new services, (b) existing services that will 
continue to be available, and (c) existing services which 
will be improved or expanded as part of this program. 
Indicate ways 'in which service components for div,erted 
youth will maximize participatory activities, provide 
experiences which are n'On-stigrnatizing, and encourage youth 
employment and youth participation in d~cision-making. 

The safegua~ds that will be developed to protect the legal 
rights of juveniles at any stage in the diversion process 
where there is danger of abrogation of such rights. 
Minimally, such safeguards must provide right to legal 
counsel during the period of intake, if it involves 
admission of guilt, and at termination hearings, if such 
hearings are conditions of diversion. Other desirable 
legal safeguards are suggested in Suppl,ement IV. Pursuant 
to Section 524(a) and (c) of the Crime Control Act of 
1968,as amended, confidentiality Clf program records used 
or gathered as part of a research or statistical project 
or project component must be provided along with assurance 
that no prosecutorial use may be made of them in 
pending or future legal proceedings. Additionally, 
assurances must be provided that program information 
gathered under funds from this program, identifiable to 
a specific private person is used only for the purpose 
for which obtained and may not be used as a part of any 
administrative or judicial proceeding wit.hout the 
written consent of the child and his/her legal guardian or 
legal representative. 

The organizational structure for implementing the project 
with sufficient detail to make clear its official 
author;;cy or public sanction for leadership; staff 
capabij1ity; potential for performing an effective 
advocar:ty role in the redi recti on of resources and 
standalrd-setting; and ability to coordinate planning and 
provide 1e:adership in setting goals. 

The administrative procedures and coordination mechanisms 
to be employed in implementing the project, including the 
role of law enforcement agencies, juvenile courts, and 
public and private youth service providers. This 
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discussion should include the inyolvement of 
participating agencies in the planning, development 
and impl ementa'tion of the project in addition to the 
methods for maintaining coordination, assuring 
accountability and establishing monitoring procedures 
for service delivery. 

The educational and public relations activities that are 
required to gain and maintain public understanding and 
support for the program. 

d. Workplan. Prepare a work schedule which describes specific 
program objectives in relation to milestones, activities and 
time-frames for accomplishing the objectives. 

e. Budget. Prepare a budget of the total costs to be incurred 
in carrying out the proposed project over three years with a 
breakout for each budget year. Indicate plans for supplementing 
LEAA funds with other Federal, state, local or private funds 
in excess of the required ten percent cash match. 

SELECTION CRITERIA. Applications will be rated and selected in 
relation to all the following selection criteria. Preference will 
be given to those projects 'presenting specific opportunities for 
intergovernmental ,coordination of resource~. Other criteria being 
equal, consideration will be given to geographic spread in project 
selection. Applications will be rated and ranked in relation.to 
all sel ection criteria and only those. meeting all criteria at the 
highest level will be selected for grant award. Ratings appear 
in parenthesis after each selection criterion. Preliminary 
applications will be rated and selecte'd only in re1ation to 
paragraphs 130 a, b, c, e, f, g, and h of this chapter: 

a. The extent to which there is a significant numerjcal 
decrease, over 3 yea'rs~, in youth formally' processed 
at the most critical points df'penetration . , 
into the juvenile justice system; and the ext~nt to Wh1Ch 
there is a decrease 1n formal processinq at all other 
points of penetration into the system. "Decreases in formal 
processing and delinquency adjudications will be established 
by reference to data indicating.numbers and characteristics 
of youth handled during the prio~ year. Performance at the end 
of each program year will be measured in part by achievement 
of projected decreases. (20 points) 
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b. The extent, to which the targ'et rOPUl ation i Dcl Udes youth at 
. great~st rlsk of further juyeni e justice system penetration 

as eVlden~ed.by ty~e and number of offenses, socio-economic 
character1stlcs, h1gh community rates of youth unemployment 
school drop-out and delinquency. (25) , 

c. The e~tent to which the court, law enforcement and correctional 
~gen~leS, schools and public and private youth service 
prov1ders agree to participate inan expanded diversion 
pr~cess. T~is should be evidenced by written agreements 
Wh1Ch ~escr1b~ ho~ they will participate, the kinds of 
mechan1sms Wh1Ch 1nvolve them in planning and coordination and 
whether they will provide access to essential data. (25) 

d. T~e extent ~o which safeguards are developed in connection 
wlth screen1ng, referral and delivery of services which 
protect the legal rights of youths and avoid widening the 
netwo~k 0: control b~ the,juvenile justice system. Evidence 
of thlS wlll be exam1ned 1n connection with: 

(1) Conditions associated with disposition. 

(2) Conditions associated with voluntary or involuntary 
termination from service programs. 

(3) Assurances of confldentiality of records. (15) 

e. The extent to which screening and referral mechanisms reflect 
the ~ange o-f dispos1tiona a ternat1ves, rom re ease W1t out 
serv~ces 0: further system supervision to referral for intensive 
serV1ces wlth effective tracking of outcomes. (15) 

f. ~he ~xtent to,wh;~h randomization is assured by juvenile 
J~StlC~ ~genc1eS 1n assignment of youth to the range of 
d1Spos1tlonal alternatives outlined in the program 
Randomizat~on is possible because the resources of'the diversion 
p~ograms w11l not all~w provision of services to all youth 
d1verted. Random asslgnment of youth to services is therefore 
a re~s~nable and equitable procedur-e to follow in the allocation 
of llmlted resources. Among those youth determined to be 
eligible for diversion in this program, some will be referred 
for norm~l Juven~le Justice System processing, and tracked. 
O~hers.w~ll be,dlv~rted as program participants. Their 
dlSposltlons wlll lnclude: 

-1. -------

.. , 

I 



i 1 
, ,I 

..... 
';.::' 

-, 

H 

- , 
":,1 
""~ 

M :4500.1D CHG-1 
Apr; 1 12 ~ 1 976 

(1) Diversion with services. 

(2) Diversion without services. (10) 

g. The extent to which the program approaches: 

(1) 

(2) 

Build public understanding and support for the new 
responses to ju~eni1e behavior. 

Provide overall support services to pub1 icand private 
youth serving agencies participating in the diversion 
effort Tor purposes of improving their capacity .. 
to provide services to diver~ed youtA' e:g., tra~nlng, (10) 
information systems, eva1uatlng, accountlng serVlces. 

h. The extent to which there is reditattion'of'aii$tin9:pablic 
and private services and more use of these services for youth 
at greatest risk of further juvenile justice system 
penetration. (25) 

i. The extent to which service models (see Supplement III 
for examp1 es) : 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Encour.age youth employment. 

Encourage youth participation in planning, implementation 
and evaJuation of the program. 

Are non-stigmatizing as evidenced by a mixture of non
juvenile justice referrals with system referrals. 

Are cost effective as evidenced by use of existing public 
and private youth serving agencies as service provi~e~s~ . 
and retraining existing staff to assume new responslbl11tles 
or acquire new skills. (20) 

j. The extent to which the diversion process expands in scope 
and thrust as evidenced by projected: 

(1) 

(2) 

Changes in administrative procedures for official 
processing of juveniles. 

Modifications in ordinances, regulations or codes which 
define delinquent behavior, prescribe standards for 
delivery of youth services or outline new requirements for 
official processing. (20) 
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k,. The extent to w~ich there i~~of new pub1'ic or private funds 
beyond the requlred 10 percent cash match. (10) 

1. The extent to which there is capability and interest in 
continUing the' program after termination of this grant. (l5) 

131. SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS. \ .' 

a. The conditions of capability outlined in paragraph 127 are 
critical to implementation ,of a successful diversion program. 
Therefore, concurrence by the cognizant SPA and LEAA 
Regional Office that the applicant meets the conditions of 
capability will be required prior to an invitation to 
develop a full application. 

b. ' To ~upport coordination and information exchange among 
proJects, funds will be budgeted in applications to cover 
the cost of nine meetings during the course of the three 
year projects. Meetings will be planned with the grantees by 
mutual agreement, with the exception of the first, which will 
b~ called shortly after grant award. A meeting schedule 
wll1 be developed and the LEAA project monitor informed of 
any changes within two weeks of a scheduled meeting. . 

c. Sixty days fo110win~ant award, grantees will submit a 
revised budget-and statement of worR which reflects essential 
adjustments in tasks and milestones. 

d. A grant will be awarded by the National Institute for Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention for a national evaluation 
of the diversion initiative. The national evaluator will 
develop the evaluation design to be implemented at each site 
by a local evaluator under contract to the cognizant State 
planning Agency. The applicant should include in the proposed 
budget an allocation for this expenditure in an amount up 
to 15% of -the total award requested. All grantees selected 
will be required to participate in the evaluation, make 
reasonable program adjustments which enhance the evaluation 
without reducing program effectivenes's, and collect the 
information required by the evaluation design. Grantees must 
agree to an acceptable level of randomization. This will be 
determined by the national evaluator and project staff at each 
site prior to grant award, based upon program design. 
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132. SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS; 

a. Preliminary Application. 

. , ' 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

All applicants will submit the original preliminar~ 
application and two copies to the LEAA Cent~al Offlce 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventlon. 
One copy should be sent to the appropriate A-95 . 
clearinghouse. SPAs will provide the addresses of clearlng
houses. 
Upon receipt, the O~fice.of Juvenile Ju~t~c~ and . 
Delinquency Preventlon wll1 conduct an lmtlal screemng 
to determine those preliminary applications meeting 
eligibility specifications and capability conditions . 
as outlined in paragraph 127 of~this Manual. Upon maklng 
this determination, notifications will be sent to 
applicants not meeting these conditions and copies o! the 
remaining applications will be forwarded to the cogn1zant 
SPA and Regional Office for review. Review conducted at 
this point by all reviewers will conside~ ~h~ degree t~ 
which· applicants meet the full range of 1nlt,al selectlon 
criteria. 

Upon receipt, SPAs will review and, if appropriate, 
coordinate preliminary applications within their state. 
They win forward their comments and concurrence or non
concurrence to the appropriate Regional Office and.the. 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent10n 1n 
Washington, D.C. Statements of concurrence must address 
the specifics of paragraph 127 of this Manual. 
Statements of non-concurrence must provide facts regarding 
the specifics of paragraph 127 of ,this Manual. 

ReqionalOffices, following review will forward their 
comlnents and statements of concurrence or non..;concurrence 
to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in Washington. 

(5) . Upon recei pt of SPA and RO comments, the OJJDP wi 11 
,. select those preliminary applications j~dged ~o b~st mee~ 

the conditions of capability and select10n cr1terla. Pr10r 
to final selection, site visits will be made by LEAA 
Central and Regional staff. Applicants determined to 
have elements most essential to successful program 
development will be invited to develop full a~plicati~ns. 
Unsuccessful applicants will be notified and 1nformatlon 

"copies forwarded to SPAs and ROs. 

.. 
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(6) Pre~iminary applications must be mailed or. hand 
del1vered to the OJJDP at the LEAA by JUNE 4, 1976. 

(a) Prel!minary applications sent by mail will be 
cons1dered ~o be received on time. by OJJDP if 
sent by reglstered or certified mail not later 
than June 4, 1976, as evidenced by the U S 
Postal Service postmark on the wrapper o~ . 
envelope or on the original receipt from 
the U.S. Postal Service. . 

(b) Hand delivered preliminary applications must 
be take~ t~ the OJJDP of LEAA, Room 444 of the 
LEAA.bu1ldlng at 633 Indiana Avenue, N.W., 
Washlngton~ D.C., between the hours of 9:00 a.m. 
and.5:30 p.m. except Saturdays, Sundays or Federal 
hol1days, not later than JUNE 4, 1976 ... 

b. Applications. 

(1) The Diversion Program has been determined to' be of national 
l~pact and applications should be submitted in accordance 
Wl~h t~e format outlined in paragraph 23, Chapter 1 of 
GUldellne Manual 4500.10 issued July 10, 1975. 

(2) Guid~l'ine ~lIu~l 4500.1 D will be forwarded to those 
appllcants lnvlted to develop full applications. 

DEfINITIONS. For the. Pllrpose~ of re~p~ndi ng to the Program 
GUldellne, the follow1ng work1ng def1nltions are provided. 
a. System . 

(1) Juven!le Justice System refers to official structures 
agenc1es and institutions with which juveniles may , 
~ecom~ involved, including, but not limited to, 
Juven1le courts, l~w enfo~c~m~nt agencies, probation, 
~fte~car~, detentlon facllltles, and correctional 
lnstltutl0ns. 

(2) Law Enfo~cement Agencies means any police structure or 
ag£;!nC;:y wlth leg~l res~onsibi]ity for enforcing a 
cr1mlnal.code, 1ncludlng, but not limited to, police 
and sher1 ffs I departments. '.' 
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Critical Points of Penetration means the specific 
points in the juvenile justice system at which . 
decisions are made whether or not to pursue a charge 
against a youth further along the formal procedural 
path leading to juvenile court adjudication. For 
example: \J 

(a) 

(b) 

After apprehension by the police and prior to 
official referral to court. 

After referral to court intake and prior to 
petitioning. 

(c) After petitioning and prior to preliminary hearing. 

(d) tAt'prel iminary hearing and prior to di spositional 
heaf~t~g. 

Delinquent Acts refers to behavior.of juv~nnes that 
is in violation of a statute or ordlnance ln ~he 
particular jurisdiction and which would constltute a 
cr.ime if commi tted by adul ts . 

~':; 

Dispositional Alternatives ref~r~ to the option~ available 
to juvenile justice system offlclals at the varl0US 
points where a child is in contact with the system. These 
might range from counsel ~nd release by.police ~o 
participation in a communlty-based publl~ or ~rlvate 
residential program by direction of the Juvemle court 
prior to adjudication. 

Administrative Procedures ~re those non-statutor~, . 
internal agency policies which organize and deflne pollce, 
court and school behavior. 

Apprehension refers to an action.b~law enforce~e~t 
ag'encies which ,involves actual flllng of an offlclal 
arrest report .. 

b. ProQrammatic. 

0) 

(2) 

Jurisdiction means a unit oJ general local gove~nment such 
as a city,'county, ''township, town, borough, parlsh or 
villag~ or a combination of such units~ 

Community refers to an area within .ii designated juris-

. "'. 
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diction which has a specific set of characteristics 
which demographically distinguish it from others within 
the same jurisdiction. 

Program refers to the national diversion effort supported 
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency . 
Prevention. 

Project means the set of activities designed to achieve 
the overall objectives of diversion in a particular 
jurisdiction. 

Project Components refers to the particular diversion 
efforts taking place within a project. 

Private Voluntary Youth Serving Agency means any agency, 
organization or institution with experience in dealing 
with youth,designated' tax exemp't·by the· Internal Revenue 
Service under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

Public Youth Serving Agency means any agency, organization 
or institution which functions as part of a unit of 
government and is thereby supported by public revenue, 
for purposes of providing services to youth. 

Agreements refers to the assurances between and among 
juv61li 1 e justice system components and service 
providers which are necessary to ensure attainment of 
program goals. 

legal Safeguards refers to the assurance that a juvenile's 
constitutional, statutory, and civil rights are protected 
during his participation in the diversion process. 

legal Advocacy is the process of protecting and ensuring 
the right of due process on behalf of youth in the 
juvenile justice system. 

Youth Advocacy is a process of intervening on behalf of 
juveniles to ensure that community institutions,\ social 
service agencies and the juvenile justice system respond 
to those needs of youth which are presently not being met. 
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Screening is a process of determining whether a child's 
needs can'be met by a particular project or project 
component. 

Referral is the process of directing a program 
participant to those services or activities appropriate 
to his/her needs. 

Tracking System refers to the procedure used for the 
monitoring and follow-through of activities in which 
youth are involved in the diversion process for 
purposes of ensuring proper delivery of services. 

Accountabil i ty refers to pI anni ng, management, and 
evaluation procedures which cause precise use'of 
resources and design of activities, to attain 
approved objectives and provide independently verifiable 
information to judge how well activities .attain 
objectives. 

Contemporary. Youth Behavior is ~hat.behavio~ generally 
associated w1th adolescence, Wh1Ch 1S somet1mes 
labelled as deviant, depending on the degree of tolerance 
in the community for such behavior. 

Negative Labeling.is a.theor~ that ~ome youth who are 
defi ned and descrl bed 1 n a d1 sparag1 ng manner by 
significant others (parents, teachers, juvenile justice 
system officials) come to accept, and as a result, behave 
according to the negative definition. 

Stigmatization is the process whereb~ society vi~ws.a 
youth unfavorably according to certaln characte,r1st1~s, 
suth as those of his associations, environment, qr h1S 
participation in services, all of which may be a result 
of negative labeling. , 

Voluntary Participation is the act of involvement of 
youth in activities which the youth chooses. 
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(20) Yeuth PartiCipation 'is the ongoing acti~e involvement 
of young people in activities and decisions which 
directly affect their lives. 

(21) Coordination is the process by which the various agencies 
an~ sy~tems responsible for carrying out program 
obJect1ves work together to provide a comprehensive non-
duplicative service network. ' 

(22) Individualization of Youth Needs is the process of 
det~rm~ning the spec~fic needs of a youth and 
des1gn1ng an appropr1ate service p1~n to meet these. 
needs. 

(23) Replica~le Find~ngs refers to those data gleaned from 
the proJects Wh1Ch can be used by other jurisdictions 
in establishing projects of a similar nature with 
similar goals and objectives. 

(24) Non-stigmatizing means programs which mix juvenile justice 
system referrals and non-juvenile justice referrals in 
the same program or service. 

(25) 

(26) 

Research or Statistical Information means any information 
which is collected during the conduct of a research or 
st~tistical project or derived from such information and 
Wh1Ch is intended to be'utilized for research or ' 
statistical purposes. The term includes informat'ion 
which is collected directly from the individual or obtained 
from any agency or individual having possession, 
knowledge or control thereof. 

Program In~ormat~on i~ rec?rds, fi]es or written reports 
developed 1n conJunct10n w1th serV1ces provided to juveniles 
by agencies, organizations, institutions or others supported 
in whole or in part with funds provided pursuant to this 
program announcement. 
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LEAA'S DISCRETIONARY FUNDING FOR JUVENILE DIVERSION PROGRAMS 

BACKGROUND 

Since the establishment of the first juvenile court in Illinois 
in 1899, the problem of treatment and prevention of juvenile delin
quency has been an especially tenaci ous one. The early hopes and' 
expectations that juvenile courts would drastically reduce youthful 
crime have been largely unmet. (In 1957, the juvenile court referral 
rate nationwide was 19.8 cases per 1,000'children 10 through 17 years 
of age; by 1972 the rate had jumped to 33.6.) 

Recent oQserv,ers of the juvenile court have argued that we have 
expected too much'of them, overloading them with cases and calling 
upon them to deal with difficult and complex behavioral and social 
problems at the same time that we have failed to equip them with resources 
for achieving those 'goals. Then too, there are limits to the extent 
to which courts can be transformed entirely into therapeutic organiza
tions. ' Courts often tag juveniles with the stigma of being "del inquents" 
in spite of their best efforts to avoid doing so. Consequently, many 
persons have come recently to argue for more modest expectations for 
courts, in which they would restrict their efforts to "hard core" 
offenders (schur, 1973; Lemert, 1971). Those same commentators argue 
that new structures outside the official juvenile justice system are 
required, to which less serious cases can be diverted, and where they 
will receive services that address many of the individual and collective 
problems of youth in contemporary society. 

The proposals for diversion have grown out of other, reciprocal 
interests as well. 'Recent criminological theory and research regarding 
delinquency, the development of social re'action theory, and shifts in 
types and number of offenses being committed by youth, have all provided 
a strong case for diversion. 

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR AND CAUSATION 

Traditional sociological and psychological views have generally 
characterized the delinquent as much different from his nondelinquent 
peers. Causes have been sought by comparing past histories of apprehended 
offenders with those of nondelinquents (Glueck and Glueck, 1950). 
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However, the newer evidence indicates that most youngsters engage in ~t 
least occasional acts of delinquency (of varying degrees of seriousness). 
Moreover, the "delinquency problem" is a social product involving the 
interactions between juveniles, adult audiences, and social control ~ 
agencies, including~he police and courts. The level of official 
delinquency observed in a particular community bears some relationship 
to the quantity of misconduct on the part of youths, but it is also 
influenced by public attitudes, po1.ice practices, and other factors, 
all of which vary from community to comllnmity. 

Research on uhidden de1inquencyll has shown that delinquency is not 
restricted to lower class youth, youngsters from broken homes, or 
children who do poorly in school. Juveniles from myriad social back
grounds engage in delinquent behavior. And, most of these hidden offen
ders II grow out ofll lawbreaking and become stab'le citizens, without 
recei:i/ing any ministrations from the juvenile justice system. 

Another thing which is clear is that juvenile de1inguency takes 
a number of forms, varying in frequency, duration, and seriousness. 
Many youngsters engage in only a few re1atively~petty acts of lawbreaking, 
while others carry out sex offenses, predatory acts, or other patterns of 
misconduct~ Some are fitting subjects for juvenile court intervention 
while others are candidates for diversioh. 

Much recent research indicates that many youths engage in 
episodic flirtations with lawbreaking, rather than being deeply entangled 
in misconduct. Also, delinquency is often a transitory phenomenon, 
related to the problems of IIgrowing Upll so that many youths apparently 
II grow out ofll this activity, whether anything is done with them or not. 

Detailed discussion of the causes of delinquency would take us 
too far' afie~d. - However, it is fair to say that theories emphasizing 
psychological maladjustment often are off the mark. Many juvenile law
breakers are psychologically normal, so that their lawbreaking conduct 
cannot be attributed to psychological maladjustment. 

Also, recent thinking lays stress upon ,;institutional ll factors 
such as school experiences which exacerbati.'q~e1inquency, variations in 
police policies, e~c. as important'source's of delinquent conduct. 
These newer perspectives direct attention toward community influences in 
fostering youth misconduct and away from exclusive fOGus upon juvenile 
offenders. 
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\ ~Newer orientations direct attention to: (1) the way control 
agencies such as the police are organized and the importance these 
agencies place upon the delinquency problem (Bordua, 1967; Wilson, 
1968; Gibb0~S, 1976); (2) the extent to which youth are allowed 
meaningfuT'part'icipation in the world of work, significant decision
making in the schools, and effective participation in other institu
tional spheres; (3) soc'lal and demographic characteristics of the 
community; (4) the willingness of agencies outside the police and 
courts to respond to problems of youthful misconduct, and (5) the 
amount and type of public concern about juvenile lawbreaking. 

What of social-structural or "institutional ll factors in 
delinquency? Youths occupy marginal roles, are barred from adult 
status and responsibility, and are faced with a number of difficulties 
which are not experienGed by other age groups. They are expected to 
develop IImature ll attitudes and beliefs but are denied access to adult 
rights and prerogatives. They are compelled to attend school, even 
though the school frequently fails to offer meaningful educational 
experiences to them. Juveniles have no significant voice in 
ectucational decision-making (Schafer and Polk, 1967). Schools some
times engender self~perceptions of failure on the p~rt of juveniles 
and push some toward dropping out of school and into misconduct. 
These problems of youth are exacerbated in large urban metropolitan 
centers because of high mobility rates, widespread social anonymity, 
substandard schools, deficient recreational outlets, lack of employ
ment opportunities for youth, and related characteristics found there. 
Attempts to reduce the level of misconduct must address these conditions 
and must endeavol" to alter the status situation of youth by aeating 
meaningful new roles and opportunites. 

The other side of the coin is that agencies outside of the juvenile 
justice system have often been unwilling to deal with problems of 
juveniles, thereby leading to higher rates of delinquancy. The juvenile 
court has often been seen as a dumping ~round for the school, the family, 
and welfare agencies (cf. Emerson, 1969). 

The level of community concern also effects delinquency rates. 
If citizens are upset about delinquency and agitate for its control, 
the police and courts are likely to respond to such pressure by arresting 
and processing more offehders than in a community where j'uve~ile misconduct 
is not perceived as a major community ill. Levels of communlty tolerance 
vary from community to community (Parker, 1970; Lentz, 1966; Carter, 
1968). On this same point~ the higher, arrest rates of black ~ouths in 
lower c~ass neighborhoods may be partially explained by the hlgher 
likelihood of the victim to demand action (Lemert, 1971; Piliavin and 
Briar, 1964). 
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SOCIAL REACTION THEORY 

In the past decade or so, a large number of sociologists have 
offered a host of plausible claims about the potentially adverse 
impact that socialreactfons may have upon socially-identified de
viants of one kind or another (cf. Gibbons and Jones, 1975). Social 
reaction theorists view deviance, including delinquency, as fre
quently s!tuational in c~aracter. An ~ct m~y o~ maY,not,be responded 
to as. del1nquent, depend1ng upon the sltuat10n 1n Wh1Ch It,occur~. 
Young boys k'icking over garbage cans in an all ey are somet1mes V1 ewed 
as ";-ncorrigible hoodlums" and sometimes as "a few kids s'Dwing wild 
oats:" In either case, the reaction to the behavior depends upon who 
observes it, who the actors are,. when the activity occurs., and a 
number of other factors as well. 

Social reaction theory a.lso focused upon the effects of labeling 
upon the actor so labeled. Lemert (1972), argues that a personal role
orientation as a deviant frequently grows out of the experience of being 
tagged as a deviant by a social audience. A feedback process often 
operates in which repeated misconduct or deviation triggers soci~l 
reactions to the behavior (police arrest, court referral, expuls10n from 
school, etc.), which stimulate further acts. Deviant careers arise 
out of stigmatization brought about by a soc.ietal reaction to parti-
cular behavior. Social reaction theory, with its emphasis on the 
consequences of stigmatization and the role of a fo~malized cour~ processing 
as a possibl~ contributing agent to future misbehav10r~ has provlded 
a strong buttressing argument for youth diversion (Lemert, 1971). 

Social reaction contentions regarding the ~?leterious effects of 
official intervention, court processing, a~d the like, have a ring of 
plausibility to them, but the empirical accuracy of such claims is un
certain (Gibbons and Jones, 1975). Program evaluation efforts joined 
to fede;al fundin of diversion ro rams ou ht to rovide increased 
factual ata on stigma and the effects of social labe ing. 

PROBLEMS OF THE JUVENILE COURT 

Juvenile cour.ts have come increasingly under attack from a number 
of diverse directions',. including the United States Supreme Court. 
Recent court rulings (Kent, Gault, Winship) have limited the court's 
decision-making powers and have provided youth with ,some of the legal 
protections guaranteed adu,lts. 
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, ,Most of the criticism of juvenile courts centers about three pro
posltlons: (1) they are quasi-legal organizations characterized by 
"overreach of the law" (Lemert, 1971 :5); (2) they are poorly org'anized 
to deal with the problems which come before them because they are un
derst~ffed, lac~ sentencing alternatives, and are overly bureaucratic in 
functlon; and f1nally, (3) they have failed a.s a method of providing 
treatment. 

"Overreach of the law" in j'uvenile courts refers to the jurisdic
tion they .have over dependency and neglect cases, status violations 
and other behaviors which would not be punishable for adults. Ther~ are 
many who would have the reach of the law reduced through diversion 
(Schur, 1973; Lemert, 1971). 

Juvenile courts are often faced with hordes of youth with whom 
they must deal in their day-to-day functioning, at the same time that 
they are understaffed, under-budgeted, and overworked. Courts are 
forced to bureaucratize their operations to such an extent that individuals 
under their care are too often subjected to dispositions based not in the 
child's needs but on the needs of the court to get the case out of the way 
and to get on to another one. People-processing becomes the major 
work of the coUt't. The solution to this problem lies in reduction of 
the number of cases brought before the court through diversion of 
youth out of the court machinery. 

The notion that juvenile courts provide much treatment is ques
tionable (cf. Gibbons, 1.976). Emerson's (1969) study of a court 
in one Eastern city came to the conclusion that rather than rehabilita
tin,W lawbreakers, the court was much more interested in bringing about 
soclal control. It was bound together with other organizations in the 
c,cinmunity in such a way as to maximize the satisfaction of the needs 
6f those agencies, but with lesser concern for the youth who were 
process~d by the court. Similar findings have been reported by Langley 
(1972) from a study of a metropolitan juvenile court in Tennessee. 

The problems .of juvenile courts include excessive workloads, a 
paucity of treatment alternatives, and coercive, stigmatizing features. 
Courts are courts, not therapeutic communities. Accordingly, ways 
must be fout to divert l~ss serious delinquents away from juvenile 
courts. Sarri (1975:11) has summed up the benefits of diversion: 
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1. The powers of the juvenile court are extraordinary and 
should be reserved for extraordinary, not minor cases. 

2. Large numbers of cases interfere with optimal functioning 
of the court, with the result that processing of cases 
will be slow and highly bureaucratized. 

3. Juvenile courts have limited resources of staff and 
monies. If they are overloaded, ineffectiveness will 
increase and: it will not be possible to concentrate on 
serious delinquency cases. 

4. The.juvenile court was established to be a court of law, 
and its limitations in remeC:ying all social ills must be 
accepted. It cannot order moral i ty, 'or induce respect 
for authority. 

DIVERSION--GENERAL COMMENTS 

The principle of diversion is of long standing. The polic~ have 
long practiced diversion by giving youngsters Verbal tongue lashlngs 
or tellil'ig them to "go home and keep out of trouble." Sch~ols have 
engaged in diversion by setting up special classes and devlces such 
as student-run traffic courts to deal with misbehaving students. 

Then too~,youth diversion is part of a broader trend toward 
reducing the i.nvolv.ement of offenders in the criminal justice system. 
Thr growth of community treatment facilities, increased use of pro
bation and parole for adult offenders, and ~ecfiminalization of certain 
offenses have, likedi~ersion~ been aimed at reducing the'invol~ement 
of offenders with the criminal justice system. ' . 

The need for diversion is clear enough. But, there are at 
least six basic questions concerning youth diversion that must be con-
fronted: ' 

1. What 'is diversion? (Are there differing conceptions of 
'div.ersion and different forms of d·iversion in practice? If 
so, what kind of diversion strategy ought to be encouraged?) 

2. Who sltould. be dlverted? (Relatively petty offenders? II • 

Relatively serious offenders? If the latter, how are senous 
offenders II to be identified?) 

I( '., 
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3. At what point should diversion take place? (Prior to 
police arrest? At the station house? At court intake?) 

4,. To what shoul d youth be diverted? (To no program? To an 
alternative program? What kind? Should diversion programs 
be inside or outside the juvenile justice system?) 

5. What legal issues must be addressed in diversion? (Should 
admissions of guilt be required of diversion candidates? 
Should courts retain some jurisdiction'or hold over 
divertees?) 

6. What are some of the potential consequences of diversion 
programs which might well maximize their effectiveness, or 
conversely, that might limit their impact? 

WHAT IS DIVERSION? 

A plethora of ideas and themes revolving around the notion of 
diversion has sprung up in the United States in the past decade. 
"Judicious nonintervention," "benign neglect," "decriminalization," 
"diversion," "youth services bureaus," "release on own recognizance," 
and other notions are all elements of a central theme of reducing 
the number of offenders in the criminal and juvenile justice system. 
Additionally, a heterogeneous collection of programs has grown up, 
all identified as "diversion" endeavors. The situation is parallel to 
that of youth services bureaus, which are supposed to be used for 
diversion of juvenile referrals out of the juvenile court. A wide 
variety of youth services bureaus are now in existence, with little in 
the way of a shared theoretical rationale, organizational structure, 
agency procedures, or other indicators of conceptual coherence to be found 
in them (Polk, 1971; Seymour, 1972). 

The diverse meanings currently attached to "diyersion" have been 
di scussed by Cressey and McDermott (1974) and by the Phase I, N. E. P. 
diversion effort assessment (McDermott and Rutherford, 1975). 

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice (1967) defined diversion as: "A process of referring youth 
to an existing community treatment program or preyention program in 
lieu of further juvenile justice system processing at any point between 
apprehension and adjudication." The N.E.P. definition of diversion 
(McDermott and Rutherford ,1975) parallels the President's Commission 
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definition: "Diversion occurs after a youth's initial contact with 
an agent of law (provided that the contact gives law enforcement personnel 
the opportunity to impose legally sanctioned, coe~cive,control over 
a youth's actions) and prior to formal adjudication. Diversion involves 
a cessation (at least temporarily) of formal processing in favor of 
informal disposition." 

Considerable variability exists regarding opinions concerning 
the ingredients of diversion. For example, many would contend that 
diversion requires more than "screening,"in which offenders are com
pletely released from any further scrutiny or processing. Diversion, 
to most persons involves doing something with the offender. At the 
same time, some would extend the meaning of the diversion concept 
to policies of "benign neglect," "judicious nonintervention," or doing 
nothing further to cases. 

Another point of confusion has to do with whether diversion must 
be to an alternative program that is completely outside of the official 
juvenile justice system. Some programs, such as the Sacramento County 
601 project, operating within the juvenile court system, have been 
labeled as diversion. 

To many persons, diversion means referral to programs outside the 
justice system. Sarri (1975:2) likens diversion to "those activities 
by public officials such as police, intake and probation officers, and 
so forth that result in direct referral of the juvenile to agencies and 
persons who a,re capable of handling the problem outside the j~risdict~on 
of the juvenile justice system." Elliott (1974:14) concurs w1th Sarn: 
"D~iversion ,represents a referral to a community-based program or agency 
which 'is iridependent. of the justice system." The National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (Courts, 1973:27) 
on the other hand,' includes as diversion, programs "run by agencies of 
the criminal justice system." 

? I 

There are two elenents of the definition of diversion employed 
in this federal effort: 

1. Diversion must limit penetration of youth into the . 
juvenile 'ustice s stem. Diversion can occur at an olnt 
between apprehension and adjudica~ion. Dive~sion i~ not 
prevention nor is it synonomous wlth alternatwe to 1ncarce:
r.ation.) 
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2. Diversion must remove youths from the juvenile justice system. 
to be handled by some'agencyor person outside of that system. 
Programs such as hinformal probation ii are not diversion. 

The existing evidence on diversion programs to date (see review of 
existing studies below) is far from clear regarding whether referral to 
services of some kind or another is superior in impact upon youths to 
referral to services of some kind or another is superior in impact upon 
youths to referral without continued services or intervention. At the, 
same· time, the data on this point are so scanty that this issue must be 
regarded as a major research question. What is needed are. experimental 
~tUd~f.!s in wnich some port~on of a group Of cOll]pnt'.'lble youngst~r$ , 
1S d1verted to programs whlle others are slmply screened out of further 
processing of any kind. Only in this way can the question of the 
effects of "diversion to what" be answered. 

WHO SHOULD BE DIVERTED? 

A number of suggestions have been made regarding candidates for 
diversion. Sarri (1975:12) argues that diversion should be automatic 
for youth who are "first offenders charged with status offenses or 
minor misdemeanors, repeated status offenders, or youth known to be 
receiving service in community agencies. II It has .also been suggested 
that youth who are referred to the court because of problems with 
school, or because social service agencies do not wish to handle them 
be diverted to programs which can more appropriately deal with these 
types of cases. 

One major recurrent fear expressed by many persons is that 
diversion programs will end up bi "widening the nets" of the juvenile 
justice apparatus, rather than reducing the number of youngsters who 
are Singled out for attention. That is, many have drawn attention' 
to the possibility that diversion may come to be used most often as 
an alternative disposition for youths who would normally be screened 
entirely out of the system in the absence of a diversion program, with 
few youths who normally would be processed through the justice machinery 
being diverted. 

"Widening of the nets" is more than a hypotheticalpQssibility 
against which we must be on guard. Duxbury's (1971':l) study of nine 
experimental youth services bureaus in California repotted that~ 
"Although it was antic'ipated that the ·bulk of referrals would be from 
law enforcement and probation, only about one-third of the youth served 
have been from these sources." Similarly, the N.E.P.(Phase I) Diversion 
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report describes a number of instances of ongoing diversion programs 
which deal principally with yougsters who would be ignored entirely were 
there no diversion program. 

The answer to the question: IIWho is to be screened out, diverted, 
or sent on to court referral? II will'in all probability be different 
for different communities. There are wide variations in the nature 
of lithe delinquency problem" from community to community, both in 
terms of levels of community concern and the patterns of juvenile mis
conduct found in different communities. But, one thing is clear in 
~ll of this: however juvenile justice system administrators define 
the pool of youths eligible for diversion in particular communities, . 
great care will need to be taken to insure that juveniles get diverted 
out of official system processing in increased numbers, so as to avoid 
IIwidening the net. 1I 

AT WHAT POINT SHOULD DIVERSION TAKE PLACE? 

'. Arguments have been put forth for diverting youngsters at a 
number of points in the juvenile justice system. Most definitions 
of diversion allow it to take place at any point between apprehension 
and adjudication. If the goal of diversion is to minimize the pene
tration then yougsters probably ought to be diverted at every possible 
opportunity. Youth can be diverted (1) after initial police apprehen
sion, (2) at court intake, and (3) still more might be diverted prior 
to adjudication. 

Diversion at different points will involve picking out youths 
differentiated in terms of behavioral seriousness and the like: those 
diverted out of the system at initial police contact are likely to be 
less serious offenders than those diverted out at court intake. 
Similarly, programs to which divertees are sent will also differ at these 
various diversion pOints, such that court intake divertees may well 
require a more detailed, complex program than those diverted out at 
initial contact. G 

TO WHAT SHOULD YOUTH BE DIVERTED? 

There ar:e theoretical reasons to suppose that diversion programs 
must do more than simply remove youth from the juvenile justice system. 
D'i,verted youth should be provided with positive 1 ife experiences 
directed at opening up legitimate roles for them in American society. 
Diversion programs should' work <toward enhancing positive self-images 
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on ~he part of juvenilei. Polk and Kobrin (1972:4-5) outline four 
baslc components of ,a legitimate identity: II (1) A sense of 
~ompetence ... (2) A sense ofusefulness~ .. (3) A sense of'belon

1
-

lngness ... (4) A sense of power orpotencyll (emphasis in original. 

Polk and Kobrin (1972:21-22) have enumerated five conditions 
tha~ ~ust be met by any program which purports to provide lIaccess to 
1 egl tlmacy: II 

Fi~st, s~ch access starts from the assumption that young 
peopl~, lncludlng the troublesome, have positive resources to 
contrlbute to ~he commun!tr. ~his assumption is qUite different 
than.the classleal rehab1l1tatlon programs, which begin with the 
premlse that the youth has a problem which must be identified 
and corrected. 

Second,.the prog~am proceeds immediately to place the 
young.person 1n an actlve role where something valuable is 
contrlbuted, rather than in a passive role where some service 
is provided. 

. Third, it is located within a legitimate institution, 
1.e., the school, a crucial factor in the formation of legitimate 
identities. 

Fourth,. the experience can be organized quite easily so 
that a mix of"good" and "bad" youth is possible. 

Fifth, the activity constitutes diversion, both in the 
sense that it is not connected with the court process and in 
that legal coercion is not present, i.e., the program is purely 
voluntary. 

The possibilities for creating structures within individuai com
munities to address the ne~ds of youth are probably somewhat different 
from place to place, so that no single recipe for creating diversion 
organizations can be provided. 

. Some broad goals for diversion programs can be iden~ified, paral
lel1ng the model put forth by Polk and Kobrin, among others. Diversion 
programs should stress youth involvement and youth participation, more
ove~, they shoul~ endeavor to include youth in various aspects of decision
maklng and most lmportant they should regard youth as integral parts of 
the prQgram, and not merely as clients. 
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Diversion programs must av~id a "more.of the ~a~e" approach to 
treatment and rehabilitation. TIme after t1me tradltlonal treatment 
models--intensive counseling, therapy, and other "change the offende~" 
types of programs--have been shown to be ineffective. In one analysIs 
of delinquency prevention pr:ograms, the John F. Kennedy Center for ." 
Research on Education and Human Development (1975:3) concluded that. 
... recreation, individual and group counseling, s~cial casework, 
and the use of detached worker.s have consistently f~lled t~ be ~hown 
to be effective methods in the prevention or reductlon of Juvenl1e 
delinquency." Clearly, what is called for·is new approac~es to.the 
delinquency problem. The broad strategy ad'Voca~ed here, lnclud~ng 
youth participation and involvement, h~lds prom1se for success 1n 
reducing youth alienation and lawbreaklng. 

The diversion program model, centered about expanding legitimate 
social roles for youth, along with increasing their sense of self
worth, is one that has roots i'n delinquency theory ~nd research alluded 
to in these pages. There is a good deal of.theo~etlcal suppo~t that 
could be marshalled in support of program ~1rect10n~ of. the

,i
kl,nd sketch~d " 

out here, thus it can be said that strategles of ~hlS k1nd o~ght to w?rk. 
At the same t1me, there is still no convincing eV1dence that lnterventl0n 
into the lives of delinquent youngsters, even by mean~ o! pr?grams. 
buttressed with a theoretical rational~ ?f great.s~ph1s~lcat10n, wl1~ 
turn out to be more effective than pollc1es of m1nlmal lnterfer~nce Into 
their lives. F()r.example, it is possible tha~ the problems of lmple~en
ting theoreticarfy-sound diversion programs w1l1 turn out to be maSSlVe 
ones, frustrating the efforts at innovative programs. As ~ resu~t, . 
it is crucial that programs be tested.both ag~i~st c?nvent1onal Ju~tlce 
system processing and against the optl0n of m1n1mal 1nterference wIth 
juveniles. 

EVALUATION OF EXISTING PROGRAMS OF JUVENILE DIVERSION 

One of the major current fads in criminal ,and ~uvenile justice 
programming is diversion of offenders from the Juvenl1e system. A num
ber of observers have noted that virtual explosion of such programs upon 
the scene. However, there is much disagreement about the na~ure of 
diversion as a process, discrep~ncies in t~e us~ of key termlnology, 
and a good deal of other confus10n about d,vers,on. A ~ela~ed obser
vation that has, been ",offered widely is that almost noth1ng 1S. known 
about the impact, if any, of these varied efforts all proceedlng und~r 
the name of diversion. Elliott and Blanchard (1975:2) have observed. 
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Whil e there seems to be widespread agreement about the 
desira6f1 ity' of diverti.ng youth from the juvenile justice 

system ·a.nd a sizeable mobil ization of federal; state a,nd 
local resources for the development of community diversion 
programs~ there is as yet no systematic evaluation of the 
consequences of diverting youth compared to simply releasing 
them or maintaining them in the justice system. The little 
research which has addressed this question has focused 
exclusively upon a comparison of the recidivism rates with no 
attention to bther postulated "effects" of this processing 
practice on youth. 

Gibbons and Blake (1975) have reviewed ~ number of diversion 
projects that have been subjected to evaluation of some kind.l The studies 
summarized in that assessment include the Pivotal In~redients of 
Police Juvenile Diversion 'Programs Project by Klein (1975a) in Los 
Angeles County. Although that research did not assess the impact 
of diversion operations on referrals, it did examine a number of results 
from establishment of diversion activities in the Los Angeles Police 
Department and in 35 police departments within Los Angeles County. 
Klein's major findings were that: 

1. There are major differences in styles and levels of commit
ment to police diversion programs, and these relate.' 
differently to types of offenders referred. 

2. Evaluation componehts of the programs reviewed generally 
had little or no impact on the operations of the programs. 

3. Referrals to community agencies have increased significantly 
over the past five years, b,l,lt remain relatively low. 

4. Referred youngsters, rather than being diverted from the 
juvenile justice system, are most commonly drawn from those 
ordinarily released without further action. 

5. This pattern of referral as an alternative to release is 
strongly manifested in the variables of age, sex, prior 
record, and seriousness of instant offense. 

1 The qibbons and Blake report is available from the authors, LEAA 
Project, Portland State University, P.O. Box 751, Portland, Oregon, 
97207; or from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
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6. Curreht police referral rates are very much a function of 
the infusion of outside"~federal and state--funds. In the 
absence of continuation of such funds, our data imply that 
referral rates will recede toward their earlier, very low 
level. . 

Gibbons and Blake also examined evaluation results from Project 
Crossroads in Washington, D.C. (~eiberg, 1971); Alternate Routes 
in Orange County, California, (Carter and Gilbert, 1973); and the 
Sacramento County 601 Project (Thornton, Barrett, and Musolf, 1972; 
Baron, Feeney, andlThornton, 1973). They also reviewed the Pre
Trial Intervention and Diversion P.roJect in Huntington Beach and 
Costa Mesa, Claifornia (Binder, 1974); an evaluation of two diversion 
projects by Elliott and Blancha~d (1975); and a st~dy of diversion 
programs employing volunteers, one in Denver (Forward, Kirby, and 
Wilson, 1975) and the other in the midwest (Davidson, Rappaport, 
Seidman, Berck, and Herring, 1975). The final study summarized by 
Gibbons and Blake took place in a large police agency on the west 
coast (Lincoln, n.d.). 

Several of these evaluations reported apparent greater success 
for the diversion undertaking than for more traditional processing 
of offenders, while others indicated that "widening of the nets" occurred 
from diversion, with youngsters who would not normally be retained in the 
juvenile justice system being most frequent in the diversion caseloads. 
At least one of the assessments suggested that diversion without ser
vices was associated with lower recidivism than either diversion with 
services or regular justice system processing. 

But the main conclusion to be drawn from these studies collectively 
is that n~ firm statements are in order regarding the impact of diversion 
on juveniles. These evaluation studies were plagued with such pro~lems 
as very small sample numbers; ambiguity about proces~ ele~ents, ~h~t 
is, scanty information regarding the nature of t~e dlversl0n ~ctlv~ty a~ 
it actually operated; insufficient follow-up perlods for gauglng dlverslon 
impact; serious departures from random assignment of cases or c?mpara
bility of cases in diversion and regular processing samples; fal1ure 
to employ measures of program effect other than gross reci~ivism i~di
cators' and other shortcomings. On balance, these evaluatlon studles 
stand ~s testimony to the need for ~arge-scale, sophisticated evaluation 
of new programs. Clearly, there is insufficient evidence in th~ nine 
studies examined by Gibbons and Blake for one to have much confldence 
in diversion argum~nts and contentions. 
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SUPPLEMENT I 

THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR 

. Ideally, public policy formation regarding delinquency pre
ventl?n and control ought to be based upon comprehensive, detailed, 
and. hlghly accur~te data regarding the extent of "hidden" and recognized 
~ellnquency, ~ellnquency rates in different communities, variations 
l~ ~ypes of mlsconduct.from one area or community to another, recid-
lVlsm.pa~ter~s, and ~lndred facts about youthful lawbreaking. Unfortunately, 

the ex~stlng lnformatlon on the epidemiology (extent and distribution) 
o~ de11nquency falls markedly short of this ideal. Delinquencyauthori-
tles ar: only able t~ offer rough estimates of the incidence of delin-
quency ln one communlty or another, framed in relative and imprecise terms. 

Probably the most comprehensive set of data regarding distribution 
a~d ~atterns of ~e1inquency is in the study in Philadelphia by Wolfgang 
Flg1lo,.and Se111~ (19~2). Those researchers obtained information on ' 
the de1lnquency h~storles, as ~easu~ed by police contacts, of the cohort 
of all boys.born ln 19~5 who llved ln Philadelphia at least between their 
~en~h and elghteenth blrthdays, a total of 9945 boys. This study 
lndlcated that 28.6 per cent of the white youths and 50.2 per cent of 
th~ black youngsters were classified as offenders at some time during 
thls ~ge spa~. Ho~eve~, two po~n~s limit the applicability of this 
study .. the lnvestlgatl0n was llmlted to Philadelphia and restricted 
to pollce contacts. 

. It is P~ssible to piece together a reasonably accurate characteri
z~t~on of de~lnquency by collating a number of specific, relatively 
l~mlted ~tud~es ~hat ~ave been conducted in various communities, along 
wlth n~tl0nwlde ~uvenl1e court statistics. Gibbons (1976:32) has 
summarlzed the plcture that emerges from the statistics currently 
at hand: 

1. ~erican delinquency statutes empower juvenile courts to 
lntervene in cases in which youngsters are involved in 
Violations of criminal statutes. But in addition juvenile 
court laws specify that youths can be made wards of the 
:ourt ~nd dealt with as delinquents if they are involved 
ln varlOUS status offenses enumerated under omnibus clauses 
of these statutes. The behavioral categories identified 
in status prOVisions are extremely general and ambiguous 

. __ .. _--

i 
~ I 
i.! 
! I 

I , 

I 
1 
i 

,1 
I 

, 

\ , 



if 

f i 

1; 

~ 
\ 

I 
1 , . I 

I I 
! 
t 

:1 
if 

.. ! 
, I~ l 

' " 

II 
( 
1 

',* ;i 
1 
,t 
t 

"; I 
i 
~ 
I 

11.- , 
i 
d 

- 16 -

ones, e.g., ungovernability, waYv'/ardness, orllimmo~al~ty. . 
In effect these laws put nearly all youths at rlsk of be1ng 
deal t with a s del inquents, for they could be interpreted 
broadly so as to sweep nearly all juveniles into courts. 

2. Less than four percent of the juveniles in this nation are 
actually referred to juvenile courts in any single year 
although a larger portion of the youth population comes to 
court attention sometime during the adoles~ent)'ears •. 9nly about 
one-ha 1 f cif :'these :referta 1 S !ire r:.egarded· by C?,u~t off1 Cl a 1 s as 
serious 'enough to warrant the filing of a pet1t1on and a court 
hearing, the other half are dealt with informally. 

3: Police agencies come into contact with almost tWicle
t 
thhe 

number of children known to the court. In gen~ra '. ey. 
refer the serious cases to juvenile courts, whlle d1spos1ng 
of the less serious offenders informally, within the 
department, by admonitions and warnings. 

4. A fairly large number of offenders is dealt with by PUblfiC 
and private social agencies in the community, but m~ny o. . 
the individuals they process are also known to t~e Juven1l~ 
court. The majority of the cases known to agenc1es but Wh1Ch 
are unknown to the courts are relatively petty ones. 

6. A large number of you~hs at all ~ocial class.levels and in 
all kinds ofcommunitles engage 1n acts of mlsconduct. and 
lawbreaking which remain hidden or undetected. In th1s 
sense, nearly all juveniles are delinq~ent in s?me degree. 
However many of the deviant acts of h1dden del1nquents are 
the kinds which would often be handled informally or 
ignored if reported to the .juvenile court. 

6. Not all of the hidden delinquency in th~ UnitebdtS~ateStiSt 
petty and inconsequential. An indeterm1nate ~ 1m~or an 
number of serious delinquencies is enacted by Juven11es who 
manage to stay out of the hands of the police or courts. 

IIHIDDENII DELINQUENCY 

Most of the early studies of del inquency in the U~ited States 
were based upon police and juvenile court stat~stics Wh1Ch'sugge:ted 
that delinquent behavior was by and large conf1ned to the P?or, 1nner
city dwellers, blacks and children froin broke~ homes: Stud1es based 
on these data resulted in etiological conclUS10ns WhlCh located the 
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the causes of delinquent behavior in deleterious social circumstances. 
~owever, ~ecent research has shown y?u~hful misbehavior to be widespread 
1n the Un1ted States, rather than be1ng relatively uncommon and restricted 
to working-class neighborhoods. 

The pioneering study of IIhidden ll del inquency by Porterfield (1943) 
involved a comparison of college students and actual juvenile court 
cases. The offenses of the juvenile court cases were incorporated 
into a questionnaire which was administered to several hundred college 
students. Virtually all of the latter reported committing at least 
one of the delinqu~nt acts. The major difference between the two 
groups centered about offense seriousness, 'with college students ad
mitting less serious violations than those committp.d by the official d€
linquents. Findings similar to Porterfield's Wer'e reported by Murphy, 
Shirley and Witmer (1946), Short (1954); Short and Nye.(1958), Dentler and 
Monroe (1961), Akers (1964), Arnold (1965), and Clark and Wenninger (1962). 

However, it should be emphasized that nearly all of the in~uiries 
into' IIhidden del inquencyll indi cate that the majority of undetected 
offenders confess to relatively petty acts of misconduct. These studies 
do not show that IIhidden ll offenders are involved in serious and repe
titive acts of delinquency to the extent observed among offenders who 
have been adjudicated by juvenile courts. Nettler's (1974:74-76) re
view of these studies concluded: IIWhile some criminality is nonnal, 
persistent and grave violations of the law are the experience of a 
minority. This holds whether the measure is confessions or official 
statistics ll (emphasis in the original). 

Recent inquiries into IIhidden ll delinquency have concentrated on 
the relationship between delinquent behavior and social class member
shiP! For example, Williams and Gold' (1972) in a national sample of 
842 boys and girl s 13 to 16 years of age di scovered that 88 percent 
of all respondents had committed at least one delinquent act while 
only 20 percent, had contact with the police and only 4 percent turned 
up in police records. Relatively·few of the juveniles in this national 
study reported that they had been involved in repetitive, serious 
misbehavior. Williams and Gold found no marked relationship between 
social class and delinquent behavior. Results parallel to those of 
Williams and Gold have been reported by Akers (1964), Voss (1966), 
Nye, Short, and Olson (1958), and Hirschi (1969). However, all of 
these investigations dealt with admissions of relatively petty acts of 
misconduct, for the most part. 
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When attention turns to more serious acts of delinquency, a 
different picture of socio-economic relationships appears. The 
differential involvement of working-class youths in serious delin
quency emerged in an early study by Short and Nye (1958), contrastin!g 
high school youths and training school wards. The latter reported 
involvement in relatively petty offenses more frequently than the 
IIhidden ll lawbreakers as well as confessing participation in more 
serious forms of misconduct. Parallel findings have been reported 
by Gold (J970). 

In summary, the research on hidden delinquency strongly sugge~;t 
:bhat lawbreaking among,American youth is widespread; flirtations with 
some del inquent behav·ior is the norm rather than the exception. The 
d~linquent-nondelinquent dichotomy is highly misleading. Atthe 
same time, these data indicate that serious, repetitive acts of law
breaking are differentially concentrated among youths from lower 
economic circumstances. 

THE FLOW OF YOUTHS,THROUGH THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

The IIhidden ll delinquency stUdies indicate that some unknown 
but very large proportion of all American youths engage in delinquent 
acts of varying degrees of seriousness at S0me time during their adoles
cent years. In turn, some unknown segment of this group falls into the 
hands of the police. The FBI Uniform Crime Reports (974) indicate that 
in 1973, 1,235,389 juvenile arrests were repot'ted 5y 4,;144 police agen
cies. However, these statistics do not cover all police eepartments 
in the nation. Moreover, we have no way of determining the precise 
number of lawbreaking youths who are not arrested by the police. 

The police perform a major sifting operation with apprehended 
juveniles, as they send some further into the juvenile justice system 
while releasing others outright. FBI statistics for 1973 indicate 
that the 4,144 reporting agencies counseled and released 45.;2 percent 
of the arrested juveniles while sending 49.5 percent of them to juvenile 
court intake. However, police referral policies are not uniform from 
one jurisdiction to another. Bordua (1967) has presented data for over 
2,000 police agencies in 1965, showing wide variations in the number 
of youths referred to court. Some agencies released over 95 percent 
of the youths they encountered ~ whil e other departm~nts sent nearly 
all of the apprehended juveniles to ju.~eni1e court. In short, delin
quency statistics are often a more revealing measure of police agency 
activity than they are an index of youthful misbehavior in thf.l 
community. 
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What are the determinants of poi ice decisions to refer or not 
refer a youth to juvenile court,? Studie~ con~ucted i~ various. 
communities around the country have provlded lnformatlon on thls 
question. Most of them stress offense seriousness as a paramount co~sidera
tion in police decision-ma~ing, while a number also suggest.that ~aclal 
background and socioeconomlC status of the offender also welgh falr1y 
heavily in po1ictl·dispositions. These inquiries have produced somewhat . 
discordant results, for some investigators contend that racial and economlC 
factors are only incidentally associated with offense seriousne~s, . 
while others have claimed that the police tend toward harsher dlSPOS1-
tions directed at blacks and low income group members, even when offense 
seriousness is controlled. Studies emphasizing offense serioUsness in 
police decisions include those of Goldman (1963), Terry (1967), McEachern 
and Bauzer (1967), and Black (1970) .. Inve~tigati~n~ poi~ting to race 
as an important independent factor 1n pollce declslons lnclude those 
of Ferdinand and Luchterhand (1970),Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (1972) 
and Thornberry (1973) .. What these findings probably indicate' is that 
racial factors are of varying significance'from one community to another. 

Police decisions regarding juveniles have also linked to varia-
tions in department policies. Bordua:s (1~67) analYs~s ~uggests that 
the level of delinquency reported to Juvenl1e courts lS :nfluenced b~ 
departmental polici·es fr~m o~e community to another: , EVldence on.thls 
point is also contained ln Wllson's (1968) study whlen revealed dlfferenees 
in referral policies between two different police department. 

Police decision-making regarding juveniles is affected by many 
variables. Some researchers have reported that attitude of the victim 
often has much to do with the police decision to refer or not r.efer 
a case to court (Hohenstein, 1969; Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964:8~~ll3~, 
while others have stressed the part played by the demeanor of Juvenlles 
in the dispositional decisions of the police officers (Piliavin and 
Briar, 1964; Werthman and Piliavin, 1967). 

Once a youth has been referred to juvenile court there is c~n; 
siderable discretion involved in disposition of the case. Court lntake 
officers can counsel, Warn.and release a youth; they·can.place a youngs
ter on probation, refer him to another agency; or ~end hl"! on f~r, . 
petition and court hearing of the case .. The decislon-maklng crlterla 
used by court workers are complex ones, although it appe~rs that m~ch 
the same types of information are taken into account by lntake offlcers 
as by police. 

i' 
), 
l 

, 

. , 
., 



/ 

; : 

I 
I 
! 

\ I 

- 20 ..;. 

Robert Emerson's (1969) report on a juvenile court in a northern 
United States metorpolitan area observed that it provided assembly
line handling of offenders rather than individualized treatment. 
Also, he argued that court workers arrive at dispositional decisions 
regarding juveniles in terms of judgments of moral ch.aracter, so that 
"bad kids" receive harsh dispositions while those thought to be mis
guided youngsters are dealt with more leniently. Emerson's commen
tary suggests that judgments of moral character 'are frequently both 
in error and class-linked, such that working-class youths are most 
likely to be identified as "hard core" dplinquents. 

Scarpitti and Stephenson (1971) examined the processina of 1200 
cases in a juvenile court in a large eastern countv. This research 
indicated that judicial sorting of delinquents into those who recpive 
orobation, institutional commitment, or some other -disoosition re
volved around assessments of delinquen~y risk, therefore the most 
socially disadvantaged, delinquent, and psychologically atypical hoys 
were sent to training schools. 

A parallel study by Arnold (1971) had to do with court dispositions 
in Austin, Texas. He observed that probation officers did not dis
criminate against blacks and Mexican-American youths when they referred 
juveniles to a formal court hearing; rather their decisions were based 
on offense seriousness. However, he did indicate that judges sent more 
minority group members than whites to the state correctional authority. 

An investigation by Lemert and Rosberg (1948) in Los Angeles 
County indicated that court-adjudicated blacks and Mexican-Americans 
were less likely to be placed on probation than were whites, even when 
variables such as offense bistory were controlled. Differently, Eaton 
and Polk (1961) found bias against ma~es in Los Angeles County in that 
boys were disproportionately committed to institutions by the court 
but no evidence of ethnic discrimination in the court. Shannon (1963) 
found that economic status was not a factor in the dispositions made of 
delinquents in Madison, Wisconsin. He did note that probation decisions 
were influenced by the seriousness and repetitiveness of misconduct 
and that males were· more harshly dealt with than females on the average. 
On the other hand, females held for official court handling were more 
likely to be sent off to a training school, a finding also reported in 
Washington State by Gibbons and Griswold (1957). Axelrad (1952~, Cohn 
(1963), and Gross (1967) have also indicate~ that p~obat~o~ offlcer .. 
assessments of de.linquency-risk loom large 1n .the dlSposltlonal declslons. 
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The. research on disp:ositional decision-making by pol ice and 
court offlcers presents a somewhat confused picture, but it does reveal 
how the juvenile justice system filters out certain youths while sending 
others on through the system. Starting with a cohort of norm Violators, . 
the number movi~g through the juvenile justice system is steadilyre
duc~d to the pOlnt where very few are held in custody following adjudi-
catlon. . 

Table 1 indicates the national trends in juvenile court referrals 
from 1957 to 1972. A summary portrayal of the juvenile justice filtering 
process is shown in Figure 1. 
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Table 1. -- NUMBER AND RATE OF DELINQUENCY CASES DISPOSED OF BY JUVENILE 
COURTS, UNITED STATES, 1957-1972* 

I 
Child population 

Year Delinquency cases a/ 10 through 17 yrs. of age Rate b/ 
(in thousands) 

1957 •••.••.• 440,000 22,173 19.8 
1958 •.•.• : •• 470,000 23,443 20.0 
1959 •••••••• 483,000 24,607 19.6 
1960. " •••••• 510,000 25,368 20.1 
1961 ••.••••. 503,000 26,056 19.3 
1962 •.•••••• 555,000 26,9B9 20.6 
1963 •••••••. 601,000 28,056 21.4 
1964 ........ 686,000 29,244 23.5 
1965 ...... " • 697,000 29,536 23:6 
1966 •.•....• 745,000 30,124 24.7 
1967 •••••••• 811 ,000 30,837 26.3 
1966 ........ 900,000 31,566 28.5 
1969 .•••.•.• 988,500 32,157 30.7 
1970 •.•••••. 1,052,000 32,614 32.3 
1971 •.••.••• 1,125,000 3,~,969 34.1 
1972 .•.••••• 1,112,500 33,120 33.6 

a/ Data for 1957-1969 estimated from the national sample of juvenj1e courts. 
Data for 1970, 1971 and 1972 estimated from all courts reporting whose 
jurisdictions included more than three-fourths of the population of the U.S. 

BI Based on the number of delinquency cases per 1,000 U.S. child population 
10 through 17 years of age. . 

* Source: U. S. DepartmEi'nt of Health, Education, and Welfare (1973). 
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Figure 

Attributes of those youth filtered into or 
out of system at each stage of processing 

THE DELINQUENCY FILTERING PROCESS 

Unknown, but would include nearly all 
juvenilesl 

,; 
.f it 

Stages in the juvenile justice 
process 

Commission of offense 

Step 1 - Police Contact less 
serious offenders, non-repeaters, but (I " in excess of"2."OOO,OOO Police contact 

'in 19732 ... -f----"good" .family background, shows ---T~" 
deference-- screened out. 

Step 2 - Court Intake Same as step 1 + 
some attempt to release nl ow 
risk" youth. 

Step 3 - Adjusted Nonjudicially i.e.,. . 
handled without court petition or motion, - ........ 

1 ,.112,500
3 

Referred to ju~enile court 

Handled nonjudicially, e.g., 
Attempt to screen aut "low risk" cases .. --

651,200
4 released, informal probation, dismissal 

Step 4 - Court Adjudication Youths thought 
to be "serious offenders" and/or socially 
maladjusted held for formal court processing. 

461,3005 

Step 5 - In Custody Retained in custody-~youths 
thought to be "hard core" offenders--usually -"""'\-'" 48,0506 
lower class, £thnic population males . 

1. SeeGibbons (1976:16-33'). 

Handled officially on basis of 
petition or motion 

Adjudicated delinquents held 1n 
custody 

2. While actual numbers are unknown the Uniform £rime Reports, 1973, p. 19, 9how that 49.5 per cent of juveniles 
taken into custody'are referred to juvenile court while 45.2 per cent are handled within the department and released. 

3. Department of Health, Education., and Welfare (1973:8). 

4. Ibid, p. ~. 

5. Ibid, p. 8. 

6. Detention Status of Children in Juvenile Facilities, June 30, 1971 (U.S. Department of Justice, 1972:7). 
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SUPPLEMENT II 

PROGRAM RATIONALE 

LEAA's discretionary funding program, is based on the following 
logic: 

1. Delinquent offenders constitute a disparate group of youths, 
ranging from *oungsters involved in petty, transitory, and isolated 
acts of misbe avior to youths who represent i1hard corell recidivists. 

2. Hard core offenders are the most appropriate cases for official 
juvenile court attention, while less serious juvenile 1awbreakers can 
often be better dealt with outside the framework of the juvenile court. 

3. Juvenile misconduct is often a manifestation or product of 
problems encountered by juveniles within major institutional' areas or 
life arenas, such as schools or the world of work and is less frequently 
a symptom of individual psychological maladjustment. 

4. Diversion programs are often ineffective because they focus 
upon youth whose misconduct is minor and a reflection of normal matura
tional stress; or, because they are inadequately funded, not coordinated 
and fragamented in their approaches. 

5. The number of juveniles entering the juvenile justice system 
is more a function of police arrest patterns and community tolerance of 
youth behavior than of the nature of seriousness of juvenile miscon~. 

6. Diversion must mean' the referral of youth to programs outside 
of the auspices of the juvenile justice system in order to reduce the 
likelihood of expansion of control by juvenile justice agencies over an 
increased number of youth. 

7. The process for diverting youth is often not identified or 
is confused with diversion programs and therefore does not become sub
ject to systematic' and del iberate efforts directed toward its improve
ment .. 

Diversion must limit penetration of youth into the juvenile 
oint between a rehension 

9.' Attempts to reduce delinquency through diversion programs must 
do more than simply remove youths from the juvenile justice system. 
Diverted youngsters should be provided positive life experiences through 
diversion programs th~t provide meaningful and viable roles for youth. 
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10. Diversion of less serious cases from the juvenile court should 
allow the courts to deal more effectively with the more serious law
breakers, for diversion would relieve some of the present congestion of 
cases within the official juvenile justice system. 

.l~. The.programs developed will vary from community to community, 
p~ovldlna varlOUS program models which can be compared through evalua
tl0n to etermine the relative utilitY'of alternative approaches. 

. 12. Alt~ough.there are plausible arguments that can be advanced 
ln f~vor of dlVerslOn programs which provide lositive experiences and 
serVlces for youths, this ;s still a' relative y untested assumption. 
The ro ram des; n re uirement of assi nment either to diversion with 
services or diversion without services will provi e for t e assessment 
of the gains, if any, to be achieved through diversion to services. 
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SUPPLEMENT I II 

Service Models 
Some Examples in Diversion Programs 

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention encourages 
applicants to develop innovative ways to invol.ve youth in experiences 
which affect their lives. One way to accomplish this is through em
ploying youth within diversion programs. OJJDP visualizes numerous roles 
that youth can assume in diversion programs, both as program staff and 
as participants in diversion program activities. In fact, youth diverted 
from the Juvenile Justice System, as well as other youth, constitute a 
valuable resource to diversion program planners. It is the hope of 
OJJDP that applicants will recognize this essentially untapped resource 
and will develop programs and activities to take advantage of the capa
bilities and interests of youth. 

It should be stressed that employing youth in diversion programs 
requires strong educational support. This support should take two forms: 
one, insuring that youth reGleive the training and information that will 
enable them to perform the duties required ofa particular task and two, 
where appropriate, insuring that youth receive school credit for their 
work experience. Youth within diversion programs can perform such func
tions vital to program operation as: 

program planning aides (entry level positions) 

program planning assistants 

research aides (entry level positions) 

research assistants 

program evaluation aides and assistants 

intake aides 

peer counselors/youth advocates 

team le~ders for research projects 

Youth in various diversion program ,activities or components can also en
gage in: 
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A. Activities re1ated to school: 

tutors/student advisors 

teacher aides 

curriculum development aides/assistants 

B. Activities related to communications/public education: 

journalistic writers 

editors 

printers/publishers 

photogra phers 

int.erviewers 

community workshop organizers/participants 

C. Activities related to cultural enrichment: 

artists 

dancers 

1 i brat·y researchers 

photographers 

D. Activities related to human service. 

day-care aides/assistants 

elderly care aides/assistants 

E .. Activities related to community restoration: 

carpenters 

painters 

electricians 

aides and assistants 
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The examples of youth employment cited here are by no means 
exhaustive. They are offered to illustrate the variety of roles the 
youth can assume in diversion programs. Further examples'of youth 
employment/youth participation projects can be found in the following: 

New Roles for Youth, by the National Commission for Resources for Youth, 
, Citation Press, 'New York, N.Y., 1974. 1I } 

The Arts, Youth, and Social chanfie, by the National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, and t e Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, Office of Youth Development, April, 1968. 

Model Program: Youth Diversion Project, by J. Galvin, G. Blake 
and D. Gibbons, available from OJJDP, or write directly to 
National Criminal Justice Education Project, Portland State 
University, Portland, Oregon, 97207. 
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SUPPLEMENT IV 

Suggested Standards for Safeguarding 
The 

Cbnstitutional Rights of Juveniles 

Important constitutional rights are often compromised in the 
course of juyenile court processing, to the lasting detriment 
of the very children that juvenile courts operating under the 
doctrine of parens patl"iae strive so earnestly to protect. 

Accordingly, we urge applicants to give serious consideration 
to establishing such standards and prattices which offer 
maximum legal protection of children coming into contact with 
programs for whi ch fundi n9 is sought. The fo 11 ow1'ng are not 
mandatory for application submission, but are recommended for 
serious consideration: 

1. That both divertees and potential divertees be accorded 
full due process safegu~rds from initial contact with 
program representatives \'through final contact, whether the 
child be accepted or not, and whether or not the program 
is successfully completed. 

2. That diversion intake "interviews be surrounded by a 
confidential privilege sufficient to bar later prose
cutoria1 use of potentially damaging information or the 
fruits thereof. 

3. That there be no requirement of a guilty plea as a condition 
of admission into a program. 

4. That ,no sp'eedy trial waiver be required as a condition ~f 
admission, and that any such waiver sough~ be limited to 
the projected length of the diversion period or such lesser 
period as the child shall actually spend in diversion. 

5. That the right to counsel be granted at all critical stages 
of the diversion process, including intake and termination 
hearings or other procedures. 

6. That a counselor-client confidential privilege be estab-
lished with the right running to the child, of sufficient 
strength to bar later prosecutorial use of potentially 
damaging information or the fruits thereof in pending or 
future juvenile proceedings. This privilege does not extend 

I> to withholding knowledge or information about the intention 
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of a youth to commit a crime or to information nete's'sary 
to prevent commission of a crime. 

That .confidentiality of program records be protected 
so as to insure that no later prosecutorial use 
be made of them or the fruits of information contained 
therein in pending or future juv~nile proceedings. 

,. 

That no child be unsuccessfully terminated without a 
hearing which should include: (a) written notice of the 
claimed violations, (b) disclosure of the evidence aqainst 
them, . (c) opportunity to be heai"d 'in person and to,orpsent 
witnesses and documentary evidence; (a) the right to 
confront and cross examine witnesses, (e) a neutral and 
detatched hearing body, and (f) a written statement by the 
fact-finders as to the evidence relied on and the reasons 
for revocation, should that be the deC'ioiion. 
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SUPPLEMENT V 

FIGURE 2 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM: SIMPLIFIED Fl.JOWCHART 
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, ADDENDUM I" 
STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

(must be included in all preliminary applications) 

1. Number of juveniles adjudicated in: 1973 ___ 1974- 1975, __ 

2. Number of juveniles diverted at each critical point in the juvenile justice 
system (critical point as described by applicant in preliminary application): 

3. 

Cri ti cal Poi nt 
Number Diverted 

1973 

-------
TOTAL Number of juveniles who are expected to be diverted during the course of the 

project: 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

Number Percent decrease over prior year 

Total percent de'crease comparing 1975 to end of project: 

population of jurisdiction to be impacted by this program: 
- " 

City 

County 

Contiguous Mul
tiple Jurisdic
tions 

Name population 
___ --.or, 

_____ or, 

4. Number of juveniles (youth under 18) in jurisdiction as defined in 
(3) above _-----

5. population density of geographical area ~overed by program (use 1970 
Census) ~ 

6. Crime rates by 1976 FBI Uniform Crime Report ------,'----

)'; 
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ADDENDUM II 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON D C . • 20530 

OMS NO •• 0'''0"7 

1 •. Stat. C,.",'nghou •• ,dentlfl., 

PREAPPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 
PART I 2. Appllc ... '. Application Ho.. 

3. F ..... e/ G, ..... o, Ag.ncy ... ...",lIcon. H_. 

O' ..... otlono' Unit D.,.art",.n.Dlyl.'on 

Ad",lnl.t,aI'Y. Offlc. Si, ... A ........ - p.O. Ball 

St, ••• Add, ... - P,O. Ball City County 

City Stat. ZI, Cod. Stat. Zip Cod. 

5. D •• c"pllv. H"",. 01 the ;>,oj.c' 

6. F .... '.I Cotololl Ho. 7. ,. .... ,., Fun"'ng I~ ....... 

S 
I. Go_ •• Typ. 

Stat., County, City, Oth., (Speclly) 

9. Type.1 A .. ,.,onc. 

G,ont, L~on, O;h., {Sp.ciiy) 

11). Popu'at'on D',ect'y B.nefltlng Irorn the P,oj.ct 12. Length 01 P,.lect 

, 

11. Co ...... lono' Dhlrlct 13. Boglnnln. Oat. 

a. 

b. I ... Oat. 01 ApplitatlM 

15. Th • .,.;pllc .... t c."lfl .. tho' 10 th. bu' 01 hi. know'.d •• and b II I h <!. .: 
p,o.,lIcatlon ho. b •• 1! "Illy ",,!hc:I •• d by th.IIOy.,nlnll body:, ;h~ ''';'II:':':'~ !hI. p,.appllealh," are 'ru."~,,,1 correc', and the II lin II 01 the 

Typ.d n_ TI," 
, 

T .,.,.hon. Hu",be, 

A~[A CODE HU ... EII EXT. 

5,."at"'0 01 outh..,h,d 'op, ••• ntotlv. 

Fa, F .... 'al U •• On'y 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

This form shall be used for all Federal assistance projects 
for construction, land acquisition or land developr,nent in 
excess of $100,000 Federal funding. It is not applicable to 
continuing grants after the initial grant has been awarded, 
or to requests for supplements or revisions to existing 
grants or loans. However, the applicant may submit the 
preapplication form for other assistance requests, and the 
Federal grantor agency may require the preapplication form 
for other assistance requests. 

Submit the original and two copies of all required forms. If 
an item cannot be answered or does not appear to be reo 
lated or relevant to the assistance requested, write "NA" 
for not applicable. 

Item 1 - Enter the State clearinghouse identifier. This is 
the code or number assigned by the clearinghouse to appli. 
cations requiring State clearinghouse coordination for pro. 
grams listed in Attachment D, Office of Management and 
Budget Circular No. A·9S. 

itlm 2 - Enter the applicant's preapplication number or 
other identifier. 

Item 3 - Enter the name of the Federal grantor agency, the 
name of the primary orgal)izational unit to which the appli. 
cation is addressed, the name of the administrative office 
having direct operational responsibility for managing the , 
grant program, and the complete address of the grantor 
8gI;Incy. 

Itlm 4 - Enter the name of the applicant, the name of the 
primary organizational unit which will undertake the grant 
supported activity and the complete address of the appli. 
cant. 

Item 5 - Enter the descriptive name of this project. ' 

Item 6 - Enter the appropriate catalog number as shown in 
the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. If the assis. 
tance request pertains to more than one catalog number, 
leave this space blank and list the catalog numbers in Part 
III. 

Page 2 of 4 
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Itlm 7 - Enter the appro1<imate amount that is requested 
from the Federal government. This amount should include 
the total funds requested in this application and should 
agree with the total amounts shown in Part III, Line 6, 
Column (e). 

Item 8 - Check one grantee type. If the grantee is other 
than a State, county, or cit\' government, specify the type 
of grantee on the "Other" line. Examples of other types of 
grantees are council of governments, interstate organiza· 
tions, or special units. 

Item 9 - Check the type of assistance requested. If the 
assistance involves more than one type, check two or more 
blocks and explain in Part IV. 

Itlm 10 - Enter the number of persons directly bencfiting 
from this project. For example, if the project is a neighbor· 
hood health center, entcr the estimated number of residents 
in the neighborhood that will use the center. 

Item 11 
a. Enter the congressional district in which the appl icant is 

located. 
b.Enter the congressional district(s) in which most of the 

actual work on the project will be accomplished. If the 
work will be accomplished city·wide or State·wlde, 
covering 5e'~eral congressional districts, write "city· 
wide" or "State·wide". 

Item 12 - Enter the number of months that will be needed 
to complete the project after Federal funds are made avail· 
able. 

Item 13 - Enter the approximate date the project is ex
pected to begin. 

Itam 14 - Enter the date this application is submitted. 

Itam 15 - Complete the certification before submitting the 
report. 

. , 

" 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW E~FORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20530 

PREAPPLICATION FOR FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 

PART II 

1. Does this assistance request require State, local, regional or other priority rating? Yes No 

2. Does this assistance require State or local advisory, educational or health clearance? Yes No 

3. Does this assistance request require Clearinghouse review? Yes No 

4. Does this assistance request require State, local, regional or other planning approval? Yes No 

5. Is the proposed project covered by an approved comprehensive plan? Yes No 

6. Will the assistance requested serve a Federal installation? Yes No 

7. Will the assistance requested be on Federal land or installation? Yes No 

8. Will the assistance requested have an effect on the environment? Yes No 

OMB NO •• ()'RO"" 

9. Will the assistance requested cause the displacement of individuals, families, 6usinesses, or farms? Yes ___ No 

10. Is there other related assistance for this project previous, pending, or anticipated? Yes No 

PART III - PROJECT BUDGET 

FEDE"A!. CATALOG TYPE OF ASSISTANCE 
FIRST BUOGET PERIOO BALANCE OF PROJECT TOTAL NUMBER LOAN, GRANT,ETC. 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. Total Federal Contribution $ s S 

7. State Contribution 

8. Applicant Contribution 

9. other Contributions 

10.Totals $ $ S 

PART IV - PROGRAM NARRATIVE STATEMENT 
(Attach per Instruct Ion) 

Page 3 of 4 
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PARTH 

Negative answers will not require an t!xplanatipn unless the 
Federal agency requests more information at ?i later date, 
All "Yes" answers must be expl<ilntld on 1\ separate p!I!Je in 
accordance with the instructions, 

Item 1 - Provide the name of the governing body eSltablish
ing the priority system and the priority rating assig;ned to 
this project. I f the priority rating is not available, give the 
approximate date that it will be obtained. 

Item 2 - Provide the name of the agency or board which 
issued the clearance and attach the documentation of statU(l 
or approval. If the clearance is not available, give the qate it 
will be obtained. 
Item 3 - Attach the clearinghouse comments for the pre· 
application in accordance with the instructions contained in 
Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A·95. 

Item 4 - Furnish the name of the approving a!!ency and the 
approval date. If the approval has not been received, state 
approximately when it will be obtained. 

Item 5 - Show whether the approved comprehensive plan 
is State, local or regional; or, if none of trlese, explain the 
scope of the plan. Give the location where the approved 
plan Is available for examination, and state whether this 
project is in conformance with the plan, If the plan is not 
available, explain why. 

Item 6 - Show the population residing or working on the 
Federal installation who will benefit from this project. 

item 7 - Show the percentage of the project work that will 
be conducted on federally·owned or leased land. Give the 
name of the Federal installation and its lo(:ation. 

Item 8 - Briefly describe the possible beneficial and/or 
harmful effect on the environment because of the proposed 
project, If an adverse environmental effect is anticipated, 
explain what acth;m will be taken to minimize it. Federal 
a~enci9s will provide separate instructions, if additional 
data is needed. 
Item 9 - State the number of individuals, families, busi· 
nesses, or farms this project will displace. Federal agencies 

Page 4 of 4 
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will provide separate instructions, if additional data is 
needed, 
Item 10 - Show the Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog 
~umber:the program name, the type of llSIiistance, the sta· 
tus, and amount of each project where there is related pre· 
vious, pending, or anticipated assistance. 

PART III 

Complete: Lines 1·5 - Columns (aHe). Enter the catalog 
numbers shown in the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assis
tance in Column (il) and the type of assistance in Column 
(b): For each line entry in Columns (a) and (b), enter in 
Coiumns (c), (d), and (e), the estimated amounts of Federal 
funds needed to support the project. Columns (c) and (d) 
may b& left blank, if not applicable. 

Line 6 - Show the totals for Lines 1-5 for Columns (cl. 
(d), and (e). 

Line 7 - Enter the estimated amounts of State assistance, 
if aiw, ;.~cluding the value of in·kind contributions, in 
Columns Ie), (d), and (e). Applicants which are States or 
State agencies should leave Line 7 blank. 

Line 8 - Enter the estimated amounts of funds and value 
of in·kind contributions the applicant will provide to the 
program or project in Columns (c), (d), and (e). 

Line 9 - Enter the amount of assistance including the 
value of in-kind contributions, expected from all other 
contributors in Columns (c), (df, and (e). 

Line 10 - Enter the totals of COIl!mn1 (c), (d), and (e). 

PART IV 

The program narrative statement 3hould be b~ief and de
scribe the need, objectives, methocS of accomplishment, the 
geographical location of the project, and the benefits ex· 
pected to be obtained from the assistance. The statement 
should be typed on a separate sheet of paper and submitted 
with the preapplication. Also attach any data that may be 
needed by the grantor agency to establish the applicant's 
eligibility for rp.ceiving assistance under the Federal pro· 
gram(s). 
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ADDENDUM I II 

APPENDIX 12. SUGGESTED FOR~l OF STATE PLANNING AGENCY APPROVAL 
AND CERTIFICATION RE DISCRETIONARY GRANT AWARD 

-.If j) ('> .' 

f!- '. .. , 

U. S. bEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Lew EntoremMnl A •• let~ce 
AdmlnJ slratlon 

orSCRETIONARY GPANT APPLICATION 
ENDORSEMENT STATE PLANNING AGENCY 
CERTIFICATION AND APPROVAL 

Di screti onary Grant App1 i cati on Ti tle : _______________ _ 

Implementing Agency or Governmental Unit: _____________ _ 

To: Regi ona 1 Offi ce-,---,. __ _ 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

The undersigned State Planning Agency ("SPA"), duly- constituted under P.L. 
93-83, as amended, has reviewed the attached grant application and represents 
as follows: 

1. The proposed project is.not inconsistent with the general thrust 
of the state compreh<:fl51ve law enforcement plan and is endorsed 
f?r fav~rable consideration by LEAA pursuant to the terms of the 
dlscretlonary funds pro~ram under which it is being submitted. 

2. If approved for grant award by LEAA, the State Pl anni ng Agency will 
integrate or incorporate the project as an action effort within the 
current year action plan component of the State',s next comprehensive 
law enforcement plan. 

3. If approved for grant award by LEAA, the State Planning Agency is 
\\'ill i ng to be the grant reci pi ent and, in turn, to subgrant funds to 
the relevant unit of State or local government, or combination of 
units, for execution of the project in accordance with the application. 
This endorsement will constitute the SPA as co-applicant with the 
implementing agency or unit of government for such purposes and the 
SPA reserves the right to apply its normal subgrant administration 
and reporting requirements to this project. 

4. If the' application is approved for grant award by LEAA, the State Plan .. 
ning Agency certifies that its '''block grant" allocations or .subgrants to 
the implementing State agency or unit of local government or to the 
region or metropolitan area in which it is located will not, by virtue 
of such discretionary award action, .be redliced or curtailed. 

5. This application has been submitted to the State,·regional and metropolitan 
C'le?rin,ghOUS~S in~rdance with OMB Circular A-9S. Clearinghouse 
reVlew Ihas ~ has not been complet~d. 

State Pl anning Agency: ______________________ -.:... __ _ 

Date: ______ ~--------~By:----------~~~~~~,~--r_-----------
(authorized officer) 

Note: Where the State Planning Ag~nC;:y, for' any'reason, is ullJble to com!)lete the 
endorsement aS,constituted, it should promptly notify the presenting unit·or 
LEAA and explaln the reasons or submit a certification containing .~(;en modifi
cations as it ffiaV'deem acceotable. 
Where the State ca'nnot enforce 1; abi 1 i ty, the follow; ng SPA 
certification should be added: 
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July 10, 1975 

APPENDIX 12. (CONTINUED) 

liThe State does not have an 'adequate forum in which 
to pursue subgrantee liability in the event of. 
ill ega 1 use of funds under this grant. Therefore, 
this certification is subject to LEAA waiver of 
State liability and LEAA agreement to pursue legal 
remedies for fund misuse if necessary." 
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ADDENDUM IV· 
M 4500.1D 

July 10, 1975 

CHAPTER 2. FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS 

25. APPLICABILITY OF- LEAA IS FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT GUIDE TO DISCRETIONARY 
GRANTS. Discretionary grants will be administered in accordance 
with M 7l00.1A, Financial ~anagement for Plannigg and Action Grants. 
M 7l00.1A,relates. primarny to fiscal administration of planninq 
grants (Part B of the Act) and action grants ("block grants") 
allocated on the basis of population (Part C of the Act). This 
chapter of the maMual contains basic information. Applicants 
are urged to obtain copies of the Fjnancial Management Guide. 

26. ALLOWABILITY OF COSTS. The allowability of costs incurred under any 
grant sha 11 b'e determi ned in accordance with the genera" pri nci p 1 es 
of allowability and standards for selected cost items set forth in 
GSA Federal Management Circular FMC-74-4, "Cost Principles Applicable 
to Grants and Contracts \l/ith State and Local Government" and in the 
LEAA Guideline Manual, Financial !Jlanagement for Planninq and I\ttion 
Grants, M 7l00.1A. 
a. Each individual project supported under the discretionary 

grant program will, un12ss otherwise provided in program specifi
cations, be subject to a separate grant application to the 
Administration incorporating a detailed budget of proposed 
project costs. 

b. The ,budget narrative will set forth the details of cost 
items specified in Chapter 3 of M 7100.1A as requiring 
specific prior approval. 

c. Award of the discretionary grant will constitute approval 
in each instance of specified cost items and therefore 
"prior approval II items will receive consideration and 
subsequent approval or disapproval as part of the award 
process. 

d. Cost items reqUlrlng "grantor approval II ~nder M 7l00.1A 
may be handled by the State Planning Agency exactly as in the 
case of subgrants under the block grant program EXCEPT where 
a budget change is involved above the dollar limits set forth 
in paragraph 

e. Where M 7l00.1A requires the specific approval of LEAA or 
when changes 1 n 'anyof the budge!t categori es exceed'1lle 
budget transfers set forth in par'as raph ae. 
these items will receive consideration and' subsequent 
approval or disapproval. by LE,"J\'" ',. 
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f. Changes among items within one of the budget categories may 
be made by the subgrantee without prior approval but will 
otherwise remain subject to M 7100.1 cost allowability and 
budget requirements. 

g. Limitations of travel and subsistence charges by grantee personnel 
who are ina travel status()on offi ci a 1 bUS;1lieSS (hlti dent to a grant 
program shall be consistent with those no{~,mallY allowed in like 
circumstar.::es in the non-federallY sponsored activities of the 
grantees. But under no ctrcumstances shall such charges exceed the 
maximum amount allowed under current Federal travel regulations. 
The maximum allowable per diem rate under Federal regulations is 
$33.00. This rate is based upon the average cost of lodging not 
to exceed $19.00 plus a $14.00 subsistence allowance. Grantee 
shall use less than first class accommodations in air and rail 
travel. (see LEAA, Guideline G 7100.1, titled Principles f.or 
Determining Travel Cost Applicable to LEAAGrants). 

h. Grants to nonprofit organizations will be subject to future GSA 
Financial Management Circulars setting forth cost principles for 
such organizations. 

27. AWARD AND PAYMENT OF GRANT FUNDS. 

a.,\ As grant applications are approved ~y the ~dmin~stration, g~antees 
\ will receive formal statements of award eVldenclng such actl0n 

b. 

and indicating the amount and type of grant and any special 
conditions of the grant. 

State Planning Agencies will normally be the~~rantees and as such 
will be ob1 i gated to proceed promptly to awara subgrants for 
execution of the project by intended implementing agencies. 
Exce4f21ions to this requirement must be negot'iated with the LEAA 
awardlng office. 

c. Payments of Federal grant funds under the discretionary grant 
program will be through the Letter of Credit procedure currently 
in existence with the State Planning Agencie~;. 

d. Recipients of subgrants will make all applications for Federal 
funds to the State Planning Agencies through ~hich the discre
tionary grant application was processed and the grant was 'awarded, 
and such applications wi11 be in accordance with normal subgrant 
regulations and procedures of the State Planning Agency. 

e. The provisions of chapter 5, paragraph. 6 of I~ 7100.1A areno:t 
applicable to grants under the discretionary grant program. 
DiscY'etionary grant funds will .be obligated within the s~ecific 
grant period indicated on grantee's statement of award ahd must 90 
rl~vs in advance of expiration of the grant and in writing. 
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28. POTE~lTIAL POST AWARD REDUCTIONS. The following general conditions 
app1y' to' all grants awarded by LEAA: 

a~ "THIS GRANT, OR PORTION THEREOF, IS CONDITIONAL UPON SUBSEQUENT 
CONGRESSIONAL OR EXECUTIVE ACTION WHICH NAY RESULT FROM FEDERAL 
BUDGET DEFERRAL OR RECISION ACTIONS PURSUANT TO THE AUTHORITY 
CONTAINED IN SECTIONS 1012(A) N!O 1013(A) OF THE CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET AND U1POUrWMEiH CmnROL ACio OF 1974, 31 U.S.C. 1301, 
PUBLIC LAW 93-344,88 STAT. 297 (JULY 12,1974)." 

b. "ALL PUBLISHED MATERIAL AND WRITIEN REPORTS SUBMITTED UNDER THIS 
GRANT OR IN CONJUNCTION vJITH THIRD PARTY AGREU1ENTS UNDER THIS 
GRANT I-lUST BE ORI GHIALL Y DEVELOPED MATERIAL UNLESS OTHERHISE 
SPECIFICALLY PROVIDED IN THE GRANT DOCUMENT. WHEN ~~ATERIAL NOT 
ORI GINIALLY DEVELOPED IS INCLUDED IN THE REPORT IT MUST HAVE THE 
SOURCE IDENTIFIED. THIS IDENTI FI C,l\TION r~AY BE m THE BODY OF 
THE REPORT OR Iil A F~OTNOTE. THIS PROVISION IS APPLICAOLE WHETHER 
THE MATERIAL IS IN A VERBATIM OR EXTENSIVE PARAPHRASE FORMAT." 

29. STATE PLJl,NNING AGENCY SUPERVISION AND MONITORING' RESPONSIBILITY. 

a. When it is the grantee, the State Planning Agency has 
responsibility for assuring proper admin.istration of subgrants. 
under the di scretionary grant program incl udi ng respons ibil i ty 
for: 

(1) Proper conduct of the financial affairs of any subgrantee 
or contractor insofar as they re1 ate to programs or projects 
for which discretionary grant funds have been made 
avail ab1 e; arid 

(2) Default in which the State Planning Agency may be held 
accquntable for improper use of grant funds. 

b. A SUBGRANTEE may transfer, betwe~n di rect cost object clas,s 
budget categories, the following: 

(1) The cumulative amount of 5 percent of the grant budget 
(Federal and non-Feder~l funds) or $10,000 whichever is 
greater (for grant budgets in excess of $100,000) or 

(2) A cumulat)ve 5 pe.rcent change of the, grant budget (Federal 
and non-Federal funds) (for grants of $100,000 or less}. 
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c. The ~pgnizant monitoY'ing office shall give prior approval for: 
.~'- ' '\\ 

(l~ Ext~nsions of ghants for up to 12 months, with total grant 
perlod not to exceed 24 months. Where extensions result in 
grant periods exceeding a total Of 24 months, prior LEAA 
Central Office approval is required. (, 

(2) Cost items normally requi ring grantor approval. 

(3) Ail other deviatio'ns from a discretionary grant. 

30. SUSPENSlOiJ AiW TERf.'iINATION OF GRAnTS. 

a. Suspension and Termination for Cause. When a subgrantee 
,has failed to comply Wit1 the terms and conditions , 
of a grant, the SPA may recommend (a) suspension of the grant, 
(b) termination of the grant for cause or (c) take such other 
remedies as may be legally available and appropriate in thE! 
circumstances. 

(1) The decision to terminate or suspend a grant represents a 
serious judge~ent that 'must reflect a thorough analysis of 
all relevant factors. Initially, the SPA must determine 
that the subgrante~ has failed·to comply with one or more 
of the terms and cbnditions of the grant. Additionally, 
it must be determi~ed that such non-compliance is of 
sufficient magnitu8e to warrant the termination or 
suspension of subg~antee suppgrt. Each case must be 
co~sidered on the basis of its individual set of 
circumstances, recG\gnizing that the decision" to terminate 
or suspend a subgrCl:nt contains a responsibil ity to conform 
to the principles df due process. An SPA that is considering 

'recommending the te1rmination or suspension of a subgrant 
shoul d seek early a'dvi ce from the cogni zant LEAA offi.ce; 
and at the same time sliould notify the subgrantee or local 
funding unit of its: action. 

. " 
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(2) LEAA ~refers that deficiencies be corrected whenever 
practlcable. Therefore recommendations by the SPA 
to suspend or terminate a grant ,shall normally be 
taken only after subgrantee has been informed of the 
deficiency and given sufficient time to correct it. 

(3) When conditions are identified,which may be serious 
enough to cause the SPA to consider termination or 
suspension of a subgrant, the SPA shall advise the 
subgrantee by letter of the nature of the problem 
and tha~ failure to 'eorrect the deficiency may 
result ln suspension or termination of the grant. 
The subgrantee shall be required to respond in 
writing within 30 days of the date of such letter 
describ,ing the action taken or the plan designed' 
to correct the deficiency. 

(4) If a satisfactory written response to the letter 
described in paragraph 30a(3) is not received within 30 da.vs 
of the date of such letter, the SPA shall inform the -
cognizant LEAA office of its recommendation to suspend 
or terminate a subgrant. Such notice shall fully set 
forth the reasons for the action. 

b. ,When the SPA wishes to terminate its administration of a 
,subgrant t it shall provide written notification to the 
c9gnizant LEAA off~ce setting forth the reasons_fol" such termina
tlon and the effectlve date. The decision shall thereafter be 
made b~ L~AA as to. the action to be taken. Where the SPA is 
a~thorlz,ed to t;rmlnate a grant, such action must be in accord 
w~th the S~ates hearing and appeal procedures. If LEAA takes 
dl rect a~tl on to I termi n~te, then such acti on wi 11 be taken in 
accord w~th LEAA s Hearlng a~d Appeal ProGedures. Thi cognizant 
LEAA.Reglona~ or Central Offlce will be responsible for forwarding' 
the lnformatlon to all parties concerned. 
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4DDRESSES AND ~1AP OF LEAA REGIONAL OFFICES 

REGION 1 - BOSTON REGION 6 - DALLAS 
i ....... Ge~rge K. Campbell Henry T~ t~bQs, Actin~ Director " Regional Administrator :' Regl0nal A ml"1strato JJ 

r; 
LEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice LEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice f 
100 Summer Street, 19th floor 500 S. Ervay Street, Sui te '313-C f 

Boston, Massachusetts Dallas, Texas 75201 
f 617/223-4671 . tdmin . ) 214/749-7211 

617/223-7256 Opns ). f 
617/223 ... 5675 TA & BOP} REGION 7 - KANSAS CITY 
617/223-5665 (Fin.Mgmt Div) j 

Marvin Ruud 
REGION 2 - NEW YORK Reaional Administrator 

. Jul es Tesl er 
LEAA .~ U. S. Dept. of Justice 
436 State Avenue 

Regional Administrator' Kansas City, Kansas 66101 
LEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice 816/374-4501 IA~tn.) h 
26 Federal Plaza, Rm. 1337 i' 

816/374-4504 Opns) i" 

Federal Office Building i, 
r~ 816/374-4508 TA) I' 

Ii New York4 New York 10007 U 
f 212/264- 132 OW REGION 8 - DENVER 

n 
i( 212/264-9196 (Admin.) Ii 

\~ 
I' 

212/264-4482 (TA) Joseph Mulvey 11 
\, il 

Regional Admlnistrator if 
212/264-2535 (Opns) H 

LE,~ - U. S. Dept. of Justice iJ , REGION 3 - PHILADELPHIA Federal Building, Rm.6324 Ii 
fi 

Cornelius M. Cooper Denver, Colorado , 80202 ,! 

t! I..- " Regional Administrator 303/837-4784 (RA) ,-2456 (Admin.) 
LEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice 303/837-2367 (Opns) -2385 (Grants) !' 

" 325 Chestnut Street, Suite 800 303/837-4265 (P.D & TA). -4141 (~OP) !1 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

~. f) 215/597-9440 thru 9442 (RA & Dep:J 
215/597-9443 thru 46 (TA) REGION 9 - SAN FRANCISCO 

" 
215/597-0804 thru 06 (Grants Mgmt Div) Thomas Clark 

~ 
;: 

Regional Administrator' 
REGION 4 - ATLA~TA lEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice ~ " 

'" "\ ':1) 

- .- Charles Rinkevich 1860 El Camino Real, 4th' Floor 
ReAlonal Administrator Burlingame, California 94010 

~ ~ LE - U. ·S. Dept. of Justice 415/697-4046 (FTS 415/341-3401) 
,-" 730 Peachtree Street, ~E., Rm. 985 

{l ". Atlanta, Georgia 30308 REGION 10 - SEATTLE r ;-~, ; . 404/526-5868 (Admin.) Bernar.d G. Winckoski f .. -'~_J -,; 
~, !. >1," .- 404/526-3414 (Opns) Regional Administrator , 

/. 
'" ,~- 404/526-3556 (TA) LEAA': U.-S. Dept. of Justice 

~ , 915 Second Avenue, Room 3292 
~ -.... REGION 5 - CHICAGO Seattle, Washington 98174 I, 

, " V. Allen Adams 206(442-1170 
"',J 

~ " Regional Administ.rator 
!" 

LEAA - U. S. Dept. of Justice U 
-'- ,,~ 

. / ~ O'Hare Office Center, Room 121 r\ 3166 Des Plaines Avenue ., 

ft 
1,1 

,'" Jt- I Des Pl ai nes , n 1inoi5 60018 
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HAWAII 
Dr. Irwin Tanaka, Director 
State Law Enforcement and 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Planning Agency 

1010 Richards Street 
Kamamalu Building, Room 412 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 
808/548-4572 

IDAHO 
Robert C. Arnerson, Director 
Law Enforcement Planning Commission 
State House, Capitol Annex No. 3 
Boise, Idaho 83707 
208/384-2364 

ILLINOIS 
Or. David Fogel 
Exec. Director 
Illinois Law Enfor'cement Commission 
120 South Riverside Plaza 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
312/454-1560 

INDIANA 
Frank A. Jessup, Exec. Director 
Indiana Criminal Justice Planning Agency 
215 N. Senate 
Indianapol is ,Indiana'"> 46202 
317/633-4773 

IOWA 
Allen R. Way, Exec. Director 
Iowa Crime Commission 
3125 Douglas Avenue 
Des Mo; nes, I01;.'a. ,90310 

KANSAS 
Adrian Farver, Director 
Governor's COJJJ11.on Criminal Adm. 
535 Kansas Avenue, 10th Floor 
Topeka, Kansas 66603 
913/296-3066 

" 

1\ 
\\ 

KENTUCKY 
Kenneth E. Brandenburgh 
Administrator 
Exec. Office of Staff Services 
Department of Justice 
209 St. Clair- St., 3rd Floor 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
502/564-6710 

LOUISIANA 
Wingate M. White, Exec. Director 
Louisiana Commission on Law 

Enforcement & Administration 
of Criminal Justice 
1885 Wooddale Boulevard, Rm. 314 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70806 
504/389-7178 

MAINE 
Executive Director 
Maine Law Enforcement Planning 
and Assistance Agency 
295 Water Street . 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

MARYLAND . 
Richard C. Wertz, Exec. Director 
Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement & Adm. of Justice 

Executive Plaza One, Suite 302 
Cockeysvfll e, Mary1 and 21030 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Robert J. Kane, Exec. Director 
Committee on Criminal Justice 
80 Boylston Street, Room 1230 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 

MICHIGAN 
Dr. Noel Bufe, Director 
Office of Criminal J"stiCe 

Programs 
Lewis Cass Bldg., 2nd Floor 
Lansing, Michigan 48913 . 
517/373-3992 
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MINNESOTA 
Dr. Robert E. Crew, Jr. 
Exec. Director 
Governor's Commission on 
Crime Prevention and Control 

444 Lafayette Road, 6th Floor 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 
612/296-3052 or 296-3133 

MISSISSIPPI 
William R. Grissett, Exec. Director 
Division of Law Enforcement Assistance 
Suite 200, Watkins Bldg. 
510 George Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
601/354:"6591 

MISSOURI 
Jay Sondhi, Exec. Director 
Mis~ouri La~ Enforcement 
Assistance Council 

P .0. Box 1041 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 
314/751-3432 

MONTANA 
Michael Lavin, Exec. Director 
Board of Crime Control 
1336 Helena Avenue 
Helena, Montana 59601 
406/449-3604 

NEBRASKA 
Harri s R. Owens, Exec. ;Di'rector 
Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice 
State Capitol Bldg. 
Li nco 1 n, Nebras ka 68509 

NEVADA 
James Barrett, Director 
Commission on Cr:ime Delinquency 
and Corrections 

State Capitol. 
1209 Johnson Street 

, Carson City",. Nevada 89701 
. 702/885-4405 

i, 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
.Roger J. Crowley, Director 
Governor's Commission on 
Crime and Delinquency 

80 South Main Street 
. Concord, New Hampshire 03301 
603/271.;3601 

NEW JERSEY 
John J. Mullaney, Exec. Director 
'Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
3535 Quaker Bridge Road 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
609/292-3741 

NEW MEXICO 
Dr. Charles E. Becknell 
Exec. Director 
Governor's Council on Criminal 
Justice Planning 

P.O. Box 1770 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 
505/827-5222 

NEW YORK 
Henry Dogin, Director 
State of New York 
Division of Criminal Justice 
Services 

270 Broadway, 8th Floor 
New York, New York 10007 
212/488-4868 

NORTH CAROL! NA 
Donald R. Nichols, Administrator 
Division of Law and Order ' 
North.CarQlina Dept. of Natural 
and E00ribn,~i c Resources 

P.O. 801(27687 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 
919/829-7974 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Oliver Thomas, Acting Director 
North Dakota Combined Law 
Enforcement Council 

-Box B 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 
701/224-2594 
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OHIO 
Bennett Cooper, Deputy Director 
Administration of Justice Division 
P.O. Box 1001 
Columbus, Ohio 43216 
614/369-7610 

OKLAHOMA 
Donald D. Brown, Director 
Oklahoma Crime Commission 
5235 N. Lincoln Boulevard 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
405/521-3392 

OREGON 
Robert D. Houser, Administrator 
Exec. Dept., Law Enforcement Council 
2001 Front Street~ N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

RENNSYLVANIA 
Charles P. MOI.~n, Acti,ng Director 
Exec. Director 
Governor's Justice Commission 
Department of Justice 
P • 0 . Box 1167 
Federal Square Station 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
717/787-2042' 

PUERTO RICO 
Dionisio Manzano, Director 
Puerto. Rico Crime Commission 
G.P.O. BoX 1256 
Hato Rey, 'Puerto Rico 00936 

\' 809/783-0398 
" 

RHODE ISLAND 
Executive Director 
Governor's Committee on Crime, Delinqaency 
and Criminal Administration 
265 Melrose Street 
Providence, Rhode Island 02907 
401/277-2620 or 2621 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Lee M. Thomas, Exec. Director 
Office of Criminal Justice 

Programs 
Edgar A. Brown State Office Bldg. 
1205 Pendleton Str6~t 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
803/758-3573 U ~ q 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Randolph J. Seiler, Director 
South Dakota State Criminal 
Justice Commission 

118 W. Capitol 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
605/224-3665 

TENNESSEE 
Harry D. Mansfield, Exec. Director 
Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning 

Agenc- 0 

Suite 205, Capitol Hill Bldg. 
301 - 7th Avenue~ North 
Nashville, Tennessee 372~9 
615/741-3521 

TEXAS 
Robert Flowers, Exec. Director 
Criminal Justice Council 
Executive Department 

610 Brazos 
Austin, Texas 78701 
512/476-7201 

UTAH 
Robert B. Andersen, Director 
Law Enforcement Planning 

Agency 
State Office Bldg, Rm. 304 
Sa 1t l.ake City, Utah 84114 
801/328-5731 

VERMONT 
Michael K. Krell, Exec. Director 
Governor's Commission on the 
Administration of Justice 

149 State Street 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 
802/828-235" 

". , .. 

I 
l 

" 

1. ' .. 

j' 

, - ' 

VIRGINIA 
Richard N. Harris, Director 
Division of Justice and Crime Prevention 
8501 Mayland Drive, Parham Park 
Richmond, Virginia 23229 
804/770-7421 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
W!ll!s Cunningham, Acting Director 
Vlrgln Islands Law Enforcement Commission 
Box 280~- Charlotte Amalie 
St. Thomas, Virgin Island~ 0080 
809/774-6400 

WASHINGTON 
Saul Arrington, Administrator 
Law and Justice Planning Office 
Office of Community Development 
Office of the Governor 
Olympia, Washington 98504 
206/753-2235 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Gerald S. White, Executive Director 
Governor's Commission on Crime 
Delinquency and Corrections 
Morris Square, Suite 321 
1212 Lewis Street 
Charleston, West Virginia 25301 
304/348-8814 

WISCONSIN 
Charles M. Hill, Exec. Director 
Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice 
122 W. Washington Avenue 
Madison, Wisconsin 53702 
608/266-3323 

WYOMING 
Mr. William Penn, Assistant Adm. 
Governor's Planning Committee on C~iminal Adm. 
State Office Building 
Ch~yenne, Wyoming 82002 

AMERICAN SAMOA 
Me~i~jana Sun!a, Acting Director 
Cnmlnal Justlce Planning'Agency 
Government of American Samoa 
P.O. Box 7 
Paga Pago, American Samoa 96799 
Phone Pago, Pago 633-5222 
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