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EXTENSION OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974 (P.L. 93-415)
S. 1021 AND 8. 1218

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 1977
TU. S. SENATE,

SuBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE
JUVENILE DELINQUENGCY OF THE
COMMITTEE ON THE J UDICIARY,
Washington, D.C,

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., parsuant to notice, in room
2228, Divksen Senate Office Building, ¥on. John C. Culver (chair-
nian of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Culver and Bayh.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C, CULVER, A U.S, SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator Curver. The subcommittee will come to order.

Let me welcome all of you to the hearing this morning. It is the
first meeting of the subcommittee that I will have an opportunity
to chaiv since assuming that position in this Congress.

All of us know of Senator Bayh’s outstanding service during his
chairmanship. He has focused, in my judgment, subcommittee atten-
tion on this problem in a most remarkable and commendable way. I
think that, under his able leadership, this subcommittee set a high
standard of professional emphasis and attention to this problem.

Senator Bayh focused the subcommittes’s attention on what is one
of our society’s most pressing problems. He has offered several sig-
nificant pieces of legislation that most of you here today are aware of.
Most notably has been the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act which we will be discussing today. ‘

We owe Senator Bayh an immeasurable debt of gratitude for his
leadership. I am certain that Senator Bayh would be the first to
acknowledge that he was most fortunate to have the very ca:pable
andlsupport-ive assistance of Senator Mathias in the subcommittee’s
work. :

The problems of juvenile justice demand an informed citizenry
as well as an informed bipartisan approach in Congress. In this sub-
committee’s history, juvenile justice has received this attention.

I am hopeful that in the coming years the subcommittee can con-

‘tinue to address the problems of juvenile justice with a similar spirit

of constructive and imaginative approaches. I am encouraged that
President Carter, as well as Attorney General Griffin Bell, have shown
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an understanding of the importance of Federal juvenile delinquency
prevention programs in a coordinated attack on crime.

Mz, Bell told us at his confirmation hearing that “if we are going
to do anything about crime in America, we havoe to start with the
juvenile.” I believe that his sense of priority is borne out by the tragic
statistical evidence that is so painfully familiar to most of us. Persons
94 and younger commit 6 out of every 10 violent crimes in the United
States and 8 out of every 10 property crimes. Juveniles under 21, today
commit 62 percent of all serious erimes. Those under 18 are responsible
for 43 pereent of all serious crimes.

The number of violent crimes by youth nearly quadrupled from
1960 to 1975. That probably says more about the nature and problems
of our society, in a fundamental sense, than it does the youth them-
selves. It certainly suggests problems that go far beyond the ap-
propriate purview and jurisdiction of this subcommittee to resolve,
but they are troubling and disturbing in terms of their social, eco-
nomie, and political implications on this Nation's way of life.

In my own State of Tows, about 8,400 youngsters were processed
through the juvenile delinquency courts in 1965. By 1975, the number
had increased to 20,200. Last year, offenders under 18 accounted for
43 percent of all major crimes committed in Towa.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
was an attempt to bring a coordinated effort to search for a better
juvenile justice system. Its emphasis was on attempting to prevent
juvenile delinquency rather than reacting to it after the fact. Also,
the status offender was to be removed from the traditional juvenile
system; but the juvenile court system itself should insure that those
who commit crimes of violence or are repeatedly criminal in their
conduet receive quick and sure punishment.

The subeommittee is now considering two bills, 8. 1021 and S. 1218,
to amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 in a number of respects, as well as reauthorize it.

Today’s hearing gives the subcommittee an opportunity to hear
from a number of witnesses who have observed the act in operation
and participated in its implementation. I anticipate that the subcom-
mittea will have an opportunity to learn a great deal.

This subcommittee will be exploring much of the activities that
have been undertaken of an investigative natuve in the past, as well

as more serious congressional oversight on this subject later in the
year,

‘We face o May 15 deadline under the Budget Control Act that will
limit us to 1 day of hearings. We have therefore asked the wit-
nesses to submit transeripts of their testimony in advance.

We are going to have a number of witnesses and panels today. We
have to free up this room at 12:30. I would, therefore, request that,
to most efficiently use the available time, the witnesses try as best they
can to summarize their remarks. We will make the entire text of their
statements part of the record rather than have them read their remarks
in their entivety. This will, of course, leave us time for questions.

We ave patticularly pledsed to welcome this morning as our first
witness Mr. James Gregg, who is now the Acting Administrator of
tlil??]' Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the Department
of Justice.
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It is my understanding, Mr. Gregg, that you are accompanied by
Mr. Thomas Madden, who is the General Counsel of LEAA; and
TFrederick Nader, the Acting Assistant Administrator for the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,

We are very pleased to welcome you heve. You may begin,

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. H, GREGG,* ACTING ADMINISTRATOR,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, DEPART-
MENT OF JUSTICE, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS J, MADDEN, GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL, LEAA, AND FREDERICK NADER, ACTING ASSIST-
ANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, LEAA

Mr. Greee. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

We are pleased to have the opportunity to appear this morning in
support of reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974.

I would like to highlight some of the significant points of my writ-
ten statement,

With over two years of experience under the 1974 Act, we have
found it to be very workable, We are convinced of the fundamental
soundness of the purposes of the act. The objectives of the act, although
diflicult to obtain in some cases, ave achievable. The structure of the
act and the authority provided contribute to our ability to implement
the policies it embodies.

While we have encountered some problems in the adininistration
of the program, they have been routine problems as are usually en-
countered in the early stages of any significant new Federal assistance
program,

Since we believe the 1974 law is sound, the amendments we are sup-
porting are few in number and generally modest in effect. Fowever,
ab least two of the amendments are of considerable significarce.

The first is the reauthorization provision, which would extend the
act another 3 years through fiscal year 1980, Funds in the amount of
$75 million would be suthorized for fiscal year 1978, and such sums as
may be necessary for the 2 succeeding fiscal years.

This reauthorization period will permit us to continue the substan-
tial progress already made under the 1974 act. Importantly, it will
reassure State and local governments, as well ag private agencies con-
cerning the Federal Government’s long-term commitment———-

Senator Curver. Excuse me, Mr. Gregg. You say “the substantial
progress made under the 1974 act.”

What do youbase that assessment on ?

_ Mr. Greca. Monitoring by our staff of the program, the preparations
by the States antd among private agencies for implementing the pro-
grams, the initial start on programs—

Senator Cunvir. What percent has actually been made available for
the customer of these services, as distinguished from administrative
overhead in total funds expended since the enactment of the legisla-
tion?

1 See p. 63 for Mr. Gregg's prepared statement.
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Mr. Grega. Under the formula program, up to 15 percent can be
expended for the pu1‘1poses of planning the programs, evaluation,
monitoring, and so forth,

Senator Curver. But, in the life of the program, how much has
actually been expended ?

Of the total amount that has been actually made available, how much
has ever gotten out in the street?

M. Grrga. Actually expended, as of this date, by fiscal year: $9,382.-
000 in fiscal year 1975 ; $1,628,000 expended in fiscal year 1976. I should
point out that, while fiscal year 1975 figures as cited, the actual appro-
priation was not made until almost the conclusion of the fiseal year.
It really beeame available to us for obligation only in fiseal year 1976.
For practical purpose, those 2 fiscal years should be treated as 1. That
1975 money was not actually available for obligation in fiscal year
1975,

Senator Corver. Are talking about $1014 million ?

Mr. Greae. That is correct.

Senator Curver. You have actually expended that money under this
program,.

Myr. Greac. That represents actual expenditures at the project level
in the various States and cities. We have obligated a good deal more
than that from LEAA, but this is the money that has actually been
spent—-

: Senator Curver. Does that include overhead ?

Mr. Greco. It would include up to 15 percent of the formula grant
part of the program.

Senator Curver. What is the bottom line figure? How much money
%ms acgunlly been spent on kids since 1974, when we enacted this legis-

ation?

Mr. Grreg. The figure would be the $1014 million.

Senator Cuwver. Does that include any administrative expenses?

Mr. Grece, It would include up to 15 percent of those expenditures
that were for the formula grant program. :

Senator Curver. All right, after eliminating those funds, what was
the actual amount expended ? ‘

Mr. Grece. It would be 85 percent of the $1014 million.

Senator Curver. About $10 million.

Mr. Greae. Yes, sir.

Senator Corver. On that basis, you say “continue the substantiai
progress since 1974 %

Mz. Grrae. Yes, sir.

Senator Curver. By your characterization, I think that is Iudicrous.

But go ahead with your statement.

It is hardly substantial progress measured against the statisties I
cited ;isit?

Mr. Grega. I think, sir, I would like to address that in more detail
when I fimsh my statement. ‘

Senator Curver. I think it cries out for addressing in more detail. TWe
will get into that.,

Mr. Greca. The second significant change concerns provisions of the

act dealing with deinstitutionalization of status offenders. The 1974
act requires——

‘i
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Senator Curver. Are you calling for 3 years on the reauthorization?

My, Grece. Yes, sir.

Senator Curver. The first year is $75 million ?

Mr. Greoe. And such sums as may be necessary for the 2 succeeding
fiscal years. .

Senator Curver. As of now such subsequent funds are not defined.

Mr. Greca. That is correct.

Senator Cunver. You are only calling for an authorization that
represents half of last year’s authorization.

My, Greac. That is correct, siv,

Senator Curver, It is only equal to the $75 million that was actually
appropriated last year.

Mr. Grece. Yes, sir. The budget for last year was $75 million. That
amount was also requested in the budget for fiscal year 1978.

Senator Curver. Do you know that everytime you authorize some-
thing you almost have to assume less appropriation?

Mr. Greaa. Well, siv, that sometimes happens.

Senator Curver. I have noticed that semetimes happens.

Mr, Grrag. The 1974 act requires that status offenders be deinstitu-
tionalized within 2 years of a State’s participation in the formula grant
program, Some States, despite strong efforts on their part, will not be
able to meet this 2-year deadline. Therefore, under this propesed leg-
islation, the Administrator of LEAA would be granted authority to
continue funding those States which have achieved substantial compli-
ance with this requirement within the 2-year limitation and which have
evidence an unequivoeal commitment to achieving this objective with-
in a reasonable time,

'This will enable States which are making good progress toward the
objectives of the act to continue in and benefit from the formula
program.

Mz, Cheirman, there are nine other amendments proposed in this
legislation. The details concerning those are contained in the written
statement,

Senator Curver, Excuse me, My, Gregg. On the 2-year requirement,
are saying you would waive that 2 years and cut off funds in the ab-
sence of substantial compliance?

My, Grroa. Wo wou}d require substantial compliance within the
2-vear period and an unequivoeal commitment to achieving fully the
objective within a reasonable time.

Senator Courver. What would you consider to be & reasonable time?

Mr. Greca. Another several years, at most,

Senator Conver. Please proceed.

Mr. Grece. Thet concludes my highlighted statement, Mr. Chair-
man, The details of the other provisions are included in the written
statement, We are prepared now to answer your questic as. i

Because of the very worthwhile objectives of this act—especially
the deinstitutionalization provisions—and the need to obtain legisla-
tion and carefully plan new programs before implementing them, an
initially slow rate of expenditure has resulted. That is not nnusual in
new Federal assistance programs. ) )

In most assistance programs there is a rather slow startup period.
In many cases, it is very fortunate that we do not have rapid imple-
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mentation. Otherwise, we would get programs that have not been well
thought through. This delay reflects careful planning on the State’s
part and the need to obtain legislative authority, in some cases, to
mount these programs.

I would also ask My, Nader to comment on your question as to prog-
ress to date,

Mz, Naper. We have four major activities operating, Mr. Chairman.
One of those activities is the speeial emphasis program, for which there
has been available both juvenile justice funds and funds made available
to us under the Crime Control Act. We have awavded somewhere in
excess of $§40 million to programs around the country. They focus not
only on deinstitutionalization of status offenders, but also diversion.

‘We have some programs that work, for example. to take youngsters
out. of adult facilities. These are facilitics with cell blocks, tiers, guavds,
and cages, We have supported a whole range of training programs, re-
search activities, and development of standards over the past 2 years.

It is important to note that there is a substantial difference between
the torm “expended”—wvhich means the money has actually been used—
and the term “obligated”~—which means that a proposal has been sub-
mitted, and the project is underway and is operating.

The obligation figures for this program are substantially higher
than actual funds being spent on the street.

One of the important things to note as well is that, some States must
change their entire system of dealing with these youngsters. This in-
cludes courts, correctional facilities, and police operations. That is
not casy, Senator,

Senator C'vrver, Why is the administration requesting a 3-year
extension of the act? '

Mr. Greae. We believe, Mr. Chairman, that this will give us another
substantial period of time to implement the act, to assess our progress,
to avaluate the programs, and, at the same time, to give suflicient
indication of commitment to the program for purposes of planning
on the part of State and local governments and private agencies,

Senator Crrver. When the Attorney General sent his request for this
3-year oxtension to the TWhite ITouse, what was the authorization
request that he made?

Mr. Grraa. It was a 3-year extension requesting a $150 million
authorization for each of the 3 years.

Senator Curver, It was the same, T assume, for the budget request ?

Mr. Grege. The Attorney General had requested that amount, over
and above the overall LEAA budget ceiling. The $76 million was
approved, but not as a figuve over the ceiling—

Senator C'rLyer. But he wanted $150 miilion under this program.

He is not asking a $150 million authorization and then asking for
less than the budget ? He is asking the same. ITe is consistent; is he not?

M. Greae. Yes, sir,

Senator Crmver. QK.

Unfortunately, the previous administration never fully imple-
mented this act. Could you give us some indication of just how high
a priority this administration assigns to juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention, in your judgment ?

Mr. Grecc. My impression is that it assigns an exceedingly high
priority to this area. In the entire LEAA budget, this was the only arca
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for which Mr. Carter increased the budget request, It has been made
clear on numerous oceasions, hoth by the Attorney General and the
White ITouse, that this is considered to be a very high priority.

Senator Curver. What about level of maintenance? Ave we going
tohave problems on that? ’

Mr. Grree. No, sir. We are maintaining the juvenils justice in-
vestments in the other LIEAA programs.

Senator Curver. What level would that be maintained at?

Mr. Grueea, In fiscal year 1975, it amounts to $121,587,000. In fiscal
year 1076, it was $130,298,000.

Senator Curver, What pereent of your totalis that?

Mz, (irmoe. Qur total budget was $750 million for fiscal year 1976,
$130 million of Crime Control Act funds, plus $75 million for the
Juvenile Justice Act went into juvenile programs.

Senator Corver. Arvound 20 percent? Is that what you are going to
maintain it at?

Mr. Grrge, Yes, Around 20 percent, plus what is appropriated for
the Juvenile Justice Act.

Senator Cunver. What about coordination ? What thoughts do you
have on that?

What sort of reorganization or administrative changes are you con-
templating in order to effect maximnm administration——m-

Mr, Greea. Most of LEAA’s juvenile justice responsibilities have
heen transferred to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

There are one or two minoxr exceptions to that. We are developing
with both tho Juvenile Justice Office and our Statisties and Informa-
tion Service a juvenile justice information system. That is a joint
project by the two offices,

Wo also have a policy coordination mechanism sithin the Agency.
The Office of Juvenile Justics has an opportunity to review and
comment on any policy or program that would aflect juvenile justice.

Senator Curver. I have been submitted o number of questions by
Senator Wallop that he wonders if you would be good enough to
respond to for the record,

Mr. Greee. We would be happy to.

Senator Curyer, Also, in the intevest of time, T hope you can expedite
the responses ta these, I will make them available to you today.

Mzr. Greag. We certainly will.

Senator Cornven. Without objection, your responses, when received,
will be made apart of the record.

[The following questions were submitted by Senator Wallop to M.
Gregg and his answers thereto ¢}

Question 1, Isn't it correct that ane of the major interests of LEAA, and in
particnlar LEAA'S Offices of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, is to
encourage state's to implement standards that have heen develaped?

Regponse, States seeking LIWWAA block grant funds under the Crime Control
Act must submit a comprehensive plan which establishes goals, priorities, and
standards for law enforcement and criminal justice. Standards are also a major
foeus of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (TIDP Acot).

Section 247 of the JIDP Act requires the Nationnl Institute for Tuvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention to review existing standardy relating to the juvenile
justice system in the United States. The Institute is supervised in its netivities
by the Advisory Committee on Standards for Juvenile Justice esgtablished in
section 208(e). The Advisory Committee i chavged with recommending Fedaeral
action, including but not limited to administrative and legislative action, required
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to facilitate the adoption of standards throughout the United States, and recom-
mending state and loeal action to facilitate the adoption of these standards at
the state and local level. .

Since juvenile justice and delinquency prevention is an area which is primarily
the responsibility of state and locnl governments, the Office of Juvenlle Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) is encouraging each state to develop its
own standards. In this process, each state is to review and consider the recom-
mendations of the Advisory Committee and to provide a significant role for its
State Advisory Group.

OJIDP is undertaking a serles of projects to demonstrate and evaluate por-
tions of the Standards recommended by the Advisory Committee. Operational
tools such as model statutes, guidelines, and manuals will assist implementation,
T'raining and technieal assistance will be provided and Federal efforts in areas
covered by the Standards will be coordinated.

Question 2. Isn't it correet that most of those standards would require substan-
tive changes in state law or, in any event, action by the state leglslatures in order
to be implemented?

Respouse, Nome Standards would require substantive statutory chaunges in
various jurisdictions. Others, espeeially in the Prevention, Intervention, and
Adjudication areas, could be implemented administeatively at the state and local
levels ntilizing existing resources and statutory authority,

Qucstion 3, Is the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention doing
anything to assist the state legislatures in aequiring the eapacity to understand
the very complex issues that are involved in order that thw standards be
implemented?

Response, Yes. In October 1075, LEAA awarded Legis 50/The Center for Legis-
lative Tmprovement a $269,000 grant to conduct o study of legislative efforts to
divert status offenders from the juvenile justice system, I'he study had two com-
ponents: An in-depth analysis in four states (New Mexico, Flovida, Michigan,
and Alabama) of the politieal and procedural dynamies involved in the formu-
lation of legislation, and four regional workshors designed to identify ways to
enhance the process of juvenile justice poliey-making,

The study was considered a success by all participants and it was concluded
that the project had permitted the most concentrated investigation thus far of
the offect of state legislative institutional capacity on the establishment of laws
governing juvenile behavior,

Question 4, Would it be fair to assume that Office of Juvenile Justlce funds
spont for the purpose of providing that kind of assistance, that is, assistance to
the stnte legislatures, might rexult in state resourcex far beyond those provided
by the Congress being applied to juvenile justice problems?

Response, Yes, Considering the state responsibility for juvenile offenders, and
the financial and manpower resources available at the state level, LIBAA hopes
to eontinue cfforts to improve the provision of resonrces to all branches of state
government, including legislative bodies charged with juvenile justice policey-
making responsibilitiog, The adoption and implementaton of some of the federally-
supoprted Standards for juvenle justice would be hampered by lack of refin-
ments in the state legislative process. The problems of the juvenile offender will,
in many cases, be impacted only by the passage of new legislation at the state
level. To expedite the legislative process, TEAA will support state efforts to
address partienlar problems.

Question §. In summary, then, isn't it correct to say that by finding a mecha-
nism to assist the legislatnres and their appropriate committees to address the
problems which must be addressed if the standards are to be implemented, then
the funding of such a mechanism would be consistent with Congress’ intent that
juvenile justice funds be used to impact on the problems of the juvenile offender?

Response, Yes. A mechanism should he supported whereby LEAA and OJJDP
can actively assist the state legislative capacity-building process in a manner
which will allow these leglslators to deal effectively, innovatively, and efficiently
with juvenile justice matters. The syastemic weaknesses identified by the Tegis/50
study, when applied to the complexity of the juvenile justice system, underscore
the need for an ongoing mechanism designed to provide state legislatures with
greater expertise in dealing with juvenile justice fssues.

Senator Corver. We arve very fortunate to have Senator Bayh +with
ns this morning, who I have already referred to earlier. e has con-
tributed in a historic and remarkable way in this whole area of juve-
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nile delinquency. We are so fortunate to have his continued counscl
on this subcommittee as he asswmes other vesponsibilities on the full’
committee,

T wonder if at this time, Senator Bayh, you have any questions,

STATEMENT OF HON. BIRCH BAYH, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM INDIANA

Senator Barir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Let me say that it is a privilege to have a chance to serve with a man
that I believe will bring to this subcommittee the same kind of sensi-
tivity that we tried to create in the subcommittee since 1970,

I confees that it was a heart-wrenching decision to make when the
recorganization of the Senate required us to limit our services to the
chairing of one subcommittee. Because of nuances that I do not, think
are necessary to get into here, it was necessary for me to relinguish my
chair of this subcommittee to assume the chair of the subcommittee
on the constitution.

I want to say that I do so in good faith, that the same kind of prin-
ciples will be earried on, perhaps even expanded and handled in a more
diligent way by my successor, I certainly intend to follow his leader-
ship and, as one member of this subcommittee, to be as interested as
it is possible for one member to be in the continuation of the thrust
of this subcommittee,

As one element of Congress that is sensitive to the important role
that Government plays, both in Clongress and int the executive branch
as well as other governmental institutions throughout the country

‘at State and local Jevels, in dealing with the social problems of young
people and how they impact on society, this subcommittee’s role is
substantial.

My, Chairman, I would like to ask some questions of our witnesses.

There has been a good deal of opposition directed at the relatively
new juvenile justice program, which we are studying for extension.
Some elements apparently want us to stay as we have been. T assuma
it is not necessary to take the subcommittee's time to relate what
the track record has been, as far as results ave concerned, with con-
tinning to do things the way they have been done in the past.

As one of the principal movers and shakers in this juvenile justice
legislation, T find it havd to he totally objective about it. Wa did not
retend that this was a magie potion or that we had all the answers.
%Bnt we did insist that those who suggested that we continue to do
things in the future the same way we had done them in the past were
ignoring the fuct that they did not have any of the answers,

Failnre was being compounded, It seemed to me that, althongh
wo did not know whether our new program would work perfectly—
and assumed it would not work perfectly-—we at least thought it was
worth giving & try and that it made a lot of sense and came closer
to what might solve our problems.

It seems to me that one of the things that is central to accomplish-
ing what Congress intended in 1974 15 the implementation of section
527, which I quote:

All programs concerned with juvenile delinquency administered by the Ad-
ministration shall be administered or subject to the policy direction of the
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office established by Section 201 A of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974,

We are all too familiar with the past failures of the agency to
respect its mandate. I know that the new Attorney General shares
my conecrn about this matter, from bringing it to Mr. Bell’s attention
during his confirmation hearings. I would like to know precisely,
Mr. Gregg, how you intend to comply with the provisions of this
act in this respect; I think it is critical. Right now we are in the
process of, shall I say, maturation, We are trying to determine who
18 going to be doing what in LEAA. There may be some questions
thet you just cannot answer because of the transient nature of the
situation at LEA A,

The President has talked extensively—and I think he is sincere—
on his effort toward reorganization and making more efficient the
administration of governmental programs. One of the whole thrusts
of the Juvenile Justice Act was to take some 39 separate independent
youth delivery and youth servicing mechanisms that existed in various
ways in the Federal Government, bring them in there, and let the
assistant administrator have a chance to really pull things together,
to stop the competition, to stop the overlapping, and to stop some of
the inconsistencies that were going on.

So, I think we can look at that question. I raised in a broader
context.

Mr. Grege. If I may, Senator Bayk, I will respond to the question
in two respects.

One is the coordination of policy and the policy direction of the
Office with respect to LEAA juvenile justice activities. Mr. Nader
can hest respond to the progress that we have made in the area of
coordinating Federal programs and policies generally beyond the
LEAA program.

With rvespect to section 527, most projects and programs that fully
involve juvenile justice activities have been transferred to the Office
and are under the authority of the Office. There are several very
minor exceptions.

One that I mentioned in response to Senator Culver’s question is
an information-gathering prugram that is being conducted jointly by
the Office of Juvenile Justice and cur Statistics and Systems Office
in LEAA. This is a joint project, but it is clearly under policy direc-
tion of the Office of Juvenile Justice.

We also have within LEAA. a policy coordination system, whereby
any policy that the Agency would be promulgating affecting juvenile
justice would be subject to the review of the Office of Juvenile Justice.
If that Office had any problems or difficulties with that policy, this
wonld be considered by the Administrator of LEAA.

We also have a Grant Contract Review Board in LEAA. Tt reviews
all grants and contracts of national scope that LEAA is involved
in. The Office of Juvenile Justice has & panel member on that board.
Any grant or contract that raises issues concerning juvenile justice
would be referved by the board to the Office of Juvenile Justice for

their review and comment.

"~ So, these are several mechanisms that we now have in place to insure
the necessary policy review and coordination. We have several addi-
tional ones under consideration at this time.
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With respect to the coordination of Federal programs overall,
T will ask Mr. Nader, who has been very directly and heavily involved
in that, to comment. ,

Mr. Naper, We have several activities ongoing at the present time,
Senator. Of primary importance are the Coordinating Council and
the National Advisory Committee, the citizens group appointed by
the President. The National Advisory Committee has designated a
subcommittee to work with the Coordinating Council so that, every-
time that Coordinating Council meets, there is, in effect, a citizens’
group working with them.

The first ovder of business was to try to find out, as best as we
could, how many Federal programs relate to juvenile justice. It was
an extremely difficult process, We came up with something on the
order of 140 different Federal programs. The next item we focused
on in order to provide some direct help to the States was to determine
how many of those Federal programs required State plans.

There are 26 different Federal youth programs that require State
plans. That means each State has to generate separate State plans in
response to a Federal mandate relating to, in many instances, the same
population of youths.

We are now in the process, using that as basic information, of
developing an information system that will be governmentwide.
It will give us not only legislative information, but program informa-
tion that relates to policy and objectives and project-impact in-
formation. Then we can get a better handle on what is being done for
what population of juveniles using Federal funds. In order to do
that, we must initially define some terms which have not been defined
in the past.

We want, for example, to arrive at a uniform definition of “preven-
tion”—one that makes sense and which we can hold other agencies
accountable for in their activities. Preventative activities, treatment
activities, training activities, and even the scope of who is a “juvenile”
are all items which may be viewed differently by different agencies. We
h&vebhad three initiatives operating at thie same time to assist in this
effort.

One is development of a series of demonstration projects supported
by LEAA under the direction of the Coordinating Council at three
sites across the country. The intent is working with the local jurisdic-
tions to figure out how to best use Federal dollars from several sources
on behalf of a specific target population of youngsters. Then there
would not be the duplication that currently is in the offing.

We want to know how projects work through the different Federal
regulations, the different funding cycles, et cetera, in order to make
that possible. We are carefully documenting this effort so that we
can provide specific feedhack at the Cabinet level as to what statutory
regulatory, and administrative changes will be necessary in order to
male funds flow more easily.

In addition, the Coordinating Council decided to set an agenda
that they could follow over the next few years, focusing on one step
at a time. That agenda related to such issues as doing a proscriptive
cohort analysis to find out the major factors that contribute to young
people feeling the necessity of becoming involved in activities which
are considered antisocial-—what sort of health factors are involved,
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what sort of educational factors arc involved, and what sort of envi-
ronmental factors are involved. \

Then we could speak much more clearly to the agencies responsible
as to what they ought to be doing. .

The third thing we are working on is an analysis of Federal pro-
grams, which is required by statute, and the development of a compre-
hensive Federal plan. We will specify the policy objectives and pri-
orities in the plan to other agencies so that we will have a yardstick
of their performance. :

That, in a very summary way, ave the sorts of things that the Coordi-
nating Council, the National Advisory Committee, and the people
on my staff have been involved in over the past two years.

Senator Baym. When will that second study, relative to the environ-
mental questions, be completed?

Mz. Naper. The Coordinating Council, with the change of admin-
istrations, has not taken that step as of yet, Senator. The prospec-
tive cohort analysis has not been initiated. ’

The Coordinating Council was reviewing their reseavch agenda,
meeting six times per year. With the changes in membership, it has not
had the opportunity to meet in the last 4 months.

1Sen,sattor Bayiz. Is there anything we can do in Congress to prod that
along ?

Mr. Gruge. I discussed this, Senator Bayh, with Deputy Attorney
General Flaherty. Ie expects to be holding a meeting of the Council
in the near futuve. )

Senator Bayir. The chairman asked a question that I think is very
relevant. T would like to follow up on it.

This act began with very responsible and modest goals as far as
meneys were concerned. Do you think that most of these money:
have heen well spent 2

Mr. Gregg. Yes, siv; T believe they have. Senator Culver raised the
issue of why more of the funds have not been spent at this time. We
tried to outline some of those reasons.

Another factor is the emphasis on evaluation and program devel-
opment in this Act. We have tried to take care to design programs,
particularly the Special Emphasis programs, in a way that they will
be carefully evaluated. We will know at the conclusion of those
programs how effective they have heen. This does take some time.

Quite candidly—and I think, sir, you are as familiar with this as
anyone—that the road was somewhat rocky during the first 2 vears
of this program under the previous Administration. That caused some
people who wanted to be involved in the program to stand back a bit
until the question of the priority of this activity and the long-term
commitment to it was established.

As you will recall, the program had quite a few ups and downs—
largely downs—during that 2-year period. This affected the willingness
of people to get involved and get committed to the program. Now, as it
has become very clear that this is a high priority of the administration
and there is a longer term commitment to this effort, we will see the
programmovre more rapidly.

Senator Baym. You pointed out the reason why I was asking the
question. I want to pursue that with another question.

There has been a rocky road. There was an effort to roll up the road.
President Ford said he would sign the bill but he would not ask for
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any money. That has been the kind of battle that we have had to fight
to get any monays at all, .

I understand the people who work at the bureaucratic level. I say
that in a positive way. People who implement programs that are
passed in a cooperative effort betiween the President and the Congress
cannot be oblivious to the leadership in the executive branch, There has
been none. This has been a congressional and a citizens program. If it
had not been for the private, public and volunteer groups that were
involved in this, we would never have gotten it passed.

I think Congress deserves good marks, but I think we certainly
have to share those marks with the people and the groups that were
involved in creating the environment in which Congress could act.

Congress was never designed as an administrative body. You cannot
design a horse by committee ; as they say, you end up with a camel. You
people downtown are the ones that have to run this program.

The reason I ask the question is that I believe President Carter and
Attorney General Bell are firmly committed to this. But they ave
dependent on some of you who have been laboring down. there under
an administration that was not committed to this. It was quite the
contrary. It was doing everything it could to gut it, either on top of the
table or under the table.

Are we going to have diffevent attitudes down there now? You, siv,
are o professional. You are not a political appointee. What concerns
me is that we go through this appropriation of $25 million in fiscal
year 1975, which was done over the budget. All of these have been
over the opposition of the Director of the Budget: $25 million in fiseal
year 197 75; $40 million in fiscal year 1976; and $75 million in fiseal

ear 1977, ' ,
v I do not know whether we ever received the real answer to the ques-
tion, At a time when we were spending $75 million, the outgoing ad-
ministeation agked for only $35 million for fiscal year 1978.

Is that accurate?

Mr. Greaa. Yes, sir, :

Senator Baym. Mr. Chairman, that gives you a pretty good idea of
the kind of obstacles that have been thrown in our way. I think your
question was a good one, but I do not think we ever received the $35
million request on the record.

Mr. Grrge. That is the correct figure.

Senator Bayyr. What concerns me is that President Carter and Mr.
Lance and Attorney General Bell are all relying on some of you down
there who have had an intimate relationshhip with this program to

make recommendations as far as the budget is concerned. Despite
the fact that we have just now begun to get in gear, you say by your
own definition moneys have been well spent—we go from $25 to $40
to $75 million. The new administration has put a high priority on this.
Yet, you are asking for the same kind of money this next year as we
spent Jast year, Why? . . o

Mr. Greac. Senator Bayh, it involves the overall difficulties with the
Tederal budget and the desire to hold spending down, It is also a re-
flection of those several rocky years and the resnlt of the lack of clear
and consistent policy over those years.

Tt is going to take us some time to cateh up.

I donot think—

21-782—78 2
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Senator Bayr, May Linterrupt?

‘We have a new chairman. He is going to provide dynamic leader-
ship. We have a new President and Attorney General; they are going
to provide dynamic leadership.

Maybe those are good excuses; maybe not. But let’s forget about
them ; that’s yesterday.

Have any of you made any new recommendations to the Deputy
Attorney General or to the Attorney General that we ought to be
upping the budget level 2

_'The appropriation process is moving. Certainly you are not ob-
livious to what is going on up here and the way we appropriate money.
It is not easy to come by. We think we have an excellent opportunity
now at getting $125 million appropriated.

The chairman very wisely pointed out, “when youn ask for an aun-
thorization, you very seldom get what you ask for.” What are you
doing at LIEA A to prod some of these people ?

Mr. Grece. I would like to go back to your earlier question about
the professional staff. There has never been any lack of commitment on
the part of professional staff to this program. It was at a political level
that the confusion existed.

The increase in the budget up to $75 million, when the new adminis-
tration came in is a reflection of the very highpriority for the program,
That has been made perfectly clear to the professional staff in the
Agency, who have supported the program all along.

There is a study underway of the entive LEAA program, its struc-
ture and activities. That will probably result in some changes for the
organization and direction of the Agency. It may well be that, sub-
sequent to that time, the administration would reconsider the budget.
That is one factor in keeping the budget at the $75 million level. We
need some time to adjust internally to-these changing priorities.

Senator Baym. Could you tell us now or, if not, could you provide
for our chairman an assessment of how much money you could spend ;
how much money is presently being requested for grants?

Mr. Greee. Considering where we are, the history of this program,
and the previous difficulties, $75 million is & very reasonable figure.
I would be very reluctant, until some further changes are made, to
suggest that o higher figure is appropriate.

That is not a judgment, sir, as to the need. We have to consider our
ability to implement the program, the history of the program, and the
effect that has had on potential participants in the program. All those
factors considered, $75 million is a reasonable figure at this time.

Senator Baym. Mr. Gregg, that is disappointing.

I do not know much about you, but everything I know is good. You
are a professional. You have been laboring under significant hardships.

I am sure that Chairman Culver will want to develop with people
who will be talking with him the same kind, of relationship I tried to
develop with great hardships under those who were serving in the
past administration. I would think that those who are appointed under
the new administration would not be under the same inhibitions that
we dare not say to the Senators they think different than the Office
of Management and Budget.

With all respect, sir, you are just parroting that kind of situation.

Mr. Greeg. Well, sir, this is the administration’s position.
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Senator Bayu. What is your position ?

Mr. Grece. I have given you my honest, candid opinion, exclusive
of any other policy considerations. At this moment, until furthér
changes are made, until we can adjust to the new policy, the $75 million
is a reasonable figure.

Senator Curver. Would the Senator yield on this point?

Senator Bavs. Yes.

Senator Curver. Mr. Gregg, you earliev testified that Attorney
General Bell, in his initial submission and budget request on this
particular program, requested $150 million.

Now, did he overrule your professional recommendation or did you
subscribe and support this initial budget request?

[Consultation between Mr. Gregg and Mr. Madden:]

Mr. Griae. I wanted to refresh my memory as to the timing of the
initial reauthorization request that I believe went to OMB very, very
shortly after Judge Bell became Attorney General. I believe it was a
matter of days.

Budget adjustments were made after there had been more staft
review by the Department of the budget situation, so there was an
inconsistency-—-—

Senator Curver. After 18 years in Congress, I have some sense of
the budget process. Bub here we have a newly appointed Attorney
General of the United States.

Shortly after taking office he is advised that he must make a budget
request for the program activity of this particular agency.

Did he talk to you? Did you give a recommendation? Did you at
any time suggest that $150 million was appropriate for this agency?

Mz, Greae. Yes, sir; we did.

Senator Cunver. How on earth would you eversuggest $150 million
to the Attorney General, when you now say, for the record, that the
agency does not have the internal capability to wisely use this amount?

I am disturbed by the fact that Attorney General Bell came into
office and turned to you, a professional civil servant, a man most inti-
mately acquainted with the history and the capability of this Agency,
and asked how much money, given the commitment of this President,
and my commitment to this as a priority matter in the avea of eriminal
justice should we request? How much do we need to begin to do a job
in an aren that has been so sorely neglected by the previous administra-
tion? What kind of commitment should we make in light of an election
which philosophically rejected the previous administration’s policy?

And you said $150 million.

How could you tell My, Bell that $150 million was needed, and now
come up and cut it right in half? How are we to believe that thisis all
you need.

I know you feel an obligation to follow the official OMB positioh,
but how can you reconcile this inconsistency in your professional
counsel ?

Mzr. Grrec. The authorization is not an appropriation; it is a ceil-
ing, Wo ave talking about fiscal year 1978.

Senator Baym. Would you repeat just what you said?

Mzr. Girece. An authorization is a ceiling, It is not an appropriation.
One can have an anthoriztaion; the President can propose budgets
at lower levels than authorized amounts.
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Senator Baym. That's going to make us sleep easy.

Senator Curver. Were you just playing a game with the Attorney
General when you said we need $150 million for this program and then
said that’s a meaningless figure. . .

Did you say to him, we will fight for $150 million? The kids of
America need it. The health of this society needs it.

Now you come in and say $75 million is enough. Are you really say-
ing that $35 million is what you would settle for without quitting?

"How are we to belicve you are committed to this program? :

Mr. Grece. May I respond to that Senator?

Senator Curver. I would welcome it.

Mr. Greae. The point I was going to make was that $150 million was,
in effect, a ceiling. Since the fiscal year for which that authorization
would be made would begin next fall, there could be an opportunity to
begin to correct some the problems that developed over the years of
great uncertainty about the program. If, on the basis of changed con~
ditions, additional appropriations would be appropriate, thsy could
bo requested at a latev date.

The $75 million figure is the figure that was approved by the Depart-
ment and by OMB, As I have stated, under the circumstances, at this
time, it is an appropriate figure.
 Isay that on as objective a basis as I cun, considering the status of'
the program at this moment.

Senator Bayir. Mr. Chairman, I find it very difficult to understand
that kind of logie.

We are here addressing ourselves to a bill that is not an appropria-
tion bill, Mr. Gregg. It isan authorization bill. :

By your own words a while ago, what you said twice and what you
fully recognize, I don’t care how lauditory this looks in November
of next year or QOctober of this next year; you can’t come back and
ask an additional dollar in the appropriations process. We have all
sorts of supplemental appropriations bills; we are all aware of that.
But there isno way you can do that.

You ask for a ceiling in the authorization. What is the most yow
think you can reasonably spend? You arve telling us it is $75 million.
That is what we are spending this year.

Mr. Greee. The $75 million authorization is the figure that was
approved by OMB and the administration.

Senator Bavyir Mr. Gregg, this is the figure that you gave me when
I just asked you the question of how much you thought you could
spend. It is the same advice, apparently, the second time around, you
have given to the Attorney General of the United States.

I am not in the habit of jumping up and down on people. As I say,
I am very disappointed in you, sir. I theught, given the albatross of
the past administration being removed and given the advice that
apparently you gave to the Attorney General at first of $150 million,
that we would be getting a little different answer from you, sir.

Mr. Greage. Sir, the figure that the Department of Justice snggested
for the authorization was $150 million. The figure that has been ap--
proved by the administration is $75 million.

Senator Baym. That is why, Mr. Gregg, I asked the question.
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We are all familiar with the fact that, when the decision comes down

and when Congress acts, you fellows have to carry out the orders. But

we are sitting up here—unless we have to hire mirror images of you
fellows that are down there running the program to go in and second-
guess everything you do and look over your shoulder and try to see
what is really happening, we have to rely on you fellows for inde-
pendent judgment, You have to tell us what you believe.

The chairman understands that, when they ask for $75 million, that
is what they are prepared to do battle for. But you told us that you
thought that’s all we could reasonably spend. I think the chairman
points out a remarkable inconsistency of only 100 percent between the
answer yon gave the Attorney General when he first requested $150
million and the answer you are giving us now.

I did not ask the question to tell me how you are going to defend
this with Mr. Lance, who I have a great deal of respect for; but he
has one responsibility and we have another.

I don’t think I am going to get a much different answer than what
you have given us before. Let me ask you another question. Maybe
I ean get a different answer here.

TWhat is the total dollar value of requests from the States for pro-
grams under the Juvenile Justice Act ?

Mr. Grege. Are you asking, Senator, the total amount of all grant
applications that have been made to LEAA under the act?

Senator Baym, That is vight.

Mr. Grece. I do not have that figure at hand. Let me ask My, Nader
if he could make an educated guess. If not, we will provide that for
the record; it wounld be a substantial amount.

Senator Baym. It does not have to be to the dollar, It seems to me
that we ought to be able to come close to it.

What about it, Mr. Nader?

Mr., Napgr. In our deinstitutionalization of status offender pro-
gram, we had something on the order of 450 applications. The total
requested was somewhere around $200 million. We were able to fund
a total of $11.8 million, which is all the money we had available.

Senator Bavir. You had requests for $200 million. Are those appli-
cations that have gone through the normal State screening process and
been referred to you ?

Mr. Napger. Some of them we could not fund Senator. Others were
fairly good, but would need an awful lot of work.

TWe ended up with about 40 that I considered to be fundable in my

professional judgment. The dollar amount requested for those that.

were fundable was about $50 million. Then we took the best of those.

Senator Bayir, And you only had $11 million to spend.

May T ask you the same question that I agked Mr, Gregg about how
many dollars you think your program that you are now charged with
ranning specifically—his responsibility is a little different than yours.
How many dollars do you think we could invest in that program?

Mr. Naper. The Special Emphasis programs and other initiatives
that we control from our central office ave expandable. When we put
a program announcement. out for diversion and we received 350 appli-
cations or for prevention, when we got 490 applications, the same
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thing obtains, Senator. We reduce it down to those projects that are
abso%utely the best we can find.

Senator Baym. I am for this program, but I do not want to spray
money on the Wabash, the Ohio, or any other viver. I want it spent
wisely.

The question is directed at how many dollars do you think we could
really spend if we had—as I think we do—a President, an Attorney
General, a chairman of this Subcommittee that ave really committed
to doing something to help kids. How many dollars do you think we
could spend through this program under your auspices?

Mr. Naper. It is hard to put an upper limit on it, Senator. There
are such needs out there that the only thing that constrains us is the
competency of people to actually run the programs. I think we could
wisely spend substantially more than we are talking about today.
Other changes, however, would have to be made in terms of stafl’
support. Some changes would also have to be made in the relationship
between LEAA and the States.

Other Federal agencies would have to begin to pull their fair share.
A lot of the abominable conditions, Senator Culver, that you talked
about are conditions that come about from health problems, from
educational problems, from mental health problems, from all of
the problems that the juvenile and criminal justice system does not
have the capability to deal with very eflectively.

Senator Curver. I think if you listened carefully to my opening
statement-—and I would suggest you might want to go back and reread
it. When I extemporized a little bit, I think T more than adequately
covered the additional ground and its social implications. I even went
so far as to suggest that, perhaps, it constituted even an indictinent
of our society.

I am not saying that $75 million is a magic panacea to solve all of
the world’s ills. I am also on the Armed Services Committee. I know
that every B-1 bomber now costs $117 million a copy in our national
security interests.

What do these facts say about our national security and our will
an_c}‘ ouzr quality of life and our allocation of resources and our pri-
orities?

Were you asked by Griffin Bell, too, to sulviit a number of $150°
million ? Were you asked to sign on ?

Mr, Napzr. No, sir.

Senator Curver. Were you consulted about the $150 million figure
we started with here in this program. You arve the Acting Assistant
Administrator of this office; You are the highest ranking body they
have over there. Were you asked to give them a number?

Mr. Napzr. No, sir.

Senator Curver. You were not even asked. Mr. Gregg, how do you
explain that, that Mr. Nader was not even asked? Ie is the one that
has the stack of applications. He is the one who has been in the real
world of this social agony. Where did you get your number ?

Mr. Grrge. I should point out, Senator Culver, that neither Mr. Na-
der nor I were involved in either of those numbers. Mr. Velde the
previous Administrator of LEAA, was in office during the entire
period that both this authorization figure of $150 million and the
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budget of $75 million were discussed. Those discussions were between
Mr. Velde and Mr. Bell.

The former Administrator stayed on beyond the change of admin-
istrations. During the period you are referring to, he was dealing
with the Department concerning these issues.

y Neither Mr. Nader nor I were involved in those discussions at that
ime.

Senator Bayrr. Are you telling us, Mr. Gregg, that Pete Velde
who I dearly love as a person, but who has hardly been a ray of
enlightenment as far as this program is concerned—I think he just
looks at it a little differently. I know e is conscientious about it. Are
you saying that he would suggest a number for funding this progran
that is 100 percent higher than you would, siz?

Mr. Grege. I am saying, sir, that those discussions, both on the
authorization figures and the budget figure, weve discussions that Mr.
Velde held with officials of the Department. I was not privy to those
discussions at that time.

Senator Conver. Bub you did subscribe to the $150 million yourself?
You have already told us you were notified about that.

Mzr. Grege. I was aware of that figure; yes, sir.

Senator Curver. And you supported it ?

Mr. Grege. I did not have an opportunity to either support it or not
support it. However, I would have supported it,

‘Senator Corver. Mr. Nader, you said that the biggest obstacle to
more money was the inability to use it wisely. I wonder how you
would weigh the relative obstacles to more efficient utilization or need
of additional funds. Is the obstacle the OMB or the inability of the
LEAA and the States to develop good programs?

Admittedly, we are not talking about throwing money at the prob-
lem. You know, if we wasted every nickel in this program and were at
least trying, in my judgment, it would be a better good-faith effort
than I can point to from other experiences in our national budgetary
activities in terms of just absolute, unconscionable waste. I cited an
example a few moments ago; they want to buy 244 B-1 bombers. They
will contribute, at best, only marginally to our true security by any
conceivable, rational definition.

I am trying to find out whether we have to have all this internal
restructuring and study of the problem until the patient cannot
survive another examination, or if an additional $75 million is needed
and can be used as a policy signal and be to show that there is a true
commitment to juvenile justice. It would be the kind of encourage-
ment that you mentioned earlier, Mr. Gregg, that this thing has
lacked in terms of stabilization and constancy as a public policy
matter.

Mr. Naper. Senator, we are trying to remove as many youngsters
as we possibly can from the juvenile justice system because it is
criminogenic. It causes more problems than it solves.

At the same time, we are trying to determine how manv youngsters
and what types of youngsters need that social control. We must also-
fignre out: what kind of human resources are necessary to help those
kids develop into the most positive direction possible to stand as tall
as they can within only the limits of their own potential.
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We have people out there who take dollars from charities and use

them for pornographic purposes for children. We have people out

there who, with all good intent, set up programs that involve more

youngsters in the criminal justice system than was otherwise the case.

It makes moral and fiscal sense to make the best judgments you can
before you start putting tons of money out on the strect——

Senator Cunver. “Tons of money 27

Let’s just define our terms in one context of the magnitude of this
social problem in our current Federal budgetary efforts.

If you come in for an authorization of §75 million, what do you

guess to be, in the absence of the leadership of Senator Bayh and

others expending more enormous effort to override that, the likely
figure you are going to get to work with ?

Mx. Naper. My guess is $75 million, because the President requested
$75 million. The requested authorization is $75 million.

That had been my assumption all along, Senator. That would be
my response.

Senator Bavm. Mr. Chairman, with all respeet to the witnesses, I
find it totally unacceptable that the people in charge of the program
would not be more aggressive in requesting resources.

But that is neither here nor there. It looks like we are going to have

‘to continue to provide that kind of leadership up here.

TWhat I would like to ask, Mr, Chairman, is that these folks provide
us, one, the dollar figure, broken down by States, of the applications
that you have now under the juvenile justice program for which you
are now requesting $75 million.

("an vou break that down by State ?

AMr. Grege. We will do that.

Senator Bavir. You can do that for 49 States, becanse the Indiana
Criminal Justice Planning Agency did not even make any applica-
tions. We have a great bunch of bureaucrats there. If you want to
include them, that would be helpful. Hopefully, we can get some of the
more benevolent hearts in LEAA to forget their transgressions or
omissions.

T would like to know the level of applications. T think that gives us
one target,

Then, Mr. Nader, you might screen out those programs that just

-don’t make sense.

T am going to be distressed if it just accidentally-comes to $75 million
or £75.000,001.35. T do not think you are that kind of person. I thinl
von will give us & good fair judgment.

" You said a moment ago, Mr. Chairman, “substantially more” than
the figure we ave talking about. So, T will expect a substantially
ereater assessment here.

T can submit some of these for the record.

Mr. Greca. T wonder. Senator Bayh, if, in connection with that
request, we might also submit to you the number of personnel or staff
that it would require to approve, review, monitor, and evaluate those
projects? :

Senator Bavyrr. Certainly: that is fine. T would assume that paying
those stafl people would come out of the total figure.

Mr. Grega. The staff is paid out of a different account. We have

to have positions appropriated by the Appropriations Cominittees to
-carry out all of our programs.
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Last year, we were authorized three major new program areas,
but have not received one position to carry out those responsibilities.
So I make the request in order to give you an idea of how our current
staff capability would meet or not meet a higher funding level.

Senator Bayzr. I think that is a fair request.

I assume that you have made similar protestations to the Appro-
priations Committees before now?

Mr. Greee. We have made protestations in a number of quarters,
including the Appropriations Committees.

Senator Baxyr, This is the first time I ever heard of it. T am on
the Appropriations Committee, I do not happen to be on that sub-
committee, but, as one who has Leen intimately involved in trying
to talk to some of my colleagues who are on that snbcommittee about
setting that money up there—and we have been rather successful—
ii; is rather strange that this is the fivst time I have ever heard about
that.

I think that is a reasonable request, so that we can go to bat and
we can see you geb the administrative dollars you need to carry out
the grant level ; and then keep the two in balance.

[The following information was subsequently received for the
record:]

DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS APPLICATIONS BY STATE

State DSO Diversion  Pravention Total
Alabama 1 3 8 22
Alaska e . ] 1] 1 5
Arizona N - L) 4 6 14
ATKANSAS caurnmesm s i mm s mmne . - 1 0 2 3
Cafifornia. . 43 35 57 135
Colerade - 5 3 $ 13
Connecticut, — 2 2 6 10
Delaware 2 3 3 8
District of Columbi 17 9 5§ 31
Florida 14 g 20 43
Georgia 3 4 g 18
Guam. 1 0 a9 1
Hawail..au-.n 0 1 1 7
daho 4 3 ] 2
Hinois. 21 5 13 4
indiana 4 3 6 1
OWda.. 4 1 21 2
Kansas... [ 2 2 10
Kentucky-. 3 2 4 9
Louistana § 5 4 14
Maine.. 1 2 3 6
Maryland. . —— g 6 ] 20
Massachusatt 10 8 12 30
Michigan 14 6 1 3
Minnesota 5 4 1
Missouri. 11 5 10 26.
Mississippi 2 1 4
Montana 1 0 2
{ebrash 2 1 9
Nevada. 6 1 9
New Rampshire 3 0 4

aw Jersey, . 4 8 20
ew Mexico — [ 1 10
aw York 23 56 7 151
orth Catoling... . 3 1 8
orth Dakota ve——— 1 1 7
Ohio 13 8 7 28
Oklahoma 2 3 4 9.
Oregon.... 7 4 7 18
Pennsylvania 14 17 23 54
Puerto Rito.... 0 1 7 8
Rhode Island 4 2 3 9
South Carotina 7 1 2 10
South Dakota 1 4 2 7
T 7 3 3 13.
Texasooann 26 9 17 52*
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DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS APPLICATIONS BY STATE~Continued

State Dso Divarsion Prevention Tota
Trust territory. “ - 0 0 0 0
Utah..... et av o am e ————————— 2 1 5 8
Vermont. . 2 0 1 3
Virgmnia. . - [, 11 5 6 22
Virgin Islands 0 0 0 (i
Washington.. 8 3 10 21
Wost VIFBiNia. o cmmeemnccmamcm cccemsmm e e 2 1 0 3
Wi 2 6 9 17
Wyoming 0 1 0 1
AMBriCan SAMO0A .« e umwmenmmmernn 0 0 0 0

SPECIAL EMPHASIS JJ
Balance
Amotnt Amount to be
appropri-  awarded  awarded
ated to date by fall  Status
Program awards... 28, 532, 000 219, 121‘ 28, 312,7879
A, Divars;on awards;
1. State Department of Health and —eoecunnnen LR R—
E{al}utbultahvaServices ,Florida
split f
2. Memphis, Tenn, (sphlfund{ng) .............. 102,970 eaarmcacana
Subtotal 111,858 cecencnacnan
B, Olher awards:
1, Washington DSO supplementary. . - - . occuweon 65,085 wueuincmamcn
2. Purchase ordor Mike Marvin 0 woemnenee 10,000 —ccacnmman
rovide TA for “School Crime
nitiative.”
3, Transferto RO IV e iaao e 11,991 anae
4, Callfomla RPM  Evaluation of weveemunonen 29,125 e
C. StafftraveI(TA\ 1,092 ceemaaae
Total.. 28, 532, 000 219,121 28,312,879
D. Inprocess:
1, Prevention I 6,700,000 1In pSocess; award projected
une 30,
2, GaNESwuacan e 6,616,436 Gulgollnas are in external
clearance, Awards projected
September
3. Restitution 4,371, 435 Guld%lmttas in extornal awatds
8|
4, Pravention ) 7,000, 000 Guldelines are “being da-
}/elo od; awards projected
or t
5. Drug prevention.. 2,800,000 lntaragency agreemont will -be
completed by June 15,
5. Drug prevention 2,800, 000 lnteragency agraement ‘will bo
completed by June 195,
6. Program development 650,000 RCA for sole sourca contract In
pracess,
7. Teacher Cozps. 145,879 Interagency agreement in
process should be come
pleted by June 30,
8. El Dorado County.... 29,129 In procoss, scheduled for
award June 1,
Tatal 28,532,000 219,121 28,312, 878
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SPEC!AL EMPHASIS PART C

Balante
Amount Amount to be
appropti-  awarded  awarded

ated to date by fail  Status

Program awards . .uuee.eumcocncssmanwaomaaan 5,679,000 3,439,656 2,239,344
A, Diversion nwards
1. Joh Jay CONage.mmes 2anwamrm se oo cmmace 420,035 eneecoeen
2 State Da{)artment of Health ant wecacauwaeacs 235,834 oo PR
Rehah litative Servic, Florlda

(split funding).
3, Kansas cny. Mo (split funding)

4. Denver, Col0mmanemmnanasanre
Suhu\ml - 2,235,734 _oovemcnrann
.B, Olhor award
Los Anpeles County (continUas eomcmuacunun 248,256 wersnnvminen
2. YMCA lnlorvantion RO=I (60N* commmvamanan 53,465
APWA (conllnuallon% .......... 200,588 ..
4, Al?hama Youth Services (trans- 200,000 _.
or
S, Washl Yxlon Urbin Leaguo. «omurcmene we A40L,613 ceiaanns .
6. otk State Division foF weecevicmuee 100,000 wncucancasnn

Youlh (transfer to RO-11),
SOttt s sennene 5,678,000 1,203,822 2,239,384

G, In prlocess:

. Gangs 1,089, 344 Gmde\ines are in exletna
cl eamaca. Awards projectod
2. Legis 50 700,000 Apppieation 1o process. Award
scheduled June 30,
3, Sisters United 450,500 in prosess; award projected
June 10,
Total 5,679,000 1,203,822 2,239,343
Baldnteae. wmen o 0

SPECIAL EMPHASIS, FISCAL YEAR 1977, PART E

Balance
Amount Amount to be
appropri- awarded awarded .

ated to date by fall  Status

:Program Awayd 13,101,000 5,326,589 8, 145,014
A. Diversion awards;

Boston, Mass. 960, 000« v vmmm muae

2. Puerta Rico

O A e,

4. Convant ‘Avé, Baptist Church

Memphis Tenn, smit funding) s

6 Kansas City, Mo, ﬁsplHunding)._..-.-...._-

7. Denver, Colo, (spiit funding).n--. peanmannn

Stbtotaluen cesmanicunnranan 13,101,000 4. 955. 986 8,145,014
B.n pmess‘
erlous offen 8, 145,014 Guldellnes are in draft. Should
be [n clearance by June 30,
Projected awards Seplome
ber 30

Totaleen oo ce e e nnavmann 13, 101,000 4,955,986 T —
Balance . [\
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OJJIDP GRANT AWARDS AND PERCENTAGE OF THOSE AWARDS GoING TO
PRIVATE NOT-FOR-PROFIT CORPORATIONS

The following is a partial list of Diversion and Deinstitutionalization of
Status Offender awards. whe listing breaks out the grant award amount and
the total amount of funds being subconiracted or subgranted to private not-for-
profit corporations.

D8O

Arizong—Pima County Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders; Grant
ﬁ&q\txp;ql'd Amount: $1,480,090 for “wo years; Private Not-for-Profit: $1,008,328—
(2%0.

Arkansas—Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders; Grant Award Amount:
$1,108,579 for two years; Private Nct-for-Profit: $797,000—72%.

South Caroline—Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders; Grant Award
Amount: $1,500,000 for two years; Private Not. for-Profit: $196,489—12¢%,

Delaware—Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders; Grant Award Amount:
$987,083 for two years; I’rivate Not-for-Profit: $381,080—390¢%.

Diversion

Massachuselts—Boston Youth Advocacy Diversion Project; Grant Award
Amount: $960,000 for two years; Private Not-for-Profit: $498,228—52¢7.

Pucrlo Rico—Puerto Rico Youth Diversio:: Program; Grant Award Amount:
$96G8,000 for two years; Private Not-for-Profit: $16,720—0.02%.

South Dakota—TRosebud Sioux Tribal Council Youth Diversion Program;
g'%)zluclyt Asvard Amount: $432,858 for two years; Private Not-for-Profit: £2,016—

.kLl’c;i;wsscc——-Metropolitan Memphis Youth Diversion Project; Grant Award
Amount: $776,17S for two years; Private Not-for-Profit: $776,178—1005%.

Senator Bayrr. Let me ask vou one last question. We have a very
real problem, My, Chairman, that I am sure you are aware of, In
requiring deinstitutionalization for status offenses. Unless we are
innovative—Mr. Nader is aware of this and he is awarve that T am
aware of the problem. You say to deinstitutionalize, and the States
are not prepared to meet that responsibility. You have kids that
obviously need some supervision, but they do not need to be incar-
cerated with hard cases.

Te have not been innovative enough to provide an intervening,
moderate kind of supervision, That is really going to tax us, as to how
we can keep kids from being institutionalized with people they learn
all the tricks of the trade from and then are abused. But, by the same
token, we want to provide supervision that apparently they have not
gotten,

We have a requivement of deinstitutionalization. You said several
yvears; you want us to back away from that. I am prepared to be
reasonable, but several years worries me. ITow long a period of time

-isseveral years?

Mr. Grege. Well, sir, I would say that it could be interpreted as
being anywhere between 2 to § years.

Senator Bayir. Two to five years?

As long as a State was making progress, was making a good faith
effort to accomplish the goal, you would suspend them from the re-
quirement of the act?

Ay, Grege. Sir, we would expect them to have made substantial
progress already. This would be an expression of good-faith intent to
fully meet the objective. Then, depending on the cirecumstances in
the particular State, they could completely meet the objective within
an additional 2 to 5 years.
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Senator Baym, Mr. Chaivman, I think here you will find we have
ane of the real problems that we are going to be confronted with. How
do you create the incentive for States to do something that they have
not done now, without destroying their involvement in the program
which gives them the resources to make progress toward the goal we
want to accomplish ? ) )

That is going to test all of our ingenuity, It is a real balance there
that I thinkis important.

Thanlk you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Curyver. Thank you, very much, My, Gregg. :

TWe very much appreciate your appearance here today. We look for-
ward to working with you on these problems in the months and years
ahead.

Alr. Grrge. Thank you, My, Chairman. :

Senator Courver. I ask unanimous consent that some material from
Senator Gravel be included in the record. Without objection, it will be
included at this point.

[The above-referred-to material follows:]

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
. Washington, D.C., April 26, 1977.
ITon, JoEN C. CULvER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency, Senate Judiciary Commitiee,
Washington, D.C.

DreAr Joun : The State of Alaska i experiencing some difficulties in meeting the
requirements of Section 223 (12) and (13) of the Juvenile Justive and Delin-
queney Prevention Act of 1974, Bnclosed please find two letters, one from Gover-
nor Jay Hammond of Alaska to President Carter, and another from Gail Row-
land, Chairman of the Governor's Advisory Board on Juvenile Justice to nie.

These letters provide excellent summaries of the problem and I would ap-
preciate your assistance in including them in the hearing record on legislation
to extend the Act, I hope that the Committee will be able to address these issues
in legislation later this year.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
MIKE GRAVEL.

Enclosures,

STATE OF ALASKA,
OEFFICE OF THE GOVENOR,
Junean, Alaska, 4prit 18, 1977.
IHon. Jouxn Curven,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.0,

Dear SEvaTor CULveER: Alaska is completing its second year of participation
under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. As you may
be aware, Sections 223 (12) and (13) of that Act require that participating states
ensure that status offenders be deinstitutionalized and juveniles are not held
with adults in dentention facilities within a two year time-frame.

It has become clear that Alaska cannot respond to these mandates in all areas
of the State within the limited time, Alaska’s climate, geography, and popula-
tion significantly impact its ability to implement and comply with this Aect.
Alaska’s total population ig 404,000, equal to that of &1 Paso, Texsas. In terms of
people, Alaska is a small town, but in terms of the area it is vast. Alaska is 14
the size of the continental United States stretching across four time zones and
larger than the combined areas of Texas, California, and Montana. Alaska sprawls
over (386,400 square miles, and two-thivds of it is under ice all of the year.

There are more than two hundred native villages in Alaska, some of them with
o population of less than twenty-five. Many of these villages are as much as 500
miles from the nearest service center and most of those centers, like Barrow,
Bethel, Nome, and Kodiak, are between 50 and 450 miles from major areas like
TFairbanlks, Anchorage, and Juneau.
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There are only 7,270 miles of highways in Alaska, and 2,157 of them are
paved. All Southeastern Alaska communities are accessible only by boat or air,
and air travel is the only connection between bush villages and populated areas.
Telephone communication is nonexistent in many villages.

Environment factors which affect the development of human services in Alaska
have been compounded with growth and change in the State in recent years. Ur-
ban areas have had to grow rapidly to meet the sophisticated demands of devel-
opment, and many indigenous people are struggling with the transition between
village life and urban ways. Consequently, Alaska has the highest rate of resi-
dential aleoholism in the country, the highest child abuse rate, one of the highest
guicide rates, and a divorce rate that is §7 percent higher than the national ayer-
age. Juveniles between the ages of 10 and 18, who represent 12 percent of the
State's total population, account for 53 percent of Alaska’s Part I criminal
offenses.

In many areas of the State, shelter alternatives for status offenders who.
cannot be returned to their homes are presently nonexistent; and, where they
do exist, they are not geared to handling children who may out of control from
alcohol abuse. Providing one of these shelter facilities in Alaska easily equals.
Alaska’s yearly allotment of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act
funds.

The Division of Corrections estimates it will cost at least $100,000 to modify
one state facility for the separation of juveniles and adults. At least five other-
facilities are in need of this kind of modification, and there are any number of
small facilities under local jurigdiction in remote areas that are out of-
compliance,

In order for Alaska to continue to participate in the juvenile justice prograim,
amendments to this Act during its re-anthorization must:

(1) Permit states to proceed with the implementation of the Act’'s major
objectives at a pace that is appropriate for each state and;

(2) Permit states to expend allocated funds to effect implementation of sec-.
‘tion? 28 (12) and (13) on the basis of local needs rather than federal require-
ments.

The need to provide services to youth and equitable juvenile justice throughout
Alaska is critical. I urge your assistance in making this Act viable for juveniles
in all states, those that do not have the financial capabilities for immediate
compliance as well as those that do. Historically Alaska’s statutes have sup-
ported the philosophy and intent of the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Pre-
vention Act, and it is my hope that the Act will be amended to permit our-
continued participation.

Sincerely,
Jaxy S. HaMMOND,
Governor.

Aprir 14, 1977.
Hon, Jory C. CULveR,
U.S. Senator,
Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR CULVER: The need to provide equitable juvenile justice services.
to Alaskan children continues to be critical.

After two years of participation under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974, Alaska eannot fully meet the requirements of Seetions.
223 (12) and (18). Although Alaska statutes, case law, and court rules have.
been in agreement with the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
for as long as fwenty years, the fiscal and financial realities of delivering juve-
nile justice services on an equitable basis in all of Alaska, preclude our state.
from meeting the mandated time frames of the Act.

Current Alaska Division of Corrections’ estimates for modification of one.
state facility for the separation of juvenile and adult offenders is $100,000.00.
At this point, five additional facilities need similar modification. Due to the.
limited funds received by Alaska for planning and implementation nnder the.
Act, no accurate data exists on the needs and costs of the many small facilities
under local jurisdiction in the remote arveas of the state. In fact, it is still
difficult to ascertain when these facilities simply serve as the only available.
huilding where any child ~an be housed for safety sake as opposed to the
instances where a child has actually entered the justice system. We can, however,

-~
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project that most local facilities will require major modification. Additionally,
shelter alternatives for Alaska’s juveniles do not exist. To provide one such fa-
cility at current building costs, will easily consume the yearly Alaskan allot-
ment of Juvenile Justice and Delingueney Prevention Act funds,

The current juvenile justice emphasis in Alaska has been on prevention, It
is an(1 approach which I believe ig most cost effective as well as philosophically
sound.

Because the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act has afforded
better planning and focus on juvenile problems in Alaska, I would like to see
continued Alaskan participation. To do so, the state will require that modifica-
tions be made to the Act during its reaunthorization, One of the follvwing amend-
ments would permit Alaska’s continued participation:

1. Permit states wtih vast rural aveag to participate under a substantial com-
pliance requirements, for example a compliance of ninety Dercsnt; or,

2. Permit the Assistant Administrator of LEAA to grant exemptions to the
current requirements of one-hundred percent compliance under specific eriteria
to be established by Congress ; or,

3. Exclude from consideration, when viewing compliance, communities which
have a population of less than 1,000 people and which are unconnected by road-
Ways; ory

4, Extend the mandated time-frames for compliance and increpase the federal
financial support for states where unique climatic and cultural conditions se-
verely hamper implementation under traditional federal revenue formulas.

JIt is my belief that Alaska c¢an be in eighty to ninety percent compliance, in
itg five major urban areas, within a short period of time. Similarly, it is reason-
able to estimate that remote villages, just this year receiving telephone service,
will need at least six years and a significant amount of ineressed planning and
implementation funds in order to be in compliance.

I assure you that Alaska wishes to continue its history of equitable and pro-
gressive juvenile justice planning and gervieces. Qur continued participation in
the Act will, however, depend on the stote’s financial ability to do so within more
flexible time frames. We request that federal allocations and time frames under
the Act be made more flexible for those states, like Alasgka, who are endeavoring
to comply.

Respectfully,
Garr H. RowLAND,
Chairman, Governor's Advisory Board on Juvenile Justice and
AMember, Governor’s Commission on the Adwinistration of Justice,
Enclosure: 1.

[From: The Juvenile Justice Community Crime Preventlon Standards and Goals Task
Torce Report, 1970

INTRODUCTION

If you live in Barrvow and ave unemployed, and your roof leaks and it ig thirty
degrees below zevo, and your child is in Anchorage to get an education, and
crime is gaid to be 1009, alcohol related, and the major source of revenue in
Barrow is from aleohol, and there are nine year old alcoholies, and there are no
playgrounds, and it is dark all winter, and a judge in Fairbanks cloges your
jail because it is unsafe: it is not too difficult to identify the problems, but it is
very difficult to identify solutions.

I you live in Ketchikan and it raing more than 100 inches a year, and it is
jsolated on a long island, and most jobs are dependent on trees and fishing and
world markets, if the juvenile officer position was defunded and a status symbol
for a kid is to get into enough trouble to get sent out, and people from the upper
part of the State keep flying in and telling you how to solve your problems: it
is not too difficult to identify the problems, but it is not always easy to come up
with solutjons.

If you live in Anchorage and it is growing like erazy and there are more than
20,000 new cars on the streets in one year and jobs on the Slope pay a fortune
and the average income exceeds $19,000, and both Mom and Dad work to pay
the rent, and school gets out at 2:00 pa. and there is no place to go and no
way to get there if there weve: it is fairly easy to identify the problems and to
think of & few solutions.

If you are at the Crime Prevention Task Force meeting and you are a p]zmper,
you say the problems are sudden economic growth and development, transient
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people unemployment, and cost of housing. If you are at the Task Force meeting
and you are an employee of the justice or soclal service system, you talk about

lack of funds for programs, insufficient data to identify the problem, and no
alternative service, If you are a police officer at the meeting, you talk about

lnck of specialized training, lack of recreational facilities, and lack of com-

munity involvement, If you are at the meeting and you ave at the meeting and
you are a volunteer citizen, you talk about housing, schools, playgrounds, and
jobs, ‘

“I'he rural people with their sparse and low density population, their marginal
economies, and their homogenous cultures, live with the symptoms of crime
daily ; they live so close to basic survival that solutions within their communities
have almost ceased to be identifiable,

The urban people with their rapid growth and high density population with
their hoom-or-bust economies, with their increasingly heterogeneous cultures,
latel on to one or two visible solutions and believe that all their problems will

£0 away.

The urban solutions are: “We need planning and viable alternatives.” The
rural reply is: “Planning by whom and alternatives to what?”

Senator Baye, Mr. Chairman, could I ask unanimous consent that
certain questions that I did not have a chance to ask relative to the
extent to which the Federal Govermnent is involved in placing juve-
niles in a commingled situation and some other related questions to
the witnesses be included? Also I would request that some material
relative to another program that we have been looking at in this sub-
committee—as I am sure you are aware—the school vandalism and
violence problem, be put in the record at this time.

Senator Curver. Without objection, it is so ovdered.

[The following questions were submitted by Senator Bayh to Mr.
Gregg and his answers therto:]

Question 1, Do SPA’s lack the authority to monitor jails, detention and con-
finement institutions as required by Sec. 223 (a) (14) 7

Response. The SPA’'s responsibility for plan supervision, administration, and
implementation is spelled out in the JIDP Act-as well as in chapter 2, paragraph
27 of Guideline Manual M4100.1F. The act and application requirements are as
follows . '

PLAN SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION

(1) Act Regquirement—According to Section 228(n) (1) of the JIDP Act, the
State plan must Jdesignate the State Planning Agency established by the State

under Section 203 of the Orime Control Act as the sole agency for supervision of -

the preparation and administration of the plan.
(2) Application Requirement.~The SPA must provide an assurance that is
the sole agency for administration of the plan.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

' (1) Act Requirement.—Section 223 (a) (2) of the JTDP Act requives the State -
Plan contain satisfactory evidence that the State Agency designated has or will-

have aunthority to implement the plan.

(2) Application Requirement.—(a) The SPA must specify how it has and will
exereise its requisite authority to carry out the mandate of the JIDP Act.

(b) If the SPA does not currently have the authority to implement the JIDP
component of the plan, it should describe what steps will be necessary within the
State to give it the authority.

The monitoring requirements in the guideline are as follows:

(1) det Requiremont—Section 223 (a) (14) requires that the State Plan “pro-
\'.xde for an adequate system of monitoring jails detention facilities, and corree-
tional facilities to insure that the requirements of Section 223(12) and (13) are
met, and for annual reporting of the results of such monitoring to the
administrator.”

(2) Plan Requirements—(a) The State Plan must indicate how the State
plans to provide for accurate and complete monitoring of jails, detention faecili-
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ties, correctional facilities, and other secure facilities to insure that the require-
ments of Sections 223(12) and (13) are met.

(b) For purposes of paragraph 77h, above, the monitoring must include a sur-
vey of all jails, lockups, detention and correctional faecllities, including the num-
ber of juveniles placed therein during the report period, the specific offense
charged or committed, and the disposition, if any, made for each category of
offense,

(¢) For purposes of this paragraph, the monitoring wmust include a survey of
all jaily, lockups, detention and correctional facilities in which juveniles may be
detained or confined with inearcerated adults, including a detailed description
of the steps taken to eliminate regular contact between juveniles and incarcerated
adults,

(d) The State Plan must provide for annual on-site inspection of jails, deten-
tion and correctional facilities.

(e) Describe the State Plan for relating the monitoring data to the goals, ob-
jectives, and timetables for the implementation of paragraphs h and i as set forth
in the State Plan, in the annual report to the Administrator.

(8) Reporting Requirement.—The State Planning Agency shall make an aunual
report to the LEAA Administrator on the results of monitoring for both para-
graphs 77h and i The first report shall be made no later than December 31, 1976.
1It, and subsequent reports, must indicate the results of monitoring with regard
o the provisions of pavagraphs 77h and i, including:

(2) Violations of these provisions and steps taken to ensure complinnce, if
any,

() Procedures established for investigation of complaints of violation of the
provisions of paragraphs h and i.

(¢) The manner in which data were obtained.

(d) The plan implemented to ensure compliance with (12) and (13), and
its results.,

(¢) An overall summary,

Twa lezal opinions (Nos, 76-6 and 76-7) issued hy the Office of General Coun-
s} speak directly to the SPA authority, Legal opinion 76-0 c¢cncludes, in part:

“The regquirements of Section 223 extend throughout the State. In submitting its
application for funds under the Juvenile Justice Aet, a State is committing itself
to meeting the statutory provisions of Section 223(a) (12) and (13) Statewide.
This conclusion is based upon the staiutory language and the explicit require-
ments of the State Planning Agency Guideline, supra, par, 82 h-j. A State ac-
cepting Juvenile Justice Act funds is expressing itg intent to provide for State-
wide accomplishiment of the goal of deinstitutionalization of status offenders and
the separation of adult and juvenile offenders through the accomplishment of the
Ntate plan objectives established by the State planning agency, the State agency
which, as mentioned earlier, must have the authority to implement the State
plan, The State planning ageuncy, although not an operational agency, Lins a
variety of options, means and methods with which to effectuate these provisions,
They include agreements with operating ageueies, legislative reform offorts,
publie education and information, funding to establizsh alternative facilities, and
other methods plauned to achieve those goals. It is implicit in the Juvenile Jus-
tice Aect that failure to achieve the goals of Section 228(n) (12) and (13) within
applicable time constraints will terminate a State's eligibility for future Juvenlie
Justice Aet funding. Certainly, this would be the case if any county or agency
‘chose’ not to comply.”

Legal opinion 976-7 states, in part:

Each SPA bhas responsibility for monitoring “jails, detention facilitics, and
correctional facilities™ under Section 223(a) (14). A State planning agency may
attempt to obtain direct authority to monitor from the zovernor or legislature,
may contract with a public or private agency tn earry out the monitoring under
its authority, or may countract with a State agenev, whieh has such authority,
te perform the monitoring function. Formula grant “action” program funds
would be available to the SPA for this purpose since manitoring services (or funds
far those services) arve of a “program” or “project” nature related to functions
contemplated by the State plan.”

CONCLUSIONS

(1) Section 223(a) (12) requires that States deinstitutionalize status offenders
\;'i{hin two years after submission of their initial plan vnder the Juvenile Justice
AL,

217827 8—eu e}




30

(2) Section 223(a) (13) requires immediate separation of alleged or adjudi-
cated delinquents and incarcerated adults only if no constraints to implemen-
tation are identified. Otherwise, identified constrainis and the State's approved
plan, procedure and timetable for implementation will determine the time
limitation.

(8) Section 228(a) (2) requires that the State planning agency have the same
authority to implement the Juvenile Justice Aet plan that it must have to
implement the Crime Control Act plan. While this does require that the State
planning agency have authority to cause coordination of services to juveniles
Statewide, it does not require that the State planning agency have direct opera-
tional authority over State agencies providing services to juveniles.

(4) Compliance with Section 223(a) (12) and (13) can be achieved through
a grant of direct authority to the SPA from State government or through a
wide variety of programmatic efforts.

(5) A failure to conform with the Section 223(a) (12) and (13) require-
ments may result in plan rejection or fund cut-off at any point in the planning
process or implementation of the plan. Only if there is a definite showing of a
lack of “good faith” on the part of the State planning agency in the applica-
tion process or in meeting the milestones established in the State's timetable
would LIDAA consider action to recover Juvenile Justice Act funds granted to a
State. Failure to meet the 223.(a) (12) requirement within two years will result
in fund cut-off, irrespectvie of “good faith” planning and implementation, unless
the failure is de minimus.

(6) As SPA may be granted direct authority to perform the Section 223
(a) (14) monitoring function or may contract with a public or private agency,
under appropriate authority, for the performance of the monitoring function.

In response to the requirement contained in Section 223 (a) (14), participating
gtates submitted their initial monitoring reports on December 31, 1976. The
analysis of these reports indicates that there were two general problems with
the monitoring effort. First, and of largest impact, was that most States waited
until the fall of 1976 to begin the data collection effort. Thus, there was not
enough lead time for the facilities to collect the proper data, for jurisdictional
problems to be worked out, nor time to revise the methodology in light of the
first-run problems. It is expected that the data generated for the next submission
will be much more complete. The second problem is that most States did not
fully understand the guideline on what bhad to be monitored. Responses were
received that stated as they had no jurisdiction over jails.

Those facilities were not reviewed. Furthermore, only Alaska, District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico monitored the private facilities that they placed
youth in, These facilities fall under the requirement of “all secure facilities.”
It is expected that feedback from the review of the 1976 submissions will solve

this problem. Some States also had informal monitoring procedures which must
be firmed up in future efforts.

DSO (Section 223 A 12)

Ten States (Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Oregon, California, Florida) have existing laws to effact
deinstitutionalization. Four other States (Alaska, Delaware, New Mexico, #nd
Georgia) have proposed legislation concerning DSO presently before their
legislatures. The legislation varies widely in its effect. for example, Maine's
law only prohibits status offender commitments and Iowa’s only pertains to
training schools. New Jersey's mandates that the counties set up non-secure
detention centers for youth and eliminate all other placements.

Separation (Section 223 A 13)

Nineteen States (Arkansas, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Massachusetts,
Maryland, Maine, Louisiana, Iowa, Illinois, New York, New Mexico, New
Jersey, New Hampshire, Missouri, Washington, Arizona, Texas, Florida, Geor-
gia) have existing laws concerning the separation of juveniles from adults.
This usually consists of a mandate that all youth be kept separate from com-
mitted adults in facilities that hold both or mandating that no youth may be
placed in adult facilities including jails. However, some ‘States have variations,
In New York approval must be granted for a youth to be placed in an adult-
holding facility, and in Missouri only first and second class counties are required
to separate, One State, New Mexico, has proposed law on separation before their
legislature.

LEGISLATION
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While some States had laws concerning DSO and separation that predate
the Juvenile Justice Act, by far the majority have passed legislation in order
to assist their efforts in achieving compliance. Thus, the Act has had a sig
nificaut effect in this area. One problem that limits the effect is that violations of
the State laws do occur, Only eight (Arkansas, Delaware, Idaho, Ilinois, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Texas) of the 87 reports received
and reviewed so far mention the procedure which will be followed if there is
a report of a violation., In addition, violations will not be found unless there
is a monitoring system that looks for such violations.

Question. Is additional legislative authority necessary ? :

Response. Ag indicated in Legal opinion 76-7, most SPAs lack direct authority
over operational agencies. Thus, compliance with Section 228(a) (12) and (18)
will require the establishment of agreements with operating agencies using
a variety of methods, options and means to accomplish these requirements.

The monitoring reports indicate that states are: (1) Completing the monitor-
ing with in-house SPA staff; (2) working with other state agencies who have
responsibilities for monitoring, such as youth authorities; Department of Cor-
rections, and State jail inspectors; (3) contracting with private non-profit groups
such as schools of social work, and criminal justice institutes; and (4) using
data available through juvenile officers’ associations, uniform crime reports,
and court services.

The Act requirements and guidelines concerning the SPA responsibility are
clear. Monitoring, data collection and compliance are state and local issues.
The SPAs are responsible for monitoring and compliance issues. If necessary,
they may enter into agreements with appropriate state, county and/or local
operating agencies to obtain the necessary information. However, it appears
that many localities see little purpose in cooperating with the SPAs in the
collection of this data when they see no benefit fo their program or operations,
Thus, if additional legislative authority is necessary, it would be at the state
and local level.

Question 2. Why isn’t two years an adequate period within which to require
the deinstitutionalization of status offenders?

Response. While the JITDP Act currently requires all States participating in
the formula grant program to deinstitutionalize status offenders within two
years, the testimony before the Committee and other available information
indicates that a time extension is appropriate and necessary. Absent some
flexibility regarding the deadline for compliance, many of the 46 states and
territories currently participating in the Act may have to withdraw or have
their eligibility terminated. The termination or withdrawal of states who have
made a good faith effort to meet the Act's requirements would serve no pur-
pose and might well set back present efforts to reform the juvenile justice system.

Other factors which must be considered in assessing why two years isn’t
adequate for deinstitutionalization of status offenders include:

{(a) Level of Funding: To date, $77 million have been awarded under the
formula grant program. In the first year of the program, $9.25 million was
available to the States; $24.5 million in ¥Y 76 and $48.8 million in FY 77, These
figures represent considerably less funds than were anticipated by the States.
The limifed funding coupled with the Act’s requirements have had a great
impact on State’s participation as well as on compliance with the deinstitutional-
ization requirement. Those States which have elected not to participate in the
Act cite limited funding and extensive requirements as key factors in their
decision not to participate. Those states which are participating have continual-
1y voiced their concern over the problem of revamping the juvenile justice system
with such o small amount of resources. For example, one State estimated that
the cost of meeting the requirements of deinstitutionalization and separation
could cost one hundred times the amount of Federal funds which participation
in the Act would bring into the state. For many states, the $200,000 minimum
allocation required under the Act has become the maximum. In fact, in FY 77,
13 states received the $200,000 allocation, and S more received less than

500,000.
¥ While most states have had to focus their funds almost exclusively in the
deinstitutionalization area due to the two year time limit, there are numerous
other requirements imposed on the States by the Act. These requirements
include: separation of juveniles and adults in detention and correctional facili-
ties; monitoring to ensure separation and deinstitutionalization; detailed study
of State needs; and coordination of services to juveniles, to name a few. One
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key to full participation and successful implementation is obviously adequate
funding.

(b) Ntate Juvenile Codes: Participation in and compliance with the Act's
requirements has necessitated major efforts at the State level directed toward
revision of juvenile codes regarding status offenders and separation of juveniles
and adults in detention and correctional facilities. While some states had statutes
in these areas prior to the passage of the Act, some states have passed and
more are attempting to pass juvenile code revisions to assist their efforts in
achieving compliance, The need for such legislative changes has impacted state
compliance with the deinstitutionalization requirement,

(¢) Monitoring Date: Lack of datn in states regarding status offenders and
children in custody has made it difficult for states to adequately plan for de-
institutionalization of status offenders as well as monitor compliance at the
state and local level. The initial monitoring reports submitted by participating
states on December 31, 1976, indicated that many states are experiencing
difficulty in collecting data to fully indicate the extent of their progress with
the deinstitutionalization and separation requirements,

(A) Coordination of Services to Juvcniles: The deinstitutionalization mandate
requires states to establish workable mechanisms to inerease coordination be-
fween youth serving agencies within states. The need for coordination coupled
with unfamiliarity with the Act requirements, produced delays in program
development and implementation.

Question 3. What extent does the Federnl Bureau of Prisons confract for the
placement of federal prisoners in facilities that commingle juveniles and adults,
contrary to the thrust of Sec. 223(a) (13) ?

Response, LEAA/OJIDP doesn’t have thig information avajlable and we sug-
gest that you contact Ms, Constance 1. Springmann, Assistant Acoministrator,
Detention and Contract Service Branch, Bureaun of Prisons, 320 First $t., N.W,,
Washington D.C., 724-3171.

Question 4. Do we know how many federal dollars are currently expended to
sustain the secure placement of non-offenders, such as neglected or dependent
children or status offenders? Wouldu't such an assessment be an appropriate
priority of the Coordinating Council?

Response. We do not currently have this information available. The difii-
culties of determining these expenditure levels are due, in part, 1o the lack of
reliable datn from the states regarding the placement and treatment of status
offenders and, in part, to the difficulties associated with imposing reporting
requirements on general unifs of government and other recipients of federal
funds,

The need for this information in formulating federal policy is critical. While
the Coordinating Council is enrrvently at a transition point, LIHAA is committed
to the development of the Council as a strong and viable organization for the
coordination of policies, programs, and priorities among federal departments
and agencies which administer juvenile programs. As the Coordinating Council
develops o plan of action and formulates goals and objectives, the identification
of federal funding which sustaing the secure placement of non-offenders will be
an appropriate priority.

Question 5, Would you please submit the definitions of correctional institutions,
detention facilities and other related terms, so they can be included in the Com-
mittee Report on 8. 10217

Response. A copy of the guideline containing the requested definitions is
appended.

[Appendix to Responses to Senator Bayl’s Questions (Question 5)1

DeriNiTIONS

Seetion 223 (a) (12)-(14)

Chap. 3/Par, 52i(4), page 57, is amended to read as follows:

“(4) Implementation—The requirements of this section ave to be planned and
implemented by a State within two years of the date of its initinl submission
of an approved plan, so that all status offenders who require care in a facility
%viu be pl:}ced in shelter facilities rather than juvenile detention or correctional

acilities.”
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Chap, 3/Pax, 52L(5), pages 5708, is amended to rend as follows:

“(5) Plan Regquirement.—{(a) Describe in detall the State's speeific plan, pro-
cedure, and timetable for assuring that within two years of the date of its initial
submission of an approved plan, statns offenders, ‘f placed in a faellity, will ba
placed in shelter facilities rather than juvenile Jgetention or correectional facili-
ties. Include n description of existing and proposed juvenile detention and
correctional facilities.

(b) A shelter facility, as used in Section 223(a) (12), is any pndblic or private
facility, other than a juvenile detention or correctional facllity as defined in
paragraph H2k(2) below, that may be used, in accordance with State law, for
the purpose of providing elther temporary placement for the care of alleged or
adjudicated status offenders prior to the issuance of a dQispositional order, or
for providing longer term care under a juvenile court dispositional order.”

Chap, 3/Par. 62k(2) aud (3), pages 59-00, are redesignated as Par, §2k{3)
aud {(4) vespeetively, A new Par, 52k2) is inserted to read as follows:

W(2) For purposes of monitoring, n jovenile deteution or correetional facility
ine

1. any seedtre public or private faeility used for the lawful custody of eecused
or ndjudicated juvenile offenders; or

2, any public or private faellity used primarily Guove than 70 percent of the
fneility's population during any conseentive 80-day period) for the lnwlul custody
of aceused or adindicated eriminal<type offenders even if the facllity is non-
soeeure; or

3, any publie or private facility that has the bed eapacity to house twenty orv
more aceused or adjudicated jurenile offenders or non-offenders, even if the
facility is non-secure, unless used erclusivety for the awinul custody of siefus
offenders or non-offenders, or is community-based ; ov

4. suy publie or private facllity, seeure or non-secure, which ig also used for
the lnwlul custody of accused or convieted eriminal offenders,

Tor definitions of underlined terms, see Appendix I, paragraph 4 (a)={m),

Where State Iaw provides statutory distinetions between permissible and
impermissible placements for alleged and adjudieated status offenders that ave
comprtible with the above definition, the TJAA Administrator may, at the re-
tquest of the State planning ageney, consider a waiver of the express terms of
the definition and substitution of the compatible State statutory provision(<)."

Appendix T, {tem 4, page 8, {s redesignated item 5, A new ftews 4 is inserted to
rend as follows

“L DEFINITIONS RELATING TO PAR. 52, SPECIAL REQUIRKULNTS
FOR PARTICIPATION IN FUNDING UNDER THE JUVENILE JUS-
PICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974,

() Jurenile Offender——an individual subjeet to the exercise of juvenile eourt
Jurisdietion for purposges of adjudication and treatment based on age nud offense
Hmitations as defined by State law.

th)y Criminal-tupe Dffender~a juvenile who has been charged with or adindi-
ented for conduet which wonld, mnder the law of the jurisdiction in which the
offense was committed, be n erime if commitfed by an adulf.

{0) Status Offender—a juveniie who has been eharged with or adjundiegted for
conduet which woulid not, »nder the Inw of the Inrisdiction in whieh the offense
wer committed, be a erime if commitied hy an aduit.

(1) Non-offendrr—a juvenile who is subjeet to the jurisdiction of the juvenile
eanrt, usually under abuse, dependency. ov negleet statules, for reasons other than
Tezally prohibited conduet of {he juvenile,

(o) Aecused Jurenile Offender—-a juvenile with respeet to whom a neiition hias
heen filed in the juvenile conrt alleging that suel juvenile is o eviminal-dvpe
offender or ix a status offender and no final adjudication hns been made by the
Juvenile court,

oy Adwdionted Jurvenile Offender--p fuvenile with respeet to whom the
Javenile ecourt bhas determined that sueh juvenile is a criminnltype offendoer
or is a status offenddor, :

(=Y Paeilitp—a place, an lngtitution, a duilding or pavt therenf, sef of huild-
fnes or an area whether or not enclosing o huilding ov sot of Inildings which is
vsed for the lawliul enstody and treafment of juveniles and may he owued
audsor operated by public or private agencies,
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(h) Facility, Secure—one which is designed and operated so as to ensure
that all entrances and exits from such facility are under the exclusive control
of the staft of such facility, whether or not the person being detained has freedom
of movement within the perimeters of the facility or which relies on locked
rooms and buildings, fences, or physical restraint in order to control behavior
ot its residents.

(1) Facility, Non-securc—a facility not characterized by the use of physically
restricting construetion, hardware and procedures and which provides its resi-
dents access to the surrounding community with minimal supervision.

(j) Community-vased—incility, program, or service means a small, open
group home or other suitable place located near the juvenile’s home or family and
programs of community supervision and service whiclh maintain community
and consumer participation in the planning, operation, and evaluation of their
programs which may include, but are not limited to, medical, educational, vo-
cational social, and psychological guidance, training, counseling, alcoholism
treatment, drug treatment, and other rehabilitative services.

(k) Lawful Custody—the exercise of care, supervision and control over a
Jjuvenile offender or non-offender pursuant to the provisions of the law or of a
judicial order or decree.

(1) Ezclusively—as used to describe the population of a facility, the term
“exclusively” means that the facility is used only for a specifically described
category of juvenile to the exclusion of all other types of juveniles.

(m) Criminal Offender—an individual, adult or juvenile, who has been
charged with or convicted of a criminal offense in a court cxercising criminal
jurisdiction.”

Senator Corver. Our next witness is Arabella Martinez, Assistant
Secretary, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. I under-
stand that you are accompanied by Jeanne Weaver, Acting Commis-
sioner of the Office of Youth Development, HEW,

Again, in the interest of time, Ms. Martinez, we would appreciate
it if you would be kind enough to try to summarize your remarks.

STATEMENT OF ARABELLA MARTINEZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
¥FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT, HEW, ACCOMPANIED BY JEANNE
WEAVER, OFFICE OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT *

Ms. Marrinez. Thank you, My, Chairman.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify on the Runaway
Youth Act, title IXI, and to advise you that we have submitted legisla-
tion to Congress to provide a 1-year extension of this program. During
this extension, we intend to assess our role in relationship to youth
and their families and consider future action in this arvea.

As you know, the Runaway Youth Act was a response of Congress
to a growing concern about a number of young people who were run-
ning away from home without parental permission and who, while
away from home, were exposed to exploitation and to other dangers
encountered by living alone in the streets.

This Federal program helps to address the needs of this vulnerable
youth population by assisting in the development of an effective com-
munity-based system of temporary care outside the law enforcement
structure and the juvenile justice system.

Until recently, there were no reliable statistics on the number of
vouth who run away from home. The National Statistical Survey on

unaway Youth, mandated by part B of the act and conducted during
1975 and 1976, found that approximately 733,000 youth between the
ages of 10 and 17 annually runaway from home for at least overnight.

1 See p. 69 for Ms. Martinez’s prepared statement,
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We would like to submit that report for the record.?

Ms. Martizez, During the past 3 years, we have found that the
vouth seeking services are not the stercotyped runaway of the sixties—
the runaways who leave a stable, loving home to seek their fortunes
in the city or to fill a summer with adventure.

Runaways of the seventies, in contrast, are the homeless youth, the
youth in crisis, the pushouts, and the throwaways. The severity of the
problems facing runaway youth today is clearly indicated by the
statisties related to why they run away from home.

Two-thirds of the youth seeking services from HEW-funded proj-
ects cited family problems as the major reason for seeking services.
These problems included parental strife, sibling rivalries and conflicts,
parental drug abuse, parental physical and sexual abuse, and parental
emotional instability. Nearly an additional one-third of the youth were
experiencing problems pertaining to school, interpersonal relation-
ships, and legal, drug, aleohol or other problems.

In many communities the HEW-funded projects constituted the
only resource youth can turn to during their crises. During fiscal vear
1977, §8 million has been made available to provide continuation fund-
ing to the 131 current community-based projects. These projects in-
clude the National Runaway Switchboard, a toll-free hotline serving
runaway youth and their families through the provision of a neutral
communication channel as well as a referral resource to local services.

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

Fach project is mandated by the act to provide temporary shelter,
counseling, and after-care services. Counseling services are provided to
individual, group, and family sessions. Projects provide temporary
shelter, either through their own facilities or by establishing agree-
ments with group and private homes. Many of the programs have also
expanded their sevvices to provide education, medical and legal serv-
ices, vocational training, and recreational activities.

At the termination of the service provided by the project, approxi-
mately 49 percent of the youth served return to their primary family
home, with an additional 26 percent being placed with relatives or
friends.

Senator Curver. You mentioned there ave 733,000 runaway known
today in America.

Ms. MarTinez. That is true, annually.

Senator Courver. On a roughly annual basis.

Ms, MarTinNgz, Yes.

Senator Corver. Of that number, how many are currently availing
themselves of the existing 181 community-based projects?

Ms. Marminez. Approximately 57,000, .

Senator Curver. Only 57,000 out of 733,000 are currently getting
some sort of formal care?

Ms, Marrinez. It is about 4.6 percent.

Senator Curver. That is4.6 percent of the eligibles.

3he report The Natlonal Statistical Syrvey on Runmway Youth is being retiined In
committee files,
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You ure now in the process of giving us a breakout of recidivism
on the 4.6 percent that actually are subjected to this process; right?

Ms. Marrixnez, Not veeidivism, sir.

Senator Cvrver, I mean they run away again.

Ms. Marrinez, No. no. We are saying that they return home,

Senator Crnver. Well, of the 4.6 percent being serviced, how many
return home after shelter experience?

Ms, Marrizez, Approximately 49 percent——-

Senator C'rryver. How many youngsters return home?

Ms, Manvrizez, If we serve 57,000 people, we ave talking about re-
turning home approximately 27,000 or 28,000 youngsters,

Senator Crrver. What happens to the other half?

Ms. Marrizez, alf of the 733,000 runaways really run away to-- -

Senator Cvrver. Exeuse me; T am not making myself clear.

ITow about the other half of the 4.6 peveent that you handle?

M. Marrrzez, Another 26 percent of those are placed with rvelatives
or friends or in foster cave or other residential homes or indepondent
living situations. So. we are talking about a total of avound ©5 percent
that are placed in another setting, Twenty-five percent cither return
to the streets or someplace else.

Senator Bayn, Of the 733,000 runaways, ave those individual boys
and girls, young men and women, who have run away at least once; or
is commingled in there a number of people who have a tendeney to
run away two or three times? Ave we talking about 733000 different
individuals: or ave we talking about acts of running away?

Mso Wreaver, We are talking about individuals, 733,000 young
people who are away from home at least overnight per year.

Senator Bavir In the study, did T understand you to say that you
were not going to examine the problem of recidivism?

In other words, of the 37000, how many of them run away a second
or third time ? That is one way of telling whether or not a program is
working, or whether we are kidding ourselves,

Senator Crrvee. You said that theve are essentially 25 percent that
vou lose again,

Senator Bayr, Those are the ones that ave not returned home- -

Ms, Manrixez, Those are the people who either do not return home
or are not placed in another situation, 25 pereent, So. we were not, T
would say, suecessTul with those 235 percent.

Senator Bavi. Mr. Chaivman, T think we also need to know this:
TTaving returned them to their home or having returned them to a
relative or to some other setting, do they run away again?

Ms, Marrisiz, We wonld like to provide that information to yvou
for the record.

[The following information was subsequently received for the
record :

The National Rtatistieal Sgrvey on Runway Youth found that approximately
10 poreent of the youth who were interviewed had run away {from home more
than once during the same year. In the Survey, ruming away was defined ax
being nway from home at lvast overnight without the consent of the pavent (s) or
legal suardian, However, it should he noted that only 2 percent of the total num-
ber of youth interviewed during the Survey had received services from an OYD-
funled project. More precise data on the number of runaway epixodes on the
pitrt of the youth xerved by the OYD-funded projects: the munber of youth who
run azain after receiving sorvices from the OYD-funded projects; and, the num-
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her of youth who return to OYD.funded projects for additinnal services ave
being compiled and will be available in late fall,

Senator Bayi, In other words., we think our program is working, but
il it is not we would like to know. One way of telling is, of those we
reaeh and of those we place, how many ave we sueeessful with, Is that
a Tair question?

Ms, Marrrvez, We only serve in the erisis sitnation, Tt is a very im-
mediate kind of serviee, Tt is not long-term service,

The programn has not heen designed to provide long-term sevviee,
So. if there is reeidivism, it is beeause we have not heen able to have
a great deal of impact beeause of the nature of the serviee, It is not
long-term counseling. We do not have the resonrees to do that,

Wo are very concerned within ITETW about the severe problems ex-
perierved by the young people whom we ave serving, Currently, we
are exanining the speeial needs of runaway youth due to factors such
s ey ethnieity, age, and gex.,

We are also looking at the teehnigques and methods for providing
serviees to prevent the oceurrence of runaway hehavior. Most impor-
tantly, we are exploring the provision of serviees to youth within a
broader, national social services strategy which will minimize the frag-
mentation of service and maximize the impaet.

We therefore believe that it is exsential that we move precisely iden-
tity the serviee needs of youth experiencing evisis and examine the most
appropriate vehicles to deliver serviees to these youth and their fami-
les, As part of this effort, we must also carefully examine whether
serviees for runaways and their families should be provided separately
frow serviees for youth and families experiencing otlier problems.

Based on the veview of the information generated from our current
studies and from an examination of the role of ITKW in the provision
of serviees to the hroader population of young people. we proposed to
determine what modifications ave required to respond to the changing
needs of these people. We invite your participation in this process and
hope we will be able to work together to dovelop a sound strategy.

For this reason, we are requesting only a 1-year extension of the act.

T will tyy to answer any questions you have,

Senator Corver, s Tunderstand it, the T-year extension is to afford
vouan opportnnity to really look at the internal administeative serviee
delivery aetivities of the enfive department in terms of weltfare gn-
erally and of the intervelatednes< of the problem.

Ms. Marrivzz, That is true, but espeeially in the Oftice of ITwnan
Developmuent,

Thraughout the Department we ave looking at what the programs
are and who they serve and how they sevve thew,

Sepator Crever, What funding level ave you requesting ?

My, Marrivez, We have requested the same level a. last year, $s
millien, In addition to that 8% million, we have been providing from
our rereareh budget, undor cection 126 of the Secial Seenvity .\et,
another $1 mitlion for researeh amd demonstration serviees, Plus, we
have the salavies and expenses alloeation for the program.

Senator Crerver What is the eurvent lovel of coordination hetween
the Offiee of Youth Development and the Oflice of Juvenile Justiee and
Delinquency Prevention?
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Ms. Marrinez. I am going to let Ms. Weaver answer that.

Ms. Weaver. Cuarrently, we sit on the Federal Coordinating Coun-
cil, which LEAA chairs. In addition, we are working rather closely
with them on the issue of deinstitutionalization and have jointly funded
a research project to luok at the impact of deinstitutionalization on
HEW programs and services.

Senator Curver. 1Tow substantively meaningful has this inter-
agency coordination been ¢

Ms. Weaver. I feel the value of the coordination has ot en been in
the worlk we have been able to unde tako together around specific issues,
such as deinstitutionalization.

Senator Curver. Do you think you can really address this problem
without considering this in a larger social context of family problems
and welfare? Are we really taking off a slice here of a narrow nature
without considering this in a larger social context of family problems
situation?

Ms. Marrinez. I think one of the major problems we have in
HEW—and maybe in other Federal departments—is the kind of
categorization and fragmentation of programs. I do not believe that
we can address any of the problems of youth in a runaway youth
program; we are addressing one part of the problem and one piece
of an individual and are not addressing the nceds of families of
which these young people are a part.

We are looking forward to examining the whole issue of families
next year and eventually, to have a White Iouse Conference on
TFamilies. As you probably are aware, HEW programs and most Fed-
eral programs are not addressed to families hut are addressed to the
particular individual client. I think that has been a problem generally
throughout the Government.

Senator CuLver. Do we have anything that addvesses the subject of
families in the entire Federal structure?

My, Marringz. Not really: and that is why we are asking for

Senator CuLver. You mentioned in your checklist of runaway moti-
vation that three things really were direetly attributable to parental
breakdown. We have how-to-do-it books on every subject except how
to be a parent in America and what the responsibilities ave of the
social aspects of being a parent.

Ms. Marrrnez. I think that families are under a great deal of stress.
T do not think we have dealt with the problems of families. Somehow
wo just thought families could make it on their own—that if the Gov-
ernment intervened, it would mess things up.

Senstor Crrver. We have hardly provided an inspiring model for
more than they are messed up now in America, given the statistics on
divorce rates and suicide rates among young people. Tt is hardly a
roarine success with Government out. '

Ms. Marrivez. I would agree.

Senator Corver We have hardly provided an inspiring model for
the rest of mankind.

JTave vou seen anv noticeable change in the trends? We attributed
sn much of the youth unrest to the social resnonse from ovr Vietnam
agonv. Now that that situation has subsided; have we seen a differ-
ence in the trend lines? Do we have a new generation of youth who
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are not really victimized by that particular problem? Do you sce
any difference in volume of runaways?

Ms. Martinez, We never knew who the runaways were before.
Now we are getting statistics.

We do not know whether there are more runaways now than there
were during that particular era, we do not have that kind of infor-
mation becanse the National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth
was just completed.

My feeling about the reaction to the Vietnam war was that that it
was a very healthy reaction by youth. That was the kind of thing
for which youth stood up and were counted. They had some values and
some philosophy.

I think what we are seeing now is that the kids who are in trouble
are not in trouble on the basis of——-

Senator Curver. I was not questioning the social value of that
protest. As a matter of fact, I was extremely supportive of it.

My question was how much was attributable to their political family
problems, antisocial or abnormal condunct and the need to adopt a
different environment and lifestyle attributable to that particular
situation, as distinguished from a more fundamental, geneval, different
set of motivations? Was that just a marginal contributing number to
this staggering statistic?

Ms. Marrinez. I really do not know.

Ms. Weaver. It is difficult to identify precisely the numbers who
were affected by that period. T think the young people we are serving
now have much more serious problems. These problems can be at-
tributed not only to the fanily but to other institutions in our society
which are not providing the services that the youth need.

Senator Bayir. Ms. Martinez, you are asking for a 1-year extension;
thatisall?

Ms. Marrinez. That is correct, sir.

Senator Bavym, Last year, under an administration which was not
committed to this program, the White FHouse asked for a 3-year exten-
sion—or HEW asked the White House. President Ford killed it
altogether and took the money out of the budget. .

President Carter has veinstated the dollar figure, which is basieally
the $9 million that you referred to. The Secretary is going to ask for
a 1-year extension. You are explaining that that 1s because you really
want to sce how comprehensive the program should be before you come
up with asking for an extension on a new program.

Is that a synopsis of your feeling ?

Ms. Marrinez. Yes; we are doing this with all of our programs.

Senator Baym. May I point out an inconsistency that you perhaps
are not aware of? Under the Budget Act, it requires that new legisla-
tion be proposed at least a year in advance of the expiration of the
old program.

You are asking for a 1-year extension. If you only ask for a 1-yvear
extension, then, to conform to what the law savs, as far as the Budget
Act is concerned, at the same time you ask for the 1-year extension
under the law you have to provide for the new program. o

How do you get around that? It seems to me a 2-year extension 1s
the minimal amount that you have to ask for if you are going to be
able to do the job and conform to the law.
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Ms, MarriNez, We think it would be a shame to have to wait 2
years to have any impact upon the, legislation and upon the program.
Yet we really have not had time to examine the program and decide
what changes might be appropriate.

Of course, it is not just this particular legislative package. We feel
that if we could have that extra time we could develop a better pro-
posal, working with vour Committee, and that we would be able to
have impact sooner than 1980,

Senator Bavi. I am sure this measure could be improved upon. T am
sure this subeommittee will look at what has happened and have seme
stggestions; I am sure you will.

I do not know how familiar vou are with the legislative process:
hut just saying that you ave going to extend it for 2 rears does not
niean that you cannot come up here a Jday after 1 year and submit a
whole new prograny, and that could he passed and take effect as coon
as the normal legislative proeess oceurs and the President signs the bill.

Are you aware of that? You ave not precluded from making any
recommendations or impacting the program just because you extend it
for 2 or 3§ vears or whatever it inight be,

You are going to be violating the law in October——just nlain violat-
ing the law. You do not want to. The law says that vou are duty-bound
to submit a new program at the same time you ask for an extension.
T do not know how you are going to keep from violating the law unless
vou have an extension longer than 1 vear.

Ms. Marrizez, Sir, 1 certainly do not want to violate the law. I
hope that somebody would bail me out of jail on that one,

Senator Bayin Hopetully, vou won't have to go to jail: that is why
T am suggesting this,

Senator Crrnver. Maybe just a runaway shelter,

| Laughter.]

A MarriNez, As you know, we ave canght in a double bind here
heeause we are deeply concerned that the legislation does not address
what we consider to be the hroader needs of youth. We want to have
some impact if we ean come up with a proposal before the Jegislation
expires, we would certainly do that. T have no objection to that.

Senator Bayir Tt is fair to say that vour reason for opposing exten-
sion beyond 1 year is your desive to be able to come up as soon as
possible with revisions. extensions, and improvements of the present
act 2 Understanding that vou have that vight anyhow, yvou would have
no hesitation for us extending for Tonger than 1 vearv. if one of oy
reasons for doing that is to keep youout of jail?

Ms, Marrexez. If that is the reason : yes, sir,

Senator Bavo. That ig not the only reason.

T hiave another question, The percentage of runaways was what ?

Ms Manrizez, It is LG pereent.

While this i a low figure, it is important to note that about one-half
of the 33,000 vouths who run away actually do not run away to the
streets; they ran away to extended family members or to friends, So,
we are talking about more than 9 pereent who we actually serve of
those who really ran away and are on the streets. It is «till not a high
ligure. '
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Senator Bayir. I understand that the authorization level is part of
the desire to only extend as long as it is necessary to rvevise the pro-
eram. But, unless you feel this program has not made any contribu-
tion at all—do you feel that this program has not made any con-
tribution atall to the children that it has reached? v

Mr. Marrinez, I think it has made an enormous contribution, in
terms of its crisis intervention. .And, again, this is only one kind of
service, Ifven with those kinds of 1'estr1cuonq, it has made a sighificant
contribution.

Senator Bavir. Let me suggest that, maybe through the 1-year
extension, we ought to raise the target level. In other words, we ought
to be d.sl\m()‘ for more than the $9 million through that extension permd
so that we can reach more than 4.3 or 9 percent of the young people.

I am very sympathetic with your feeling and the feeling oxprossed
Dy the chairman’s questions and vemarks. Runaway houses do not; solve
the problems of children. Tf you could solve the problems of children,
you would not have 733,000 run away.

It has been our L\porlence—and T think this will change some, but
not completely-—that you will find that you are going to be confronted
by other people within IIEVY. They ave dunandm ra piece of HIEW's
e, As the chairman points out, we have people ACTOSS the river that
are really getting a piece of the pie that ought to be going to HEW.

It seems to me that one of our m_Spon'sxbﬂlt]o% as lemslatom is to

take advantage of those programs that seem to have a real publie ac-
ceptance and “vide those as hard as we can to get as many dollars in
those areas as wo can. We were faced, in the nnst administ ration, with
an administration that was making major retreats in the area of deal-
ing with children’s problems. Here is one that we almost forced them
{o take because it was publicly accepted.

I would hope that, during your study of how you can put together
a comprehensive youth program, you take into consideration the fact
that in the runaway area you have a particularly sensitive area which
the public hias been made very aware. Do not restructure it so as to
deny us the opportunity to get as many dollars in that program, he-
cause the public accepts it and is aware of it, in the hopes that those
dollars will automatically go someplace else.

I would like to think that that might be the case. But, unfortunately,
I do not think it is going to chzmoe tlmt much,

Am T making myse]f clear?

In other Words, the reason for structuring that program was not the
feeling that this was going to solve the problems of kids. .

Ms. Marrrsez. I think we need to have this program. I think we
need more programs for youth. My feeling, in general, is that we have
ignored our youngsters and that many of the probloms are symptoms
of being ignored.

Within that context, I seriously believe that we have not paid atten-
tion to what has been going on in society and what has happened to
both the structure and functions of families. T want very much to
address those issues:

Senator Bayrm. Have you gotten far enough along in your study
{o have an opinion as to whether the inclusion of homeless youths, as




I have included in the bill that T have introduced, is appropriate? Do
you support that?

Ms. Marrinez, The inclusion of homeless youth ?

Senator Bayrm. Yes.

Ms. Marminez. Under the Runaway Youth Act? :
ASenaf:or Baym. Under the Juvenile Justice and the Runaway Youth

\ct. :

Ms, MarTivez, Shonld we include them?

Senator Bayir. Yes.

Ms, Marzivez. I have not really studied that; but it would seem
to me that if there are homeless youths, we ought to provide services
for them. Fxactly in what manner, I am not sure.

Senator Bavm. Why don’t you study the way we have included
it in the act and see what your opinion is.

I must say I think we are going to find a much different environ-
ment of cooperation, Mr. Chairman, working with Ms. Martinez.

Ms. Marrinez. You have a social worker on your hands.

Senator Cournver. What is the breakdown of that 783,000 in terms of
sex ? What is the percentage of young girls?

What is the percentage of young girls?

Ms, Wreaver. I would have to refer to the statistical survey to give
you the exact figures. But, much to our surprise, there are more young
men running away ; almost 52 percent are young men.

Senator Corver. Is that a trend which is increasing ?

Ms. Wraver. This is the first study that will provide baseline data.
Prior to this study, it was our feeling—and I think the feeling on the
part of the public—that young women run away from home more often
than young men. The study has shown that not to be the case. Young
women do seek services more frequently than young men, however.

Senator Curver. Statistically, they come to your attention more.

They sent out a questionnaire to some small businessmen recently,
Senator Bayh. They asked them to fill out a questionnaire on their
degree of compliance with nondiserimination in personnel hiring prac-
tices. The first question was, “Hlow many employees do you have
broken down by sex?” The answer came back, “None; our problem
is aleoholism.”

[Laughter.]

T have no further questions of this witness. Do you, Senator Bayh?

Senator Baym. No, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Curver. We do thank you very much. We look forward to
working with you in the months ahead. Thank you.

Ms. Marrinez. Thank you.

Senator Curver. Qur next witnesses appear as a panel.

I request of the panel that you be good enough to make a brief
summary of your position. We will make your prepared statements
apart of the record.

Under the Senate rules, we have to recess this committee very
soon. We will be having more extensive oversight hearings later in
the year. I know the expertise and background that you bring to this
subject area will be of continual benefit to us.

In the interest of time, I would respectfully request your
cooperation,
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STATEMENT OF ROLAND LUEDTKE,* NATIONAL CONFERENCE
OF STATE LEGISLATURES, LINCOLN, NEBR.

L l}Vl[r. Lueorse. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, I am very delighted to
se here.

Prior to assuming the job of S})eaker in the Nebraska Legislature,
I served 6 years as chairman of the judiciary committee of my State.
T}u{,t acquaints me with the general problem that you are wrestling
wath.,

I am here representing the National Conference of State Legisla~
tures, some 7,600 State Tegislators from all of the 50 States. I am
trying to represent their poficy position here today.

One of the things I think that you have heard over and over again
is getting at the juvenile delinguency problem first and then we will
not have so many other problems. I know that is an oversimplifica-
tion of the problem, but I think it is one that we on the State level
have to emphasize. For decades, our eriminal justice system has placed
more emphasis on dealing with crime after it has happened, after it
has been committed.

I speak of things that you are well aware of: equipping police with
fancy equipment, multiplying the capacity of courts, making correc-
tional facilities more acceptable to the programs which the various
States have, dealing with individuals trying to rehabilitate them, and
that sort of thing.

In my opinion, this particular point illustrates the backward logic
that has plagued our criminal justice system. That is that we do not
start at the beginning. If we could stop it at the point of juvenile
justice, where the people go into the tunnel of the criminal justice sys-
tem, we would not have the myriad of problems that we have later on,

That is an oversimplification, Mr. Chairman, but I want to say it at
the outset because I think it isprimary to onr purpose heve.

One thing that really plagues us is the fact that, as you well know, a
number of States have refused to participats in the program that we
are talking about because they felt that the Federal requirements were
too strict and unreasonable. It is this lack of participation, Mr. Chair-
man, that alarms me most.

I am distressed because of the fact that, presently, Federal requive-
ments are actually discouraging some States—my own State, in par-
ticular—from participating. I think, Mr. Chairman, that since you are
from Iowa you realize the problems of sparsely populated areas in
States. So, when we get into areas like deinstitutionalization of status
offenders, we have severe problems of administration on the local level.
Whether it be county, city, or State level, we have to wrestle with that
at that end.

Woe are within the nose-punching range. That is the reason why we
come to you and say we need more than 2 years. This is one of the aveas
T wish to address myself to.

Another change that we would like to talk about is the change which
concerns 223A (3) of the Juvenile Justice Act. That is the one that
involves State juvenile advisory groups. We support the change which,
I believe, was proposed by Senator Bayh in S. 1021

1 See p. 71 for Mr. Luedtke's prepared statement.
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This requires an advisory group to advise State legislatures. Of
course, you see the interest of State legislators in that approach, We
feel that it is long overdue. This partnership between State and Fed-
eral Government from Congress to the State legislature should take
place. This is an excellent avea in which to male it work.

Speaking for my State and all State legislators, we feel that this is
one area where the legislator's role is so important when it actually
conies to getting down on the line and putting it down for fiseal
matters. We have to continue these programs, as you know. tere 1s
where we need this input. We would stress that point, Mr. Chairman,

Our policy position also goes along, I am sure, with some of the
people on this panel who ave going to recommend changes in the dis-
tribution of funds in section 2241, which allows the IFederal Govern-
ment now to retain 23 to 50 percent of the bulk of funds we feel should
be distributed through State and local mechanisms.

We are talking about changing the formula, perhaps, from 25 to 50
percent down to a flat 15 percent rate.

TWe say this because of the fact that, realistically, you do not solve
problems in Washington, D.C'. You can set up the programs. You do
not solve problems in Lincoln, Nebr., for that matter. You solve them
out at what I call noge-punching range, down at the local Tevel.

That is the reason that we feel the bulk of these funds ave going to
have to end up there. We do not want to discourage the people in
getting them, but that is where it has to be done.

The other thing I want to talk about in this vespect is that we feel
that, with regard to cur friends whe are going to speak here from the
counties and cities, we, from State legislatures obviously feel that that
ought to be channeled, as far as subsidy goes, through the State leg-
islature rather than direct subsidies {rom the Federal level to the other
local governmental level. This is because of the fact that we have to
be responsible for administering local government ; counties, cities are
the ereatures of the individual State.

We fecl very strongly that we should use the Federal portion of the
Federal Juvenile Delinquency funding through the State. County, city,
local political subdivisions should come to the State, through the State
legislature, to—I am emphasizing “State legislature” because of some
of the LEAA problems that have existed with regard to the participa-
tion of State legislatures in the fiscal end of these governmental units.

T know county and eity offictals have the same problems that State
officials do in this regard, particularly the legislative end of it.

I think, other than that, Mr. Chairman, I swould conclude my rve-
marks. I think I have hit most of the points in my prepared statement.

Senator Curver. Thank you very much.

Donald Payne is our next witness.

STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN
FREEHOLDERS, NEWARK, N.J., REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES.*

Mz, Payne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
I am Donald Payne from Newark, N.J. I am director of the Board
of Chosen Freeholders, Fssex County, and chairman of cur subcom-

1 Sze p, 73 for Mr. Payne's prepared staiesmiens
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mittee on juvenile justice for the National Association of Countics.

T have also had the distinetion of serving as president of the National
Board of YMC.A's. I was also involved greatly with the initial endct-
ment of the legislation in 1974.

Mr. Chairman, the National Association of Counties was an carly
supporter of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We
supported it when it was first introduced ; we support its reauthoriza-
tion today.

Comments on a number of specific amendments to the act are in-
corporated in our formal statement, which I would appreciate having
incorporated in the record of these hearvings. )

I would like this opportunity to address a single concept included in
our statement because T think it will be of particular interest to the
committee. It is the need for programs to deinstitutionalize status of-
fenders from secure detention and to separate juveniles from adults
in traditional facilities, That need has been well-documenterl.

The recent study of childven's defense fund, outlining in sometimes
graphic and painful terms what happens to voungsters placed in adult
Jails, points to a national disgrace, The recidivism rates are but a
dramatic manifestation of this dilemma. What, then, is the answer!?

We think a major part of the answer lies within the provision of
the Juvenile Justice Act. But, for lack of notice, emphasis, or fund-
ing. it has not heen sufliciently recognized.

We call, Mrv. Chatrman, vour attention to the State subsidy pro-
grams outline in section 223 (10) (IT) of the act.

Mr. Chairman, we suggest that (he State subsidy programs, given
proper legislative emphasis and adequate funding, could be a useful
and highly successtul tool in achieving the results desired in section
223(12) and 223(13) and theveby open the door to more States
participating in the act.

State subsidy programs of one kind or another currently exist in
at least 17 States and give us reason to think they may be an effective
weapon in this instance,

This proposal will accomplish three objectives. It will, first of all,
provide additional moneys to encourage deinstitutionalization. Sec-
ond, it would make it possible for many States not currently par-
ticipating in the act because of financial barriers precluding com-
pliance with section 223(12) and 223(13) to do so.

Third, we feel it would allow States already partieipating in the
act to concentrate offorts on deinstitutionalization while not neglect-
ing other important programs encouraged by the acl.

State subsidy programs have a number of attributes deserving of
attention. Once ingtituted, they tend to become long-term programs.
They intimately involve not only the States, but o myriad of local
publie and private acencies concerned with juveniles in a program
in which they have a diveet interest,

This will not he just another Federal program with Federal dollars
to be nsed while they last on short-term endeavors. State subsidy
programs require substantial rpmmifmont bv local eovernments, com-
mitment likely to engender serious efforts. Consequently, the proposecd
program will enconrage partnership hetween the nublic and private
spetors as woll acintergovermuental cooperation.

2178278 it
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They encourage long-term planning and coordinate not only gov-
ernmental resources and programs, but, of those substantial efforts
sponsored and managed by nonprofit organizations, which in many
communities provide the bulk of services directed toward juveniles.
We believe that, if State subsidies did no more than encourage coordi-
nation, cooperaton, and planning, they would have served well.

Subsidy programs are versatile and can be used to encourage a wide
variety of specific goals. States currently vtilizing subsidy programs
use them to finance community alternatives to incarceration, ap-
proaches to youth development and delinguency prevention, diver-
sion programs, and coordinated youth services at the county level.

We have included some descriptions of how subsidy programs
work, as an addendum to this testimony.

Mzr. Chairman, in conclusion, the National Association of Counties
respectfully urge that Congress give serious consideration to estab-
lishing a new title to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act, one that would provide for an independently funded pro-
gram of State subsidies which would reduce the number of commit-
ments to any form of juvenile facility and also increase the use of non-
secure community-hased facilities, thereby reducing the use of in-
carceration and detention of juveniles and encouraging the develop-
ment, of an organization and planning capacity to coordinate youth
development and delinquency prevention services.

We urge that the title be funded separately to infuse new and
needed funds directly into the program, encouraging decentraliza-
tion, deinstitutionalization, and the care of children deinstitutional-
ized or diverted from institutions.

Such an effort would illustrate to State governments that the
Federal Government considers deinstitutionalization of suflicient im-
portance to warrant a special fiscal and legislative effort by Congress
and, implicitly, by State and local governments as well.

We are suggesting funding of $50 million the first year, $75 million
the second year, and $100 million for the third year.

We have included specific draft language as an addendum to our
prepared testimony. It requires a great deal of work by legislative
staff; nevertheless, it will give you some sense of our intentions.

Features of this proposed program include incentives to State
governments to form subsidy programs for units of genersl purpose
local government to encourage decentralization and encourage or-
ganizational and planning capacities to coordinate youth develop-
ment and delinquency prevention programs, fiscal assistance to States
in the form of grants based upon the State’s under-18 population, re-
auirements that the State provide a 10 percent match, and that the
State in turn may require a 10 percent match from participating local
governments, provisions that subsidies may be distributed among in-
dividual units of local purpose government in those States not choos-
ing to participate in the subsidy title, providing proper application
ismade.

In addition, there are provisions that allow funds to go to States.
Wao feel very strongly that this new title, separately funded, would
serve as incentives. We feel that it would really deal with the problem
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of deinstitutionalization and separating youthful offenders from
adult criminals.

Thank you.

Senator Corver. Thank you very much.

Senator Bayh?

Senator Baym., Mr. Chairman, I want to say to you and to the
committee staff that the witnesses you have chosen for this panel
and the second panel are characteristic of your sensitivity in this
avea and characteristic of what the subcommittee has tried to do to
get citizen groups involved in turning this whole thing around and
focusing our resources on preventing juvenile crime and providing
a fairer juvenile justice system.

I want to salute you for it.

Senator Corver. Thank you.

Next we will hear from Richard Harris.

STATEMENT OF LEE M, THOMAS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OFFICE
OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROGRAMS, STATE OF SOUTH CARO-
LINA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS*

Mr. Troaras. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I planned to be here with Mr. Richard Ilarris, but he is now
testifying before the Senate Appropriations.

I am director of the criminal justice planning agency in South
Carolina. I am Mr. Harris’ counterpart in South Carolina.

I have been asked by my counterpart in North Carolina, Mr. Gor-
don Smith, to submit a statement on his behalf.* Mr. Smith and his
Governor are vitally interested in this program. North Carolina
is one of the States that has not participated in the program. They
are very anxious to participate.

It is o real pleasure for our conference to have an opportunity
to testify today. We testified when this legislation was first authorized
in 1974, We supported it very strongly then and support it very
strongly today.

There ave several things I would like to speak to. First, I would like
to say that our association supports very strongly the administration’s
bill that we are considering today, S. 1218, with several exceptions.
One is the authorization levgl.

We very strongly support an authorization level of at least $150
million a year. We are suggesting a 2-year reauthorization so that
the reauthorization of this program will coincide with the expiration
of the Crime Control Act. Congress will have an opportunity to review
both of those programs at the same time, in that they are closely tied
together.

FWo have several recommendations we would make as to reauthoriza-
tion. One specifically deals with deinstitutionalization. We feel that
the issue of deinstitutionalization is vital and that the majority of
the States, if not all of them, are committed to the issue of deinstitu-

1 8ee p. 80 for Mr. Thomas' prepared statement,
2 See p. 221 for Mr. Smitl's statement,
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tionalization and the objectives that ave laid out in this particular
legislation.

We feel, however, that the timeframe in the original bill, as well as
some of the sanctions that have been considered by LEAA tor non-
compliance with those timeframes, are too stringent. We would ree-
ommend, then, that the deinstitutionalization timeframes and sane-
tions by somewhat modified—modified not only from the existing
hill, but from the bill which you ave considering as far as reauthor-
ization is concerned.

We found that, while deinstitutionalization is an objective that we
are all trying to accomplish, it has so dominated what we are all doing
under this particular program that we have not been able to move
forward with many of the other things that we wanted to try to accom-
plish under this program.

One of the major efforts that we felt we were going to be able to
implement were a number of programs in the avea of delinguency
prevention, Yet, the majority of our resources have had to he directed
to deinstitutionalization. While it is a laudible goal. there are other
goals we want to try to accomplish in the avea,

Speeifically under deinstitutionalization, we would request the time
frame be changed from 2 to § yeavs, Tnder the Bayh bill, we note that
there is an extension of 3 years there, which would be the same as our
f-year period. The only difference that we would recommend would
be that each State have the opportunity to develop a plan which would
be approved by the Office of Juvenile Justice for deinstitutionaliza-
tion, specifying goals and time frames for each year, as to how they
were going to reach 100 percent deinstitutionalization over that 5-year
period. If they do not, their funds would be cut off under the Juvenile
Justice Act.

Wo feel that this is a reasonable kind of approach. Tach Stafe is
unique in its capabilities to deiastitutionalize. We would like for the
administration to deal with cach State and allow them the opportunity
to develop a plan to deinstitutionalize in a S-year time frame.

Second, as I have already noted, we feel that at least $150 million
needs to be authorized on an annual basis for this program,

One of the problems we face under the program has been a lack of
funds. Deinstitutionalization is a tremendously expensive program at
the State and local level.

In my State, for instance, we are putting up a significant amount of
State and local dollars to go along with what Federal dollars we are
getting to accomplish this goal.

Senator Crrver. Of course, you know that is the intent, That is the
incentive to deinstitutionalize.

Mr. Troaras, We understand that.

We feel, though, that the Jow level of appropriation has been one
of the Tactors that has contributed to a number of States not. partici-
pating under the program. We feel that, if the carrot was a little
Iarger, we could get more rabbits to jump.

We fecl that the majority of the problems that we need to address
arve at the State and local level and that we have set up a mechanism
at those levels to address the problem of the majority of the funds
oing to the State and loeal level. Therefore, we would suggest a
15 percent limit on the special emphasis funds so that the majority of
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the funds flow down to Impact on those problems that are right down
at the grassroots level.

Finally, we would propose that one of the problems is the lack of
direction by the administration in the implementation of this pro-
ram in LIZA L We feel that that was part of a lack of commitment
by the previous administration to the problems of juvenile justice
and this program. Tlowever, we do not feel that that lack of direction
and lack of commitment need to be solved by some of the changes
that are proposed in 8, 1021 ¢ that is setting up the Assistant Admninis-
trator in LICAN as a totally, basically independent office.

We feel that what is needed is central direetion, not only to the
juvenile justice program, but to the whole LEAA programn to address
the problems of juvenile delinfuency and the juvenile justice gystem,
We feel that ean best be done by strengthening the role of the Admin-
istrator to work in coordination with the Assistant Administrator to
arry out the mandates of this act,

We feel that under the new administration this will be done,

This coneludes my remarks. I would be glad to answer any questions.

Senator C'vrver, Thank you very wach.

Onyp next witness is Marvgarelt Driseoll. We weleome you here today,

STATEMENT 0T MARGARET DRISCOLL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF JUVENILE COURT JUDGES, BRIDGEPORT, CONN.

Als, Discorr, Thank youw, My, Chaivman,

On hehalf of the National Couneil, T want to thank you and the com-
mittee for permitting us to testify before you on what we consider one
of the most important pieces of legislation before the (fongress now or
in previous years,

I am alzo speaking. incidentally, as au experienced judge of some
17 vears on the heneh of the Connecticut Javenile Court, with g juris-
diction which includes the area from the Massachusetts line to the New
York lne, and the western part of Conneeticut, Ineluded in its
population ave the wealthy, the poor. the middle class, indnstrial,
rural, suburban, and urban areas. Tt has a population of some 1 million,
So, T do not speak from any narvow kind of perspeetive on this whole
question of juvenile justice,

First of all, let me say, not only personally but on behalf of the
counaill we think this Juvenile Justice et has had significant impact
on the juvenile justice systems of this country. First it has had an
impaet in improving the quality of justice ax it is exercised by judges
and Javenile justice personnel throughout the country. Through
LEAA grants, our couneil has been able to train judges and juvenile
justize personnel.

T th:ink we niay be the first judieial oreanization to train judees,
We began truning in the fifties, With TEAA funds, we have heen
able 1o expand those training programs so that we now have four 2-
woeen college training programs at the Tniversity of Nevada, We have
a l-week oraduate session at the same university or, somptimes, other
places, We have national training programs with the National Legal

\id ond Defenders Association, with the National Association of
Disteict Attorneys. We have also run management institutes for ju-
veni'e justice managers.
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These were not funded by the LEAA, but attendance at them was
funded through the State planning councils funded by LEAA. We had
an indirect benefit.

That is why I would be a little concerned about putting all the
emphasis on the Iocal level and not enough on the national level. There
is o lot of impact from the national level which filters down to the
lIocal level to people who are being trained through national programs,

We also have a research center in Pittsburgh which has been funded
by LIEAA to collect the data on juvenile justice operations that ITEW
used to collect. Included in that grant is o proposal to redesign the
model so that the data that we get will be meaningful as well as uni-
form. Up to now, I think it has been almost meaningless.

I think there has been an enormous impact, as I said, from this pro-
gram. The effect of the training programs, of course, depends on quality
and on numbers. The way we might determine quality is in the fact
that the numbers have risen from 1,127 in 1969 to 5,279 in 1976. That
would mean at least that the reports of the quality are sufficient to
attract increasing numbers of people.

Senator CuLver. What do those numbers refer to, Judge?

Ms. Driscorr. These are all of the people who have been trained by
our national college training programs.

The 5,000 sounds like a lot, but we estimate that that is only one-third
of all of the juvenile judges presently sitting have been through our
program. That means that theve is a lot more to be done. I could not
agree with you more that the amounts that ought to be authorized for
this program should be at least $150 million. We have a lot more worlk
that ought to be done.

Prof. Robert Martinson is often quoted as the one who says that no
treatment works in juvenile justice. In updating his research on recid-
ivism, he discovered to his great consternation, that the rate for ju-
veniles ig actually under 30 percent.

That is only part of the story. On the State part, all of us in State
juvenile courts and local juvenile courts have had all kinds of pro-
erams and resources and facilities made available to us through grants
from the State planning commissions. In our own State, for example,
wo have been able to get a State director of probation services and a
research director, both of whom we have built inte our system now.
They ave now being paid for by the State.

We have also had several programs which are dispositional alter-
natives: vocational probation, a volunteer program, a court clinie, an
intensive probation program, and an intake project which includes
parent effectiveness training as well as guided group interaction and
tutoring. All of these are measures which keep kids at home, at school,
and out of trouble. W« have found all of these to be very helpful to us
in achicving this purpose.

You may ask what the success rate is. We do have a computer now in
Connecticut. We found out through the computer that in 1976, 2,000
fewer children were reforred to the Connecticut juvenile court than
in 1975, This may be a——o

Senator Cunver. Judge, could you give me those figures again?

Ms. Driscorr., It is 2,000 fewer children. We count children, offenses,
and referrals. There were 2,000 fewer children referred to the Con-
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necticut juvenile court in 1976 than in 1975, It was a figure of 13,000

ag against 15,000, The pattern is continuing.

19;1:0 are getting a decreasing number of referrals, In addition, in
0

Senator Curver. Is this accounted for, in large part, because of
the alternative social service agency availability and the success of that
program rather than parental effectiveness training?

Ms. Drrscorr. That 1s part of it.

Senator Curnver. But the largest is accountable by the redesign?

Ms. Driscorr. Yes, I am getting to the figure that is accounting, in
part, by parent effectiveness training; that is the recidivism figures.
But in this figure I think a lot of it is accounted for by the youth service
bureaus and by the police sereening programs, both of which are
funded in part by LEAA funds. I think they must hear & major share
of the credit for that kind of figure. But, on the recidivism figure, I
think we can have some credit for that.

We show that 68 percent of all referrals in 1975 were first offenders.
In contrast to some of the figures that have been bandied about nation-
allv on status offenders, only 11 percent. of all offenses—not offenders—
referred to the Connecticut courts in 1975 wero status offenses, That is
not atypical with us. This is about the same figure we have been getting
all along.

In fact, in our deinstitutionalization project our figures were so low
some changes had to be made to get a bigger sample. They could not
even find enough kids to get into the program.

As I say, we cannot pinpoint the cause of why we have these statis-
tics. But I am sure all of these elements funded by LEAX have had
impact. When you have resources and aliernatives, it is possible, fivst,
to keep kids ot of the system and then, if they get in, to help them
not return,

So, we want LEAA to continue, We want the Juvenile Justice et
to continue and to be funded at an even greater level than it is pres-
ently. ITowever, we think there are some changes that ought to be made,

The changes revolve around the whole guestion of dealing with the
status offender as the major question which ought to be dealt with
by this Act. We are totally opposed to that kind of approach. We
believe the whole concern with deinstitutionalizing only status
offenders ought to be changed and expanded to deinstitutionalize all
offenders.

‘Why shounld it be that children who commit status offenses onght
to be treated humanely, and those who commit other kinds of offenses
should not be treated humanely? Why should there be a difference in
treating any of these youngsters?

The fact is that, under the present Act. the status offenders, who
you are trying to protect, are really excluded—- i )

Senator Ciorver. What if you have a three-time rapist whe is under
182 YWhat about that category ? .

What is so arbitrarily comforting about 24 years, or whatever, with-
out any discriminatory application of the nature of the offense of the
individual involved ? . o

What you are implying to me is that there is some magic in youth
that we should not make this distinction. e ought to uniformly apply




this noninstitutionalized status treatment to everybody in that
cutegory.

That is what I understood you to say.

Meg. Driscorn, No. I thought I said that the emphasix ought to be on
deinstitutionalizing all instead of some,

Our additional proposal is that those who commit repeated violent
offenses ought to be separated, it anybody is to be separated, from
other youngsters who commit other offenses,

The problem with this whole discussion is that the et implies that
what happens to a youngster ought to be dependent on the offense he
commits, That is also the attitude in the cximinal conrt and the adult
eriminal system. That is totally opposed to the juvenile conrt philoso-
phy. which is that cach youngster should be treated as an individual,
that his total situation ought to be looked at {o determine what is
needed to keep that youngster from returning to the systen,

If the 80 percent reeidivism rate is aceurate. then we ave doing

something that ix right at least a majorify of the time. If the 30
percent figure is acceurate again, then what we ought to do is concen-
{rate on reducing that figure to zevo instead of picking out a child who
conunits this or that offense and =aying that we are going to do one
thing for this kid and put all the emphasis therve.

You have alveady heard all the diflienlties with the status offender
provision. You have heard what one gentleman just finished telling
vou about how the concentration on the statusx offender problem has
deprived us of the opportunity of really dealing with all the other
problems,

Really, the major problem which the publie sees is not as much the
status offender as the vielent offender. The vielent offender is the one
who hits the headlines, Tn Conneeticut we had a legislative eommittee
eoing all around the State to try to find out what the impact would be
of removing status offenders from the system and what should be done
about the whole juvenile court system. We had three people who
wanted to remove status offenders.

We ended up with a proposal now in the legislature which we did
not recommend. but which the legislators appavently did on the basis
of feedback they got. Tt would extend the age for status offenders
from 16 to 18 in Connecticut, So, we had a kind of reverse effect from
atl of this cluphasis on status offendoers.

T really think that the Aet has the wrong end of the stick. If yon are
eoing to do anything effective that will have publice effect, it ought to
he on the other end, where the publie is geting the bad effect, where
they are getting voungsters who arve rvepeating and are repeating
violent offenses. There ave resources to deal with this, but they ave
not enough. They ave never exough.

The more money we can get, the more resources can bhe ereated to
handle voungsters who have committed thix kind of behavior on a
repeated basis Tut, until we get the emphasis on that, we will be put-
ting it in the wrong direction. We will be wasting o lot of time and a
lot of enerey.

We have heen doing this in Conneetient, We ave in the desnstitution-
alization nroject. T can tell you that it ix one headache after another.
We are glad to have more resourees, hut we reallv think that it would
be better if we could spend this time and energy in trying to help the

1
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youngsters who are causing the more serious problems in the
community,

I also want to say to you that I think one of the major assumptions
of this Act is that the ultimate evil is a secure placement instead of
the dangers that confront kids who do run. One of the problems of
philosophy here is those who feel that you do not need authority to
deal with youngsters who are rebelling against authority. Yet, how
else are you going to reach them?

You have already heard the figure of 25 percent who are not being
reached by the so-called voluntary programs. It is our feeling that it
is a mistake to try to remove authority from dealing with youngsters
who are in rebellion against anthority.

_ I am not going to take any more time except to thank you for let-
ting me speak in the detail in which T have today. T urge this committee
to do what T hope vou are already going to do. That is to recommend
not only the extension of the act with the amendments which we are
suggesting—hy the way, we ave also snggesting a redefinition of
“correctional tacility.” It would only apply to public training schools.

Right now, “correctional facility™ includes any private group home
or treatment agency, whatever. Status offenders. under the present
act, cannot get Into those facilities because they all have kids who have
been adjudieated delingquent or ave charged with delinquency. So, we
ave recommending a change in that definition and also a change in the
community facility definition.

Under that definition, you requive that the commumity and the
consumer be inceluded in the planning, operation, and evaluation of the
program. Well, I do not know of any community-based facility that
would meet all three of those vequirvements,

I think it is foolish to try to make the definitions so detailed and so
narrow that. in effect, you are knocking out some very good commu-
nity-based facilities.

I thank you again on behalf of the council. T hope that the act will
be passed with the anthorization at %130 million,

Senator Crvrver. Thank vou very much, Judge Driscoll. We
appreciate very much yonr statement.

Our next witness is Marion Mattingly.

STATEMENT OF MARION MATTINGLY, NATIONAL ADVISORY
COMMITITEE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION, BETHESDA, MD?

Mz, Marrizveny, Thank vou, My, Chairman.

My uame is Marvion Mattingly, T am a mewmber of the National
Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. T am also a member of the Marvland State Advisory Committee,
the Montgomery County C'riminal Justice Cloordinating Comumission,
andl & number of other State and local committees in the State of
Maryland.

T am bere today representing the National Advisory Committee.

Juvenile justice and delinqueney prevention is our highest priority.
T wonld like to take this opportunity to emphasize some of the areas of
ereatest concern to our connuittee,

1 Hee p. 85 for Ms, Mattingly's prepared statement.
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Generally speaking, the committee supports many of the provisions
of the administration’s bill and of Senator Bayh’s bill. In both sets of
proposals, there are certain areas which we would like to see melded
into the authorization.

Because of time constraints, I will touch briefly on these areas.

Senator Bayl’s proposal for funding is far more realistic if the pur-
poses of this act are to be really accomplished. Such funding will
malke it possible for the committee I represent and the coordinating
couneil to do a far more effective job.

Our committee of 21 members and three subcommittees legislated
has no full-time staff assigned. We share the services of two persons
who have many other responsibilities. Additional staff is needed in
order for us to work more cffectively and in close cooperation with
State advisory and other citizen groups.

This is an area that needs much closer attention than the committee
has been able to give to it. The work of the coordinating council is
essential any successful program on juvenile justice. We also believe
that the number of job slots made available to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention has been unreasonably limited in
light -of the importance, complexity, and comprehensiveness of the
responsibility assigned.

The committee fully supports the amendments which would
clearly—and I do mean clearly—provide that the Assistant Adminis-
trator must be delegated not only the responsibility but also authority
for all administrative, managerial, operational, and policy decisions.
That authority is currently lacking.

The clarification of the question of full compliance is exceedingly
important. Also, the committee endorses Senator Bayh’s provision to
include the Director of the National Institute of Drug Abuse, Director
of Office of Management and Budget, and the Commissioner of the
Office of BEducation as members of the coordinating council. This is
not o part of the administration proposal. We feel it should be so that
all agencies dealing with juvenile justice will be truly coordinating
their efforts and so that there will be better understanding of the
needs of the office, resulting in more appropriate budgeting.

We fully support Senator Bayh’s amendment which would make
clear the role of the State advisory committee to advise not only its
supervisory board but also its governor and legislature.

The National Advisory Committee believes that it should be able
to communicate directly with the President and with the Congress as
well as the Administrator of LEAA. We believe that it is imperative
that the maintenance of effort provision be continued. T.eadership is
the single most important quality for juvenile justice and delinquency
prevention on every level.

In conclusion, I would like to thank the members of the subcom-
mittee for the privilege of appearing before it today. I and any mem-
ber of the committee would be glad to provide you, Senator, or mem-
bers of your staff with any additional information you might wish.

Thank you.

Senator Curver. Thank you very much.

T thank all of the panel very much. I had a number of questions
which I think have been responded to by the various perspectives that
are represented here. I do want you to know that we will carefully
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review the full testimony you have provided us with during markup
of this legislation.

Qur second panel this morning will be next to testify.

I thank you very much for coming.

Mr. Mould?

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER 1. MOULD, GENERAL COUNSEL,
NATIONAL BOARD OF YMCA'S

Mr. Mourp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the subcommittee
this morning.

I would point out that I am here in a representative capacity on
behalf of Boys’ Clubs of America, Camp Fire Girls, Girls' Clubs of
America, Girl Scouts of the USA, the National Council of YMCA’s,
the National Federation of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers,
11:]1e National Jewish Welfare Board, and Red Cross Youth Service

’rograms.

All of them endorse the prepared statement that we submit for
the record.?

Mr. Chairman, these organizations were actively involved 4 years
ago in the effort that went into seeking the enactment of the current
Juvenile Justice Act. We are greatly concerned that it be rencwed
and extended for a minimum of 3 years.

It was noted earlier in the panel that preceded us that perhaps
it would be best to hues it go for 2 years so it would coincide with
the expiration date of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Strects
Act. We, frankly, think that would be unwise and would tangle up
this very important program and act with a very different piece of
legislation with different problems. I think we ought to keep them
separate,

With respeet to authorization levels, we would recommend that,
for those 3 years ensuing, for the first year the authorization be $150
million; the second, $175 million; and the third, $200 million.

I do not know that it has been mentioned today, Mr. Chairman,
but I think it is important that we bear in mind that the Juevenile
Justice Act is not the only source of funds administered by LEAA
which are going into juvenile justice programs. There is, as you ave
aware, o so-called maintenance of effort provision which requires in
excess of 19 percent of the approjriations under the Safe Streets Act
be devoted annually to juvenile justice programs in addition to funds
under the Juvenile Justice Act.

We are concerned that, because that formula is a percentage formula
and hecause the trend in funding of the Safe Streets Act is downward,
that this is going to start reducing the total amount of funds avail-
able for juvenile justice and delinquency prevention unless we are
verv careful. We would urge that to the attention of the committee,

We feel very strongly, Mr. Chairman, that there has been sub-
stantial progress in the States toward deinstitutionalization of status
g}ﬂ‘enders as required by the act for those States participating under

ho act.

1S8ee p. 88 for Mr. Mould’s prepared statement,
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We would strongly encourage retention of the curvent provision, We
believe the States can meet the requirement if they are serious about
it and they go to work on it. We feel it would be a backward step
to loosen that requirement and discourage the kinds of efforts that
are starting to be made to really accomplish the goal of the act.

We would further suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the present act
be amended to enable 100 pereent financing of programs and activities
authorized under the aet conducted by private, nonprofit agencies.
The real world today is such that agencies like ours and our local
afliliates are having a tough time surviving. Too many are operating
on a deficit and are often having to resort to dwindling reserves where
they have reserves at all.

TWhen you combine the frequent imposition of a 10 percent up-
front cash-mateh with the need—2 or 8 years down the pike--to take
over 100 percent financing and continuation of LEAA-funded activi-
ties, it is a very heavy burden which impedes and, in many eases,
makes impossible the participation of our kinds of ageneies who have
skills and commitment and a lot of dedicated volunteers ready to
work in this avea.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Crrver. Thank you very much.

Mr. Woodson, we are glad to weleome you here today.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT WOODSON, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL URBAN
LEAGUE, CRIMINAL JUSTICE DIVISION, NEW YORK, N.X.

Mr. Woonsox. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

The National TUrban League's eriminal justice programs over the
past 5 years have had the thrust of broadening the involvement of
the minority community in the control and prevention of erimes, with
particular emphasis on youth erime.

As you know. a large proportion of those young people caaght
in the system are minority youngsters. In fact, in the city of New
York, white voungsters are considered “others™ in our statisties.

Durving the past § years, we have come hefore the Congress and
made testimony, We have cooperated with TEAA in an attewspt to
bring about solutions to some of the problems. However, T must con-
foss that we believe one of the problems facing TICAN i1s a larik of
sensitive, imaginative, and ereative leadership. I do not know f any
amendments to the act that can substitute for that.

TWe have found the Office of Juvenile Justice, mlong with the =eany
other offices within LEN A, have heen totally insensitive to the minori-
ty community. We do not know how you can begin to talk ahout
solving the cevime problem without significant involvement hy the
minority community. The absence of that involvement is often inter-
preted by some people as if minority people condone and seport
erime s we donot.

In response to this, the Trban League, on its own and with Tinited
Tunding, convened a conference of several black eriminologists pro-
viding a forum for them to share their insights and experience.
There were 50 invited practitioners representing a variety of perspee-
tives within the field. These were lay people on the street, ex gang
members, as well as the commissioner for publie safety for the city
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of Atlanta, the commissioner of corrections for the State of New
York. We had a broad cross-section to discuss these problems.

Later, in response to the trend toward a declaration of war in our
young people, we convened a conference of present and former gang
members to enlist their aid in finding solutions to the problems.
In addition to this, in our own study we went around the country
and solicited information from at Jeast 50 programs.

We found that 30 of them had dealt with young people. Only 10
received any kind of Federal support. We have found, in Phila-
delphia, that a local organization operating with gang young people
for the past 8§ years has been successful in reaching 73 gangs rep-
resenting 5,000 young people. The result is that there has been a
decline from an average of 45 gang deaths per year in the city of
FhiladelIphia down to a low of 7 this year.

Yet, programs like this do not receive Juvenile Justice Office funds,
We have brought these programs to the attention of the Office. They
have heen totally immune to any type of discussions of funding these
programs.

What we get is the runaround. Things are so bad that the TUrban
League does not encourage its afliliates or other related organizations
to even apply for funds. One has to go through the applications proc-
ess only to find that either you do not get a response back through
the mail, or there is just total insensitivity.

Senator Curyer, Mr, Woodson, do you have a copy of the report
of that conference ?

Mr. Woonsoy. Yes.

One report is going to be published in hook form. Senator. It is
@oing to be called Black Perspectives on Crime and the Criminal
Justice System. That is going to be published by the G. K. ¥all Co.

I do have for you a report that we prepared last year that Mr.
Carl Rowan commented on in his colunm last week, It is ealled A
Review of the Law HEnforcement Assistance Administration’s Rela-
tionship to the Black Community. It has a thorough analysis and
highlights some of the problems.t

Tor instance, LILAA only has one minority person in any kind of
policymaking position. Most of the blacks in LIAA are in the EEO
Oftice. That organization has no power. We have no one in policy
and planning that reviews—I can go on and on. The report states
it much more ploquently than I can now.

Senator Cvnvin, That will be a part of the record.

Mr., Woobsox. Also, I would like to make part of the record two
articles, one from the New York Times and one from the News, that
describe the conference and also talk about some of the other problems.

Senator Crrver. Without objection they will be inserted in the
record.?

My, Woobsox. Thank you.

Senator Curver, We thank you very much for appearing here today,
lf\hl'l Woodson. We look forward to reviewing that report very care-

ully.

F?om Rothman is our next witness. We are pleased to welcome you
here this morning.

1 8ep p. 91,
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STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTHMAN, CHAIRWOMAN, JUSTICE FOR
CHILDREN TASK FORCE OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH
WOMEN, NEW YORK, N Y.

Ms. Rormaraxn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will be as brief as possible. For the most part, our statement re-
gards differences between S. 1021 and S. 1218. In each of the cases cited,
we support the version S. 1021, most specifically in the area of strength-
ening the administration of the Office of Juvenile Justice and in ex-
panding the MNational Advisory Committee role. I would point to a
number of provisions that Senator Bayh has included in his bill which
are not present in the other. ’

In regard to deinstitutionalization of status offenders, which is an
area that the National Council of Jewish Women feels very strongly
about, I would just like to say a few things.

One of the reasons we do feel so strongly is that, when we conducted
our national study of the juvenile justice system. in this country, our
members were really quite shocked to find the large proportion of in-
carcerated children in this country who have not committed a crime;
those ave our status offenders.

Qur concern with deinstitutionalization goes beyond the matter of
l&umane treatment to the matter of justice. We feel that it has not been

one.

As a result of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974, a number of States ars very actively pursuing that goal of
deinstitutionalization and are quite close to it. My own State, New
York, has already removed all status offenders from training schools
and is proceeding to do the same with those who ars in detention
centers.

Tt is for this reason, the belief that it can be done, that we are quite
distressed at attempts to weaken this provision. We feel that at some
point we must fish or cut bait on the issue. We must be prepared to
penalize those States which will not make the effort, lest we continue
a pattern of further compromise rather than deciding we are going
to stand by the principle.

Senator Corver. That signal means there is a vote on the floor. I
hava about 7 minutes before I will have to go.

I feel embarrassed by that. I think it has hardly been fair to all of
you on the panel; you have much to eontribute. I want to emphasize
we are going to look closely at all of the statements in the markup.

Second, we will be conducting extensive oversight this fall, which
has not been done on the act yvet. All of you may be asked to help us.

Ms. Rormaran. Thavetwo more sentences.

We prefer funding at $150 million for the next year; and we wish
vou luck in the chairmanship of the subcommittee.

Senator Cvnver. Thank you very much. I am very sorry that we
have run ont of time could T ask you to be good enough to submit your
testimony for the record. Those of you who have not had a chance to
speal T weuld be glad to meet with individually.

Mr. Treanor. Could I suggest we take 30 seconds apiece?

Senator Corver. Fine.

1 8ee p. 09 for Ms. Rothman's prepared statement,
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM TREANOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES PROJECT*

Mr., TreaNor. Mr. Chairman, the National Youth Alternatives gen-
erally supports the Bayh amendments to the Juvenlie Justice Act.

We are working on behalf of alternative community-based youth
serving agencies such as youth service bureaus, hot lines, drop in
ceiltexis, runaway centers, youth employment programs, and alternative
schools,

We do much of our work by alliances with statewide youth
coalitions.

We support the increased authority of the assistant administrator
and increasing the staff of that office.

We want to eliminate the hard match on grants.

We want to hold the line on compliance with the deinstitutionaliza-
tion requirements of the 1974 act.

Wo want to inerease the powers of the National Advisory Board and
have youth workers represented on the National Advisory Board.

Also, we want to increase the powers of the State acdvisory board
and place youth workers on the State advisory board.

Senator Cunver. Which are both inclhuded in the Bayh bill.

M. Treanor. No, sir. The National Advisory is, for youth workers;
but not on the State advisory board. I believe yon need to take a look
at that avea.

Senator Curver. Good.

Mr. Treanor. We would like to see the 10 percent allotment of funds
to the State advisory boards to make those obligations there.

Then, on the Runaway Youth Act, we support coordinated net-
works, the inclusion of short-term training, raising of the grants to
$100,000 maximum, inclusion of a 24-hour telephone crisis service
with funding up to three-quarters of $1 million. That is the program
that Assistant Secretary Martinez mentioned.

On the appropriations question, we support $150 million minimum
for the Juvenile Justice Act and the full $25 million that Senator
Bayh asked for in his amendment. The current $8 million supports
130 programs. I point out only three in Yowa. Together, maybe they
have $125,000 to serve the entire State of Towa.

‘We think that $25 million is the minimal amount that is needed.

Thank you,

Senator Conver, Thank you very much,

Next is Lenore Gittis Mittelmon of the Children’s Defense Fund.

STATEMENT OF LENOQRE GITTIS MITTELMAN, CHILDREN'S
DEFENSE FUND, WASHINGTON RESEARCH PROJECT, INC,

Ms. Mrtreraran. Senator Culver, beeause there arve a number of
issues that I would like to address that I think have not really been
addressed, at least from the perspective that the Children’s Defense
Fund has, I wonder if we could take advantage of your offer to meet
with you for a short time sometime this afternoon or perhaps tomor-
row? We would submit the testimony for the record, but meet with
you on these issues.

1 8ee p. 101 for Mr, Treanor’s prepared statement.
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Senator Curver. I would be very happy to do that.

Tappreciate your cooperation and understanding.

Ms. Mrreenarax, ‘Thank you.

Senator Curver, We will work out a time to do that.

Ms. Mrrreraay, The issues that are of most concern to us are those
issues surrounding the change in the deinstitutionalization require-
ment, those issues that ave raised by changes proposed by both Senator
Bayh and the administration, in changing “must” be placed in shelter
facilities to “may” be placed in shelter facilities as far as status of-
fenders arve concerned, and many of the issues around the jailing of
children,

Children’s Defense Fund has issued a report that has been mentioned
this morning. I have that for the committee.?

Senator Curver. That also will be included in our records.

QOur last cooperative witness is Mr, Ilenneth WWooden.

STATEMENT OF XENNETH WOODEN, FOUNDER, THE NATIONAL
COALITION FOR CHILDREN'S JUSTICE, PRINCETON, N.J.

Mr. Woopgx. Senator, I would prefer that you go vote and vote
your conscience.

If possible, I would like 135 minutes of your time this afternoon.

Senator Curyven. We will try to work out something for hoth of you
then, if it is all vight.

Your statements will be made pavt of the record.

I do apologize to all of you. I have so much to learn, and you have
so mueh to provide to me and the committee. I do not want to leave
the impression that we ave insensitive to your contribution or to your
experience. We have to have the full benefit of that.

I do apologize for letting this thing get out of phase a little bit on
the timing. I look forward to working with you in the months and
years ahead and having your continued cooperation.

Thank you very much.

The hearing isadjourned.

[ Whereupon, at 1:10 pan., the heaving was adjowrned, subject to call
of the Chair.]

1 Ree p. 133,
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PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED ¥OR THE RECORD

STATEMENT OF JAMES M, I GREGG, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ABSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICH

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appenr today before this Committee to urge
your favorable consideration of legislation to reauthorize the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Preveution Act of 1974. I am joined by Mr. Thomas J, Madden,
General Counsel of the Law IXnforcement Assistance Administration, and
My, Frederick P, Nader, Deputy Assistant Administrator for the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

As you Lnow, the current Act is scheduled to expire at the end of the fiscal
year. A proposal to extend the legislation was transmitted to Congress by the
Attorney General on April 1, 1977. .

In 1974, the Congress determined that the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration was the appropriate division of the Federal Government to administer
an innovative new juvenile justice and delinquency prevention program and to
coordinate the activities of all ugencies which impacted on the serious youth
crime problem, We have taken that mandate quite seriously and, with the help
of a qualified and dedicated staff, have worked hard to assuve effective imple-
mentation of the program. We look forward to continuing our efforts, and appre~
ciate the concern of the Committee vegarding thig program,

In my statement today, I would like to discuss the progress made by LBAA in
implementing the Act and then briefly address our proposal to reauthorize this
important prograim,

Juvenile delingquency continues to be one of the most difficult problems facing
the Nation, Many factors contribute to o child’'s becoming delinquent. Dmotional,
physical, and behavioral problems play a part, as do the frustrations a child meets
in a disadvantaged environment. Once a youth is labeled delinquent, this label
may itself stimulate further misconduct. :

‘While the role of the Iederal Government in solving these problems is appro-
priately a limited one, there is much that ean be accomplished through a program
which promotes coordination and cooperation at the federal, state, and local
levels, permits innovation by both governmental and private agencies with the
help of federal lendership, and provides for careful study of some of the problems
we face. The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 has given.
us the framework for such an effort. .

LBAA, through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(OJIDP), iy attempting to build an effective program within the framework
provided by the Act, utilizing resources available under both the Juvenile Justice
Act and fthe Crime Control Act. I believe we have shown that the program can,
have a significant impact on cerfain aspects of delinquency and youths at risk
of becoming delinquent,

The functions of QJIDP. are divided among four divisions assigned major
responsibility for implementing and overseeing the petivities under the Juvenile
Justice Act, F'unctional areas are State Formula Grant Programs and Technieal
Assistance, Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment Programs, the National
Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and Concentration of
Federal Bffort. While these functions are closely interrelated, I will, for the
convenience of the committee, organize my remarks according to these functional,
aveas,

STATE FORMULA GRANT PROGRAM AND TECHNIOAYL ASSISTANCE

An aspect of the program established by the Act most crucial to its success is
that providing formula grants to support state and local projects. Tach particl-
pating state is entitled to an annual allocation of funds according to its relative
population of people under age eighteen, Funds are awarded upon appraval of a
plan submitted by each state which meets the statutory requirements of the’
legislation. ’ )
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To date, 77 million dollars have been awarded for the formula grant program,
In fiseal year 1975, the first year of the program, 9.256 million dollars were made
available and for fiscal yenr 1976, 24.5 million dollars were made available. The
amount awarded rose to 43,3 million dollars in fiscal 1977.

LBAA is concerned, however, that these funds have not been expended as
quickly as we would have preferred. Of the 33.8 miltion dollars made avallable
for fiscal year 19756 and 1976, only two million dollars, or six percent, had been
expended as of December 81, 1976. Furthermore, only 27 percent of the total
formula grant funds for these two years had been subgranted for specific state
or local projects.

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

‘While there are indications that funds are being expended at an increasing
rate, the Administration’s proposed legislation seeks to correct some of the
priobtlemi which have delayed the use of funds, as my further testimony will
point out,

As required by the Act, at least two-thirds of each state's formula grant funds
are expendad through local programs. Not less than 75 percent of the available
funds are used for advanced techniques in developing, maintaining, and expand-
ing programs and services designed to prevent juvenile delinquency, to divert
juveniles from the juvenile justice system, and to provide community-based alter-
natives to juvenile detention and correction facilities.

Sections 223(a) (12), (13), and (14) of the Act are central to its operation.
These deal with deinstitutionnlization of status offenders, separation of juvenile
and adult offenders, and monitoring of facilities. Ten states are currently not
participating in the program, The primary reason ientioned by these states is
concern regarding compliance with the Act’s two-yeayr {ime frame for deinstitu-
tionalizing status offenders pursuant to 228 (a) (12), and the absolute prohibition
of regular contact between adult and juvenile offenders of 223 (a) (13).

TLIAA has also experienced some problems in assuring that the states meet the
monitoring requirements of 223 (a) (14). The initial ruonitoring reports were
required to be submitted by participating states on December 81, 1976, Frankly,
we were disappointed with the content of the majority of the reports received.
Most states did not present adeguate hard data to fully indicate the extent of
thelr progress with the deinstitutionalization and separation requirements. In
addition, few provided base-line data that would be needed, to demonstrate *sub-
stantial compliance” with deinstitutionalization after two years.

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

Regarding monitoring requirements, the states are being notified that LEAA
expects fiscal year 1978 plaus to indicate how accurate and complete data on
deinstitntionalization and separation will be provided in the report due on De-
cember 31, 1977. This is crucial because under the self-reporting system, these
data will be used to determine swhether states which fivst participated in the
program in 1975 will continue to he eligible for funding under the formula grant
program. In addition, LIBAA is making technical assistance available to assist
those states that are having problems providing the monitoring information cur-
rently required by LIZAA guidelines.

Both state and local efforts and national initiatives are aided with technical
assistance provided by OJJDP, Help is given in the planping, implementation,
and evaluation of projects. Technical assistance is also used 10 help participating
jurisdictions assess their needs and available resources and then developing and
implementing a plan for meeting those needs.

Technical assistance funds have been used to support our special emphasis
initintives in the areas of deinstitutionalization, diversion, and delinquency pre-
vention. Awards were made to contractors with expertise in delinquent behavior
and knowledge of innovative programs and techniques in the program area, Tech-
nienl assistance also supports state planning agency activities to meet require-
ments of the Act.

A technical assistance plan has been prepared to support OJTDP functions, The
program includes quarterly workshops for regional and central office staff, Chis
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appronch aggurey & proactive rather than reactive technicnl assistance stance
by OJIDD, since all personnel ave kept informed of developments in implement-
ing the program, and the teehniques which may be of asslstance in improving the
prograni,

SPECIAL EMPHASIS PREVENTION AND TREATMENT PROGRAMS

An important element of the OJIDP effort is the digeretionnry fund which iy
to be used by LEBAA for specinl emphasis prevention and trestment programs.
Funds are used for impletenting and festing programs in flve generic areas:
Prevention of juvenile delinquency; ¢¢  slon of juveniles from traditional juve-
nile justice system processing ; develo; ..t and maintenance of community-hased
alternatives fo traditional forms of institutionalization ; reduction and control of
juvenile erime and delinquency ; and, improvement of the juvenile justice system.
In ench areq, program approaches are to be used which will strengthen the eapae-
ity of public and private youth service agencles to provide services to youths,

Parameters for development of Specinl Bmphasis Program initiatives nre a8
follows: Ench program initiative will focus on a specific category of juveniles;
o ypecifie program strategy will divect this focus for achievement of conecrete
purposes within a specified time frame ; sizeable grants will be awarded for two
vr threesyenr funding, based upon satigfactory achievewent of speecific goals at
the end of each year; program specifications will require applicant conceptuali-
zation of approaches gud delineation of problems to be addressed ; projeets will
be selected in accordance with pre-defined eriterin based upon the degree to which
applicants reflect the ability and intent to meet program and performance
standards; applicunts may be private non-profit erganizations or units of state
or Tecal government ; program descriptions and performance standards will iden-
tity those elements essential to suecesstul achievement of program ohjectives and
opernte as a sereening device; the development of the objectives and goals of
each program initiative is hrsed on an assessment of existing data and previous
reseavrel and evalreston studies; ench program is designed o that we can learn
from it and add o our knowledge of programming in that aven; selections ave
made through review and rating of preliminary applications. This results in selec-
tion for full application development of those proposals considered to most
elearly refleet elements essential to nehievement of program objectives,

Using this approach, four specinl emphasis initintives have already Leen an-
nounced. The first major initiative was announced in Mareh 1975 and involved:
programs for the deinstitutionalization of status oifenders. Over 460 applications
wera received for programs to provide community-based services to statns
oifenders over two years. Dy December 1975, grants totalling nearly twelve mils
on dollars were awarded.

Of the thirteen projeects funded, eleven wore action programs to temove statuy
offenders from jnily, detention centers, and correetionnl institutions over two
vears. Nenrly 24,000 juveniles will be affected in five state and six county pro-
grams through grants which range up to 1,6 million dollars, Of the total fundyg
awarded, nearly 8.5 million dollavs, or 71 percent of the tatal, will be availuble
for contracts and purchiase of services from private nonprofit youth serving agen~
clos and organizations.

A second gpecial emphasig program was developed to divert juvenileg from the
eriminal justice system throuph better coordination of existing youth services
and use of community-based programs, This program is for those juveniles who
wottld normally be adjudicated delinquent and who are at greatest risk of further
juvenile justice system penetration. Eleven grants, totalling over 8.5 million dol-
Iavs, have been awvarded for two-yenr programs, As n result of planning and cos
ordination with the Department of IMousing and Urban Development, loeal hous«
ing authorities in ITUD's Target Droject Program have heen enconraged to pare
ticipnte in the diversion program. OJIDP gave speeial consideration in project
selection to those programs which reflected o inix of federal resources in achicve-
ment of mutual goals,

Several months dgo, 3.2 million dollars wag transferred to the 1.8, Office of
Bdueation through an interageney agreement te fund programs deslgned to
reduee erime and violence in publie sehools. The Teacher Corps received two
million dollirg for ten demonstration programs in low fntcome areas divected spe-
cifieally at use of teacher skills to help stndents plan and implement workable
programs to fmprove the school euvironment and reduce crime. The Office of Drug
Abuse Prevention repeived funds to train and provide technical assistance to
sixty-giz teams of seven individunls to initiate loeal programy to reduce and
control violence in public schools, The drug education training model and tratn-
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ing centers will be utilized. OJTDP algo expects to award a $600,000 grant later
this year for a School Crime Resource Center,

An announcement and guideline has been issued for a program to prevent de-
linquency through strengthening the capacity of private nonprofit agencies to
gerve youth who are at risk of becomig delinquent. Over 300 applications have
been received. The Office expeects to award 14-18 grants totalling 7.5 million dol-
lars for this program, Grantees will be national youth-gserving agencies, Iocal
combinations of public and private youth-serving agencies, and regional organi-
zations serving smaller and rural communities.

Bxamples of other special emphasis inititaives iticlude awards to the State of
Pennsylvania to remove juveniles from Camp Iill, an adult prison facility;
female offender programs in Massachusetts; arbitration and mediation programs
involving juvenile offenders in the District of Columbia ; and projects in suppoxt
of the American Public Welfare Association’s efforts to coordinate loeal youth
programs,

OJJIDP has planned four additional gpecial emphasis program initiatives for
fiscal year 1977, as follows:

The Serious Offender Program will be designed to rehabilitate the serious or
chronic juvenile offender. It is expected that projects will help develop links be-
tween organizations in the offenders’ communities, A national evaluation will
examine the overall effectiveness of the program, as well as each alternative
treatment strategy.

A major purpose of the Youth Gangs Program will be to develop and test effec-
tive means by which gang-related delinquency can be reducad through develop-
‘ment of constructive alternatives to delinquency closely coordinated with appli-
cations of authority.

The Neighborhood Prevention Program will focus on improving the planning of
programs at the neighborhood level and development of new action programs
which ean impact on the youth of particular neighborhoods,

The Restitution Fnitiative will develop and test means of providing for restitu-
tion by juvenile offenders to the vietims of their offenses. The program will
examine the rehabilitative aspect of restitution, as well as the impact on victims
receiving this redress.

Tentative plans for fiscal year 1978 call for demonstration programs in the
arens of Youth Advocacy, Alternative Education, Probation, Standards Imple-
mentation, and Alternatives to Inearceration.

NATIONAL, INSTITUTE FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

The program areas which I just mentioned are not only included because of the
special emphasis given them in the Juvenile Justice Act, but also because they
have been identified as needed programmatic thrusts in research sponsored
or reviewed by the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, Prior to announcement of any special emphasis program, the Institute
provides an assessment of the state-of-the-art in the topic area and develops
a concise background paper for the use in the program announcement.

The four major functions of the Institute are information collection and dis-
semination, research and evaluation, development and review of standards, and
training. As an information center, the Institute collects, synthesizes, publighes,
and disseminates data and knowledge concerning all aspects of delinquency.
Three topleal Assessment Centers deal with Delinquent Behavior and Its Pre-
wiation, the Juvenile Justice System, and Alterratives to Juvenile Justice System
Tegazessing, Each center gathers data, studies, and information on its tople
area. A fourth Coordinating Center integrates all of this information and will
produce an annual volume entitled Youth Orime and Delinquency in America.

'Phe Institute has a long-range goal of developing & compreheasive, auto-
mated information system that will gather data on tlhe flow of juvenile offenders
throughout the juvenile justice systems of selected jurisdictions. A reporting
system regaiding juvenile court handling of offenders has already been sponsored.

A broad range of research and evaluation studies are being sponsored by the
Institute. These studies will add to the bage of knowledge about the nature of
delinquency and success in preventing, treating, and controlling it. In the area of
preveution, projects will be encouraged which incrense our undergtanding of
social factors that promote conforming behavior and legitimate identities among
youths and permit evaluation of innovative approaches to inducing such behavior,

The Institute sometimes funds unsolicited research projects thaf address areas
not includled in the established research program. Unsolicited concept papers
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“gre reviewed twice each year. Offier funds are set aside for unigie research op-
portunities that cannot be created through solicitations. These might consist of
| opportunities to conduct research in natural field settings such as those that would
result from legislative changes, or to add a juvenile delmquency research com-
‘ponent to a hugex project funded by another source. )

The Institute is participating in LIIAA’S Visiting Pellowshlp Program. Under
‘this program, up to three TFellows conduct research on juvemle dehnquency
“issues while in residence at the Institute:

In recent years, increasing atfention has been paid to the possxbihty of a re-
‘lationship between learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. Current
theory and knowledge were investigated and a report completed under an
Institute grant, While a relationship seems to exist between learning difficulty
and juvenile delinquency, there remains an absence of experimentnl evidence.
‘Research hias been funded to further investigate this area.

Another Ingtitute-sponsored study seeks to determine the relationship between
sjuvenile and adult offenses. The thuteen-month study will conduct extensive
analyses of data collected on 975 males born in 1945 in Philadelphia. A further
study has been undertaken to examine a birth cohort study of 14,000 males and
4,500 females born during 1958 to determine the nature and patterns of de-
linquency among those e\ammed
“ MThe Institutes efforts in the area of evaluation have concenirated on maxi-
-mizing what may be learned from the action programs funded by OJJDP,
on bolstering the ability of the states to evaluate their own juvenile programs
and to capitalize on what they learn, and on taking advauntage of unique pro-
gram experiments undertaken at the state and local levels that warrant a
nationally sponsored evaluation.

The Juvenile Justice Act anthorizes the Institute to evaluate all programs
assisted under the Act. Bifforts focus largely on evaluating major action initia-
tives funded by OJJDP. To implement the approach of OJJDP that program
-development and evalvation planning must be conducted concurrently, the In-
stitute undertakes three related activities for each action program area : develop-
‘mental work; evaluntion plmmmg, and implementation of the evaluation plan.

Institute staff are currently reviewing the recommendations of the Advisory
-Committee on Standards, n Subcommittee of the National Advisory Committee
for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. A paper will be prepared
desecribing action programs which eould be undertaken by the Office to imple-
ment the gtandards. Development of an implementation strategy will provide
direction for OJIDP activities in coming years.

The Institute has broad authority to conduet training programs, Training
is viewed as a major link in the process of disseminating current information
developed from vesearch, evaluation, and assessment activities. It is also an
“important resource for insunng the success of the OJTDP program initiatives.

Two main types of training programs are being utilized. National training in-
stitutes held on & regional basis acquaint key policy and 'decision-makers with
recent results and future needs in the field of delinquency prevention and control.
Mraining institutes are also held to assist loeal teains of interested officials con-
icentrate youth service efforts and expand programi capacities in their communi-
ties, Workslhiops and seminars are held on a variety of jJuvenile justice and
delinquency prevention issues, techniques, and methods.

+ The Project READ training program was designéd to improve literacy among
‘the Nation's incarcerated juveniles, Qver 4,000 youths -were tested on reading
ability, mental age, and self-concept. During the brief period of four months, the
«average juvenile tested gained one year in reading ability, seven months in
mental age, five points in self-concept; and had a better appreciation of the read-
“ing process. This project is now in its second year.

+ Continuing funding is being provided to the Nntmnal College of .Tuvemle Court
Judges to provide training for 1,150 juvenile court judges and related person-
nel such as probation officers and distriet attorneys.

' OONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL, EFFORTS

Tnder the terms of the, Juvenile Justice Act, TBAA is agsigned responsibility
for implementing overall pohcy and developmg objectives and priorities for all
Federal juvenile delinquency programs. Two organizationg were established by
the Act to assist in this coordination. The Gomdmatmg Counci) on Juvenile
Justice, and Delinquency. Prevention is composed of the heads of Federal agen-
cles most dir ectly involved in youth-related program activities and is chaired by
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the Attorney General, The National Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice
and Delingueney Prevention is composed of persons who, by virtue qf their train-
ing and experience, have special knowledge concerning the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency or the administration of juvenile justice, One-third
of the 21 Presidentially-appointed memhers must be under age 26 at the time
of their appointment.

The Coordinating Council has met eight times. Early meetings focused on
general goals and priorities for Tederal programs. Later meetings concentrated
on policy options and the development of a Federal agenda for research into
juvenile delinquency issues. The most recent meeting was held Jjointly with the
National Advisory Conunittee. .

The First Comprehensive Plan for Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs,
developed by the Coordinating Council, provided the foundation for future pro-
gramming and addressed the roles of each agency in the overall strategy. The
plan provides policy direction and a description of preliminary steps necessary
before large scale program and fiscal coordination is attempted.

In February 1977, the Second Analysis and Bvaluation of Federal Juvenile
Delinguency Programs was submitted to the President and Congress. This report
contains a detailed statement of eriteria developed for identifying and classifying
Federal juvenile delinquency programs.

Integrated funding and programmatic approaches have been initiated among
Tederal agencies in selected projects. In one example, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development cooperated with OJIDP's diversion program by provid-
ing funding to locales chosen as sites for diversion projects,. The Department of
Labor worked with OJJDP to establish priorities for CETA funds utilized for
vouth involved in OJJDP discretionary grant programs. An additional coopera-
tive effort I previously mentioned is the transfer of OJJDP funds to the Office
of Bducation to initinte programs to combat school violence.

The National Advisory Committee has also met eight times. It has focused
primarily on the orientation of memberg to their roles, their relationship to
OJIDP and other juvenile programs, and the development of a workplan, Three
subcommittees have been established: the Advisory Committee for the National
Institute, the Advisory Committee on Standards for the Administration of Juve-
nile Justice, and the Advisory Committee for the Concentration of Federal effort.
The Standards Committee has submitted two reports on its activities and findings
to the President and Congress.

Upon recommendation of the National Advisory Committee and in cooperation
with the Coordinating Council, OTTDP contracted with a private consulting irm
to develop a major project to facilitate the coordination and mobilization of
Federal resources for juvenile delinquency programming in three jurisdictions.
The Coordinating Council and the Natioual Advisory Committee participated
in selecting demonstration sites and both organizations are currently monitoring
program progress.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments of 1977~
I would like to turn now, Mr. Chairman, to the legislation proposed by the Ad-
ministration to reauthorize the 1974 Act.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Amendments would extend
the authority of LEWAA to administer the program for an additioral three years.
Several amendments are included which are designed to strenghten the coordi-
nation of Federal efforts. The Coordinating Council would be authorized to
assist in the preparation of LEAA annual reports on the analysis, evaluation,
and planning of Federal juvenile delinquency programs. LIWAA runaway pro-
grams would be coordinated with the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare’s programs under the Runaway Youth Act,

To insure that each state planning agency receives the benefit of the input of
the Advisory Groups established pursuant to the Act, our bill would algo gmend
Title I of the Crime Control Act, The chairman and at least two other members
of ench state’s Advisory Group would have to be appointed to the state planning
agency supervisory board.

The Administration’s proposal would make significant changes in the formula
grant program. The 1974 Act, as you know, requires that status offenders be
deinstitutionalized within two years of a staté's participation in the formula
grant program. Our bill would grant the Administrator authority to continue
funding to those states which have achieved substantial complinnce with this
requirement within the two-year statutory period and have evidenced an un-
equivoeal commitment to achieving the objectlve within a reasonable time.
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The use of in-kind match would be prohibited by the Administration bill.
However, assistance to private nonprofit organizations would be authorized at
up to 100 percent of the approved costs of apy progiam -or activity receiving
support. In addition, the Administrator would be authorized to waive the cagh
match requirement, in-whole or in part, for public agencies if a good faith effort
has been made to obtain eash mateh and such funds were not available. No change
would be made to the provision requiring that programs receiving satasfactory
annual evaluations continue to receive funds,

Specinl emphasig school programs would be vequired to be -coordinated with
the U.8. Office of Education under the proposal. A new category of youth advo-
ancy programs would be added to tlie listing of special emphasis programs in
order to focus upon this means -of bringing improvements to the juvenile justice
system,

The bill svould authorize the Adminigtrator to permit up to 100 percent of a
gtate’s formula grant funds to be utilized ag mateh for other Federal juvenile
delinquency program grants. This wounld inerease the flexibility of the Act and
permit maximum use of these funds in states which have been restricted in fully
utilizing available Federal fund sources. The Administrator would algo be author-
ized to waive mateh for Indian tribes and other aboriginal gronps where match
funds are not available and could waive state liability where a state did not have
jurisdiction to enforce grant agreements with Indian tribes. Thig parallels pro-
visions now included in the Crime Control Act for other LIBAA programs,

The Administration proposal would authorize appropriation of 75 million
dollars for programs under the Act in fiscal year 1978, and such sumg as may
be necessary for ench of the two following years. The maintenance-of-effort pro-
vision, applicable to juvenile delinquency programs funded under the Crime
Control Act, would be retained. The retention of this provision underscores the
Administration’s commitment to juvenile Jjustice and delinquency prevention
programming,

Finally, the proposal would incorporate & number of administrative provisions
of the Crime Control Act as applicable to the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
Prevention Act. This would permit LEAA o adminigter the two Acts in a parallel
fashion, Incorporated provisions would include formalized rulemaking authority,
hearing and appeal procedures, civil rights compliance, record-keeping require-
ments, and restrictiong on the disclosure of research and statistieal information.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my formal presentation. We would now be
pleased to respond o any questions which the committee might have.

STATEMENT OF ARABELLA MARTINEZ, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOr HUMAN DEYVELOP-
MENT, DEPARTMENT oF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to have the
apportunity to come here today to discuss the Runaway Youth Act, Title IIT of
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, and to advise you
that we are submitiing legislation to Congress to provide a one year extension
of this program. During this extension, we intend to assess our role in relation
toyouth and their families and to consider future action in this area,

As you know, X have recently come to the Federal Government, Although I
have not had direct personal experience with the runaway youth program during
itg first three years, I am familiar with its operation, Therefore, I will present
an overview of the activities conducted under its authority and will conclude by
;gentifying some concerns about the Act which we are now addressing within

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

system,

Until recently no reliable statisties were avallable on the number of youth
who run away from home, The National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth,
mandated by Part B of the Act and conducted during 1976 and 1976, found thn!:
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approximiately 783,000 youth between the ages of 10 and 17 annudlly run away
from home for at least overnight. Many of these young people are on the streets,.
surviving without any form of assistance, and are continuously exposed to the-
vagaries and dangers of contemporary street life. These youth, due to their cir-
cumstances of being alone and friendless with little money, ave left with few:
choices for their survival—irequently living in condemned buildings or out in
the open, trading their bodies for friendship or food, and violating the law just
to meet their basie daily needs.

During the past three years, we have found that the youth seeking services are:
not the stereotyped runaway of the 60’s—the runaways who leave a stable, loving
home to seek their fortunes in the city or to fill & summer with youthful adven-
tures. Runaways of the 70's in contrast, are the homeless youth, the youth in.
crisis, the “pushe uts” and the “throwaways.” These youth have no home; or they
have left - home to avoid physical; sexual, of emotional abuse; or they have been.
thrown out of their home by their parents or guardians. For many of these youth,
leaving home is the only viable alternative. As a rule, they are fleeing from what
they believe is an intolerable situation so they may attempt to live in a less
painful, disruptive environment.

The severity of the problems facing runaway youth today is clearly indicated:
by statistics related to why they run away from home, Almost two-thirds of"
the youth seeking services from the HEW-funded runaway projects cited
family problems as the major reason for sceking services. These problems in-
cluded parental strife, sibling rivalries and conflicts, parental drug abuse, parental
physical and sexual abuse, and parental emotional instability. Nearly an addi--
tional one-third of thie youth were experiencing problems pertaining to school,
inter-personal relationships, and legal, drug, alcohol or other health problems.

In many communities, the HEW-funded projects constitute the only resource-
youth can turn to during their crises. During I'Y 1977, eight million dollars have
been made available to provide continuation funding to the 181 current com-
munity-based projeets. These projects include the National Runaway Switch-
board, a toll-free hotline serving runaway youth and their families through the-
provision of a neutral communication channel, as well as a referral resource to-
local services, The projects funded by HEW are located in forty-four States,
Puerto Rico, Guam, and Washington, D.C, It is anticipated that these projects-
will serve more than 57,000 youth and their families during FY 1977,

Each project is mandated by the Act to provide temporary shelter, counseling,
and aftercare services, as required, to-runaway youth and their families.
Counseling services xre provided through individual, group, and family sessions.
Projects provide temporary shelter -either through their own facilities or by
establishing agreements with group and private homes. Many of the programs
have also expanded their services to provide education programs, medical and’
legal services, vocational training, and recreational activities either directly or:
through linkages with other community agenciey,

At the termination of the services provided by the project, appronmatelv
forty-nine percent of the youth served return to their primary family home, with
an additional twenty-six percent being placed with relatives or friends, in
foster care or other residential homes, or in independent living situations.

We are very concerned within HEW about the severe problems experienced
by the young people whom we are serving, It is clear to us that the problems of"
the population being served by the Runaway Youth Adt have changed—many
timeg they are indications of dysfunction within the family structure. Running-
away from home ig a response of youth to the problems they are éncountering
within the family setting. Pushing youth out of their home environments or
encouraging them to leave is often the response of the parents. A brief period
of temporary shelter and counseling cannot adequately address the needs of"
these youth.

Ad(htionallv, it has also become clear‘to ug that family problems are not thé
only cause of youth running away from home. Running away is a manifestation
of nproblems youth are encounfering in eontemmnorary society. Young people are
experiencing erises related to school, peer relationships, Iack of employment, and’
poor health. For these youth, too, a brief neriod of temporary shelter and counsel-
ine cannot adequately nssist them in dealing with their problems. .

Currently, we are examining the special needs of runaway yvouth due to factors
stteh as race, othnieity, age, and sex: We aré also looking at the techninues and’
methods for providing services to prevent the occurrence of runaway hehavior:
And most importantly; we are exploring the provision of services to youth swithin-
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a broader national social gervices strategy which will minimize the fragmenta-
tion of services and maximize their impact,

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

Based on the review of the information generated from our curvent studies
and from an examination of the role of HEW in the provision of services to the
broader population of vulnerable young people, we propose to determine what
modifications ave required to respond to the changing needs of these vulnerable
youth. We invite your participation in this process and hope we will be able to
work together to develop a sound strategy. For this reason, we ave requesting
only a one-year extension of the Act,

Thank you. I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.

STATEMENT OF RoLAND LUEDTKE, CHAIRMAN, CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND CONSUMER
AFFAINS COMMITTEE, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LECGISLATURES, LINCOLN,
NEER. :

Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to appedr before you and the distinguished
mentbers of the Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinguency of the Judiciary
Committee.

I am here representing the National Conference of State Legislatures which
is comprised of the nation’s 7,600 state legislators and their staffs from all
fifty states. I am chairman of the committee on Criminal Justice and Consumer
Affairs, and my remarks today will present the policy of this committee and the
State-Federal Asgembly. )

On behalf of the National Conference of State Legislatures I would like to
reaffirm our support for the objectives of the Juvenile Justice and Delinguency
DPrevention Act of 1974, If Congressional hearings are similar to our state
legislative hearings, I am certain that at every hearing witnesses have testified
that juvenile delinquency is the most important proklem in our criminal justice
system today. I feel strongly about delinquency prevention because our efforts
to help young people before they become career criminals can dramatically
change the future for thousands of our citizens.

The National Conference of State Legizlatures has consistently supported the
Juvenile Delinquency Act ag evidenced by our attached policy position. On the
basis of this policy, I would like to offer recommendations to this subcommittee
on a few of the Act'’s provisions and suggest some additional changes. As you
undoubtedly know, a number of states have refused to participate in this pro-
gram, beeause they felt the federal requirements were too striet and unreason-
able. This lack of participation by some states bothers me, because every state
in this nation has an acute need to deal with juvenile delinquency, The require-
ments of sections 223(a) (12) and 223(a) (13) are the primary obstacles to
participation by these states. Before I suggest changes to these provisions I want
to stress that I fully support the objectives of these two sections and firmly
believe that states and loealities should deinstitutionalize status offenders and
should not place juveniles in the same correctional facilities with adults. I feel,
however, that Congress should understand the difficnlties states and localitiey
have had in complying with these provisions. The federal law should ke sensi-
tive to good faith efforts by states and localities which may fall short of fotal
comnliance. I would therefore, like to suggest the following changes to these
sections.

First, amend Section 223(a)(12) as proposed by deleting the word ‘“must”
and inserting the word “may” before the phrase which requires that status
offenders “must” be placed in shelter facilities. Seeond, requiring comnliance
with these two sections in two years is unreasonable and unlikely to occur in
very many juvisdictions. The federal ‘government should recognize good falth
offorts by states to achieve complinnce with these provisions throughout their
jurisdietions. But we must deal with the reality that total-compliance c¢an not
bhe nchieved in each of the thousands of jurisdictions in every state in two
short years. For these reasons we sugegest the language be changed to require
suhstantial compliance within a three year period and full compliance in a five
year period.
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Another change we advoecate concerns section 223(a) (3) and the state Juvenile
Advisory Groups. We support the change proposed by Senator Bayh in 8. 1021
~which would require this advisory group to advise the state legislature on
Juvenile Delinquenty matters. Speaking for myself and my colleagues in the
fifty state legislatures I can assure you that we appreciate this recognition of
the legislator’s role in juvenile delinquency prevention and our need to be fully
informed of activities related to the Juvenile Delinquency Act within our state.
This amendment, making tlie expertise and information of the advisory groups
available to the legislatures, would provide a valuable resource for legislators
as they structure and refine their state's juvenile delinguency program.

Our policy position also recommends changes to the distribution of fund.
enumerated in section 224 (b) which currently allows the federal government
to retain 25% to 50% of the funds for its special emphasis programs. In a program
which is premised on the block grant approach, the bulk of funds should he
distributed through state and local mechanisms, We therefore, recommended that
the current language be changed from a 23%% to 509 range to a flat 16% of
funds for federal programs.

My, Chairman, you are likely to hear from representatives of counties advocat-
ing federal incentives for state subsidies to local units of government. Personally,
I favor subsidies to local units of government for the prevention of juvenile
delinguency. QOur objection to these proposals is that they would use a portion of
the federal juvenile delinquency funds to reward or penalize states which provide
their own general fund subsidies to counties. Because of varying financial condi-
tions among the states, some states may be able to subsidize local prevention and
correctionnl programs while other states have insufficient revenues to provide
subsgidies. It is for these reasons that we think it is inappropriate for the federal
law to provide rewards and/or penalties to the states for this type of activity.
It iy our feeling that if counties need and want state general fund subsidies from
their own state legislntures they should then present their cases to the state
Tegislature and seek state funds directly without relying on the federal govern.
ment to mandate state action.

Mr, Chairman and members of the committee I feel that the success of this
program to a large extent depends on the commitment of funds by Congress and
the President. Since the passage of this landmark act in 1974, we in the states
have been disappointed by the lack of commitment in the federal executive
branch. The Crime Control Act programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Adminisfration have always been more important to the previous administra-
tlon than were the juvenile delinquency efforts. In my opinion this illustrates
the backwards logic which has plagued onr criminal justice system for decades.
We place more emphasis on dealing with erime after it has been committed,
by equipping police with fancy equipment and multiplying the capacity of our
courts and correctional facilities to deal with individuals who have already
made a career out of crime, In my opinion if we are to ever curb the intolerable
rate of crime in the U.8. we must engage in efforts to curb juvenile delinguency.
It 13 the juvenile we can help and steer away from a lifetime of crime. If we
miss the opportunity to provide assistance to a young person we have probably
forgone the chance to rehabilitate that person at a later date, The startling
fact that over fifty percent of the arvests in this country are of youngsters
between the ages of 10 and 17 is sufficient evidence to warrant a concentrated
federal-state effort to prevent and deter juvenile delinquency.

From my experience in the Nebraska legislature and my discussions with
lawmakers from other states, I can assure you that efforts to prevent juvenile
delinquency is one of our top priorities, hoth in reforming delinquency laws
and in funding new programs. In myv own state of Nebraska, we are beginning
an extensive revision of our juvenile delinquehcy laws this year. Rather than
enacting piecemeal measures, we intend to review our entire juvenile code, in-
cluding an examination of the status offender issue and medernizing juvenile
courts procedures. We hope to adopt a comprehensive code reforming Nebraska's
juvenile justice system.

‘States are also experimenting with an endless number of programs., In
Youisiana, for example, the state legislature funded a juvenile delinquency
program which created a youth develonment assoriation in New Orleans, This
type of program, providing recreational and reading services to youngsters in
the community, is necessary if we are to give young peonle alternatives to the
life of delinquency. The rate of unemployment among teenagers is at a record
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high and ;ninority teenage unemployment exceeds 50 percent. If we do not provide
constguctxve alternatives for these unemployed young people, we should not he
surprised when they eigage in acts of delinqueney. Another important feature

of this New Orleans program is reading assistance, because studies of Juvenile

delinguent in correctional institutions have shown that they have a very low

reading ability. It is also known that reading ability is & problom with students’

who drop out of school. If we are to give these young people a chance to compete
in our society and help them avoid criminal aetivity, then we must help them
gain the necessary skills to compete.

After eight years of LEAA crime control programs Congress should now
realize that there is no short term solution to our crime problem. The best
we can hope for is to improve our system of justice, engage in prevention of
crime, and hope to reduce long range criminal activity, If we continue to accept
these intolerable levels of unemployment for teenagers and do not engage in
magsive prevention efforts in our schools and communities we can only expect
our crime problem to continue,

On behalf of the state legislators, you can be assured of our support in these
efforts to curb juvenile delinquency. We will do our best to reform state laws
and provide programs in our states, and hope that you will assist us in these
endeavors.

STATEMENT OF DONALD PAYNE, DIRECTOR, BOARD OF CHOSEN FRECHOLDERS, IBSSEX
County, NEW JERSEY, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

Mr. Chairman, I am Donald Payne, director, Board of Chosen Ireeholders,
Tssex County, New Jersey, past president of the National Board of Y.M.C.A's,

and chairman of the National Association of Counties’* Policy Subcommittee
on Juvenile Justice. I am here today to present testimony with respect to
8. 1021, the Reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-

tion Act of 1974,

The National Association of Counties was an early supporter of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. We supported it when it was first in-
troduced for much the same reasons we support its reauthorization today. The
act offers the single most promising federal commitment to our national effort
to salvage thousands of our youngest citizens from the ravages of a deteriorat~
ing system of juvenile justice: A system that incarcerates young people for
status offenses; a system that jails youngsters with adult criminals; a system
which often denies children basic human rights.

The act itself addresses these issues in a number of ways. Most importantly,

it provides substantial focus on prevention, on keeping children from even enter-
ing the juvenile justice system that has proven to be so harmful to their develop-
ing into responsible members of society,

At the last annual convention of our association, our members adopted a
new, and we think, progressive juvenile justice and delinguency prevention plat-
form. Qur policies reflect a growing awareness on the part of the nation’s
counties that the juvenile justice system in our country is desperately in need of
reform and that county government has both a responsibility and an opportunity
to help affect that reform. In some respect, I believe our policies are even more
progressive than is the act we are here to talk about today. Qur policies call
for the complete removal of status offenders from the jurisdiction of the juvenile
court, o program of state subsidies, about which I will speak in a moment,
and a eall to counties to actively develop organizational and planning capacities
for the coordination and regulation of youth development and delinquency
prevention gervices in the community. ‘ .

Mr. Chairman, much of the debate that has taken place with respect to this
Jaw has revolved around two highly controversial provisions: Provisions which
are given much of the blame for o number of states not having particlpated in
the act. These provisions are section 223(12) and (13) which mandate that

1 fonal Assoclation of Countles is the only national organization representing
cour?tg:reg‘v}gr%ment in the United Stutes, Through its membership, nrban, suburban dndt
rural counties join together to build effective, responsive county government.

he goals of the organlzation areto:

Improve county governments ;

Serve as the national gpokesman for county governments

Act as & linlson between the natlon's countles and other levels of government;

Achieve public understanding of the role of counties In the federal system.
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status offenders must be placed in shelter facilities rather than detention or
correctional facilities, and the complete separation of juvenile and adult
offenders within recure institutions. We are pleaged to note that one of the
nroposed amendments, if adopted, will improve section 223(12) by making
the use of shelter facilities optional rather than mandatory, but it will not solve
fh%problem which discourages full compliance, and consequently, participation

n the act,

, This proposed amendment recognizes that there are worthwhile alternatives
for status offenders other than shelter facilities, Certainly, placing the child safely
in the home would have to be assigned the highest preference,

Another proposed amendment would extend the time limit to five years for
deinstitutionalizing status offenders—provided a state was in “substantial
compliance” after two years, Substantial compliance is defined as 75% de-
institutionalization. We believe that to demand a blanket 75% compliance for
each state within two years without regard for their differing resources is
unrealistie, particularly in light of the history of appropriations for hig net.

These changes aside, it is admitted that in some instances there is outright
philosophie opposition to the concepts put forth in sections 223(12) and 223(13).
Buf more commonly, the dollar costs of compliance ave so prohibitive that some
states have chosen not to participate in the aect at all. This is an extremely
sad commentary considering what we know about the condition these sections
seek to remedy. The situation the act addresses is not simply that of the
youngster already in jail or detention but of the youngster swho may well end
up in jail if the community fails to provide community based services designed
to prevent juvenile delinquency. -

‘The dilemma for many communities is that services for youngsters are
intertwined with the juvenile justice system, A child must too often penetrate
the system before he can receive help. In my state of New Jersey we already
have a law requiring the physical separation of status offenders from delinguent
children, Status offenders must be housed separately in a non-secure shelter
facility.

_The problem however, is that we do not have a system in place to prevent
a_child from going to shelter in the first instance, Only 8 counties in our state
out of 21 have a youth service burean: Only 35 municipalities out of 600 have
youth service bureaus. We clearly need a grassroots network of organizations
to coordinate youth services and to direct youngsters and their families in
needed services—prior to any contact with the system.

The National Association of Counties strongly supports the concepts articu-
Iated in section 223(12) as per the proposed amendment and section 223(13),
but the fact remains that these paragraphs, while correctly identifying goals,
do not point to a realistic financial strategy by which those goals may be achieved.
The faet remains that in states and communities that do not already have
community based programs and shelter facilities to divert status offenders
from the juvenile justice system, or wlhich do not have separate facilities for
those already incarcerated, or who may be incarcerated in the future, the act
offers little finaneial hope for achieving compliance,

The reasons are simple: In fiseal 1977, $75 million dollars were appropriated
for financing all of the programs of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. Only part of that money was directly available for use by local
governmentys. Of that which was available, programs seeking alternatives to
incarceration for status offenders or for providing separate facilities for those
who have been incarcerated, had to compete with a myriad of other worth-
while endeavors for searce resources. The result was that many counties without
well developad programs or resources were not able to come up with the sub-
stantial investments required to comply with section 223 (12) and (18).

X want to emphasize that we think there is implicit in section 223(12) and
section 223(i12) an obligation on the part of the communities attemping to
comply with these sectiong, that there be established within those communities or-
ganizational and planning capacities to coordinate youth development and
delinquency services. It seems to us to be senseless to make individual reforms
for children already in trouble if we do not somehow address preventive pro-
grams in & serious manner, or if services for troubled children ave not properly
provided. To aceomplish this, we must insure that we have agencies and volun-
tary services in place that ave capable of meeting the needs of young people
prior to any contact with the juvenile justice system.
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"Lhe need for programs to deinstitutionalize status offenders from secure deten-
tion and to separate juveniles from adults in traditional correctional facilities
has been well documented, Lhe recent study of the childven’s defense fund out-
lining in sowetimes graphie and painful terms what happens to youngsters placed
in adult jails points to a national disgrace. The vecidivism rates are but o
dramatic manifegtation of this dilemama. YWhat then ig the answer?

We think a major part of the answer lies within the provisions of the Juvenile
Justice Act, but for lack of notice, emphasis, or funding, it hag not been suflicently
recognized, We call your attention to the State subsldy programs outlined in
section 223 (10) (11) of the act,

My, Chairman, we suggest today that State subsidy programs, given proper
legislative emphasis and adequate funding, could be useful and highly successful
tools in achieving the results desived in section 223 (12) and section 223(13) and
thereby open the door to more States participating in the act. State subsidy pro-
grams of one kind or another currently exist in at lenst seventeen States and
glve us reason o think they nmny be effective in thisg instance,

State subsidy programs have a number of attributes deserving of attention.
Once instituted, they tend to become long term programs, They intimately involve
not just the States but the myriad of local public and private agencles concerned
with juveniles in a program In which they have a direct interest. We no longer
have just another Federal program with FPederal dollars to be used while they
last on short {erin endeavors, State subsidy programs require substantial com-
mitment by local government-commitment likely to engender serious effortsy.

Consequently, State subsidy programs encourage partnerships between the

public and private sectory as well as intergovermmental cooperation. LChey enconr-
age long term planning and coordination not only of governmental resources and
programs, but of those substantial efforis sponsored and managed by non-profit
private organizations which in many communities provide the bulk of the services
directed toward juveniles, We believe that if State subsidies did no more than
eniourage coordination, cooperation, and planning, they would have served as
well.
State subsidy programs are versatile and can be uged to encourage a wide
variety of specific goals. States currently uiilizing subsidy programs use them
to finance (a) community alternatives to inecarceration, (b) approaches to youth
development and delinguency prevention, (¢) diversion programs and (d) coordi-
uated youth services at the county level, :

We have included some descriptions of how subsidy programs work as adden-
dum “B" to this testimony for your information,

Mr, Chairman, the National Association of Countles respectfully urges that
‘Congress give serious consideration to establishing a new title to the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act: One that would provide for an inde-
pendently funded program of State subsidies which would (a) reduce the number
of commitments to any form of juvenile facility, (b) increase the use of non-
secure community based faeilities, () reduce the use of incarceration and deten-
tion of juveniles, (d) encourage the development of an organizational and
plnniuing capacity to coordinate youth development and delinguency prevention
services.

We urge that the title be funded separately to infuse new and needed funds
directly into programs encouraging deinstitutionalization and the care of chil-
dren deinstitutionalized or diverted from instituttions. Such an effort would illus-.
trate to State governments that the Federal Government considers deinstitution-
alization of sufficient importance to warrant n special fiscal and legislative effort
by the Congress, and implcitly, by State and loeal governments as well

We have included specific draft language as asddenum “A” fo this testimony,
which while requiring a great deal of work by legislative draftsmen, nevertheless
will give you some sense as to our intentions, WMeatfures of the proposed program
include

Incentives to State governments to form subsidy programs for units of generat
purpose loeal governmients to encourage deinstitutionalization and encournge
organizational and planning capacities to coordinate youth development and
delinquency prevention services, .

Tiseal assistance to the States in the form of grants based upon the State's
under 18 population,

Requirements that the State provide a 10 mateh and that the State in turn
may require a 109 mateh from participating loeal governments,
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Provigions that subsidies may be distributed among individual units of local
general purpose governments in thoge States not choosing to participate In the
subsidy title providing proper application is made,

Submission of a plan by the States to LIIAA 1or implementation of the subsidy
program,

Provisions that allow funds to go to States with existing subsidy programs to
either expand those programs or begin new programs consistent with the purposes
of the uew title,

Prohibitiong against the use of Federal monies to replace existing funding in
States already having subsidy programs,

Requirements that private nonprofit agencies be prime participants in subsidy
programs through contracts with local governments,

Authorizations for the next three years of $50, $70 and $100 million
respectively.

Significantly, the concents we have outlined have been developed in cooperation
with guch organizations as the National League of Cities, the National Council
on Crime and Delinguency and the National Youth Alternatives project.

Mr., Chairman, we have carefully reviewed the proposed amendimnents to the

act incovporated in 8. 1021 and find that we are m substantinl agreement with
most of them, The authority of the Assistant Administrator for Juvenile Justice
does indeed need to be strengthened and more specifically defined in order to
better fulfill the intentions of the Congress in creating that position, and we are
pleased to see substantial language to this end. We are all aware of the difficulties
that an absence of such an emphasis has had in the past.

Efforts to extend the act for an additional five years are certainly in order.
Qur problems ave not going to disappear overnight and a substantial commitment
by the Federal Government will both increase confidence in the endurance of
the program and provide the basis for much needed long term planuing,

We believe the authorization levels set forth in the bLill further indicate the
Clongress’ commitment to helping solve the problems inherent in our juvenile
justice system and represent realistic levels of dollars that ean be wisely spent,
In our testimony before the House Appropriations Subcommittee two weeks ago
we called for full funding of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act, using the authorization figures of 8. 1021 as a basis, We have made a similar
appeal to the Senate Approprintions Committee.

vA.Co continnes to support the preference for the allocation of unused formula
grant monies for special emphasis grants in those States that have chosen not to
participate in the programs sponsored by the Act. We do not beheve that States
and their loeal governments that choose not to participate because they are not
able to comply with certain portions of the act should be penalized by not receiv-
Ing funds for worthy projects, Should they be, it wounld be the juveniles in those
States who would be most affected, not the elected officials who can not or will
not comply with the aet,

New provisions which wounld allow up to 1009 of a Stute's formuln funds to
be used as matches for other Iederal juvenile delinquency programs are also
welcome, State and local governments continue to suffer the effects of the
recession and will long after the private economy has recovered. This provision
will allow greater flexibility and encourage better funded juvenile justice
programs,

Despite the many improvements in the act, only a few of which we have com-
mented upon, there are still areas deserving of additional congressional attention.
Tor example, provision has not been made for the representation of either State
or local elected officials, other than judges, on the national advisory committee.
‘We think this omission eruecial in light of the role clected oflicials play in our
Juvenile justice system. Their participation would lend credibility and emphasis
to recommendations made by the committee and would help ensure that the com~
mittee’s recommendations were carefully considered by LBAA. We believe n
proposed requirement that some members of the committee have experience in
the juvenile justice system is a step in the right dirvection, but why not go one
step Turther and provide for those with broad governmental experience partieci-
pate as well,

We also note, in the same vein, that provision has not been made for the
representation of local elected officials on the State planning agency advisory
groups, We think the State planning agency is thus denied a valuable source of
experience and subsequently support for its efforts. It seems logieal to us that
the entire juvenile justice community be surveyed with respect to State plans



77

ianid tlmtd\vtihout local elected officials an important segment of that community
s ignoved.

We would also recommend changes in those provisions that provide for plan-
ning monies, Reports have been received that planning monies have not heen
passed through to loeal governments in some Statey, We believe there should be
o mandatory pasg through of thege planning funds just as there is for formula
allocations. Planning is every bit as important at the local level as it is at the
State level, If there are no planning monies, programs are implemented without
adequate coordination ov evalumtion, Dollars for juvenile justice programs ave
searee, We ean il afford not to use them wisely, Shortehanging local governments
in planning research and evaluation monies is inconsistent with the purposes of
the act.

Furthermore, we strongly urge increasing the overall amounts of planning
funds to regional planning agencies and units of local government, The 1525 cur-
rently provided, even when it reaches the loecal level, is not sufficient to meet
planning needs.

Mr. Chairman, we commend the Congress in its dedication fo address the
problems of juvenile justice in a forthright manner, We have reason to beliove
the new administration is equally committed, County governments dook forward
to a new partnership with the Federal Government in this effort.

In closing, the National Association of Counties urges renuthorization of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention Act and requests that serious con-
siderntion be given to inclusion of a new title providing for a program of State
subsidies to better accomplish the purposes of the act.

ADDENDUM A

Draft: Language for new title to Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act of 1974,
Delete paragraph 10 H of Section 228, Title II; include this language as o
new title IV and renumber everything thereafter,

Tiree IV StAaTe SUBSIDIES

PURPOSE OF TITLE

This title provides a federal incentive for the establishment of voluntary state
programs that will, through the use of subsidies to units of general purpose local
governments:

(a) reduce the number of commitments of juveniles to any form of juvenile
Tacility as a percentage of the state juvenile population

(b) inerease the use of non-secure community based facilities as a percentage
of total commitments to juventle facilities ; and to

(e) reduce the use of secure incarceration and detention of juveniles;

(d) encourage the development of an organizational and planning capacity
to coordinate youth development and delinquency preveution services and to
ensure for service delivery accountability.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

The Administrator 18 duthorized to make grants to states to accomplish the
purposes of this title, Funds are to be allecated annually among the states on
the basls of relative population of people under the age of eighteen pursuant
to regulationus promulgated under this part, Funds for part (d) will only
be provided if, in the opinion of the Administration, states are in substantial
compliance with one or more of parts (a), (b) or (e) listed above; or if the
administeator is satisfied that there ave currently being conducted programs to
achieve the godls outlined in (a), (b) or (¢). _

Funds remaining unallocated at the end of a fiseal year shall be realloeated
among participating states, ds defined in this title, in & manner consistent with
and in proportion to the original grants to those states.

Finanecinl assistance extended to the states under this title shall be pred-
iented upon nastate contribution to the subsidy program of not less than
10¢% of the amount determined to be that state's share of the federal monies
available under this title,

States may not withhold amounts in excess of their own contribution for admin-
istration of the subsidy program.

21-782—78—0
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MONIES ALLOCATED TO NON-PARTICIPATING STATES

“Monicg that are earmarked for particular states under the alloeation formula,
but which remain unalloented because those states do not choose to porticipate
in the program, shall be deposited in a general discretionary fund uuder the
direction of the Administrator, .

Those monies will be used to fund, upon application as provided by regu-
lations promulgnted under this title, programs sponsored by individual units
of general purpose local government in those states unot partieipating in the
program. The funds available for this purpose must be used in non-participating
slates, but, at the diseretion of the Administrator, not necessarily in the propor-
tion mandated by the original allocation formuln, The Administzator will, hovw-
ever, be responsible for ensuring that funds from the diseretionary fund estab-
1ished by this title be distributed equitably among the states and that thelr use
be congistent with the purposes of this title.

Those units of general purpose local government in participating gtates that
submit acceptable applications for agsistance under this title may, at the dis-
cretion of the Administrator, be required to provide a matel, not to exceed
109% of the total federal dollarg provided; and that mateh, if requirved, will be
consistent with all monies provided under this program within that state,

PARTICIPATING STATES

States will be required to give notice to the Administrator of their intention
to participate in this program within 30 days of the enactment of this title.
In those states where an act of the legislatures are not in session, the Admin-
istrator will hold funds for those states in trust until 30 days after the convening
of that legislature to ensuve the opportunity for participation.

PLAN FOR PARTICIPATION

TIollowing notification of the Administrator of an intent to participate, each
state will have 120 days to submit an acceptable plan to the Administrator for
the establishment of a state subsidy program consistent with the purposes of this
title. The Administrator may, at his discretion, extend the 120 day planning
period, when it is in the best interests of the states and the federal government.

An aceeptable plan will include programs that will promote the purposes
of thig title, will utilize the contracted services of private non-profit youth
services agencies to promote the purpose of this title, will provide adequate
reporting and auditing requirements to ensure the expenditure of funds are
consistent with the intent of this title, and will comply with vegulations promul-
gated under this title.

DRAFTING OF TEE STATE PLAN

The state subsidy plan submitted to the Administrator will be the product of
a Jjoint and cooperative effort by officials of state government, representatives
of general purpose units of local government within the state and spokesman for
private non-profit youth service agencies within the state,

The Administrator will notify states of the acceptability of their plans within
30 dnys of thelr recelpt. Plans which are not acceptable will be commented upon
by the Administrator and the states given opportunity to resubmit.

THE BUBSIDY PROGRAM

Local government programs receiving funds through state subsidy programs
must be consistent with the purposes of this title. States requiring matches from
participating units of general purpose local governments may not require that
those matches exceed 109, of the federal monies in each project funded. States
are not required to stipulate such matches, Experimentation among the states
is encouraged with varlous kinds of subsidy programs,

STATES WITH EXISTING SUBSIDY PROGRAMS

States which have already instituted subsidy programs may participate fully
in the program established by this title, Punds from this title may be used to
expand existing programs in those states already having programs or they may
be used to start new programs so long as all programs utilizing these monies are .
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consistent with the purposes of thig title. Federal funds may not be used to
replace existing state or local efforts in exigting subsidy programs.

PARTIOIPATION OF PRIVATE AGENCIES

Thig title recdognizey the important role private non-profit youth service agen-
cles can and should play in resolving delinquency related community problems.
Units of general purpose local governments receiving funds under this program
are urged and encouraged to utilize private non-profit youth agencies to help
neecomplish the purposes of thig tifle through contracted gervices when feasible,
Nothing in thig title shall give the federal government control over the staffing
and personnel dectsions of private facilities reeeiving funds under thig program.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

To earry out the purposes of this title there iy futhorized to be apprepriated
S50 million for the flseal year ending September 30, 1977; $76 million for the
fiseal yeny ending September 80, 1978 and $100 million for the figeal year ending

September 30, 1979,
ADDENDUM B

LQaltfornia

Californin operates o 321 million program of probation subsidies: counties
apply to be reimbursed for each youthful offender they keep at home who would
otherwise go to a state institution, The state then pays the county the per capita,
per day expense that would have been inairred. The state also offers a $2.8 mil-
lion subsidy program for residential and day-care programs (provided in 24 of
California’s 88 counties), The Department of Youth Authority also administers
$200,000 in special program funds, and is now trying to pry loose some state
money for a new subsidy progroam that would fund local youth service bureaus.

Minnesola

The Minnesota Community Corrections Act of 1073 provides state funds to
counties or groung of counties with populations of 30,000 or more that write a
comﬁrehenslve plan for community corrections. Thig plan must apply to offenders
of nll ages,

The formula by which funds are distributed is based on per capifa income,
per capitn taxable value, and per capita expenditures for each 1,000 people in
the population for corrections, and the percentige of county population between
8 and 30 years old. (This formmla matches a county’s correctionnl needs to its
ability to pay, and makes up the difference).

By allowing groups of counties to get together and deyelop a plan, Minnesota
opensup the possibility of comprehensive services to rural counties.

Migsourt

Missouri passed legislation a year ago that mandated the Division of Youth
Services to provide subsidies to local governments for the development of com-
munity-based treatment services. But the state hag not yet appropriated money -
to lnunch the subsidy program. Missourl’s Division of Youth Services Is working
within the limits of the funding it has now to start the subsidy program, and is
looking for other sources of money,

New York

New York appropriated $20 million this year to citieg and counties that develop
both a plan for comprehensive youth services, and the means to carry it out.
Counties may receive $4.50 for each resident under 18 years old if they meet
oligibility requirements and file a County Comprehensive Plan. A maximum of
875,000 1s available for County Youth Service Bureaus, Couities put up a dollar
for each dollar they recelve, .

To encourage developing and carrying out a comprehensive plan, the state
flmtti'xtzefi countieg 50 per.cent of the cost of keeping the youth they send to state
nstitutions.

Virginia . :

Virginia has had a program of subsidles to counties for 25 years, but only in
the past {ive has the program been well-funded. The state reimburses 80 per cent
of the costg incurred by counties to develop youth service programs, The state
will alsoe reimburse 66 per cent of stafl snlaries, 100 per cent of operating costs,
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and 50 ger cent of capital expenditures (to $100,000) for community residential
rograms.
r The state offers to administer local programs direetly, and assume all costs
except for housing, furnishings, and maintenance. Virginia makes special funds:
available to courts for alternative boarding of children in facilities or foster
homes, and for transportation, court-oxdered tests, and diagnosis.
Virginia plans to spend $40 million in the next two years for community based

youth programs.

StATEMERT oF LEE M. TH0oMAS, ExECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE
PROGRAMS, STATE OF SoUTH CAROLINA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFER-
BNCE 0F STATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING ADMINISTRATORS

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members of the Committee.

On behalf of the National Conference of State Oriminal Justice Planning
Administrators and as Executive Director of the Office of Criminal Justice Pro-
grams of the State of South Carolina, I hoth welcome and appreciate this oppor-
tunity to provide you with oral and written testimony on the matter of the
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974,

T'he national conference

The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators.
represents the directors of the fifty-five (55) Stete and tervitorial eriminal justice
Planning Agencies (SPAg) created by the states and territories to plan for and
encourage improvemexnts in the administration of adult and juvenile justice, The
$PAs have been desigiated by their jurisdictions to administer federal financial
assistance programs created by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 as amended (Crime Control Act) and the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (Juvenile Justice Act). During Fiscal Year 1977,
the SPAs have been responsible for determining how best to allocate approxi-
mately 60 percent of the total appropriations under the COrime Control Act and
approximately 64 percent of the total appropriations under the Juvenile Justice
Act. In essgmce, the states through the SPAs are assigned the central role under
the two Acts,

National conference perspective
The National Conference fully supports reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice

Act and continuation of the administration of Title IT of the Act by the Law

Enforcement Agsistance Administration (LEAA).

However, the National Conference believes (a) certain requirements of the
Act must be modified to encournge realization of the fotality of the objectives of
that measure and (b) the level of federal assistance directed to the Act nmst
be substantially increased to that end. The National Conference agrees in prin-
ciple with 8. 1218, the Administration’s bill to extend and amend the Act. Specifi-
eaily, the National Conference supports four major amendments to the Juvenile:
Justice Actof 1974

{1y the Actshould be extended for two years at $150 million per year;

(2} Section 223(a) (12) should be amended to require deinstitutionalization

of status offenders over a five year period, with ahnual benchmarks to be estab-
lished for each state through individual agreements made by LIAA with each
gtate;

{3) Seetinn 224(1) should bhe amended to Umit TBAA’s gpecial emphasis pre-
g¥ﬂln to no more than 15 per centum of the funds sppropriated for Part B of"
Title IT3 and

(4) Section 223(a)Y(17) of the Act regarding special arrangements for state:

and loeal employees should be stricken.

Need for Federal assistance
As we in the states have refined the art of criminal justice planning and re-
senrch, one shocking fact has become increasingly clear: juvenile delinguency

is a problem far more serious than many seem to believe—and it is growing:

worse each year, Although youngsters from ages 10 to 17 account for only
16 perzent of our population. they acceunt for fully 45 percent of all persons
arrested for serious crimes. More than 60 percent of all criminal arrests are of*
peovle 22 years of age of younger,

The State Planning Agencies have applied increasing amounts of funds to

address juvenile problems, and the programs which we have developed have begun:
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¢o reshape the nation’s youth service systems, The states have placed emphasis
on deinstitutionalization of status offenders, segregation of juvenile from adult
.detainees in correctional institutions, community-based programming including
ghelter-care and foster-home placement, youth service bureaus, and other pro-
.grams aimed at diverting juveniles away from the formal criminal justice system.
These are the types of programs which have been developed by the states during
the past eight years, This is where the emphasis has been and where it is expected
tc wontinue to be.

We firmly believe that more programs and more new ideas are needed. The
philosophy in these programs is that juvenile deliiiquency should be addresged at
‘the community, level and that large institutions do not serve the rehabilitative
mneeds of most juveniles. The community-based programs, which have been estah-
lishd to date, have been too few in number tp show substantial impact on juvenile
crime, The public demands results and quite frankly, we sense the beginnings of
hardening public attitudes in dealing with juvenile offenders. Those who once
supported o community-based approach may, out of sheer frus{ration, soon de-
mand a return to institutionalization. We are uncomfortably cloite to coming full
seirele.

In a number of cities, conflicts are already beginning to develop between law
enforcement officials frustrated by large numbers of juveniles arrvested aud re-
leased Ly the courts, and juvenile justice officials equally exasperated by the lack
of sentencing and programming alternatives. There have, in some cases, been
-efforts directed at the establishment of nsw maximum security institutions for
juvenile offenders. We do not believe this is the answer, but it is & manifestation
-of an uneasiness in our cities and counties, about which something must be done.

We believe that community-based programs contribute to a reduction in juvenile
-crime, wnnd we continue to look to the Juvenile Justice Act as a means to that end.
e urgently need the Juvenile Justice Act to be reauthorized and appropriations
“increased to expand our efforts. The job of reducing juvenile delinquency has
already begun in the states, but it cannot be expanded as rapidly as is desirable
or improved without the additional resources that should be provided pursuant
1o a reauthorized program,

Reauthorization period end funding level

We support the reanthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act for a two year period
at $150 million per year,

The National Conference believes that because juvenile crime and delinquency
is esmentinlly a loeal problem it is best addresved at the local level. The Juvenile
Justice Act is primarily a block grant program which anthorizes federal funding
and technical assistance based on problems identified and strategies formulated
at the local level. We feel that it is important that the federal government con-
tinue to provide this financial and techniral assistance without federal direction
Aand control

The two year authorization is recommended 80 that the Juvenile Justice Act
and the Crime Control Act will both terminate at the end of ¥iscal Year 1979, This
‘will enable Congress to reconsider the two Acts simultaneously so that the sub-
stantive direction and administration of the two Acts can he made mutually
supportire, Moreover, a two year reauthorization period will provide the Carter
Administration with a reasonable period of time in which to ngsess the juvenile
Justice program and develop a long-range plan. ™he two year extension wonld
also provide the Congress with approximately four years' experience from which
to evaluate the operationai and administrative activities under the Juvenile
Justice Act prior to huving to make major structural changes.

The National Conference recommends that the program be authorized at g level
of §150 million per year, which is the same as the Jast year of the anthorization of
the present enahling legislation, The purpose of the Juvenile Justice Act is to jn-
«crease funding for juvenile delinquency. The Crime Control Act also provides
funds for this purpose. Increased authorization and 2 ppropriation levels for the
Juvenile Justice Act shonld not result in equivalent decreases in authorization
and appropriation levels for the Orime Control Act, as has oceurred in the past.
«Congress should not play a shell game with appropriations for the two Acts.

Deinstttutionalization

‘We have every indieation that states; even those not participating in the formal
-grant portion of the Juvenile Justice Act, support the concept that “juveniles who
-are charged with or who committed offenses that would not be criminal if com-
mitted by an adult should not he placed in juvenile detention or correctional
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facilities”. However, a major factor for the 16 jurisdictions which decided not tor
participate in the formula grant portion of the program in Y 1975, th‘e 14 in 'Y
1976 and the eurvent 10 in K'Y 1977, and for the slow rate of subgranting and ex-
penditure of formula grants funds in participating states has been related to the
deinstitutionalization requirement.

Some gtates thought they knew what the yequirement meant, and concluded
they could not “in good faith” make a commitment to a requirement for which
they had insuflicient resources and time to comply. Other states were truly puzzled
over the meaning of the section which was “clarified” in different ways over &
period ~f tws years, Still other states felt they could in good conscience make “a
good faith effort and commitment to deinstitutionalization, but they were fearful
of sanctions if the requirement was not achieved, Many states were unwilling to
move forward until there was an indication that significant federal funding would
De provided, Given the Ford Administration’s efforts to stifle the program
through the appropriations process, many states were not willing to move until a
clear indication of the direction of foderal funding emerged from the battle
between Congress and the President. .

The National Conference believes that the deinstitutionalization requirement
of Section 223 (a) (12) must be modified in such a way that the states will have
a veasonable time and resources to comply, TThe National Conference’s recommen-
dations take the following form,

(1) The states should have five years ¢f program parvticipation to deinstitution-
alize, Many states had no or few resources available for caring for status offenders
autside of institutions at the time of the passage of the Act. It takes significant
time to get the political commitment behind a major reduction effort, to develop a
network of service, and to have appropriate delivery mechanisms, Two or three
years is simply not enough time to produce the required ingredients.

(2) Bach state is extremely different. Appropriate, phased milestones for each
state should Le negotiated by the state and LTAA, This would enable there to be
established reagonable and enforceable benchmarks for each state.

(3) The alternatives for deinstitutionalization should be broad. Placement in
a shelter facility eliminates such community-based alternatives as (a) placement
back in the parental home or in the home of a relative or friend, (b) a foster
lhiome, (c¢) a day placement or, {d) a school placement,

(4) The sanction for non-compliance should not be so severe that states who
are philosophically and politically committed to deinstitutionalization would not
dare to risk participation. We recommend that the most severe sanction for fail-
ure to achieve deinstitutionalization of status offenders be denial of future for-
mula grant funding, If states are threatened with having to repay formula grant
money and/or losing juvenile delinguency “maintenance of effort” money under
the Crime Control Act, we are certain even more states will decide to dr:.p out of
the Juvenile Justice Act program.

We Dbelieve that with a reasonable deinstitutionalization requirement and
adequate Juvenile Justice Act funding close to 1009 of the states and territories
will participate in the program. Moreover, a reasonable requirement and sufficient
Tunding would also permit states to use some of the Act monies on other juvenile
Justice priorities. States which elected to participate in the program created by
the Juvenile Justice Act have found it difficult, indeed impossible, to do more with
the current level of appropriations than address the deinstitutionalization and
separation requirements. The National Conference believes these are worthwhile
ends, hut it believes also, as did Congress in legisiating the Act, that strong
initiatives must be undertaken to strengthen the juvenile justice system and pre-
vent delinquency as well as to deinstitutionalize status offenders and segregate
adults and juveniles, The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act is
(ciugrently in name only an act to improve juvenile justice and prevention delin-

uency.

Speetal emphasts

'lfhe National Conference supports an amendment to Section £24(b) that would
limit th!a special emphasis program to not more than 15 percent of the funds
npprox}mated for Part B. We believe that the major portion of the money and
LBAA’s effort should be in support of the formula grant. Since the delinquency
problem is essentially local, the major funding should be under the control o:
state find local officials. The National Conference believes that there should not be
two different standards for diseretionary programs under the two Acts. We do
not know of any meaningful policy distinetion which would limit LEAA to 15
percent under the relevant parts of the Crime Control Aet But permit up to 50
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percent of funds under Part B of the Juvenile Justice Act, The 15 percent limita-
tion would create the same standard for both Acts,

Imployee protection .
The National Conference recommends that Section 223 (a) (17) of the Act b
stricken. Existing state and local laws appear to be adequate to cover this area.
1t is also inappropriate for federal legislation to deal with local and individual
employee relations, especially in areas which are likely the subject of collective
bargaining agreements, Units of state and local goysrnment ghould not be vequired
by the federal government to be the employer of last resort, When employees are
1o longer needed, units of state and local government should not be required to

keep them on and thereby create sinecure positions,

Oommente on S. 1218 ) .

The National Conference is generally supportive of 8, 1218. It makes a number
of substantive and technical amendments which should improve the implementa-
timbl nf %e Aect, What follows are some gpecific comments on o few key provisions

“of 8. 1218, )

(1) The National Conference supports Section 2 (4). The additional word
should clarify that the subsection deals with federal agencies and prohibits LIZAA,
mandating state units of government to comply.

(2) Tuae Nutional Conference opposes Section 3(4). We would prefer the
current language of Section 222(d). The ** in kind” matching provision for the
juvenile justice program should be preserved. At a time of severe state and
local fiscal disloeation, it is counterproductive to inerease financial burdens on
state and local communities. However, we support the exception for private, non-
profit organizations. Much of the money under the Act is to start up new private,
non-profit operated programs in local communities. These ‘programg will fLre-
quently be run by newly formed or resource poor charitable corporations which
cannof provide mateh, The newly proposed Subsection (e) is not applicant if
the present “in kind” is retained.

© (8) We support Section 3(5), The major amount of juvenile delinquency re-
hobilitation and prevention programs operate at the local level.

(4) The National Conference supports the intent of Section 8(18), but would
suggest that the better way to clarify this matter would be to strike the phrase
“but must be placed in shelter facilities,” ending the sentence after words “cor-
rectional foecilitieg,” This change provides the states with greater flexibility
and eliminates any misunderstanding that placing a child in a statutorily
undefined entity called a shelter facility is the only alternative to institutional-
ization, Moreover, if the words “shelter facilities” are used, LEAA must define
the words later. Any stch definition would run the danger of excluding some
appropriate alternatives to institutionalization.

(5) The National Conference would edd a section striking Sections ‘23 (a) (17)
for the reasons set forth earlier. ) ‘

(68) The National Conference opposes Section 3(14). As indicaty earlier,
we would modify the deinstitutionalization requirement Ly providing tae states
five years to achieve the target, with annual benchmarks decided upon through
negotintions between LEAA and the individual siates.

(7) The National Conference would e¢dd & section that limited the special
emphasis program to not more than 15 percent of the funds appropristed for
Part B for the reasons set forth in the earlier discussion.

(8) The National Conference opposes Section 3(24) (f). We support tle
present language of the Act. We believe that funds not requirved by a state
or which become available following administrative action to terminate funding
should be reallocated by Section 222(b) as formula funds and not as special
emphasis funds to those participating states which have shown an ability to
ultilize the funds. : : - ’ o :

(9) The National Conference opposes Section 5(1) for the reasony explained
supra. Rather, the National Conferenca calls for a two year suthorization of
$150 million per year. - : : : : .

(10) The Nsational Conference opposes Section 5(4) which would require the
chairman and two other members of the advisory group to become members of
the state supervisory board. While we support the purpose of the amendment
“to assure appropriate coordination of the two groups, we feel that it should be
left to each state to work out the appropriate liaison relationship. 'We feel that
the composition of the state supervisory boards should not he changed again
as it has been by amendments in 1970, 1978, 1974 and 1976 to the Crime Control
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degislation. This change should have been required, if meritorious, during the
reputhorization of the Crime Contrel Act in 1976, Because state supervisory
boards are now required by the 1976 amendments to be established by statute,
this amendment would require fifty-five jurisdietions to go to their leglsla’rums
to secmet the change. This will create significant 1mp1ementat10n problems in
some States.

-Comments on 8. 1021

The National Conference is generally opposed to 8. 1021, It makes numerous
substantive and technical amendments which would make more complex the
-operation of the Juvenile Justice and Orime Control Acts. What follows are
some specific comments on key provisions of 8. 1021.

(1) The National Conference opposes Sections 2(1), 2(2), 2(5), 2(6), 2(7),
2(9), 2(10), 2(24), 3(1), 3(41), 3(44) and any other sections which wrest
-control of the Juvenile Justice Act from the direction of the Administrator and
voests it in the hands of the Assistant Administrator in charge of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

A major problem with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
has been that it has virtually been a separate agency within LIBAA, over which
the former ILBAA Administrator exercised very little control. The Office has
operated largely independent of the rest of LEAA in such areas asg guidelines
-development, monitoring, finaneial management and program development. What
iy needed is far greater control and coordination by the Administrator over this
entity running adrift.

Present Section 201(d) of the Juvenile Justice Act indicates that all powers
of the Assistant Administrator are subject to the direction of the Administrator.
"Throughout the Aect suthority is vested in the Administrator. Examples are
‘Sections 202, 208, 204, 221, 228 (c¢) and (d), 224, 225, 226, 228, ete. In praciice,
the Administrator has failed to exercise that power, but delegated it to the
Assistant Administrator. Section 527 of the Orime Control Act permits the
Assistant Administrator under the direction of the Administrator to coordinate
juvenile justice activities. Some people have interpreted this section as giving
“final authority to the Assistant Administrator. Since this interpretation is prob-
lematie, perhaps Section 527 is better deleted than retained. In light of all the
sertions of the Juvenile Justice Act, it was never intcnded that the Assistant
Administrator would every have dictatorial powers.

Rather than deleting the power and authority vested in the Administrator as
suggested by 8. 1021, perhaps it should be increased by adding the words “and
Jgonltkol” after the woxd “direction” and d(rletmﬂr Section 527 of the Crime Con-
“trol Act.

8. 1021 would cause further separation and confusion at both the LIBAA and
state level. There would likely be two bureaucracies rather than one, with differ-
ent administrative procedures, programmatic priorities and operating philoso-
phies. At many points of operation, the criminal justice system. is the same for
adults and juveniles. The same crime prevention, police, courts resources and
activities deal with juveniles and adults. It is artificial to conceive of the
activities of these agencies as entirely separate. If the two LBAA programs ave
permitted to operate separately, one LIIAA policy for adults could conflict wit
another LIWAA policy for juveniles. We don’t need a double-headed hydra.

Additional reasons for the National Conference’s opposition to the bill concern
-gections 2(8), 2(4), 2(5), 2(7) and 2(9) of 8. 1021 which further add to the
weight of bureaucracy by increasing the number and pay of high level executives.
‘Nection 2(28) creates another grant making organization.

(2) The National Conference specifically opposes Sections 2(9), which would
add a Section 202 (f). This new section would grant the Assistant Administrator
-open ended powers, making the Asgistant Admimstmtor the ‘“czar” of juvenile
delinquency. As a result the formula grant program could become only an illusory
Dlock grant program since all effective power would rest with the Assistant
. Administrator.

(8) We oppose Section 3(8) which would prohibit a state from increasing a
grantee’s matching share over a period of time, leading to a full assumption of
cost at the end of an appropriate period.

(4) 'The National Conference opposes Section 3(4) which would require 10
pereent of the formula grant to be allotted to the state advisory group and
~Section 3(8). Yt makes no sense to fragment the fund adininistration and increase
-the number of decision-making bodies. Blither the state supervisory board ig the
sappropriate decision-maker, or it is not. An advisory group with grant-making
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authority) is no longer advisory. Why increase the administrative costs of the
program?

(5) The National Conference opposes Sections 8(6) and 3(7) changing the
requirements for the advisory groups. Constant changes in direction in composi-
tion requirements only lead to increased frustration, changing group dynarics
and upheaval. The new people called for by Sections 3(6) and 3(7) can already
be members of the advisory groups. However, by making these new requirements;
changes will occur in most advisory groups; and a peviod of reeducation will
have to oceur before effective action can be undertaken,

(6) The National Conference opposes Sections 3(20), 3(21), 3(22), 3(23) ana@
3(28)., Rather tlian lessening the requirements for deinstitutionalization of status
offenders, these seetiony increase the burdens and harshen the sanetions. As a
result, the number of states that opt to continue participation in the program ean
be expected to decrease dramatically.

(7) Section 3(29) is opposed, ¥unds not applied for should be reallocated as
formula funds to participating states.

(8) The National Conference opposts Section 5(1). We believe that a two-year
authorization of $150 million per yeur is advisable.

In summary, the National Conference can find little good to say about S, 1021..
It makes a few techinical improvements which are the same or similar to S. 1218,
However, the vast majority of provisions, if enacted, will cause maladministra-
tion and non-participation. Because of the plethora of changes recominended,
many provisions were not commented upon as they could be.

Mr, Chairman, you have heard from a representative of counties advocating
Tederal incentives for state subsidies to local units of government. We, like the-
National Conference of State Legislatures, oppose this proposal. The objection
is that the program would use a portion of federal funds to reward or penalize
states whiclt provide their own general fund subsidies to local government.
Because of varying tinancial conditions among the states, some states may be
able to subsidize local prevention and correctional programs while other states
have insufficient revenues to provide subsidies. We find it abhorrent that the
federal government should be asked to mandate state governments be required to
subsidize local govermuent. It is our fe¢ling that units of local government should
present their caseg to the utate legislatures and seek state funds directly without
relying on the federal government to mandate state action.

Mry. Chaivman, the National Conterence appreciates the opportunity you have
provided to us to male our views known.

Attached for your information is a copy of the National Conference's proposed
amendments,.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

(1) Amend Section 204 (f) to read: “Ihe Administrator may require, through
appropriate authority, Federal departments and agencles . . .” (additional word
italicized).

(2) Amend Section 223(d) by substituting the word “develop” for the word
“fipplement”,

(3) Modify Section 223(a) (12) to indicate that deinstitutionalization should:
be achieved within § years, with reasonable annual benchmarks agreed upon by
LEAA and the state planning agency, Delete the phrase “but must be placed in
shelter facilities”. -

(4) Delete Section 223 (a) (17).

(5) Amend Section 224(b) to read “not more than 15 percentum of the funds:
appropriated . . .” (change italicized).

{6) Amend Section 281(a) to provide for a two year authorization at $150:
million per year.

STATEMENT OF MARION W. Mar 1oLy, MEMBER, NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMIPIEE:
FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION, BEIHESDA, Mb.

Mr. Chairman: Y am pleased. to appear before this subcommiftee as a rep-
resentative of the Natlonal Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention. The Committee urges the Congress to reauthorize the-
Juvenile Justice and Dslinguency Prevention Act of 1974 and has voted on a
comprehensive set of recommendations reparding this legisldtion. These rec-
ommendations were submitted to Senator Bayh, then chairman of the Senate-
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Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, at his request, on Mazrch 13,

- The National Advisory Committee was created by the Juvenile Justice 'Act
as part of a congressional emphasis on improving the coordination of Federal
juvenile delinquency programs. The Committee has 21 Presidentially appointed
members with syide ranging experience in the fields of youth, juvenile delinquency,
and the administration of juvenile-justice. By law, one third of the members
must .be under the age of 26 at the time of their appointment. This provision
has brought to the group the views and spec¢ial concerns of the young in formulat-
ing public policy and in developing programs for delinquency prevention and
juvenile justice. Committee membership is further strengthened by 2 require-
ment that a majority cannot be full-time Federal, State, or local government
employees, The Committee’s makeup thus inciudes members from a number
of private agencis whose support and activities are essential for the successful
implementation of the Act. ' ’

The National Advisory Committee has three major subcommittees: The Ad-

visory Committee to the Administrator on Standards for the Administration of
Juvenile Justice ; the Advisory Committee for the National Institute for Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention; and the Advisory Committee on the Con-
centration of Tederal Bffort, all of which have met frequently and developed
specific recommendations in their areas respective responsibility.
-~ The full Committee has met nine times. Warly meetings served to orient the
Committee to the range of Federal programs and to its relationship to the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) and other
Federal programs. Later meetings focused on Specific issues in juvenile justice
dand on particular programs. The Committee developed a set of recommended
research priorities for the National Institute, formulated national standards
for juvenile justice which have been submitted to the Congress and the President,
and prepared a set of objectives to guide the Committee's activities over the
next year, The Committee considers the standards on juvenile justice to be one
of its major accomplishments and to be a significant contribution to the im-
provement of juvenile justice. The Committee is pleaged that the office feels this
way as well, and will use the standards as a guide for program and coordination
activities. It is the strong hope of the Committee that through the demonstration
and evaluation of the concepts contained in the standards, they will become
strongly supported by the Congress and other Federal youth service programs.
The Committee also prepared and submitted its first report to the Administrator
of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration on September 30, 1976
which includes 13 recommendations for improving the Federal juvenile delin-
quency prevention effort.

Before discussing specific recommendations of the National Advisory Com-
mittee I would like to commend the OJIDP staff for doing an outstanding job
in attempting to carry out the purposes of the 1974 Juvenile Justice. However,
I would like to state for the record that the number of job slots made available
to OJIDP for support of the Act has been unreasonably limited in light of the
importance, complexity, and comprehensiveniess of the responsibilities assigned.

I would now like to highlight a few of the recommendations of the National
Advisory Committee. ag they are relevant to the proposed legislation:

Congress and the President should support full funding for the 1974 Juvenile
Tustice Act, including money for appropriante staffing of the National Advisory
Committee and the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention

The various agencies and bodies working in the juvenile justice and delin-
quency prevention fields should malke delinguency prevention as well as juvenile
justiee a high priority in their nrograms and activities:

States and loealities should develon supportive services fov status offenders.
Juvenile eonrts shonld not be involved in such cases unless all other community
resources have failed :

The President and the Attornev General should give the highest possihle
priority to the work of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and De-
linnuency Prevention,

To improve Tederal roordinntion of delinauency nroerams. the Office of Ran-
agement and Budget should be added to the membership of the Coordinating
Couneil, . :

Lot me turn now to the National Advisory Committee’s specific recommenda-
tions on the legislation under consideration,
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. The Committee believes that the 1974 Act represents a landmark achievement
in helping prevent delinquency by rvemoving inappropriate youths from the
juvenile justice system and by providing them with alternative methods of
care, The Act provides o needed framework for combining the delinquency
‘prevention efforts of Federal, State, and local governments witli those of the
private sector. Thus, the Gommittee endorges the general philesephy and pro-
visions of the Act and recommends its reauthorization with only relatively minor
changes, The Committee believes that LIBAA should continue to have jurisdietion
over the Act., LITAA’S legislative mandates’ and organizational structure are
closely related fo those of the Act and the Committee believes that LEBAA'S
administration has facilitated the Act’s implementation.

The Committee strongly recommends that the Presidentially appointed Assist-
ant Administrator who heads OJTDP be delegated all adminigtrative, managerial,
operational, and policy responsibilities related to the Act, The Committee believes
that some of these respunsibilities, which have Lieen carried out to date by the
LBPAA Administrator, should more approprintely be delegated to the Assistant
Administrator in charge of this important national office. Under the present
arrangement, the Assistant Administrator bears the respongibility without having
the corresponding authority.

Another Committee recommendation concerns the makeup of the Coordinating
Council. The Council is charged with making recommendations to the Attorney
General and the President with respect to the coordinaton of overall policy and
development of objectives and priorities for all Tederal juvenile delinquency
programs. The Committee believes that several additions to the Council's mem-
bership would enable it to carry out these functions more effectively. Therefore
the Committee recommends that the Directors of the Office of Management
and Budget, and the National Institute on Drug Abuse, as well as the Commis-
sioner of the Office of Bducation be included on the Council,

The Committee hag several recommendations concerning the matching require-
ments of the Act. The Committes beliaves that thiere should be o 10 percent
hard match required for units of government bhut that the Assistant Adminis-
trator should be permitted to waive matching requirements for private nonprofit
agencies. These agencies are critical to the successful implementation of the Act,
1epresenting the efforts of millions of citizens whose services could not be bought
at any price. Furthermore, the involvement of these groups in providing services
for youths offers an alternative to costly and often stigmatizing processing by
the juvenile Justice system. Many of the private nonprofit agencles operate on
severely limited budgets and would not be able to participate in the Act if the
mateh requirements were strictly adhered to. The Committee also recommends
that the Assistant Administrator should have authority to iwaive the matching
requirements for Indian tribes and other aboriginal groups and to waive State
liability and to direct Federal action where the State lacks jurisdiction to proceed.

The Committee has noted that some States have been reluctant to participate
in the Aect's formula grant program because of the requirement that participating
States deinstitutionalize all status offenders within two years. The Committee
believes that this problem could be lessened and more States influenced to dein-
stitutionalize status offenders if the Assistant Administrator were granted the
authority to continue funding if the State Is in substantial compliance with the
requirement and has an nnequivoeal commitment to achieving full compliance.
The Committee has also developed clearcut guidelines defining conformity.

A number of other amendments suggested by tha Gommittee are:

Require that State advisory committees advise the Governor and State legls-
laturey as well as State planning agencies regarding juvenile delinquency policies
and programming ;

Provide that the subecommittees of the Nntlonal Advmory Committee are sub-
ordinate to the parent body ;

Broaden the seope of the Runaway Youth Act to include other homeless youth ;

Transfer responsibility for the Runaway Youth Act to OJIDP ;

Improve the coordination of ‘OJTDP's programs twith the Oﬂice of Bducation;

Improve advocacy activities aimed at improving services to youth affected by
the juvenile justice system ;

" Improve government and private programs for youth employment;

Continue the maintenance of effort provision.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal presentation. I would like to thank
the Committee for the opportunity of testifying and I would be pleased to respond
to any questions the Subcommittee may have.
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STATEMENT O0F CHRI&TOPHER M. MouLb, GENERAL CoUNssy, NATIONAL COUNOIL
oF YMOA's, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL COLLABORATION FOR YOUTH, NEW
York, N.X.

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Collaboration for Youth, I want to
thank you and the Subcommittee for the invitation to testify before you on
renewal and extension of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
of 1974, We welcome the opportunity to share our views on juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention—a matter of increasingly critical importance to this.
nation, This testimony is endorsed by the organizations listed at the conclusion.

It was a mutual concern over escalating delinquency and the future of young
Americnng that led twelve national youth serving organizations to join together
as the National Collaboration for Youth about four yeavs ago. The member
organizations are?

Boys’ Olubs of America, Boy Scouts of America, Camp Fire Girls, Inec., 4-I1,
Future Homemakers of America, Girls Clubs of America, Inc., Girl Scouts of the
U.8.A., National Board of YWCA, National Council of YMCAs, Nationai Fed-
eration of Settlements and Neighborhood Centers, National Jewish Welfare
Board, Red Cross Youth Service Programs,

Our organizations collectively are serving in excess of 30 million boys and
girls from a diverse and broad cross-section of this nation’s young people from
rural and urban arens, from all income levels and from all ethnie, racial, religious
and social backgrounds. We cite this to make the point that our organizations
represent valuable resources that can be tapped in cooperative ventures with
federal leadership and funding. We have the experience of working with chil-
dren and youth, many of whom are poor—poor in economic resources, poor in
gpirit, poor in opportunity, children who are alienated, children who are troubled,
and children who get into trouble, very real trouble.

We have the expertise of tens of thousands of full-time professional staff, hoth
men and women, who believe in the importance of their work in youth develop-
ment, who are particularly committed to the need for diverting children from
our outmoded American juvenile justice svstem,

We have the service of hundreds of thousands of volunteers, men and women
dedicated to helping young people grow and develop into contributing citizens
in their own right. They are people who realize that this is the only next gen-
eration we've got.

‘We also have the support of hundreds of thousands of concerned business and
professional leaders across the country. These people serve on our local and
national boards of directors. These are men and women of substance, who
ienuipely care and actively support programs designed to help the youth of

meriea.

And we have billions of dollars in capital investment in equipment and facili-
ties. Billions of program :.llars have been expended by our organizations, But
only within the last decadz have we fully recognized and begun to focus on the
youth who are most troubled and alienated. We have had to broaden, our more
traditional approaches to begin io include concentrated efforts with those in
the greatest need. Through national leadership turning the spotlight on the
problems of the poor, we have increasingly used our resources to provide positive
program opportunities and environments for a wider spectrum of young people.
Tith the addition of adequate federal leadership, direction and funding, these
resources could be multiplied many times over in their effectiveness in reaching
girls and hoys who most need help.

Our first priority, at the inception of the National Collahoration for Youth,
was enlisting the Federal government in a comprehensive effort to prevent and
treat youth delinquency. Legislatively, our hopes were fuifilled in 1974 with
enactment of Public Law 93-415, in great measure a tribute to the leadership
lt\)f tSlenntor Bayh, Our cause was immeasureably assisted as well by Senator

athias, :

It is of course that Act, the Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention Act,
which expires this year,

Mr. Chairman, we strongly endorse the renewal and extension of Public Law
93-415. We would urge the Congress to make this extension at least three years
in duration.

The need for this legislation is, if that is possible, even more profound now
than at the time of its original enactment. The news media provide us with an
hourly and daily litany of school violence, substance addiction, gang resurgence,
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vandalism and violent crime sufficlent to persuade even the most casual observer
that thig country ig failing ou a massive geale to meet the needs of its young
people. The price being paid in termg of deaths, injuries, property damage and,
‘most important, wasted human potential i staggering,

The price in taxes for school security and repair, for increased police man-
power, for incarceration facilities and correctional personuel, ete., is itgelf of
monumental proportions.

While the Juvenile Justice Act is no panacea, it does provide a Federal com-
nmitment for the first time to address youth delinquency and its prevention
head-on. It does provide the tools with which we can start to fashion services
and programs for young people to maximize their positive human development,
It does mandate the collaboration of the public and the private sectors on pre-
vention and treatment of delinguency, a partnership indispensable to any prog-
ress. It does put the Congress on recard as saying that prevention ig the indis-
putable key to the reduetion and elimination of youth delinquency. It does
authorize desperately needed funds,

Has the full potential of the Act been proven since its passage? By no menns,
The time has been too short and the appropriations too small. Moreover, the
previons Adminigtration wag actively opposed to funding of the Aet and in
ntumerous ways administratively delayed and impeded implementation of the
Act. Furthermore, many states opted not to participate in funding under, the
Act because the appropriations were so small that the allocable dollars did not
Justify the required administrative and programmatic efforts.

Remarkably, almost three years simce the Act was passed, LEAA has yet to
award its first grant specifically for prevention of delinquency !

On the positive side, the Act has induced numerous states to make definite
progress toward the deinstitutionalization of status offendérs. The requirement
of the Act that participating states complete that process is, in our view, both
sound and of major importance. We do not favor a relaxation of the existing
deinstitutionalization requirement, confident as we are that LEAA can and will
be reasonable in its enforcement thereof.

The Act has served to initiate a valuable planning process in partieipating
states, to identify needs, to set priovities and to allocate resources specifically
to prevent and treat delinquency. As required by the Act, that planning process
is beginning to bring together the publie sector and the private non-profit sector,
a ton rare event in the annals of criminal justice planning.

LEAA funding has enabled ten of the Collaboration’s member agencies and
six other major national voluntary agencies to jointly undertake, with their
respective loeal affiliates, action to build up the cgpacity of the private volun-
tary agencies to deliver needed community based services, in partnership with
public agencies, to status offenders in Mueson, Arizona; Oakland, Californin:
Spokane, Washington; Spartanburg, South Carolina; and a serviece district
in Connecticat,

The progress evident at these and other sites toward deinstitutionalization of
status offenders would not have occurred absent the Act's requirement, Reten-
tion of that requirement and development of these publie/private partnerships
to enhance capacity to deliver a variety of supportive services fo status offenders
ig evitical if deinstitutionalization is to be achieved and if status offenders are
to have their chance to become positive and responsible members of soclety.

Without the renewal of P.I. 93-415, Mr. Chalrman, such approaches to
prevention and treatment of delinquency will wither on the vine, The beginning
of hope for the future of many young people will sputter out if this landmark
Tegislation is allowed to expire, erasing a vital Federal commitment to young
people and depriving promising initiatives of the wherewithall to continue.

We are, of conrse, heartened by the new Administration’s proposal to renew
the Act for another three year period, following its recommendation to maintain
Fiseal Year 1978 funding at the 75 million level of Tiscal 1977 instead of the
prior Administration’s nroposal of $3§ million. We are further encouraged by
Senator Bayh’d continued commitment to young peovie as evidenced in his
Introduction this sessinn of 8, 1021 and his continued service on this Subcommittee.

The gubject of funding for implementation of the Act has greatly concerned
us from its ennctment and continnes to do so. The appropriations made so far
pale in comparison with authorizgtion levels. A8 indicated enrlier; a gipnificant
number of states either delayed pyrticipation under the Aef or opted not to par«
ticipate because the available funds were not worth the effort.
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* My, Chairman, this government directly spends more money annually on sport
fishing and wildlife Lhan ig appropriated for this Act which is focused on helping
and protecting our very own children. he mnnual expenditure per capita to
inenrcerate & juvenile offender far exceeds the cost of a year at Harvard Univer-
sity I We spend infinitely more on processing and jailing offenders than we do
on preventing the offenses from occurring,. )

Our spending priorities are not supportable when we lopk atwhat is happening
to our young people who are our only future,

* We urge your leadership to secure authorizations of $160 million, $175 million.
and $200 million respectively to fund the Juvenile Justice Act for the next three
fiscal years. Such levels will hopefully induce non-participating states to elect
to participate and will begin to allow a level of effort commensurate with the
seale of the nation's delinquency problem.

We would respectfully point out to this Subcommittee that ghould there be
an erosion of the dollars available for juvenile justice expenditures under the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, the recommended authorization
levels for the Juvenile Justice Act would, to that extent, be less than what is
needed. This is & very real concern of ours since the “maintenance of effort”
requirement earmarks a percentage of the total Safe Streets Act appropriation
for juvenile justice rather thwn a specific sum. Accordingly, if the downward
trend of the Safe Streets Act appropriations continues, the amounts earmarked
for juvenile justice expenditure will correspondingly diminish. We need your
leadership to assure that this does not work to reduce, rather than increase,
the aggregate dollars available for juvenile Justice imtlatives

Related to the critical subject of dollavs is the issue of so-called matching
requirements under Section 222(d) of P.L. 93-415. Our organizations and our
local affilintes hiave experienced LEAA imposition of a lhard cash 109 mateh,
In many cases this has either made the undertaking of new initiatives impossible
or in others very onerous,

In today’s renl world, private non-profit organizations are doing well if they
operate on 2 break even basis, Too many are operating at a deficit and drawing on
limited and dwindling reserves. Contributions and other revenues are not keep-
ing pace with inflation. As costs escalate, our sector cannot, as business can,
stmply pass on those costs to the recipienis of our services.

As we struggle to simply maintain our level of services, we do not have the.
spare cash to match o grant to enable us to injtiate new services or expand estab-
lished programs. Moreover, we nlways face the dilemma of financing the con-
tinuation of programs and services once LBAA funding terminates, which is
typically two or three years from the first award. The combination of the up-
front cash mateh and the limited duration of funding allowed by LBAA in
practice, in too many cases, effectively precludes private non-profit agencies
from undertaking badly needed new initiatives.

Tor these reasons, we would urge this Subcommittee to amend Public Law
03-415 to provide for 100 percent funding of approved costs of assisted programs
or activities of private non-profit organizations,

We would also ask that this Subcommittee communicate to LEAA an intent
that programs assisted under the Act not be limited to two or three years' funding
provided that such programs or activities are, on the basis of evaluation, accom-
plishing their stated and approved objectives.

As this Subcommittee well knows, the best of legislation can founder in
implementation due to the manner and means of executive administration, In
the ease of the Juvenile Justice Act, we have experienced ongoing problems as
to the manner and means of its administration at LEAA too numerous to totally
enumerate here,

.In our experience, the Assistant Administrator and the Office of Juvehile
.T ustice & Delinquency Prevention have been wholly dominated and subordinated
by TLEAA superstructure and the bureauneratic patterns and policies developed
for ndministering the Safe Streets Act, The Juvenile Justice Act and the office it
ereated, have, in practice, been treated by LIBAA leadership as a mere appendage
to its mainline criminal justice programs and their mandate, the Safe Streets
Act, Implementation of the Juvenile Justice Act hds almost been smothered in
inannronriate regulations, polictes, and guidelines developed for the very differ-
ent Safe Streets Act program and simply engrafted onto the Juvenile Justice
proeram and office. :

We would resppctfullysugge'it that vigoreus Congressional oversight of LBAA'S
adminictration of the Act is needed. An example would be the need to assure
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the establishment by LIEAA of a credible system for monitoring LEAA’s coms
pliance with Section 261{b) of the Juventile Jugtice Act, the so-called “maintes
nance of effort” provision. .

The Act should be amended to glve the Assistant Administrator the authorlty
to make grant awards under the Act instead of reserving that authority to the
Administrator. The Assistant Administrator iy presumed to have special knowl-
{adge of the juvenile justice fleld which the Administrator cannot be presumed
;0 DOSSEss,

Through legislation, or other appropriate means, the initiative of Congress ig
needed to assure adequate staffing of the Office of Juvenile Justice generally,
and particularly for the support of the Federal Coordinating Council and the
National Advisory Committee created by the Act, The staff for the National
Advisory Committee ought to be accountable to the Committee Chairperson, We
would urge amending the Act, with regard to the states, to require that the
chairperson of the required state advisory committees and perhaps one or two
other members of such committees be made members of the state supervisory
boards overseeing criminal justice planning. This should give greater assurance
that the work of the state advisory committees is not carried on in splenadid, but
relatively impotent isolation from decision making.

Mr. Chairman, we are mindful that young people are the nation’s greatest
natural resource and that this places a special responsibility on this Subcom-
mittee as it carries out its mandate. Most of those young people cannot vote and
therefore are without & voice in publie policy deliberations and decisions, This
fact underscores the very crucial role this Subcommittee has in protecting the
present and future of American young people. We have every confidence yow
will fully meet that responsibility.

Qur organizations, with years of experience working directly with youth, syould
welcome the opportunity to be of assistance to this Subcommittee as it works
to assure that young people are given the opportunity to achieve their fullest
human potential,

Thank you Mr, Chairman,

This statement is endorsed by the following organizations: Boys' Ciubs of
Amerieq, Camp Fire Girls, Inc,, Girls Clubs of Ameriea, Inc,, Girl Sconts of the
U.8.A,, National Council of YMCOAS, National Federation of Settlements & Neigh-
bhorhood Centers, National Jewish Welfare Board, Red Cross Youth Service
Programs,

A REVIEW OF THE LAW EINFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION'S
RELATIONSHIP TO THE BLAcx COMMUNITY

(By Robert I. Woodson, Director, Administration of Justice, National Urban
League, Inc, New York, N.Y.) )

The National Urban League is an interracinl, nonprofit, and nonpartisan com-
munity service and civil rights organization, Throughout its 05-year history, the
League has been committed to the achievement of egual opportunity for all
Americans, That commitment has been and continues to be carried out through
a constantly expaunding network of 104 affilintes located in 84 states,

We welcome this opportunity to express the National Urban League's concerns
and views on the Law Tnforcement Assistance Administration’s re-guthorizing
legislation under consideration by this Subcommittee, The thrust of the testi-
mony today will be to emphasize and encourage you te recognize tlie enormous
potential for community involvement, especially minority community involve-
ment, in crime control and preventicn. Specifically, the Leagua’s position i that
as this Subcommittee amends the Crime Control Act of 1978. it will recognize
that community involvement ghould be a mandatory and substantial part of
LEAA’s activity.

The “War on Crime” has been ¢ne of the few battles in our history in which
the black community has not been enlisted. Some years ago, the Administration
prematurely declared a wictory in that war. But, then and now, on urban frouts
throughout the country, thousands of poor and black peonle continue to be
disproportionately victimize@ by crime, The lack of black participation in the
crime fight has ereated the false impression that the black eommunity condones
erime and protects criminals, Crime prevention, however, is a high priority in
the black community. As the lavel of crime and fear increases in communifies
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throughout tle nation, minority group organizations have exercised leadership
and focused much of their energy on direct involvement in combating erime.

Officials in the Iaw enforcement field have long recognized the importance of
active citizen/community support in erime prevention, Yet, attempts to officially
introduce the “community perspective” into the criminal justice system have met
with indifference, limited technical/funding support, and on occasion, open resist-
ance. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LIEAA), as a primary
vehicle for innovation, reform and progress in the criminal justice system has
fiiled to recognize or support minority citizen involvement in the crime fight,

The Urban League has a partieular interest in community participation in
crime prevention; erime has had a partieularly ravaging effect on the black
community. The reported 17 percent increase in erime during 1974 has been
doubly felt in low-income and minority communities,

According to stndies on crime vietimization conducted in 13 American cities,
blacks and other minorities are morve than four times as likely to be vietimized
by crime as whites, Low and moderate income familiex experience significantly
higher rates of roblbery and aggravated assault.! The studies also indicated that
at least one-half of all erimes committed are not reported. The vietims' most
commaonly cited reason for not reporting a crime were that they felt “it was not
worth it", or that nothing would be accomplished. This high incidence of unre-
ported crimes provides only a small measure of citizen disenchantment and
distrust of the criminal justice system,

The black community has been multiply vietimized by crime, First, by the dis-
proportionately high incidence of erimes against it; second, by the disproportion~
ate numbers of black men and women imprisoned in a correctional system
plagued with inequities and abuses; thivd, by the revaging social and economie
costs of erime fourth, hy the crime-nduced fear and suspicion that permeates
our communities af a time when we need community unity ; fifth, by the unwilling-
ness of the criminal justice system to solicit and support the input of informer
citizens and community organizations; nnd sixth, by national policies that fail
to address the root eauses of crime-—poverty, unemployment, diserimination,
inadequate houging, education and health care.

The facts and figures on crime in America are harsh realities for the black
community :

Criminal homicide, perpetrated by blacks on blacks, is partienlarly severe.
Of an estimated 1,500 homicides committed in New York (ity in 1974, 545 of
the vietims were black; 67 of those victims were slain by whites or members
of other racial groups.?

Youth, under nineteen years old, commit over 40 percent of all violent
crimes and 70 percent of all poverty crimes in the nation, In the black com-
munity, the potential for juvenile ¢rime iy further exacerbated by the high
rates of joblessness among our youth, If current trends continue, more than
half of the nation’s black youth will be out of work over the next & years.

About 40 percent of the State and Federal prison population is black. In
1973, nearly 83,000 of the 204,000 inmates in State and Federal correctional
insitutions were black—a disproporionately high percentage when we note
that blacks constituted less than 12 percent of the overalil U.S. population.

The costs of crime and imprigsonment depletes our communities of vitally
needed manpower and economie resources. It has been estimated that every
1 million unemployed workers cost the nation about $16 billion in lost reve-
nues and productivity. Today, there are roughly 400,000 inmates in Federal,
State, local and juvenile penal institutions. Per capita expenditures on each
person ranges from $9,600 to $12,000 per year. As citizens engaged in mean-
inztul, lawful employment this prison population could put over $7 billion
back into our economy.’ In addition, as taxpayers, we bear not only the costs
of imprisonment, but also the costs of welfare and social services to which
the prisoners’ families and dependents are forced to turn. During the course
ot a year, our correction institutions receive some 2.5 million persons (in-

reriminal Vietimization Surveys in 13 Ameorican Citles” T.S. Department of Justice,
Low XInforcement Assistance Administration, National Criminal Justice Information and
Statisties Service, June 1975,

2 “Black on Black Crime: Why Do You Tolerate the Lawlesg?”, Speech delivered hy
Roosevelt Dunning, Deputy Commissioner, New York City Police Department, Dec. 7, 1975.

4 “Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 81, 1971, 1072 and 1073.”
Law Iinforcement Assistance Administration National Criminal Justice Information ang
Statisticy Service, May 1075,
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mantes, prohationery, paroleer) and an additionsl 5.8 million fumily members
are affected.t

Aund what of the vietlms of crime? Each ceriminal act bas a tragle but
mmeasurable unpuct upon the vietin, It is difficult to quantify the emotiouul
as well as economie cost to the survivors of a slain loved one, the trauma
experienced by o vietim of robbery, assault, or rape, The crime victimization
study, referrved to previously, revealed that persong from families earning
less than 3,000, or in the $3,000 to $7,499 range, were more apt to be erime
vietimy, Nearly one<third of the robberies and larcenies perpetuated on these
vietims involved losses of between $30 and $240. A significant proportion of
the crimes also led to serious injury and hospitalization of the vietini.

'The dangers of eriminal vietimization for school children and those work-
ing within schools—particularly those serving low-income and minority stu-
dents—are hi gh. In 1975, on school property juveniles committed 100 murders,
D000 rapes, 12,000 armed robberies and 204,000 reported assaults on other
students nnd teachers, In addition, school age children were responsible for
more than $600 million in damage to school property. A proportionately
higher number of these ineidences oeeurred in the 104 lavgest school distriets
that service about 60 percent of all minority pupils®

Ordinary crimes ogainst business cost an estimated $16 billion a year, In
1973, the Small Business Administration estimated that losses to small firms
from vandalism alone totaled $800 million annually. Black businesses, gen-
ernlly undercapitalized, can ill-afford the costs of extensive erime prevention
and defection mensures. Minority entrepreneunrs, involved in local retall
operationy, suffer four to five times greater injury from crime than white
Dbusiness in the larger business/corporate community.

In this period of national economic down-turn, no comnmmity, least of all
bluck and poor communities, can afford the costs of destroyed or stolen prop-
erty, slain loved ones, personal injuries, disruption of families, imprisonment
and other ills wrought by criwe,

The eriminal justice system should be the nation's firgt line of defense against
crime, ITowever, in minority communities, citizens must balance their concerns
hetween esealating erime and their historienl experiences with inequity and con-
oradictiony in the law enforcement system, The increasing numbers of poor and
black people in correctional facilitiey appear to support the notion that wealth
and roce, more than the nature of guilt or cliavacter of a crime, are key deter-
minanty of who goes to jail and how long they are imprisoned. Our experience
and observations also indicate that the allocation of police resources and the
responsiveness of law enforcement ofticlals to various communities are measurad
by these same key determinants.

Minorities, who are disproportionately the flrst vietimized by crime and the
most penalized for eriminal activity when apprehended, are the least represented
in fthe stafling and management of our eriminal justice system, The Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, owr one national vehicle for innovation and
reform in the criminal justice system, hag a dismal internal staffing pattern.
Our review of reports obtained on LEAA employment patterns reveals that of the
184 employees ot BAA's professional, administrative and management levels
(above GS 14-16), only nine are black, In the key Office of Management and
Planning—where decisions on grant priorities and policies are made—there ave
1o blacks in administrative or management positions. In LEAA's ceniral and
regional staff offices, of the 106 employees below GS-6 grade level, some 106 are
from minority groups.

LEAY, itself, recognizes the lack of minority participation among eriminal
Jjustice practitioners. In 1968, the National Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
orders conducted a study of 23 police agencies and found that while the black
population in cities surveyed was 24 percent, the median Sgure for black law
enforcement personnel was only about 6 percent. Today, of nearly 600,000 em-
ployees with State and local law enforcement agencies, throughout the nation
ounly 21,000, or about 3.5 percent are black. Little more than 1 percent of the
judges in the U.8. court system are black.® Despite some marked advanges over
the last decade, minority representation in professional staff levels of correc-
tional institutions remaing limited,

4 Greenberg, D, “l'he Problem of Prlqonq.” American Friends Service Comumittee, 1970,
8 Tuvenile Justice Digest. February 13, 1
¢ Black Law Journal, “Black chresentution in the Third Branch,” swinter 1071,
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TIAML's 406¢¢) Curriculum Development Programs allocate funds to universi-
tiey and eolleges Tor the development of substantive eriminal justice curricula,
A consortium of geven predominantly white colleges and universities eacl re-
colved, ovey a 3-year perind, $750,000 for their criminal justiee currienlum devel-
opment efforts and their coordinating oftice received $350,000 over the same
period. Nearly $5.7 million was awarded to this consortium over a three-year
period, In contrast, a consortium of nine black universities and colleges was
reeently awarded 4 nominal grant of $750,000 over a 14-month period—or 864,000
a year for each sehool in the black consortivam versus $250,000 per year for each
sehool in the white consortium.

The need for greater recognition of black colleges as potential resources for
development of eriminal justice programs is cvidenced by the fact that of the
85 four-vear black eolleges and universities in the United States, they enrnll
over 40 percent of all black students and present 70 pereent of the bacheloy de-
erees received by Dlack graduates. Further, according to reports by the Amer-
ican Couneil on Rducation, the number of blacks envolled in white institutions
hag been steadily declining sinee 1970,

The Law Inforcement Kdueation Program (TLEED) provides flnancial support
to colleges for the cdueation of persons cmployed hy police, courts, correction
Pacilities and other criminal justice agencles, LEKP assistance provides an op-
portunity for men and womoen working in erfminal justice flelds to improve their
professional competence and upgrade their general performance, Students pre-
paring for eriminal justice careers may also take advantage of the program.
ITistorically, LEED's program emphasis has been on in-serviece training.

This emphasig, we bLelieve i misdirected, I're-gervice training and education
prograns targeted into the Southeast and Southwest sections wlhere predomi-
nately Lluek colleges and universities ave located and where the size of the
law enforcement labor force is generally smaller would certainly help fill the
well-documented need for accelerated recruitment of black personnel into crim-
ingl justice professions.

An intensified pre-service training effort would allow greater participetion
by minority colleges and universities ultimately resulting in the creation of a
strengthened affirmative action initiative,

The National Urban League, through its Administration of Justice Division,
has attempted to increase the direct participation of the black community in o
broad range of criminal justice activities. We have developed extensive experi-
encey in administering criminal justice programs, In 1970, with a grant from
New York City’s Department of Corrections, the Urban League conducted a cor-
rection officers training program-—training 700 raw recruits, 480 experienced
correction officers and assistant deputy wardeng, This demonstration project,
designed to upgrade the correction officers' skills and sensitivity to inmate prob-
lems, resulted in the establishment of the nation’s frst training academies fox
correctional officers.

In cooperation with the Taw Enforcement Assistance Administration, the
National Urban League conduets n Law Enforcement Minority Manpower Proj-
cct. Operating in 10 cities, the project has, since its inception in 1973, recruited
12,025 minorities who were counselled to pass appropriate civil service exam-
inations in the criminal justice fleld, and placed 5,159 blacks and Iispanics in
law enforcement and related jobs. The project recently produced a major docu-
moentary film on opportunities in the eriminal justice field.

Af the community level, the Urban League conducts a highly successful pre-
trial diversion program in Cliester, Pennsylvania, Thiy “Community Assistance
Troject,” utilizing a community based staff which includes ex-offenders, resolves
family disputes and neighborhiood confliets through arbitration. The early resolu-
tion of guch disputes is important in that these conflicts normally nccount for
50 percent of all police homicides and vesult in the arrest and incarceration of
participants as well as spectators.

The trend toward increased citizen involvement in crime prevention is espe-
cially marked in poor urban neighborhoods with high crime rates. However, many
public and private nouprofit community organizations lack the funds to establish
an ongoing institutional capacity to alert citizens to crime trends, mobilize
rosidents to wateh and report eriminal activity, improve police-community com-
muications and responsiveness, and deploy aid to vietims, Poor and black com-
munities across the country recognize the faet that neighborhood efforts to

alleviate crime must not deter national efforts to combat the voot economic
and soeial causes of erime.
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The National Urbun I.eague is greatly encouraged by the crime prevention
activitios of national organizations such a8 the National Center for Urban
Fthnic Affairs, the Center for Community Change, their local affiliates and
other community-based groups. A number of signifiennt models for community
aetion and involvement have emerged:

The Woodlawn Organization (LWO), a black community service and
economic development group in Chieago’s South Side section bas frained
and employed n aeighborhood security force for nearly eight years. This
18-man foree ig employed to guard LWO's ceonomic development and busi-
negs interests, These include a major houging development (Jackson Park
Terrave), a SO0d-unit housing project (Woodlawn Gardens), o shopping
plaza and supermarlket, In addition, the organization last year initiated n
black watchers project in which local residents reported suspicious activities
to the police, Ad Hoe escort services for the elderly have also been provided.

UILD, a Dblack community-based non-profit service organization in
Buffalo, N.X., operates a half-way house for ex-offenders; issues periodic
community alerts on crime—flyers designed to elicit community cooperation
in providing evidence snd information to local police investigations; and
conduets ad hoc counseling services for victims of crime and a referral-
advocacy service in cases f alleged police brutality, BUILD hasg also par-
ficipated in an in-depth study of diserimination in Buffalo's jury selection
process, partieipated in negotiations during the Attica Prison vevolt, and
conducted a police precinet and court monitoring effort, using resident
volunteers,

A community-hased (risig Tntervention Program has been established in
Philadelphia, Pa. For 10 years prior to its establishment in 1973, juvenile
eangs in Philadelphin murdeved an average of 30 or more people a year.
Nearly all of the vietimg were young and black, Last year, that death rate
dropped by hnlf, prineipally the result of efforts of the Crisis Intervention
Program——a program run largely by former gang members,

The East T.os Angeles Community Union (TELACU), an alliance of
eleven predominantly Chieano International unions and twelve independ-
ent community groups, has been highly successful in curbing gang violence
within a local housing project. The Casa Marvilla ovganization (n member
of TELACU) operates a gang dispersion program which provided family
crisis intervention and counseling for gang members, and involves the youth
in the development and construetion of a new H04-unit housing project that
will replace the curvent dilapidated publie housing, In addition, TELACT
played a key vole in developing a HUD sponsored Security Patrol. This
service, established in 1971, is staffed by young men who reside in the
housing projects or surrounding neighborhoods. Since the initiation of the
Tenant Security Patrol, there has been an appreciable decline in criminal
activity (burglaries, assaults, violent disputes, ete.) within the projeets,

In New Haven, Conn,, SAND, o community organization, employs and
involves a 200-member juvenile gang in constructive community serviees——
rehabilitation of houses, support services for the elderly, community ovgan-
izing, job training and other worthwhile efforts.

In Chicago, 2 years ago, o core group of 40 women built the Conlition of
Concerncd Women in the War on Crime, They established a program enlled
“Operation Dialogue” in which neighborhood residents, ehurches, loeal police
began meeting in small groups to express their concerns and ideas on
resolving the problem of crime in Chicago, The group, now has some 1,600
members and, in cooperation with the police, has distributed information
on neighborhood crime trends and patterns; and assisted block clubs in
formulating crime prevention strategies. The group has alse aggressively
challengel discrimination in the police department.

In New York City, n vaviety of citizen-based crime prevention models
have been developed. An estimated 6,000 volunteers ave involved in child
safety patrols throughout the city. Police have repovted a marked redue-
tion in street crimes during the homrs of these parent patrols, More than
3,000 taxies are equipped swith two-way radios connected to a hase station
and New York City radio police dispatcher. This program, using individual
drivers, provides an added mensure of self-protection for the drivers and
provides citizens with additional eyes and ears agninst criminal activities
on the streets,

The Block Associntion of West Philadelphia adopted infensive erime pre-
vention strategies that include: use of piercing freon horns-by volunteer-
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neighborkood patrolers; help and counseling for crime victims: assistance
to ex-conviets; and the organizing of youth socinl functions. At least 25
block groups Lelong to the assoelation. In the four yeavs of the program’s
operation, erime In the neighborhoods involved has Teen veduced, the
decline in property values hag been reversed, and the neighborhoods have
shown much greater stability,

A nntional organization, the National Urban Coalition, in conjunction
with the Field Youndation, funded the Lawycer’s Committee for Civil
Rights Under Law to conduet & major critique of LEAA programs (1960
to 1972). The report, entitled “Law and Disorder” has been a major tool
for community involvement.

The preceding examples of positive citizen/communiiy involvement in erime
prevention provide only a modest indication of the potentinl for success ot
diverse community models for participation in the eriminal justice system,

In 1974, Donald I Santarvelli, former Administrator of LIEAA, observed
that:

“It is time for ug to carry out the will of the Congress through the LEAN
progran, to beeome the spokesmen and advocates of the people—to make cer-
tain that their interests are a primary factor in all we do. The criminal justice
system, in working to achieve the goal of crime reduction, must make citizen
interests and eitizen parvticipation an integral part of its operation . . .,”

That mandate has yet to be met, LIBAA support of community- based and
community-run crim prevention initiatives has been halting and piecemeal.
In proposing the Community Crime Prevention Act of 1973 (legislation which
was not acted upon by Congress), it was noted that only about 2 percent of the
LItAA action funds were alloeated by the states for community involvement
programg, In fiseal year 1975, there was only a modest improvement in sup-
port of such community efforts., Indeed, we even question LIEAA'S definition
of commuuity involvement funding, Since fiseal year 1971, over $26 million
s been alloeated to public and private interest groups that are, themselves
an integral part of the eriminal justice system’s operation—e.g,, the Nationnl
District Atforneys Association, the Nationnl Sheriffs Association, the Inter-
national Association of Chiefs of Police, the National Conference of State
Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. LEAA officials have eited support
of such groups as proof of its commitment to community/citizen involvement.
‘While we in no way wish to demean the valuable work of such groups, we do
not believe (hat thelr funding by LIZAA is representative of or responsive
to a realistic commitment to involving neighborhood-baged and controlled non-
profit community organizations in the planning and implementation of crime
prevention programs,

Jrurther evidence of LEAA's lack of understanding or commitment to funding
community erime prevention and control activities can be found in its Sixth
Amnual Report where, counted among the agency's citizen-initiative efforts,
were the following programs:

An Omnibus Courts Improvement Project—$1.04 million grant to the
Kentucky Department of Justice.

Support for the National Crime Prevention Institute—a $205,908 grant
to the University of Louisville’s School of Police Administration,

Project Turn-Around—a $1.6 million grant to the Txecutive Office, Mil-
waunkee County Courts,

The largest portion of LIEAA's discretionary grants continue to be allocated
to police science, police technical research and gadgetry. Small and large grants
for relatively unimaginative projects with rather spacious benefits continue to
Teceive preference, while community organization proposals are given cursory
reviews and are, more often than not, rejected,

We believe that the intent of citizen initiative in crime prevention is not
heing met in LEA’s current community crime prevention focus. Numerous pub-
He and private consultant and technical research firms have received grants
under the auspices of “community crime prevention”. The involvemeut of these
ilrms in technical research on “victimology” or assessment of erime trends and
the operation of criminal justice systems hag resulted in a useful hody of data.
However, their involvement in the planning and implementation of local crime
prevention programs has heen characterized by limited insight, indifference to
the input and concerns of community residents, and general ineptness.

One of the largest recipients of such funds—a research institute operating in
a major metropolitan area—has, over the last 8 years used much of its §2
million in LEAA funds to devise community erime prevention plans of ques-
tionable merit. For example, this institute’s solution to the high crime rate
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plaguing a loeal neighborhood square involved fencing in the area. The reconr-
mendation, accompanied by an impressive array of supportive eharts and doecu-
mentation, and developed with no real input from avea residents, was approved
by city officials, If irate citizen reaction and protest are measures of com-
munity involvement in erime prevention, then this project suecesstully involved
ihe community, When citizens were apprized of the dubious “fencing” plan,
they bonded together in understandable opposition and, after heated debate
with eity officials, the plan was mercifully trashed.

Another milestone in the institute’s recommendations involved changing street
traffic patterns in an etfort to reduce congestion in a residentigl-comwmercial area
plagued with erime. The neighborhood inecluded 2 number of small retail and
other commercial operationg fhat would lose business with the change in trafiie
flow, In addition, avea residents and merchants were not involved in the forma-
tion of this plan, The city approved this ill-devised plan, despite the vigorous pro-
test of citizens, After all, the institute represented “experts” in the eriminal jus-
tice field, and served as the city’s prime technical assistance resource. However,
the citizens documented the detrimental impact of the new traflic plan on the
commereind viability of their aven and initinted o lawsuit to halt implementation
of the plan,

Representatives of the criminnl justice system have rveadily and repeatedly
admitted that, in the absence of citizen assistance, additional manpower, ime-
proved techmology, amnd/or additional money will not enable law enforcement
agencies to effectively combiat ¢rime. We strongly urge that this sentiment be an
integral part of LEAA mandates, policies and fanding under the new authorizing
logislation, Specifienlly, the National Urban Leagune recommends that:

1, Language be added to the declaration and purpose of the legislation
noting that it is the purpose of Lifle I to also “encourage research and de-
velopment directed toward improving and inereasing citizen/community
fuput and responsiveness to the law enforeement and eriminal justice system,
thereby enhancing the effectiveness and overall operation of the system,”

2, That Pavt ¢, Grants for Law Enforcement Purposes, State Bloek Grants
Purpose and Funding (See. 302, 303), Title I, be amended to include in the
Niate Plan a requivement that the plan “demonsirate the willingness of the
State and loeal government to support citizen/community-based initiatives by
loeal private/public non-profit agenecies in law enforcement, eritminal justice,
and erime prevention activities,”

3. In Mitle I, Section 306, Alloeation of Funds: Dlock Grants and Discre-
tionary Fundy, in the statement of eligible recipients of digeretionary grants,
the existing legislation states the eligibility of private nonprofic organiza-
tions, There are many neighborhood groups, however, that perform quite well,
but lack the formal organizational structure for participation in this pro-
gram, We recommend that a statement be added specitying eligibility for such
aroups, noting, “such groups that lack a formal structure with proven record,
be qualified as eligible applicants for funding provided fthat they have a
private, nonprofit sponsoring organization, This nonprofit sponsor will have
administrative responsibility for no wmore than one year or until such time
ax the eitizen group is able to satisty the Director that they meet the mini-
mum standard outlined in the legislation for nonprofit organization,”

4. That Part D, Training, Bdueation, Reseaveh, Demonstration and Speeial
Frants Purpose (See. 401) and Section 406, Academie Iducation Assistance,
he amended to provide full assurance for the recruitment, eligibility and in-
volvement of disadvantaged and minority students, and minority colleges and
universities,

T 1073, the National Advigory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards
stated that “citizen involvement in crime prevention efforts is not merely desir-
able buf necessary.” This premisze siould be prominent in congressional delibera-
tiong on LEAA's authorizing legislation,
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[Trom the New York Times, Qct. 20, 1976]
Fraps 1o Exp Youri-GAxNe VIOLENCE TERMED MISSPENT
(By Judith Cummings)

The National Urban League, reacting to recent flare-ups of yougth-gang vio-
lence in major cities snid yesterday that millions of dollars in public money were
being misspent through failure to use the expert knowledge of experienced minori-
ty-group organizations and gang members to combat the rise,

Moverover, & New York City Police Department youth-gang detective, in an
interview at the league's offices, assailed the department's youth services as
“totally ineffective” and said the police were making no serious attempt to rem-
edy the situation.

“They don't tallk about the ineffectiveness of the program, they tallkk about
locking up the kids,” said Sgt. Charles Gilliam, supervisor of youth gang intelli-
gence in Queens.

League officials contended that positive results achieved by and for former
gang members had been ignored, beeause the people and institutions paid to pro-
duce research are not aware of them,

“I'he Harvards of this country can never solve the problems of the IHarlems
of this eountry,” Robert Wooadson, director of the league’s administration of jus-
tice division, said at a news conference that opened a two-day discussion with
former gang members, criminologists, and others,

CONCLUSIONS OF STUDY

“Blacks and other minorities are identified as the perpetrators, but when allo-
cations are made for vesenrch, it goes to the white institutions,” he continued.

The league official's wrath was directed specifically toward a recent study on
gang violence conducted by Dr. Walter B. Miller, of the Center for Criminal
Justice at the Harvard Law Scliool, under a $49,000 grant from the Federal Taw
Enforcement Assistance Administration. The study concluded that gang violence
had reached a magnitude “without precedence” and would increase further as the
population of “miinority youths” grew in the large cities.

Mr, Woodson chavged the research was done “without talking to a single gang
member,” an approach he contended was all too common and was the reason for
the failure of programs to address the real problems. D, Miller was not available
yesterday for comment,

The failnre of the programs, Urban League officials and others charged, is con-
sequently used as “an excuse” to seek stiffer penalties that would put more hlack
and Hispanie youth in jail for longer periods.

[From the New York Daily News, Oct, 20, 1070]
GANGING UP 0N PROBLEMS OF YOUTIT
(By Dick Brass)

A two-day conference on the growing problem of gang violence apened here
vesterday, but the participants—instead of being college professors—were the
youth gang members themselves.

“We recognize that the ITarvards of this country can never solve the problems of
the Harlems of this country,” said Robert Woodson of the National Urban League,
which is sponsoring the session at its headquarters, at 50 . 62a St.

The neatly dressed gang members—many of whom now call themselves former
gang members~—came from California, Florida and Pennsylvania, as well as
from the New York aren. And while they offered no solutions for the problem,
they all suggested that eriminal gang activities are the result of unemployment,
oppression, idleness and despair.

“The gangs, they don't got nothing to do,” said John Delgado, a 16-year-old
former members of the Savage Sunrise gang in Harlem. ‘“They fizure they'll
go out and have a good time, They get high on whatever they get high on. And
when yow're high, you don’t feel the same way.”

“Phe people in these gangs are just that—they're people,” agreed Carlos Cas-
tenyetta, a 19-year-old youth worker who grew up in a troubled section of San
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Diego, Calif. “People who happen to be unemployed; people who happen to be
black; who happen to be Chicano; who happend to need services.”

Denying that harsher punishment would prevent rampages of the gort that
marred the Ali-Norton fight at Yankee Stadium in September, the gang members
instead suggested that the gang organization itself could be used for more peace-
ful purposes.

“We have a saying,” said 24-year-old Robert Allen, who once led Philadelphia’s
fierce Empire Gang, “when you get busted, you're being saved. That's because
uine times out of 10, the jail is better than the cell yow're living in at home.”

Indeed, all youths present agreed that {hey would not Le deterred from commit-
ting erimes by stiff punishment. Instead, they suggested, the best help for gang
viglence vietimg is help the gang members mature. “When I was young,” Allen
said, “life didn’t mean anything to me.”

According to Roberts, divector of the Urban League's eriminal justice division,
the conference is part of an extensive study of youth violence begun in January.
A vreport is expected next year.

STATEMENT OF FLORA ROTIIMAN, CIIAIRWOMAN, JUSTICE ¥OR CHILDREN 'TASE
IFORCE OF TIE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN, NEW YORrK, N.Y,

The National Counell of Jewlish Women, o socinl action and community service
organization of 100,000 women in sections across the country, has, since its in-
ception 84 years ago, been concerned with the welfare of children and youth, In
1974, the members of the National Council of Jewish Women conducted a national
survey of juvenile justice which resulted in the publication of & report, “Children
Without Justice.

A gymposium on Status Offenders was sponsgored by the National Council of
Joewish Women in 1076, The National Council of Jewish Women's sponsorship of
the Symposivm addg to the organization’s list of prideful achievements in a
most significant way. Justice Willlam Q. Douglas, in hig foreword to NCIW’s
penetrating savvey, said that, “TWe must as o people look to community participa-
tion; to neighborhood awareness; and to regimes of help and surveillance that
lean on people other than pavents and police.” As an outgrowth of the Symposium,
a Manual for Action was prepared and is now being widely distributed.

Thank you for this opportunity fo appear before you. I ain Florn Rothman,
Chairwoman of the Justice for Children Task Force of the National Council of
Jewish Women, My statement is bagsed on the experience of the National Council
of Jewish Women's involvement in juvenile justice throughout the country, as
well as my personal experience as a mwember of the National Advisory Committee
on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and as a participant in state and
loeal juvenile justice efforts.

The Nationnl Council of Jewish Women was part of the widespread eitizen
effort to secure passage of the Act, 0 we share, with you in the Congross, the
desire to malke its implementation effective and a frue veflection of the legis-
lative intent, It is with this goal in mind that I would like to discuss some
of the proposals made in 8, 1021 and 8, 1218,

TUnder Sections 201 and 202, several differences between the two proposed sets
of amendments deal with the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion and its Administration. Most particularly, 8. 1021 would vest greater power
in the Assistant Administrator as chief executive of the Ofice and would extend
the Office’s authority over juvenile programs funded nunder the Omnibug Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act, Both warrant support, Reinforcing the Assistant
Administrator's control over hig Office is appropriate to his responsibilities in
assuring implementation of the JIDPA. Including other LIEAA-funded juvenile
programs in the Office’s responsibilities would speak directly to the Office’s
mandated role as coordinator of fedeval efforts—a role which ag the Genernl
Accounting Office's study had indiented, requires strong support by Congress
and the Administration,

Tnder Section 208, Duties of the Advisory Committee, 3. 1021 would provide
that the Advisory Committee’s recommendations be made to Congress and
the President as well as t¢ the LEAA Administration. This would serve to
support Congress' oversight efforts and should be included. In addition, I
would endorse 8. 1021's provision expanding the Natioual Advisory Commiitee’s
role to include the training of state advisory groups. Reports from many states
indicate that such support is necessary if sfate-level implementation is to be
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achieved. I would also urge support of 8. 1021's proposal reinforeing the Act's
provision for independent staff for the Advisory Committee if the Committee
ix to fulfill its mandated duties.

TUnder Section 223, S. 1021 would strengthen state advisory groups’ role in
the development of state plam. his warrants your cousideration since in the
past some state planning agencies and supervisory boards have not given juve-
nile justice and delinquency prevention high priority. Advisory groups, reflecting
public concern and relevant experience, svould help strengthen efforts to deal
with these areas,

Several provisions under Section 223 are concerned with deinstitutionalization
efforts. Perhaps no section of the JIDPA hag had more significant impact on
juvenile justice than 223((1)(1"), which ecalled for the deinstitutionalization
of status offenders. This provision finally put into action a recommendation
made by national commissions and other authorities over many years.

I spoak to this with some feeling cince the National Couneil of Jewixh Women
members who participated in our original Justice For Chilillren study were ap-
palled to learn that non-criminal youngsters comprised o large a propovtion of
thie children locked up in their states. Not only is this an injustice to children
but, in light of public concern with serious crime, it iy an inexcusable uxe of
juvenile justice resources.

What we have learned since the passage of the JJDDPA is that the deiustitu-
tionnlization of status offenders is quite practicable--where there iz a com-
mitment to do it, In New York state, no status offenders remain in fraining
schools and full attention is being given their removal from secure detention.
In Florida, a network of \'olunteer beds hag expedited their deinstitutional-
ization, In West Virginia, not originally a participant, n recent court deeision
as well a8 a new state juvenile code forbid secure confinement of status offenders,
In some states, the vesistance of those with a stake iu the status quo continues
to be an obstacle, But to paraphrase IIamlet, “The fault lies not in the law, but
in themselves.”

It is with this background that we particularly urge the adoption of R, 1021's
provisions:

1. That Section 223(a) (12) be expanded to include “such non-offenders as
dependent or neglected children.”

2. That Section 223(a) (13) cmphasize the effort by including all children
listed under (a)(12) among those to be barred from contact with adults in
Jjails, Indeed, we would go further and urge that such placement be totally
forbidden not merely protected by segregated cells.

8. That Section 223( a) (14) include non-secure facilities among thoge insti-
tutions to be monitored to assure that hoth the spirit and the letter of the law
are observed,

4, That Section 223(e), oullining enforcement of this effort, include, in the
penalty for non-compliance, withholding of maintenance-of-effort funds.

TWe have been distressed by modification of the original deinstitutionalization
mandate. Qur concern is that non-compliance will result not in penalty, but in
further compromise, We believe that the deinstifutionalization effort will be
as effective ag its enforcement ig observed. Shonld the cut-off of juvenile justice
fonds to a state be warranted, it will take the stron support of a Congress
which stands by its prin(‘ipleq to see that the mandate is observed.

In regard to Seetion 224(a) (7), we welcome the addition of youth advoeacy
to the list of Special Emphasis programs, but would recommend broadening it
to include matters of rights as svell ag services,

In rogard to the dovelopment of standards, two amendments reeommended in

. 1021 are necessary to clarify an ambiguity in the JIDPA, The deletion of
th(\ words “on Standards for Juvenile Justice” in Section 223(c) (6) and of
“on Standards for Juvenile Justice established in Seetion 208(e)” from Secotion
247(n) would clarify the role of the standards group as a sub-committee of
the National Advisory Committee, We assume that Congress intended to have
the full Advisory Committee approve and recommend standards not merely
a f-person sub-committee. *

Although we would suggest several additional changes, the above reflect our
major concerns except, of course, for funding.

The effort to secure adequate funding to implement the JTDPA hag heen an
arduous one. The original authorization recommended for the first three years
has never been followed. We hope that this Congress will make every effort to
provide tlie money necessary to accomplish the effort it envisioned, We therefore
urge that the appropriation for the fiseal year ending September 30, 1978, be




101

$150 miltion, with annual inerements of $25 million over the next four years, as
recommended in 8, 1021, .

Onee agaln, may I express my appreciation for the opportunity to present these
views,

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 1TV, TREANOR, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL YQUTH
ALTERNATIVES PROJECT

Mr, Chalrman, my name is Willlam Treanor, Executive Divector of the Nottonal
Youth Alternatives Project (N.Y.AP.) N.Y.AP, is grateful for this opportunity
to testify before the subcommittee on 8. 1021, N, Y.A.1% is a non-profit public intex-
est group, working on belalf of alternative, community-based youth serving
agencies sueh as youth service bureaus, hot lines, drop-in centers, runaway cen-
ters, youth employment programs, and alternative schools, We do much of oux
work vin allinnee with state-wide youth work coalitions.

Ntarting in 1973 the NV Y.A.P. strongly backed the efforis of Senator Birch Bayh
and others to pass the JLJ.D.P.A, We viewed the Act as the critieal first step in
the Nation's recognition of the problems and issues surrounding youth in trouble,
The N.Y.AP. believes that significant positive inroads have been made and that
mlx'_\' faltering in commitment to this Act would have an extremely detrimental
eflect,

With o few exceptions, N.Y.A.. strongly supports 8. 1021—=8Senntor Bayh's
amendments to the J.J.D.P.A, The Bayh amendments offer a clear and continning
connmnitment toward meeting the challenges of juvenile delinquency prevention.
Anytllling lesy than full support may in fact sentence our activities to medioerity
or fuilure,

Specifically NJY.AD, wishes to bring to the Subeommittee’s attention the
following key points in ‘he amendments, Addressed first will be points unigue to
the Juvenile Justice Section, addressed second, points unique to Title IIT or The
Runaway Youth Section, and addressed last will be the issue of appropriations,

Dlease also accept these artieles from the publication Youlh Alternatitcy con-
cerning the Act,

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT

Increased anthority to the Office of the Assistant Administrator and the addition
of staff to the Office of Juvenile Justice

Although former Assistant Administrator, Milton Lugar, and the stafff are to
be commended for & job well done, it is, unfortunately, only a *job well done”
hecansge of the limited powers of the Assistant Administrator and shortage of the
staff at the Office ol Juvenile Justice. As was clearly brought out in testimony
lagt weelk before the House Subcommittee on Eeonomic Opportunity, the Office off
JLDD. is severely understaffed in relation to its amount of funding and respon-
sibilities, Under 8. 1021 the Assistant Administrator, while continuing to report
directly to the Office of the Administrator is given broad new powers to ensure
prompt implementation of the Act, N.Y.A.P. supports the strengthening of the
Assistant Administrator's role.

XNo in-Rind match for nonprofit corporations

8. 1021 proposed the elimination of the requirement for a 10¢% in-kind non-
Tederal contribution, We support the amendment as it is consistent with the Aet’s
encouragement of innqvntwe private sector programming, Many private non-
profit enrporations find it dificult to meet the 1065 mateh requirement.

Deinstitutionalization compliance relaxed

N.Y.AP, strongly opposed any retreat from the Federal commitment to remove
status offenders from the Juveuile Justice System. The thousands of young people
whose future would be jeopardized as a result of inappropriate confinement are
more important than capitulating to some state’s inability to develop an effective
system of community based agencies.

National advisory committee makeup/powers

We strongly support the concept and role of the Natlonal Advisory Group.
Unlike the Administration Bill, 8, 1021 recognized the need for broad citizen in-
put by allocating both funding and staff support for its successful operations.
Furthermore, S, 1021 states that “Youth workers involved with alternative youth
programs” be included in the National Advisory Committee, we strongly support
this concept as alternative youth programs are playing an increasingly important
role in local/state youth strategies, They should be represented,
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J'urthermore, we believe thig representation should be extended to state ad-
visory committees as well, We support the inclusion of language that will ensure
the representation of youth workers on the National Advisory Committee and on
state advisory cominittees,

The allotment of at lcast 10 pereent of State funds 4n support of the State Jurenile
Justice ddvisory Group
We have reports of many state juvenile justive advisory groups being stifled
in their performance beeause of limited staff support, paltry travel and per diem
reimbursement for members and lack of training especially those members under
96 years of age. This amendment is essential if Congress is serious about youth
and citizen participation in the development of juvenile justice policy.

The Stete Jurenile Justice Delinguenecy Prevention Advisory Groups should be
strenginhened even more than 8. 1021 proposes
The State Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Advisory Group should have
the right of approval over the state plan, Citizen representation from the state
juvenlle justice advisory groups should be appointed to the State Dlanning Agency
Supervisory Board.

Trene II=-Tine RUNAWAY YoUTit PROCRAMS

Support for coordinated wetworks

The funding of such programs hax an egpecially high multiplier effect, youth
work coulitions can contribtue signifieantly towards the development of a pro-
gressive youth serving system if advocaey funds ave avallable, They have a track
record of positive accomplishment. Enclosed is a st of 37 of these you advocaey
networky ncross the country. N.Y. A, believes these conlitions to be especially
deserving of constderation and support, We believe that support by I13AA’s Office
of Juvenile Justice Advoeney Program should be of Mghest priority,

Imelusion of short term training

N.Y AR, supports this amendment as providing a much needed strengthening
of the support capacity of the administering agency.

The Runwweay Youth Aot shonld include ¢ $750,000 funding provigion for ¢ 24
Tiowr toll free telephone erisis line
This National hotline would assist a runaway youth in initinting a reconcilin-
tion process with his or her family and enable runaway centers to communicate
with service providers in the runaway's hometown, We believe specific Innguage
should be ineluded mandating this service,

Ruising the maximun amount of @ grant o « runaiwcey center from 875,000 1o
8100,000: and changing the priority of glving yrants to programs with pro-
gram budgets of less than $100,000 to programs wilh budyets of less than
3150,000

This change is based upon computations of the actual eost of operating pro-
grams designed to provide services to runaway youth and their families, Also, the

Congress should reafiirm that the purpose of the Runaway Youth Act is to provide

services to runaway youth and their families and not to provide IIBW with

rexearch data.
APPROIRIATIONS

Delinquency prevention and the treatment of juvenilex already in the justice
system are flelds frought with difficulties, contradictions and elusive solutions, If
we have learned anything during these past three years it is simply, that half
measures or quick answers do not work.

Iull funding for juvenile justice
We strongly support the proposed five year extension aund accompauying
authorvized appropriations, We believe that any reduction in the appropriations

may serve to undermine not only future activities but those successful programs
alveady in action.

Five-year anthorization for runaway programs
N.Y.AP. supports the proposed five year authorization level of 25 million for
ruhaway programs covered under Title IIX of 8, 1021, The present funded level of

& million supports only 130 programs, Under the proposed authorization upwards
of 300 such centers counld be supported,
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NATIONAL YOUTH ALTERNATIVES Phoszos
A LIST OF YOUTII ADVOCACY NETWORKS
(Grouped Ly TFederal regions)
FEDERAL REGION I

DBurlington Youth Opportunity Federation, 94 Church Street, Burlington, Ver-
ment (45401, Liz Anderson 802/863-2533.

Boston Teen Center Allinnee, 178 Humboldt Ave,, Boston, Massachusetts 02121,
Rodney Jackson 617/442-1055.

Connectient Youth Services Associntion, ¢/o Bloomfield Youth Services, own
II:?L 'H“;)() IBloomﬁold Avenue, Bloomficld, Connecticut 00002, Johin McKevitt
20321310435,

Connecticut ITost JTome Association, 220 Valley Street, Willimantie, Connecti-
ettt 06226, Ir, Malcolm Maelowell 203/633-0325.

New Hampshive Federation of Youth Services, ¢/o The Youth Assistance ’roj-
eet, 1 Sehool Street, Titon, New Dampshive 03276, Tdly Gulian 603,280-8577,

FEDERAL REGION IX

C‘oalition of New York State, Alternative Youth Services, 1 Lodge Street,
Albany, New York 12207, Newell I3aton 518/434-613805.

Garden State Crisis Intervention Assoc, T State Street, Glassboro, New Jevsey
05028, Paul Taylor 609/881-4040,

New Jersey Youth Serviee Bureau Assoe,, 1004 Clinton Avenue, Irvington, New
Jorsey 07111, IBlzabeth Gegen 201/372-2024,

New York State Association of Youth Bureaus, 515 North Ave, New Rochelle,
New York 10801, Paut Dennis 91:4/632~2460.

FEDERAT, REGION IIX

Baltimore Youth Alternative Services Association, ¢/o The Lighthouse, 2 TWin-
ters Lang, Baltimore, Maryland 21228, Qliver Brown 301/788-5485,

Federation of Alternative Community Services, /o Second Mile ITouse, Queens
Chapel/Queensbury Road, ITyattsville, Maryland 20782, Les Ulm 801/779-125%,

Maryland Association of Youth Service Bureaus, ¢/0 Bowie Youth Service
Bureaun, City Building, Bowie, Maryland 207106, Carolyn Rodgers 301/262-1913,

Washington D,C. Area Ilotline Assoc, .0, Box 187, Arlington, Virginia 22210,
Bobbie Kuehn 703/522-4460.

TEDERAL REGION IV

IMlorida Network of Runaway and Youth Services, 910 E. Norfolk Ave,, Tampa,
Tlorida 33604, Brian Dyalk $18/238-7419,

FEDERAL REGION V

Chicago Alternative Schools Network, 1105 Y. Laurence Avenue (#2103,
Clicago, Illinois 60640, Jack YWuest 312/728-4030.

Chicago Youth Network Counell, 721 N, XaSalle (#317), Chicago, Illinois
60610, Trish DeJean 312/649-9120,

Enablers Network, 100 W. Franklin Ave., Minneapolis, Minnesota 53404, Jackie
Q'Donoghue 612/871-4994,

BESCALT, 924 T0. Ogden Avenue, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211, Dr. Andrew
Knne 41472714810,

Federation of Alternative Schools, 15306 E, Lake Street, Minneapolis, dinnesota
53407, David Nasby 612/724-2117.

Tilinois Youth Service Bureau Assoc, 23 N. Sth Avenue (#303), Maywood,
Ininois 60153, Rick King 812/344-7758,

Indiana Youth Service Bureau Assoc., 104 Chicago Street, Valparaiso, Indiana
40383, Dennis Morgan 219/464.-9583.

Michigan Assoe. of Crisis Services, ¢/o Riverwood Community MHC, 127 BEast
Napier Avemue, Benton Harbor, Michigan 49022, Kelly Kellogg 616/9206~7271,

Michizan Coalition of Runaway Services, 204314 Iast Grand River Avenue,
Tast Lansing, Michigan 48823, Bill Szarfaresyk 517/279-9750.

Michigan Youth Service Bureau Assoce, ¢/0 Newaygo Co, Youth Service Bureau,
.0, Box 438, TWhite Cloud, Michigan 49349, Don Switzer 616/659-6609.
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Milwaukee ITotlines Council, 2390 N, Lake Drive, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211,
Annctte Stoddard 4147271-4610,

Ohio Assoc, of Youth Service Bureaus, ¢/o Allen County Youth Service Bureay,
114 Bast Iigh Street, Lima, Ohio 45801, Bruce Maag 419/227-1108,

Ohio Coalition of Runaway Youth and Family Crisis Sevrvices, 1421 ITmmnlet
Stroeet, Columbus, Ohio 43201, Kay Satterthwaite 614/204-5553,

Wisconsin Assoe, for Youth, Kenosha Co. Advocates for Youth, 0527 38th
Avenue, Kenosha, Wisconsin 53140, Michael Gonzales $14/06655-4011,

Wisconsin Network of Alternatives in Bducation, 1441 N, 24th Street, Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin 53205, Michael ITowden,

FEDERAL REGION VI

Oklahoma Youth Serviee Burean Assoe, ¢/o Youth Service Center, 319 Novrn
Graud, Buid, Oklahoma 73701, Terry Lacrosse 405/238 7220,

FEDERAL REGION VII

Iown Youth Advoeates Coalition, 712 Burnett Avenue, Ames, JTowa §0010,
George Belitsos 515/283-2330.

FEDERAL REGION VIII

(olorado Council of Youth Services, 212 E. Vennijo, Colorado Springs, Colo-
rado $0903, Jan Prowell 803/471-6880.

FEDERAL REGION IX

Arizona Youth Development JAssoc., ¢/0 Maicopa County Youth Services, 1802
Iast Thomas Road (Suite 3), Phoenix, Avizona 85016, Clifford McTavish (02
2774704,

Community Congress of San Diego, 1172 Morena Street, San Diego, California
02110, John Wedemeyer 714/275--1700.

FEDERAL REGION X

Alaska Youth Alternatives Network, ¢/o The Family Connection, 428 East 4th
Avenue, Anchorage, Alaska 95501, Melissa, Middleton 907/279-3497,

Oregon Coalition of Alternative ITuman Services, I.0. Box 1005, Salem, Oregon
07303, Laverne Pierce 503/3064-7280.

Washington Assoclation of Community Youth Services, P.O, Box 18044, Colum-
bia Station, Senttle, Washington 98118, Barry Goren 2006/322-7670.

[ The following are articles from the publication XY outh Alternatives
concerning the act.]
JaNvany 1976

DrcrstoNy Mreans ProBrEMS TOR YouTh Servicrs—IIRAA To REqQUInk 10¢, Casit
Marex ror JUVENILE Act FUxbs

{(The following article was written by Mark Thennes, coordinator of NYADP's
Juvenile Justice Project.)

Yord hag finally filtered down to the private sector that LEAA Administrator
Richard Velde——with the concurrence of the Office of Juvenile Justice—has
interpreted the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act as allowing
LEAA to require at least 109 cash matching funds. All units of local govern-
ment and, with rarve exceptions, all private agencies will be required to secure
a 109 cash (or hard) mateh rather than a 1064 in kind (or soft) mateh for
Juvenile Justice Act funds.

The probabic effeet of this administrative decision will be to make it more
diflicult for youth services—-public and private alike—to participate in the Act.
In tight fiseal times, youth services will be required to spend even more time
acquiring the eash mateh; and there is the possibility that some states will not
participate in the Act because of legislatures not providing the matching funds.
This decision, then, may potentially sabotage the purposes of the Act.

Fiscal Guidelines M7100.1.8 Change 3, dated Qctober 29, 1975, outline a difi-
cult and bureaueratic process by which private agencies might obtain excep-
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tiong—though the rule will be exceptions will not ba granted lightly. The appro-
priate LBAA Regional Office may grant exceptions if:

(1) A project meets the Act’s requirements, is consistent witl the State Plan,
and is meritorious.

(2) A demonstrated and determined good faith effort has been made to find
a cash mateh,

(3) No other reasonable alternative exists except to allow an in kind mateh,

Taking its line of argument from the Act itself, LEAA quotes Sec. 222(d),
“the nonfederal share shall be made in cash or kind,” and Sec, 228(e), “{the
Administrator) may rec.dre the recipient of any grant or contract to contribute
money, facilities, or services.” With capricious reasoning, LEAA maintaing that
its intention is to allow private agencies to participate in the program and to
fulfill the intent of Congress to integrate the Juveulle Justice Act with the Safe
Streets Act (which Congress required n 109% hard cash mateh for),

A persistent argument for cash rather than in kind is that cash ig easler for
LEAA accountants to count. However, the purposes of the juvenile Justice Act
o not list making the jobs of accountants eastex,

In previous Senate debate, both Sens, Iruska (R-Neb.) and Bayh (D-Ind.)
made references to changing LBAA policy to in kind match fov the juvenile
Justice Act. In his speech of August 19, 1974, ITruska noted :

“The conferees agreed upon a compromise mateh provigion for formula granis.
Federal financinl assistance is not to exceed 909% of approved costs with the
nonfederal shave to be in cash or kind, a so-called soft match, This meany that
private agencies, organizations, and institutions will be better able to take ad-
vantage of opportunities afforded for financinl assistance. ‘The agreed upon
mateh provision is in lieu of the provision of the Senate for no match and the
House provision for o 10%% cash, or hard mateh,”

Two other references were made during the debate to a compromise between
the House and the Senate. In the opinion of NYAD, the LEAA Iriscal Guldelines
contradict the intent of that compromise, and as such clearly exceed the admin-
istrative authority of LEAA.

The Vermont Commission on the Administration of Justice (the LEAA State
Planning Agency) hag challenged the interpretations LEAA has made. They are
considering seeking relief through administrative procedures or legal action,
They have questioned whether LEAA has acted in “good falth,” labeling this
decision as “one of the best kept secrets of the century.” The preliminary deci-
sion to require cash match was formulated last Spring, with most State Planning
Agencies not being notified until Iate November—after already agreeing to par-
ticipate in the Act.,

LEAA failed to consult any uational private youth organization on these
Guidelines. Previously, LEAA had invited their comments on the jurenile justice
Act Program Guidelines and received valuable input from the private sector.
Additionally, it failed to heed input from national public organizations which
strongly encouraged LEAA to drop the hard eash requirements,

It appears that Mr, Velde is unaware of the hardships this decision will cause
for community based youth services, Both he mud the Senate Subcommittee to
Iuvestigate Juvenile Delinquency could benefit from hearing from youth worEkers
about the potential implications of this administrative decision. (Remember
that feedback on guidelines in not lobbying.) You can write:
oo%ilchard Velde, LEAA Administrator, 633 Indiana Ave. NW., Washington, D.C.
20081

U.8. Senate Subcommitiee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20510.

LPAA PRESSES JUVENILE JUSTICE REPRESENTATION

Since Spring, LEAA has been pregsiug its State Planning Agencies (SPA's) and
their Regional Planning Units (RPPU's) to comply with the juvenile Justice repre-
sentation required by the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, Both
SPA Supervisory Board and RPI7 Boards review and approve comprehensive
plaus and funding related to the juvenile justice and other law enforcement
programs,

As of December, 47 of 50 Supervigory Boards of SPA's met the required repre-
sentation of “eitizen, professional, or community organization directly related
to delinquency prevention,” The three that do not meet the requivements are
Maryland, Connecticut and Virginia.

21-582 0 -7+ 8
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The same representation is required of the Boards of the RPU’s, Compliance
at this local level is not yet complete. The following is a partial listing of RPU
compliance : New York (6 of 13 comply), Pennsylvania (5 of 8), Virginia (17
of 22), Maryland (0 of 5), Michigan (12 of 14), Illinois (6 of 19), Colorado
(8 of 10), Missouri (10 of 19), aebraska (6 of 19), and Klorida (14 of 15).

These assessments were made by LEAA Regional Office staff,

In most cases of noncompliance, LIBAA Regional Offices have placed ‘‘special
conditions” on the state’s planning funds. These conditions usually require com-
pliance by a specified date or penalties are imposed. New York, for example,
was placed under special conditions to prohibit funding of local planning units
beyond December 81, 1975, if they are not in compliance,

While LEAA presses for quantitative compliance, community youth services
need to press for quality in these boards, Information on who represents juvenile
justice, and vacant seats «ausing noncomplisnce, is available from your State
Planning Agency. ‘Where vacancies on these policy boards exist now, and when
they occur in the future, youth services can advocate for persons who have dem-
onstrated their interest in youth development. People who currently serve on
these boards can also benefit greatly by hearing from youth workers about
current needs of young people. For further information, contact Mark Thennes
at NYAP, (202)785-0764.

RECISION OF JUVENILE JUSTICE ACt FUNDS RUMORED

High government sources have confirmed a rumor is circulating to the effect
that the TWhite House is considering requesting a recission of the $40 million
I'Y 76 funding for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Whether
there is any truth to the rumor is yet to be determined.

Recision, you will remember, is a Congressional response to former Presi-
dent Nixon's habit of impounding funds. It works like this: Congress creates
a Bill and the President decides whether he approves of it or not. If he does
approve, he signs it and it becomes an Act. Then Congress votes funds for the
Act. If the President thinks it is too much, he can veto the funding; but if he
approves he will sign it.

Later, if the President changes his mind—or worse, if he never intended to
spend the money in the first place—he can order a recission, which, in eifect,
gives him a budget item veto. The catch, of course, is that he must go back to
Congress where it can disapprove of this change of mind., The onus for acting
to prevent a recission rests with Congress. If it does nothing, the appropriation
is rescinded. Given ti:s past Congressional support of the Juvenile Justice Act,
however, it seems highly unlikely that a recission would be allowed.

FEBRUARY 1976
LEAA Harp Matcx Drcision DrAws CONGRESSIONAL FIRE

The two authors of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974, Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind) and Rep. Augustus Hawkins (D-Ca), have
notified LEAA that its recent guidelines on matching requirements for grants
under the Act to public and private agencies are a violation of congressional
intent.

LEAA Administrator Richard Velde, with the coneurrence of Milton Luger,
head of the Office of Juvenile Justice, had interpreted the Act as allowing LIEAA
to require at least 109, matehing funds from recipients which, with rare excep-
tions, were to be in cash (or hard) rather than in kind (or soft). This decision
would obviously create diffienlties for financially squeezed youth services—publie
and private alike—which wanted to participate in the Act. (See January, 1976,
Y. 4.) In addition, LEAA failed to consult any national private youth organiza-
tions in formulating these guidelines.

In a letter to Attorney General Bdward Levi, Sen, Bayh wrote, “The Admin-
istrator has clearly misconstrued the Act and I am hopeful that your office
will take appropriate steps to rectify this situation.” Bayh included copies of
an exchange of correspondence between himself and Rep. James Jeffords con-
cerning an LBAA directive to Jeffords’ home state of Vermont that its shave of
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programs under the Act be in cash. “If the matching eash is not avaflable,
Vermont stands to lose this vital program,” Jeffords had written to Bayh,

Bayh responded to Jeffords that “our near half-decade review of LEAA. policy
made abundantly elear a need to facilitate-the receipt of assistance by public
and private entities, especially in the area of delinquency prevention. A primary
obstacle to such progress was the 109, hard match requirement under the Safe
Btreets Act.

LEAA does not expect that SPA's will spend all of their FY 76 funds in FY 76,
but it does expect them to spend more than they were before, about 30-409%, as
compared to 7-10%. Thus, while an SPA’s budget may be cut, it has the cholce
of actually increasing its spending, thereby balancing or surpassing any cuts.

Reductions in the amounts of funds received by LEAA will, in some cases, affect
the resource available for juvenile justice. For the first few years at least, there
exists some measure of choice to mitigate the effects of fewer dollars, This choice
has not been generally made clear to people interested in juvenile justice.

Youth workers concerned about the implications of LEAA’s hard cash require-
ment should make these concerns known to LEAA and to Congress. You can write:
o g.xczl(x)ggd Velde, LEAA Administrator, 638 Indiana Ave. N.W. Washington

.C. 1.

Dg.}sg.()ﬁsl%nate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinguency, Washington
MaARk THENNES, NYAP staff.

LEBAA’s National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Jugtice met.in San Fran-
cisco at the end of January and; heard LEAA Administrator Richard Velde
say the agency would soon ask Congress to completely eliminate provisions for
in kind (soft) matches under the Juvenile Justice Act.

Velde told the Commitice LEAA was requiredito submit its ideas for changes
in the Act to Congress by May 15. He said the requested changes would probably
include the removalof the soft mateh provisions. -

“Soft match has had-some interesting side effects,” Velde said. Until 1971, he
said, LEAA allowed 25% soft matches in its grants and it began “malking, liars
out of criminal justice agences"” who were squeezed for funds. LEAA discovered
that some agencies were using the same volunteered services and equipment a8 in
kind contributions on different I.BAA grants, Velde said, and added that “we
can expect this same problem with privaie agencies” because they are inexperi-
enced with. handling fedgral monids, bookkeeping procedures and complicated
audit problems.

Velde also said LTAA would request extending the life of the Juvenile Justice
Act until September, 1981, to allow it torexpire at tfe saive timle as the Crime
Control Act of 1975. The Juvenile Justice Act is now set to expire in September,
19717,

JuveNILE JUSTICE REPRESENTATION NEARS COMPLETION

Only twenty of the approximately 450 Regional Plarning Units (RPU's) of the
LEAA State Planning Agencies (SPA’s) in the country do not comply with the
required representation of persons involved with juvenile justice, according to
the most recent LEAA memorandum on the subject. These twenty RPU’s are
scattered among nine states and are expected to be in compliance by March 1,1978.

An amendment to the Safe Streets Act which created LEAA was added to the
Juvenile Jusice Act requiring representation of citizen, professional or com-
munity organizations directly related to delinquency prevention, (See January
1976, Y.4.)

‘We reported last month that Maryland was one of three states whose SPA did
not meet the required representation. We also said that none of Maryland’s five
RPU’s were in compliance. This informaion, based on LBAA assessments, was
the most current information available as we went to press last month,

We received a letter in January from Richard C. Wertz, Executive Director of
the Maryland Governer's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra-
tion of Justice, saying this report was wrong and that Maryland’s SPA and
RPU's are in compliance, At press time this month, LEAA reports that Mary-
land is in compliance in terms of its requirements.

The. other two state SPA’s which were in question were those of Virginia and
Connecticut. Virginia's will come into compliance in June, according to the LEAA
memorandum, Approval for Connecticut is still pending in the LEAA Regional
Office.
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MARcH 1976

MaTor DEecisioNns LeErr 1o SPA’s—LEAA CmAyces GUIDELINES, BUT HAnb
Marcm STILL RULE

LEAA has revised its fiscal guidelines which had required a “hard” (cash)
match from public agencies receiving Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Preven-
tion Act funds. Previously, only private agencies were to be eligible for possible
exceptions to the cash match requirement. (See January, February V.a.'s)

LEAA Administrator Richard Velde is still insisting that in-kind (“soft”)
mateh is to be an exception to the rule requiring cash mateh. In an undated change
that takes effect immediately, Velde will now permit in-kind match to be sub-
stituted for cash in any project—public or private—upon the request of a State
Planning Agency (SPA) fo an LEAA Regional Office. The SPA must first make
a formal determination that two specified criteria have been met :

(1) a demonstrated and determined good faith effort has been made to
obtain cash match and cash mateh is not available,

(2) no other reasonable alternative exists except to allow in-kind mateh.

The SPA is required to review any exception granted each year to determine
whether the criteria still apply. Velde has also reserved the right to make
similar exceptions of match for Special Emphasis grants from LEAA’s Office of
Juvenile Justice, which is headed by Milton Luger.

Luger, responding for Velde to questions from Roger Biraben, ¢f the Second
Mile runaway center in Hyattsville, Md., wrote “it is not our intention that
private nonprofit agencies be denied funding consideration on the basis of in-
ability to generate cash match”, nor is it “LEA's intent to place unreasonable
administrative burdens on potential applicants.”

Velde's new guideline passes decisions on the Congressionally intended in-kind
match to the SPA's. Sericus questions are raised by giving this discretionary
power to the SPA’s in light of the increased burden in auditing an in-kind match
and in view of their obvious biases against the Act, On January 81, the Legisla-
tive Advisory Committee to the National Conference of State Criminal Justice
Planning Administrators (the national body of SPA’s) recommended :

(1) opposing the reavthorization of the Juvenile Justice Act.

(2) abolishing both LEAA’s Office and Institute of Juvenile Justice.

(8) ending the Juvenile Justice Act’s maintenance of effort provision which
requires that LIEAA maintain its 1972 level of delinquency prevention spending
(about $112 million a year) over and above those funds distributed by the
Juvenile Justice Office.

(4) supporting only hard cash mateh, noting that the “deletion of in-kind
match eliminates a problem-producing administrative process and enhances
greater grantee commitment fo projects.”

Most of the SPA staff personnel Y.A. has talked with are opposed to the in-
kind mateh provisions, citing auditing headaches and questions about the
grantee’s commitments, Regardless of what it intends, LEAA has passed deci-
siong on hard mateh to an obviously unsympathetic branch of state government,
the SPA’s, whose best interests are not compatible with in-kind match,

Mark Thennes, NYAP staff.

Attorney General Edward H. Levi has responded to a letter sent him in January
by Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind), co-author of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act, in which Bayh charged that LEAA Administrator Richard Velde
had “clearly misconstrued” the intent of the Act by requiring a hard (cash) match
from public agencies receiving funds under the Act.

Tevi's letter to Bayh states that LIBAA has revised its guidelines to establish
parallel mateh provisions for both public and private agencies which would
permit in-kind (soft) match under certain circumstances. (See main story.)

But Levi’s letter also makes clear LEA's preference for hard match and lists
four reasons for this: ’

(1) State and locnl legisiative oversight is insured, thus guaranteeing some
State and local governmental control over Federally assisted programs,

(2) State and local fiscal controls would be brought into play to minimize the
chances of waste,

(8) the responsibility on the part of the State and local governments to ad-
vance the purpose of the program is underscored.

(4) continuation of programs after Federal funding terminates is encouraged
by requiring a local finanecial commitment.
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“It was for the above-cited reasons,” Levi's letter continues, “that the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 was amended in 1973 to ntilize
a hard mateh requirement, rather than the previous in-kind mateh.”

But John Rector, chief counsel of the Senate Juvenile Delinquency Subcom-
mittee, fold ¥.4. that whatever the intent of Congress was in that amendment
has no bearing on what the intent was in passing the Juvenile Justice Act. “The

@ntent was clearly for in-kind mateh,” Rector said, “and Mr. Levi’s letter
ignores that,”

Yourx WorKERS INFLUENCE SPA Anvisory BoArp Picks

On February 13-15, the newly-appointed members of the Massachusetts Ad-
visory Board on Juvenile Justice met for a training session funded by the
Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice (the state’s SI’A), which pre-
sented members with an overview of the ILEAA system, the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, and a discussion of the SPA.

The sesion marked an end to one phase of NYAP's involvement with that
state's effort to appoint and train Advisory Board members. Beginning in Sep-
tember, 1975, NYAD supported the work of a part-time organizer whose mandate
was to impact appointments to the Advisory Board.,

Through some pressure and negotiating, a small group of hardworking youth
workers convinced Governor Dukakis to agree to a sereening committee that
would interview prospective members. Soliciting names from arcund the state,
the screening committee snbmitted a list of 66 candidates to the Governor which
represented a cross-section of youth work as well as a serious commitment to
reform of the juvenile justice system.

In January, the Governor-appointed thirty people from the sereening committee
list—representing a victory for concerned youth workers it the state and for
NYAP's overall concern with impacting the implementation of the Juvenile
Justice Act.

Cheryl Weiss, NYAP staff.

APpRIL 1976
House REJECTS DEFERRAL OF JUVENILE JUSTICE FUNDS

President Tord’s request for a deferral of $§15 million of the $40 million already
appropriated far the Juvenile Justice and Delingueney Prevention Act was re-
jected by a voice vote in the IIouse on March 4, A deferral is terminated if
either body of Congress rejects it. .

LIEAA’s Office of Juvenile Justice now has the full $40 miilion FY76 appropri-
ation. Over the next sixty days, $23.3 million will be given to State Plaming
Agencies as their Comprehensive Juvenile Justice Plans are approved. Eavlier
in I'Y76, the Office had distributed $17.4 million to the states for juvenile justice
programs, including $10.8 million of the $25 million FY75 Juvenile Justice
Act funds.

Of the $40 million FY76 funds, $10 million must be spent on Special Emphasis
programs. The Juvenile Justice Office has committed an additional $15 million
of Safe Streets Act funds for Special Emphasis uses. Most of these monies are
expected to finance the next three Special Emphasis initiatives: Diversion (see
following story), Prevention and Reduction of Serious Juvenile Crime, .

Also, $2.5 million has been earmarked for the Office’s Technical Assistance
responsibilities; and $6,.4 million will be used by the National I_nstltuge of
Juvenile Justice in fulfillment of its mandates for research, training and an
information clearinghouse. .

In addition to the $40 million, the Office will receive $10 million for tl}e
wppansition Quarter” (July 1~September 30) between FY76 and FYT7. No
decisions have been made on alloeating these funds.

Congress is currently considering the appropriation ‘le\jel for the Juvenile
Justice Act for ¥ £77. The President is requesting 310 mﬂpm_l, but a fe\y youih
services have begun fo urge the Congressional {}ppropmg\tlons copmnttee to
provide at least $75 million for the Juvenile Justice Act in FY77 in order to
mount effective juvenile justice programs in the states and terrifories.

Mark Thennes, NYAP staff.
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DIVERSION PROPOSALS SOUGHT

LEAA’s Office of Juvenile Justice is to announce a major funding effort for
Diversion programs in mid-April. Last July, the Office was tentatively estimating
that between $5-10 million would be made available for the funding of a limited
number of Diversion programs around the country (see Y.A., August, 1975).

The Diversion announcement is to be the second of four Special Bmphasis
Initiatives of the Office of Juvenile Justice. The first Initiative on Deinstitution-
alization of Status Offenders distributed $11.8 million to 13 programs. Two other
Initiatives, one on Delinquency Prevention and the other on Reduction of Serious
Juvenile Crime, nre expected to be announced later this year.

Previously, the National Advisory Comumittee on Juvenile Justice and Delin-
gquency Prevention expressed an interest in reviewing these grants before they
are awarded-—a position supported by Attorney General Bdward Levi. The
Advsiory Committee’s exercise of this power of project review is similar to the
project review that LEAA Guidelines reguire for State Juvenile Justice Advisory
Boards,

Information on how to apply for the Diversion grants will be available in mid-
April from the ten LEAA Regional Offices, or by writing to: Special Emphasis,
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention. 633 Indiana Ave. N.W..
Washington, D.C. 20531.

MAyY 1976
STATES LACKING ADVISORY Boarps Wiy Lose LTIAA Fuxbps

LEAA announced it intenus to reallocate the FY 76 Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act state formula grants of those states not having
Juvenile Justice Advisory Boards in place and operating by June 30. Citing
powers given it by the Act (Sec. 2220, 223d), LEAA said it will reallocate these
unobligated funds for special emphasis prevention and treatment programs
around the country.

The following states have indicated they will not be participating under the
Act, and are therefore not creating Advisory Boards : Alabama, Kansas, Nebraska,
Wyoming, Oklahoma, West Virginia, Guam and American Samoa. Nearly $2
million in formula grants set aside for them will be committed to speecial em-
phasis programs by LEAA’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Au informal poll conducted by Youih Alternatives in April indicates the follow-
ing states do not have advisory Boards and would lose the designated amounts
of money should they not appeint them: Connecticut (8$434,000), Vermont
(5200,000), Texas ($1,402,000), South Dakota ($200,000). Ttah ($200,000), Tows
($334,000), Michigan ($1,104,000). California ($2,280,000), Hawaii ($200,000),
Oregon $240,000), District of Columbia ($200,000), Puerto Rico (200,000), Virgin
Islands ($200,000), and the Trust Territories ($200,000). Maine has appointed
an Advisory Board that is not in compliance with LEAA guidelines and the state
is reconsidering its participation under the Act,

LEAA has granted numerous extensions to states for submission of their Com-
prehensive Juvenile Justice Plang which must be reviewed by the Advisory
Boards. A December 31, 1975, deadline was extended sixty days. President Ford's
requested deferral of Juvenile Tustice Act funds, overturned Ly the House in
Mareh, caused other delays, LBAA has just granted another forty-five day ex-
tension, until May 12, for submission of the Plans.

qu:t of the diffieulty in creating the Advisory Boards appears to stem from
sts}ff in the Governor's offices attempiing to gain political mileage from the ap-
po}ntment‘s. This not only endangers the funds, but fails to recognize the need to
o.vmm' tho:qo Advigory Boards to their funetions of plan and projeet veview, Addi-
tionally, it makes effective planning by State Planning Aéoncv staff more
dif;ﬁcinlt. ; CoT -

nterested youth advocates should contact their TEAN State Planning Agen
and Governor's Office for further information on the status of the f&dfif;ogg

Bonrds and possible loss of funds,
Marx THENNES, NYAP staff.
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OverraP BETWEEN YSB's, JUVENIL% Justice SystEM A CoNCERN oF LEAA
EPORT

A new assessment of Youth Serviee Dureaus claims that “the informal and
formal conditions attached to Youth Serviee Bm‘eg.u reterrs}ls appzu‘ently tend
to reinforce the operational connections between YSB's and juvenile courts, and
cause them to funection as a form of probation ageney.” The LBAA-funded §t}my)'
was headed up by university researchers Arnold Scehuehter and Ken l’plk. NYAF
obtained a draft copy of the assessment under the Freedom of I_nfqrmatlol} Act.

The $245,000 study notes that “YSB’s ave one of the fe\_v existing hglpmg serv-
iees for youth in trouble with the law and fill a large gap in such services in com-
munities of all sizes, On the face of it, therefore, their existence seems justifiable
even if reliable research evidence is not available to prove their eﬂ:‘ectivenes.s‘

“fowever,” the report continues, “since so many Y_SB'S netually function or
end up functioning as extensions of the juvenile justlcq system, one must seri-
ously question and further research the specific operational processes whereby
the connection with the justice system occurs, its impact on t.he youth handlgd,
and its policy implieation for development of alfernative diversion strategies
and mecharisms,” .

The study also examines the issue of ¥8B's and due process, “Evalnation of
court infake processes are necessary across a range of types of court intake unit
to determine the potential disadvantages for the youth involved in sueh guasi-
legal informal adjudicative and dispositional processes and the impact on the
youth involved of the de facto transfer of dispositional authority to YSB's.”

Dr. James Howell, acting director of the National Institute of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, said this study “was designed to conduet an assess-
ment of what is known about YS8B’s and their effectiveness”, but “was not in-
tended to constitute an evaluation of YSB's,” Rather, he said, its purpose was
to determine the current state of the art in that area. The report is currently
being reviged aund edited and is scheduled for publieation in June.

The question of YSB’s and advocacy was also addressed in the study. The role
and effectiveness of YSB's in initiating, catalyzing and coordinating efforts to
change local justice system and no system agencies remaing a matter of specula-
tion, the authors note, “The findings suggest that advocacy (nonlegal) aimed at
changing institutional practices of schools and youth-serving agencies is going
on extensively among YSB's (primarily non-juvenile justice system based) but
is inadequately documented, in part fov obvious political and practical reasons.”

The study also maintains that most ¥8B’s “spend a considerable portion of
their limited time, energy and staff resources fo obtain the financial means for
survival while, at the same time, dealing with diverse pressures that operate
‘;0 dli)llni}}ish their credibility and effectivencss as an agency serving youth in
rouble, :

Copies of the study will be available from thie National Institute of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 633 Indiana Ave, NW., Washington, D.C,

20531,

1% oF LEAA STATUS OFFENDER FUNDS AVAILABLY. TO PRIVATE NON-PROFIT
Grours

LEAA estimates that 719 of the more than $11.8 millio\n\recently awarded to
13‘ projects for the deinstitutionalization of status offenders is available to
private non-profit groups. Six of the 13 projects are themselves-private non-profit
groups. .

This figure is based upon a recent analysis of the project budgets done by
LBEAA'S Office of Tuvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The analysis
counted the amounts in the budgets for “purchase of services” or under the
budget heading “contractual. Flow these funds will be awarded is nt the
discretion of the grantees.

The goal of the program is to halt the incarceration of juvenile offenders within
f\vo.yez}rs and to develop community-based resources to replace correctional
institutions used by juveniles, Thie 18 projects were chosen from more than 400
preliminary applications submitted to LEAA. '

. LE.:\A.’S second special emphasis program will concentrate on diversion of
juveniles from the traditional juvenile justice system. The program announce-
ment requesting applications was issued on April 15.
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June 1976

ADMINISTRATION'S HIANDLING OF JUVBNILE JUSTICE Act HIT IN SENATE HEARING

The Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency held an oversight hearipg
on May 20 to question LEAA officials about the implementation of the Juvenile
Justice Act to date and to learn what amendments the Administration has pro-
posed in extending the Aet beyond its current expiration at the end of FY 77.

LEAA Administrator Richard Velde presented the 49 amendments to the Sub-
committee, prompting its Chairman, Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind), to say thi_lt
instead of calling them amendments to extend the Act, the Administration wouid
do better to call them “an act to repeal” the Juvenile Justice Act. Velde, how-
ever, termed the amendments “basically an extension of the program as it now
exists.” (For a more defailed exanunation of the amendments, see story on
D 2.)

Bayh, as in the past, was critical of the Administrations’ handling of the
Act; at one point saying that since the White House was unsuccessful in pre-
venting fanding for the Act and later in deferring what funding there was, it was
now intent upon “emasculating” the Act through the proposed amendments.

However, Bayh excluded Velde and LEAA from much of his fire, saying it
was apparent to him that LEAA was being thwarted by the Administration in
fully implementing the Act. Velde, who was once a Subcommittee staff member,
did not deny this, and in his responses offered two examples of how the Adminis-
tration turned down LIEAA requests in regard to the Act.

One, Velde said, was when LEBAA requested $80 million in FY 77 funding for
the Act, only to have the Administration’s Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) slice that down to $10 million. And, Velde said, while LEAA wanted a
four-year extension of the Aect, the Administration proposed only a one-year ex-
tension. Bayh commented on this point, saying “this dangling from year to year
will guarantee that a good program will not be as good as it could be.”

Velde, however, defended the Administration’s proposal to delete the “mainte-
nance of effort” provision from the Act, which requires IBAA to spend a constant
amount of money each year on juvenile justice programs. ‘“This has been a time
of declining overall resources for LEAA,” Velde said. “Since F'Y 75, which was
the highwater mark in terms of appropriations for LEAA, our resources have
declined 409%. There are many, many priorities to be served in the face of
declining resources.”

The Subcommittee also heard from Michael Krell and Marion Cummings, of
the Vermont Governor’s Commission on the Administration of Justice (the state
planning agency), who recounted their battle with LEBAA over the recent hard
versus soft match issue. The state had lost its share of funds under the Act when
LEBAA said it eould not use a soft, or in kind, matceh instead of a cash mateh.

Cummings told ¥Y.4., however, that the Commission had an “oral” agreement
from LEAA that Vermont could substitute a soft match. During Velde's testi-
mony, he said LEAA was prepared to waive the hard match provision if a state
could show ‘“good cause”.

SusMIiTs 40 AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT—LBAA SEEKS AUTHORITY
IN DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION RULE

LBAA has asked Congress to allow flexibility in the required deinstitutionaliza-
tion of status offenders called for under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act. ‘Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind), the author of the Act whieh requires
participating states to achieve this goal within two years, agreed with TLEAA
Administrator Richard Velde that this requirement needed more flexibility, but
he said he did not want to create a loophole for noncompliance.

LHAA. submitted to Congress a list of 49 amendments to the Juvenile Justice
Act. Under the Budget Reform Act of 1974, the Administration is required to
submit to Congress its recommendations for changes in existing legislation 18
months before that legislation expires. Most of the 49 recommendations are of a
technical nature, and others come as no surprise to those following LEAA's
implementation of the Act.

As expected, IBAA called for eliminating the soft, or in-kind matel, in favor
of a 10% hard, or cash, mateh for Juvenile Justice Act funds. Consistent with
Administration policy, LEAA is also recommending the deletion of the provi-
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sion requiring LBAA to spend $112 million of Crime Control funds on juvenile
justice programs, This provision is known as the “Maintenance of Bffort”.

The most significant change recommended, however, involves the mandatory
Qeinstitutionalization of status offenders. Under Section 223(a)12 of the Act,
participating states must accomplish this within two years. LBAA is asking for
the flexibility to grant exemptions to those states unable to comply within two
years. Exemptions would be granted if the EAA Administrator determines that
“substantial compliance” has been achieved, and the state has made an “un-
equivoeal commitment to achieving full compliance within a reasonable time.”

During an oversight hearing on LEAA’s implementation of the Juvenile Justice
Act held May 20, Sen. Bayh agreed with the need for more flexibility. e cau-
tioned, however, against creating a loophole, and spoke of establishing a bench-
mark of what “substantial compliance” might mean, Oif the top of his head, he
suggested that a state having deinstitutionalized T6% of its status offenders
could be in substantial compliance.

It seems certain that some flexibility will be given to states in their compliance
when the new Juvenile Justice Act takes effect Qctober 1, 1977,

Citing inability to meet the two-year requirement and lack of adequate sup-
port, three states (Kentucky, Utah, and Nebraska) have withdrawn from par-
ticipating in the Juvenile Justice Act in the past few weeks. Five other states
(T'exas, Tennessee, Mississippi, North Dakota, and Missouri) are apparently
reconsidering their participation.

There are 41 states which have agreed to accomplish the deinstitutionalization
of status offenders from secure facilities by August 1, 1977, 60 days before the
revised Juvenile Justice Act would go into effect.

In a separate development, LEAA is granting up to an additional $100,000
to those states participating in the Juvenile Justice Act, effective this month.
Youth advoeates would do well to re-examine with their LEAA State Planning
Agencies the arguments for non-participation in the Act in light of these new
developments.

In other amendments to the Juvenile Justice Act, IIBAA is asking for authority
under its Special Emphasis program to “develop and support programs stressing
advocacy aimed at improving services impacted by the juvenile justice system",
which is to say youth advocacy. LEAA is also now suggesting that drug and
alcohol abuse education and prevention programs lLe deleted from “advanced
techniques™.

Last, and least, LEAA has asked for only n one-year extension of the Juvenile
Justice Act, with a4 maximum funding level of $50 million. This, you might note,
could potentinlly require BAA to submit to Congress its recommendations for
the second revision of the Juvenile .JTustice Act six months before the revised
Act goes into effect on October 1, 1977. The absurdity of TBAA's program people
attempting to work with the Administration’s Office of Management and Budget
has its lighter moments.

MARK THENNES, NYAP staff.

LEGISLATIVE REPORT—LIAA REAUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATION BILLS
CONSIDERED

LBAA Reauthorization : House and Senate bills:

The House version of the Crime Confrol Act of 1976 extends the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration for one year with an authorized maximum
appropriation of $880 million. The bill retains the “maintenance of effort” provi-
sion which requires LIAA. to spend $112 million per year of Crime Control funds
on juvenile justice. .

The Senate bill extends DEAA for five years at $1.1 billion per year. It elimi-
nates the fixed dollar amount “maintenance of effort” and replaces it with a
formula which requires 19.15% of Crime Control funds in Part C (State Formula
Block Grants) and Part I (Corrections) to be spent on juvenile justice. "This
formula applied to the Administration’s request of $667 million would allow
about $104 million for juvenile justice. .

Ou May 12, Sen. Birel Bayh lost a vote in subcommittee (7-5) which would
have retained the “maintenance of effort” provision. He.is considering offering
this provision as an amendment on the Senate floor. .

Both reauthorization bills are expected to be out of their respective Judiciary
Committees and on the floor by mid-June.
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LBAA Appropriations: House and Senate bills:

The Ford Administration's latest request for LEAA funding during FY 77 is
$6067 million, This is §40 million less than first requested by the Administration
and about $140 million less than LBAA’s current F'Y 76 appropriation. The House
Appropriations Subcommittes on State, Justice, Commerce and the Judiciary has
cut this request to about $600 million and added an extra $40 million to that
amount for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The bill goes
to the full ¥ouse Appropriations Committee at press time and to the floor in
mid-June.

The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee is expected to follow the Admin-
istration’s $667 million figure which includes $10 million earmarked for the
Juvenile Justice Act. The Subcommittee will mark up the bill during July, after
the House passes its appropriation bill.

In April, Sen. Bayh attempted to obtain stronger funding for the Juvenile
Justice Act. He offered an amendment to allow the funding of the Juvenile Jus-
tice Act in FY 77 at $100 million, and gave an impassioned plea on the floor for
its acceptance. Af the time, however, the Senate was debating a ceiling on the
budget and Sen, Bdmund Muskie (D-Me) spoke in favor of following the Senate
Budget Committee's recommendation,

‘While the Baylh amendment failed (46-39), it was the closest any amendment
came to passing, indicating strong support in the Senate for an appropriation
larger than $10 million.

Jury 1976

ConereESs SETS $75 MILLION ¥OR JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT

Meeting on June 28, a joint House-Senate Conference Committee voted to
appropriate $756 million for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act
in FY 77, which begins this coming October 1. The Committee also agreed to fund
the Runaway Youth Act (Title ITI of the Juvenile Justice Act) at $10 million for
Y 77,

While the Juvenile Justice Act itself authorizes as muech as $150 million for
the coming fiscal year, the Administration continued its minimal level of support
for the Act by asking for only $10 million earlier this year. The House ignored
this request, and voted to continue the Act’s current funding level of $40 million.
However, at the insistent prodding of Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), the author of
the Act, the Senate voted to appropriate $100 million for it.

The funding bill for the Juvenile Justice Act now goes to the President along
with the rest of the appropriation for the Justice Department. The President’s
approval is seen as likely, But the Runaway Youth Act, which is administered
by HE'W, will be included-within the total appropriation for HEW and faces an
almost certain Presidential veto in the Fall.

TEAA has announced how if intends to use the $75 million once it is approved
by the President. Generally, there will be about double the amount of money
in each area LEAA earmarked for FY 76.

$47.6 million will go to the states in Jor.nula grants, up from $23 million in
FY 76. States can expect to receive approximately twice what they received
in T'Y 76.

Approximately $15.9 million will be used for Special I'mphasis programs.
LBAA has tentatively identified five priorities for special funding in FY 77:
juvenile gangs, restitution to vietims of juvenile erime, violent offenders, learning
disabilities, and delinquency prevention.

- $3 Iélilli(’)n will go for technical assistance, more than double the amount for
Y 76,

$7.5 million will go to LEAA’s National Institute of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention to be used for training, information dissemination,
research and evaluation, and implementation of juvenile justice standards.

$1 million will be used in concentration of the federal effort towards de-
linquency prevention. The Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Delinquency,
which was established by the Act, is reported to be considering joint program-
ming between federal departments, such as HEW and the Labor Department,
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Avaust 1976

INTERVIEW—OHD's STANLEY THOMAS oN THE RUNAWAY YOUTH AOT,
DEINSTITUTIONALIZATION, AND IMPACTING POLICY

(Youth Alternatives interviewed Stanley B. Thomas, Jr., Assistant Secretary
for Human Development, HEW, on July 21, Thomas has served in his present
post for three years, overseeing a broad range of programs serving echildren,
youth, the aged, physically and mentally disabled persons, the rural poor, and
Native Americans. The Office of Human Development, which he heads, includes
the Ofce of Youth Development and has a total staff of more than 1300 and an
annual budget of $1.9 billion. Thomas once headed HEW's Office of Student and
Youth Affairs, and has been an active, long time supporter of services for
ruanaway youth.)

Q. What degree of success do you feel the Office of Human Development has
had in implementing the Runaway Youth Act? .

A. Recognizing that I wonld probably not be the most objective person with
a question like that, I am convinced that the implementation of the Runawny
Youth Act has been the single most well done implementation of a program thgxt
I've been involved with. I think one of the reasons is that the statute passed in
the early ¥Fall and we didn’t have to alloeate all the dollars until the succgeding
June. So we had some months to plan for it. But it's been one of the best imple-
mented programs I've been involved with, beeause (1) we were able to build
on research HEW had undertaken and demonstration activities HREW had under-
taken in the past, (2) we had plenty of time to involve in the goals and objectives
of the program people who had been integrally involved with runaway youth,
and (3) we were able to and are still in the process of developing the kinds of
quality services we think dre essential as a basic elenent of any runaway youth
project.

Q. Looking at the runaway youth program from the point of view of the Act
itself, as opposed to the implementation, can we assume from the smoothness of
the implementation that it was a pretty good piece of legislation and was able
to address the needs that it targeted?

A. While we didn’t and still don’t have the exact and most accurate statistics
as to the number of young people who run nway, there is no question that there
has heen a gap between the needs of those kids and the services which were made
available to them, T think there has bLeen a lot of worthwhile activity which
has either been supplemented or initiated as a result of the Runaway Youth Act,
s0 I'd say, in the net, from every vantage point I can think of, that it's been a
good thing. It’s also awakened, I think, local and state governments more to the
problem than had been the case before,

Q. In the event the Ford Administration continues for four more years, do
you 1se;% any changes or initiatives ahead in HEW’s policies towards young
people?

A, T think one of the most significant developments that will ocenr, and I don't
think this is dependent on whether President Ford or Carter iy in the White
House, will be the necessity of catalyzing more substantial youth involvement in
the local decision making process. If you look at any of HIIW's projects, you find
that—and this iy something that has been going on for years—that there is a
tremendous degree of state involvement and control in the social services, health,
and education. That basic situation is not going to change with Administrations.
There should be a continuing interest in defining what the gaps are that we
ought to respond to at the federal level, for instance, looking at the, whole
question of runaway youth and deinstitutionalization, But there should also be
& great deal more involvement at the local level. One of the great things about the
Runaway Youth Act, and it's a small but an important thing, is the mandatory
inclusion of young people in the decision making apparatus. I am not one of those
people who over-romanticizes the ability of young people to be involved in
making important decisions, but their involvement in that process is critical,
because they learn from it and they learn how to affect decisions. When you,
look at this Department and whan you look at most of the federal agencies, you
find that most of the decisions, or most of the determination of priorities, are
made at the state and local level. If youth and people concerned with youth.
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don’t impact on that system, it's going to be a continuing problem, We'll spend
$2.5 billion in the next year or so on social services, and most of what will
happen with that mony is going to be defined at the state level, There's got to
be leverage made at that local level. That means local organizations have to
be sensitive to planning processes and decision making systems, and they have
to be assertive about inclufding young people in that and representing the
interests of young people.

Q. Many youth workers are interested in youth advocacy and impacting public
policy. You've been talking about the necessity of working on the local level;
which level of government do you feel it's most important for people to be
focused in on in terms of where policy is really made?

A, Every level is important to impact on. But I think there has been a dispro-
portionate investment of time and energy at the federal level. Now I'm not
saying there is enough involvement at the federal level, I'm just saying it's
been disproportionate. This Department's dollars, except those that go to
individuals in cash payment terms, are general purpose and ge primarily to
state governments. I believe we at the federal level have certain responsibilities
to provide services where there are major gaps, and I think the runaway youth
program is an example of that. I think the federal government has an important
responsibility in long range planning, information collection, research, demon-
strations and all that kind of thing, and for providing resources to local com-
munities, states and others for provision of services. But that doesn't alter the
faet that, and I don't care if Jimmy Carter is President or Gerald Iord is
President, the major investment of thig Department’s resources that aren't
flowing directly to people—and those of the Labor Department and the Transpor-
tation Department and the Department of Housing and Urban Development—
are going to go to local communities and state governments, which are going to
make important decisions about what happens to people, The Community Con-
gress in San Diego, which has managed to tap into general revenue sharing,
slhiould be a model in terms, at least, of impacting on the basic system, That is
what the future should be, and I think more and more communities will become
sophisticated about this.

LosE MirLrioNs IN Funps—S81x More StAtes Dror Our
OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AcCT

Despite a near doubling in its funding and a new flexibility in its mandatory
removal of status offenders from prisons, six more states have decided not to
participate in the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, making a
total of thirteen.

For these states, millions of dollars for critically needed youth services are
lost. Tor most, the prospect of their participation in ¥Y 1977 looks bleak. The six,
Hawali, Xentucky, Mississippi, Nebraska, North Carolina, and Tennessee, have
added their names to those of Alabama, Kansas, Nevadn, Oklahoma, Utah,
West Virginia, and Wyoming, LEAA rejected Hawaii's effort to participate after
the state was unable to commit itself to removing 75% of its status offenders
from its prisons. X

Milton Luger, head of LBAA's Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, told Y.4. that many of the new states withdrawing endorse the
principles of the Juvenile Justice Act but feel the cost to them is too much,
He also noted that others were unable to promise in good faith to remove 76%
of their status offenders from secure detention.

Senator Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), the author of the Act, and LEAA reached
agreement on a 75% compliance figure for the required removal of status
offenders from secure detention within two years (see June 1976, ¥.4.). Provi-
sions for extensions in reaching 1009% compliance will be debated in Congress
next Spring when the question of renewal of the Juvenile Justice Act comes up.
Luger said the agreement of 75% compliance probably kept several states from
ending their participation in the Act. .

States unwilling to comply with the Juvenile Justice Act have already'lqst
substantial sums of money for youth services (see chart, page 7). LEBAA Adminis-
trator Richard Velde has warned that a state's nonnartlcipapon would have a
4ohilling effect” on the state's ability to garner special emphasis grants f_m: youth
work from LIAA. The block grants that would have gone to nonpartlc}paﬂng
states under the Act are returned to LEAA’s Special Emphasis kitty for distribu-
tion based on national competition.
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But when queried on this by ¥. 4., Luger stated that the recommendations he
malkes to Velde will be based on “the important issue of where the needs of kids
are, and I would not penalize a nonparticipating state that submits a well-written
application for Speeinl Emphasis funds.”

In a letter explaining his decision not to participate, Governor Calvin Rampton
of Utah noted, “while I am wnot prepared to state at this time that the federal
guidelines are not reasonable, and would not lead to an improved program, the
fact is that the guidelines are so detatled and inflexible that it would intefere
with our ability to do our own planning.”

ITe also noted that the Advisory Board might be duplicative and that TUtah
might have to raise $300,000 to match $200,000 in federal funds for the program,
Thus, Utah rejected more than $800,000 (see chart) in youth service funds because
an advisory board already exists, because $800,000 is not sufficient funding, and
beeause the guidelines for $300,000 limits the stafe’s vight to do its own planning,

The Utah Board of Juvenile Court Judges, lobbying the Governor, issued a
position statement that simultaneously praises the “laudable™ purposes of the
Juvenile Justice Act while duly noting, as juvenile judges have elsewhere, the
burdensome duty they have to demand the right to incarcerate an nnknown and
unquantified number of status offenders for their own good,

While it is the consensus of the judges that “extended incarceration of such
children” is “frequently nct an appropriate disposition and may often cause harm
to the child”, they refer to an unnamed group of youths-—a multitude, one must
assume—who are chronically truant and who chronically run away from home
to justify incarceration that “often causes harm”,

North Carolina withdrew from participation after estimating its costs of remov-
ing 2,600 youths from its prisons at $7 million, "The state doubted its ability to
comply with the 75¢, floor even with adequate funds, and guestioned the legality
of the 759 figure, In anticipation of the Juvenile Justice Act, the gtate legislature
in 1976 passed a law requiring the removal of status offenders from state train-
ing schools by July 1, 1977. At a recent meeting, juvenile judges in the state voted
unanimously to work on repealing this legislation, The Advisory Board is now in
limbo and will probably be dissolved.

Mississippl cited its inability to guarantee segregation of juveniles from adults
as a prime reason for not participating, Noting it had removed 2264 of the statug
offenders in training schools last year, officials there pointed out that no single
agency has responsibility for issuing guidelines to loeal sheriffs. Jimmy Russell,
Director of the Division of Vouth Services, told Y, 4. that “it is disheartenng that
o few local sheriff's could kill a statewide program.”

Kentucky estimated its costs in removing status offenders at $1.2 million, much
more than they would receive. With the Act’s increased funding, the state is
renegotiating its participation, “If we don't receive a dime, at least they raised
our consciousness and got the powers that be thinking about treatment of status
offenders,” said Dave Richart, juvenile justice planner with the Kennedy Crime
Commission. “And that's what this Act is about,” he said.

Youth advoeates in nonpartieipating states would be well advised to continue
asking their Governor about eventual participation,

Mark Thennes, NYAP staff,

{ABour THE Tanre oN P, 118)

During the fifteen month period of July, 1975, to October, 1976, LBAA’s Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention will have distributed about $938.7
million to the states for juvenile justice programs. These funds are distributed
based on ench state’s population under 18 years of age,

The first column lists how $2 million worth of Specinl Emphasis Planning
Grants was made in July, 1975, to assist State Planning Agencies in gearing up
for submission of their Juvenile Justice Plans and the creation of Juvenile Justice
Advisory Boards.

The second column lists $10.6 million in ¥Y 1975 block grants, made in Augnst,

975,

The third column lists $19.8 million in ¥Y 1976 block grants, whose distribution
began in February, 1976.

The fourth column lists $4,9 million worth of funds, one-fourth the FY 1976
figure, for the Transitional Quarter (July 1 to September 30, 1976). The federal
zovernment changed its Fiseal Years beginning this year, in effect making FY
1976 a fifteen month year.
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The ACth column covers a speeial grant of $100,000 made to cach state partiei-
pating in the JJDPA in June, 19706.

The sixth column covers a speeial grant of &4.7 million made to every state for
juvenile programs,

The seventh column lists 347.6 million in FY 1977 block grants, which states
will receive upon acceptance of their State Plans.

None of these figures inelude any money granted to the states under the Speeial
Emphasis Initiatives program, which distributed about $13 million for Deinstitu-
tlonalization and is about to distribute 810 million for Diversion,

HOW THE JUVENILE JUSTICE QFFICE DISTRIBUTED TS FUNDS

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal June Jupe Fiscal
par Year 0ar 1976 1976 gar
975 975 976 1Q pt, E pt, C 977
special JIDPA JIDPA  July 1-  supple-  supple- JIDPA
amphasig blac bloc  Sept, 30, ment ment hloc
“nlanning"’ grant grant 1976 grant grant grant Total
Alabamat._ 31 200 366 9 100 79 813 1,680
15 00 200 50 100 7 200 172
16 00 200 50 100 47 425 1,038
17 00 200 50 100 45 432 1,044
168 680 1,966 491 100 460 4,373 8,238
20 00 229 57 100 55 510 1,171
26 00 300 76 100 68 673 1,443
15 00 200 50 100 13 200 178
54 16 625 156 100 178 1,390 2,719
a2 200 487 - 122 100 107 1,083 2,101
15 200 200 50 100 19 200 784
15 200 200 50 100 17 200 782
96 389 1,128 281 100 246 2,501 4,738
47 00 545 138 100 117 1,213 2,360
25 00 289 12 100 63 43 8l
19 221 54 100 §0 92 1,136
28 200 330 82 00 74 134 1,481
| 35 411 103 00 83 15 1,847
15 00 200 50 00 © 23 27 815
Maryland..... . 35 00 409 102 00 90 910 1,846
Massachusetls. . 38 00 856 139 a0 128 1,236 2,397
higan. ... 83 33 963 241 00 201 2,142 4,063
35 00 409 102 00 86 10 1,842
21 00 250 62 00 556 1,240
29 200 460 115 00 105 1,024 1,633
15 2 00 50 00 6 781
15 00 00 50 00 4 35 934
v 15 00 00 50 00 3 00 778
Hew Hampshire, 15 00 00 80 a0 8 00 783
New Jersey......... .. 61 48 07 1 00 161 1,571 3,025
Now Mexico . . 15 00 200 50 00 5 268 8
New York.... e 148 599 1,731 433 00 399 3,850 7,260
North Carolinate....... 45 200 21 130 00 118 1,159 2,273
15 200 00 50 00 4 200 1
95 383 1,108 217 00 237 2,463 4,663
21 200 248 62 00 59 551 1,241
18 200 07 52 00 i} 460 1,087
93 395 1, 140 280 00 261 2,536 4,810
15 200 00 50 00 i 200 7
24 200 83 7 00 1 629 1,368
15 200 00 50 00 5 200 78!
34 200 393 98 00 1 874 1,790
102 410 1,185 286 00 265 2,635 4,993
....... 15 200 00 50 00 26 870
....... 15 200 00 50 00 10 200
40 200 471 118 00 108 1,047 2,084
29 200 344 88 00 n 1,602
15 200 200 50 a0 39
40 200 469 17 00 100 10,044 2,030
15 200 200 50 00 8
{ 15 200 200 50 100 16 200 781
Puerto Rico. .. 30 200 349 87 100 65 776 1,607

t Nonpartjcipating States, losing all or most of these funds.
SEPTEMBER 1076 )
Bayvix To SEEK RENEWAL OF JUSTICE, RUNAWAY Acrs
Sen. Birch Bayh (D-Ind.), the author of both the Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention Act and the Runaway Youth Act, will introduce two bills
this month to extend both pleeces of legislation,
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In the summmer of 1974, Bayh, in eoncert with Rep. Augustus Hawlkins {(D-Cn.),
successfully steered hoth Acts through Congress as one law (P.1, 98-413). With
IEW lobbying against the Juvenile Justice Act and LEAA pointing out hosy nicely
it would fit into thelr current program, the Congress, in a vompromise foreced by
Republicans, voted to place the Rinaway Youth Act in HEW and the Juvenile
Justice Act in LIBAA,

The current legislntion is due to expire September 80, 1977, 'The Budget Reform
Act of 1974 required the Administration to notify Congress by last May 15 of its
intention to request o renewal of these Aets, The Administration has asked for a
one year extenston of the Juvenile JTustice Act (see June Y. .) but it will ap-
parently not seek any extension of the Runaway Yonth Act.

The present Congress, the 04th, is expected to adjourn the fivst week of October.
When the 95th Congress convenes in January, 1977, Bayh will reintroduce the
Dills to extend both Acte, IIearings vn the bills would then be conducted in
February and March of next year,

Bayh's introduction of the proposed legislation at thig time allows youth advo-
cates and others participating in the implementation of both Acts to comment on
the drafts before January,

Interested persons are encouraged to make commments regarding the positive
aspects and the shortcomings of the current implementation of these two Acts
to Senator Bayh. Coples of the proposed legislation may be obtained from him,
% the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, AS04, Wash-
ington I).C. 20510, (202) 2242951,

PREVENTION PROGRAM To BE ANNOUNCED

The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, LEAA, is to an-
nounce its major effort in funding Prevention programs by the middle of October,
according to Emily Martin, head of the Office’s Special Emphasis Section, The
program, the tHird in o serles of Specinl Emphasis Initlatives, 18 expected to
distribute $85 million, with a pogsibility the figure may reach 310 million.

The program is belng designed primarily to prevent delinguency in communi-
ties which have certain statistical characteristies correspondng to the problem
of delinqueney, such as unemployment, median income, and erime rates,

Prevention is being defined as “the sum total of activities which create a con-
structive environment designed to promote positive patterns of youth develop-
ment and growth, The process ineludes dirveet services to youth and indivect
activities which address community and institwtionnl conditions that hinder
postirive ’yonth development and lead to youth involvement with juvenile justice
systems.”

The Prevention Initintive will probably address mivate nonprofit organizations
as primary applicants. Information on the program can be obtained by writing
%1% SI’)chllll Emphasis Seetion, OJIDP/LEAA, 633 Indiana Ave. NV, Washington

2T, 20531,

{See the “Grants, UContracts, & Negotintions” section of this newsletter for o

list of finglists in the Special Emphasis Injtiative on Diversion,)

A Narovan Yourit Poricy?—ArTER NOVEMBER ! WHAT'S \HEAD YoRr YoUTH
TWORKERS

("The following was sent in the form of a letter by NYAT Project Coordinator
Bill Treanor to directors of several coalitions of alternative youth services
programs,)

During the coming year we are going to witness major national developments
in direetion and tone in the field of youth work, Some of these qevelopments will
be in arens not very familinr to us; others will be o continnation of current
trends, I bhelieve that it ig vital that the leadership in youth work anticipate and
influence the direction of this country’s youth service priorities. Therefore, I
want to share with you my best estimate of what is likely to unfold during the
coming yenr. This analysis makes only one major assumption: that the Carvter-
Mondale ticket will be victorious in November.

Youth workers' top priority during the coming year must be the renewal of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act and the Runaway Youth Act,
There nre, of course, several mujor unresolved questions concerning these laws,
Some of the ontstanding questions are: Should the Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Act econtinue under LEAA, and, if not, then under what ageney? Should the
Runasvay Youth Act remain with HEW?s Office of Youth Development? If not,
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then be administered by whom? What should the authorized appropriation level
be for each? Should a separate youth policy agency be espoused? If so, with
what power and responsibilities? Should mandatory coordination and joint plan-
ning and funding be required between HEW/Justice youth efforts and those of
the Department of Labor?

Other important issues will also be addresesd before the Juvenile Justice Act
and Runaway Youth Act arve renewed, but it is clear that youth workers would
be foolish to abandon the little enabling youth service legislation that we have
now until a coherent, progressive national youth policy is developed. Therefore,
I expect the renewnl of the Juvenile Justice Act and Runaway Youth Act to be
widely supported by youth workers and to consume a large part of our energies
at the national level.

An absolutely key element in the creation of a high quality youth development
system in this country is our ability to monitor and evaluate the performmance of
government at the regional, state, and local levels, This capability is essential in
influencing public policy. Of course, government officials are not enthralled with
our developing capacity to rate their job and agency performance and we can
expect some vigorous counter-attacks to try and prevent youth workers from
organizing. Fortunately ,youth work coalitions have developed sufficiently so
that, despite setbacks in some states, growth in influence seems assured. Re-
member that nine out of ten of today’s youth work coalition didn't exist three
years ago!

‘With the developing infrastruecture of youth work coalitions we are in a posi-
tion to influence the likely major policy initiatives of a Carter-Mondale adminis-
tration. I expect the development of a national “pro-family” policy along the
lines advocated for many years by Senator Mondale. Basically, a pro-family
policy would mean that every government program would be analyzed to deter-
mine if it helps to keep the family unit together. Under this philosophy, major
changes in social welfare policy can be expected. For example, we could expect
a greater reliance in youth work on family counseling and homemaker service
for a troubled family with a problem teenager rather than removal from the home
and placement in a group home. Of concern to youth workers is that any new
legislation or policy reflect the special needs of adolescents.

It is probable that the most dramatic change in youth work will be in the area
of youth unemployment, Well over 209, of Americans 1 to 24 are unemployed,
and the rate is over 409, for young blacks. That is an estimated 3,580,000 unem-
ployed 16 to 24 year olds who are actively seeking work, The impact on youth
work of providing public employment jobs to even half of these young people is
enorimous.

An important goal during the next year is to ensure any major revision of
national manpower legislation acknowledges and provides support for the nation’s
youth service system. If even 5% of 2 million jobs under a comprehensive youth
employment program iwere set aside for youth workers, it would fund 100,000
young adults to work in youth agencies, That’s $100 million towards meeting the
funding needs of youth agencies, or, to put it another way, twice the combined
total funding of the Juvenile Justice Act and Runaway Youth Act in FY 1976.

One major hurdle is the lack of dialogue between youth workers and those who
develop youth manpower policies. While former Secretary of Labor Willard
Wirtz and others concerned about ;youth unemployment have a clear analysis of
the problem, they fail to appreciate the invaluable role that a strong youth
service system can play in helping young people to become more productive and
creative members of society. The encouragement of a much closed relationship
batween policy makers in youth and manpower fields may prove to be the most
productive direction at both the national and state levels for creating a compre-
hensive youth service system.

Increased commitment to solving the problems of youth unemployment will
undoubtedly generate increased interest in a National Youth Service. The Na-
tional Youth Service concept—providing young adults an expanded opportunity
to work in some socially productive way—is an old one, The concept as currently
discussed is sort of a Dbloated combination VISTA/Job Corps with no entry
requirements, Enrollment would be voluntary and placement assured in either
“community service” or “environmental service.” This approach to youth develop-
ment got a bad name during the debate over the draft, but now deserves a fresh
assessment by youth workers.

Some things I would like to see are not likely during the early years of a
Carter-Mondale administration. But, whatever the flaws might be in the new
administration, they will likely be the result of activity and not passivity, of
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developing young people and not focusing on youth crime prevention. If the new
administration is serious about full employment, national health insurance,

gﬂ{.’agg} reform and a pro-family policy——ean g national youth policy be far
ehind ?

OcroBER 1976

LBAA Fuxps ScHOOL VIOLENCE INITIATIVE QUIETLY AND QUICKLY

LEAA’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, apparently
under pressure to quickly obligate Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention
Tunds, has quietly completed its third Special Bmphasis Initiative. In an effort
to respond to school violence, the Office is giving $4.73 million in Juvenile Justice
Act funds to the U.8. Office of Education, one of the federal agencies least respon-
sive to coordinating its efforfs on youth affairs with other agencies.

The pressure to obligate funds must have been intense, for the Juvenile Justice
Office did not cirenlate any guidelines on this Initiative to the public and private
sectors for their comments before committing the funds. This had been the case
with its other Special Emphasis Initiatives.

This process of external agencies reviewing guidelines before they are finalized
has produced valuable, experience-based input. The Juvenile Justice Office had
algo convened a meetfing in early June with the national private youth organiza-
tions to build a partnership envisioned to *Include the involvement of the private
sector in the mission of (the Juvenile Justice Office) from the conceptualization
to completion of its Special Emphasis programs as one example of cooperative
approaches.”

Of the $4.78 million, $2 million has been given to the Teacher Corps. Each of
ten gites is to receive $100,000 for two years to develop forms of youth participa-
tion in cutting down school violence. The ten sites already had Teacher Corps
youth advocacy projects, making it easier to dump additional funds into the
projects. The ten sites are Burlington, Vt.; Odona, Maine; Phoenix; Denver;
Chicago ; Farmington, Mich. ; Atlanta ; Baltimore ; Stanislaus, Calif. ; and Indian-
apolis.

Arnother $1.23 million was given to the Division of Drug Education, which
operates five Office of Education Drug Training Centers (the minigrant pro-
gram) around the country. Using the existing model of training teams for two
weeks, each site will train school teams in problem solving related to school
violence over the next year.

In addition, $1.5 million of Juvenile Justice Act funds are to be combined with
tens of millions of dollars already allocated to the Office of Bqual Bducational
Opportunity to assist school districts in planning for court-ordered desegregation.

The Juvenile Justice Office, under this Initiative, is now in the process of
conceptualizing the funding of a Resource Center to dispense information about
promising programs and training information for school security personnel and
administrators. A target figure of $500,000 has ben set until plans are finalized.

Youth advocates interested in obtaining further information about the train-
ing funds should contact the Office of Education Drug Training Center nearest
them, or the Special Emphasis Section, Office of Juvenile Justice, LBAA, 633
Indiana Ave, N.Y., Washington, D.C. 20531.

—Mark Thennes, NYAP staff.

LEAA To SPEND $305 MIitiloN oN DELINQUENCY IN FY 77

After two days of negotiations, a joint House-Senate conference committee
approved a Crime Control Act of 1976, reauthorizing the Law Enfqrcement
Assistance Administration (LBAA) for three more years and accepting Sen.
Birch Bayh's (D-Ind.) proposal to utilize 19.15% of LEAA’s total annual appro-
priation for juvenile delinquency programs. The compromise bill was sent to the
President for his expected signature. .

Bayh came up with his percentage formula after the Senate had earlier deleted
the so-called “maintenance of effort” provision from the bill which would have
required LEAA to maintain at least its 1972 spending level of $112 million on
juvenile delinquency programs. Bayh's formula was rejected by the Senate J ugli-
ciary Committee, but it was subsequently approved by the full Senate despite
attempts by Senators McClellan (D-Ark.) and Hruska (R-Neb.) to kill _1t.. .

Of the $763 million already appropriated for LEAA in ¥Y 77, $75 million is
earmarked for the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. The new

21782 O ~ 78 -9
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for;nula requires that 19.159% of the remaining $678 million, or $130 million, be
maintained for juvenile delinquency programs in FY 77: $18 million more than
the “maintenance of effort” provision would have brought. The flexibility of the
percentage formula means that funding for juvenile programs will be tied ‘to
appropriation levels and could, in some years, conceivably be lower than the
former $112 million minimum.

’{.‘he bill reauthorizes LEAA for three years; fiscal years 1977, 1978, and 1979.
This compromise was reached amid growing public criticism of LEAA’s in-
effectiveness in meeting the escalating crime rate and concern over how the $5
billion authorized to date for the program has been spent. The Senate had pro-
posed a reauthorization of five years, while the FHouse version called for a fifteen
month limit. This shorter period was to have facilitated Congressional cversight
and review by keeping LIEAA “on a short leash.

Authorization levels were set at $3880 million for the first year and $800 million
for each of the other two years,

—Liz Anderson, NYAP staff,

DErCEMBER 1976

INTERVIEW—BREED HOPEFUL ABOUT DELINQUENCY PROGRAMS UNDER CARTER

(Allen F, Breed was for many years director of the California Youth Author-
ity, and is now a member of the National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention and chairman of LEAA's Committee on Standards
and Goals. He recently accepted a Fellowship with LEAA's Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention to study the coordination of federal delin-
quency prevention programs.)

Q. Congress will be considering the renewal of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act in 1977. What is your assessment of the Aect's impact and
are there any revisions you'd like to see?

A, Having long been a strong supporter of the need for Congressional action
in this area and having testified on frequent oceasions in the hope we could get
a strong bill through, I would have to say that the 1974 Act was certainly a
giant step forward. But I think that most of us in the field believe there's still
much to be done, and much of the hope that is spoken to in the Act such as
more effective coordination of the federal effort is far more a blueprint than it
ig a reality. For example, I would hope one of the things that could be done is a
closer look at how coordination comes about and what inducements and what
mechanisms are going to bring about some coordination, which up to this time
I see only being done minimally. I would also like to see the Act take stronger
steps regarding how to deal with those children that have been identified as
status offenders. I think that deinstitutionalization is really only a first step,
and I think now we must recognize that there have to be restrictions on any
kind of coercive intervention in terms of the court dealing with status offenders.
I have myself been unable to go to the third step and say that the juvenile court
should have no responsibility for status offenders because I think there has to
be some public agency with some degree of authority that can, in effect, order
certain kinds of services that so far we haven’t seemingly been able to get by
any other way. But in still leaving the status offender in the juvenile court,
I would hope that the Act would strongly say that the courts should have no
authority to coercively intervene in the lives of these young people nor that
there should be any way that once they’re brought under the jurisdiction of a
court that the court can esecalate status offenders into juvenile delinquents,
What I'm hoping is that the Act will strongly speak to the need of providing
services, but that these services should be provided on a strictly voluntary basis.

Q. Doesn’t the fact that having juvenile courts retain jurisdiction over status
offenders mean that alternative forms of services won’t be established, simply
because there aren’t the resources to have it both ways?

A. I'm not so sure that's true. I am, however, sure that as long as the courts
provide these services there’s not going to be any real effort on the part of
society and the general public to find other ways of making these services avail-
able to young people. On the other hand, I think that sometimes we have to
move in phases, and that doesn’t mean I'm basically conservative and slow about
change. I share with those who have a basic concern about children that those
services need to be there, and until such time as we see the private sector or the
non-govermmental sector truly being able to provide these services, we have to
have some mechanism through government that can see that they’re provided.
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Q. What steps would you recommend to stimulate the development of thig
capacity on the part of private agencies?

A. T would start by providing the juvenile court with the ability to act ag a
broker to the private sector, purchasing these services rather than ordering the
services through public agencies. I think that as soon a8 funds become available
to the private sector, it is going to be able to expand its capabilities in providing
these services, The next logical step would be, hopefully, that those services
are so effective that we don’t have to go through the court mechanism in order -
to be able to get them.

Q. Then you would eventually favor a system where the public agency is only
the provider of last resort?

A, That’s correct, Of course, there can be just as much bureaucracy in private
agencies as there can be in public agencies-—we all recognize that. I guess what
I want is the assurance that regardless of what system we have, if there’s a kid
who needs some kind of service it’s going to be provided for.

Q. What impact do you see the Carter Administration having on this office
and on the national effort in general?

A, T would have to assume on the basis of what one reads in the newspapers
and on the basis of the things he did as Governor of Georgia that the new Ad-
ministration will be more people oriented, that there will be a deeper concern
and commitment to the needs of children, than has generally been demonstrated
by the current Administration. With that introductory statemenf, my eternal
optimism comes cut that with this kind of change and with this kind of hope for
leadership, there would be a greater attention to the needs of young people and
there would be more resources poured into these needs.

Q. Do you see a lessening of the linkage between young people and the current
anti-crime approach to policy, and more of a linkage toward prevention and social
welfare concerns?

A. I think we're going to see more concern about the basic factors that cause
these problems, whether they concern just young people or citizens in general;
and a far greater emphasis, I think, on services that can reinforce the home and
reinforce the school. I tend to see a concentration in those two areas.

Q. Do you see the introduction of a pro-family policy with an analysis of
various federal efforts looking at the impact on the family as eventually having
some impact on delinquency ?

A, This is where I’'m predicting, and I have to be honest and say perhaps it's
more of o hope than anything else.

Q. Given the current structure of the federal government, it would appear that
the federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
has a key role. What would you like to see that board become?

A.That’s the very foeus of my Fellowship study. I'd rather answer that a year
from now because then, hopefully, I'd give you a4 more knowledgeable answer;
and secondly, if I knew the answer now I'd quit the Fellowship and go do some-
thing else. I said earlier, and I'd like to restate it, that I have some real concerns
about coordination and what it means. In the short time I've been around Wagh-
ington, I haven't seen any reason why the departments of the federal government
should coordinate around delinquency prevention. There's no real incentive for
them to do so, and there isn’t even any authority, legislatively, to require them
to, other than the fact that they have to meet and that certain reports have to be
prepared for Congress and for the President. If coordination is going to be
effective, either in delinquency prevention or in any other service need, it seems
to me that we've got to look at ways of putting some teeth into that coordination
effort or some incentive into it, one or the other. The second early conclusion
that I'd make from a standpoint of about three weeks’ expertise, is that I have
some early reservations whether or not coordination should be around such a
limited symptom as delinquency. Perhaps we should be thinking about this co-
ordination around a broader perspective of youth needs: delinquency oniy being
one symptom of that.

Q. California recently enacted legislation that will revamyp its juvenile justice
system; providing separate community-based programs for status offenders,
among other things. What are the eritical areas this legislation was designed to
meet and do you see it as a model piece of legislation for other states?

A. Senate Bill 3121 is am excellent piece of legislation, particularly considering
that it was o compromise act huilt to take into account the very strong feelings
of the law enforcement fraternity about tougher laws for young people, strong
feelings on the part of the district attorneys that they should be made a part of




124

the juvenile court process, and strong feelings on the part of a rather wide cross
section of young people that felt young adults aged 16 and 17 who commit very
serious crimes should be treated as adults in the adult eriminal system. Merged
with those attitudes was another cross section of Californians who felt very
strongly that status offenders should be separated out from juvenile delinquents
and that the whole deinstitutionalization process should be carried ahead as
rapidly as possible. That there should be a marriage as there was in that bill is
really almost remarkable, I don’t know whether I would say it is a model act that
should be emulated by other states. I think there are basic ingredients of the act
that make absolute sense. It speaks very strongly to the fact that the juvenile
court must be an adversary process and that in providing due process protections
the district attorney has a role. It speaks very strongly to the fact that there are
certain young people who, because of their maturity and the serious offenses they
commit, should at least be considered for waiver into the eriminal court. But the
protection built into that act is that that decision should be done that's made in
the juvenile court, not in the criminal court. And then I think a very forward
step, and I'm very proud to have been a part of it, is that California will as of
January 1, 1977, no longer place status offenders in any kind of institutional
setting with delinquents; and secondly, that status offenders under no ecircum-
stances can be escalated into juvenile delinquents even if they are found in
violation of a court order, So from that standpoint, those particular features of
it could well be used as a model for other states.

Q. What do you see in the future in terms of this wwhole area of juvenile justice
and delinquency prevention? President Ford recently gave his view to the Chiefs
of Police meeting in Miami when he said it was time for a crackdown on juvenile
crime, What are the things you'd like to see done?

A. Certainly any efforts, regardless of what they are, that deal only with the
offender after he's caught aren’t going to do anything about making our streets
any safer. If our concern is doing something about reducing crime, then we'd
better start thinking about doing something besides getting tough when the
offender is caught. I do have some reservation about what that sanection should
be, and I don’t think we have to use a form of incarceration as often as we do
in America. On the other hand, T am even more concerned about the fact that,
in trying to make our streets safer, if we only concentrate on the offender we're
only hitting at the tip of the iceberg. Nothing is going to be changed about all
the vast amount of crime that's happening out there unless we begin directing
some of our attention, some of our creativity, and certainly a lot of our resources
to those things which occur in our society which produce crime.

Q. Which are?

A, I'll respond with the ones that are understood most clearly ; such as poverty,
discrimination, pcor housing, poor education, and lack of opportunity. Having said
those things, 1 realize that in many respects I haven't spoken to the specific
causes. But I think what we have to face up to is that there's a tremendous
amount of crime that'’s occurring because our society has been unwilling to deal
with a large segment of our citizens, who are the have nots. Until such time as
we can deal more effectively and more fairly with the have nots, I think we're
always going to have a great deal of erime, So that speaks to some very radical
ways in which we deal with economie, social, and moral needs. I don’t care how
effective youth service bureaus, YMCA's, or 4-H programs are in dealing with a
small minority of our young. There are some far more basic changes in society
that have got to take place and I'd hope we'd speak to the need for that. But
until that day comes along, I hope we do everything we can to have more effective
youth service bureaus, YMCA programs, and so forth. Perhaps it's a holding
action until we become more mature and sensitive to the needs of everyone in
our Society. )

Q. The National Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice is a year and a half
old now. Speaking as a member, how do you rate its performance?

A, Like any large group of citizens brought in from many walks of life from
all over thie country, there was a period of getitng ncquainted, becoming more
knowledgeable about the subject matter at hand, and not having adequate staff
to provide the necessary services. These are all excuses, but I think they speak
to the fact that the National Advisory Committee has been slower in terms of
developing the understanding and suggested programs that the members I've had
the opportunity to talk to would like to have seen.
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JANUARY 1077

JUVENILE JUsTICE OFFICE CALLS CONFERENCE—KEY MID-WEST ADVISorRy BoARD
MEMBERS MEET

Representatives of six Mid-Western state advisory boards met with LEAA’Y
Office of TJuvenile Jusice Deceinber 5-7 in Chicago to discuss the implementation
of the Juvenile Justice Art and the role and development of state advisory
boards. Milton Luger, head of the Juvenile Justice Office, invited the chairman,
vice chairman, youth advisory membsr, and juvenile justice specialist from each
board to the conference; and atteudance was excellent except for the youth
representatives, who were present from only three states. Only one of these,
Wistconsin’s Patricia Jaegers, 15, is on the receiving end of the youth service
system,

Participants heard a discussion of current issues in juvenile justice from
TLuger ) Fred Nader and Dave West from the Juvenile Justice Office ; Allen Breed,
former director of the California Youth Authority and now a Fellow at LEAA;
and Prof, Paul Hahn of Xavier University, Cincinnati. The core of the confer-
ence, however, was extensive discussions among bhoard members on the past
performance and future role of the state advisory bonrds; and participants were
able to share with their counterparts from other states the problems and prog-
ress of developing their state plan,

The final panel of the conference was on gaining and using clout to fully imple-
ment the Juvenile Justice Act. Panel members were J. D. Anderson, chairman of
the National Advisory Board on Juvenile Justice, who discussed the activities of
the National Board; Bill Drake, of the League of Cities, who discussed the
realities of developing political power for youth serving agencies; James Arnold,
of Legis 50, who focused on the vifal role of upgrading the qualify of the decision
making process in state legislatures; and NYA director Bill Treanor, who
stressed the importance of sirong juvenile justice state advisory boards and
developing state-wide coalitions of youth workers.

Treanor alse lambasted the National Council of Juvenile Court Judpges for
opposing the mandatory deinstitutionalization of status offenders and the Na-
tional Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators for oppos-
ing the development of strong state advisory boards (it turned out most advisory
board memberg had never heard of this latter group).

Fred Nader said the Juvenile Justice Office would evaluate the Region V
(Mid-West) conference before deciding whether to hold additional regional con-
ferences or to have a national conference of key advisory board members. Ad-
visory board members wishing to make known their sentiments on the issue of
additional training for advisory board members can write Milton Luger, Office
of Juvenile Justice, LINA4A, 633 Indiana Ave, N.W. Washington D.C. 20531.

SENATE To ConsIpER NEW AcCr—NYAP RECOMMENDE CHANGES IN RUNAWAY
Youtrr Actr

Due to the Ford Administration’s refusal to request reauthorization of the
Runaway Youth Act (‘Title III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974), Sen, Birch Bayh's Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency is
proceeding to develop a new Runaway Youth Act and may begin hearings on this
as early as February. Sen. Bayh and the subcommittee staff have requested
recommendations concerning the Act and among those responding was NYAP,
which drafted a list of suggested changeg including the following:

* Amending the title of the Act to read “Runaway Youth and Families and
Youth in Crisis.” Limiting the scope {o runaway youth excludeyg young people
who have been compelled for one reason or another to leave their homes, young-
sters who have been thrown out of their homes, and young people recently dis-
charged from an institution or from a series of foster care or group care place-
ments who have no home to which they can return. These young people often
find themselves on the streets with little in the way of resources, skills, or oppor-
tunities; and outside the scope of the program established by the Act. The
amendment would also broaden the Act to include services that could result in
preventing those events that might cause a young person to leave home, and to
provide families with supportive services that might be required to keep families
intact.
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* Raising the maoimum amount of o grant to a runaway program from $75,000
to $100,000; and changing the priority of giving grants to programs with program
budgets of less than $100,000 to programs with budgets of less than $150,000.
This change was suggested by the National Network of Runaway and Youth
Services, based on computations of the actual cost of operating programs designed
to provide services to runaway youth and their families.

* Returning at 90% the federal share of a program's budget during any fiscal
year. The Office of Youth Development, HEW, recommended that the federal
share be 909, the first year; 80% the second year, and 609, the third year; based
on the assumption that local funding would be used to supplant the federal share.
The realities of the situation, however, indicate that the small programs en-
visioned as grantees must anticipate a developmental process for receiving local
funds, including, for instance, certification from the state as an official childcare
agency before approaching a local unit of government for funding. The entire
process of breaking into the cyele of local funding can often take a new or small
program well over two years; therefore, the federal share of funding should
remain constant during that period.

* [stablishing a toll free telephone service to assist runaway youth in reuniting
with their families and to encble centers working with runaways to communicate
with service providers in the runaway’'s hometown. This will provide for better
communication leading to a return of the runaway to his family and community.

* Adding a section entitled “Familics and Youlh in Crisis.” This section would
have an authorization of $30 million per year, and would provide a means through
which many of the root causes of the problems of runaways, undomiciled youth,
and families and youth in crisis can be approached. It would also close service
gaps not envisioned in the original Act. Grants and contracts would be awarded
to develop programs which would assist families in coping with problems related
to family life, including single parent families, child abuse and neglect, educa-
tional deficits, major illnesses, unemployment or underemployment, inadequate
housing, alcohol and drug abuse, and disintegration of the nuclear family.
Training, research, and coordination of community resources would also be a
part of this effort. .

* Raising the authorization level from 310 million to $30 million for the fiscal
years ending September 30, 1978, 1979, 1980, and 1981, These funds would be for
all activities under the Act except those discussed in the section immediately
above, which would also have an authorization of $30 million.

FEBRUARY 1977

SENATE T0 CONSIDER 3-YEAR “BXTENSION—NYAP RECOMMENDS CHANGES IN
JUVENILE JUSTICE AcCT

Sen, Birch Bayh (D-Ind.) will introduce a 3-year extension of the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act within the next few weeks, calling for
an authorization of at least $500 million for that period: $125 million for FY 78,
$175 million for FY 79, and $200 million for FY 80. The appropriation for the
current fiscal year is $75 million.

The bill will propose the creation of a new office within the Department of
Justice—but separate from LEAA, which is currently administering the Act—
to act as a legal advocate for children and youth in areas ranging from child
abuse to delinqueney prevention to adequate medical care. This office would be
given the authority to pursue litigation against state and local jurisdictions
as well as private individuals who violate the rights of children.

LEAA has already submitted the changes it would like to see made in the Act,
as have youth workers and youth service programs. NYAP has drafted a lengthy
list of recommended additions and deletions, which are summarized below.

In attempting to compile these recommendations, NYAP found itself con-
fronted by a number of gaps in its knowledge; the first among these being a
result of the current state of the Executive branch of government as a system
in transition. The broad policy considerations of who should administer the
various provisions of the Act should be based, in part, upon a clear under-
standing of the goals, dirvections, priorities, and personalities of the Executive
branch, This clarity has not yet emerged.

The second gap exists as a result of the relatively short period of time the
Office of Juvenile Justice has been in actual, operating existence, and the lack of
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_commi‘qnent on the part of the Ford Administration to the expeditious and
1_ndustnous implementation of the Act. Therefore, it is difficult to make a mean-
ingful assessment of the Juvenile Justice Office to operate within the Justice
Department as the vehicle for the implementation of the Act.

A number of options have been discussed on this topic. First, that jurisdiction
over the Act be transferred from Justice to HEW. NYAP is in philosophical
agreement with this as being consistent with the trend towards removing the
treatment and prevention of juvenile delinquency from the criminal justice
system. However, the practical consideration of the ability of HEW as eurrently
constituted to successfully implement the provisions of the Act or even tq perform
at the level of efficiency and expertise demonstrated by the Office of Juvenile
Justice seems o outweigh philosophical considerations.

Another option is to create a new Office of Juvenile Justice within the Justice
Department but sepavate from LEAA. This would tend to increase the level of
visibility and importance accorded the Office and it would remove a level of
administrative control and access within the DRepartment. The drawbacks in such
a move include the cost of establishing a parallel system of support services for
the Office apart from LEAA and the Qifficulty of coordinating juvenile justice
activities initiated under the Maintenance of Effort provisions for the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, which LEAA is administering.

A third option is to create a special office within the White House which,
among other tasks, would administer the Act. Such an office would be similar
to the one proposed by Bayh in his original Dbill. It would also be the closest
approximation to that long fabled Cabinet position for youth.

Therefore, NYAP will assume that jurisdiction over the various titles of the
Act will remain within the Office of Juvenile Justice, NYAP’s specific recom-
mendations, of course, are keyed to the many sectionsg and subsections of the
Act; but taken as a whole, most of them come under one of the following
categories:

* More administrative authority should be vested in the LEAA Assistant Ad-
ministrator in charge of the Office of Juvenile Justice rather than in the LEAA
Administrator. This should lead to more effective operation of the Office. The
Agsistant Administrator should be authorized to select employees of the Office,
to implement overall policy and develop objectives and priorities for all federal
juvenile delinquency programs and activities, and to arrange grants and contracts
with states.

*The staff of the Juvenile Justice Office should be increased. The Assistant
Administrator should be able to hire as many staff people as arve necessary. One
of the apparent impediments to the efficient administration of the Act under the
Office has been the lack of a staff of adequate size and composition,

* Coordination should be increased between federal agencies working in the
areas of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. For instance, the federal
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice should be expanded to include HEW
agencies,

Marcr 1977

CENTERS To AssESS “STATE OF ART” oF YoUTH WorRK—LEAA AssessMENT CENTER
ADvVIsorY BoARrRD MEETS

The Assessment Center Program Advisory Board, created by LBAA’s National
Institute on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJTDP) to oversee
the work of its four national assessment centers, met for the first time last month
in Hackensack, N.J. The 10-member board is to perform a variety of tasks in
regard to the assessment centers; including selecting topics for consideration,
providing guidanes, making decisions to improve effectiveness, and insuring
quality control,

The four assessment centers have contracts with the NIJTTDP to nssess “the
gtate of the art” of youth work and to produce guidance and training materials
for youth work practitioners and planners. It is hoped the ambitious, costly
($2 million annually) project will result in the production of a steady stx'qam
of useful, readable material ou what works and how to do it in the youth service~
field.

Three assessment centers will concentrate on specific topies, while . fourth—
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency in Hackensack—will provide
overall coordination under the direction of Dr. Robert Emrich. The Center for
Alternatives to Juvenile Justice System Processing vyill be located at the Uni-
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versity of Chicago and the Center for the Assessment of the Juvenile Justice
System will be administered by the American Justice Institute in Sacramento,
Calif. LEAA has yet to award the contract for o prevention assessment center,

The advisory board will be chaired by Judge Marshall Young of Rapid City,
8.D. The other members are Bill Bricker, National Director, Boys Club of
Amerieca ; Dr. Lee Brown, Director of Justice Services, Portland, Ore.; Dr. Inger
Davis, San Diego State School of Social Work; Prof. Albert Reiss, Yale Uni-
versity ; Angel Rivera, Community Services Administration, HIDW ; Bill Treanor,
Director, NYAP; and Prof. Franklin Zimring, University of Chicago. Dr. James
(Buddy) Howell, Director of the NIJJDP, is an ex-officio member of the board.

The board will meet again this May in Chicago. Youth workers should be
prepared to review the utility and relevance of materials produced by these
assessment centers to give timely analytical comment to board members and
to others involved in this effort,

(Inquiries concerning the National Assessment Center Program should be
directed to Dr. Robert Emrich, National Council on Crime and Delinquency,
411 Hackensack Ave,, Hackensack, N.J., (201) 488-04400.)

—Bill Treanor, NYAP Director.

APRIL 1977

BiLn Asks FOR 5 YEAR, $1 BILLION REAUTHORIZATION—JUVENILE JUSTICE ACT
ExTENSION ENLARGES YouTH WORKER ROLE

A five-year, $1 billion reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 was introduced in the Senate by Sen, Birch Bayh (D-Ind.)
last month, Bayh, the main author of the Act, said his bill basieally perfects and
reaffirms existing provisions; but it clearly incorporates recommendations from
youth workers and community-based youth service programs and provides them
a larger role under the Act. The Act expires in September,

The Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency has slated
hearings on the reauthorization bLill for April; but the current committee re-
organization in the Senate may delay that. In addition, Sen. Bayh is expected
to leave his post as subcommittee chairman to become head of the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments; while the Subcommittee’s chief counsel, John
Rector, will be leaving to become chief of LIWAA’s Office of Juvenile Justice.
These moves may cause additional delays. Bayh's successor on the delinquency
subcommittee iz Sen. John Culver (D-Towa).

The Senate faces a May 156 budget deadline on reauthorizing the Act. Bayh
said he was “cautiously limiting substantive alterations” to the Act to speed
the process—omitting provisions for a national conference on learning disabilities
and an Office of Children's Justice within the Justice Department. (On the House
side, Rep. Claude Pepper (D-Fla.) has introduced an amendment to the Act
calling for a learning disabilities conference). Bayh said such additions to the
Act could be subject of hearings this summer or fall.

Yet the bill does propose amendments to strengthen the federal delinquency
prevention effort so that recent actions by the Ford Administration to weaken
the Act’s provisions will not be repeated under future Presidents. However, Bayh
said, he wag certain of President Carter’s commitment to the program.

The major points of the Bayh reauthorization bill are as follows.

* The powers of the Assistant Administrator—the executive head of the Juve-
nile Justice Office—are strengthened. The 1974 Act intended that the head of the
office be delegated all administrative, managerial, operational, and policy re-
sponsibilities for LHAA’s delinquency prevention activities, However, the TEAA
Administrator did not delegate these responsibilities to him during the years of
the Ford Administration. The new bill reaflirms and facilitates these powers, The
bill also emphasizes the autonomy of the Assistant Administrator from the regular
LBAA structure,

* The Juvenile Justice Office is provided additional staff, including a deputy
administrator to oversee the Part B.activities under Title I (federal assistance
to state and local programs).

* TThe 33 member National Advisory Committee ig strengthened. The 1974 Act
said committee members would be chosen from those having special knowledge
concerning delinquency prevention and juvenile justice; and Bayh now includes
among these “youth workers involved with alternative youth programs.” In addi-
tion, at least one-third of the members must be 22 or under—down from 25—and
at least one-third of these “shall have been under the jurisdiction of the juvenile
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justice system." The committee will receive at least 1% of the funds for the Act,
which it could use to award grants and contracts to carry out its functions; and
will conduct seminars, workshops, and tralning programs around the country to
assist state advisory groups. ’

* The state advisory groups are aiso strengthened by requiring their involve-
ment in policy formulation and the implementation of the Act in their states. At
least 10% of the formula grant funds going to a state will go to the state advisory
group; and it, too, could award grants and contraects, Similarly, at least one-third
of the members must be under 22.

* The mateh provision is waived for private, non-profit organizations. Bayh said
the formula grant program is improved by eliminating the “burdensome records-
keeping associated with in-kind mateh for non-profit groups.”

* Among the advanced teciniques which states may fund will be youth ad-
vocaey programs aimed at improving services for and protecting the rights of
youth.

* Dependent or neglected children will be included under the provision that
status offenders may not be placed in juvenile detention or correctional facilities.
The wording that such children “must” be placed, instead, in shelter facilities
will be changed to read “may.” States would still have fwo years in which to
meet this requirement.

* A state failing to meet this deinstitutionalization requirement within two
years would have to show it was in “substantial compliance” to avoid becoming
ineligible for future funds. Substantial compliance would mean 759 deinstitu-
tionalization had been achieved, and the state would have three years to meet
the requirement,

* Special Bmphasis school programs will be more closely coordinated with
HBEW's Office of Education. In addition, new categories for special emphasis will
include youth advocacy, Aue process, and programs to encourage the development
of neighborhood courts. “Through the encouragement of arbitration, mediation,
conciliation by the use of paralegals, ombudspersons, advocates, community
participants, and others, while assisting vietims, we can encourage the develop-
gent ofimore rational and economical responses to minor delinquent behavior,”

ayh said.

* Authorized for the Act is $150 million for FY 78, $176 million for ¥'Y 79,
$200 million for F'Y 80, $225 million for F'Y 81, and $250 million for F'Y 82, ‘The
authorization for ¥Y 77 is $150 million, though only $75 million was actually
appropriated in the face of intense opposition from fhe Ford Administration.

STATEMENT OF LENORE GITTIS MITTELMAN, THE CHILDREN'S DEFENsE FUND oF
THE WASHINGTON RESEARCH ProJECT, INC.

I thank you for giving the Children’s Defense Fund of the Washington Re-
search Project the opportunity to present testimony on proposed amendments to
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, CDP is a national,
nonprofit, public interest child advocacy organization created in 1973 to gather
evidence about, and address systematically, the conditions and needs of American
children. We have issued a number of reports on specific problems faced by large
numbers of children in this country, and will issue several more in 1977, We seek
to correct problems uncovered by our research through federal and state adminis-
trative policy changes and monitoring, litigation, public information and support
to parents and local community groups representing children's interests.

Our monitoring of federal programs designed to provide services for children in
the areas of health, education, child welfare, child development and family support
have naturally lead us to our interest in the juvenile justice system and those
children caught up in it. The Juvenile Justice Division of the Children’s Defense
Fund, formerly in New York City under the direction of the Honorable Justine
Wise Polier, conducted o study of children in joils as well as a more broadly
focused study of non-delinquent children, including status offenders, who are in
placement out of their homes. .

It is clear to us that often children subject to juvenile court jurisdiction are
the very same children who were deprived, and continue to be deprived, of those
essential developmental, educational and support services that have been CDIF’s
traditional concern, "Moo often for these very same youngsters there are addi-
tional sets of problems caused by failures and inadequacles within the juvenile
justice system, Thus the Ohildren’s Defense Fund approaches the Juvenile
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Justice Act with the understanding that a federal delinquency program cannot
solve all the problems caused by the failures of the other systems that impact
on children. Xowever, we do believe that there must be a vigorous federal delin-
quency program that responds to thb very real problems imposed upon children
by the clear inadequacies in the juvenile justice system,

We appreciate the past efforts of both the Ilouse and Senate oversight com-
mittees on important issues affecting children caught up in the juvenile justice
system and are grateful to have this opportunity to appear before you nua ofter
our comments on o number of proposed amendments,

Status offenders (§§ 223 (a) (12) & 223(c¢))

1. Requirement for Deinstitutionalization within two years

TWe are concerned that both the Administration bill, ILR. 6111, and Senator
Bayh’s bill, §1021, propose changes that seemingly undernfme the Aots mandate
that States deinstitutionalize status offenders within two years of submission of
State plans, The initial decision to incorporate the two year requirement in the
statute was based upon a clear body of evidence that institutionalization of
status offenders in remotely placed, large warehousing institutions, bereft of
services, was totally destructive to the children and, indeed, provided them with
excellent schooling in crime. Conditions in these institutions created settings in
which the truant learned well from the mugger and the runaway learned equally
asg well from the rapist, Both children and society were irrevocably damaged.
This evidence has not changed, and the requirement for deinstitutionalization,
based upon the evidence, should not change.

Nevertheless both bills change the requirement for full compliance within two
vears by providing that “substantial compliance” is also aceeptable if a State
has made an unequivocal commitment to full compliance within a *reasonable
time”. Presently the law sets a clear standard. It requires deinstitutionalization
of status offenders within two years, and a State is in compliance only if it
conforms to that standard. If a State does not deinstitutionalize within two
vears, it iy in violation of the law, However, under the proposed changes the
act would essentially provide that a State is in compliance with the law even if it
iy only in substantial compliance. The full compliance standard becomes meaning-
less because it allows a State to be in non-compliance yet still be in conformance
with the law.

If a State is presently not in full compliance, the agency administering the
act, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preveutmn has the powey to
nogolmte with the State to bring it into full compliance, OJJ. DP alweays has the
discretion to Le reasonable in negotiations and indeed must be to retain its
credibility with the States. However, the requirement for full compliance gives
OJIDY the tool it needs in negotinting with the States to work ont compliance
mechanisms,

Therefore we oppose allowing a State either 3 years above the first 2 years or
n reasonable time after those first two years for deinstitutionalization of status
offenders. Deinstitutionalization will never happen if the requirement is S0
weakened as to allow States either § years or an undefined period in which to
accomplish it,

Indeed, we believe that new legislation should strengthen the commitment to
deinstitutionalize. ' We fully support Senator Bayh's proposal to make a State
ineligible for its maintenance of effort funds under the Safe Streets Act if the
State 1s not in complianee with deinstitutionalization requirements, This gives
LEAA a badly needed tool for negotiating with the States to bLring them into
compliance. The amount of funds available under the JIDPA has not yet been
large enough to be effective,

2, Shelter Facilitics (§223(a) (12) )—This section provides that status of-
fenders, both those charged and those who have committed offenses, cannot he
placed in Juvenile deteution or correctional facilities but . . . must be placed
in shelter facilitiex,” We are troubled by the use of the term “shelter facilities”
whicl: is not deflned any place in the Act. Neither the Administration nor Senator
Bayh has proposed any changes in the use of the term.

Used alone, without further elaboration. the term “shelter faeilities” has many
different meuuings. It is used to deseribe facilities of different sizes in hoth urban
and rural areas. It is used to refer to facilities with different levels of security
and facllities used for different groups of children, i.e., dependent or neglected
children and status offenders. Ifurther, it applies to faeilities for temporary place-
ment prior to adjudication as well as to facilities used for both temporary and
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pel_'manent placement subsequent to adjudication. Frequently there are no re-
qQuirements councerning the extent and quality of services that must be provided
to children placed in shelter facilities.

For t}1e above reasons, we do not believe the term “shelter facilities” should
be retained in the Act. Iurther, we would like to propose that any substitute
langunge describing alternative facilities where status offenders must be placed
embody the following requirements: Any alternative placement should be in
the least restrictive alternative appropriate to a child's needs and within reason-
able proximity to the child’s family and home community. The facility should
be reguired to provide appropriate services, including education, health, voca-
tional, socinl and psychological guidance and other rehabilitative services.

It appears that Senator Bayh and the Administration both attempt to enlarge
placement options under this section by proposing that “ . . must be placed
in shelter facilities” be changed to *. . . may be placed in shelter facilities.”
In faet, we Dbelieve that such a change increases the potential for the placement
of status offenders in inappropriate fucilities and defeats one of the original
purposes of the Act which is to clearly limit the fypes of facilities in which
statug offenders can be placed. We believe that a better solution to the problems
of increasing alternatives for status offenders is to redefine, us follows, the
alternative facilities in which status offenders can be placed under the Act:

§228(a) % . . such plan must

(12) provide within two years after submission of the plan that juveniles
who ave charged with or who have committed offenses that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, shall not be placed in juvenile detention
or correctional facilitles (, but must be placed in shelter facilities). Such
Jureniles must be placed in facilities that arc the least restrictive alterna-
tives appropriafe to their needs. These factlities must be in recsonadble
proxinity to the family and home communitics of the juveniles teking
inlo aceount any speeial needs of the juveniles, and shall provide the services
descrilied in scetion 103(1) 3*

Children in Adult Jails (§228(a) (18)

In January of the year CDI veleased itg study on Children in Adult Jeils.d I
will not repeat many ot our findings since most of you have received copies of
the study, However, I wish to reeall for you that the jailing of children has been
condemned for nearly a century as a cruel and unnecessary practice, It is often
prohibited by State laws yet it persists in every region of the country. Every day
across this country thousands of children arve subjected to the harsh reality of
jail, too often to their everlasting damage,

It is a tragedy for any child to be held in jail. It is also a travesty because the
overwhelming majority of children in adult jails are not even detained for violent
crimes and cannot be considered a threat to themselves nor to their communities.
In our study we found that only 11,7¢% of janiled children were charged with
serious offenses agninst persons. The rest~—S88.3¢—were charged with property
or minor offenses. Most alarmingly, 17.96% of jailed children had committed status
offenses. That is, truants and runaways were held in jails, under abysmal condi-
tions, easy prey for hardened adult criminals, An additional 4,39 of the jailed
children had committed no offense at all.

Section 223 (a) (13) of the JIDPA restricts use of jails for juveniles only by
providing that children have no "regular contact” with adult offenders. Our
study has shown that “this prohibition cannot protect children from physical or
sexual abuse any more than state laws with similar provisions have profected
children in the past.” We have recommended and we continue to recommend that
the JIDPA should be amended to require State plans to include provisions for
ending the incarceration of children in jails within 12 months, In addition we
recommend that the federal government should set o date after which no federal
law enforeement aid will be granted to any state that continues to hold children
of juvenile court age in any corvectional fucility, including jails or lockups.

Furtlier, we recommend that § 223(a) (13) be amended by deleting the word
“regular” so that ail contaet between children and adult offenders in corvectional
institutions is completely prohibited. We think there is litfle disngreement that
children need protection from incarcerated adults. This is one way to provide
them with more protection than exists under present federal requirements,

“Deleted material in parentheses, new material in italic,
T See p. 133.
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Maintenance of Bifort (§261(b))

The JIDPA requires that LIAA devote 19.59 of ity 1972 Safe Streets funds
to juvenile justice. However, there is no mechanism that contains information
nor reveals that thig is happening, We propose that the Act be amended to require
LEAGA to establish a monitoring system to track complinnce with this require-
ment.

Maich Requirement (§ 222(d))

The statute presently gives the LHAA Administrator discretion to require cash
or in-kind mat¢hing funds. Senator Bayh's amendments retain that discretion.
However, the Administration’s amendments delete the possibility of in-kind mateh
and only permit cash match, We strongly oppose the Administration’s proposal,
Removing the possibility of in-kind match effectively destroys the ability of many
private organizations with funding problems to apply for grants. We know that
organizations, even some of the larger private nonprofits, have funding problems
under present economic conditions, Further, the proposed changes handicap small
agencies and organizations which are developing innovative programs and caunot
secure money from financially troubled municipalities and counties, In short, the
deletion of the possibility of the use of in-kind mateh hampers the private sector
in developing and implementing the kinds of programs envisaged by the Act,
RState Advisory Councils-State Planning Agencies (SPA's)

There have been problems in a nuwber of States in that SPA’s have not been
giving Advisory Councils suflicient opportunity to “advise and consult” in the
formation of State plans. Too often SPA’S hive submitted State plans to Advisory
Councilyg directly before submitting them to Washington. This is in direct contra-
vention of the purpose of the Act in creating Staff Advisotry Councils. Advisory
Councils are to provide citizen participation in the planuing process. We ask you
to consider imposing o reasonable time frame upon the process, or, as hag been
recommended by other organizations, statutorily requiring submission of Ad-
visory Council comments on State plans along with submission of the plan. We
wish to add to this last recommendation a further condition that the SPA’s be
required to submit in writing its reasons for not accepting specific Advisory
Council proposals.

Again, we appreciate this opportunity to present our concerns to you. We
believe the JIDPA has enormous potential in aiding both States and private
organizations to address the problems of juvenile delinquency and its prevention.
We hope to see that potential realized.











